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To Owners: x Within a 100-Foot Radius And Occupants: x Within a 100-Foot Radius 
 ☐ Within a 500-Foot Radius  ☐ Within a 500-Foot Radius 
 ☐ Abutting a Proposed Development Site And: x Interested Parties/Others 

 

This notice is sent to you because you own property or are an occupant residing near a site for which an appeal from a 
Department action was filed with the Department of City Planning.  All interested persons are invited to attend the public 
hearing where you may listen, ask questions, and/or present testimony regarding the project.  The environmental 
document, if applicable, will be among the matters considered at the hearing.  The decision-maker may consider all the 
testimony presented at the hearing, written communications received prior to or at the hearing, and the merits of the 
project as it relates to existing environmental and land use regulations. Please note that your attendance at the 
hearing is optional. 
Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Drive (1525 & 1533 North Palisades Drive; 17310 & 17320 West Vereda De 

La Montura)     
Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR-1A Council No: 11 – Bonin 

CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE Related Cases: ZA 2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

Hearing Held By: West Los Angeles Area Planning 
Commission 

 

Date: April 18, 2018 Plan Area: Brentwood – Pacific Palisades 

Time After 4:30 p.m. Zone C1-1-H 

Place: Henry Medina West Los Angeles Parking 
Enforcement Facility 
2nd Floor, Roll Call Room  
11214 West Exposition Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 

Plan Overlay: None 

Land Use: Neighborhood Office 
Commercial 

Staff Contact: Cecilia Lamas, Commission Executive 
Assistant 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
apcwestla@lacity.org 
(213) 978-1299 
 

Applicant: Rony Shram,  
Palisades Drive, LP 

Representative: Kevin K. McDonnell, Esq.,  
Jeffer Mangels Butler & 
Mitchell LLP 

Appellant 1: Jonathan Klar, Maria Klar, and 
Additional Appellants 

Representative 1: Jonathan Klar 

  Appellant 2: Robert T. Flick and Sandra L. 
Flick 

 
 

Representative 2: Kristina Kropp, Esq. and 
Robert L. Glushon, Esq., Luna 
& Glushon 

      
 

  
PROPOSED PROJECT: 
The proposed project involves the construction, use, and maintenance of a new four-story, 64,646 square-foot Eldercare 
Facility with two levels of subterranean parking, ranging in height from 25 to 45 feet. The project will contain 82 guest 
rooms, including 59 guest rooms used for Assisted Living Care Housing and 23 guest rooms used for 
Alzheimer’s/Dementia Care Housing. The project will provide a total of 66 automobile parking spaces and 10 bicycle 
parking spaces.  
 

APPEAL: 
Appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s determination to dismiss an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit pursuant to Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 14.3.1-B; to approve a Coastal Development Permit pursuant to LAMC Section 
12.20.2, and to approve a Site Plan Review pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05; and appeal of Categorical Exemption ENV-
2017-2171-CE.  
   
 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

mailto:apcwestla@lacity.org


Appeal Notice –rev. 10/31/2017            2 

 

________________________________ 
 

Puede obtener información en Español acerca de esta junta llamando al (213) 978-1300 
 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
 

FILE REVIEW - The complete file is available for public inspection between the hours of 8:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through 
Friday. Please call or email the staff identified on the front page, at least three (3) days in advance to assure that the files will be 
available.  Files are not available for review the day of the hearing.   
 
AGENDAS AND REPORTS- Commission agendas are posted for public review in the Main Street lobby of City Hall East, 200 N. 
Main Street, Los Angeles, California, and are accessible online at planning.lacity.org. Appeal Recommendation Reports will be 
available on-line seven (7) days prior to the public hearing and will be accessible at planning.lacity.org, by selecting 
"Commissions & Hearings". Appeal Recommendation Reports are hyperlinked to the case numbers on the agendas. If you are 
appealing a determination of an Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA), please note that the letter of determination is the report 
which is forwarded to the Commission.  Appeal Recommendation Reports are not prepared for AZA appeals. The Commission 
may consider the entire action even if only a portion of the action has been appealed.    
 
TESTIMONY AND CORRESPONDENCE - Your attendance is optional; oral testimony can only be given at the hearing and may 
be limited due to time constraints.   Written testimony or evidentiary documentation may be submitted prior to the hearing. 
Commissions function in a quasi-judicial capacity and therefore, cannot be contacted directly.   Any materials submitted to the 
Department or Commission become City property and will not be returned.  This includes any correspondence or exhibits used 
as part of your testimony. 
 
Be advised that the Commission may RECONSIDER and alter its action taken on items listed on the meeting agenda at 
any time during this meeting or during the next regular meeting, in accordance with the Commission Policies and 
Procedures and provided that the Commission retains jurisdiction over the case.  If a Commission meeting is cancelled 
or adjourned due to lack of quorum, all remaining agenda items shall be continued to the next regular meeting or 
beyond, as long as the continuance is within the legal time limits of the case or cases.  
 

REQUIREMENTS FOR SUBMISSION OF MATERIALS - Written testimony may be submitted via email, in person or by U.S. 
mail to the staff identified on the front of this page. Correspondence should be presented on letter size (8 ½ " x 11") or legal size 
(8 ½ " x 14") paper. All oversized exhibits must be folded to fit into a legal-sized folder.   Plans (i.e. site plans, floor plans, grading 
plans) must be presented on paper size not smaller than ledger size (11” x 17”). The case number must be written on all 
communications, plans and exhibits. To the extent possible, please also submit all materials electronically (flash drive, CD 
or via email). 
 

• Regular Submissions - Written materials not limited as to volume must be received ten (10) days prior to the hearing 
date.    Provide an original plus five (5) copies of all correspondence or exhibits.  You may submit written testimony to 
the Commission Office directly at 200 North Spring Street, Room 532, Los Angeles, CA 90012 in attention to the 
Commission Secretariat.   

• Rebuttal Submissions - All written materials in response to the Appeal Recommendation Report and/or additional 
comments must be submitted no later than 48 hours before the public hearing.  Submissions, including exhibits, shall not 
exceed ten (10) pages. 

• Day of Hearing Submissions - Submissions less than 48 hours prior to, and including the day of the public hearing, must not 
exceed two (2) written pages, including exhibits.  Photographs do not count toward the page limitation. 

• Non-Complying Submissions -   Submissions that do not comply with these rules will be stamped “File Copy. Non-
complying Submission”.  Non-complying submissions will be placed into the official case file, but they will not be delivered to, 
or considered by the Commission. 

EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES AND JUDICIAL REVIEW - If you challenge these agenda items in court, you 
may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agenized here, or in written 
correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. If you seek judicial review of any 
decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to 
that section must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the City's decision became final pursuant to 
California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial 
review. 
 

ACCOMMODATIONS - As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not 
discriminate on the basis of disability.  The hearing facility and its parking are wheelchair accessible.  Sign language interpreters, 
assistive listening devices, or other services, such as translation between English and other languages, may also be provided 
upon written request submitted a minimum of seven (7) working days in advance to: per.planning@lacity.org. Be sure to identify 
the language you need English to be translated into, and indicate if the request is for oral or written translation services.  If 
translation of a written document is requested, please include the document to be translated as an attachment to your email.  

http://planning.lacity.org/
http://planning.lacity.org/
mailto:per.planning@lacity.org


MASTER APPEAL FORM 

WITH ATTACHMENTS 



ORIGINAL 
APPLICATIONS: 

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning. 

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION 

Appellant Body: 

Ill Area Planning Commission D City Planning Commission D City Council D Director of Planning 

Regarding Case Number: CASE NO. ZA 2017-2170(ELD)(CDP)(SPR) and ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Project Address: 1525 & 1533 North Palisades Drive; 17310 & 17320 West Vereda De La Montura 

Final Date to Appeal: --0=2-'--/1=2c..c;/2;c.;c0--1-'-8 __________________ _ 

Type of Appeal: D Appeal by Applicant/Owner 

Ill Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved 

D Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety 

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION 

Appellant's name (print): Jonathan Klar, Maria Klar and the Persons on the Attched List of Additional Appellants 

Company: ------------------------------------

Mailing Address: 1526 Michael Lane 

City: Pacific Palisades State: ...aC_A ____ _ Zip: 90272 

Telephone: (310) 871-2140 E-mail: jklarlaw@gmail.com 

• Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company? 

121 Self 121 Other: Including Persons Listed on Exhibit A 

e Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant's position? D Yes Ill No 

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION 

Representative/Agent name (if applicable): -'-J-'-o_na'"""t'"""h.;...an_K __ la_r,._A_tt"'""o'"""r_ne'""'y._a.;...t'"""L--a-'-w _____________ _ 

Company: -----------------------------------

Mailing Address: 1526 Michael Lane 

City: Pacific Palisades State: CA ------ Zip: 90272 

Telephone: (310) 871-2140 E-mail: jklarlaw@gmail.com 

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016) 



4. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL 

Is the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed? 

Are specific conditions of approval being appealed? 

IZI Entire 

IZI Yes 

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here: See Attachment to Appeal 

0 Part 

0 No 

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state: 

• The reason for the appeal • How you are aggrieved by the decision 

• Specifically the points at issue • Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion 

5. APPLICANT'S AFFIDAVIT 

I certify that the sta 

Appellant Signature: Date: 02/08/2018 

• Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

o Appeal Application (form CP-7769) 
o Justification/Reason for Appeal 
o Copies of Original Determination Letter 

• A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B. 

o Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate 
their 85% appeal filing fee). 

• All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per 
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt. 

• Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC 
12.26 Kare considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees 
to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt. 

• 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. 

• Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation). 

• Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TI or VTT) by the Area or City 
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said 
Commission. 

• A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes 
a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code ' 21151 (c)]. 

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only 
Base Fee: Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner): D2/Cf /Zb/f $89 .dD m ,Su~tlM w~·~rwr1 
Receipt No 3 0 2 I I g tJ 8 tf Deemed Complete by (Project Planner) : Date: 

)if. Determination authority notified I D Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant) 
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LIST OF ADDITIONAL APPELLANTS 

The following interested parties hereby join the Appeal by Jonathan and Maria 
Klar of the Decision of the Associate Zoning Administrator's approval of Applications by 
Palisades Drive LP. for Development, Site Plan, CEQA, and Coastal permits for the 
proposed project at: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura, 
Case Nos.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR and CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE. 

Diane Bleak, 1357 Avenida de Cortez, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272. 
Aileen T. Haugh, 1537 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272. 
Marc and Veronique Jackson, 1520 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272. 
Malissa and Saad Javad, 1529 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272. 
Liana Martin, 17535 Camino de Yatasto, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272. 
Peter Shakarian, 1786 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272. 
Lui Haoran and Yuan Shuai, 1534 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272. 
Dianne Silvera, 1565 Calle del Estribo, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272. 



ORIGINAL 
Jonathan Klar 

Attorney at law 
1526 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
310.871.2140 

jklarlaw@gmail.com 

ATTACHMENT TO APPEAL OF JONATHAN AND MARIA KLAR 
REGARDING APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS FOR 

DEVELOPMENT/SITE PLAN/COASTAL, ETC. PERMITS FOR: 
~ ,~s5 

Project Location: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 

Case Nos.: 

Appellants: 

ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR and CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Jonathan Klar and Maria Klar 

JUSTIFICATION AND REASONS/GROUNDS FOR APPEAL 

Appellants own and reside at 1526 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272, 
located within 500 feet of the Project Location, and will be adversely impacted by the 
construction and operation of the Project. They have previously filed multiple 
oppositions to the Project. 

The Additional Appellants, listed on Exhibit A, own and/or reside in nearby 
properties that will be similarly adversely impacted by the Project, and they therefore 
join this appeal. 

In the Decision approving the Project (the Decision), Henry Chu, the Associate 
Zoning Administrator (Zoning Administrator or ZA) erred and abused his discretion, 
and misapplied governing statutes, guidelines, local codes, community plans, caselaw 
and other applicable authority. In doing so, the Zoning Administrator simply rubber 
stamped the Developer's application rather than examine it and thereby substituted 
opinion, conjecture and unfounded speculation, and questionable and unsubstantial 
evidence, to reach his mistaken conclusions. 

The ZA's errors relate to the following provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC), the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan (Community Plan or 
Plan), the California Coastal Act (Coastal Act) and its Interpretive Guidelines 
(Guidelines), the California Environmental Quality Act or its Interpretive Guidelines 
(CEQA), the California Public Resources Code (PRC), and the other authorities, 
statutes and cases, that are specifically discussed in this brief. 
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Appellants also appeal the Decision's failure to attach "non-boilerplate" 
conditions to the permit Decision, 1 particularly those particular conditions that were at 
least as stringent as those conditions imposed the very same site in Case No. ZA-2007-
4681 (CDP)(MEL) and ENV 2007-4682-MND; and on Palisades Village Co., LLC in 
Cases CPC-2015-2714-VZC-SP-SPP-DRB and ENV-2015-2715-MND. See, 
http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2016/16-0627 _rpt_CPC_05-31-2016.pdf. 

Principal Statutes, Codes, Guidelines and Regulations 

LAMC Code Sections: §12.03; §12.13C.10(1)(3); §12.13C(4), §12.21.A; 
§12.21.1-8.2; §12.21.C.10(i); §12.24.X.28; §14.3.1; §14.5.7.A.3(a)(6); and §16.05.F.1. 

Coastal Act and Interpretive Guidelines: PRC §30210; PRC §30211; PRC 
§30212.5; PRC §30210; PRC §30220; PRC §30240; PRC §30250; PRC §30251; PRC 
§30252; PRC §30253(a, d, and e); PRC §30255; PRC §30620(b); PRC§ 30625(c); and 
the other cited provisions. 

CEQA Sections and Guidelines: §15002; § 15064.4; §15126(A)(2); §15300.2(b, 
c, d, and f); §15332§21061.3; §§21084 (c and e). 

Other: Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan; Los Angeles Mobility Plan 
2035, and California Caselaw. 

LAW AND ARGUMENT 

I. 
THE PALISADES HIGHLANDS - THE CITY'S GATEWAY TO MOUNTAINS, 

CANYONS, PARKS, WILDERNESS, WILDLIFE, RECREATION, AND SOLITUDE 

The Zoning Administrator premised its flawed Decision on a complete fiction, that 
is, that the Project Site is a highly-urbanized area meeting the test of an urban infill 
project, and totally lacking in any environmental significance. This baseless and 
misleading finding permeates the ZA's entire decision-making process, resulting in 
unfounded and groundless findings of fact, misapplications of law, and, ultimately, a 
complete and total abuse of discretion. 

As detailed below, the Palisades Highlands is the very antithesis of a highly
urbanized area; and the siting of an eldercare assisted living and dementia care facility 
in such a precarious and sensitive environment, prone to severe wildfires, land, mud 
and rock slides, earthquakes, and lack of urban and medical resources, would be 
laughable, were it not a tragedy in the making and gouge an irreparable scar on 
precious park resources. 

1 The conditions included in the Decision were basic "boilerplate" conditions required of most commercial projects. 
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In truth, the Highlands is nestled in the center of a wildland-suburban interface in 
the Santa Monica Mountains, surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park (the 
Park) -- one the largest and most-visited parks in the Los Angeles area. 2 The Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area website states that Topanga State Park, 
which has multiple trail entrances in the Highlands, is the largest state park within any 
city in the United States, featuring 76 miles of trails. 3 Access to all of these trails exists 
from the Santa Ynez Canyon Trailhead, a short 500 feet from the Project Site's western 
boundary. Additionally, all parking access to this trailhead is on Vereda de la Montura, 
where visitors often line the street with cars from the Park entrance on up to the 
proposed entrance to the Facility. 

Additionally, the Project Site is only about 1,500 feet south of the popular Trailer 
Canyon Trail entrance to the north on Michael Lane, a second important Highlands 
access point to the Park's 76 miles of trails. The Trailer Canyon trail is wide and ideal 
for the many mountain bikers who can ride for miles without ever leaving the Los 
Angeles City limits. This Highlands trail is a rare asset unlike any found in within any 
other city limits anywhere in the country. 

About a mile to the northeast, along residential streets off Palisades Drive, is the 
Temescal Ridge Trail entrance to Topanga State Park, a third important trailhead 
connection to the Park's 76 miles of trails. That trail connects with the Park's Backbone 
Trail, which in turn links the entire trail system of the Santa Monica Mountains National 
Urban Recreation Area. The Temescal Ridge Trail also leads to Will Rogers State 
Historic Park to the Southeast. 

And, approximately a half-mile south of the Site's southern lot line on Palisades 
Drive, a fourth Highlands trail leads to Santa Ynez Canyon Park. 

That's not all. A short walk south along Palisades Drive leads to rugged rock 
formations, like those seen in Vasquez Rocks County Park and Joshua Tree National 
Park, which attract rock climbers from miles away to hone their skills. And, across 
Palisades Drive from the rock-climbing area is our own waterfall - at least after rains. 

The surrounding wilderness teems with wildlife, including mountain lions, 
bobcats, deer, coyotes, foxes, possums, rabbits, raccoons, rattlesnakes, frogs, birds, 
raptors and butterflies of every sort. Streams of joggers, hikers, rock climbers, and 
mountain bikers enjoy challenge of the Highlands' hillside sidewalks, streets, and 
canyons. Its hiking trails are enjoyed by nature enthusiasts, wildlife photographers, 
ecotourists, and hikers, among others; and connect Highlands neighborhoods to the 
entire Santa Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation Area, making the Highlands 
a treasured oasis for residents and visitors alike. This vast open space includes striking 
canyons, steep hills, and rock outcroppings, ablaze in colors. 

2 The ZA mistakenly refers to it as Topanga Canyon State Park. 
3 A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, including dedicated open space, runs along the southwestern 
boundary of the proposed development and is considered part of the Topanga State Park lands. 

APPEAL BRIEF by Jonathan ~d Marla KJa,;, 0ppo,moo to .,,,!al of Pam,i/s ro,- 0 J<--
Development of 1525 N. Palisades Drive v 2.3 / February 9, 2018 

~ 31J61 



There is a downside to all this natural beauty. The Project Site is in a designated 
"Very High Severity Fire Hazard Zone," which, under California's risk rating scheme, 
means that the Location poses the most extreme risk of fire possible to its residents and 
employees. The Project Site borders thousands of acres of open space and parklands, 
with no safety buffer whatsoever between the adjacent wildlands and the Site. The 
entire Highlands is seived by one access road - scenic Palisades Drive. However, 
Palisades Drive lies in a liquefaction zone, subject to rock, land and mudslides, which 
can shut down the entire road, cutting off access by all residents to needed seivices. 

The following photo shows the immediate natural setting that surrounds the 
Project. The Site is the graded area at the comer of Vereda de la Montura and 
Palisades Drive. The Site includes a row of large trees along the slopes south and 
southwest of the graded area. A green hiker icon on the west end of Vereda, about 500 
feet west of the westernmost boundary of the Site, designates the popular Santa Ynez 
entrance to Topanga State Park. The eastern boundary of Topanga State Park begins 
about 200 feet west of the westernmost boundary of the Site, just west of the 
townhomes on the west side of Michael Lane. The dedicated open space area south of 
Vereda de la Montura and west of Palisades Drive is also part of the vast Topanga 
State Park lands. 
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This photo, "worth a thousand words," refutes the Zoning Administrator's conclusion that 
the Site is an "urban infill" in a highly urbanized area. Nothing can be further from the 
truth. 

The Highlands may be a great location to raise a family or enjoy the outdoors, 
but it is the worst location imaginable to site an eldercare facility for the most 
vulnerable physically and medically challenged seniors. Nevertheless, the Decision 
approved the proposed 4-story, 64,646 square-foot assisted living/dementia care tower 
(the Project") of the Shram family partnership, Palisades Drive LP. ("the Developer"),4 

The Project is massive in height, scale, density, and design, and completely out of 
character and incompatible with the community, its natural surroundings, and adjacent 
properties, in violation of LAMC §16.05.F.2, which mandates that the Project be 
compatible to its adjacent properties. 

II. 
THE SITE IS COMPLETELY INAPPROPRIATE AND DANGEROUS FOR USE AS AN 

ELDERCARE FACILITY; NO SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE SUPPORTS THE ZA'S 
DECISION THAT THE SITE COMPLIES WITH SITE, COAST AL OR CITY 

REQUIREMENTS, ESPECIALLY GIVEN ITS PURPOSE TO PROVIDE ELDERCARE 

The Project Will Endanger Seniors' Lives, Especially in a Fire, Earthquake, or 
Medical Emergency. No one questions seniors' need for assisted living and dementia 
care, but this Project is the wrong building in the worst possible location, and it 
will seriously endanger their lives. 

A. The ZA's Decision Ignores the Fact that Medical Care is Non-Existent in the 
Highlands and Inconvenient for Seniors. There are no medical, dental, physical 
therapy offices or medical laboratories anywhere in the Highlands. The nearest full
service drug store is 5 miles away. The inconvenience, difficulty and delay in 
transporting residents to routine medical visits will inevitably lead to less care. The 
absence of local providers violates the Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community 
Plan ("Community Plan"), which mandates that "senior citizen housing proiects 
{must be located1 in neighborhoods within reasonable walking distance of 
health and community facilities, services and public transportation."5 And, 
there is no bus service at all in the Highlands, with the nearest bus stop 2.4 miles 
away. The Decision never addresses the lack of medical and public transportation 
services anywhere in the Highlands - two fundamental and critical requirements for 
any eldercare facility. 

4 The Applicant is Rony Shram, who is acting as the Developer. Rony Shram has admitted that the Developer has 
never obtained a license to operate an eldercare facility nor has the Developer ever constructed either an 
eldercare facility or a large commercial building in an area zoned "Hillside." A Google search reveals no previous 
projects that Rony Shram has ever built, much less one that is remotely as complex as the Highlands eldercare 
project. 
5 Community Plan section IV-2 at p. 47. 
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B. There is No Substantial Evidence that Hospitals and Trauma Centers Can Be 
Reached in Time to Save Lives. The ZA makes a baseless and insensitive finding 
to the effect that hospitals are nearby. The Decision ignores that seniors can suffer 
heart attacks, strokes, accidents, and life-threatening events without warning. The 
extra minutes to reach emergency care are a matter of life and death. The Project is 
much too far from Hospitals. The closest trauma center - UCLA in Westwood --
often takes an hour to reach during morning and evening rush hours. The two 
closest hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica -- can easily take 45 minutes 
to reach -- far too long in an emergency. Local paramedic services engaged on other 
calls would delay response times even more. Again, the ZA disregards the Plan's 
mandate, at section IV-2, to "Locate senior citizen housing projects in 
neighborhoods within reasonable walking distance of health and community 
facilities, services and public transportation." 

C. The Decision Fails to Recognize the Extreme Danger that Wildfires Pose to the 
Lives of the Most Vulnerable Seniors. The Project Site is in a "Very High 
Severity Fire Hazard Zone," because it abuts thousands of acres of parkland, 
covered by highly flammable chaparral and tinder-dry vegetation that can ignite in 
seconds. Highlands residents are no strangers to the dozens of Santa Monica 
Mountain wildfires that have set nearby canyons and mountains ablaze, threatening 
structures in the Highlands. They know full well that the recent Thomas, Bel Air, 
Santa Rosa, Sonoma, Napa, and Mendocino fires can happen here - and with tragic 
consequences. No evidence was submitted addressing how LAFD could possibly 
cope with fires at this scale and intensity, or how building codes would solve the 
problem. 

In 1993, a major wildfire, swept out of Malibu, across Topanga Canyon, and 
began to race over the mountains separating Topanga Canyon from the Highlands, 
causing a mandatory evacuation order for the entire Highlands! Residents were 
spared catastrophe by the heroic efforts of firefighters and water drops - and a last
minute wind shift. 

Moreover, just last October, a massive wildfire swept over a Santa Rosa assisted 
living project, destroying it in minutes and stranding disabled residents outside 
without cell service or keys, and locking out several residents who had left the 
building to see how near the fire was.6 It was a miracle that no one was killed. Just a 
few weeks ago, devastating fires consumed record areas of wildlands and urban 
interfaces, and led to equally devastating floods, mudslides and fatalities, crippling 
the entire Santa Barbara region especially_ for weeks. 

6 This tragic event led to a lawsuit by residents against the operators of the facility for elder abuse, negligence, and 
emotional distress. See, Los Angeles Times on November 21, 2017 at p. 83, at 
http://www.latimes.com/loca 1/lanow /la-me-ln-fi re-evacu ation-lawsuit-20171121-story. html. 
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How will 96 assisted living/dementia care residents ever be evacuated from the 
Project in such a blaze, given that Site is in a state-designated "Very High Severity 
Fire Hazard Zone"? 

In place of competent evidence, the Decision instead completely ignores these 
dangers by relying on patently-erroneous and baseless assumptions that current 
building codes will mitigate all such risks. Tell that to the seniors in Santa Rosa, 
Napa, Santa Barbara, Ventura, Houston, Florida and Puerto Rico. 

D. The ZA's Decision Ignores the Particularly Acute Risk that Earthquakes Pose 
to Infirm Seniors in the Highlands. On January 24, 2018, the LA Times reported 
that the State has just revised its map of the Santa Monica Fault, which now extends 
from Beverly Hills all the way to Santa Monica Bay in Pacific Palisades, close to 
Temescal Canyon Road.7 This major fault, less than 5 miles from the Project Site, 
can produce a magnitude 7 catastrophic earthquake in the Palisades. This is 
particularly serious for the Project's residents because the Project would be built on 
compacted fill and both Palisades Drive and the Project Site lie in Liquefaction and 
Landslide Zones. Experts have warned Highlands residents to prepare to be cut off 
from power, food, water, telecommunications, and medical services for up to three 
weeks following a major quake. Local experts also warn that such a quake will cause 
landslides, rockslides8 and flooding from liquefaction along Palisades Drive, the only 
road into or out of the Highlands. 

The ZA's Decision totally ignores this increasing risk and the special danger that 
an earthquake poses in a remote location, certain to be cut off from the rest of the 
City by landslides and rockslides from such a quake. This glaring omission 
undermines the entire Decision and reflects the ZA's Decision to rubber-stamp the 
application, rather than examine it. 

E. The ZA's Decision Ignores the Special Danger Posed by Flash Floods to 
Seniors. The Highlands was carved out of Santa Ynez Canyon, but the runoff from 
rain in the surrounding mountains is channeled southward at high speed, along 
Palisades Drive and Michael Lane, toward the Project Site. The Decision barely 
addressed flash flood risk, apparently concluding that no one on the vacant lot 
Project Site had complained in the past. But the risk to seniors, which the ZA 
completely ignored, is not only from flooding on the immediate Project Site, but also 
to flooding in the nearby area, certain to create mudflows and rockslides, potentially 
shutting down Palisades Drive for days. 

Because of its mountain locale, the Highlands frequently receives two-to three 
times the rainfall in Santa Monica, only a few miles away. Flash-flooding from past 
storms has washed cars parked on Palisades Drive downhill, seriously damaging 

7 See, http://www. latimes. com/local/Ian ow /la-me-ln-beverly-h ills-sa nta-mon ica-fa u lt-20180124-htmlstory .htm I. 
8 The Decision ignores the reason that the City has long posted two large signs on Palisades Drive, about 0.6 miles 
south of the Site, which warn motorists of "ROCK SLIDES." 
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vehicles parked on the street. Other torrential storms have sent water gushing down 
Michael Lane toward Vereda de la Montura, covering the streets with water eight or 
more inches deep, then cascading onto the Project Site. Another micro-burst caused 
a hillside collapse in Trailer Canyon and sent mud flowing down Michael Lane onto 
the Project Site. Given the predictable flood risk, the underground parking garage -
and even the first floor of the Project -- face the same fate. 

Moreover, global climate change is already causing a record number of "100" 
and "500-year" floods repeatedly, not only in the Gulf Coast states, but right here in 
California (e.g., Santa Barbara and Montecito). Houston has suffered at least four 
100 year-plus floods in the past six years. Montecito was crushed by mudslides from 
a 60-minute microburst, that propelled rocks and debris in liquid avalanches down 
the hillsides. This unprecedented microburst killed more than 22 residents, wiping 
out hundreds of homes. 

The terrain and climate of the Highlands is very similar to Montecito and Santa 
Barbara, and such microbursts have happened in the Highlands, and will continue to 
occur in greater frequency, as the climate warms and extreme weather events 
skyrocket in frequency. 

The ZA's finding of no risk of flooding, was based on outdated, pre-climate 
change models, and was both negligent and lacked substantial evidence. 

F. The ZA's Decision Ignores the Clearly Predictable Strain that the Facility Will 
Place on Already Overworked Emergency Medical Services. Because of the 
Facility's demands on emergency LAFD paramedic services, elderly residents at the 
facility will be forced to wait longer for help to arrive. Moreover, the drastic increase 
in demand for limited emergency services will impact current residents, who will risk 
waiting an extra 30 minutes or more for services to arrive when overburdened local 
paramedics are already treating the frequent needs of these seniors. Moreover, the 
lengthy ambulance transport times to get to UCLA and Santa Monica hospitals 
means that paramedic vehicles will require far greater times to "return to base," 
making a difficult situation truly dire in case of multiple calls. 

There is no report or analysis of the impact of the Project on local emergency 
services, and it is unclear if the Developer has planned for effective evacuation, 
mitigation, and emergency medical responses when disaster strikes. 

G. The ZA's Decision Completely Ignores the Huge Amount of Strenuous 
Opposition to the Project Voiced by Affected Residents in the Highlands as If 
Totally Irrelevant to the Decision-Making Process. Although the Developer 
falsely claimed widespread community support, and despite spending tens of 
thousands of dollars through a PR firm and lobbyists, and unending promotions of 
the Project in local newspapers and on the Next Door site, there were only 36 letters 
supporting the Project. 
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Contrast this paltry support with the overwhelming community opposition: 189 
letters and emails to the ZA and petitions with more than 600 signatures opposing 
the Project. Many of the opponents even took time to submit detailed written 
oppositions, many of which were multipage and one of which exceeded 40 pages. 
Moreover, more than five dozen Palisades residents took time off from work to travel 
downtown and spend about four hours attending the hearing to express their 
opposition.9 Unlike what he did with the filings of supporters of the project, the ZA 
haphazardly and only briefly summarized the statements and objections of the 
opponents to belittle and denigrate them; and the opponent's statements and 
objections were then quickly and entirely ignored entirely in the Decision. 

Finally, it is quite telling that the original application asked the Developer to 
include the names and signatures of "neighboring property owners in support of' 
the Project, but the list was left completely blank. Not one was included! 10 The 
Developer's phony claims of widespread support not only exemplified the lack of 
veracity in the entire application, but were bought hook, line and sinker by the ZA. 

H. The City Must Correct a Typographical Error in the Decision that Mistakenly 
granted the Developer the Right to Change the Use. On page 3 of the Decision, 
paragraph 7 reads: 

"7. The housing type within an Eldercare Facility may be changed to a 
different housing type unless the new housing type is authorized in 
accordance with the procedures of the Code." 

The word "NOT" was mistakenly omitted from the sentence, which should instead 
be corrected to read: 

"7. The housing type within an Eldercare Facility may NOT be changed to 
a different housing type unless the new housing type is authorized in 
accordance with the procedures of the Code." 

Ill. 
NO SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE SUPPORTS THE ZA'S ERRONEOUS CONCLUSION 

THAT THE PROJECT IS COMPATIBLE WITH THE NEIGHBORING COMMUNITY 

The ZA's Decision Ignores the Fact that Proiect is Grossly Oversized and Is 
Absolutely Incompatible with the Vast Wilderness and Parklands that Surround 
the Community. The ZA goes to breathtaking lengths to defend the patently 
incompatible nature of the Project with existing development and the surrounding 
natural environment. The Decision ignores the Project's massive size, scale and height, 
which violate the Community Plan and are totally out of character of all other Highlands 

9 Where based on observation, the opinions and testimony from local residents are relevant to impacts such as 
aesthetics and traffic and constitute substantial evidence in support of a "fair argument" for an EIR. Napa Citizens 
for Honest Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 355-356. 
10 DCP Planning Application at p. 8. 
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developments.11 Compare it to Palisades Village in the heart of the Palisades central 
business district, which, unlike the Site, is not within the protected Coastal Zone and 
does not border the stunning beauty of Topanga State Park. 

A. The Decision Ignores the Community Plan Mandate that, "Development of land 
located in the hillside areas may be limited by the suitability of the geology of 
the area for development: and the steepness of the natural topography of the 
various parts of the area."12 The Project is on compacted fill in a canyon with a 
slope much greater than 15%, and probably greater than 30%. The Developer 
intends to excavate the entire fill area for the parking garage. 

B. The Decision Ignores the Community Plan Requirement of Setbacks and 
Greenery Compatible with the Neighboring Community. Instead, the ZA 
dismisses residents' concerns by comparing the Project plan to the small 
commercial building next-door, only one-fifth the size of the Project, and a 
building that faces no homes on Vereda. Worse yet, the ZA turns the compatibility 
requirement on its head, by citing the 20 to 50-foot landscape buffers of the adjacent 
homes as a basis for not requiring a comparable setback - or any meaningful 
setback for that matter - for the Project. 13 

C. The Decision Ignores the Community Plan's Requirement That Scenic Values 
and Views Be Protected and Enhanced, Not Ruined. No mention is made that, 
because of the Project's height, size, and lack of setbacks consistent with 
neighboring properties, there will be a 100% loss of view corridors by all the 
townhomes on Palisades Drive and Vereda de la Montura, all of which are two
stories high above grade - NOT three - with heights under 24 feet - NOT the 33-
foot height of a small number of Michael Lane Villas uphill from Vereda! And, the 
Decision wholly ignores the obliteration of view corridors by the hundreds of cars 
that pass alongside the Project site every day. Finally, the Project destroys the views 
of the mountains for all pedestrians walking down Michael Lane, or along Vereda de 
la Montura and Palisades Drive - to say nothing of the complete evisceration of 
views of the Park and from the Park. 

D. The Decision Ignores the Obligation to Protect and Preserve Scenic Assets 
and Visual Corridors That Are Essential to the Highlands' Unique Appeal, 
enhancing its societal value and resource for all City residents. The Project violates 
the Community Plan requirements to "preserve existing views in hillside areas," 
and (2) "protect views from public lands and roadways." (Sec. 1-3.2.) The 
Decision is egregiously undermined by its shocking and total insensitivity to the 
environment and the importance of scenic values. 

11 LAMC §§ 14.5.7.A.3(2) and (3), as well as 16.05.F.l, require that the Project be in conformance with the 
purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan and the Community Plan, among other requirements. 
12 Community Plan at page 17. 
13 LAMC §16.05.F.2 requires that the Project be compatible to its adjacent properties. 
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E. The Project Is Completely Incompatible with the Larger Palisades Community. 
For example, Palisades Village, located in Palisades central business district and its 
most-densely developed neighborhood, was restricted to a height of 33-feet. By 
contrast, the Project will be at least 45-feet high, about 36% higher. The view from 
the Project's south and east sides, which will unmask at least one floor of the two
floor "underground" garage, will make true scale of the Project shockingly 
grandiose -- a 5-story, 59-foot high edifice when seen by pedestrians and drivers 
along Palisades Drive, a dedicated "scenic highway,"14 and from the Country Estates 
homes southwest of the Site. That 59-foot height will be about double that of both 
the small, two-story building next door and Palisades Village. Although Palisades 
Village is subject to a Specific Community Plan and the Highlands is subject only to 
the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan, the Palisades Village does reflect 
overwhelming community sentiment throughout the entire Palisades as to what limits 
on development are generally compatible with the neighboring community. 

F. The Decision Approved Far More Density of Development Than Elsewhere in 
the Larger Community. Palisades Village was restricted to building a mostly single
story complex of about 125,000 sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or a FAR of 
about 0.90 square feet of building for each square foot of the Palisades Village's flat 
Site pad. By contrast, the Project will be 64,646 square feet, or at least 1.5 square 
feet of building for each square foot of lot - a FAR nearly two-thirds more than the 
density allowed for Palisades Village! 15 And, unlike Palisades Village, the Project 
teeters on the precipice of a steep canyon designated by the City as "Hillside," 
indicating it is likely unstable, difficult to build on, and prone to landslides as well as 
in a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone." 16 

G. The Decision Ignores Overwhelming Evidence that the Proiect Site is a 
Quintessential Wildland-Suburban Interface, Not a Highly-Urbanized 
Environment. The ZA has ignored the natural setting of the Highlands, as if the 
Project were in a commercial district along Pico Boulevard, desperately in need of 
urban renewal. The upper right portion of the next photo, taken from about 1,000 
feet above the Site, shows the popular Trailer Canyon trail network off Michael Lane, 
north of the Site. This trail, which rises almost 500 feet higher than the Site, has 
dead-on panoramic views of the Site. Although not easy to see in the photo, the 
Santa Ynez Canyon trail to the west of the Site climbs several hundred feet above 
the Site and has spectacular views of the Site from the Quarry Canyon vantage 
points north of the Site. Note also that the broader view of the terrain surrounding 
the Site makes even more obvious the utter falsity and absurdity of the Developer's 
repeated assertions that the area around the Site is "highly-urbanized" and 

14 In the Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035, adopted in 2016, Palisades Drive's "scenic highway" designation was 
confirmed at page 172, contrary to repeated statements by the ZA that Palisades Drive is an "Avenue I" roadway. 
15 The Site's Property Profile Report dated June 1, 2017, confirms the Site is 43,033.2 square feet, which would only 
permit a floor area of 64,549.5 square feet. 64,646 square feet of floor area claimed by the Developer means an 
FAR of 1.5022. 
16 DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report. 
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"substantially surrounded by urban uses." Nor is the Site "substantially surrounded 
by urban uses," a term defined in Public Resources Code section 20161.3 and which 
requires that 75% of immediately adjacent properties be urban uses. The Site falls 
far short of the 75% threshold, as will be discussed later in this brief. 

H. The Decision Completely Ignores the Highlands Unique Character. The 
Highlands is unique and has attracted residents seeking to avoid the noise and 
congestion of highly-urbanized life. For that, residents sacrifice being able to walk to 
stores and restaurants, for the opportunity to live next to nature. Sadly, the Project 
will be visible from and will blight every Highlands trail into Topanga State Park. It 
will also compromise views and scenic corridors for Highlands residents, as well 
stunning, public vista points. 

One need only look at the following photo that was taken from the Summit area 
of the Highlands and looks northwesterly toward the Site (seen in the bottom-left of 
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the photo). The Site, which is clearly visible, provides graphic proof that the 
Highlands is surrounded by the many square miles of wilderness in Topanga State 
Park. The ZA's Decision that the Project Site is a highly-urbanized infill site, not 
merely lacks substantial evidence, it lacks any evidence and is contradicted by all 
the photographic evidence of the area. 

I. The Decision Is Patently Erroneous in Failing to Comply with Sec. 2-1.3 of the 
Community Plan That Mandates That Commercial Projects "be designed and 
developed to achieve a high level of quality, distinctive character. and 
compatibility with existing uses and development;" and Section 2-3.3, which 
requires that "commercial proiects achieve harmony with the best of existing 
development." Anyone who has viewed the previous three photos could not 
imagine any development of the Site less compatible or less harmonious with the 
neighborhood and existing development. 

IV. 
THE FACILITY'S UNDERSIZED GARAGE WILL DRAMATICALLY WORSEN THE 

SEVERE LACK OF STREET PARKING IN THE SURROUNDING NEIGHBORHOOD 
AND THE EFFECT OF A COMPLETE ABSENCE OF PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 

The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens of cars and trucks 
headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park visitors for the very 
limited street parking spaces and will continually clog streets. Consider the following: 

A. The Decision Completely Disregards the Community Plan's Parking Mandate. 
As detailed below, a severe lack of street parking already exists in the immediate 
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neighborhood. The Decision violates Plan Goal 15-1 , that mandates that the 
Developer "Provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide 
standards and community needs." There is no parking study or any other 
substantial evidence that parking will be convenient or meet the community's needs 
when faced with an onslaught of visitors, vendors, providers, personal caregivers 
and others who must compete from limited spaces in the Building. 

B. There is No Substantial Evidence of Nearly Enough Underground Parking 
Spaces. The number of parking spaces is apparently based on a preposterous 
assumption that none of the residents will have cars, and that many employees, staff 
and visitors will bike or take the bus to work. The Decision ignores the true amount 
of traffic and vehicles into and out of the Facility. For example, there will be three 
shift changes daily; a vast array of support vehicles required for 96 residents; a large 
staff and visitors of all kinds - including repeated daily deliveries by UPS, FedEx and 
US Postal; garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, cleaning 
crews, physicians, nurses, physical therapists, hydro-therapists, mental health 
experts, gerontologists, podiatrists, private caregivers, hospice caregivers, clergy, 
hairdressers will be going in and out; and the shuttles in and out will compete for 
spaces. This Facility will cater to the "upper 1 %," able to afford at least $120,000 to 
$150,000 a year in fees, plus more or "concierge" services. Many of these high-net 
wealth seniors will bring their 24/7 personal caregivers along, and these caregivers 
will bring their cars to pack the lot. Many assisted living residents -- perhaps half -
will also bring their cars along so that they {or their children and caregivers) can 
drive them back and forth for shopping and their numerous weekly medical 
appointments. And where will all the outside vendors, service, delivery and 
contractor vehicles park? On the adjacent streets, of course! 

C. Subterranean Parking Must Be Increased to a Minimum of 100 Spaces and 
Three Levels. The Site will create a severe shortage of street parking, given that 
Topanga State Park visitors already compete with residents for the limited number of 
such spaces. If the Facility's parking is not increased by 50 to 100%, it will create a 
catastrophic shortage of parking on the streets within two to three blocks in all 
directions, and lead residents to demand strict permit parking throughout the area. 

D. Lack of Any Bus Transportation in the Highlands and Its Remote Location Will 
Make Matters Much Worse. The Project's parking shortfall will be worsened by the 
absence of any bus service in the Highlands - where the nearest bus stop is 2.4 
miles away on Sunset; and bus service to the Sunset bus stop is infrequent and 
impractical, especially for employees working overnight or on weekends. The 
Decision Ignores the requirement of public transportation service for senior housing, 
one purpose of which was to reduce the demand for parking. Given that the nearest 
bus service is more than 2.4 miles away, all employees, staff, visitors, vendors, 
medical providers, personal caregivers, and contractors have only one way to the 
Facility, and that is by car. 
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E. Parking Spaces Per Square Foot Should be at Least One-Half of Those 
Provided by Palisades Village. Palisades Village will provide four times the parking 
per square foot - 560 parking spaces for a 125,00 square-foot project - one for each 
224 square feet. By contrast, the Project will have only 64 spaces for 64,646 square 
feet - one for each 1,010 square feet- less than one-fourth of what Palisades 
Village is providing. 

F. The Decision Completely Ignores the Completely Inadequate Number of 
Parking Spaces for Disabled and Elderly Residents. The Decision ignores the 
fact that only three spaces in the entire Project are designated "handicap" in a 
facility serving 100% assisted living and dementia residents, when at least 5 times 
that many spaces should be required for this vulnerable group! To make matters 
worse, the limited parking will be exacerbated by spaces designated as "tandem," 
and by the numbers of compact spaces. It is unimaginable that physically 
challenged seniors will be able to easily get in and out of vehicles packed into 
compact spaces. 

G. Reliance on Bicycles to Mitigate the Parking Shortfall ls Preposterous. Given 
the grossly-inadequate parking, where will dozens of private caregivers and 
family/friends visiting relatives park their cars, especially on weekends and holidays, 
when park visits peak? The Developer's only solution to this terrible parking shortfall 
is laughable - it proposes that 10 employees (one-half of total staff on an average 
shift) bike 10 - 30 miles each way to work, on a 24/7/365 basis, at night and during 
peak times, up and down Sunset, PCH, and Palisades Drive, all hazardous streets 
for cyclists. The impractical solution exemplifies just one of the Developer's many 
assertions that are patently unrealistic and untenable. 

H. Inadequate Parking Will Impair and Degrade Environmental Resources. This 
lack of parking will have other unintended adverse impacts. Overflow street parking 
generated by the Project will most certainly create intense competition for the few 
available spaces on nearby streets, especially on weekends and holidays. Scenic 
mountain, canyon and wilderness views of residents, motorists, and visitors will be 
significantly comprised, and much greater traffic congestion and noise, air, and 
water pollution will surely follow. 

I. Moving Vans and Large Trucks Have Nowhere to Park. Where will all the large 
moving vans and box trucks park? They pose special problems, given that the 
Project will not accommodate those vehicles in its garage. And, during the two-year 
construction period, where will all .the suppliers, bulldozers, trash bins, contractor 
pick-ups, excavation debris-haulers, etc., park? This is a true parking nightmare. 

V. 
THE DECISION IGNORES ALL EVIDENCE THAT THE PROJECT WILL 

EXACERBATE EXISTING TRAFFIC CONGESTION IN THE PALISADES AND IN 
NEIGHBORING AREAS AND WILL INCREASE ACCIDENTS AND INJURIES 
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Palisades streets are now clogged during morning and afternoon rush hours. 
Palisades Drive is the only route in and out of the Highlands, and there are ONLY two 
routes to Palisades Drive: Sunset and PCH. Moreover, the 7-mile distance from 
Palisades Drive to the 405 via Sunset often backs up several miles before the 405. The 
PCH alternative is no better. During peak hours, traffic is backed up at signal at PCH 
and Sunset, delaying westbound Sunset drivers for up to 15 minutes just to turn onto 
PCH. The Project will only make matters far worse. 

A. Much More Heavy Equipment and Trucks Will Clog Streets. In addition to the dirt 
hauling, large excavation and construction equipment, as well as numerous 
contractor trucks, SUVs, and other vehicles, will clog local streets during the two
year construction period, all while spewing cancer-causing diesel fumes to foul the 
air in the Highlands. Public street parking around the Site will be effectively 
eliminated during this entire period. 

B. There is No Public Transportation Alternative. Because the Highlands has no 
bus service, no practical mitigation measure are even possible. The bike-to-work 
proposal is ludicrous; and even more so for overnight shifts. And, the climb just up 
Palisades Drive is so steep it might qualify as a "mountain stage" in the Tour de 
France. 

C. The Decision Ignores the Dramatically Increased Risk of Increased Traffic 
Accidents, Causing More Deaths and Serious Injuries. Access to and from the 
parking garage is planned at two problematic locations: (1) on Vereda de la Montura, 
about 150 feet west of Michael Lane, at the crest of a steep, blind hill that rises from 
the Country Estates community; and (2) on Palisades Drive, about 200 feet south of 
Vereda de la Montura, barely north of the Casa Nostra restaurant. Serious and fatal 
accidents are sure to occur. 

1. Risk from Speeding Vehicles. Palisades Drive descends steeply from the hills 
above, resulting in downhill vehicle speeds of 55 to 70 mph and more in the 35-
mph zone in this immediate area. These high speeds have already caused 
numerous crashes. The Facility will dramatically escalate the number and 
severity of accidents. Consider the extreme danger to elderly drivers who exit the 
P1 level of the parking garage directly onto this raceway. Many of these drivers 
will be totally unfamiliar with the nearby streets and will not expect or realize the 
freeway speeds of the cars racing down Palisades Drive until it is far too late. It 
will likely take a couple of serious accidents, many with serious injuries and some 
fatalities, before the City of Los Angeles wakes up to this terrible danger from this 
reckless Decision to permit such carnage. 

2. Dangers of Multiple Blind Intersections along Vereda. More ominously, both 
the entrance and exit at Vereda de la Montura present their own dangers. 
Because the Vereda driveway location sits at the top of a blind hill, vehicles 
coming east up Vereda de la Montura towards the facility from the Country 
Estates HOA towards Palisades Drive will not see vehicles turning into or out of 

16 
APPEAL BRIEF by Jonathan and Maria Klar in Opposition to Approval of Permits for 

Development of 1525 N. Palisades Drive v 2. 3 



the Vereda driveway to the parking garage, until it is too late. Again, many, if not 
most, drivers headed into or out of the facility will not realize this lack of visibility 
because they are elderly or unfamiliar with the area and their views will be 
blocked by vehicles parked up and down Vereda. 

3. Parked Cars Obscure Visibility. At both garage driveway locations, vehicles 
parked on the streets will compound the lack of visibility. A large SUV parked 
immediately above the driveway at Palisades Drive will block any visibility of a 
vehicle attempting to exit P1 onto Palisades Drive. The first time these vehicles 
learn of a vehicle coming downhill will likely be when a high-speed downhill 
vehicle slams into the front end of the unsuspecting driver. The same problem 
will also occur to vehicles using the blind exit onto Vereda de la Montura, where 
vehicles parked up and down the street, including those of visitors to Topanga 
State Park, will severely obscure visibility. 

4. Four Intersections in 250 Feet Create Unprecedented Risk. In addition to all 
these readily-foreseeable risks, the danger is significantly increased by the 
addition of a third "T" intersection in the 100-yard stretch between the intersection 
of Palisades Drive at Vereda de la Montura and the garage driveway to the west 
at Vereda de la Montura. These dangerous intersections would consist of the 
following: (1) the intersection of Vereda de la Montura at Palisades Drive 
(actually a four-way intersection if one counts the townhomes' driveway across 
Palisades Drive that faces Vereda de la Montura); (2) the "T" intersection of 
Michael Lane at Vereda de la Montura about 150 feet west of Palisades Drive; 
and (3) the new "T" intersection formed by the parking garage driveway and 
Vereda de la Montura, about 100 feet west of the 'T' intersection at Michael 
Lane. The two, offset "T" intersections at Michael Lane and the Project's parking 
garage are far more dangerous than a straightforward four-way intersection. This 
danger might have been mitigated if the Project's garage driveway had been 
relocated to directly face Michael Lane, which would require that the building be 
set back at least another 20 feet from the street. As it stands, the risk remains 
unabated. 

5. Significant Risk of Death or Serious Injuries to Pedestrians. The traffic 
nightmare created for vehicles coming and going in all directions around the 
facility will be much greater for the hundreds of pedestrians in the immediate 
vicinity, who lack four of five thousand pounds of steel protecting them in and 
pedestrian-vehicle impact. Speeding vehicles entering a confluence of driveways, 
intersections, turning lanes and the high-speed Palisades Drive highway, are 
much more likely to miss seeing a pedestrian crossing the street in time to stop. 

6. The ZA's Decision Is Fatally Flawed by Its Failure to Consider or Even 
Address the Extreme Risk to Residents and Visitors Posed by This Traffic 
Nightmare. Of course, the situation will be made even worse by the large 
numbers of seniors using the underground lot, many of whom will be unfamiliar 
with the streets in the area and not realize the dangers. 
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VI. 
THE DECISION IGNORES ALL EVIDENCE THAT THE PROJECT WILL CAUSE 
INTOLERABLE NOISE IN THE HIGHLANDS, PERMANENTLY ALTERING THE 

SERENITY OF THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT 

No Substantial Evidence Supports the Finding that Noise Pollution 24n/365 
Would Not Create a Serious Problem and Therefore Require a Full EIR. Noise is a 
significant concern, given that the Facility will operate non-stop, for all hours of the day 
and night. 

A. The ZA Did Not Consider That the Mountains Surrounding the Highlands Act 
as An Amphitheater, Proiecting Sound Over Great Distances. The industrial-size 
roof-top HVAC equipment will be grinding away 24/7. Truck engines and ambulance 
sirens, clearly audible for more than a mile away given the terrain, are especially 
disruptive at night. Construction noise will be intolerable, given the deafening sounds 
of tractor-trailer rigs, non-stop soil hauling; jackhammers; pile drivers; bulldozers; 
and diesel trucks lining Vereda de la Montura, to say nothing of the constant shrill 
back-up beeping of delivery trucks and vans. 

B. The ZA's Finding That There Would Be No Ambulance Sirens Is Baseless and 
Contrary to All Police and Fire Safety Regulations. It would ordinarily be 
laughable, were it not for the disruption of quietude that these sirens will cause up 
and down the entirety of Palisades Drive at all hours of the day and night. Given the 
Highland's natural "amphitheater" effect, sirens will be heard over long distances and 
will not be limited to the residential units adjacent to Palisades Drive thoroughfare." 

C. Noise Generated by the Facility Will Be Relentless. Additionally, loud televisions, 
outdoor events, and late night "meet and greets" and "goodbyes" create noise that 
can be heard for hundreds of yards away, to say nothing of the slamming of car 
doors of visitors, employees and staff coming in and out of the Facility three shifts. 
Furthermore, the ZA erred in stating that "noise will be minimal since outdoor uses 
are oriented away from the subject site,". which is totally wrong because the decks 
that house the outdoor uses will face a residential subdivision, Country Estates, and 
the Highlands Villas HOA directly across Vereda de la Montura. The ZA's statement 
indicates an ignorance of the amphitheater-like nature of the Highlands, where 
sounds echo and resonate across the entire area, like the Hollywood Bowl. 

VII. 
THE DECISION WAS FATALLY FLAWED IN FINDING THAT THE PROJECT 

QUALIFIES FOR A CLASS 32 CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION FROM CEQA 

A. The Proiect Site Does Not Meet Any Requirements for an Urban "Infill" 
Categorical Exemption from Environmental Compliance under CEQA 
Guideline Section 15332. 
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1. The ZA Had No Factual or Legal Basis to Grant a Categorical Exemption 
from CEQA Compliance; Courts Have Made Clear that Categorical 
Exemptions Are Strictly Construed and Require Substantial Proof. 
In McQueen v. Mid-Peninsula Regional Open Space (1988) 202 Cal. App. 3d 
1136, 1148-1149, the Court of Appeal, citing section 15300.2 (c), reiterated that 
categorical exemptions are construed strictly; may not be unreasonably 
expanded beyond their terms; may 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; and may not be used where there is 
substantial evidence that there are unusual circumstances (including future 
activities) resulting in (or which might reasonably result in) significant impacts 
which threaten the environment. 

In 2015, the Supreme Court reiterated the limits on categorical exemptions: 

"A separate cluster of statutes limits the availability of CEQA exemptions 
where future residents or users of certain housing development projects 
may be harmed by existing conditions. These limits on exemptions 
extend to proiects located on sites that will expose future occupants 
to certain hazards and risks - including ... sites subiect to wildland 
fire, seismic, landslide or flood hazards - unless (in some cases) the 
hazards and risks can be removed or mitigated to insignificant levels." 

California Building Industry Association V. Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 at p. 391. The Supreme Court specifically 
mentioned "infill housing" as an example where the categorical exemption from 
CEQA was subject to such limits (e.g., "wildland fire, seismic, landslide or 
flood hazards,") all of which severely and adversely impact the Project Site. 

2. The Project Does Not Satisfy Any Requirements for a Class 32 Categorical 
Exemption. Class 32 requires that the Developer must demonstrate that the 
Project: (1) is an urban "infill" project, 17 and (2) is "environmentally benign," and 
(3) is consistent with the local Palisades Community Plan and Zoning 
requirements.18 Additionally, this Exemption is not available to any project: (4) 
"that would result in any significant traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality 
impacts," or (5) "that requires mitigation measures to reduce potential 
environmental impacts to less than significant."19 The cumulative discussion in 
this brief has shown, and the following discussion will further demonstrate, 
chapter and verse, exactly why there is no substantial evidence that the 
Developer can satisfy all 5 standards listed in this paragraph. Moreover, there is 

17 It is difficult to understand how the ZA relied on this "highly urbanized" myth, given serene, parklike nature of 
the Highlands, as exemplified by the photos in this Brief, as well as the other overwhelming evidence to the 
contrary. 
18 LA City CEQA Exemption Application Form CP-7828, Specialized Requirements at p. 1. 
19 Id. 

19 
APPEAL BRIEF by Jonathan and Maria Klar in Opposition to Approval of Permits for 

Development of 1525 N. Palisades Drive v 2. 3 



no substantial evidence that the Project can satisfy even one of these 
requirements for a Class 32 Exemption. NOT ONE! 

3. The Project Site Is Not "Urban Infill" Because It Does Not Meet the 
Statutory Definition of Infill Mandated by Public Resources Code Section 
21061.3. The Project is not entitled to a Class 32 Infill Exemption because the 
Site is not immediately adiacent to parcels with qualified urban uses along 
75% of the Site's perimeter. PRC Section 21061.3 requires compliance with the 
75% "urban uses" perimeter minimum to be an absolute condition precedent to 
an Exemption from CEQA. The ZA's Decision completely ignores this statutory 
requirement, and the Decision instead perpetuates the baseless assertion that 
the Site is in a "highly-urbanized" area and that the Project is generally 
surrounded by urban uses. But that is not the law, and it is not factually true in 
any event! Even if the Site, in a subjective sense, were surrounded generally by 
urban uses - which it is not - that would not be sufficient for the Exemption 
unless the Site satisfies the statutory 75% threshold of Section 21061.3, which it 
clearly does not. 

4. Public Resources Code Section 21061.3 defines the minimum requirements 
of an Infill site: 

"Infill site means a site in an urbanized area that satisfies either subsection 
(a)(1) and (2); Q! subsection (b) below: 

"(a) The site has not been previously developed for urban uses and both of 
the following apply: 

"(1) The site is immediately adiacent to parcels that are developed 
with qualified urban uses, or at least 75 percent of the perimeter of 
the site adjoins parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses, 
and the remaining 25 percent of the site adjoins parcels that have 
previously been developed for qualified urban uses. 

"(2) No parcel within the site has been created within the past 10 
years unless the parcel was created as a result of the plan of a 
redevelopment agency." 

"(b) The site has been previously developed for qualified urban uses." 

(Amended by Stats. 2008, Ch. 728, Sec. 13. Effective January 1, 2009.) 

First, the perimeter of the Site is 909 feet, plus or minus one percent. This 
means the Site will not qualify as an Urban Infill project unless at least 75% of 
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the perimeter of the Site, or 682 feet (.75 x 909), is "immediately adjacent" to 
"qualified urban uses." 20 

Second, five parcels have boundaries that, under the interpretive 
Guidelines, are "immediately adjacent" to perimeter of the Site: (1) the 
commercial lot to the south adjacent to the commercial building next door, 
which spans about 192.5 feet along the perimeter of the Site; (2) the 
condominium complex on Palisades Drive, directly east of the perimeter of 
the Site and across Palisades Drive; (3 and 4) the two condominium 
complexes directly north of the Site, which have south-facing sides along 
Vereda de la Montura; and (5) the Open Space bordering the Site to the 
southwest. 21 

Third, the adjacent parcel, zoned Open Space and comprised of 
undeveloped parkland, adjoins the Site's west-southwestern perimeter along 
a mutual boundary of 248 feet. This 248-foot boundary, by itself, comprises 
27.29% of the Site's total perimeter (248 + 909). This means that the Site 
does not, and cannot, qualify as an Urban Infill project because adjacent 
urban uses are unquestionably less than the 75% minimum threshold 
required by PRC Section 21061.3 and the Guidelines. 

Fourth, Michael Lane intersects with the Site's northern perimeter and, 
according to ZIMAS, is 60-feet wide at that point. As a result, the width of 
Michael Lane increases the non-qualified urban uses by 60 feet, that is from 
248 feet to 308 feet, or 33.88% of the 909-foot Site perimeter (248 + 909).22 

Consequently, the Site is only immediately adjacent to qualified urban 
uses along 66.12% of its perimeter (100% - 33.88%), far less than the 
75% minimum. Clearly, the Site is not entitled to a Class 32 Infill Categorical 
Exemption.23 

The California Supreme Court, in 2015, emphasized the requirement of 
PRC section 21061.3 mandatory and that a project site must satisfy the 
statutory percentage minimum perimeter to qualify: 

20 PRC section 21072 defines "qualified urban uses" as follows: "'Qualified urban use' means any residential, 
commercial, public institutional, transit or transportation passenger facility, or retail use, or any combination of 
those uses." 
21 Id. 
22 PRC section 21072 counts only the perimeters of adjacent parcels as "qualified urban uses," and NOT the width 
of intersecting streets, such as Michael Lane. 
23 PRC section 21061.3 (l)(a) also requires, in addition to satisfying the 75% threshold of section 21072, that "the 
remaining 25 percent of the site (must] adjoin[] parcels that have previously been developed for qualified urban 
uses." However, in this case PRC section 21061.3(1)(a)'s added requirement is moot in this case, because the 
perimeter of the Project is surrounded only by 66.12% "qualified urban uses" under each of the statutes. 
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"An urban project refers to a project located on a site in an urbanized area 
that meets specified conditions, including that a specified percentage 
of the immediately adiacent parcels or adioining parcels to the site 
are developed with qualified urban uses, or that the site itself has been 
previously developed for qualified urban uses. (See § 21061.3.)" 

California Building Industry Association V. Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 at fn5. 

The Zoning Administrator was wrong in ignoring both the statutory 
language and the ruling of California's highest court. 

8. Quite Apart from the Project Site's Failing to Qualify as an Infill Site Under the 
Code, the Zoning Administrator Lacked Any Substantial Evidence to Support Its 
Finding that the Site Is Highly-Urbanized. Like the rest of the Highlands, the Site is 
broadly surrounded by 17.9 square miles of Topanga State Park, which begins only 300 
feet west of the Site's boundary.24 Topanga State Park sports three park trail entrances 
in the Highlands, the most prominent of which is the Santa Ynez Canyon entrance - a 
mere 500 feet from the Site's western boundary. Parking for the Santa Ynez Canyon 
entrance starts along Vereda de la Montura, beginning at the intersection of Vereda de 
la Montura and Michael Lane, and continues westerly on Vereda de la Montura to the 
park entrance. 

1. The Site Borders and Is Closely Surrounded by Parks and Open Spaces. 
The park parcels that abut the Site consist of approximately 26 acres, of 
which 25 acres (96%) are owned by the City of LA and are zoned "open 
space"; and comprise Santa Ynez Canyon Park. Topanga State Park fully 
envelops the 25 acres of City open space and borders much of it. The Site is 
zoned "Hillside," and it is squarely in a designated "High Severity Fire Hazard 
Zone" due to the wildlands and chaparral that both border and surround it. 
The Site straddles the line of demarcation of the Santa Monica Mountains 
National Recreation Area Wildlands Interface for the area, where human 
habitation meets undeveloped wildlands; lying on the very edge of a steep 
precipice overlooking Santa Ynez Canyon. 

2. The Building Would Impairs Views from a Scenic Highway. Palisades 
Drive, the only road in and out of the Highlands, is designated as a "major 
scenic road" in recognition of the rugged natural beauty, the rock 
outcroppings, the canyons, and the mountains through which the road 
winds.25 

24 The long-range aerial photos in Section Ill of this Brief vividly show a representative portion ofthe 17.9 miles of 
Topanga State Park and undeveloped open spaces that border and envelop the Project Site. 
25 Los Angeles Mobility Guide 2035 at p. 172. 
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3. The location is not "urban infill" because it is "not substantially 
surrounded by urban uses," as required by City Guidelines Sec. 3(c). It is 
apparent that the Zoning Administrator completely ignored the parks and 
wildlands that border and envelop the Site, as if he believes, wrongly, that 
every undeveloped lot in the City is "urban infill," without regard to its 
surrounding. 

The purpose of "urban infill" is to utilize vacant lots that are surrounded on 
all four sides by similar types of developments in transportation corridors, so 
that idle land is put to better use. Thus, "infill" means that office buildings are 
to be approved for vacant lots that are surrounded by office buildings or other 
compatible commercial uses. Similarly, apartments on vacant lots would be 
surrounded by compatible apartment and multi-tenant buildings, of 
comparable size, height, scale and density. But the Class 32 Exemption was 
never intended to permit a mammoth, multi-story eyesore to scar the 
landscape amid tens of thousands of acres of parklands. 

C. The Complete Lack of Any Significant Commercial Development in the Area 
Refutes Any Contention that the Site Is "Highly-Urbanized." There is only one small 
commercial building in the entire Highlands; it is only 12,600 square feet with two 
stories, less than 30 feet high. The Project would have five times the square footage 
of the next-door building; and the Project's 1.50 FAR is 5.6 times as dense as its 
neighboring building. The only conceivable benefit of the small nearby building is its 
restaurant, but the Facility already has two restaurants. The small building provides no 
other services needed by, or of any real value to, the residents. 

1. The next closest commercial structure is a small, one-story strip mall at the 
corner of Palisades Drive and Sunset - 2.4 miles south at Sunset. 

2. The Project Site may be near single-family homes and townhomes, but it is 
misleading and disingenuous to conflate a suburban housing development to 
evidence of being in a "highly-urbanized area." The ZA obviously didn't 
consider all the deer, coyotes, owls, hawks, raccoons, possums, foxes, and, 
yes, mountain lions, that make the Highlands their homes. 

D. No Substantial Evidence Supports the ZA's Finding that the Project Is Consistent 
with the Community Plan Lacks, and Overwhelming Contrary Evidence 
Contradicts the ZA's Finding. 

E. No Substantial Evidence Supports the Finding that the Project Complies with the 
Community Plan. The City's guidelines for Exemption from CEQA require that the 
Project must be "consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all 
applicable general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and 
regulations." The City's Instructions for a Class 32 "Urban Infill" Exemption from CEQA 
specifically require compliance with both the Community Plan and the City's General 
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Plan.26 The following are examples of the many ways the Project would be with the 
Community Plan. 

F. The Community Plan Requires that "senior citizen housing projects [be located1 
in neighborhoods within reasonable walking distance of health and community 
facilities. services and public transportation."27 No such health or community 
facilities exist anywhere in the Highlands - and most certainly not within "walking 
distance." The nearest full-service pharmacy, CVS in the Palisades central business 
district, is 4.8 miles away. The nearest doctors and dental offices are equally distant. 
The closest trauma center is UCLA in Westwood, 45 to 60 minutes away in traffic; and 
the nearest ERs are at St John's and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, easily as much as 
30 minutes or more away in traffic. The nearest Kaiser Permanente facility - and many 
seniors are longtime members of Kaiser- is 14.8 miles away in West Los Angeles. 
Worse still, there is no bus service anywhere in the Highlands, and the nearest bus 
stop is 2.4 miles away on Sunset. Last, but not least, there are no community 
facilities or services within walking distance anywhere in the Highlands. The ZA's 
Decision never seriously addressed these obvious Plan violations. 

G. The Decision violates Community Plan Sec. 2-1.3 that mandates that commercial 
projects "be designed and developed to achieve a high level of quality. distinctive 
character. and compatibility with existing uses and development." It is hard to 
imagine any Project that could be more incompatible with the suburban, "out-in-the
country'' look and feel of the Highlands: (a) it is incompatible with the only commercial 
building in the Highlands, which has no retail stores and is barely one-fifth the massive 
size of the Project; (b) it is incompatible with the one, two and three-story homes and 
townhomes throughout the Highlands, with their heavily landscaped setbacks 20 to 50 
feet from the street, or more; and (c) it is incompatible with the parklands and open 
spaces provided by Santa Monica Canyon Park, the bordering dedicated Open Space, 
and Topanga State Park, which not only afford residents and visitors the quiet and 
beauty of a non-urban settling, but whose majestic views of mountains, canyons, 
streams, waterfalls, trees, fauna, and wildlife give the Highlands its distinct name. 28 

H. The Decision ignores overwhelming evidence that the Project will violate 
Community Plan requirements that (1) the Project "preserve existing views in 
hillside areas," and (2) "new development adjacent to or in the viewshed of State 
parkland ... protect views from public lands and roadwavs."29 On the contrary, the 
Project significantly impairs, and in some instances obliterates, views for all park 
visitors, from all homes and townhouses that face the Project Site, and for motorists, 

26 See City's CP 7828 Class 32 CE Specialized Instructions, item (a) on page 3. 
27 Community Plan, sec. IV-2 at p. 47. 
28 See, for example, the spectacular hike from Vereda de la Montura to Santa Ynez Falls, which is featured in a 
highly-regarded trail guide at https://www.hikespeak.com/trails/santa-ynez-falls/. 
29 Community Plan Sec. 1·3.2. 
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cyclists, joggers, and pedestrians along "scenic" Palisades Drive, Vereda de la Montura, 
and Michael Lane.30 

Photographic Proof. The following photo, taken from across Palisades 
Drive looking towards the intersection of Palisades Drive (to the left) and Vereda 
de la Montura (to the right), dramatically depicts the view obliteration "envelope" 
that will be created by the Project. Note that the overlay was scaled to be 40 feet 
above the current graded level of the Site, with a five-foot step-down to the far 
right. The rooftop structures, soaring 14 feet higher, will, of course, only worsen 
the eyesore. 

This photo shows how the natural mountainous terrain will be ruined for 
most Highlands residents, visitors and others, as they enter and leave the 
Highlands along scenic Palisades Drive - the only route in or out, as well as for 
all the nearby townhomes along both Palisades Drive, Vereda de la Montura, and 
lower Michael Lane. 

I. The Decision lacked any substantial evidence that the Project would comply with 
Community Plan Section 2-.3.3, which establishes an even more stringent 
threshold that "commercial proiects achieve harmony with the best of existing 
development." The Project not only fails to meet the required standard, it would set a 
new low in development and disharmony with existing development. 

3° For example, the above photo, as well as those in Section Ill of this Brief, show how wrong-headed the ZA was. 
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1. No structure anywhere in the Highlands, whether commercial, condominium, or 
single-family home, exceeds three stories; and most are only two stories, with many 
one-story single-family homes. Contrary to the Developer's false claims. 

2. More importantly, all the townhomes that face the Project along Vereda de la 
Montura and Palisades Drive are either one or two-stories high - approximately half 
as tall as the Project; and they are set back from the street at least 20 to 50 feet with 
extensive landscaping. Their views from their front windows will all face views of a 
towering complex, eviscerating any glimpse of the parklands behind it. 

3. All structures in the Highlands, including the small commercial building next door to 
the Site, strictly adhere to the 30-foot height limit in Sec V-3 of the Community 
Plan.31 Every residence -whether a single-family home or a townhome - has its 
own, separate parking garage; similarly, they have their own separate entries. There 
are absolutely no underground garages in the Highlands. 

4. The small, next-door commercial building has only surface parking, as does the 
small strip mall 2.3 miles south on Palisades Drive. It is incontrovertible that there 
are no structures in the Highlands that remotely approach the size, scale, depth, 
height or density of the Project.32 The commercial building consists primarily of small 
office businesses open during normal business hours, with exception of Casa 
Nostra, a neighborhood Italian restaurant, which is open only for lunch and dinner. 
By comparison, the Project would operate - just like a hospital or nursing home - on 
a 24/7/365 basis, never closing, with employees, service personnel, and other 
visitors coming and going all hours of the day and night. 

5. By comparison, the next-door building, which architecturally blends into the 
environment, could well be considered among the best of existing commercial 
development in the Palisades generally, and its height is under 30 feet - the same 
height limit imposed by the two previous zoning decisions regarding the Site and 
which set precedents going back to 1988. 

6. The baseless assertion, accepted uncritically by the ZA, that the Project's proposed 
size, height and scale are just like existing developments is as absurd as claiming a 
150-foot yacht is similar in size, height and scale to that of a 24-foot sailboat. 

J. The Decision ignores that the appalling lack of landscaping violates Sec 2-4.4 of 
the Community Plan that requires that "landscape corridors should be created 
and enhanced." The Project's 7-foot setbacks, and its failure to provide any transitional 
heights in front of the 45-foot soaring facade along both Vereda de la Montura and 53-
foot fac;ade towering above Palisades Drive - the two streets that the Project fronts -
would obliterate the existing level of setbacks in the Community. Setbacks in the 

31 "No structures should exceed 30 feet in height within 15 feet and 30 feet of front and rear property lines, 
respectively, or as specified in the Specific Plan areas." 
32 There are no four-story buildings in the Palisades central business district, and most buildings are one-story 
buildings. 
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neighboring townhouses are now range from 20 to 50 feet, or more in some spots. 33 

They are extensively landscaped, and most setbacks are terraced upwards. Virtually all 
townhomes are grouped, 3 or 4 together side-by-side, with landscaped walkways and 
corridors separating each of these small groups of homes. The Project's 45-foot to 53-
foot monumental fa~ades, set almost on the sidewalks, are a true eyesore. The artist's 
renderings that depict lines of trees breaking the horrific impact of the Project, are a 
massive deception. Lacking any room to plant trees in the tiny setback strip, the artist 
has instead placed trees in the middle of the sidewalks along Vereda de la Montura and 
Palisades Drive, where the disabled residents would expect to navigate wheelchairs 
and walkers. 

K. The Decision ignores Section 5-1.1 of the Community Plan that mandates that, 
"Permitted development shall be sited and designed ... to minimize the 
alteration of natural land forms. to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas. and where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality 
in the visually degraded areas." Without explanation, logic or evidence, the ZA 
merely assumes compliance. For the many reasons discussed earlier, the Project 
would do exactly the opposite! The incompatibility of the Project with the lone 
commercial building in the Highlands is obvious, given that the Facility will be more 
than 5 times the size of its next-door neighbor, and have a FAR density 5.6 times 
that of its neighbor. 

L. The Decision was devoid of any evidence supporting the baseless conclusion 
that the Project would be compatible with the nearby homes and townhomes, and 
with the wildlands, parks, canyons, mountains, and streams of the Highlands. 34 

M. The Decision would allow the surrounding wildlands to be permanently 
scarred. Construction of this bloated, oversized facility will require the Developer to 
remove virtually 100% of the compacted fill, down at least 30 feet or more, to try to 
find stable rocks to support the two-story garage and 4-story plus structure. Every 
landform on the Site will be 100% altered, and the result will be a horrific eyesore 
that forever scars the beauty of the entire Highlands and Topanga State Park. 

N. The Decision ignores Community Plan Section V-3 that mandates that "no 
structures should exceed 30 feet in height within 15 feet and 30 feet. 
respectively. of front and rear property lines." 

1. The Project violates both height limits. It calls for a 45-foot height along Vereda 
de la Montura and Palisades Drive with a paper-thin 7-foot setback. On the east, 
south and west sides, portions of the 2-story, so-called "subterranean" parking 
garage are exposed to a height of about 12 to 14 feet above Palisades Drive, 
making the entire structure appear from 53-feet up to 59-feet high, top to bottom, 

33 Note setback shown on aerial photo close-up photo in Section Ill. 
34 One need only look at the previous Photos. 
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from the Palisades Drive side to the east;35 and even higher from the vantage 
points south of the Project, where parts of the P2 parking level appear likely to 
come into view.36 Importantly, because Palisades Drive descends sharply going 
south from Vereda de la Montura, at the southern-most boundary of the Site, 
Palisades Drive is 12 to 14 feet lower than the base grade of the first floor of the 
Project. This allows the Developer to place a two-car wide driveway where level 
P1 of the garage meets Palisades Drive, creating a full, fifth floor above ground. 
It remains unclear just how much of the south and west sides of the two-story 
parking garage are exposed, but it appears likely that both those sides of the 
garage are partially above ground, that is, not "subterranean." 

2. The claimed height of the Project excludes the two stairway structures and one 
rooftop elevator access structure, which will soar an additional 12 -14 feet over 
the roofline. The claimed height also excludes the massive array of 24/7 
commercial HVAC equipment that, with sound baffling, will rise 8 to 10 feet 
above the roofline. All these hideous rooftop appurtenances can only be 
concealed by adding a sloping roof more than 14-feet high on top of the planned 
flat roof. The enormous scale of the Project will be clearly visible to drivers 
coming north and south on Palisades Drive, to drivers coming south on Michael 
Lane, to park visitors at the Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park, 
and from numerous scenic vistas along the many trails in the Park; and from all 
nearby homes and townhomes. 

0. The Decision Ignores items 5 and 6 in section V-4 of the Community Plan that 
require the "screening of mechanical and electrical equipmenf' and "all 
rooftop equipment and building appurtenances from public view." While that 
might be done to a small degree, it would require at least at least 8 to 10 feet of 
rooftop sound baffling and visual screening. It would also require screening of the 
two, rooftop elevator and stairway exits and entrances, which will extend 
approximately 12 to 14 feet above the roofline. These appurtenances and equipment 
would render the true height of the facility from a front view well over 50 feet above 
ground along Vereda de la Montura; and to more than 65 to 70 feet above ground 
along Palisades Drive at the south end of the Site, where the lowest level entrance 
and exits of the parking garage are located. 

P. The Decision violates the "Surface Parking Landscape" requirement of 
Section V-4 of the Community Plan, which requires "a landscaped buffer along 
public streets or adioining residential uses." Obviously, the Project's spartan ?
foot setback strip along Vereda de la Montura and 10-foot setback along "scenic" 

35 This assumes that level Pl is only 14 feet high, measured from Palisades Drive, plus the 45-foot, four-story 
building over it. 
36 Because the Project appears to be planned almost to the southern Site lot line, it is difficult to understand how 
level P2 of the parking garage would not also be partially or fully exposed above ground. 
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Palisades Drive are not what were ever envisioned, given the 15 and 30-foot 
minimum setback requirements in Section V-3. See previous discussions. 

Q. The Decision ignores Goal 15-1 of the Community Plan that requires the 
Developer to "Provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide 
standards and community needs." 

R. The Decision Ignores Section 17-1.2 of the Community Plan, which is emphatic 
about its Policy to "Protect and preserve archaeological sites of Native 
Americans."37 The Zoning Administrator fails even to mention the history of Native 
Americans throughout the Palisades and Malibu, and on the Project Site. These 
facts were previously found very relevant in 1988, when this same Site came up for 
a hearing.38 

VIII. 
EVEN IF THE SITE SATISFIED EACH OF THE FIVE STANDARDS REQUIRED TO 
BE CONSIDERED URBAN "INFILL" UNDER CEQA, WHICH IT DOES NOT, THE 

PROJECT WOULD STILL VIOLATE EACH OF FIVE ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS 
STATED IN PRC SECTION 15300.2, ANY ONE OF WHICH DISQUALIFIES IT FROM 

BEING GRANTED A CLASS 32 CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION FROM CEQA. 

A. Section 15300.2(a) Disqualifies the Project from a Categorical Exemption 
because a Class 32 Categorical Exemption from CEQA Does Not Apply 
Whenever a Project "may impact on an environmental resource of hazardous 
or critical concern where designated, precisely mapped. and officially adopted 
pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies." 

1. The Developer's application for a Class 32 exemption from CEQA admits that 
"two threatened, endangered species, or rare species" - existing only 200 feet 
from the Project Site - are listed in the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB). They are the Southern Sycamore Alder Riparian Woodland and the 
Two-Striped Garter Snake. Given this admission, the Project would be presumed 
to have a "significant effect" on habitat of "endangered, rare or threatened 
species." The Developer's claim that the Project will have "no effect on critical 
habitat" is otherwise pure speculation. The Class 32 Exemption does not apply in 
view of the CNDDB's designation of the species as endangered or threatened. 

2. The ZA failed to address the Opponents' concerns over the fate of a rare and 
threatened frog recently discovered in the Santa Monica Mountains. On March 
22, 2017, the National Park Service announced the discovery of eggs of the 
"extremely rare and endangered California red-legged frogs, which were 
popularized by Mark Twain in the 1865 story, The Celebrated Jumping Frog of 
Calaveras County." These endangered frogs are listed as threatened under the 

37 The history of the Tongva inhabitants of the area is discussed in sec. 111-28 of the Community Plan. 
38 See, for example, CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration dated July 27, 1988, MND 88-285a-C(PP), Case 88-0435. 
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Endangered Species Act, and the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation 
Area is working hard to save the species in this area. (See, Park website at 
https://www.nps.gov/samo/learn/news/rare-species-discovered-breedinq-in
santa-monica-mountains.htm.) 

3. The ZA fails to address Opponents' citation of the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife list of the following species, which that have been identified as 
threatened or endangered by the State or the Federal Government. Due to the 
varied terrain of the Property and the surrounding area, which encompasses 
everything from riparian watershed to mountaintops, one or more of the species 
are likely to be present on or about the Property; and Developer's statement to 
the effect that "we inspected the property and did not see anything" is not 
substantial evidence to confirm that none of the listed threatened or endangered 
species are not present, or that the Property does not have value for them. This 
is the very reason that any EIR is mandatory. 

Amphibians 

[ Common Name Scientific Name 

Frog, California Red-legged Rana (aurora) draytonii I ------ . ---· ---·- ·· ---

-~ 
•• Frog, Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged . Rana sierrae 

Frog, Southern Mountain yellow- Rana muscosa 
: legged 1 
t- --------------,--------------
: Salamander, California Tiger : Ambystoma californiense 

---~-
Salamander, Desert Slender Batrachites (major) aridus 

------------- -~- _,. _. ___ ,_.- . ·-------< 
: Salamander, Kern Canyon Slender Batrachoseps simatus 
... -----------i 

· Salamander, Limestone · Hydromantes brunus 
I ' 
Salamander, Santa Cruz Long-toed . Ambystoma macrodactylum 

croceum L- ------
' Salamander, Scott Bar Plethodon asupak 
,------
: Salamander, Shasta · Hydromantes shastae 

--------~ 
· Salamander, Siskiyou Mountains Plethodon stormi 

: Salamander, Tehachapi Slender . Batrachoseps stebbinsi 
------ -·------r ----------! 

1 Toad,_Arroyo _ 1 Anaxyrus (= Buf~) californicus 

; To~~'. _B __ la_c_k ___________ __,_ _____________ __. 
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Insects 
---·-------------- ____ T _ ______________ ---

; beetle, Delta green ground . (Elaphrus virid~s) _______ ---J.I 
beetle, Mount Hermon June . (Polyphylla barbata) I 

.• :::::: ~~::~:1:~:~~r~ --; (Cicindela oh/one)_ I 

-+-(Desmocerus califomicus dimorphus) J longhorn 
r--·~ -----
.· butterfly, bay checkerspot · (Euphydryas editha bayensis) 

~utterfly, -B~h-ren's silversp~-:-(Speteria zerene behrensii) ___ j 
· butterfly, Callippe silverspot . (Speyeria callippe callippe) I 
. butte~~,EI s~~undo blu~ 1 (~uphilotes b~tt~ides allyn~!_ _____ ~ 
butterfly, Lange's metalmark (Apodemia mormo langei) I 

~~tterfly, lotis blue : (Lycaeides arg~~ogn.:!_;,on lotis) -1 
butterfly, mission blue 1J!caricia icarioides missionensis) ___ J 

: butterfly, Myrtle's silverspot '. (Speyeria zerene myrtleae) I 
· ·-··· ··---- -- i ---- -----1 

: bbutttterflrfly, OP re
1 

g?Vn sidlversb.~l-~--j ~:::::s:::n~:=!a) ---j 
·. u e y a os er es ue · . , 1 I 

' ._Palosverdes~!!_Sls'. ____ -l 

'. b tt rfl 8 8 lfi ; (lncisalia (= Callophrys) mossii 1· 

i u e y, an runo e m bayensis) 

~ -tte_~Y, _smith's blue __ · (~u~hil~te~s_e_n_o_p __ te_s_s_m_i_th_i) _____________ ---J_--ll 

: checkerspot, Quino (Euphydryas editha quino) 

r~y, . Delhi. S~n-ds flower-loving ·-,: TRha~hiomidas termin;u~-ab_d_o_m_i_n-a/-is-)j_.· 

grasshopper, Zayante band- (T. t . · ~ t·i· ,1 · · d , nmero rop,s ,man , ,s1 , wmge 
t-- ~----------------
moth, Kern primrose sphinx ' (Euproserpinus euterpe) ____ ! 
r- ·-- .... ,-·- -- . ·-

skipper, Laguna Mountains : (Pyrgus ruralis lagunae 

Birds 

Common Name 
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Albatross, short-tailed (Phoebastria albatrus) I 
r-· ·---- -----i --~ ---- -------j 

. Condor, California 

Crane, greater sandhill 

.• (Gymnogyps californianus) i 
·------i ·-- ' ------···--" ----j 

.- Cuckoo, western yellow-billed 
1---------
. Eagle, bald 

·--

. Flicker, gilded northern 
------·-·· ------

.

: ( Grus canadensis tabida) ---11 

.. ( Coccyzus americanus 
: occidentali~) . 

(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) i 
--, . ------~ ··- - ,-··--, 

--~· (Cola,ptes auratus chry~oide~) -~ 

~:~:-:-:!::: ::::_w_e_s_t_er_n_w __ ill_ow __ --..: :;:::::: ::::) extimus) __ j 
Gnatcatcher, coastal California (Polioptila californica californica) I 
- ·-----------·----~ --- - . __,I 
· Goose, Aleutian 
,_c_a_n_ad~ (~~_c_oyE_R_EC.) ·• (Branta canadensis leucopareia) J 
; :~:~;:i~_;_:_:_:_:_~s ________ --.__,.(:;:;:;::1~armoratus).J 
Owl, great gray : (Strix nebulosa) -, 
r- ---------~ ---------, 
~I, _no_rt_he_rn_~potted : __ ( Strix occidentalis caurin8, ) __ _J 

; (Micrathene wi?!!ney1) _ _ 1 
. ( Charadrius montanus) 

------------~ ---·· -

( Charadrius alexandrinus I 
; nivosus) i 

(Lateral/us jamaicensis I 

,: Qwl, elf 
J.---- ---------- .. ~· · 

Plover, mountain 
I 

Plover, western snowy 

I 
! Rail, California black 

cotumiculus) _______________ --~ 

; :::~-~9a~:~:~:;l;;;e-r--------,· i:::::: :::::::::: ::;::)us) j 
Rail: Yuma clappe_r _______ ~~(Ra//us lo;{Jfrostris yum;,,ensis) ~ 
Shrike, San Clemente loggerhead _(Lanius ludovicianus mearnsi)_j 

· (Passerculus sandwichensis ) 
Sparrow, Belding's savannah I be/ding,) 

~Spa_rr_o_w_, San Clemente sage ----'~~hi~P_iza be/Ii clementeae) -I 
Swallow, bank (Riparia riparia) I 
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1 Tern, _~alifornia least (Sterna antillarum browni) i 
; Towhe~, ~nyo California - -----<~: (Pip,no crissalis eremophil~s) j 
Vireo, Arizona Bell's (Vireo be/Iii arizonae) 
l- · --- --------· i --· . -----· 

~o, _~east Bell's ; (Vireo be/Iii ~usil/us_r I 
-• Woodpecker, Gila (Melanerpes uropygialis) 

B. The Project is Disqualified from a Categorical Exemption from CEQA under 
Guideline 15300.2(b}, which states, "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." 

If the Project is built as projected, it would inevitably motivate another 
developer to seek to purchase, and then tear down, the next-door commercial 
building that is one-fifth the floor size and has only about one-sixth the FAR of 
the monstrous eyesore towering over it. This would mean a possible next-door 
development of over 70,000 square feet, a true nightmare for the Highlands! The 
ZA merely assumes that no such cumulative impact would occur, which, like 
virtually every other finding of the ZA, is wholly without substantial evidence. 

C. The Class 32 Exemption from CEQA Does Not Apply When "there are unusual 
circumstances creating the reasonable possibility of significant effects." 
(Guideline 15300.2(c).) 

1. The previously-noted obliteration of scenic views and corridors, including the 
spectacular rock outcroppings in T opanga State Park along its ridges, would be 
devastating. Similarly, views of parklands by visitors would be scarred. 

2. Noise, traffic and parking congestion, diesel and dust pollution, etc., as 
previously detailed, will ruin visitors' park experiences and will compromise visitor 
access significantly. 

3. Damage to endangered species habitat is yet another significant effect. What 
more evidence could possibly be more compelling? 

4. View corridors from scenic Palisades Drive would be impaired or ruined. 

5. Trail views of the parklands by hikers and cyclists would be compromised. 

D. The Decision Ignores the Precedent-Setting Decision in a 1988 Mitigated 
Negative Declaration Regarding the Project Site. which Found the "Possibility 
of Significant Effects" from a Proposed 28,300 Square Foot Commercial 
Building on the Site. These findings, without anything more, under Guideline 
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15300.2(c) undoubtedly disqualify the current Project from seeking a Categorical 
Exemption under CEQA: 39 

1 . "The ERG initial study prepared for the proposal indicates that possible 
environmental impacts could occur due to major landforms on the site." 40 

2. "The ERG initial study also indicates that the property is potentially subject to 
flood hazards." 41 

3. The 1988 MND also found that: (a) "The ERG initial study prepared for the 
proposal also indicated possible environmental impacts due to public facilities 
(fire)," and (b) "The ERG initial study prepared for the proposal also indicates that 
possible environmental impacts may occur due to the creation of additional 
demand for sewer service." 42 

4. The 1988 MND, when later adopted advised that the, "Decision-maker [should] 
consider limiting height of project to 30 feet, as is done in the Palisades 
Village." 43 

5. The 1988 MND also found that, "The ERG initial study prepared for the proposal 
also indicates that possible environmental impacts may occur due to the 
creation of additional demand for sewer service. However, if conditions 
dictate, the Bureau of Engineering may postpone new sewer connections for this 
project until system capacity is adequate, thus mitigating this potential impact to 
a level of insignificance."44 Undoubtedly, 97 patients and dozens of Project's 
employees, staff and visitors, operating 24/7, will need far more sewer capacity 
than that needed by the drastically small complex proposed in 1988. Who will 
provide that extra capacity, and where will the water be found? 

6. PRC Section 30625(c) Makes Prior Decisions Precedent: "(c) Decisions of the 
commission, where applicable, shall guide local governments or port 
governing bodies in their future actions under this division." 

E. The Decision Ignores the Inescapable Conclusion that the Project Does Not 
Qualify for a Categorical Exemption from CEQA Because "the proiect may 
result in damage to scenic resources. including. but not limited to. trees, 

39 Negative Declaration, Case No. l.A 88-0435, Dated July 6, 1988 ("1988 MND") 
40 Id. at p.2. 
41 Id. 
42 Id. 
43 Id. at p.3. 
44 Id. 

34 
APPEAL BRIEF by Jonathan and Maria Klar in Opposftion to Approval of Permits for 

Development of 1525 N. Palisades Drive v 2.3 



historic buildings. rock outcroppings. or similar resources. within an officially 
designated scenic highway." (Guideline 15300.2(d).) 45 

Palisades Drive was designated as a "scenic highway,"46 allowing drivers 
to enjoy spectacular views of mountains, canyons and rock outcroppings. These 
irreplaceable scenic resources will be badly impacted, especially for southbound 
drivers descending from the upper Highlands, and they will be obscured for 
northbound drivers travelling uphill. The ZA concludes, again erroneously, that 
Palisades Drive is only designated an Avenue 1 roadway, which leads ZA to the 
preposterous conclusion that the Project Site and environs have no value as a 
scenic resource. 

F. The ZA Was Required to Deny a Categorical Exemption from CEQA because 
"the project may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
historical resource." (Guideline 15300.2(f).) 47 

1. The Decision Ignores substantial evidence confirming the discovery of 
archeologically-significant artifacts in the Highlands, as recounted in the 
Community Plan: 

"The first inhabitants of the land were the Shoshonean-speaking tribe, the 
HISTORY Tongva. They had a highly organized culture that stretched 
from Orange County north to Topanga and beyond. Under the Spanish, 
they were brought into the mission system-specifically San Gabriel-and 
renamed Gabrielinos." 48 

2. In 1988, the City's MND confirmed that the Project Site was likely to 
contain, or be nearby, archaeological treasures of early tribes: 

"The ERG initial study prepared for the proposal a/so indicates possible 
environmental impacts due to its location in an area 'likely to yield 
unrecorded archaeological sites. However, if any archaeological materials 
are encountered during the course of the project development, the project 
shall be halted. The services of an archaeologist shall be secured by 
contacting the Center for Public Archaeology - Cal State University, 
Northridge, or a member of the Society of Professional Archaeologists 
(SOPA), or a SOPA-qualified archaeologist to assess the resources and 
evaluate the impact. Copies of the archaeological survey, study or report 

45 In 2014, California added Public Resources Section 21084 (c), which codified the language of this Exception to a 
Categorical Exemption, thereby giving the Guideline the full force of law. 
46 In 1977, the Community Plan reclassified Palisades Drive as a "major scenic road." The Los Angeles Mobility Plan 
2035 in 2016 reaffirmed that designation in its listing of Scenic Highways at page 172. In any event, the designation 
as "scenic" is of paramount importance. 
47 ln 2014, California also added Public Resources Section 21084 (e), which codified the language of this Exception 
to a Categorical Exemption, thereby giving the Guideline the full force of law. 
48 Community Plan at sec. 111-28. 
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shall be submitted to the UCLA Archaeological Information Center. (A 
covenant and agreement shall be recorded prior to obtaining a grading 
permit)."49 

3. Importantly, the 1988 MND checked the "YES" box to the question, "Will the 
proposal result in the alteration of or the destruction of a prehistoric or 
historic archaeological site?" 50 The mass excavation of 19,300 cubic yards of 
fill - and very possibly more than double that -- at the Project Site guarantees 
that these irreplaceable artifacts will be lost forever. 

4. The ZA Erred in Failing to Follow Earlier Precedent in the 1988 Decision 
and Should Have Ordered an EIR. (PRC 30625(c).) 

G. The ZA Lacked Substantial Evidence in Determining that the Project Would 
Not Pose Any Significant Adverse Environmental Impact, and He Should Have 
Required a Full EIR. 

1. The Decision Lacked Substantial and Competent Evidence that the Project 
Would Not Cause Significant Traffic Congestion.51 The co-called "traffic 
study" speculated that the Facility would only create between 14 and 21 peak 
hour trips during rush hours. This conclusion is ludicrous because it is based on 
data from locations that are in no way like the Project's Site. The study also 
claimed that "no significant impacts to street access or circulation can reasonably 
be expected with so few peak-hour trips." The assumed numbers of peak hour 
trips are not based on observation, and it lacks any mathematical or scientific 
credibility. It also ignores morning, afternoon and overnight shift changes, and 
the vast array of support vehicles required for 96 residents, a large staff and 
visitors of all kinds - UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the garbage trucks, food 
suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, cleaning crews, physicians, nurses, 
physical therapists, hydro-therapists, mental health experts, gerontologists, 
podiatrists, private caregivers, hospice caregivers, clergy, hairdressers, and the 
array of daily shuttles in and out. This Facility will cater to the upper 1 %, able to 
afford at least $120,000/ year in rent. Most of these high-wealth seniors will bring 
their 24/7 personal caregivers, and the others who are, in the Developers own 
words "healthy and vibrant," will have keep their cars in the garage. The massive 
overflow will consume adjacent street parking daily. It is also not credible to 
believe that all, or most, delivery, service, vendor and contractor vehicles will 
arrive and leave between 10:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. In truth, all these persons 
and suppliers work long hours, well into the evening, and no one will ever enforce 
hourly limits on a 24/7/365 major quasi-medical facility. 

49 CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration, MND 88-285a-C(PP), Case 88-0435. 
so Negative Declaration, Case No. ZA 88-0435, Dated July 7, 1988, Question 21(a). 
51 See City CP 7828 Class 32 CE Specialized Instructions, item (a) on page 2. 
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The Decision also failed to consider how much will peak hour trips will 
exacerbate the already highly-congested traffic corridors along lower Palisades 
Drive, Sunset in both directions, and the always crowded PCH? 

2. The Developer's Soil Excavation Numbers Ignore Soil Expansion and Are 
Grossly Understated. The Decision lacked any substantial evidence that only 
19,300 cubic yards of soil would be excavated and hauled 42 miles to Moorpark, 
and the number appears drastically understated. It cannot be confirmed without a 
full EIR. First, one should assume that a minimum footprint of 30,000 square feet 
of the 43,000 square foot Site will be excavated to a mean average depth of 30 
feet to provide the foundation and two-story parking garage, including the 
massive supports needed to stabilize the structure and buttress Vereda de la 
Montura against sliding into Santa Ynez Canyon.52 This leads to a far more 
accurate estimate: 30,000 square feet times a 30-foot depth= 900,000 cubic feet 
of materials. Divide by 27 cubic feet per cubic yard = 33,333 cubic yards of 
excavated materials. To account for known expansion of the compacted fill 
materials as it is deposited into the beds of hauling trucks, the calculation must 
be increased by 25% to 41,625 cubic yards of actual excavated materials - more 
than double the amount estimated by the Developer. The ZA erred in relying on 
an obviously bogus, artificial, and low-ball estimate submitted by the Developer 
that lacks any credibility. 

3. The City of Los Angeles mandates CEQA clearance when over 20,000 cubic 
yards of material is exported. The ZA erred in failing to enforce this 
requirement. The Developer's understatement of grading materials was 
undoubtedly intended to avoid CEQA compliance. The LA City Building Permit 
Clearance Handbook, at page 20, emphatically requires CEQA compliance for 
removal of more than 20,000 cubic yards of materials: 

"CEQA Clearance is required for: Proposed grading when work in excess 
of 20,000 cu. yd. of either cut or fill is done on slopes steeper than 1 
vertical in 10 horizontal." 

4. The ZA Uncritically and Without Substantial Evidence Accepted the 
Developer's Unsupported Low-Ball Estimate of Excavation Materials. The 
City's Department of Building and Safety's Categorical Exemption Questionnaire 
similarly asks, in Attachment 2: "5b. Will the total amount of fill exceed 20,000 
cubic yards?" 53 The Developer obviously concluded that the only way to evade 
CEQA compliance was to low-ball the estimated amount of excavated materials. 

52 This assumes that the excavation footprint will need to be much larger than the 19,000 square Building foot 
building foot print to create the room needed to accommodate all the trucks and heavy construction equipment 
needed to access the foundation areas. Even if the excavation footprint is slightly smaller, the excavated materials 
will far exceed the Developer's low-ball figures of 19,300 cubic yards, given the 25% additional factor to account 
for expansion of excavated compacted soils. 
53 See Form PC-GRAO.App22 (Rev 5/17/2010) at p. 4. 
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The ZA had no substantial evidence to accept the Developer's preposterously 
low dirt hauling figures at face value without an EIR. Even ignoring that the 
compacted dirt will expand as it is dug out and deposited into hauling trucks, if 
the excavation crews dig the construction hole just a few inches deeper or a few 
inches wider than the Developer's filings state, the 20,000-cubic yard threshold 
will be surpassed! 

5. The Decision Failed to Address Serious Air and Dust Pollution from the Dirt 
Hauling Operation. The export process will be much worse and polluting than 
claimed. The Developer claims only 2,000 large, polluting diesel truck loads will 
be required, but that figure should also .be increased by 25% to account for soil 
expansion. Also, each load will be hauled to a site in Moorpark, some 42 miles, 
and back. This will require, according to the Developer, 30 trucks hauling at a 
rate of six trucks per hour daily, many in heavy traffic, spewing cancer-causing 
diesel exhaust each mile - for more than 9 weeks straight. Diesel fumes from 
idling trucks will increase the pollution and worsen air quality. A full EIR is 
required to evaluate the horrific consequences to the air quality of the Highlands, 
the surrounding parks, and the Los Angeles basin. 

6. The Air Quality Study Was Grossly Deficient and Lacked Any Substantial 
Evidence. The Decision erred in not mandating an air quality EIR, which is 
essential regardless of whether 19,300 cubic yards of soil export are at issue, or 
a significantly higher number, as opponents suggest. The guidelines indicate that 
if the "proposed project exceeds [20,000 cubic yards of exported soil], an air 
quality assessment will be required. 54 

7. The Project Violates State Greenhouse Gas Reduction Requirements. It is 
obvious that siting a new Project of this size, scale and intensity so remotely from 
the homes of its potential staff, employees and vendors - and where there is a 
complete absence of public transportation - will drastically and unnecessarily 
increase greenhouse gas emissions. The problem will be compounded by the 
construction of the Facility, and the hundreds of trips by large diesel trucks, 42 
miles each way to Moorpark and back, for many months. These diesels will spew 
their highly-toxic exhausts throughout the Highlands, both when parked and 
driving. Large diesel machinery, such as bulldozers, will guarantee a continuing 
witches brew of toxic and noxious emissions, fouling the air of residents. 

In California's landmark legislation addressing global climate change, the 
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, our Legislature emphatically 
established as state policy the achievement of a substantial reduction in the 
emission of gases contributing to global warming." (Center for Biological Diversity 
v. Department of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 215.) Consequently, 
climate-change impacts are "significant environmental impacts requiring analysis 

54 Id. at page 2. 
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under CEQA." (Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 
184 Cal.App.4th 70, 90.) Such impacts include analysis of a project's greenhouse 
gas emissions. ( Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife, 
supra, 62 Cal.4th at pp. 216-217.) 

CEQA guidelines mandate a lead agency to "describe, calculate or 
estimate" the amount of greenhouse gases a project will emit and that, when 
assessing the significance of greenhouse gas emissions, the lead agency should 
consider whether "the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that 
the lead agency determines applies to the project." (Cal. Code Regs.,§ 15064.4, 
subds. (a), (b).) (All references to the CEQA Guidelines are to the CEQA 
guidelines, California Code of Regulations, title 14, section 15000 et seq.) 

A full EIR is essential to clear the air on this topic. See, for example, the 
California Supreme Court decision in Center for Biological Diversity v. 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204. 

8. The Decision Ignores the Obvious Need for a Much Larger Parking Garage. 
Because the garage is far too small, it is inevitable that a third-story underground 
will be required, which will increase the excavation footprint and depth by at least 
another 50%. Daytime employees, staff, vendors, service providers, personal 
caregivers, and visitors will easily exceed 100 persons during daytime hours. The 
ZA uncritically accepted the Developer's calculation, but the ZA should have 
considered the much greater need for automobiles, given the complete lack of 
public transportation in the Highlands, combined with the significant travel 
distances between the Facility and the residences and places of business of its 
staff, employees, contractors, vendors and providers; and all the personal 
caregivers (at least one for every two residents equals 48 full-time caregivers). 
There's no doubt that either the parking garage must be greatly expanded with a 
third level, or occupancy of the building drastically scaled back. 

9. The Noise Report Was Not Credible and Lacked Substantial Evidentiary 
Support. The ZA erred in not requiring and EIR to provide real and credible 
evidence regarding noise pollution, especially given the location within feet of 
vast parklands. 

a. Noise will become intolerable to residents during construction. Large 
bulldozers and excavation equipment will be digging, blasting and 
pounding all day; loud diesel trucks will line up along Vereda de la 
Montura, with the excavation soil, rocks and other debris crashing into the 
trailer beds. Noise from rooftop mechanical and HVAC equipment will be 
constant and especially annoying at night. Ambulances, fire trucks, and 
beeping back-up warning noise from trucks on the property will compound 
the terrible degree of noise pollution. The non-stop noise will be projected 
over far larger distances because the Highlands is both a natural 
amphitheater and echo chamber. 
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b. The Developer had one inadequate sound check performed at one time of 
day, which concluded Project would not exceed ambient sound level. It 
also essentially ignored the oppressive noise that would emanate from 
onsite excavation and construction equipment, particularly given the need 
to excavate the entire lot to a depth of nearly 30 or 40 feet and then to 
build supports to protect the Site from sliding into the steep canyon below. 
The report does not specify the time of day, but it likely was conducted 
during daylight hours. The immediate environment is strikingly quiet at 
night given its park setting; thus, ambient sound level is substantially lower 
at night, and the sound produced by the project could exceed night time 
ambient levels. 

c. The ZA erred by failing to enforce City guidelines, which state: "If, 
however, the applicant cannot demonstrate to the Ci'ty's satisfaction 
(pursuant to the evidentiary requirements of CEQA) that construction 
noise will be reduced to below-threshold levels (75 dBA) then a MND 
or EIR would be appropriate." 55 

10. The Decision Ignores Dust Pollution, Which Lacks A Practical Solution. 
Dust clouds from the excavation process, the dumping of debris into trailer beds, 
and movement of construction equipment across the Site, will turn the Site into a 
local dust bowl. No containment at all is proposed for nights, weekends and 
holidays, when Santa Ana winds often kick up to 30 mph or more. How can the 
City possibly grant a CEQA exemption without a serious EIR? 

11. The Decision Ignores Serious Risks to Water Quality. The Developer's own 
Urban Infill Report by Meridian Consultants, at pp. 16 - 18, details runoff, 
groundwater, and soil erosion certain to occur, and what appear to be 
insurmountable requirements to mitigate those problems. The resulting mess will 
likely pollute groundwater and nearby streams, with soil erosion likely to follow. 
These problems cannot be effectively mitigated and, by themselves, should have 
led to a denial of the CEQA Exemption. 

12. The Decision Does Not Address the Certain Impairment of Cell Service. The 
Project Threatens to Impair Cell Service in the Highlands, and an EIR Is Critical 
to Evaluate that Harm. Cell service is spotty to non-existent in many parts of the 
Highlands. Verizon customers often complain that there is no service; and AT&T 
customers complain about interference, dropped calls, and poor reception. Cell 
service is a lifeline for residents and business personnel, who need their cell 
phones at work and at home. The 45-foot high steel and concrete structure can 
block cell transmission between the Santa Ynez area and the residents in the 

55 City CP 7828 Class 32 CE Specialized Instructions, item {c) on pages 2-3. 
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townhomes up and down Michael Lane. An EIR is required to address cell phone 
disruption resulting from the Project. 

13. The Decision Does Not Address the Serious and Dangers Posed by the 
Parking Entrances and Exits and Predictable Resuting Accidents. The two 
entrances and exits are in dangerous areas: (1) on a downhill southbound side of 
Palisades Drive, where drivers often hit speeds well over 60 mph; and (2) On 
Vereda de la Montura, at the crest of a steep hill that creates a blind spot at 
Michael Lane. Because of downhill speeds, southbound Palisades has been the 
scene of numerous serious accidents and fatalities, and Vereda de la Montura 
has been the subject of fender-benders and near misses repeatedly. But 
entrances and exits on both stretches of roadway, within so short a distance, 
assure many more accidents if the Project is not significantly redesigned. 

14. The Decision Does Not Address the Need for Competent Studies of the 
Capacity of Local Utilities to Serve the Project. This Project will inevitably 
place a severe burden on local electrical, water, and sewer utilities, which are 
already experiencing great difficulty meeting their current demands. There is no 
credible evidence that they will be able to meet the additional burden of a large 
healthcare business. 

VIII. 
AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT IS REQUIRED BECAUSE 

THE PROJECT IS NOT ENTITLED TO ANY OTHER CEQA EXEMPTION 

The ZA's basis for the Decision that the Project was exempt from CEQA was 
based on error in granting the Class 32 Categorical Exemption. Without that 
exemption, the Project cannot proceed without full CEQA compliance and an EIR. 

The ZA ignored CEQA's mandate that, "The EIR shall also analyze any 
significant environmental effects the project might cause by bringing development and 
people into the area affected .... Similarly, the EIR should evaluate any potentially 
significant impacts of locating development in other areas susceptible to hazardous 
conditions (e.g., floodplains, coastlines, wildfire risk areas) as identified in authoritative 
hazard maps, risk assessments or in land use plans addressing such hazards areas."56 

Given the Developer's failure to substantiate so many of its contentions and 
conclusions, and the numerous erroneous and misleading statements and omissions of 
material facts, an EIR is essential before issuance of any permitting any of the 
Developer's applications. This is especially important because of the certain or highly
likely significant adverse consequences on the environment. If nothing else, it is 
incumbent on the City to issue a Negative Declaration that evaluates, addresses, and 
conditions any permits on compliance with a wide variety of conditions that drastically 
reduce the size, scale and height of the Project - and that would specifically address 
and materially mitigate each of the concerns stated in this Opposition. 

56 CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2(a). 
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• "The Legislature has made clear that an EIR is 'an informational document' and that 
'[t]he purpose of an environmental impact report is to provide public agencies and 
the public in general with detailed information about the effect which a proposed 
project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways in which the significant 
effects of such a project might be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to such a 
project.' " (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of 
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 391; Guidelines,§ 15002.) 

• ''The EIR is the primary means of achieving ... the policy of this state to 'take all 
action necessary to protect, rehabilitate, and enhance the environmental quality of 
the state.' The EIR is therefore 'the heart of CEQA.' An EIR is an 'environmental 
"alarm bell" whose purpose it is to alert the public and its responsible officials to 
environmental changes before they have reached ecological points of no return.' The 
EIR is also intended 'to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency 
has, in fact, analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its action.' 
Because the EIR must be certified or rejected by public officials, it is a document of 
accountability. If CEQA is scrupulously followed, the public will know the basis on 
which its responsible officials either approve or reject environmentally significant 
action, and the public, being duly informed, can respond accordingly to action with 
which it disagrees. The EIR process protects not only the environment but also 
informed self-government." (Laurel Heights, supra, 47 Cal.3d at p. 392.)" 

In a decision involving another Pacific Palisades project incorrectly approved by 
the City of Los Angeles, the California Supreme Court ruled: "[S]ince the preparation of 
an [environmental impact report] is the key to environmental protection under [CEQA], 
accomplishment of the high objectives of that act requires the preparation of an 
[environmental impact report] whenever it can be fairly argued on the basis of 
substantial evidence that the project may have a significant environmental impact. (No 
Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles 13 Cal.3d 68 at p. 75; accord, Citizens for Responsible 
Equitable Environmental Development v. City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency 
(2005) 134 Cal.App.4th 598, 609). 

IX. 
THE DECISION IGNORES A PREVIOUS PERMIT DENIAL IN 1988, 

WHICH REJECTED A PROPOSED TWO-STORY STORE/OFFICE PROJECT 
LESS THAN HALF THE SIZE AND SCALE OF THE ELDERCARE PROJECT 

The Decision completely ignored previous rulings regarding development of the 
Project Site wrongly approving the Coastal Permit. The principle that precedent is 
compelling in Coastal decision-making is enshrined in statute. 

A. PRC Section 30625(c) states: "Decisions of the commission, where applicable, 
shall guide local governments or port governing bodies in their future actions 
under this division." 
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B. In 1988, in Case Nos. ZA 88-0435 (PP} and CDP 88-012, the City Reiected a 
Proposal for a 2-Story, 28,300 Square-Foot Retail/Offices Building on the 
Project Site and Concluded that the 1988 Project Posed Significant 
Environmental Problems and Went Far Beyond Any Use Ever Envisioned by 
the Community, Irrespective of the Site's C-1-1-H Zoning.57 The following 
findings from the City's decision in the 1988 case, which denied the development 
permit while approving the Coastal Permit with limitations have since been followed 
in later applications: 

1. "Inspection of the subject and surrounding properties, however, reveal that 
there is already some spillover parking on adjacent and abutting public streets 
as a result of the existing retail center just southerly of the proposed project. 
While it is acknowledged that convenience retail (Neighborhood Commerce) 
was originally envisioned at this corner by the Community Plan, it appears the 
size and scale of the proposed project goes far beyond convenience 
retail with the second story proposed for offices for a total of 28,300 square 
feet of floor area on the 43,095 square-foot lot. Such an intensity of 
development goes far beyond not only the plan but also beyond that 
ever anticipated by the community." 

2. "This Intensity will most likely have the following adverse impacts on 
the neighborhood and community. 

- Substantial increase in traffic, congestion and noise; 

- Substantial increase in on-street parking due to most off-street parking 
being subte"anean; 

- Dramatic change in the low intensity character of the area, impacting 
both atmosphere and view." 

- "All of these impacts should be minimized or eliminated by a scaled 
back, perhaps one-story, retail center with adequate surface parking." 

3. "It is therefore the considered judgement of the Zoning Administrator 
that the proposed project is not proper in relation to adjacent uses or 
the development of the community and the various elements and 
objectives of the General Plan and all applicable specific plans, and that 
the project will be materially detrimental to the character of the 
development in the immediate neighborhood." 58 

57 Case Nos. ZA 88-0435 (PP) and CDP 88-012, Letter of Darryl L. Fisher A2A, dated July 27, 1988 at p. 5. 
58 All underlining and boldface type in the quoted material in this Section was added for emphasis. 
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4. Moreover, in 1988, when the City first considered parking at the Project Site, 
it required the applicant to provide one space for each 250 square feet of floor 
area, except it had to provide one space for every 150 square feet of 
"professional offices of doctors, dentists or similar professions." 59 

5. It is incomprehensible that, in 2018, a Project, more than twice as large and 
double in height of the 1988 project, with fewer than 60% of the parking 
spaces (110) proposed in 1988, could now be found "consistent" with the 
surrounding neighboring development, given that, in 1988, a 28,300 square
foot, two-story building, was soundly reiected for creating a "materially 
detrimental" impact on the community due to traffic, congestion, noise, 
parking, and impact on views. 

C. The 1988 findings. especially limitations on square footage and height. are 
compelling precedent for the proper evaluation of the Proiect in ·201 s and 
must be followed. Absolutely nothing has changed in the C-1-1-H zoning or the 
Community Plan in 1988 to justify ramrodding an obscenely-oversized and 
parking-space deficient eyesore on the same lot! 

X. 
THE DECISION IS CONTRARY TO NUMEROUS SECTIONS OF THE COASTAL ACT 
AND GUIDELINES, AND THE DECISION LACKED SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE THAT 

ANY OF THESE ANY OF THE COASTAL REQUIREMENTS WERE SATISFIED 

The following demonstrates that the City should deny a City development permit 
because the City cannot reasonably find that the Project conforms to the requirements 
of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act, as set forth in the Public Resources Code 
and interpreted in the Los Angeles County (South Coast Region) Regional Interpretive 
Guidelines ("RIGS"), for the following reasons. The Coastal Act requires that a new 
development must do all the following; not just most of the following; and not just some 
of the following: 

A. PRC 30240. Protect Sensitive Habitat and Parklands. The Project is adjacent to 
parks and recreation areas and environmentally sensitive habitat areas. However, 
due to its overwhelming size, design and use, the Project would violate Public 
Resources Code Section 30240 because, as sited and designed, the Project would 
not prevent impacts that would significantly degrade those areas and would not be 
compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. See the 
discussion on Lack of Compliance and Compatibility, discussed in detail above. 

B. PRC 30251. Protect Scenic Values and Limit Development Near Parks. The 
Project would violate Public Resources Code Section 30251 : 

59 Case Nos. ZA 88-0435 (PP) and CDP 88-012. 
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1. Due to its oversized height, mass and incongruent design, the Project would 
destroy, rather than preserve and protect, views to the ocean and in this scenic 
coastal area. Without limitation, it would destroy scenic views of visitors driving to 
access Topanga State Park from nearby trailheads on Vereda de la Montura and 
Michael Lane. 

2. Due to its oversized height, mass and incongruent design, the Project is not 
visually compatible with the surrounding areas. See the discussion on Lack of 
Compliance and Compatibility, discussed in detail above.60 

C. PRC 30253 Ca): Minimize Risk to Life and Property in Areas of High Geologic, 
Flood and Fire Hazard. 

1. As has been thoroughly detailed in this Opposition, the Project has been 
designated as a "Very High Severity Fire Hazard Zone," posing extreme risk to 
helpless seniors. It is also in a Liquefaction Zone, a Landslide Zone, and is 
subject to floods. There is no practical means to evacuate all 96 residents in case 
of natural disaster; and they have no place to go. It is incomprehensible that the 
Developer would brush off these concerns with a claim that the residents could 
merely "shelter in place" during a conflagration. A month ago, such claims might 
have been seen merely as silly. After what happened last month in Santa Rosa, 
Sonoma and Mendocino, such callous disregard for risk is reprehensible. 

2. There is no other street into or out of the Facility or the Highlands if Palisades 
Drive is closed by flooding, landslides, liquefaction, accidents, or rockslides. 

3. The Project significantly increases geologic risks to Vereda de la Montura due to 
plans to excavate more than 19,300 cubic yards of compacted fill that abut and 
support Vereda de la Montura.61 

4. The Project is located on a steep Hillside lot, which compounds the geologic risk. 

5. The Developer offers no credible plan to mitigate these risks to a reasonable 
level. 

D. PRC 30253(b): Assure Stability and Structural Integrity, and Neither Create nor 
Contribute Significantly to Erosion, Geologic Instability, or the Destruction of 
the Site or Surrounding Area. 

1. There is no showing that the Property has been adequately or appropriately 
studied for geologic risks. 

60 See previous photos in this Brief. 
61 As detailed in the "Dirt Hauling Nightmare" section of this Brief, the likely excavated material will be more than 
double the Developer's claims. 
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2. The massive excavation of compacted fill will inevitably erode the surrounding 
canyon, risking undermining and shutting down Vereda de la Montura, and 
threatening mudslides on the small building next door, especially during heavy 
rains or flooding conditions. 

E. PRC 30253 Cd): Minimize Energy Consumption and Vehicle Miles Traveled. 

1 . The Project will accomplish exactly the opposite. There is no bus service in the 
Highlands, and the nearest bus stop is 2.4 miles distant. The facility will operate 
3 shifts daily, 24/7/365. Public transportation cannot transport employees, staff, 
visitors, vendors, contractors, et al., all of whom will be forced to drive their cars 
and trucks to the Site. 

2. There are no doctor or dental offices anywhere in the Highlands; and the nearest 
medical offices are six miles away in Palisades Village. The nearest hospitals are 
much further away, in Santa Monica; and the nearest trauma center is even 
farther at UCLA Westwood. This will add to already-high levels of traffic 
congestion and wasted fuel. The Developer does not plan to use alternative 
energy, such as solar panels. 

3. The massive hauling operation will consume tens of thousands of gallons of 
diesel fuel, with trucks idling their engines waiting to enter the Site, and then 
hauling the excavated earth 42 miles to Moorpark and back each trip. The 
Project will need at least 30 tractor trailer rigs, loading at a rate of 6 per hour, five 
days a week for more than 9 weeks, if not even longer! 

4. In response, the Developer offers one lame mitigation measure - it will 
encourage employees to bike to and from work, up and down at least 2.4 miles of 
Palisades Drive which has an average grade of 5% - a trek that no one other 
than a competitive bike rider would regularly make. And that is if they can get to 
the foot of Palisades Drive with their bikes on buses, which do not run overnight 
in the area. Also, Palisades Drive, as a high-speed scenic highway, is unsafe for 
cyclists always, but most especially at night, when fatalities have occurred. 

F. PRC 30253 (e): Protect Special Communities and Neighborhoods That, 
Because of Their Unique Characteristics. Are Popular Visitor Destination 
Points for Recreational Uses. 

1. The Developer's reply is found in its response to Coastal Development 
Permit Project Impacts Questions no. 9, which asks: "Is the development 
proposed near parks or recreation areas or sensitive habitat areas? 
How will the project design prevent adverse environmental impacts 
on these areas?" The Developer responded, "Project site is in proximity to 
Santa Ynez Canyon Park. The Project site, however, is almost completely 
void of vegetation, has no waterways or wetlands and supports no 
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sensitive habitat or wildlife migration path. Access to and from the site is 
via existing established roads and all infrastructure needed to service the 
Project is already in place." 

2. The Project Site borders Santa Ynez Canyon Park and is less than 300 feet east 
of the boundary of Topanga State Park, its wilderness lands and 76 miles of 
trails, which go unmentioned.62 The entire Santa Monica Mountains area is a 
flyway for birds of all sorts, and Santa Ynez Canyon is a particularly attractive 
environment for threatened Monarch butterflies. Two species listed as 
endangered are found only 200 feet away, according to the Developer's own 
environmental analysis; and the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation 
Area has begun a restoration effort to return the famous Jumping Frogs of 
Calaveras County to Topanga State Park. Noise, dust, and diesel exhaust 
pollution from two years of construction with large tractor trailer rigs and heavy 
equipment, guarantee to significantly impair visitors' enjoyment of Topanga State 
Park, as well as consume all visitors' street parking spaces along Vereda de la 
Montura, just steps away from the Santa Ynez Trail entrance to the park. And, 
these are just some of the adverse environment consequences. 

G. PRC 30620 Requires the Coastal Commission to Prepare and Disseminate 
Interpretive Guidelines Designed to Assist Local Governments in Determining 
How the Policies in The Coastal Act Will Be Applied in the Coastal Zone Before 
Certification of Their Local Coastal Programs. 

1. In the absence of an adoptive local coastal program, the Community Plan serves 
as a functional equivalent. Therefore, the application for a Coastal Development 
Permit is subject to the guidance provided by the Coastal Act, the Interpretive 
Guidelines, and the Community Plan in making its determinations. 

2. Section Ill of this Opposition identifies at least 14 separate violations of the 
Community Plan that would occur if the Project were to be approved. Any one of 
these violations would be sufficient to deny the CDP. 

H. The Project Will Prejudice the Ability of the City of Los Angeles to Prepare a 
Local Coastal Program in Conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal 
Act of 1976. 

By ignoring repeated precedents that have previously limited the size and 
scale of developments on the Project Site, the Decision opens the prospect of 
demolition of the next-door commercial building, five times smaller and less 
dense than the Project, and replacement by a monstrous new structure. This 
probability is not theoretical or remote, given that the 95-year old owner of the 

62 See previous photos. 
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small building next door has already listed it for sale at an eight-figure asking 
price that could only make commercial sense if the replacement structure were 
allowed at five to six times the existing building's size. 

Twin monstrous structures would dramatically commercialize the 
Highlands and destroy the park-like environment that is the primary reason 
residents chose to live here in the first place. 

Protecting community character is a classic cumulative impacts issue, and 
this Project must be considered in combination with other past, current and 
probably future projects in the Highlands. Accordingly, if allowed to proceed, this 
Project's adverse precedent will prejudice the ability to adopt a Local Coastal 
Program that protects Highlands unique community character. 

I. The Project Violates Numerous Coastal Regional Interpretive Guidelines 
("RIGS"): 

1. RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec A.2(g) - New commercial ... and residential 
developments of 10 or more dwelling units in the Santa Monica Mountains 
must dedicate access trails and parking areas for visitors to T opanga State 
Park (interpreting PRC 30210, 30213 and 30212.5). The Project offers no 
such dedications. 

2. RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec A.2(i)-The density of new residential 
development must be limited to a maximum of 24 units per acre (interpreting 
PRC 30250 and 30252). The Project would contain 82 units. 

3. RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec B.1-Commercial establishments should be 
public recreation and recreation supportive or otherwise coastally related 
facilities (interpreting PRC 30222 and 30255). The Project contains no such 
facilities. 

4. RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec C.1-Views to Santa Monica Mountains from 
public roads should be preserved and protected (interpreting PRC 30251 and 
30211 ). The high-rise Project would obscure views of the Santa Monica 
Mountains from Palisades Drive.63 

5. RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec C.2-Development adjacent to Santa Monica 
Mountains Parks must protect views from trails (interpreting PRC 30251 and 
30210). The incongruous high-rise Project would be clearly visible from 
several trails in the park and many vista points. 64 

63 See previous photo. 
64 See earlier photo. 
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6. RIGS-Appendix-Alteration of Landforms-In all cases, grading should be 
minimized (interpreting PRC 30251, 30253 and 30240). The Project would 
require the export of far more than the low-ball estimate of 19,300 cubic yards 
of soil, if not twice that number. 

XI. 
THE DECISION WOULD PERMIT NUMEROUS ZONING CODE VIOLATIONS 

The Project, as approved, violates many zoning requirements of Los Angeles 
Municipal Code sections 12.03, 12.13, and 12.21.1. to 12.21.4, among others. 

A. The Building, as Approved, Exceeds Permitted Square Footage Limits by More 
than 13,600 Square Feet. In approving a building of 64,626 square feet, the 
Decision Ignores the reduction in size of at least 13,600 square feet resulting from 
required setbacks. LAMC section 12.03 defines "Buildable Area" as "that portion of 
a lot located within the proper zone for the proposed main building, excluding those 
portions of the lot which must be reserved for . .. building line setback space . . 
.. " These setbacks are required by the Decision and are shown on the approved set 
of plans. 

These required setbacks are as follows: (i) 10 feet along the 145-foot 
boundary fronting Palisades Drive = 1,450 square feet; (ii) 7 feet along the 324-
foot boundary fronting Vereda de la Montura = 2,268 square feet; (iii) 7 feet along 
the 192.5-foot boundary that adjoins the commercial lot to south = 1,348 square 
feet; and (iv) 16 feet along the 248-foot strip that adjoins the parklands along the 
west-southwestern boundary of the lot= 3,968 square feet. The aggregate 
square footage of these four setbacks equals 9,034 square feet. 

LAMC section 12.03 defines Buildable Area as total square feet, less 
required setbacks. In this case, the lot size equals 43,033.2 square feet, which, 
after deducting 9,034 square feet of setbacks, leaves 33,999.2 square feet of net 
Buildable Area. Applying a 1.50 FAR, the Facility would be limited to 50,998 
square feet, about 13,600 square feet less than the 64,646 approved by the 
ZA. 

B. As Approved, the Building Exceeds Limits on Number of Units Under LAMC 
12.13.C {4): The Site is in a Hillside Commercial zone (C1-1-H). Section 12.13.C (4) 
States: "[W]here the lot is in the "H" Hillside or Mountainous Area, there shall be not 
more than one dwelling unit for each 5,000 square feet of lot area." The Developer 
has consistently promoted the Project as an 82-unit "RESIDENTIAL CARE 
FACILITY FOR THE ELDERLY." Of the more than 1,700 structures in the Highlands, 
all are R-1 single-family homes or R-3 townhomes, except one - 99.94%! The 
Developer has claimed that the building is really 82 units of residential housing for 
"vibrant and healthy" seniors - a sort of retirement residential community; and that 
these 82 "residential" units are "compatible" with "developments in the surrounding 
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community and neighborhood" (among the many requirements of the Community 
Plan and the Coastal Act). The Developer relies on this exception because a 
residential eldercare facility is permitted in a C1 commercial zone. The Developer's 
problem is that the Site is also in a Hillside zone (hence, C1-1-H), which imposes a 
limit of 8 units, based on one unit per 5,000 feet of lot area. 

C. By Dismissing the Eldercare Application. the City Could Not Authorize a 
Residential Facility in a Commercial C-1-1-H Because the Use Was Not Found 
to Have Satisfied All Requirements of an Eldercare Facility. An Eldercare 
Facility may qualify in Commercial C-1 Zone. However, the Zoning Administrator did 
not make any findings that the proposed use complied with the City's requirements 
of an Eldercare Facility. 

It is implicit in the Los Angeles General Plan and the Community Plan that a 
Project Site must first be found to be appropriate for an Eldercare facility before it 
can qualify as such for purposes of being a permitted use in a C1 commercial zone. 
The justification for the special Eldercare Permit Application is to assure, above all, 
that the location, i.e., the Project Site, is appropriate for Eldercare. This is to protect 
the vulnerable residents of an Eldercare Facility, irrespective of whether an 
Eldercare application is required. 

When the ZA dismissed the Eldercare Permit Application, he effectively stymied 
the City's right to protect vulnerable seniors because he never evaluated the 
appropriateness of the use of the Facility for Eldercare, and he did not examine the 
particular dangers that this Project Site poses to the most vulnerable seniors. The 
Decision's failure to evaluate the Facility for its appropriateness to render eldercare 
services is entirely separate and apart from compliance with each requirement of an 
application for an Eldercare permit. 

Nevertheless, the previous discussion establishes overwhelming evidence that, 
given the totally inappropriate site, the Eldercare Permit would not have been 
granted if it had been considered. Consequently, the ZA wrongly construed the Code 
to permit this proposed facility in a C1-1-H Hillside zone based solely on a baseless 
finding that this was a compliant Eldercare Facility, which it is not. 

D. Vereda de la Montura Should Be Designated the "Principal Street" for All 
Zoning Determinations. The basic rule stated in section 12.03.C is that the "front 
lot line of a corner lot shall be the line separating the lot from the principal street 
upon which it abuts." 65 In respect to the Project, Vereda is undoubtedly the principal 
street that the Project abuts, for the following reasons: (1) The majority of the Project 
is situated along, and oriented to face, Vereda de la Montura; (2) the length of the 
Project lying along Vereda de la Montura is nearly double that of the portion along 
Palisades Drive; (3) the front and only entrance to the facility is immediately off the 

65 A secondary rule gives preference to "front yard" naming rights to the side along a highway, but that was 
obviously intended only when the entrances to the buildings are on the same highway. 
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most westerly side of the Site along Vereda de la Montura - some 200+ feet west of 
Palisades Drive; (4} there is no walk-in or visitors entrance along Palisades Drive; 
(5} there is no vehicle entrance along Palisades Drive;66 (6) the only surface and 
underground parking entrances will be located on far west side at Vereda, removed 
as far as possible from Palisades Drive; (7) all service entrances are on the far west 
side off of Vereda; (8) the street address for business purposes must be on Vereda 
to reduce confusion; and (9) Vereda will be required for the majority of vehicles that 
rely on GPS or Google Maps to locate the precise location of the facility - use of a 
Palisades Drive address would inevitably lead them to the small commercial building 
immediately to the south, thereby directing traffic to park in that building's undersized 
lot. In this case, the "principal street" is undoubtedly Vereda de la Montura.67 

E. The Decision Permits Uses in Violation of LAMC 12.13.A.2(b)(2), which 
requires that, "All activities (must be) conducted wholly within an enclosed 
building, except that ground floor restaurants may have outdoor eating areas." 
This means that the 1,700 square-foot "Generations Courtyard" must either be (A) a 
Code violation - i.e., an illegal activity; or (B) modified to become part of the 
"enclosed building," with its square footage added to the Developer's 64,646 feet of 
floor area - thereby rendering the Project's FAR that much greater than the 1.50 
allowed. For this same reason, the additional rooftop decks of 11,000 square-foot 
and 3,000 square feet require that the Building be reduced by an aggregate of 
15,700 {1,700 + 3,000 + 11,000) square to comply with the same Zoning limits.68 

F. Approximately 15,700 Feet of Common Areas of Mixed Indoor-Outdoor Areas 
Were Not Counted in FAR. In addition to the code violations described above, the 
Plans contain designs that effectively convert partly-outdoors, locked and enclosed 
common areas, into floor space for purpose of computing FAR, despite its being 
somewhat open to the sky. Given the complexity of eldercare operations, which are 
a mixed residential-commercial use, the following directive should be followed: 
"Whenever any unusual situation or design of building exists so that it is 
difficult to determine the precise application of those provisions, the 
Department of Building and Safety shall make such determinations in a 
manner to carry out the indicated purpose and intent hereof."69 This is 
precisely one such situation; and the 15,700 square feet of common area should be 

66 On October 23, 2017, the Developer told the 15 or so members of the Pacific Palisades Community Council, 
which held a public hearing regarding the Project attended by about 100 people, mostly opponents of the Project, 
that the P-1 Plan showing an entry and an exit on the driveway at Palisades Drive was in error, and that only an exit 
would be provided at that point, not an entry. The Developer then stated that the Plans would be amended 
accordingly to correct the erroneous inclusion in the Plans of an entry from Palisades Drive. 
67 LAMC Section 12.03.C provides that, when a dispute occurs, "the Zoning Administrator shall determine which 
street is the principal street." 
68 See Harris Leven Supplemental Testimony, submitted Nov. 3, 2017, which explains these additional areas of 
about 15,700 feet. Opponents do not object to these uses provided they are included in the FAR computation. The 
facility should be scaled back by 14,000 square-feet to include room for these activities within the "enclosed 
building," as the Code requires. In any event they increase the FAR to over 1.80, which is absolutely prohibited. 
69 LAMC section 12.21.A (6). 
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added to the 64,646 square feet sought by the Developer in determining non
compliance with the 1.50 FAR limit. This means the Project will be 60,346 square 
feet, a significant violation of the FAR limit. 

G. The Project Exceeds Height Limits When the Exposed P1 Garage Exit is 
Included. LAMC section 12.03 states that, the "Height of Building or Structure -- is 
the vertical distance above grade measured to the highest point of the roof, structure 
or the parapet wall, whichever is highest." The Code also states that, "Grade 
(Adjacent Ground Elevation) -- is the lowest point of elevation of the finished surface 
of the ground, paving or sidewalk within the area between the building and the 
property line, or when the property line is more than 5 feet from the building, 
between the building and a line 5 feet from the building." In this case, the lowest 
point is along Palisades Drive at the southeast corner of the Site, where the 
elevation of the Grade at the P1 garage level is approximately 12 to 14 feet lower 
than along Vereda de la Montura. The effective height of the Project, when viewed 
from the many residences on Palisades Drive facing west towards the Site on 
Palisades Drive, will be approximately 53 feet from the P1 driveway side of the 
building.70 Of course, these height calculations do not even count the 14-foot high 
rooftop elevator shaft and stairway structures or the massive array of rooftop, 24/7 
commercial HVAC equipment. Similar violations of the 45-foot limit would occur 
along the entire southern and southwesterly boundaries of the Project. 

H. Violations of Transitional Height Limits. If Vereda de la Montura is correctly 
treated as the "principal street," rather than Palisades Drive, there are also violations 
of the transitional height limits of 30 feet within 15 feet of the front of the Site along 
Vereda de la Montura71 , and the same 30-foot height limit within 30 feet of the Site's 
southerly and southwesterly sides, as required by Palisades Community Plan 
section 2-3.1. The statutory 10-foot minimum setback along Vereda would also be 
required, as well as an 8-foot minimum setback along Palisades Drive.72 

70 This assumes that the 45-foot high building will be built exactly on the current grade of the Site - now between 
one to six feet lower than Vereda de la Montura. The current grade is six-feet below Vereda de la Montura only at 
Michael Lane. At the corner of Palisades Drive and Michael Lane, the grade is only two feet below Vereda de la 
Montura; and at the western edge of the lot, the grade is level with Vereda de la Montura. (. 
71 Vereda de la Montura is, in substance, the true "front" of the property and the southerly and wet-southwesterly 
property lines comprise the "rear" of the property. The Developer has designated Palisades Drive as the front of 
the of the property to create the fiction that the unbuildable triangular strip at the western end could be 
designated the side required to meet "transitional height" restrictions, rather than either Palisades Drive or Vereda 
de la Montura, which would each have stark towering facades facing all the nearby residences and eviscerating all 
view corridors. 
72 An 8-foot setback would then be required along Palisades Drive. LAMC Sec. 12.21.1 (A)(8) states that "[i]n 
determining the number of stories, any basement containing habitable rooms shall be considered a story." The 
Project's Wellness Center, theater, and break room are located on the P-1 garage level, increasing the four-story 
building to five stories. This means that the side yard setback along Palisades Drive must be eight feet, not seven. It 
is also a second reason to measure the building's height from the base of level Pl. 
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XII. 
NO SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE SUPPORTS ANY OF THE REQUIRED 

FINDINGS OF FACT OF COMPLIANCE OR COMPATIBILITY 
THAT WERE REQUIRED FOR APPROVAL OF THE SITE PLAN 

The Decision cited no substantial evidence that supports any of the findings of 
fact required to approve the Site Plan, and the Zoning Administrator abused his 
discretion by approving the Site Plan without any evidence to support the required 
findings. 

A. REQUIRED FINDING--COMPLIANCE: The Proiect must be in substantial 
compliance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan, 
applicable Community Plan (i.e., the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community 
Plan) and any applicable specific plan. The Project would NOT be in substantial 
compliance, for many reasons, including the following: 

1. The Decision violates Community Plan Section 2-3.1 that mandates that 
"senior citizen housing proiects {must be locatedl in neighborhoods within 
reasonable walking distance of health and community facilities, services 
and public transportation." The nearest hospitals are 30 to 45 minutes away, 
and no doctor or dental offices, physical therapy clinics, pharmacies, or similar 
community facilities exist anywhere in the Highlands - and most certainly not 
within "walking distance." Worse still, there is no bus service anywhere in the 
Highlands, and the nearest bus stop is 2.4 miles away on Sunset. The isolated 
nature of the Site disqualifies it as an appropriate site for use as senior citizen 
housing. 

2. The Decision violates Community Plan requirements that (1) the Project 
"preserve existing views in hillside areas," and (2) "new development (be) 
adjacent to or in the viewshed of State parkland ... [and) protect views 
from public lands and roadways." On the contrary, the Project obliterates or 
significantly impairs views (a) from all residences that face the Project Site, (b) of 
motorists and pedestrians along Palisades Drive, Vereda de la Montura, and 
Michael Lane, (c) of visitors to Topanga State Park; and (d) for all hikers and 
cyclists who enjoy the trails overlooking the Site from vantage points in the Park. 

3. The Decision violates Sec. 2-1.3 of the Community Plan that specifically 
mandates that commercial projects "be designed and developed to achieve 
a high level of quality. distinctive character, and compatibility with existing 
uses and development." The five-story, above-grade Project is entirely 
incompatible with the neighborhood, the existing two-story commercial 
development next door, and the homes and townhouses located throughout the 
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Highlands.73 

4. The Decision violates Community Plan Section 2-.3.3 that requires that 
"commercial projects achieve harmony with the best of existing 
development." 

a. No structure anywhere in the Highlands, whether commercial, condominium, 
or single-family home, exceeds three stories; and the clear majority are either 
one or two stories. 

b. All other structures in the Highlands adhere to the 30-foot height limit in 
applicable in the Palisades Village Specific Plan and in the Sec 2-3.1 of the 
Community Plan, a height limit to which previous land use decisions have 
repeatedly adhered, given the location of the Site in the Coastal Zone. 

c. The proposed 7-foot and 10-foot setbacks of the Project along Vereda de la 
Montura and Palisades Drive, respectively, are much narrower than the 
prevailing setbacks in the neighborhood. 

d. There are no underground garages in the Highlands. 

e. There are no structures that approach the size, scale, density, or height of the 
Project, and the proposed building is five times larger than the Highlands 
only other commercial building; and the Project has a FAR density six times 
greater. 

f. The 12-foot high rooftop elevator shafts and elevator extensions, along with 
the massive array of rooftop HVAC and other mechanical equipment, will 
exacerbate the horrific nature of this eyesore overlooking parklands and 
mountains. 

5. The Decision ignores an appalling lack of landscaping along both Vereda 
de la Montura and Palisades Drive and therefore violates the Community 
Plan Section 2-4.4's requirement that "landscape corridors should be 
created and enhanced," not ruined. Setbacks in the neighboring residences 
along Vereda de la Montura are between 20 feet and 50 feet wide. They are 
extensively landscaped, and the setbacks slope upwards. Virtually all townhomes 
are grouped, 3 or 4 together side-by-side, with landscaped walkways and 
corridors separating each of these small groups of homes. The Project's 45-foot 
monumental fa<;ade, set almost on the sidewalk, is a true eyesore. The setbacks 
along Vereda de la Montura and Palisades Drive much too narrow to allow for 
any mature trees to grow, as depicted on the landscaping plans. 

73 LAMC §16.05.F.2 also requires that the Project be compatible to its adjacent properties. 
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6. The Decision violates Section 5-1.1 that mandates that "Permitted 
development shall be sited and designed ... to minimize the alteration of 
natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas, and where feasible, to restore and enhance visual 
quality in the visually degraded areas." For the many reasons discussed 
earlier, the Project would do the opposite! 

7. The Decision ignores Community Plan Section 17-1.2 that is emphatic 
about its Policy to "Protect and preserve archaeological sites of Native 
Americans." As previously explained, the Decision omits any discussion of the 
history of Native Americans throughout the Palisades and Malibu, and on the 
Project Site, facts that were previously found very relevant in 1988 when this 
same Site came up for a hearing. 

8. The Project Plans violate Community Plan Section V-3 that mandates that 
"no structures should exceed 30 feet in height within 15 feet and 30 feet of 
front and rear property lines." 

a. The Project violates both limits. It calls for a 45-foot height along Vereda and 
Palisades Drive with a paper-thin 7-foot setback. 

b. On the south and west sides, large portions of the 2-story, so-called 
"subterranean" parking garage are exposed, making the entire structure 
appear up to 65-feet, top to bottom. 

c. The enormous scale of the Project will be clearly visible to drivers coming 
north on Palisades Drive, to park visitors at the Santa Ynez Trail entrance to 
Topanga State Park, and all nearby homes. 

9. The Decision violates Community Plan Section V-4, Items 5 and 6, that 
require the "screening of mechanical and electrical equipment" and "all 
rooftop equipment and building appurtenances from public view." While 
that might be done to a degree, it would require at least at least 8 to 10 feet of 
sound baffles and visual screening, which would render the true height of the 
facility from a front view well over 55 feet above ground along Vereda de la 
Montura, and over 60 feet above ground along Palisades Drive. 

10. The Decision violates the "Surface Parking Landscape" mandate in 
Community Plan Section V-4, which requires the developer to provide "a 
landscaped buffer along public streets or adjoining residential uses." 
Obviously, the Project's spartan ?-foot strip along Vereda is not what was ever 
envisioned, given the 15-foot minimum setback requirements in Community Plan 
Section V-3. 
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11 . The Decision ignores that street parking is hard to find and absolutely 
nothing is required of the Developer to comply with Community Plan Goal 
15-1 to "provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide 
standards and community needs." 

B. REQUIRED FINDING-COMPATIBILITY: The Proiect must consist of an 
arrangement of buildings and structures (including height. bulk and setbacks), 
off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash 
collection, and other such pertinent improvements, that is or will be 
compatible with existing and future development on adiacent properties and 
neighboring properties.74 The Project would NOT be compatible for many reasons: 

1. Height: The Project would have 5 stories above-grade when viewed from 
Palisades Drive, or 4 stories when viewed from Vereda de la Montura-45 feet 
above grade on Vereda, plus additional 10 to 12 feet elevator extensions and 
stairwell exits on roof. 

a. No structure in the Highlands exceeds three stories in height, and no 
immediately adjacent structure exceeds two stories. 

b. Buildings in the Palisades Village, in very heart of Palisades business district, 
are mostly single-story and under 30 feet in height, consistent with previous 
land use decisions that imposed a 28-foot height limit for the Project Site. 

2. Bulk: The Project would have over 64,500 square feet on less than one acre of 
land, for a huge floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.50, and would have an occupancy 
ratio of 96 residents, plus staff, per acre. 

a. The adjacent small commercial property has an FAR of approximately 0.27, 
which is less than 115th the density of the Project. 

b. The townhomes in the community have an FAR of less than 0.70 - the 
Project's FAR is more than double. 

c. Palisades Village, in the heart of the Palisades business district, has a FAR of 
only approximately 0.90 - the Project's FAR is 67% greater. 

d. The 17.9 square miles of open space adjacent to the Site have a FAR of 0.00. 

e. The Project's rooftop appurtenances exacerbate the massive high-rise nature 
of the Project by placing the building, with its straight, unarticulated 4 to 5 

74 LAMC §16.05.F.2 also requires that the Project be compatible to its adjacent properties. 
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story faQades, immediately facing both Palisades Drive and Vereda de la 
Montura; while the townhomes all have stepped back, articulated, and heavily 
landscaped facades. 

f. The occupancy density of 96 residents per acre, plus at least 50 or more staff, 
employees, and visitors daily, will be more than TRIPLE the typical 
occupancy densities of the neighborhood residential properties. 

3. Setback: The Project has proposed miniscule setbacks of only 7 and 1 O feet and 
adds insult to injury by planning to plant trees into the adjacent sidewalks. The 
residential properties in the neighborhood have beautifully landscaped setbacks 
areas ranging from 20 to 50 feet. 

4. Design: 

a. The modern, unattractive, flat-roof design of the Project, with an array of 
elevator shafts, staircases, and HVAC equipment towering up an 
additional 10 to 12 feet higher, is completely out of character with the 
Mediterranean and rustic designs of the residential projects and the small 
commercial project that are proximate to the Site - where all rooftop 
appurtenances are placed out of sight, beneath sloping rooflines. 

b. No other building in the Highlands has subterranean parking. 

c. No other building in the Highlands is elevator served. 

5. Use: The continuous 24/7/365 use of the Project as a high-rise health care 
facility, with attendant frequent emergency vehicle visits, 3 shifts per day staff 
changes, numerous private care providers and visitors, and food service, 
equipment and other deliveries, are completely incompatible with the quiet, semi
rural residential and open-space recreational character of the Highlands 
generally and the immediately neighborhood specifically. 

XIII. 
CONCLUSION 

The City of Los Angeles has been charged with the solemn duty to protect this 
irreplaceable environment for current generations and for all those generations to follow. 
As the Coastal Act mandates at PRC section 30251: 

"The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall 
be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic 
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coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding area$, and, where 
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas." 

It is unimaginable that, after any objective review of the facts and the 
photographic evidence, the City would permit this horrific and ill-conceived Project to 
scar the beauty, tranquility, and scenic values available to all who reside in, or visit, this 
stunning environmental treasure in the middle of the protected Coastal Zone. 
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CASE NO. ZA 2017-2170(ELD)(CDP)(SPR) 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED 

PERMIT, COASTAL DEVELOPMETN 
PERMIT, SITE PLAN REVIEW 

1525 & 1533 North Palisades Drive; 
17310 & 17320 West Vereda De La 
Montura 

Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community 
Plan Area 

Zone C1-1-H 
D.M. 1388113 
C. D. 11 
CEQA ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Legal Description: Lot 3 of Tract 31070 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 14.3.1-B, I hereby DISMISS: 

an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit for the construction, use, and maintenance of 
an Eldercare Facility since the project does not deviate from any of the regulations 
of the C1 'Zone; 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.20.2, I hereby APPROVE: 

a Coastal Development Permit authorizing the construction of a four-story, 64,646 
square-foot Eldercare Facility with 82 guest rooms comprised of a combination of 
Assisted Living Care and Alzheimer's/Dementia Care Housing located in the 
single-permit jurisdiction area of the California Coastal Zone; and 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 16.05, I hereby APPROVE: 

Site Plan Review for a development which creates or results in an increase of 50 
or more dwelling units or guest rooms or 50,000 gross square feet or more of non
residential floor area; 
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upon the following additional terms and conditions: 

1. All other use, height and area regulations of the Municipal Code and all other 
applicable government/regulatory agencies shall be strictly complied with in the 
development and use of the property, except as such regulations are herein 
specifically varied or required. 

2. The use and development of the property shall be in substantial conformance with 
the plot plan submitted with the application and marked Exhibit "A", except as may 
be revised as a result of this action. 

3. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character 
of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the Zoning Administrator to 
impose additional corrective Conditions, if, in the Administrator's opinion, such 
Conditions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the neighborhood 
or occupants of adjacent property. 

4. All graffiti on the site shall be removed or painted over to match the color of the 
surface to which it is applied within 24 hours of its occurrence. 

5. A copy of the first page of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent 
appeal of this grant and its resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall 
be printed on the building plans submitted to the Development Services Center 
and the Department of Building and Safety for purposes of having a building permit 
issued. 

6. Approved herein is an Eldercare Facility comprised of 82 guest rooms (23 memory 
care suites and 59 assisted-living suites) as shown in "Exhibit A", subject to the 
following restrictions: 

a. At least seventy-five percent (75%) of the facility shall be devoted to 
Assisted living Care Housing and not more than twenty-five percent (25%) 
of the facility shall be devoted to Alzheimer's/Dementia Care Housing. No 
deviations from the applicable zoning provisions have been granted in 
conjunction with the Eldercare Facility herein, and no Eldercare Unified 
Permit pursuant to LAMC Section 14.3 has been requested or approved. 

i. Plans submitted to the Department of Building and Safety for the 
purposes of obtaining a building permit shall indicate a minimum of 
75 percent of the floor area, exclusive of common areas, consisting 
of Assisted Living Care Facility; 

ii. The license and subsequent renewals of the license from the 
California Department of Social Services, Community Care 
Licensing Division shall reflect a minimum of 75 percent of the floor 
area, exclusive of common areas, consisting of Assisted Living Care 
Facility. 
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b. The facility shall be licensed by the California Department of Social Services 
and comply with all assisted living and dementia care program regulations. 
A copy of the license shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning 
for verification and placed in the file. 

c. Residents of the Assisted Living Care Housing shall be at least 62 years of 
age or older and shall comply all the requirements of the Department of 
Social Services. 

7. The housing type within an Eldercare Facility may be changed to a different 
housing type unless the new housing type is authorized in accordance with the 
procedures of the Code. 

8. Coastal Development Permit. Approved herein is: 

a. The construction of a four-story, 64,646 square-foot Eldercare Facility with 
82 guest rooms comprised of a combination of Assisted Living Care and 
Alzheimer's/Dementia Care Housing. 

b. Grading and export of 19,308 cubic yards of earth material. The applicant 
shall receive approval of a haul route by the Department of Building and 
Safety. 

c. The project shall comply with the Regional Interpretive Guidelines for Los 
Angeles County. 

9. Parking shall be provided in compliance with the Municipal Code and to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. No variance from the 
parking requirements has been requested or granted herein. 

10. The project shall be landscaped and maintained in substantial conformance with 
the landscape plans stamped "Exhibit A". 

11. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, access and internal circulation shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Department of Transportation. 

12. Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding so that light does 
not overilow into adjacent properties. 

13. All loading and unloading of cargo shall occur only in underground parking and 
loading area. 

14. Any removal or planting of any tree in the public right-of-way required approval of 
the Board of Public Works. 

15. Exterior improvements and landscaping shall be maintained in good condition. 

16. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, access and internal circulation shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Department of Transportation. 
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17. The applicant or operator shall designate a minimum one person to serve as a 
neighborhood/community liaison to respond to any concerns raised by the different 
neighborhood groups of the Palisades Highland community. A contact name, 
telephone number and email address shall be provided to the immediate 
homeowner groups/associations adjacent to the project site. 

18. Prior to the sign-off of plans by the Development Services Center, the applicant 
shall submit the plans for review and approval to the Fire Department. Said 
Department's approval shall be included in the plans submitted to the Development 
Services Center. 

19. Prior to the commencement of site excavation and construction activities, 
construction schedule and contact information for any inquiries regarding 
construction activities shall be provided to residents and property owners within a 
100-foot radius of the project site. The contact information shall include a 
construction manager and a telephone number, and shall be posted on the site in 
a manner, which is readily visible to any interested party. 

20. Prior to the clearance of any conditions, the applicant shall show proof that all fees 
have been paid to the Department of City Planning, Expedited Processing Section. 

21. Within 30 days of the effective date of this grant, a covenant acknowledging and 
agreeing to comply with all the terms and conditions established herein shall be 
recorded in the County Recorder's Office. The agreement (standard master 
covenant and agreement form CP-6770) shall run with the land and shall be 
binding on any subsequent owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement with the 
conditions attached must be submitted to the Zoning Administrator for approval 
before being recorded. After recordation, a certified copy bearing the Recorder's 
number and date shall be provided to the Zoning Administrator for attachment to 
the subject case file. 

22. INDEMNIFICATION AND REIMBURSEMENT OF LITIGATION COSTS. 

Applicant shall do all of the following: 

a. Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions 
against the City relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City's 
processing and approval of this entitlement, including but not limited to, an 
action to attack, challenge, set aside, void or otherwise modify or annul the 
approval of the entitlement, the environmental review of the entitlement, or 
the approval of subsequent permit decisions or to claim personal property 
damage, including from inverse condemnation or any other constitutional 
claim. 

b. Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action 
related to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City's processing and 
approval of the entitlement, including but not limited to payment of all court 
costs and attorney's fees, costs of any judgments or awards against the City 
(including an award of attorney's fees), damages and/or settlement costs. 
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c. Submit an initial deposit for the City's litigation costs to the City within 10 
days' notice of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a 
deposit. The initial deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney's 
Office, in its sole discretion, based on the nature and scope of action, but in 
no event shall the initial deposit be less than $50,000. 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 in 
paragraph (b). 

d. Submit supplemental 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). 

e. If the City determines it necessary to protect the City's interests, execute an 
indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms 
consistent with the requirements 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 counsel. At its 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 obligation 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, committees, employees and volunteers. 

"Action" shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held 
under alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims or lawsuits. Actions 
includes actions, as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, 
state or local law. 

Nothing in the definitions included 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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OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS - TIME LIMIT - LAPSE OF PRIVILEGES 

All terms and conditions of the approval shall be fulfilled before the use may be 
established. The instant authorization is further conditional upon the privileges being 
utilized within three years after the effective date of approval and, if such privileges are 
not utilized or substantial physical construction work is not begun within said time and 
carried on diligently to completion, the authorization shall terminate and become void. 

TRANSFERABILITY 

This authorization runs with the land. In the event the property is to be sold, leased, 
rented or occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent upon 
you to advise them regarding the conditions of this grant. 

VIOLATIONS OF THESE CONDITIONS, A MISDEMEANOR 

Section 12.29 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code provides: 

"A variance, conditional use, adjustment, public benefit or other quasi-judicial 
approval, or any conditional approval granted by the Director, pursuant to the 
authority of this chapter shall become effective upon utilization of any portion of 
the privilege, and the owner and applicant shall immediately comply with its 
Conditions. The violation of any valid Condition imposed by the Director, Zoning 
Administrator, Area Planning Commission, City Planning Commission or City 
Council in connection with the granting of any action taken pursuant to the authority 
of this chapter, shall constitute a violation of this chapter and shall be subject to 
the same penalties as any other violation of this Code." 

Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor and shall be 
punishable by a fine of not more than $2,500 or by imprisonment in the county jail for a 
period of not more than six months, or by both such fine and imprisonment. 

APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE 

The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this grant is not a permit or license and 
that any permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public 
agency. Furthermore, if any Condition of this grant is violated or if the same be not 
complied with, then the applicant or his successor in interest may be prosecuted for 
violating these Conditions the same as for any violation of the requirements contained in 
the Municipal Code. The Zoning Administrator's determination in this matter will become 
effective after FEBRUARY 12, 2018, unless an appeal therefrom is filed with the Qr£ 
Planning Department. It is strongly advised that appeals be filed early during the appeal 
period and in person so that imperfections/incompleteness may be corrected before the 
appeal period expires. Any appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, accompanied 
by the required fee, a copy of the Zoning Administrator's action, and received and 
receipted at a public office of the Department of City Planning on or before the above date 
or the appeal will not be accepted. Forms are available on-line at 
http://planning.lacity.org. Public offices are located at: 
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Downtown 
Figueroa Plaza 

201 North Figueroa Street, 
4th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077 

San Fernando Valley 
Marvin Braude San Fernando 

Valley Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, 

Room 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 

(818) 374-5050 

PAGE? 

West Los Angeles 
West Los Angeles Development 

Services Center 
1828 Sawtelle Boulevard, 

2nd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

(310) 231-2598 

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil 
Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must 
be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the City's decision became 
final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be other 
time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 

NOTICE 

The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact with this office regarding this 
determination must be with the Zoning Administrator who acted on the case. This would 
include clarification, verification of condition compliance and plans or building permit 
applications, etc., and shall be accomplished BY APPOINTMENT ONLY, in order to 
assure that you receive service with a minimum amount of waiting. You should advise 
any consultant representing you of this requirement as well. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

After thorough consideration of the statements contained in the application, the plans 
submitted therewith, the report of the Department of Planning Staff thereon, the 
statements made at the public hearing on October 4, 2017, all of which are by reference 
made a part hereof, as well as knowledge of the property and surrounding district, I find 
that the requirements for authorizing a Coastal Development Permit under the provisions 
of LAMC Section 12.20.2 and Site Plan Review under the provisions of LAMC Section 
16.05 have been established by the following facts. The request for an Eldercare Facility 
Unified Permit under the provisions of LAMC Section 14.3.1 has been dismissed herein. 

BACKGROUND 

The project site, located at 1525 North Palisades Drive (1525 and 1533 North Palisades 
Drive and 17310 and 17320 West Vereda De La Montura), is a sloping, irregularly-shaped 
parcel of land totaling 43,097 square feet (0.99 acre) and consisting of one lot. The 
project site has approximately 145 feet of frontage along the west side of Palisades Drive 
(a designated Avenue I under the Mobility Plan 2035) and approximately 305 feet of 
frontage along the south side of Vereda De La Montura (a designated Collector Street). 
The project site is currently vacant. 

The site is located within the Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan with a land 
use designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial and corresponding zone of C1-1-H. 
The subject property is located within a Single Jurisdiction Area of the California Coastal 
Zone and Hillside Area. The subject property is also located within a Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone, Bureau of Engineering Special Grading Area, and a designated 
Landslide Area. 
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The proposed project involves the new construction, use, and maintenance of a four
story, 64,646 square-foot Eldercare Facility with two levels of subterranean parking, 
ranging in height from 25 to 45 feet. The project will contain 82 guest rooms, including 59 
guest rooms used for Assisted Living Care Housing and 23 guest rooms used for 
Alzheimer's/Dementia Care Housing. The project will provide a total of 66 automobile 
parking spaces contained within two levels of subterranean parking and 10 bicycle 
parking spaces. 

The proposed project would provide two, two-way driveway aprons, each providing 
access to the subterranean parking levels. One driveway will be located on the southeast 
portion of the site along Palisades Drive and the other will be located on the northwest 
portion of the site along Vereda De La Montura. The Alzheimer's/Dementia Care guest 
rooms are proposed to be located on the ground floor, with the Assisted Living Care guest 
rooms located on the second through fourth floors. The project would provide 
approximately 22,798 square feet of common area space, equating to 35 percent of the 
64,646 square feet of total floor area proposed. The project provides areas designated 
as a wellness center, a theater, bicycle maintenance and bicycle storage, a salon, spa 
salon and massage room, two dining rooms and one living room, a fireplace and lounge 
area, an art and multi-purpose room, and outdoor amenities, including a roof garden, roof 
deck, trellis bar and barbeque area, and dog park area. 

The project has not requested to deviate from any regulations of the C1-1-H Zone, and 
will meet all applicable density, area, setbacks, parking, and height deviations of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code. The C1 Zone permits residential density at one guest room per 
500 square feet of lot area (LAMC Sections 12.13-C,4 and 12.10-C,4). With 43,907 
square feet of total lot area, the property permits a maximum density of 86 guest rooms, 
whereas 82 guest rooms are proposed. The C1 Zone and Height District No. 1 normally 
allow for unlimited stories and building height. However, due to subject site's proximity 
to the Open Space-zoned property, the project is subject to the transitional height 
requirements under LAMC Section 12.21.1-8,2. The proposed building ranges from 25 
to 45 feet within four stories and complies with the transitional height provisions of the 
Municipal Code. The building does not exceed 33 feet in height between 50 feet and 100 
feet from the OS-zoned property. The remainder of the building does not exceed 
maximum height of 45 feet. 

As part of the project request, the applicant is seeking authorization for an Eldercare 
Facility Unified Permit although there are no deviations from the C1 regulations. The 
project site is not located within the boundaries of any specific plan or supplemental use 
district and is not subject to any 'T' classification, "Q" condition, "D" limitation. The project 
will not be deviating from any Citywide regulation adopted or imposed by City action. 

The applicant also seeks authorization for a Coastal Development Permit under LAMC 
Section 12.20.2 to allow the construction of the proposed Eldercare Facility within the 
single-permit jurisdiction area of the California Coastal Zone. Also, the project is subject 
to a Site Plan Review because the project results in the creation of more than 50 guest 
rooms and more than 50,000 gross square feet of non-residential floor area. 

Immediate surrounding properties are within the C1-1-H, OS-1XL, RD3-1, and (Q)RD3-1 
zones, and are characterized by generally sloping topography and improved streets. The 
subject property is surrounded by multi-family residential and commercial uses, as well 
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as designated open space area. Properties immediately to the north across Vereda De 
La Montura and to the east across Palisades Drive are zoned RD3-1 and developed with 
two- to three-story residential condominium structures. Properties to the southeast 
across Palisades Drive is zoned (Q)RD3-1 and developed with two-story residential 
condominium structures. The property abutting the project site to the west and southwest 
west is privately-owned open space area (vacant canyon areas) zoned OS-1XL, recorded 
under Tract No. 31070, and part of the Topanga Canyon State Park lands. Property 
immediately to the south is zoned C1-1-H and developed with a two-story commercial 
center, known as Highlands Village, comprised of neighborhood serving uses (a site visit 
in January showed a restaurant, nail salon, office, spa, pilates studio, music studio, a wine 
retailer, wellness institute, and other commercial neighborhood serving uses in the 
abutting commercial center). The entrance to the Santa Ynez Canyon Trailhead is 
approximately 1,425 feet from the intersection of Palisades Drive and Vereda De La 
Montura, and the boundaries of the Topanga Canyon State Park being approximately 200 
feet northwest from northwest portion of the site's perimeter. 

Streets and Circulation 

Palisades Drive, adjoining the subject property to the east, is a designated Avenue I under 
the Mobility Plan 2035, dedicated to a right-of-way width of 98 feet and is improved with 
curb, gutter, sidewalk, and a landscaped median. 

Vereda De La Montura, adjoining the subject property to the north, is a designated 
Collector Street under the Mobility Plan 2035, dedicated to a right-of-way width of 74 feet 
and improved with curb, gutter, and sidewalk. 

Previous Cases, Affidavits, Permits, and Orders on the Subject Property: 

Case No. ZA 2007-4681(CDP)(MEL) - On November 18, 2008, the Zoning 
Administrator approved a Coastal Development Permit for the construction, use, 
and maintenance of an eight-unit condominium project in conjunction with the 
previously approved Tentative Tract Map No. 53622). 

Tentative Tract Map No. 53622 - On March 6, 2003, the Deputy Advisory Agency 
approved a tentative tract to permit an eight-unit residential condominium project 
on the subject site. 

Case No. ZA 2000-3070{CDP) - On June 5, 2003, the Zoning Administrator 
approved a Coastal Development Permit to allow the construction, use, and 
maintenance of an 8-unit residential condominium project (Tentative Tract No. 
53622) on a lot zoned C1-1-H. On August 5, 2004, the Zoning Administrator 
approved an Amendment to correct Condition No. 6 of Coastal Development 
Permit No. ZA 2000-3070-CDP to read as follows: The subject buildings shall not 
exceed a total height of 28 feet as measured from the designated frontage road, 
Vereda De La Montura (nor 35 feet as measured from the average finished grade). 
The approval expired in 2005. 

Case Nos. ZA 88-0435(PP} and CDP 88-012 - On July 27, 1988, the Zoning 
Administrator approved the above-noted Coastal Development Permit: to allow 
construction and maintenance of a one- or two-story, 28,300 square-foot 
(maximum) retail center, with surface and subterranean automobile parking 
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spaces, on a 43,095 square-foot, vacant parcel in the C1-1-H (limited 
commercial/hillside) Zone, pursuant to the provisions of Ordinance No. 162,539, 
and located within the single permit jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone, 
however, Project Permit for the above-described project was denied. 

Previous Cases. Affidavits. Permits, and Orders on the Surrounding Properties: 

Case No. ZA 2001-3024(CDP)(ZV) - On November 30, 2001, the Zoning 
Administrator approved a conditional use to permit the construction and 
maintenance of a Nextel wireless telecommunications facility including a 35-foot 
high monopine and equipment shelter at 1367-1517 North Palisades Drive. 

Public Communication 

Prior to the public hearing, Planning staff received 26 letters of support from members of 
the public. The correspondence stated that the proposed project will be providing much 
needed housing in a desirable, walkable neighborhood and that it will help allow senior 
citizens to age in place where transit options are readily available and it is not necessary 
to have a car. The project is also located in an area with desirable neighborhood 
amenities like retail and restaurants that are within easy walking and cycling distance. 

Approximately 124 emails and letters, including a petition with 150 names, were 
submitted opposing the project. Also, one of the letters stated an online petition was 
created opposing the project. At the writing of the determination letter, the website, 
www.change.org, revealed 483 people signed the petition that opposed the project. 
Common issues were stated in the correspondence opposing the project. The issues 
raised are summarized as follows: 

Incompatibility with surrounding uses, related to project height, setbacks, FAR, 
architectural design; the area not being highly urbanized; the site being a Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone; the evacuation of patients, lack of proximity to medical resources; 
no public transit in the area; the endangerment of seniors' lives by putting them on this 
site; no medical, dental, or other urgent care facilities for patients to use; the owner not 
having a license from the state; nothing in the Palisades area having a height proposed 
by the project; the area being home to wildlife; traffic congestion and impacts to roads; 
one road in and out of the area causing safety concerns; inadequate parking; previous 
zoning decision that determined the scale of the project was inappropriate; noise of 
patients at night; HVAC noise; loss of views; inappropriate use being near the State Park; 
the project not being able to make the findings; the project environmental clearance of a 
Categorical Exemption not being appropriate; the project subject to 30-foot height limits 
like all projects in the Palisades area. 

After the public hearing, up to November 7, 2017 (extended comment period), staff 
received 75 letters/emails. Of this total, 65 letters (one letter included a petition of 
opposition with 163 names signed) were opposed to the project and 10 letters expressed 
support. 
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Public Hearing 

A public hearing was held by the Associate Zoning Administrator on October 4, 2017 at 
Los Angeles City Hall in Room 1020. The hearing was attended by the applicant's 
representative, Kevin McDonnell, the applicant, Rony Shram, and the applicant's team, 
and approximately 40 members from the community, including representatives for 
members of the community who live near the subject property. 

Mr. McDonnell and some members of the team made the following statements at the 
public hearing: 

• The applicant is proposing a four-story with two subterranean levels for parking 
Eldercare Facility. 

• The project will be 45 feet tall with transitional heights of 25 feet incorporated into 
the design. 

• The facility will include 82 guest rooms and allow for a maximum 96 residents when 
at capacity. 

• The project has requested an Eldercare Facility unified permit pursuant to LAMC 
Section 14.3.1, a site plan review pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, and a Coastal 
Development Permit pursuant to LAMC Section 12.20.2. 

• The applicant filed the Eldercare Facility unified permit because they were advised 
by the Development Services Center. 

• The project is by-right in the C1 zone, and will comply with the regulations of floor 
area ratio, parking, etc. 

• The site is commercially zoned land set aside by the original developers with the 
idea that residents of the Highlands might actually want amenities up the canyon. 

• There are many misconceptions of the project. This is not a nursing home. 
• This is a memory care facility and the patients are in need of a secure environment. 
• Patients need help with routine activities. 
• The project was presented to Fire Chief, Patrick Butler, who has addressed the 

potential of a fire hazard on the project. 
• The project parking will be adequate and will address staff and visitors. 
• The use will not generate high volumes of traffic. 
• The Department of Transportation reviewed the project and stated daily and peak 

hour trips are low. 
• The top of the building will be lower than the townhomes near the site. (Coby 

Moses) 
• The project will be the regulations for transitional height by proposing a 25 height 

and transitioning to 33 feet then to 45 feet. 
• No deck is proposed. 
• Outreach includes the Palisades Highland Presidents Council, beginning in 2014 

with a broad presentation in October, then a presentation of the project in June of 
2017. (Rony Shram) 

• The design and amenities are excellent for assisted living facilities. It helps create 
communities and satisfies seniors. 

• To address noise, ambulances will not be using sirens. 
• There are required nurses on the site. Per shift, there will be two L VNs and two 

RNs. 
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• There will be no loud parties. 
• The site is reasonably close to UCLA, Santa Monica, and other hospitals. 
• Doctors will come to the facility when needed. 
• There will be use of shuttle buses, limousines, and caregivers giving rides to 

hospitals. 

During the public comment portion, 25 people provided public testimony of the proposed 
project and requested entitlements. The comments are summarized as follows: 

Comments in support of the request include the following: 

• A neighbor called the local Fire Station to see if there were any safety concerns or 
noise issues. 

• There is a lack of quality facilities in the area. 
• The design is good and the project will not bring heavy traffic. 
• The project meets the County's need for this type of facility. 
• Something needs to be developed on the site and this is the least impactful use. 

Comments opposed to the request include the following: 

• Concern of the scale of the project. 
• Findings for the requested entitlements cannot be made. 
• Concerns of the scale and mass of the project. The size is inappropriate for 

neighborhood. 
• The project is not compatible with the Coastal Act. 
• No other building in the area has four-stories. The project does not observe the 

same setbacks as other developments. 
• The area is characterized as a suburban area with open space. 
• There would be an adverse impact on the neighborhood. 
• The use is not like anything else in the area. 
• There are not enough restaurants or shops or places to walk or places to socialize 

in the area for the elderly of the facility to utilize. 
• There would be impacts on ambient noise levels. 
• Impact for Mountains Conservancy. 
• There are 200 residents within one square mile. There is concern for the increase 

in density in the area. 
• The project does not respect character of the area. 
• The site is within a liquefaction zone. 
• There is potential for Palisades Drive shutting down during an emergency and 

potential safety and evacuation concerns. 
• The townhomes across the street are most impacted. A letter with 11 points of 

concern have been submitted. 
• There are 1,500 homes in the Pacific Highland area. Not one is four stories in 

height. Three stories is common. 
• There would be a parking impact as people/visitors would park on the street. 
• The project is incompatible in design and colors, and shows insensitivity to the 

style of the area. 
• There isn't much need for bike stalls. The area has a lot of hills. 
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• Concerns of noise from trucks, trash pickers, construction impacts, and 
ambulances. 

• Neighbors' views of mountain ranges would disappear. 
• The project will be an eyesore and look more like a hotel. 
• The project will impact road conditions. 
• The ingress and egress needs to be relocated away from Palisades Drive. 
• There was a 1988 decision on the subject lot. The case ZA 88-0435(PP) and CDP 

88012 discussed traffic impacts, noise, parking, and change in low intensity of the 
character. The project would not be proper in scale. 

• This use should not be placed in vibrant communities. 
• There will be several deliveries made daily. 
• The area has fire issues as there is one road in and out of the Highlands area. 
• It brings a commercial use to the property. 
• Neighbors prefer a quiet residential development. 
• Votes were made for a condo development not an Eldercare Facility. 

General comments include the following: 

• There was not outreach on the project. The review period should be extended. 
• The project needs a traffic review. The configuration of lanes leads to near 

collisions. 
• What happened to the eight townhomes that were approved for the site? 
• There is a stereotyping of the area as being a great place to retire. The area is 

dynamic and has young families moving into the area. 
• There's a need for sensitivity in considering development and the aging 

community. 
• Landscaping should be integrated to make the development compatible. 

At the conclusion of the hearing, the Associate Zoning Administrator held the case under 
advisement and kept the record open for a period of four weeks (November 7, 2017). 
During that several letters were submitted and included in the case file folder. 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FINDINGS 

In order for a coastal development permit to be granted, all of the requisite findings 
maintained in Section 12.20.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code must be made in the 
affirmative, as follows: 

1. The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal 
Act of 1976. 

The development conforms with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 
The project site, located at 1525 North Palisades Drive (1525 and 1533 North 
Palisades Drive and 17310 and 17320 West Vereda De La Montura), is a sloping, 
irregularly-shaped parcel of land totaling 43,097 square feet (0.99 acre) and 
consisting of one lot. The project site has approximately 145 feet of frontage along 
the west side of Palisades Drive (a designated Avenue I under the Mobility Plan 
2035) and approximately 305 feet of frontage along the south side of Vereda De 
La Montura (a designated Collector Street). The site is located within the 
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Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan with a land use designation of 
Neighborhood Office Commercial and corresponding zone of C1-1-H. The subject 
property is located within a Single Jurisdiction Area of the California Coastal Zone 
and Hillside Area. The subject property is also located within a Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone, Bureau of Engineering Special Grading Area, and a 
designated Landslide Area. The project site is currently vacant. 

Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act includes provisions that address the impact of 
development on public services, infrastructure, traffic, the environment and 
significant resources, and coastal access. 

Chapter 3 Provisions are as follows: 

Article 2 - Public Access: The project will not interfere with or impede public 
access to coastal waters since the site is located two and one-half miles from the 
coast. 
Article 3 - Recreation: The project will not interfere with coastal recreational 
opportunities because site is located two and one-half miles from the coast. 

Article 4 - Marine Environment: The marine environment will not be impacted. 
Earth and construction materials and equipment will be secured while hauling in 
proximity to the coast to avoid any exposure with the marine environment. No 
coastal resources, streams or other inland waterways will be impacted or altered 
by the project. The proposed building will be connected to the City sewer system. 
Best Management Practices will be employed during construction to control 
erosion, construction-related contaminants and stormwater runoff. A Standard 
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan will be adopted in accordance with the State of 
California and the City of Los Angeles standards to assure the long term impacts 
of stormwater runoff will be properly addressed. 

Article 5 - Land Resources: The project site is virtually void of vegetation and any 
other environmentally sensitive habitat. There are no trees that are required to be 
removed to construct the proposed Eldercare Facility. There are no 
environmentally sensitive species that have been identified on the site or nearby 
open space land. The project site is not zoned or used for agricultural purposes. 
No archaeological or paleontological resources are known to exist on or near the 
property. 

Article 6 - Development: As stated previously, the project site is zoned C1-1-H 
with a land use designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial. The site is 
located directly across from multi-family residential development. The project site 
adjoins another lot of the same zone and land use designation that is currently 
developed with an established commercial use. The C1 zone is consistent with 
Neighborhood Office Commercial. The Eldercare Facility is a permitted use in the 
C1 zone. 

Article 7 - Industrial Development: The project does not proposed industrial 
development. 
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Section 30244 requires reasonable mitigation measures to reduce potential 
impacts on archaeological or paleontological resources. 

The proposed project will involve the cutting and exporting of 19,308 cubic yards 
to allow for the two level subterranean parking garage. The proposed grading will 
be subject to the review of the Department of Building and Safety and required to 
comply with the conditions of approval set forth in the Geology and Soils Approval 
Letter. As stated previously, the project site is not zoned or used for agricultural 
purposes. No archaeological or paleontological resources are known to exist on 
or near the property. If such resources are discovered during excavation or 
grading, the proposed project will need to comply with existing Federal, State, and 
Local regulations already in place. 

Section 30250 states that new development shall be located in areas able to 
accommodate it, areas with adequate public services, and in areas where such 
development will not have significant adverse impacts on coastal resources. 
The subject property is located approximately two and one-half miles from the 
coast. The site is currently a vacant commercial lot in an area generally developed 
with residential uses. The subject property is surrounded by multi-family 
residential and commercial uses, as well as designated open space area. 
Properties immediately to the north across Vereda De La Montura and to the east 
across Palisades Drive are zoned RD3-1 and developed with residential 
condominium structures. Property to the southeast across Palisades Drive is 
zoned {Q)RD3-1 and developed with residential condominium structures. The 
property abutting the project site to the west is privately-owned open space area 
in the OS-1XL zone. Property immediately to the south is zoned C1-1-H and 
developed with a shopping center containing neighborhood-serving commercial 
uses. The proposed project will be served by existing police and fire stations, 
schools, and other public services nearby, as well as existing infrastructure 
systems. 

Section 30251 states the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be 
considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted 
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean 
and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, 
to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 

The proposed project is located approximately two and one-half miles from the 
coast. Scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas will not be impacted. 

Section 30252 states that new development should maintain and enhance public 
access to the coast. 

As stated previously, the subject property is located approximately two-and one
half miles inland. The proposed project will not interfere with or impede public 
access to coastal waters because of the site does not provide direct access to the 
coast nor is it near the coast since it is approximately two and one-half miles from 
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the coast. The project will not conflict with any public access policies of the Coastal 
Act. 

Section 30253 requires new development to minimize risks to life and property in 
areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard, minimize impacts along bluffs and 
cliffs, and protect special communities and neighborhoods that are popular visitor 
destination points for recreational uses. 

The subject property is not located a bluff or cliff, but is located within a Hillside 
Area, a Very High Fire Severity Zone, a Special Grading Area, a Landslide Area, 
and is 2.03 kilometers from the Malibu Coast Fault. As required, the applicant 
submitted a Geology and Soils Report to the Department of Building and Safety 
for review and approval. The Department of Building and Safety found that the 
report was acceptable and outlined conditions of approval regarding grading 
associated with the proposed project as part of their May 15, 2017 Approval Letter 
(Log # 87756-01 ). In addition, the proposed project is required to comply with the 
Department of Building and Safety and Fire Department standards as it relates to 
development in seismic and fire hazard areas and along environmentally sensitive 
areas. The proposed project is also subject to other developmental regulations 
and regulatory compliance measures established by various City departments and 
the conditions of approval imposed herein. Compliance with such requirements 
will minimize risks to life and property. It will also ensure that the proposed project 
will not create nor contribute significantly to the destruction of the subject property 
or surrounding area. 

2. The development will not prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to 
prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act of 1976. 

There is no adopted Local Coastal Program for the Pacific Palisades. The 
Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan contains the applicable land use 
policies and goals for that portion of the Coastal Zone. The Brentwood - Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan designates the subject property for Neighborhood 
Office Commercial land uses with a corresponding zones of C1, C1 .5, C2, C4, 
RAS3, and RAS4. The subject property is not within any Specific Plan Area or 
subject to any Interim Control Ordinances, but is located within a Hillside Area, a 
Very High Fire Severity Zone, a Special Grading Area, a Landslide Area, and is 
2.03 kilometers from the Malibu Coast Fault. 

The proposed construction, use, and maintenance of the subject property as an 
Eldercare Facility is consistent with the Community Plan land use designation and 
zoning, as Eldercare Facilities are permitted uses within the C1 Zone and the 
applicant is not seeking any use, area, or height deviations from the Code. As 
conditioned, the construction of a new Eldercare Facility on a lot zoned for such 
use will not prejudice the ability of the City to prepare a Local Coastal Program that 
is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976 because the 
project itself is in full conformity with Chapter of the Act. To the extent approval of 
the project could represent a precedent for future projects, those projects would 
also be in conformity with the Act and any future Local Coastal Program. 
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3. The Interpretive Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established 
by the California Coastal Commission dated February 11, 1977 and any 
subsequent amendments thereto have been reviewed, analyzed and 
considered in light of the individual project in making this determination. 

The Los Angeles County Interpretive Guidelines were adopted by the California 
Coastal Commission (October 14, 1980) to supplement Statewide Guidelines. 
Both regional and statewide guidelines, pursuant to Section 30620(b) of the 
Coastal Act, are designed to assist local governments, the regional commissions, 
the commission, and persons subject to the provisions of this chapter in 
determining how the policies of this division shall be applied to the Coastal Zone 
prior to the certification of a local coastal program. As stated in the Regional 
Interpretive Guidelines, the guidelines are intended to be used "in a flexible manner 
with consideration for local and regional conditions, individual project parameters 
and constraints, and individual and cumulative impacts on coastal resources." 

The proposed Eldercare Facility contains residential units in the form of guest 
rooms intended for Assisted Living Care and Alzheimer's/Dementia Care Housing. 
The Regional Interpretive Guidelines address parking, density, special provisions 
for development on bluffs and hillside areas, and coastal access. The applicable 
provisions of the California Coastal Commission's Regional Interpretive Guidelines 
have been reviewed and considered in preparation of these findings. The subject 
project consists of a four-story Eldercare Facility providing a total of 66 covered 
parking spaces within a two level subterranean garage and a maximum height of 
45 feet. No deviation from any zoning regulation, e.g., parking, setbacks, height, 
etc., is required or requested for the project. The proposed project will not result 
in the alteration of natural landforms as all grading will be contained on the subject 
property and subject to the conditions of approval set forth by the Department of 
Building and Safety. The proposed project will not occur on a coastal bluff and 
would not alter any natural land forms, nor would it impact access to the coast. As 
such, the proposed project will be consistent with the applicable provisions of the 
Regional Interpretive Guidelines. The Interpretive Guidelines have been reviewed, 
analyzed, and considered in light of the individual project in making this 
determination, and the project is consistent and has been conditioned to be 
consistent with such Guidelines. 

4. The decision of the permit granting authority has been guided by any 
applicable decision of the California Coastal Commission pursuant to 
Section 30625(c) of the Public Resources Code, which provides that prior 
decisions of the Coastal Commission, where applicable, shall guide local 
governments in their actions in carrying out their responsibility and 
authority under the Coastal Act of 1976. 

Approval of the proposed project will not conflict with the prior decisions of the 
California Coastal Commission. No known similar projects in the general area 
have been presented for review and approval. 

An original Coastal Development Permit was approved in 1979, under A-381-78 
for the grading of the site, roads, and utilities. The same permit was amended in 
1980, extending the urban limit line. The permit authorized the construction of a 
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church as an intuitional site and two site for commercial development, including 
the subject property. The site abutting the subject site has already been 
developed. The subject property has never been developed and does not 
encroach on the urban limit line. The CDP requested for this particular project is 
consistent with the original CDP of 1978, approved in 1979, and develops one of 
the originally desigi:,ated commercial lots consistent with the 1980 C1 zoning 
thereon. The project complies with the applicable amendments thereafter. 

Two previous project proposals, Case Nos. ZA 2000-3070(CDP) and ZA 2007-
4681 (CDP)(MEL), were approved for residential development on the subject 
property. Both proposals were also found not be in conflict with the Coastal Act. 
As such, this decision of the permit-granting authority has been guided by 
applicable decisions of the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Section 
30625(c) of the Public Resources Code, which provides that prior decisions of the 
California Coastal Commission, where applicable, shall guide local governments 
in their actions in carrying out their responsibility and authority under the Coastal 
Act of 1976. 

5. The development is not located between the nearest public road and the sea 
or shoreline of any body of water located within the coastal zone, and the 
development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation 
policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states the following in regards to public access: 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with 
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, right of private 
property owners, and natural resources from overuse. 

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states the following in regards to public recreation 
policies: 

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea 
where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not 
limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of 
terrestrial vegetation. 

The subject property is located approximately two and one-half miles inland in 
developed area. The site is undeveloped and currently vacant. The subject 
property fronts Palisades Drive to the east and Vereda De La Montura to the north, 
which do not provide direct access to the coast or any visitor or recreational 
facilities. The subject property is not located between the nearest public road and 
the sea or shoreline of any body of water. No permanent structures will be placed 
within the public right-of-way. All required parking spaces will be provided on the 
subject property. Vehicular access to the subject property will be provided on 
Palisades Drive and Vereda De La Montura. As such, the proposed project will 
not conflict with any public access or public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act. 
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6. An appropriate environmental clearance under the California Environmental 
Quality Act has been granted. 

The proposed project has been determined not to have a significant effect on the 
environment and is therefore categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA 
pursuant to Article Ill, Section 1, Class 32 of the City CEQA Guidelines. On June 
20, 2017, the proposed project was issued a Notice of Exemption Log Reference 
No. ENV-2017-2171-CE. The proposed project will not require mitigation or 
monitoring measures and no alternatives to the project were evaluated. 

The project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15532(b) since the project is an infill development project identified as 
"development that occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five 
acres substantially surrounded by urban uses." 

A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an 
infill site and meets the following criteria: · 

(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 development 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. 

The project is for the construction use and maintenance of a 45-foot tall, 64,646 
square-foot, 82 guest room Eldercare Facility with 66 parking spaces in two 
subterranean garage levels on a 43,097.74 square-foot lot in the C1-1-H Zone 
within the Los Angeles City limits. The site and surrounding area are urbanized 
areas, as defined in page 11 of Section 21071 of Chapter 2.5 and Section 15387 
Article 20 Definitions of the 2017 California Environmental Quality Act, CEQA 
Guidelines. A haul route is required to export approximately 19,308 cubic yards of 
earth material. An Eldercare Facility is permitted in the C1 Zone. The project as 
an Eldercare Facility, will comply with all the regulations of the code, including 
height, floor area, setbacks, parking, etc. 

The project is characterized as an urban in-fill Categorical Exemption, and qualifies 
for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption. The site is zoned C1-1-H and has a 
General Plan Land Use Designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial. The 
project is consistent with the applicable Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community 
Plan designation and policies and all applicable zoning designations and 
regulations. Specifically, the project is consistent with the following Plan 
Objectives: 
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2-1 To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development. 
2-3 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts and to identify 

pedestrian-oriented areas. 
2-4 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts consistent with the 

character of, and quality of the surrounding neighborhoods. 
4-1 To protect the resources of the Plan area for the benefit of the residents and 

of the region by preserving existing open space and, where possible, 
acquiring new open space. 

5-2 To protect coastal resources and to provide maximum public access to and 
along the shoreline consistent with property rights and sensitive habitat 
resources. 

a .. 1 To provide adequate police facilities and personnel to correspond with 
population and service demands. 

9-1 Ensure that fire facilities and protective services are sufficient for the 
existing and future population and land uses. 

13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of 
service and insure that necessary road access and street improvements are 
provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new development. 

15-1 Provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards 
and community needs. 

17-1 To ensure that the Plan Areas significant cultural and historical resources 
are protected, preserved and/or enhanced. 

The proposed project would follow the design guidelines as presented in Chapter 
V of the Community Plan. The project will include design that incorporates 
landscaping throughout the building in the form of planters, outdoor, landscaping, 
and design theme would be incorporated to preserve community character. 
Parking would be below ground in two subterranean levels to allow for more 
aesthetically pleasing landscaping to fill the site. The subject site is wholly within 
the City of Los Angeles, on a site that is approximately 43,097 square feet. The 
site is not located within an area identified by the City of Los Angeles as a 
Pedestrian Oriented District, which would require the project be at pedestrian 
scale, as stated in the Community Plan. Community Design Overlay, or Specific 
Plan Overlay, or any other ordinances pertaining to the zone. The project is an 
eldercare facility and not a housing development, but has residential 
characteristics in its operation and design. The project will provide shuttle service 
for patients to access community amenities as well as medical and dental offices 
and facilities, shopping, and recreational amenities. A concierge doctor's service 
will be provided on site for minor check-ups to eliminate unnecessary off-site 
doctor visits, while having professional staff on duty. Other basic personal needs 
will be available on site, including a spa salon and massage on-site. The proposed 
operation will be required to provide adequate staffing and meet the operational 
regulations required by the State of California to maintain its operating license. As 
such, conforming to the regulations would ensure the use is compatible with the 
zoning and objectives of the Community Plan. 

Lots adjacent to the subject site are developed with the following urban uses: 
residential uses, commercial uses and open space. The site does not have value 
as a habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species nor was any evidence 
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submitted showing there is such value on-site. The project will be subject to 
Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs), which require compliance with the City 
of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, pollutant discharge, dewatering, stormwater 
mitigations; and Best Management Practices for stormwater runoff. These RCMs 
will ensure the project will not have significant impacts on noise and water. 

The project will have adequate police services provided by the West Los Angeles 
Community Police Station, approximately seven miles from the site. The minimal 
increase in residents will not significantly impact response times. Fire protection 
and medical services at the project site would be served by Los Angeles Fire 
Department Station 23, which is located 2.5 miles southeast Of the project site. 
Correspondence from September 26 and 27, 2017 showing communication from 
LAFD's Assistant Chief Patrick Butler shows that there is nothing unusual or 
dangerous about the Eldercare Facility use or the property that pose any realistic 
or unique risk of danger to the residents or the surroundings. Addressed in the 
correspondence is Assistant Chief Butler's response of the site being in a High 
Severity Zone, and that this is a large district and spreads throughout the entire 
City. He states, "Stringent building codes and brush fire clearance in Los Angeles 
provide the necessary safety for these buildings to be properly built and protected. 
Wrth these safety aspects in place, there is no foundation that the proposed senior 
community may actually pose a danger to the very people it is meant to serve." In 
addition, the proposed project would be required to install automatic fire sprinklers 
to be consistent with the response-distance criteria specified in LAMC 57 .09.07 A 
of 1.5 miles. 

Furthermore, the project does not exceed the threshold criteria established by 
LADOT for preparing a traffic study. A study prepared by Meridian Consultants 
analyzed the project and determined the project would not have a significant 
impact on the environment, and also determined the use would have less of an 
impact than an apartment/condo, office building or shopping center. A Department 
of Transportation Review was conducted on August 10, 2017 and determined that 
the proposed project would generate 166 daily trips, five AM Peak Hour Trips and 
14 PM Peak Hour Trips. Analysis was based on the ITE 9th Edition - Trip Rate 
(2.02/DU Daily Trip Ends, 0.06/DU AM Peak Trip Rate, 0.17/DU PM Peak Trip 
Rate) for "Congregate Care Housing" (253). 

Therefore, the project will not have any significant impacts to traffic. Interim 
thresholds were developed by DCP staff based on CalEEMod model runs relying 
on reasonable assumptions, consulting with AQMD staff, and surveying published 
air quality studies for which criteria air pollutants did not exceed the established 
SCAQMD construction and operational thresholds. The project site will be 
adequately served by all public utilities and services given that the construction of 
the subject Eldercare Facility is consistent with the General Plan. Therefore, the 
project meets all of the Criteria for the Class 32. 

Exceptions Narrative for Class 32 Categorical Exemption 

There are six (6) Exceptions which the City is required to consider before finding 
a project exempt under Class 15303 and 15332: (a) Location; (b) Cumulative 
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Impacts; (c) Significant Effect; (d) Scenic Highways; (e) Hazardous Waste Sites; 
and (f) Historical Resources. 

(a) Location. The proposed project is not located in an area that would impact 
an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where 
designated, precisely mapped, or officially adopted pursuant to law by 
federal, state or local agencies. While the subject site is located within a 
Hillside Grading Area, a landslide area, a Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone, specific Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs) in the City of Los 
Angeles regulate the grading and construction of projects in these particular 
types of "sensitive" locations and will reduce any potential impacts to less 
than significant. In addition to the City of Los Angeles' stringent building 
codes and brush fire clearances, which provide the necessary safety for the 
buildings in these designated areas to be properly built and protected (as 
addressed by the Fire Department), these RCMs have been historically 
proven to work to the satisfaction of the City Engineer to reduce any impacts 
from the specific environment the project is located. Thus, the location of 
the project will not result in a significant impact. 

(b) Cumulative Impacts. The proposed project would not contribute to a 
significant cumulative impact because the project would comply with the 
requirements of the City of Los Angeles' General Plan and the Brentwood
Pacific Palisades Community Plan. The project would be required to 
comply with all applicable City ordinances, regulations, and permitting 
conditions. The subject site is surrounded by properties zoned C1-1-H, OS-
1XL, RD3-1, and (Q)RD3-1 zones, and characterized by generally sloping 
topography and improved streets. The subject property is surrounded by 
multi-family residential and commercial uses, as well as designated open 
space area. Properties immediately to the north across Vereda De La 
Montura and to the east across Palisades Drive are zoned RD3-1 and 
developed with residential condominium structures. Property to the 
southeast across Palisades Drive is zoned (Q)RD3-1 and also developed 
with residential condominium structures. The property abutting the project 
site to the west is privately-owned open space area. Property immediately 
to the south is zoned C 1-1-H and developed with a shopping center 
containing neighborhood-serving commercial uses. There are no known 
similar projects anywhere near the vicinity of the property ongoing or 
anticipated in the foreseeable future. 

(c) Significant Effect. Discussion is provided herein to demonstrate the 
proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment. 

(d) Scenic Highways. The project site is located on Palisades Drive, which is 
a designated Avenue I. Palisades Drive is not designated a Scenic 
Highway. However, no unique geologic features or rock outcroppings are 
located on the project site. The project site contains various ornamental 
landscaping and trees on site. These trees do not consists of any tree 
species protected under the Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance (i.e., 
Valley Oak, California Love Oak, Southern California Black Walnut, 



CASE NO. ZA 2017-2170(ELD)(CDP)(SPR) PAGE 23 

Western Sycamore, or California Bay). Any trees removed would be 
replaced in accordance with the City's tree replacement requirements. The 
proposed project would be consistent with the required height restrictions 
as discussed further below. As such, the project would not substantially 
damage scenic resources. Accordingly, the proposed project would not 
have a significant effect relative to scenic highways on the environment. 

(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. Furthermore, according to Envirostor, the State of 
California's database of Hazardous Waste Sites, neither the subject site, 
nor any site in the vicinity, is identified as a hazardous waste site. 

(f) Historical Resources. The project site has not been identified as a historic 
resource by local or state agencies, and the project site has not been 
determined to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places, California Register of Historical Resources, the Los Angeles 
Historic-Cultural Monuments Register, and/or any local register; and was 
not found to be a potential historic resource based on the City's 
HistoricPlacesLA website or SurveyLA, the citywide survey of Los Angeles. 
Finally, the City does not choose to treat the site as a historic resource. 

SITE PLAN REVIEW FINDINGS 

In order for the site plan review to be granted, all three of the legally mandated findings 
delineated in Section 16.05-F of the Los Angeles Municipal Code must be made in the 
affirmative: 

7. The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and 
provisions of the General Plan, applicable community plan, and any 
applicable specific plan. 

The project site is located in an urbanized area of the Brentwood - Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan area. The site is zoned C1-1-H and has a General 
Plan Land Use Designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial. The project is 
consistent with the applicable Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan 
designation and policies and all applicable zoning designations and regulations. 
An Eldercare Facility is expressly listed as an allowable use in the C 1 Zone 
pursuant to LAMC Section 12.13-A,2(a)31. Properties within the C1 zone are 
permitted a residential density of one unit per 500 square feet of lot area. Given 
that the project site is 43,097 square feet in size, the site with current zoning allows 
for up to 86 guest rooms. The project will provide 82 guest rooms. The C1 zoning 
allows for unlimited number of stories at any height. The project site is located in 
the Hillside Area Boundaries as described by the City of Los Angeles Current and 
Proposed Hillside Boundaries Map, which was prepared in 2009, the project will 
be required to comply with the transitional height requirements of 45 feet maximum 
building height based on transitional height, as required in LAMC Section 12.21-
C, 10. 

The project site is also within a coastal zone. The Brentwood - Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan identifies sensitive habitat resources in association with the 
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planning area's coastal resources. The site does not have value as a habitat for 
endangered, rare or threatened species nor was any evidence submitted showing 
there is such value. 

The subject site is located two and one-half miles from the coastline and does not 
contain coastal resources. 

The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions 
of the General Plan and the Brentwood Community Plan. The project brings in a 
facility that can address an aging population of the City of Los Angeles by providing 
82 suites for assisted living and memory care purposes. 

With regards to the Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan, the project is 
consistent with the following Plan Objectives: 

2-1 To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development. 

2-3 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts and to identify 
pedestrian-oriented areas. 

2-4 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts consistent with the 
character of, and quality of the surrounding neighborhoods. 

4-1 To protect the resources of the Plan area for the benefit of the residents and 
of the region by preserving existing open space and, where possible, 
acquiring new open space. 

5-2 To protect coastal resources and to provide maximum public access to and 
along the shoreline consistent with property rights and sensitive habitat 
resources. 

8-1 To provide adequate police facilities and personnel to correspond with 
population and service demands. 

9-1 Ensure that fire facilities and protective services are sufficient for the 
existing and future population and land uses. 

13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of 
service and insure that necessary road access and street improvements are 
provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new development. 

15-1 Provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards 
and community needs. 

17-1 To ensure that the Plan Areas significant cultural and historical resources 
are protected, preserved and/or enhanced. 

The project proposes an Eldercare Facility. The project will bring 23 memory care 
suites and 59 assisted-living suites on a commercially-zoned lot. Surrounding land 
uses are commercial to the south, residential to the north and east, and open space 



• 
CASE NO. ZA 2017-2170(ELD)(CDP)(SPR) PAGE 25 

to the west. The project would be consistent with the allowed uses under the C1-
1-H zone and does not propose any deviations from the C1-1-H regulations. The 
project is compatible with the surrounding land uses since the use is permitted by 
right, and follows all applicable design guidelines. The site is not subject to any 
specific plans, design or pedestrian oriented overlays. 

The project site is adequately served by Police and Fire stations that can provide 
satisfactory response times. The project will have adequate police services 
provided by the West Los Angeles Community Police Station, approximately seven 
miles from the site. The minimal increase in residents will not significantly impact 
response times. Fire protection and medical services at the project site would be 
served by Los Angeles Fire Department Station 23, which is located 2.5 miles 
southeast of the project site. Correspondence from September 26 and 27, 2017 
showing communication from LAFD's Assistant Chief Patrick Butler shows that 
there is nothing unusual or dangerous about the Eldercare Facility use or the 
property that pose any realistic or unique risk of danger to the residents or the 
surroundings. Addressed in the correspondence is Assistant Chief Butler's 
response of the site being in a High Severity Zone, and that this is a large district 
and spreads throughout the entire City. He states, "Stringent building codes and 
brush fire clearance in Los Angeles provide the necessary safety for these 
buildings to be properly built and protected. With these safety aspects in place, 
there is no foundation that the proposed senior community may actually pose a 
danger to the very people it is meant to serve." In addition, the proposed project 
would be required to install automatic fire sprinklers to be consistent with the 
response-distance criteria specified in LAMC 57.09.07A of 1.5 miles. The project 
is anticipated to generate a nominal increase in trips, approximately 166 daily trips 
or 5 AM peak-hour trips and 14 PM peak-hour trips, per the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers trip generation rates. Department of Transportation 
review was conducted on August 10, 2017 and determined that the proposed 
project would generate 166 daily trips, five AM Peak Hour Trips and 14 PM Peak 
Hour Trips. Analysis was based on the ITE 9th Edition - Trip Rate (2.02/DU Daily 
Trip Ends, 0.06/DU AM Peak Trip Rate, 0.17/DU PM Peak Trip Rate) for 
"Congregate Care Housing" (253).The project would not have a significant effect 
on the level of service at nearby intersections. 

The project will also exceed the number of required parking spaces to be provided. 
The project is required to provide 65 parking spaces at 0.2 spaces for each guest 
bed for Assisted Living and one space for each guest room per LAMC Section 
12.21-A,4(d)(5). The project provides 66 parking spaces within a two level 
subterranean garage. The maintenance of a license to operate an Eldercare 
Facility requires compliance with all applicable state regulations. With compliance, 
the project will meet the definition of an Eldercare Facility and be a use that is 
conformance with the C1-1-H Zone. 

8. The project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures 
(including height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading 
areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent 
improvements that is or will be compatible with existing and future 
development on adjacent properties and neighboring properties. 
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The C1 zone permits residential density of one guest room per 500 square feet of 
lot area. LAMC Sections 12.13-C,4 and 12.10-C,4. For a lot area of 43,097 square 
feet, the property can support 86 guest rooms. The project provides 82 guest 
rooms. 

The C1 zoning allows for unlimited number of stories and unlimited building height. 
However, due to its proximity to residential properties, the project is subject to 
transitional height requirements of LAMC Section 12.21.1-B,2. The proposed 
building will not exceed the 45-foot height limit at its highest point within four stories 
and will comply with the transitional height regulations of the Code. Views from 
adjoining properties include developed and undeveloped hillsides. The project 
design is entirely consistent with current surrounding development. It utilizes a 
previously graded site without disturbing additional land. The finished building will 
project 37 feet above the sidewalk along Vereda De La Montura. This height would 
be at a lower elevation than the nearest condominium buildings north of the 
property. 

The project has been designed within the development parameters of the 
underlying zone, LAMC Section 12.13-C, with regard to height and setbacks and 
this will be verified by the Department of Building and Safety during permitting. 
While neighboring residential properties across Vereda De La Montura observe 
larger setbacks that what the subject project observes, the project meets the C1 
regulations for setbacks. The only abutting use to the site, and only commercial 
use and C zoned property in the area, is developed with a restaurant that observes 
a zero-foot setback along Palisdades Drive. To require any further setbacks or 
height reductions outside of what is otherwise permitted under the code would 
unduly deny the project site of property rights that are otherwise afforded to 
neighboring parcels. 

The project will provide all automobile and bicycle parking within a two level 
subterranean garage and comply with LAMC Sections 12.21-A,4 and 12.21-A, 16. 
Trash and recycling receptacles would be located within the center of the first 
subterranean (P1) level, between elevators 2 and 3, and away from views of 
residents, guests and the public. The receptacles would be enclosed and have 
access doors to ensure there are no views of the bins and receptacles. Lighting 
will meet Code requirements, and will be directed onto the site and away from 
adjacent uses. Service vehicles will require circulation to the rear of the property 
from Vereda De La Montura, where they can load and unload on-site underground. 

The project will provide landscaping in conformance with the Code, and will use 
landscaping to transition the structure and use from the public rights-of-way and 
neighboring uses. Trees per the Department of Urban Forestry and general slope 
shrubs and ground cover, planter walls and filtration planters, as shown on the 
First Level Landscape Plan, will be planted along the perimeter of the site facing 
Palisades Drive and Vereda De La Montura, including trees near the driveway 
entrance. Perimeter landscape native slope shrubs and ground covers will be 
provided along the southwest perimeter of the site. Landscaping through trees 
and shrubs will also be planted throughout the development structure. A fountain 
feature will be provided just east of the Vereda De La Montura driveway to enhance 
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the aesthetics and entryway into the site. The pool deck, roof and courtyards will 
also be landscaped as shown on the stamped plans labeled "Exhibit A". The 
arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, bulk and setbacks), off
street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and 
other such pertinent improvements that is or will be compatible with existing 
development on adjacent properties and neighboring properties. Neighboring 
multi-family residential uses east and north of the site are zoned RD3-1, which 
allow for a maximum height of 45 feet and a floor area ratio of 1.5:1. The project 
would also be consistent with any future redevelopment of neighboring properties 
since the RD3-1 Zone allows for the same maximum height and floor area ratio 
that the subject site's C1-1-H zoning allows. As such, the improvements will be 
compatible with the surrounding existing and future uses. 

9. Any residential project provides recreational and service amenities to 
improve habitability for its residents and minimize impacts on neighboring 
properties. 

The Eldercare Facility is a care facility that provides many amenities that will 
improve the habitability for its elderly residents and minimize impacts on 
neighboring properties. As shown on "Exhibit A", the P1 level will include a 
wellness center, theater, bicycle maintenance and bicycle storage. The ground 
floor plan shows a salon, two dining rooms and one living room, and a fireplace 
and lounge area. The project provides a ground level outdoor amenity in the form 
of a courtyard located at the center of the building. Since the courtyard is at the 
center and the structure serves as a barrier, any noise generated will not impact 
neighboring properties. The floor plan showing the second floor reveals a spa 
salon and massage room for service staff can provide its residents. On the 3rd floor 
plan, the level provides an art and multi-purpose room, and outdoor amenities, 
including a roof garden, roof deck, trellis bar and barbeque area, and dog park 
area. Most amenities are enclosed within the building and will not impact 
neighboring properties. The outdoor amenities face the southwest portion of the 
site and will not affect the public rights-of-way. Furthermore, neighboring 
residential uses are buffered by the public right-of-way. Any potential impacts of 
noise will be minimal since outdoor amenities are oriented away from residential 
uses and across the street from the subject site. As such, recreational and service 
amenities will not impact neighboring properties. 

ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDINGS 

10. The National Flood Insurance 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 reviewed and it has been determined that this project is 
located in Zone C, areas of minimal flooding. 

11 . The proposed project has been determined not to have a significant effect on the 
environment and is therefore categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA 
pursuant to Article 111, Section 1, Class 32 of the City CEQA Guidelines. On June 
20, 2017, the proposed project was issued a Notice of Exemption Log Reference 
No. ENV-2017-2171-CE. The proposed project will not require mitigation or 
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monitoring measures and no alternatives to the project were evaluated. 

The project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15532(b) since the project is an infill development project identified as 
"development that occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five 
acres substantially surrounded by urban uses." 

A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an 
infill site and meets the following criteria: 

(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 development 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. 

The project is for the construction use and maintenance of a 45-foot tall, 64,646 
square-foot, 82 guest room Eldercare Facility with 66 parking spaces in two 
subterranean garage levels on a 43,097.74 square-foot lot in the C1-1-H Zone 
within the Los Angeles City limits. The site and surrounding area are urbanized 
areas, as defined in page 11 of Section 21071 of Chapter 2.5 and Section 15387 
Article 20 Definitions of the 2017 California Environmental Quality Act, CEQA 
Guidelines. A haul route is required to export approximately 19,308 cubic yards of 
earth material. An Eldercare Facility is permitted in the C1 Zone. The project as 
an Eldercare Facility, will comply with all the regulations of the code, including 
height, floor area, setbacks, parking, etc. 

The project is characterized as an urban in-fill Categorical Exemption, and qualifies 
for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption. The site is zoned C1-1-H and has a 
General Plan Land Use Designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial. The 
project is consistent with the applicable Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community 
Plan designation and policies and all applicable zoning designations and 
regulations. Specifically, the project is consistent with the following Plan 
Objectives: 

2-1 To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development. 
2-3 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts and to identify 

pedestrian-oriented areas. 
2-4 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts consistent with the 

character of, and quality of the surrounding neighborhoods. 
4-1 To protect the resources of the Plan area for the benefit of the residents and 

of the region by preserving existing open space and, where possible, 
acquiring new open space. 
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5-2 To protect coastal resources and to provide maximum public access to and 
along the shoreline consistent with property rights and sensitive habitat 
resources. 

8-1 To provide adequate police facilities and personnel to correspond with 
population and service demands. 

9-1 Ensure that fire facilities and protective services are sufficient for the 
existing and future population and land uses. 

13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of 
service and insure that necessary road access and street improvements are 
provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new development. 

15-1 Provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards 
and community needs. 

17-1 To ensure that the Plan Areas significant cultural and historical resources 
are protected, preserved and/or enhanced. 

The proposed project would follow the design guidelines as presented in Chapter 
V of the Community Plan. The project will include design that incorporates 
landscaping throughout the building in the form of planters, outdoor, landscaping, 
and design theme would be incorporated to preserve community character. 
Parking would be below ground in two subterranean levels to allow for more 
aesthetically pleasing landscaping to fill the site. The subject site is wholly within 
the City of Los Angeles, on a site that is approximately 43,097 square feet. The 
site is not located within an area identified by the City of Los Angeles as a 
Pedestrian Oriented District, which would require the project be at pedestrian 
scale, as stated in the Community Plan. Community Design Overlay, or Specific 
Plan Overlay, or any other ordinances pertaining to the zone. The project is an 
eldercare facility and not a housing development, but has residential 
characteristics in its operation and design. The project will provide shuttle service 
for patients to access community amenities as well as medical and dental offices 
and facilities, shopping, and recreational amenities. A concierge doctor's service 
will be provided on site for minor check-ups to eliminate unnecessary off-site 
doctor visits, while having professional staff on duty. Other basic personal needs 
will be available on site, including a spa salon and massage on-site. The proposed 
operation will be required to provide adequate staffing and meet the operational 
regulations required by the State of California to maintain its operating license. As 
such, conforming to the regulations would ensure the use is compatible with the 
zoning and objectives of the Community Plan. 

Lots adjacent to the subject site are developed with the following urban uses: 
residential uses, commercial uses and open space. The site does not have value 
as a habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species nor was any evidence 
submitted showing there is such value on-site. The project will be subject to 
Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs), which require compliance with the City 
of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, pollutant discharge, dewatering, stormwater 
mitigations; and Best Management Practices for stormwater runoff. These RCMs 
will ensure the project will not have significant impacts on noise and water. 
The project will have adequate police services provided by the West Los Angeles 
Community Police Station, approximately seven miles from the site. The minimal 
increase in residents will not significantly impact response times. Fire protection 



CASE NO. ZA 2017-2170{ELD){CDP)(SPR) PAGE 30 

and medical services at the project site would be served by Los Angeles Fire 
Department Station 23, which is located 2.5 miles southeast of the project site. 
Correspondence from September 26 and 27, 2017 showing communication from 
LAFD's Assistant Chief Patrick Butler shows that there is nothing unusual or 
dangerous about the Eldercare Facility use or the property that pose any realistic 
or unique risk of danger to the residents or the surroundings. Addressed in the 
correspondence is Assistant Chief Butler's response of the site being in a High 
Severity Zone, and that this is a large district and spreads throughout the entire 
City. He states, "Stringent building codes and brush fire clearance in Los Angeles 
provide the necessary safety for these buildings to be properly built and protected. 
With these safety aspects in place, there is no foundation that the proposed senior 
community may actually pose a danger to the very people it is meant to serve." In 
addition, the proposed project would be required to install automatic fire sprinklers 
to be consistent with the response-distance criteria specified in LAMC 57 .09.07 A 
of 1.5 miles. 

Furthermore, the project does not exceed the threshold criteria established by 
LADOT for preparing a traffic study. A study prepared by Meridian Consultants 
analyzed the project and determined the project would not have a significant 
impact on the environment, and also determined the use would have less of an 
impact than an apartment/condo, office building or shopping center. A Department 
of Transportation Review was conducted on August 10, 2017 and determined that 
the proposed project would generate 166 daily trips, five AM Peak Hour Trips and 
14 PM Peak Hour Trips. Analysis was based on the ITE 9th Edition - Trip Rate 
{2.02/DU Daily Trip Ends, 0.06/DU AM Peak Trip Rate, 0.17/DU PM Peak Trip 
Rate) for "Congregate Care Housing" (253). 

Therefore, the project will not have any significant impacts to traffic. Interim 
thresholds were developed by DCP staff based on CalEEMod model runs relying 
on reasonable assumptions, consulting with AQMD staff, and surveying published 
air quality studies for which criteria air pollutants did not exceed the established 
SCAQMD construction and operational thresholds. The project site will be 
adequately served by all public utilities and services given that the construction of 
the subject Eldercare Facility is consistent with the General Plan. Therefore, the 
project meets all of the Criteria for the Class 32. 

Exceptions Narrative for Class 32 Categorical Exemption 

There are six (6) Exceptions which the City is required to consider before finding a project 
exempt under Class 15303 and 15332: {a) Location; {b) Cumulative Impacts; (c) 
Significant Effect; (d) Scenic Highways; (e) Hazardous Waste Sites; and (f) Historical 
Resources. 

a. Location. The proposed project is not located in an area that would impact an 
environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where designated, 
precisely mapped, or officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state or local 
agencies. While the subject site is located within a Hillside Grading Area, a 
landslide area, a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, specific Regulatory 
Compliance Measures (RCMs) in the City of Los Angeles regulate the grading and 
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b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

construction of projects in these particular types of "sensitive" locations and will 
reduce any potential impacts to less than significant. In addition to the City of Los 
Angeles' stringent building codes and brush fire clearances, which provide the 
necessary safety for the buildings in these designated areas to be properly built 
and protected (as addressed by the Fire Department), these RCMs have been 
historically proven to work to the satisfaction of the City Engineer to reduce any 
impacts from the specific environment the project is located. Thus, the location of 
the project will not result in a significant impact. 

Cumulative Impacts. The proposed project would not contribute to a significant 
cumulative impact because the project would comply with the requirements of the 
City of Los Angeles' General Plan and the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan. The project would be required to comply with all applicable City 
ordinances, regulations, and permitting conditions. The subject site is surrounded 
by properties zoned C1-1-H, 0S-1XL, RD3-1, and (Q)RD3-1 zones, and 
characterized by generally sloping topography and improved streets. The subject 
property is surrounded by multi-family residential and commercial uses, as well as 
designated open space area. Properties immediately to the north across Vereda 
De La Montura and to the east across Palisades Drive are zoned RD3-1 and 
developed with residential condominium structures. Property to the southeast 
across Palisades Drive is zoned (Q)RD3-1 and also developed with residential 
condominium structures. The property abutting the project site to the west is 
privately-owned open space area. Property immediately to the south is zoned C 1-
1-H and developed with a shopping center containing neighborhood-serving 
commercial uses. There are no known similar projects anywhere near the vicinity 
of the property ongoing or anticipated in the foreseeable future. 

Significant Effect. Discussion is provided herein to demonstrate the proposed 
project would not have a significant effect on the environment. 

Scenic Highways. The project site is located on Palisades Drive, which is a 
designated Avenue I. Palisades Drive is not designated a Scenic Highway. 
However, no unique geologic features or rock outcroppings are located on the 
project site. The project site contains various ornamental landscaping and trees 
on site. These trees do not consists of any tree species protected under the Los 
Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance (i.e., Valley Oak, California Love Oak, Southern 
California Black Walnut, Western Sycamore, or California Bay). Any trees 
removed would be replaced in accordance with the City's tree replacement 
requirements. The proposed project would be consistent with the required height 
restrictions as discussed further below. As such, the project would not 
substantially damage scenic resources. Accordingly, the proposed project would 
not have a significant effect relative to scenic highways on the environment. 

Hazardous Waste Sites. Furthermore, according to Envirostor, the State of 
California's database of Hazardous Waste Sites, neither the subject site, nor any 
site in the vicinity, is identified as a hazardous waste site. 
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f. Historical Resources. The project site has not been identified as a historic 
resource by local or state agencies, and the project site has not been determined 
to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, California 
Register of Historical Resources, the Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments 
Register, and/or any local register; and was not found to be a potential historic 
resource based on the City's HistoricPlacesLA website or SurveyLA, the citywide 
survey of Los Angeles. Finally, the City does not choose to treat the site as a 
historic resource. 

Inquiries regarding this matter should be directed to Courtney Shum, Planning Staff for 
the Department of City Planning at (213) 978-1916. 

// 
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APPLICATIONS: 

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning. 

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION 

Appellant Body: 

Ill Area Planning Commission D City Planning Commission 

Regarding Case Number: ZA-2017-2170(ELD)(CDP)(SPR) 

D City Council D Director of Planning 

Project Address: 1525 & 1533 N. Palisades Dr. and 17310 & 17320 W. Vereda Del La Montura, Pacific Palisades 

Final Date to Appeal: _0_2_/1_2_/2_0_1_8 ___________________ _ 

Type of Appeal : D Appeal by Applicant/Owner 

Ill Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved 

D Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety 

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION 

Appellant's name (print): Robert T. Flick and Sandra L. Flick 

Company: ---------------- ---- -----------------

Mailing Address: 1516 Michael Lane 

City: Pacific Palisades 

Telephone: (310) 459-5868 

State: _C_A ____ _ Zip: 90272 

E-mail : rflick@flicklaw.com 

• Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company? 

Ill Self D Other: 

• Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant's position? Ill Yes 

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION 

Representative/Agent name (if applicable): Kristina Kropp, Esq.; Robert L. Glushon, Esq. 

Company: Luna & Glushon 

Mailing Address: 16255 Ventura Boulevard Suite 950 

City: Encino State: _C_A ____ _ 

Telephone: (818) 907-8755 E-mail : kkropp@lunaglushon .com 

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016) 

D No 

Zip : 91436 
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4. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL 

Is the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed? 

Are specific conditions of approval being appealed? 

IZI Entire 

D Yes 

If Yes , list the condition number(s) here: ______________ _ 

D Part 

IZI No 

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state: 

• The reason for the appeal • How you are aggrieved by the decision 

• Specifically the points at issue • Why you bel ieve the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion 

5. APPLICANT'S AFFIDAVIT 

6. 

Date: 02/12/2018 

• Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

o Appeal Application (form CP-7769) 
o Justification/Reason for Appeal 
o Copies of Original Determination Letter 

• A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B. 

o Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate 
their 85% appeal filing fee) . 

• All appeals require noticing per the appl icable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per 
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning 's mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt. 

• Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC 
12.26 Kare considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees 
to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt. 

• 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. 

• Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation). 

• Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City 
Planning Commission must be filed with in 10 days of the date of the written determination of said 
Commission. 

• A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA. APC, CPC, etc.) makes 
a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code ' 21151 (c)] . 

Base Fee: Date: 

i(9J z/10-I 2LJ1 
Receipt No: Date: 

14q3t>OJ\ 
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ATTACHMENT TO APPEAL 

Appellants: Robert T. Flick and Sandra L. Flick are owners and residents in the 
immediate vicinity of the Project and , therefore, most impacted thereby. 

Project: A four story, 64,646 square foot "Eldercare Facility" at 1525-1533 North 
Palisades Drive ("Project"). 

Reason for Appeal: The decision of the Zoning Administrator is erroneous and 
incorrect in numerous factual and legal respects, as summarized below. 

How Appellants Are Aggrieved: Appellants live in close proximity to the egregious 
and inappropriate Project and would be subject, along with many others in the community, 
to all of the material and adverse consequences of the construction and operation of a 
facility that violates the Coastal Act, the California Environmental Quality Act and the City 
of Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

Points at Issue/Decision-Maker Errors and Abuse of Discretion: See below. 

1. The Required Findings for a Coastal Development Permit Cannot Be 
Made with Substantial Evidence 

a. The development is not in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California 
Coastal Act of 1976; 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act requires permitted development to be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas and require protection of communities 
and neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor 
destination points for recreational uses: 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected 
as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and 
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to 
minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the 
character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual 
quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas such 
as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan 
prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government 
shall be subordinate to the character of its setting . California Coastal Act, §30251. 

Section 30240 requires that environmentally sensitive habitat areas be protected 
against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those 
resources be allowed within those areas. It further requires that development in areas 
adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and recreation areas be 
sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, 
and be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. 
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Section 30253 requires that new development (a) minimize risks to life and 
property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard; (b) assure stability and structural 
integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or 
destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of 
protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs; 
(c) be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or the State 
Air Resources Board as to each particular development; (d) minimize energy 
consumption and vehicle miles traveled; and (e) where appropriate, protect special 
communities and neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular 
visitor destination points for recreational uses. 

The Project, as proposed, fails with regard to all of these Coastal Act requirements. 
The Project is far from being visually compatible with the character of its surrounding 
areas (as set forth herein and as expressed with substantial evidence at the hearing 
before the City); takes no consideration whatsoever regarding the prevention of impacts 
on the parks and recreation areas surrounding it (in fact, it makes every effort to ignore 
it); fails to minimize risks to life and property by introducing non-mobile residents into a 
designated, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone; fails to adequately assure stability and 
structural integrity; and fails to provide an air study showing compliance with the 
requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or the State Air Resources Board . 

Notably, the Zoning Administrator's determination on this finding is not only filled 
with factual errors, but is woefully lacking in substantial evidence, including a statement 
that "[n]o archeological or paleontological resources are known to exist on or near the 
property" when the City's own Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND"), completed for a 
different project on this very site in 2007, found evidence to the contrary. The Zoning 
Administrator's dismissal of the requirement to make a finding pursuant to Section 30251 
shows a complete misunderstanding of both the Coastal Act requirements and the 
manner in which the Coastal Act provisions are interpreted. 

b. The development will prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to 
prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of 
the California Coastal Act of 1976; 

This Project will prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to prepare a Local 
Coastal Program. If allowed to proceed as proposed, the Project will serve as precedent 
for further incompatible development. "Community character," as relevant to the analysis 
of compatibility under the Coastal Act, is a classic cumulative impacts issue and all 
"outlier" incompatible development allowed in this neighborhood will serve, in combination 
with other past, current and probably future projects, as a structure against which future 
projects are measured. Accordingly, if allowed to proceed, this Project's adverse 
precedent will prejudice the ability to adopt a Local Coastal Program that protects 
community character. 
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The Zoning Administrator's circular reasoning on this finding ("[t]o the extent 
approval of the project could represent a precedent for future projects, those projects 
would also be in conformity with the Act and any future Local Coastal Program") again 
demonstrates his complete misunderstanding of the manner in which the Coastal Act 
provisions are interpreted. It further constitutes an admission that this Project, if approved , 
will set a precedent, which is the very problem here. 

c. The Interpretive Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as 
established by the California Coastal Commission dated February 11, 
1977 and any subsequent amendments thereto have not been 
reviewed, analyzed or considered in light of the Project; and 

Without citation to even one Interpretative Guideline, the Zoning Administrator 
makes the completely unsubstantiated statement that this Project will be consistent with 
the applicable provisions of the Regional Interpretative Guidelines. Such blanket 
statement, alone, fails to even come close to the standard of "substantial evidence" 
required under the law. 

Indeed, the Project fails with regard to multiple Interpretative Guidelines, including 
Section A.2(g) which requires a dedicated access trail; Section A.2(i) which limits density 
to 24 units per acre; Section 8 .1 which requires the Project to be public recreation and 
recreation supportive; Section C.1 which requires view protection to the Santa Monica 
Mountains; Section C.2 which protects views from trails; and Appendix-Alteration of 
Landforms, which requires the minimization of grading and export. 

d. An appropriate environmental clearance under the California 
Environmental Quality Act has not been granted. 

For the reasons set forth below, the Class 32 Categorical Exemption is 
inappropriate under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). 

2. The Required Findings for Site Plan Review Cannot be Made with 
Substantial Evidence 

a. The Project is not in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent 
and provisions of the General Plan, the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan, and any applicable specific plan; and 

The Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan provides the following issues, 
goals and objectives: 

i. Need to minimize grading, limit land use intensity, and preserve natural 
topography in hillside areas. 

ii. Need to preserve open space and the natural character of mountainous 
areas. 
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iii. Preserving and enhancing the positive characteristics of existing residential 
neighborhoods while providing a variety of compatible new housing 
opportunities. 

iv. To limit the intensity and density of development in hillside areas to that 
which can reasonably be accommodated by infrastructure and natural 
topography and in areas which are suitable as a result of the geology of that 
area. 

v. Locating senior housing projects in neighborhoods within reasonable 
walking distance of heal and community facilities, services and public 
transportation. 

vi. Requiring development to preserve existing views in hillside areas and 
protect views from public lands and roadways. 

vii. Limiting development siting and design to minimize the alteration of natural 
land forms to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
and, where feasible , to restore and enhance visual quality in visually 
degraded areas. 

viii. Requiring commercial projects to be designed and developed to achieve a 
high level of quality, distinctive character and compatibility with existing 
uses. 

ix. Requiring commercial projects to achieve harmony with the rest of existing 
development. 

x. Requiring that any proposed development be designed to enhance and be 
compatible with adjacent development. 

xi. Requiring that projects be designed and developed to achieve a high level 
of quality, distinctive character, and compatibility with existing uses and 
development. 

xii. Ensuring that commercial projects achieve harmony with the best of existing 
development. 

xiii. Preserving community character, scale and architecture diversity. 

xiv. Requiring creation and enhancement of landscape corridors. 

The within Project fails with regard to all of these Community Plan goals and 
objectives. The 4-story awkward Project will destroy the currently existing views and its 
modern design would be completely incompatible with the rustic and Mediterranean 
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character of the surrounding Highlands neighborhoods and thus achieve no harmony with 
the rest of the existing development. The only way that it might be possible to bring the 
Project into compliance with the Community Plan would be to drastically reduce its height 
and bulk and increase setbacks and landscaping to result in much lower intensity and 
density, which might reasonably be accommodated by the infrastructure and natural 
topography of the Project site and the character of the surrounding neighborhood. 

Notably, the Zoning Administrator fails to address any these issues. 

b. The Project does not consist of an arrangement of buildings and 
structures (including height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking 
facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and other 
such pertinent improvements, that is or will be compatible with existing 
and future development on adjacent properties and neighboring 
properties. 

The Project is completely out of scale with the residential buildings along Palisades 
Drive and Vereda de la Montura and the open space and parkland to the west. 
Furthermore, as an Eldercare Facility it will generate traffic and noise impacts associated 
with the healthcare needs of its residents which will further be incompatible with the 
neighborhood and will impair the existing neighborhood's transportation circulation 
patterns, creating grave public health, welfare, and safety concerns. 

The proposed size and scale of the building is unlike anything in this neighborhood. 
Due to the fact that the Project FAR is approximate 1.50, as compared to approximately 
0.27 for the small commercial structure next door, 0.5 to 0. 7 for residential properties and 
0.00 for the City and State parklands, the Project, will stick out like a sore thumb rather 
than blend in with the scale and character of its surrounding neighborhood. Plus, its 
modern design would be completely incompatible with the rustic and Mediterranean 
character of the surrounding Highlands neighborhoods and achieve no harmony with the 
rest of the existing development. Additionally, its proposed guest parking allocation is not 
appropriate. Street parking is already in short supply in the vicinity of the Property, and 
the Project will grossly overburden it. 

Simply stated, there is no substantial evidence whatsoever that the Project 
consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, bulk and 
setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash 
collection, and other such pertinent improvements, that is or will be compatible with 
existing and future development on adjacent properties and neighboring properties. 

3. The Categorical Exemption is Inappropriate Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") 

a. The Project Does Not Fit Within a Class 32 Exemption 
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First, a Class 32 Categorical Exemption is an "in-fill" Categorical Exemption. Public 
Resources Code section 21061 .3 defines an infill site means a site in an urbanized area 
that meets the following criteria : 

(a) The site has not been previously developed for urban uses and both of the 
following apply: 

(1) The site is immediately adjacent to parcels that are developed with 
qualified urban uses, or at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins 
parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses, and the remaining 25 percent 
of the site adjoins parcels that have previously been developed for qualified urban 
uses. 

(2) No parcel within the site has been created within the past 10 years 
unless the parcel was created as a result of the plan of a redevelopment agency. 

The within parcel fails that definition. The Zoning Administrator fails to address this 
issue. 

Second, to fit within a Class 32 exemption, the Project must be consistent with the 
applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan policies as well as 
with applicable zoning designation and regulations; must occur within city limits on a 
project site of no more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses; have no 
value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species; not result in any significant 
effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality; and be adequately served by 
all required utilities and public services. 

As set forth above, the Project is inconsistent with the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan, and, therefore, the City's General Plan of which the Community Plan is 
a part. What's more, it is bounded by open space, undeveloped mountainous land, not 
"urban uses." It is located in the Santa Monica Mountains and substantially surrounded 
by parklands and open space, with pockets of suburban, not urban, uses, located nearby 
(notably, the developer's application falsely failed to provide that the Project is within 500 
feet of two parks - Topanga State Park and Santa Ynez Canyon Park). 

The Property and the two immediately adjacent parcels together comprise 
approximately 27 acres. Approximately 92% of the aggregate area of the three parcels is 
City-owned , Open Space parkland. Those parcels are in turn substantially surrounded by 
the massive Topanga State Park. In addition, the closest area that could be remotely 
characterized as an "urban" use is the main business district of Pacific Palisades, more 
than 5 miles away. 

It is well known that these City and State Parklands in the Highlands are home to 
wildlife including but not limited to mountain lions, which are rare and threatened due to 
continuing diminution of habitat, and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife lists 
many other species that have been identified as threatened or endangered by the State 
or the Federal Government which reside in the open space and parkland surrounding the 
Project site. Therefore, the finding that the Project would have no value as habitat for 
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endangered, rare or threatened species is not supported by any evidence. All of the 
evidence is to the contrary. 

Finally, there is not substantial evidence to support a conclusion that the Project 
will not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality. 
In making this finding, the Zoning Administrator failed to consider not only the evidence 
presented by the neighborhood based upon personal experience and knowledge, but the 
evidence presented to and by the City in the 2007 MND for the previous project entitled 
on this site. 

b. Exceptions to Exemptions Apply 

Public Resource Code section 15300.2 provides the following, relevant, 
exceptions to Categorical Exemptions pursuant to which the within granted Exemption is 
inappropriate: 

(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. 

The Zoning Administrator has provided absolutely no evidence to support the 
conclusion that the "cumulative impact" of the Project will not result in any potentially 
significant impacts. There are no other "reasonably foreseeable probably future projects" 
listed and none analyzed. 

(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. 

The unusual circumstances exception is established here by the Project's location 
next to an open space wildlife/mountain area. The entire purpose behind a Class 32 
Categorical Exemption is that the proposed development must occur within city limits on 
a project site of no more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses. As 
proposed, the Project will have a significant adverse effect on the environment due to this 
special circumstance of its location next and proximate to parks and open space. The 
Property abuts a City-owned open space parcel comprising over 25 acres, comprising 
part of Santa Ynez Canyon Park, and is located approximately 200 feet from the boundary 
of Topanga State Park. 

(f) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project 
which may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource . 

The Zoning Administrator's determination completely ignores all of the evidence in 
the 2007 MND for the previous project on this side which demonstrates that the within 
Project may have an adverse impact on archeologically significant artifacts. It is well 
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known that Native Americans lived in the Palisades area for thousands of years, and there 
is a distinct possibility that the Property contains historically significant artifacts which 
cannot be ignored. 

4. The Project Violates Numerous Los Angeles Municipal Code Provisions 

The Project violates numerous Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC") provisions 
including Section 12.03 which as it pertains to "Buildable Area" and Section 12.13.C(4) 
which limits density to 8 units (notably, this is the very number of maximum units which 
were entitled by the previously entitled project on this site). 

The Zoning Administrator's determination not to look at these requirements (see 
page 26 of Determination Letter where he simply provides that the Department of Building 
and Safety will verify compliance with the LAMC) is an egregious error and abuse. The 
Zoning Administrator cannot make findings of consistency with all applicable land use 
regulations if he fails to assure compliance and consistency with the LAMC. 

Conclusion. Development is not a right, it is a privilege. All applicable laws and 
requirements must be observed and obeyed in order for development to proceed. As 
summarized above, the Project as proposed does not and cannot comply with all 
applicable laws and requirements. Accordingly, the Area Planning Commission should 
overturn the Project approvals granted by the Zoning Administrator in this case. 
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CASE NO. ZA 2017-2170(ELD)(CDP)(SPR) 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED 

PERMIT, COASTAL DEVELOPMETN 
PERMIT, SITE PLAN REVIEW 

1525 & 1533 North Palisades Drive; 
1731 O & 17320 West Vereda De La 
Montura 

Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community 
Plan Area 

Zone C1-1-H 
D. M. 1388113 
C. D. 11 
CEQA ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Legal Description: Lot 3 of Tract 31070 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 14.3.1-B, I hereby DISMISS: 

an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit for the construction , use, and maintenance of 
an Eldercare Facility since the project does not deviate from any of the regulations 
of the C 1 Zone; 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.20.2, I hereby APPROVE: 

a Coastal Development Permit authorizing the construction of a four-story, 64,646 
square-foot Eldercare Facility with 82 guest rooms comprised of a combination of 
Assisted Living Care and Alzheimer's/Dementia Care Housing located in the 
single-permit jurisdiction area of the California Coastal Zone; and 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 16.05, I hereby APPROVE: 

Site Plan Review for a development which creates or results in an increase of 50 
or more dwelling units or guest rooms or 50,000 gross square feet or more of non
residential floor area; 
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upon the following additional terms and conditions: 

1. All other use, height and area regulations of the Municipal Code and all other 
applicable government/regulatory agencies shall be strictly complied with in the 
development and use of the property, except as such regulations are herein 
specifically varied or required. 

2. The use and development of the property shall be in substantial conformance with 
the plot plan submitted with the application and marked Exhibit "A", except as may 
be revised as a result of this action. 

3. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character 
of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the Zoning Administrator to 
impose additional corrective Conditions, if, in the Administrator's opinion, such 
Conditions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the neighborhood 
or occupants of adjacent property. 

4. All graffiti on the site shall be removed or painted over to match the color of the 
surface to which it is applied within 24 hours of its occurrence. 

5. A copy of the first page of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent 
appeal of this grant and its resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall 
be printed on the building plans submitted to the Development Services Center 
and the Department of Building and Safety for purposes of having a building permit 
issued. 

6. Approved herein is an Eldercare Facility comprised of 82 guest rooms (23 memory 
care suites and 59 assisted-living suites) as shown in "Exhibit A", subject to the 
following restrictions: 

a. At least seventy-five percent (75%) of the facility shall be devoted to 
Assisted living Care Housing and not more than twenty-five percent (25%) 
of the facility shall be devoted to Alzheimer's/Dementia Care Housing . No 
deviations from the applicable zoning provisions have been granted in 
conjunction with the Eldercare Facility herein, and no Eldercare Unified 
Permit pursuant to LAMC Section 14.3 has been requested or approved . 

i. Plans submitted to the Department of Building and Safety for the 
purposes of obtaining a building permit shall indicate a minimum of 
75 percent of the floor area, exclusive of common areas, consisting 
of Assisted Living Care Facility; 

ii . The license and subsequent renewals of the license from the 
California Department of Social Services, Community Care 
Licensing Division shall reflect a minimum of 75 percent of the floor 
area, exclusive of common areas, consisting of Assisted Living Care 
Facility. 
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b. The facility shall be licensed by the California Department of Social Services 
and comply with all assisted living and dementia care program regulations . 
A copy of the license shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning 
for verification and placed in the file . 

c. Residents of the Assisted Living Care Housing shall be at least 62 years of 
age or older and shall comply all the requirements of the Department of 
Social Services. 

7. The housing type within an Eldercare Facility may be changed to a different 
housing type unless the new housing type is authorized in accordance with the 
procedures of the Code. 

8. Coastal Development Permit. Approved herein is: 

a. The construction of a four-story, 64,646 square-foot Eldercare Facility with 
82 guest rooms comprised of a combination of Assisted Living Care and 
Alzheimer's/Dementia Care Housing. 

b. Grading and export of 19,308 cubic yards of earth material. The applicant 
shall receive approval of a haul route by the Department of Building and 
Safety. 

c. The project shall comply with the Regional Interpretive Guidelines for Los 
Angeles County. 

9. Parking shall be provided in compliance with the Municipal Code and to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. No variance from the 
parking requirements has been requested or granted herein . 

10. The project shall be landscaped and maintained in substantial conformance with 
the landscape plans stamped "Exhibit A". 

11 . Prior to the issuance of a building permit, access and internal circulation shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Department of Transportation . 

12. Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding so that light does 
not overflow into adjacent properties. 

13. All loading and unloading of cargo shall occur only in underground parking and 
loading area. 

14. Any removal or planting of any tree in the public right-of-way required approval of 
the Board of Public Works. 

15. Exterior improvements and landscaping shall be maintained in good condition. 

16. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, access and internal circulation shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Department of Transportation. 
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17. The applicant or operator shall designate a minimum one person to serve as a 
neighborhood/community liaison to respond to any concerns raised by the different 
neighborhood groups of the Palisades Highland community. A contact name, 
telephone number and email address shall be provided to the immediate 
homeowner groups/associations adjacent to the project site. 

18. Prior to the sign-off of plans by the Development Services Center, the applicant 
shall submit the plans for review and approval to the Fire Department. Said 
Department's approval shall be included in the plans submitted to the Development 
Services Center. 

19. Prior to the commencement of site excavation and construction activities, 
construction schedule and contact information for any inquiries regarding 
construction activities shall be provided to residents and property owners within a 
100-foot radius of the project site. The contact information shall include a 
construction manager and a telephone number, and shall be posted on the site in 
a manner, which is readily visible to any interested party. 

20 . Prior to the clearance of any conditions, the applicant shall show proof that all fees 
have been paid to the Department of City Planning, Expedited Processing Section . 

21 . Within 30 days of the effective date of this grant, a covenant acknowledging and 
agreeing to comply with all the terms and conditions established herein shall be 
recorded in the County Recorder's Office. The agreement (standard master 
covenant and agreement form CP-6770) shall run with the land and shall be 
binding on any subsequent owners , heirs or assigns. The agreement with the 
conditions attached must be submitted to the Zoning Administrator for approval 
before being recorded . After recordation , a certified copy bearing the Recorder's 
number and date shall be provided to the Zoning Administrator for attachment to 
the subject case file . 

22. INDEMNIFICATION AND REIMBURSEMENT OF LITIGATION COSTS. 

Applicant shall do all of the following : 

a. Defend , indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions 
against the City relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City's 
processing and approval of this entitlement, including but not limited to, an 
action to attack, challenge, set aside, void or otherwise modify or annul the 
approval of the entitlement, the environmental review of the entitlement , or 
the approval of subsequent permit decisions or to claim personal property 
damage, including from inverse condemnation or any other constitutional 
claim. 

b. Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action 
related to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City's processing and 
approval of the entitlement, including but not limited to payment of all court 
costs and attorney's fees, costs of any judgments or awards against the City 
(including an award of attorney's fees), damages and/or settlement costs. 
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c. Submit an initial deposit for the City's litigation costs to the City within 1 O 
days' notice of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a 
deposit. The initial deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney's 
Office, in its sole discretion, based on the nature and scope of action, but in 
no event shall the initial deposit be less than $50,000 . The City's failure to 
notice or collect the deposit does not rel ieve the Applicant from 
responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the requirement in 
paragraph (b) . 

d. Submit supplemental 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). 

e. If the City determines it necessary to protect the City's interests, execute an 
indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms 
consistent with the requirements 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 counsel. At its 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 obligation 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, committees, employees and volunteers. 

"Action" shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held 
under alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims or lawsuits. Actions 
includes actions, as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal , 
state or local law. 

Nothing in the definitions included 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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OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS - TIME LIMIT - LAPSE OF PRIVILEGES 

All terms and conditions of the approval shall be fulfilled before the use may be 
established. The instant authorization is further conditional upon the privileges being 
utilized within three years after the effective date of approval and, if such privileges are 
not utilized or substantial physical construction work is not begun within said time and 
carried on diligently to completion, the authorization shall terminate and become void. 

TRANSFERABILITY 

This authorization runs with the land . In the event the property is to be sold , leased, 
rented or occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent upon 
you to advise them regarding the conditions of th is grant. 

VIOLATIONS OF THESE CONDITIONS, A MISDEMEANOR 

Section 12.29 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code provides: 

"A variance, conditional use, adjustment, public benefit or other quasi-judicial 
approval, or any conditional approval granted by the Director, pursuant to the 
authority of this chapter shall become effective upon utilization of any portion of 
the privilege, and the owner and applicant shall immediately comply with its 
Conditions. The violation of any valid Condition imposed by the Director, Zoning 
Administrator, Area Planning Commission, City Planning Commission or City 
Council in connection with the granting of any action taken pursuant to the authority 
of this chapter, shall constitute a violation of this chapter and shall be subject to 
the same penalties as any other violation of this Code." 

Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor and shall be 
punishable by a fine of not more than $2,500 or by imprisonment in the county jail for a 
period of not more than six months, or by both such fine and imprisonment. 

APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE 

The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this grant is not a permit or license and 
that any permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public 
agency. Furthermore, if any Condition of th is grant is violated or if the same be not 
complied with, then the applicant or his successor in interest may be prosecuted for 
violating these Conditions the same as for any violation of the requirements contained in 
the Municipal Code. The Zoning Administrator's determination in this matter will become 
effective after FEBRUARY 12, 2018, unless an appeal therefrom is fi led with the City 
Planning Department. It is strongly advised that appeals be filed early during the appeal 
period and in person so that imperfections/incompleteness may be corrected before the 
appeal period expires. Any appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, accompanied 
by the required fee, a copy of the Zoning Administrator's action , and received and 
receipted at a public office of the Department of City Planning on or before the above date 
or the appeal will not be accepted. Forms are available on-line at 
http://planninq.lacity.org. Public offices are located at: 
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Downtown 
Figueroa Plaza 

201 North Figueroa Street, 
4th Floor 

Los Angeles , CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077 

San Fernando Valley 
Marvin Braude San Fernando 

Valley Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, 

Room 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 

(818) 374-5050 
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West Los Angeles 
West Los Angeles Development 

Services Center 
1828 Sawtelle Boulevard, 

2nd Floor 
Los Angeles , CA 90025 

(310) 231-2598 

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil 
Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must 
be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the City's decision became 
final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be other 
time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 

NOTICE 

The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact with this office regarding this 
determination must be with the Zoning Administrator who acted on the case. This would 
include clarification , verification of condition compliance and plans or building permit 
appl ications, etc., and shall be accomplished BY APPOINTMENT ONLY, in order to 
assure that you receive service with a minimum amount of waiting . You should advise 
any consultant representing you of this requirement as well. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

After thorough consideration of the statements contained in the application , the plans 
submitted therewith , the report of the Department of Planning Staff thereon, the 
statements made at the public hearing on October 4, 2017, all of which are by reference 
made a part hereof, as well as knowledge of the property and surrounding district, I find 
that the requirements for authorizing a Coastal Development Permit under the provisions 
of LAMC Section 12.20.2 and Site Plan Review under the provisions of LAMC Section 
16.05 have been established by the following facts . The request for an Eldercare Facility 
Unified Permit under the provisions of LAMC Section 14.3.1 has been dismissed herein . 

BACKGROUND 

The project site, located at 1525 North Palisades Drive (1525 and 1533 North Pal isades 
Drive and 17310 and 17320 West Vereda De La Montura), is a sloping , irregularly-shaped 
parcel of land totaling 43,097 square feet (0.99 acre) and consisting of one lot. The 
project site has approximately 145 feet of frontage along the west side of Palisades Drive 
(a designated Avenue I under the Mobility Plan 2035) and approximately 305 feet of 
frontage along the south side of Vereda De La Montura (a designated Collector Street). 
The project site is currently vacant. 

The site is located within the Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan with a land 
use designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial and corresponding zone of C 1-1-H. 
The subject property is located within a Single Jurisdiction Area of the California Coastal 
Zone and Hillside Area. The subject property is also located within a Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone, Bureau of Engineering Special Grading Area , and a designated 
Landslide Area . 
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The proposed project involves the new construction, use, and maintenance of a four
story, 64,646 square-foot Eldercare Facility with two levels of subterranean parking, 
ranging in height from 25 to 45 feet. The project will contain 82 guest rooms, including 59 
guest rooms used for Assisted Living Care Housing and 23 guest rooms used for 
Alzheimer's/Dementia Care Housing. The project will provide a total of 66 automobile 
parking spaces contained within two levels of subterranean parking and 10 bicycle 
parking spaces. 

The proposed project would provide two, two-way driveway aprons, each providing 
access to the subterranean parking levels. One driveway will be located on the southeast 
portion of the site along Palisades Drive and the other will be located on the northwest 
portion of the site along Vereda De La Montura. The Alzheimer's/Dementia Care guest 
rooms are proposed to be located on the ground floor, with the Assisted Living Care guest 
rooms located on the second through fourth floors . The project would provide 
approximately 22,798 square feet of common area space, equating to 35 percent of the 
64,646 square feet of total floor area proposed. The project provides areas designated 
as a wellness center, a theater, bicycle maintenance and bicycle storage, a salon, spa 
salon and massage room, two dining rooms and one living room, a fireplace and lounge 
area, an art and multi-purpose room, and outdoor amenities, including a roof garden, roof 
deck, trellis bar and barbeque area, and dog park area. 

The project has not requested to deviate from any regulations of the C1-1-H Zone, and 
will meet all applicable density, area, setbacks, parking , and height deviations of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code. The C1 Zone permits residential density at one guest room per 
500 square feet of lot area (LAMC Sections 12.13-C,4 and 12.10-C,4 ). With 43,907 
square feet of total lot area, the property permits a maximum density of 86 guest rooms, 
whereas 82 guest rooms are proposed. The C1 Zone and Height District No. 1 normally 
allow for unlimited stories and building height. However, due to subject site's proximity 
to the Open Space-zoned property, the project is subject to the transitional height 
requirements under LAMC Section 12.21.1-B,2. The proposed building ranges from 25 
to 45 feet within four stories and complies with the transitional height provisions of the 
Municipal Code. The building does not exceed 33 feet in height between 50 feet and 100 
feet from the OS-zoned property. The remainder of the building does not exceed 
maximum height of 45 feet. 

As part of the project request, the applicant is seeking authorization for an Eldercare 
Facility Unified Permit although there are no deviations from the C1 regulations. The 
project site is not located within the boundaries of any specific plan or supplemental use 
district and is not subject to any "T" classification , "Q" condition, "D" limitation. The project 
will not be deviating from any Citywide regulation adopted or imposed by City action . 

The applicant also seeks authorization for a Coastal Development Permit under LAMC 
Section 12.20.2 to allow the construction of the proposed Eldercare Facility within the 
single-permit jurisdiction area of the California Coastal Zone. Also, the project is subject 
to a Site Plan Review because the project results in the creation of more than 50 guest 
rooms and more than 50,000 gross square feet of non-residential floor area. 

Immediate surrounding properties are within the C1-1-H, OS-1XL, RD3-1, and (Q)RD3-1 
zones, and are characterized by generally sloping topography and improved streets. The 
subject property is surrounded by multi-family residential and commercial uses, as well 
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as designated open space area . Properties immediately to the north across Vereda De 
La Montura and to the east across Palisades Drive are zoned RD3-1 and developed with 
two- to three-story residential condominium structures. Properties to the southeast 
across Palisades Drive is zoned (Q)RD3-1 and developed with two-story residential 
condominium structures. The property abutting the project site to the west and southwest 
west is privately-owned open space area (vacant canyon areas) zoned OS-1XL, recorded 
under Tract No. 31070, and part of the Topanga Canyon State Park lands . Property 
immediately to the south is zoned C 1-1 -H and developed with a two-story commercial 
center, known as Highlands Village, comprised of neighborhood serving uses (a site visit 
in January showed a restaurant, nail salon, office , spa, pilates studio , music studio, a wine 
retailer, wellness institute, and other commercial neighborhood serving uses in the 
abutting commercial center) . The entrance to the Santa Ynez Canyon Trailhead is 
approximately 1,425 feet from the intersection of Palisades Drive and Vereda De La 
Montura, and the boundaries of the Topanga Canyon State Park being approximately 200 
feet northwest from northwest portion of the site 's perimeter. 

Streets and Circulation 

Palisades Drive, adjoining the subject property to the east, is a designated Avenue I under 
the Mobility Plan 2035, dedicated to a right-of-way width of 98 feet and is improved with 
curb , gutter, sidewalk, and a landscaped median . 

Vereda De La Montura , adjoining the subject property to the north, is a designated 
Collector Street under the Mobility Plan 2035, dedicated to a right-of-way width of 7 4 feet 
and improved with curb , gutter, and sidewalk. 

Previous Cases, Affidavits, Permits, and Orders on the Subject Property: 

Case No. ZA 2007-4681 (CDP)(MEL) - On November 18, 2008 , the Zoning 
Administrator approved a Coastal Development Permit for the construction , use, 
and maintenance of an eight-unit condominium project in conjunction with the 
previously approved Tentative Tract Map No. 53622). 

Tentative Tract Map No. 53622 - On March 6, 2003, the Deputy Advisory Agency 
approved a tentative tract to permit an eight-unit residential condominium project 
on the subject site. 

Case No. ZA 2000-3070(CDP) - On June 5, 2003, the Zoning Administrator 
approved a Coastal Development Permit to allow the construction , use, and 
maintenance of an 8-unit residential condominium project (Tentative Tract No. 
53622) on a lot zoned C 1-1-H. On August 5, 2004, the Zoning Administrator 
approved an Amendment to correct Condition No. 6 of Coastal Development 
Permit No. ZA 2000-3070-CDP to read as follows: The subject buildings shall not 
exceed a total height of 28 feet as measured from the designated frontage road , 
Vereda De La Montura (nor 35 feet as measured from the average finished grade). 
The approval expired in 2005. 

Case Nos. ZA 88-0435(PP) and CDP 88-012 - On July 27, 1988, the Zoning 
Administrator approved the above-noted Coastal Development Permit: to allow 
construction and maintenance of a one- or two-story, 28,300 square-foot 
(maximum) retail center, with surface and subterranean automobile parking 
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spaces, on a 43,095 square-foot, vacant parcel in the C1-1-H (limited 
commercial/hillside) Zone, pursuant to the provisions of Ordinance No. 162,539, 
and located within the single permit jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone, 
however, Project Permit for the above-described project was denied. 

Previous Cases, Affidavits, Permits, and Orders on the Surrounding Properties: 

Case No. ZA 2001-3024(CDP)(ZV) - On November 30, 2001, the Zoning 
Administrator approved a conditional use to permit the construction and 
maintenance of a Nextel wireless telecommunications facility including a 35-foot 
high monopine and equipment shelter at 1367-1517 North Palisades Drive. 

Public Communication 

Prior to the public hearing, Planning staff received 26 letters of support from members of 
the public. The correspondence stated that the proposed project will be providing much 
needed housing in a desirable, walkable neighborhood and that it will help allow senior 
citizens to age in place where transit options are readily available and it is not necessary 
to have a car. The project is also located in an area with desirable neighborhood 
amenities like retail and restaurants that are within easy walking and cycling distance. 

Approximately 124 emails and letters, including a petition with 150 names, were 
submitted opposing the project. Also, one of the letters stated an online petition was 
created opposing the project. At the writing of the determination letter, the website, 
www.change.org , revealed 483 people signed the petition that opposed the project. 
Common issues were stated in the correspondence opposing the project. The issues 
raised are summarized as follows : 

Incompatibility with surrounding uses, related to project height, setbacks, FAR, 
architectural design; the area not being highly urbanized; the site being a Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone; the evacuation of patients, lack of proximity to medical resources; 
no public transit in the area; the endangerment of seniors' lives by putting them on this 
site ; no medical , dental , or other urgent care facilities for patients to use; the owner not 
having a license from the state; nothing in the Palisades area having a height proposed 
by the project; the area being home to wildlife; traffic congestion and impacts to roads ; 
one road in and out of the area causing safety concerns ; inadequate parking ; previous 
zoning decision that determined the scale of the project was inappropriate; noise of 
patients at night; HVAC noise; loss of views ; inappropriate use being near the State Park; 
the project not being able to make the findings; the project environmental clearance of a 
Categorical Exemption not being appropriate; the project subject to 30-foot height limits 
like all projects in the Palisades area. 

After the public hearing, up to November 7, 2017 (extended comment period) , staff 
received 75 letters/emails. Of this total, 65 letters (one letter included a petition of 
opposition with 163 names signed) were opposed to the project and 10 letters expressed 
support. 
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Public Hearing 

A public hearing was held by the Associate Zoning Administrator on October 4, 2017 at 
Los Angeles City Hall in Room 1020. The hearing was attended by the applicant's 
representative, Kevin McDonnell, the applicant, Rony Shram, and the applicant's team , 
and approximately 40 members from the community, including representatives for 
members of the community who live near the subject property. 

Mr. McDonnell and some members of the team made the following statements at the 
public hearing: 

• The applicant is proposing a four-story with two subterranean levels for parking 
Eldercare Facil ity. 

• The project will be 45 feet tall with transitional heights of 25 feet incorporated into 
the design . 

• The facility will include 82 guest rooms and allow for a maximum 96 residents when 
at capacity. 

• The project has requested an Eldercare Facility unified permit pursuant to LAMC 
Section 14.3.1 , a site plan review pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, and a Coastal 
Development Permit pursuant to LAMC Section 12.20.2. 

• The applicant filed the Eldercare Facility unified permit because they were advised 
by the Development Services Center. 

• The project is by-right in the C1 zone, and will comply with the regulations of floor 
area ratio, parking , etc. 

• The site is commercially zoned land set aside by the original developers with the 
idea that residents of the Highlands might actually want amenities up the canyon . 

• There are many misconceptions of the project. This is not a nursing home. 
• This is a memory care facility and the patients are in need of a secure environment. 
• Patients need help with routine activities. 
• The project was presented to Fire Chief, Patrick Butler, who has addressed the 

potential of a fire hazard on the project. 
• The project parking will be adequate and will address staff and visitors. 
• The use will not generate high volumes of traffic. 
• The Department of Transportation reviewed the project and stated daily and peak 

hour trips are low. 
• The top of the building will be lower than the townhomes near the site. (Coby 

Moses) 
• The project will be the regulations for transitional height by proposing a 25 height 

and transitioning to 33 feet then to 45 feet. 
• No deck is proposed. 
• Outreach includes the Palisades Highland Presidents Council , beginning in 2014 

with a broad presentation in October, then a presentation of the project in June of 
2017. (Rony Shram) 

• The design and amenities are excellent for assisted living facil ities. It helps create 
communities and satisfies seniors. 

• To address noise, ambulances will not be using sirens . 
• There are required nurses on the site . Per shift, there will be two LVNs and two 

RNs. 
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• There will be no loud parties. 
• The site is reasonably close to UCLA, Santa Monica, and other hospitals. 
• Doctors will come to the facility when needed. 
• There will be use of shuttle buses, limousines, and caregivers giving rides to 

hospitals. 

During the public comment portion, 25 people provided public testimony of the proposed 
project and requested entitlements. The comments are summarized as follows: 

Comments in support of the request include the following: 

• A neighbor called the local Fire Station to see if there were any safety concerns or 
noise issues. 

• There is a lack of quality facilities in the area. 
• The design is good and the project will not bring heavy traffic. 
• The project meets the County's need for this type of facility . 
• Something needs to be developed on the site and this is the least impactful use. 

Comments opposed to the request include the following : 

• Concern of the scale of the project. 
• Findings for the requested entitlements cannot be made. 
• Concerns of the scale and mass of the project. The size is inappropriate for 

neighborhood . 
• The project is not compatible with the Coastal Act. 
• No other building in the area has four-stories . The project does not observe the 

same setbacks as other developments. 
• The area is characterized as a suburban area with open space. 
• There would be an adverse impact on the neighborhood. 
• The use is not like anything else in the area. 
• There are not enough restaurants or shops or places to walk or places to socialize 

in the area for the elderly of the facility to utilize. 
• There would be impacts on ambient noise levels. 
• Impact for Mountains Conservancy. 
• There are 200 residents with in one square mile. There is concern for the increase 

in density in the area . 
• The project does not respect character of the area. 
• The site is within a liquefaction zone. 
• There is potential for Palisades Drive shutting down during an emergency and 

potential safety and evacuation concerns. 
• The townhomes across the street are most impacted . A letter with 11 points of 

concern have been submitted . 
• There are 1,500 homes in the Pacific Highland area . Not one is four stories in 

height. Three stories is common . 
• There would be a parking impact as people/visitors would park on the street. 
• The project is incompatible in design and colors , and shows insensitivity to the 

style of the area. 
• There isn't much need for bike stalls . The area has a lot of hills. 
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• Concerns of noise from trucks, trash pickers, construction impacts, and 
ambulances. 

• Neighbors' views of mountain ranges would disappear. 
• The project will be an eyesore and look more like a hotel. 
• The project will impact road conditions. 
• The ingress and egress needs to be relocated away from Palisades Drive. 
• There was a 1988 decision on the subject lot. The case ZA 88-0435(PP) and CDP 

88012 discussed traffic impacts, noise, parking, and change in low intensity of the 
character. The project would not be proper in scale . 

• This use should not be placed in vibrant communities. 
• There will be several deliveries made daily. 
• The area has fire issues as there is one road in and out of the Highlands area . 
• It brings a commercial use to the property. 
• Neighbors prefer a quiet residential development. 
• Votes were made for a condo development not an Eldercare Facility. 

General comments include the following : 

• There was not outreach on the project. The review period should be extended. 
• The project needs a traffic review. The configuration of lanes leads to near 

collisions. 
• What happened to the eight townhomes that were approved for the site? 
• There is a stereotyping of the area as being a great place to retire. The area is 

dynamic and has young families moving into the area. 
• There's a need for sensitivity in considering development and the aging 

community. 
• Landscaping should be integrated to make the development compatible . 

At the conclusion of the hearing, the Associate Zoning Administrator held the case under 
advisement and kept the record open for a period of four weeks (November 7, 2017). 
During that several letters were submitted and included in the case file folder. 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FINDINGS 

In order for a coastal development permit to be granted, all of the requisite findings 
maintained in Section 12.20.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code must be made in the 
affirmative , as follows: 

1. The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal 
Act of 1976. 

The development conforms with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 
The project site, located at 1525 North Palisades Drive ( 1525 and 1533 North 
Palisades Drive and 17310 and 17320 West Vereda De La Montura), is a sloping, 
irregularly-shaped parcel of land totaling 43,097 square feet (0 .99 acre) and 
consisting of one lot. The project site has approximately 145 feet of frontage along 
the west side of Palisades Drive (a designated Avenue I under the Mobility Plan 
2035) and approximately 305 feet of frontage along the south side of Vereda De 
La Montura (a designated Collector Street). The site is located within the 
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Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan with a land use designation of 
Neighborhood Office Commercial and corresponding zone of C1-1-H. The subject 
property is located within a Single Jurisdiction Area of the California Coastal Zone 
and Hillside Area. The subject property is also located within a Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone, Bureau of Engineering Special Grading Area, and a 
designated Landslide Area. The project site is currently vacant. 

Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act includes provisions that address the impact of 
development on public services, infrastructure, traffic, the environment and 
significant resources, and coastal access. 

Chapter 3 Provisions are as follows: 

Article 2 - Public Access: The project will not interfere with or impede public 
access to coastal waters since the site is located two and one-half miles from the 
coast. 
Article 3 - Recreation : The project will not interfere with coastal recreational 
opportun ities because site is located two and one-half miles from the coast. 

Article 4 - Marine Environment: The marine environment will not be impacted. 
Earth and construction materials and equipment will be secured while hauling in 
proximity to the coast to avoid any exposure with the marine environment. No 
coastal resources , streams or other inland waterways will be impacted or altered 
by the project. The proposed building will be connected to the City sewer system. 
Best Management Practices will be employed during construction to control 
erosion, construction-related contaminants and stormwater runoff. A Standard 
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan will be adopted in accordance with the State of 
California and the City of Los Angeles standards to assure the long term impacts 
of stormwater runoff will be properly addressed . 

Article 5 - Land Resources: The project site is virtually void of vegetation and any 
other environmentally sensitive habitat. There are no trees that are required to be 
removed to construct the proposed Eldercare Facility. There are no 
environmentally sensitive species that have been identified on the site or nearby 
open space land . The project site is not zoned or used for agricultural purposes. 
No archaeological or paleontological resources are known to exist on or near the 
property. 

Article 6 - Development: As stated previously, the project site is zoned C 1-1-H 
with a land use designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial. The site is 
located directly across from multi-family residential development. The project site 
adjoins another lot of the same zone and land use designation that is currently 
developed with an established commercial use. The C1 zone is consistent with 
Neighborhood Office Commercial. The Eldercare Facility is a permitted use in the 
C1 zone. 

Article 7 - Industrial Development: The project does not proposed industrial 
development. 
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Section 30244 requires reasonable mitigation measures to reduce potential 
impacts on archaeological or paleontological resources. 

The proposed project will involve the cutting and exporting of 19,308 cubic yards 
to allow for the two level subterranean parking garage. The proposed grading will 
be subject to the review of the Department of Building and Safety and required to 
comply with the conditions of approval set forth in the Geology and Soils Approval 
Letter. As stated previously, the project site is not zoned or used for agricultural 
purposes. No archaeological or paleontological resources are known to exist on 
or near the property. If such resources are discovered during excavation or 
grading, the proposed project will need to comply with existing Federal , State, and 
Local regulations already in place. 

Section 30250 states that new development shall be located in areas able to 
accommodate it, areas with adequate public services, and in areas where such 
development will not have significant adverse impacts on coastal resources. 
The subject property is located approximately two and one-half miles from the 
coast. The site is currently a vacant commercial lot in an area generally developed 
with residential uses. The subject property is surrounded by multi-family 
residential and commercial uses, as well as designated open space area. 
Properties immediately to the north across Vereda De La Montura and to the east 
across Palisades Drive are zoned RD3-1 and developed with residential 
condominium structures. Property to the southeast across Palisades Drive is 
zoned (Q)RD3-1 and developed with residential condominium structures. The 
property abutting the project site to the west is privately-owned open space area 
in the OS-1XL zone. Property immediately to the south is zoned C1-1-H and 
developed with a shopping center containing neighborhood-serving commercial 
uses. The proposed project will be served by existing police and fire stations, 
schools, and other publ ic services nearby, as well as existing infrastructure 
systems. 

Section 30251 states the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be 
considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted 
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean 
and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, 
to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 

The proposed project is located approximately two and one-half miles from the 
coast. Scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas will not be impacted . 

Section 30252 states that new development should maintain and enhance public 
access to the coast. 

As stated previously, the subject property is located approximately two-and one
half miles inland. The proposed project will not interfere with or impede public 
access to coastal waters because of the site does not provide direct access to the 
coast nor is it near the coast since it is approximately two and one-half miles from 
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the coast. The project will not conflict with any public access policies of the Coastal 
Act. 

Section 30253 requires new development to minimize risks to life and property in 
areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard, minimize impacts along bluffs and 
cliffs, and protect special communities and neighborhoods that are popular visitor 
destination points for recreational uses. 

The subject property is not located a bluff or cl iff, but is located with in a Hillside 
Area, a Very High Fire Severity Zone, a Special Grading Area, a Landslide Area , 
and is 2.03 kilometers from the Malibu Coast Fault. As required , the applicant 
submitted a Geology and Soils Report to the Department of Building and Safety 
for review and approval. The Department of Building and Safety found that the 
report was acceptable and outlined conditions of approval regarding grading 
associated with the proposed project as part of their May 15, 2017 Approval Letter 
(Log# 87756-01 ). In addition, the proposed project is required to comply with the 
Department of Building and Safety and Fire Department standards as it relates to 
development in seismic and fire hazard areas and along environmentally sensitive 
areas. The proposed project is also subject to other developmental regulations 
and regulatory compliance measures established by various City departments and 
the conditions of approval imposed herein. Compliance with such requirements 
will minimize risks to life and property. It will also ensure that the proposed project 
will not create nor contribute significantly to the destruction of the subject property 
or surrounding area. 

2. The development will not prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to 
prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act of 1976. 

There is no adopted Local Coastal Program for the Pacific Palisades. The 
Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan contains the applicable land use 
policies and goals for that portion of the Coastal Zone. The Brentwood - Pacific 
Pal isades Community Plan designates the subject property for Neighborhood 
Office Commercial land uses with a corresponding zones of C1, C1 .5, C2, C4, 
RAS3, and RAS4. The subject property is not within any Specific Plan Area or 
subject to any Interim Control Ordinances, but is located within a Hillside Area, a 
Very High Fire Severity Zone, a Special Grading Area , a Landslide Area, and is 
2.03 kilometers from the Malibu Coast Fault. 

The proposed construction, use, and maintenance of the subject property as an 
Eldercare Facility is consistent with the Community Plan land use designation and 
zoning , as Eldercare Facilities are permitted uses within the C1 Zone and the 
applicant is not seeking any use, area, or height deviations from the Code. As 
conditioned, the construction of a new Eldercare Facility on a lot zoned for such 
use will not prejudice the ability of the City to prepare a Local Coastal Program that 
is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976 because the 
project itself is in full conformity with Chapter of the Act. To the extent approval of 
the project could represent a precedent for future projects, those projects would 
also be in conformity with the Act and any future Local Coastal Program. 
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3. The Interpretive Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established 
by the California Coastal Commission dated February 11, 1977 and any 
subsequent amendments thereto have been reviewed, analyzed and 
considered in light of the individual project in making this determination. 

The Los Angeles County Interpretive Guidelines were adopted by the California 
Coastal Commission (October 14, 1980) to supplement Statewide Guidelines. 
Both regional and statewide guidelines, pursuant to Section 30620(b) of the 
Coastal Act, are designed to assist local governments, the regional commissions, 
the commission, and persons subject to the provisions of this chapter in 
determining how the policies of this division shall be applied to the Coastal Zone 
prior to the certification of a local coastal program . As stated in the Regional 
Interpretive Guidelines, the guidelines are intended to be used "in a flexible manner 
with consideration for local and regional conditions, individual project parameters 
and constraints, and individual and cumulative impacts on coastal resources." 

The proposed Eldercare Facility contains residential units in the form of guest 
rooms intended for Assisted Living Care and Alzheimer's/Dementia Care Housing. 
The Regional Interpretive Guidelines address parking, density, special provisions 
for development on bluffs and hillside areas, and coastal access. The applicable 
provisions of the California Coastal Commission's Regional Interpretive Guidelines 
have been reviewed and considered in preparation of these findings . The subject 
project consists of a four-story Eldercare Facility providing a total of 66 covered 
parking spaces within a two level subterranean garage and a maximum height of 
45 feet. No deviation from any zoning regulation, e.g., parking, setbacks , height, 
etc., is required or requested for the project. The proposed project will not result 
in the alteration of natural landforms as all grading will be contained on the subject 
property and subject to the conditions of approval set forth by the Department of 
Building and Safety. The proposed project will not occur on a coastal bluff and 
would not alter any natural land forms, nor would it impact access to the coast. As 
such, the proposed project will be consistent with the applicable provisions of the 
Regional Interpretive Guidelines. The Interpretive Guidelines have been reviewed, 
analyzed, and considered in light of the individual project in making this 
determination, and the project is consistent and has been conditioned to be 
consistent with such Guidelines. 

4. The decision of the permit granting authority has been guided by any 
applicable decision of the California Coastal Commission pursuant to 
Section 30625(c) of the Public Resources Code, which provides that prior 
decisions of the Coastal Commission, where applicable, shall guide local 
governments in their actions in carrying out their responsibility and 
authority under the Coastal Act of 1976. 

Approval of the proposed project will not conflict with the prior decisions of the 
Californ ia Coastal Commission. No known similar projects in the general area 
have been presented for review and approval. 

An original Coastal Development Permit was approved in 1979, under A-381-78 
for the grading of the site, roads, and utilities. The same permit was amended in 
1980, extending the urban limit line. The permit authorized the construction of a 
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church as an intuitional site and two site for commercial development, including 
the subject property. The site abutting the subject site has already been 
developed . The subject property has never been developed and does not 
encroach on the urban limit line. The CDP requested for this particular project is 
consistent with the original CDP of 1978, approved in 1979, and develops one of 
the originally designated commercial lots consistent with the 1980 C1 zoning 
thereon. The project complies with the applicable amendments thereafter. 

Two previous project proposals, Case Nos. ZA 2000-3070(CDP) and ZA 2007-
4681 (CDP)(MEL), were approved for residential development on the subject 
property. Both proposals were also found not be in conflict with the Coastal Act. 
As such, this decision of the permit-granting authority has been guided by 
applicable decisions of the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Section 
30625(c) of the Public Resources Code, which provides that prior decisions of the 
California Coastal Commission , where applicable, shall guide local governments 
in their actions in carrying out their responsibility and authority under the Coastal 
Act of 1976. 

5. The development is not located between the nearest public road and the sea 
or shoreline of any body of water located within the coastal zone, and the 
development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation 
policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states the following in regards to public access: 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with 
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, right of private 
property owners, and natural resources from overuse. 

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states the following in regards to public recreation 
policies: 

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea 
where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not 
limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of 
terrestrial vegetation. 

The subject property is located approximately two and one-half miles inland in 
developed area. The site is undeveloped and currently vacant. The subject 
property fronts Palisades Drive to the east and Vereda De La Montura to the north, 
which do not provide direct access to the coast or any visitor or recreational 
facilities. The subject property is not located between the nearest public road and 
the sea or shoreline of any body of water. No permanent structures will be placed 
within the public right-of-way. All required parking spaces will be provided on the 
subject property. Vehicular access to the subject property will be provided on 
Palisades Drive and Vereda De La Montura. As such, the proposed project will 
not conflict with any public access or public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act. 
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6. An appropriate environmental clearance under the California Environmental 
Quality Act has been granted. 

The proposed project has been determined not to have a significant effect on the 
environment and is therefore categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA 
pursuant to Article Ill , Section 1, Class 32 of the City CEQA Guidelines. On June 
20, 2017, the proposed project was issued a Notice of Exemption Log Reference 
No. ENV-2017-2171-CE. The proposed project will not require mitigation or 
monitoring measures and no alternatives to the project were evaluated . 

The project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15532(b) since the project is an infill development project identified as 
"development that occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five 
acres substantially surrounded by urban uses." 

A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an 
infill site and meets the following criteria : 

(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 development 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. 

The project is for the construction use and maintenance of a 45-foot tall, 64 ,646 
square-foot, 82 guest room Eldercare Facility with 66 parking spaces in two 
subterranean garage levels on a 43,097 .74 square-foot lot in the C1-1-H Zone 
within the Los Angeles City limits . The site and surrounding area are urbanized 
areas, as defined in page 11 of Section 21071 of Chapter 2.5 and Section 15387 
Article 20 Definitions of the 2017 California Environmental Quality Act, CEQA 
Guidelines. A haul route is required to export approximately 19,308 cubic yards of 
earth material. An Eldercare Facil ity is permitted in the C1 Zone. The project as 
an Eldercare Facility, will comply with all the regulations of the code , including 
height, floor area, setbacks, parking , etc. 

The project is characterized as an urban in-fill Categorical Exemption , and qualifies 
for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption . The site is zoned C1-1-H and has a 
General Plan Land Use Designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial. The 
project is consistent with the applicable Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community 
Plan designation and policies and all applicable zoning designations and 
regulations . Specifically, the project is consistent with the following Plan 
Objectives: 
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2-1 To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development. 
2-3 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts and to identify 

pedestrian-oriented areas. 
2-4 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts consistent with the 

character of, and quality of the surrounding neighborhoods. 
4-1 To protect the resources of the Plan area for the benefit of the residents and 

of the region by preserving existing open space and, where possible, 
acquiring new open space. 

5-2 To protect coastal resources and to provide maximum public access to and 
along the shoreline consistent with property rights and sensitive habitat 
resources. 

8-1 To provide adequate police facilities and personnel to correspond with 
population and service demands. 

9-1 Ensure that fire facilities and protective services are sufficient for the 
existing and future population and land uses. 

13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of 
service and insure that necessary road access and street improvements are 
provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new development. 

15-1 Provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards 
and community needs . 

17-1 To ensure that the Plan Areas significant cultural and historical resources 
are protected, preserved and/or enhanced. 

The proposed project would follow the design guidelines as presented in Chapter 
V of the Community Plan . The project will include design that incorporates 
landscaping throughout the building in the form of planters, outdoor, landscaping, 
and design theme would be incorporated to preserve community character. 
Parking would be below ground in two subterranean levels to allow for more 
aesthetically pleasing landscaping to fill the site. The subject site is wholly within 
the City of Los Angeles, on a site that is approximately 43,097 square feet. The 
site is not located within an area identified by the City of Los Angeles as a 
Pedestrian Oriented District, which would require the project be at pedestrian 
scale, as stated in the Community Plan . Community Design Overlay, or Specific 
Plan Overlay, or any other ordinances pertaining to the zone . The project is an 
eldercare facility and not a housing development, but has residential 
characteristics in its operation and design . The project will provide shuttle service 
for patients to access community amenities as well as medical and dental offices 
and facilities , shopping , and recreational amenities. A concierge doctor's service 
will be provided on site for minor check-ups to eliminate unnecessary off-site 
doctor visits, while having professional staff on duty. Other basic personal needs 
will be available on site, including a spa salon and massage on-site . The proposed 
operation will be required to provide adequate staffing and meet the operational 
regulations required by the State of California to maintain its operating license. As 
such, conforming to the regulations would ensure the use is compatible with the 
zoning and objectives of the Community Plan . 

Lots adjacent to the subject site are developed with the following urban uses: 
residential uses, commercial uses and open space. The site does not have value 
as a habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species nor was any evidence 
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submitted showing there is such value on-site. The project will be subject to 
Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs), which require compliance with the City 
of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, pollutant discharge, dewatering, stormwater 
mitigations; and Best Management Practices for stormwater runoff. These RCMs 
will ensure the project will not have significant impacts on noise and water. 

The project will have adequate police services provided by the West Los Angeles 
Community Police Station, approximately seven miles from the site . The minimal 
increase in residents will not significantly impact response times. Fire protection 
and medical services at the project site would be served by Los Angeles Fire 
Department Station 23, which is located 2.5 miles southeast of the project site. 
Correspondence from September 26 and 27, 2017 showing communication from 
LAFD's Assistant Chief Patrick Butler shows that there is nothing unusual or 
dangerous about the Eldercare Facility use or the property that pose any realistic 
or unique risk of danger to the residents or the surroundings. Addressed in the 
correspondence is Assistant Chief Butler's response of the site being in a High 
Severity Zone, and that this is a large district and spreads throughout the entire 
City. He states, "Stringent building codes and brush fire clearance in Los Angeles 
provide the necessary safety for these buildings to be properly built and protected. 
With these safety aspects in place, there is no foundation that the proposed senior 
community may actually pose a danger to the very people it is meant to serve." In 
addition, the proposed project would be required to install automatic fire sprinklers 
to be consistent with the response-distance criteria specified in LAMC 57.09 .07 A 
of 1.5 miles. 

Furthermore, the project does not exceed the threshold criteria established by 
LADOT for preparing a traffic study. A study prepared by Meridian Consultants 
analyzed the project and determined the project would not have a significant 
impact on the environment, and also determined the use would have less of an 
impact than an apartment/condo, office building or shopping center. A Department 
of Transportation Review was conducted on August 10, 2017 and determined that 
the proposed project would generate 166 daily trips, five AM Peak Hour Trips and 
14 PM Peak Hour Trips. Analysis was based on the ITE 9th Edition - Trip Rate 
(2 .02/DU Daily Trip Ends, 0.06/DU AM Peak Trip Rate, 0.17/DU PM Peak Trip 
Rate) for "Congregate Care Housing" (253). 

Therefore , the project will not have any significant impacts to traffic. Interim 
thresholds were developed by DCP staff based on CalEEMod model runs relying 
on reasonable assumptions, consulting with AQMD staff, and surveying published 
air quality studies for which criteria air pollutants did not exceed the established 
SCAQMD construction and operational thresholds. The project site will be 
adequately served by all public utilities and services given that the construction of 
the subject Eldercare Facility is consistent with the General Plan . Therefore, the 
project meets all of the Criteria for the Class 32. 

Exceptions Narrative for Class 32 Categorical Exemption 

There are six (6) Exceptions which the City is required to consider before finding 
a project exempt under Class 15303 and 15332: (a) Location; (b) Cumulative 
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Impacts; (c) Significant Effect; (d) Scenic Highways; (e) Hazardous Waste Sites; 
and (f) Historical Resources. 

(a) Location. The proposed project is not located in an area that would impact 
an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where 
designated, precisely mapped , or officially adopted pursuant to law by 
federal , state or local agencies. While the subject site is located within a 
Hillside Grading Area , a landslide area, a Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone, specific Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs) in the City of Los 
Angeles regulate the grading and construction of projects in these particular 
types of "sensitive" locations and will reduce any potential impacts to less 
than significant. In addition to the City of Los Angeles' stringent building 
codes and brush fire clearances , which provide the necessary safety for the 
buildings in these designated areas to be properly built and protected (as 
addressed by the Fire Department), these RCMs have been historically 
proven to work to the satisfaction of the City Engineer to reduce any impacts 
from the specific environment the project is located . Thus, the location of 
the project will not result in a significant impact. 

(b) Cumulative Impacts. The proposed project would not contribute to a 
significant cumulative impact because the project would comply with the 
requirements of the City of Los Angeles ' General Plan and the Brentwood
Pacific Palisades Community Plan. The project would be required to 
comply with all applicable City ordinances, regulations, and permitting 
conditions. The subject site is surrounded by properties zoned C 1-1-H, OS-
1 XL, RD3-1 , and (Q)RD3-1 zones, and characterized by generally sloping 
topography and improved streets. The subject property is surrounded by 
multi-family residential and commercial uses, as well as designated open 
space area . Properties immediately to the north across Vereda De La 
Montura and to the east across Palisades Drive are zoned RD3-1 and 
developed with residential condominium structures. Property to the 
southeast across Palisades Drive is zoned (Q)RD3-1 and also developed 
with residential condominium structures. The property abutting the project 
site to the west is privately-owned open space area. Property immediately 
to the south is zoned C1-1-H and developed with a shopping center 
containing neighborhood-serving commercial uses. There are no known 
similar projects anywhere near the vicinity of the property ongoing or 
anticipated in the foreseeable future . 

(c) Significant Effect. Discussion is provided herein to demonstrate the 
proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment. 

(d) Scenic Highways. The project site is located on Palisades Drive, which is 
a designated Avenue I. Palisades Drive is not designated a Scenic 
Highway. However, no unique geologic features or rock outcroppings are 
located on the project site . The project site contains various ornamental 
landscaping and trees on site . These trees do not consists of any tree 
species protected under the Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance (i .e., 
Valley Oak, California Love Oak, Southern California Black Walnut, 
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Western Sycamore, or California Bay). Any trees removed would be 
replaced in accordance with the City's tree replacement requirements. The 
proposed project would be consistent with the required height restrictions 
as discussed further below. As such, the project would not substantially 
damage scenic resources. Accordingly, the proposed project would not 
have a significant effect relative to scenic highways on the environment. 

(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. Furthermore, according to Envirostor, the State of 
California's database of Hazardous Waste Sites, neither the subject site, 
nor any site in the vicinity, is identified as a hazardous waste site. 

(f) Historical Resources. The project site has not been identified as a historic 
resource by local or state agencies, and the project site has not been 
determined to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places, California Register of Historical Resources, the Los Angeles 
Historic-Cultural Monuments Register, and/or any local register; and was 
not found to be a potential historic resource based on the City's 
HistoricPlacesLA website or SurveyLA, the citywide survey of Los Angeles. 
Finally, the City does not choose to treat the site as a historic resource. 

SITE PLAN REVIEW FINDINGS 

In order for the site plan review to be granted, all three of the legally mandated findings 
delineated in Section 16.05-F of the Los Angeles Municipal Code must be made in the 
affirmative: 

7. The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and 
provisions of the General Plan, applicable community plan, and any 
applicable specific plan. 

The project site is located in an urbanized area of the Brentwood - Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan area. The site is zoned C 1-1-H and has a General 
Plan Land Use Designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial. The project is 
consistent with the applicable Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan 
designation and policies and all applicable zoning designations and regulations. 
An Eldercare Facility is expressly listed as an allowable use in the C1 Zone 
pursuant to LAMC Section 12.13-A,2(a)31 . Properties within the C1 zone are 
permitted a residential density of one unit per 500 square feet of lot area . Given 
that the project site is 43,097 square feet in size, the site with current zoning allows 
for up to 86 guest rooms. The project will provide 82 guest rooms. The C 1 zoning 
allows for unlimited number of stories at any height. The project site is located in 
the Hillside Area Boundaries as described by the City of Los Angeles Current and 
Proposed Hillside Boundaries Map, which was prepared in 2009, the project will 
be required to comply with the transitional height requirements of 45 feet maximum 
building height based on transitional height, as required in LAMC Section 12.21-
C, 10. 

The project site is also within a coastal zone. The Brentwood - Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan identifies sensitive habitat resources in association with the 



CASE NO. ZA 2017-2170(ELD)(CDP)(SPR) PAGE 24 

planning area 's coastal resources. The site does not have value as a habitat for 
endangered , rare or threatened species nor was any evidence submitted showing 
there is such value . 

The subject site is located two and one-half miles from the coastline and does not 
contain coastal resources. 

The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions 
of the General Plan and the Brentwood Community Plan. The project brings in a 
facility that can address an aging population of the City of Los Angeles by providing 
82 suites for assisted living and memory care purposes. 

With regards to the Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan , the project is 
consistent with the following Plan Objectives: 

2-1 To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development. 

2-3 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts and to identify 
pedestrian-oriented areas. 

2-4 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts consistent with the 
character of, and quality of the surrounding neighborhoods. 

4-1 To protect the resources of the Plan area for the benefit of the residents and 
of the region by preserving existing open space and, where possible, 
acquiring new open space. 

5-2 To protect coastal resources and to provide maximum public access to and 
along the shoreline consistent with property rights and sensitive habitat 
resources . 

8-1 To provide adequate police facilities and personnel to correspond with 
population and service demands. 

9-1 Ensure that fire facilities and protective services are sufficient for the 
existing and future population and land uses . 

13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of 
service and insure that necessary road access and street improvements are 
provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new development. 

15-1 Provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards 
and community needs. 

17-1 To ensure that the Plan Areas significant cultural and historical resources 
are protected, preserved and/or enhanced . 

The project proposes an Eldercare Facility. The project will bring 23 memory care 
suites and 59 assisted-living suites on a commercially-zoned lot. Surrounding land 
uses are commercial to the south, residential to the north and east, and open space 
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to the west. The project would be consistent with the allowed uses under the C1-
1-H zone and does not propose any deviations from the C 1-1-H regulations . The 
project is compatible with the surrounding land uses since the use is permitted by 
right , and follows all appl icable design guidelines. The site is not subject to any 
specific plans , design or pedestrian oriented overlays. 

The project site is adequately served by Police and Fire stations that can provide 
satisfactory response times. The project will have adequate police services 
provided by the West Los Angeles Community Police Station , approximately seven 
miles from the site. The minimal increase in residents will not significantly impact 
response times . Fire protection and medical services at the project site would be 
served by Los Angeles Fire Department Station 23, which is located 2.5 miles 
southeast of the project site. Correspondence from September 26 and 27, 2017 
showing communication from LAFD's Assistant Chief Patrick Butler shows that 
there is nothing unusual or dangerous about the Eldercare Facility use or the 
property that pose any realistic or unique risk of danger to the residents or the 
surroundings. Addressed in the correspondence is Assistant Chief Butler's 
response of the site being in a High Severity Zone, and that this is a large district 
and spreads throughout the entire City. He states, "Stringent building codes and 
brush fire clearance in Los Angeles provide the necessary safety for these 
buildings to be properly built and protected. With these safety aspects in place, 
there is no foundation that the proposed senior community may actually pose a 
danger to the very people it is meant to serve." In addition, the proposed project 
would be required to install automatic fire sprinklers to be consistent with the 
response-distance criteria specified in LAMC 57.09.07 A of 1.5 miles. The project 
is anticipated to generate a nominal increase in trips, approximately 166 daily trips 
or 5 AM peak-hour trips and 14 PM peak-hour trips, per the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers trip generation rates . Department of Transportation 
review was conducted on August 10, 2017 and determined that the proposed 
project would generate 166 daily trips, five AM Peak Hour Trips and 14 PM Peak 
Hour Trips. Analysis was based on the ITE 9th Edition - Trip Rate (2 .02/DU Daily 
Trip Ends, 0.06/DU AM Peak Trip Rate, 0.17/DU PM Peak Trip Rate) for 
"Congregate Care Housing" (253) .The project would not have a significant effect 
on the level of service at nearby intersections. 

The project will also exceed the number of required parking spaces to be provided. 
The project is required to provide 65 parking spaces at 0.2 spaces for each guest 
bed for Assisted Living and one space for each guest room per LAMC Section 
12.21-A,4(d)(5). The project provides 66 parking spaces within a two level 
subterranean garage. The maintenance of a license to operate an Eldercare 
Facility requires compliance with all applicable state regulations. With compliance, 
the project will meet the definition of an Eldercare Facility and be a use that is 
conformance with the C1-1-H Zone. 

8. The project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures 
(including height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading 
areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent 
improvements that is or will be compatible with existing and future 
development on adjacent properties and neighboring properties. 
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The C1 zone permits residential density of one guest room per 500 square feet of 
lot area. LAMC Sections 12.13-C,4 and 12.10-C,4. For a lot area of 43,097 square 
feet, the property can support 86 guest rooms. The project provides 82 guest 
rooms. 

The C1 zoning allows for unlimited number of stories and unlimited building height. 
However, due to its proximity to residential properties, the project is subject to 
transitional height requirements of LAMC Section 12.21 .1-B,2. The proposed 
building will not exceed the 45-foot height limit at its highest point within four stories 
and will comply with the transitional height regulations of the Code. Views from 
adjoining properties include developed and undeveloped hillsides. The project 
design is entirely consistent with current surrounding development. It utilizes a 
previously graded site without disturbing additional land . The finished building will 
project 37 feet above the sidewalk along Vereda De La Montura . This height would 
be at a lower elevation than the nearest condominium buildings north of the 
property. 

The project has been designed within the development parameters of the 
underlying zone, LAMC Section 12.13-C, with regard to height and setbacks and 
this will be verified by the Department of Building and Safety during permitting . 
While neighboring residential properties across Vereda De La Montura observe 
larger setbacks that what the subject project observes, the project meets the C 1 
regulations for setbacks. The only abutting use to the site , and only commercial 
use and C zoned property in the area , is developed with a restaurant that observes 
a zero-foot setback along Palisdades Drive. To require any further setbacks or 
height reductions outside of what is otherwise permitted under the code would 
unduly deny the project site of property rights that are otherwise afforded to 
neighboring parcels. 

The project will provide all automobile and bicycle parking within a two level 
subterranean garage and comply with LAMC Sections 12.21-A,4 and 12.21-A, 16. 
Trash and recycling receptacles would be located within the center of the first 
subterranean (P1) level , between elevators 2 and 3, and away from views of 
residents, guests and the public. The receptacles would be enclosed and have 
access doors to ensure there are no views of the bins and receptacles. Lighting 
will meet Code requirements, and will be directed onto the site and away from 
adjacent uses. Service vehicles will require circulation to the rear of the property 
from Vereda De La Montura , where they can load and unload on-site underground. 

The project will provide landscaping in conformance with the Code, and will use 
landscaping to transition the structure and use from the public rights-of-way and 
neighboring uses. Trees per the Department of Urban Forestry and general slope 
shrubs and ground cover, planter walls and filtration planters , as shown on the 
First Level Landscape Plan, will be planted along the perimeter of the site facing 
Palisades Drive and Vereda De La Montura, including trees near the driveway 
entrance. Perimeter landscape native slope shrubs and ground covers will be 
provided along the southwest perimeter of the site . Landscaping through trees 
and shrubs will also be planted throughout the development structure. A fountain 
feature will be provided just east of the Vereda De La Montura driveway to enhance 
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the aesthetics and entryway into the site. The pool deck, roof and courtyards will 
also be landscaped as shown on the stamped plans labeled "Exhibit A". The 
arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, bulk and setbacks), off
street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping , trash collection, and 
other such pertinent improvements that is or will be compatible with existing 
development on adjacent properties and neighboring properties. Neighboring 
multi-family residential uses east and north of the site are zoned RD3-1, which 
allow for a maximum height of 45 feet and a floor area ratio of 1.5:1. The project 
would also be consistent with any future redevelopment of neighboring properties 
since the RD3-1 Zone allows for the same maximum height and floor area ratio 
that the subject site's C1-1-H zoning allows. As such , the improvements will be 
compatible with the surrounding existing and future uses. 

9. Any residential project provides recreational and service amenities to 
improve habitability for its residents and minimize impacts on neighboring 
properties. 

The Eldercare Facility is a care facility that provides many amenities that will 
improve the habitability for its elderly residents and minimize impacts on 
neighboring properties. As shown on "Exhibit A", the P1 level will include a 
wellness center, theater, bicycle maintenance and bicycle storage. The ground 
floor plan shows a salon, two dining rooms and one living room, and a fireplace 
and lounge area . The project provides a ground level outdoor amenity in the form 
of a courtyard located at the center of the building . Since the courtyard is at the 
center and the structure serves as a barrier, any noise generated will not impact 
neighboring properties. The floor plan showing the second floor reveals a spa 
salon and massage room for service staff can provide its residents. On the 3rd floor 
plan , the level provides an art and multi-purpose room , and outdoor amenities, 
including a roof garden , roof deck, trellis bar and barbeque area, and dog park 
area. Most amenities are enclosed within the building and will not impact 
neighboring properties. The outdoor amenities face the southwest portion of the 
site and will not affect the public rights-of-way. Furthermore, neighboring 
residential uses are buffered by the public right-of-way. Any potential impacts of 
noise will be minimal since outdoor amenities are oriented away from residential 
uses and across the street from the subject site. As such, recreational and service 
amenities will not impact neighboring properties. 

ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDINGS 

10. The National Flood Insurance 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 reviewed and it has been determined that this project is 
located in Zone C, areas of minimal flooding . 

11 . The proposed project has been determined not to have a significant effect on the 
environment and is therefore categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA 
pursuant to Article 111 , Section 1, Class 32 of the City CEQA Guidelines. On June 
20, 2017, the proposed project was issued a Notice of Exemption Log Reference 
No. ENV-2017-2171-CE. The proposed project will not require mitigation or 
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monitoring measures and no alternatives to the project were evaluated . 

The project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15532(b) since the project is an infill development project identified as 
"development that occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five 
acres substantially surrounded by urban uses." 

A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an 
infill site and meets the following criteria : 

(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 development 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. 

The project is for the construction use and maintenance of a 45-foot tall, 64,646 
square-foot, 82 guest room Eldercare Facility with 66 parking spaces in two 
subterranean garage levels on a 43,097 .74 square-foot lot in the C1-1-H Zone 
with in the Los Angeles City limits . The site and surrounding area are urbanized 
areas, as defined in page 11 of Section 21071 of Chapter 2.5 and Section 15387 
Article 20 Definitions of the 2017 California Environmental Quality Act , CEQA 
Guidelines. A haul route is required to export approximately 19,308 cubic yards of 
earth material. An Eldercare Facility is permitted in the C1 Zone. The project as 
an Eldercare Facility, will comply with all the regulations of the code , including 
height, floor area, setbacks , parking, etc. 

The project is characterized as an urban in-fill Categorical Exemption, and qualifies 
for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption . The site is zoned C1-1-H and has a 
General Plan Land Use Designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial. The 
project is consistent with the applicable Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community 
Plan designation and policies and all applicable zoning designations and 
regulations. Specifically, the project is consistent with the following Plan 
Objectives: 

2-1 To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development. 
2-3 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts and to identify 

pedestrian-oriented areas. 
2-4 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts consistent with the 

character of, and quality of the surrounding neighborhoods. 
4-1 To protect the resources of the Plan area for the benefit of the residents and 

of the region by preserving existing open space and , where possible, 
acquiring new open space. 
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5-2 To protect coastal resources and to provide maximum public access to and 
along the shoreline consistent with property rights and sensitive habitat 
resources. 

8-1 To provide adequate police facilities and personnel to correspond with 
population and service demands. 

9-1 Ensure that fire facilities and protective services are sufficient for the 
existing and future population and land uses. 

13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of 
service and insure that necessary road access and street improvements are 
provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new development. 

15-1 Provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards 
and community needs. 

17-1 To ensure that the Plan Areas significant cultural and historical resources 
are protected , preserved and/or enhanced. 

The proposed project would follow the design guidelines as presented in Chapter 
V of the Community Plan . The project will include design that incorporates 
landscaping throughout the building in the form of planters, outdoor, landscaping , 
and design theme would be incorporated to preserve community character. 
Parking would be below ground in two subterranean levels to allow for more 
aesthetically pleasing landscaping to fill the site . The subject site is wholly within 
the City of Los Angeles, on a site that is approximately 43,097 square feet. The 
site is not located within an area identified by the City of Los Angeles as a 
Pedestrian Oriented District, which would require the project be at pedestrian 
scale, as stated in the Community Plan. Community Design Overlay, or Specific 
Plan Overlay, or any other ordinances pertaining to the zone. The project is an 
eldercare facility and not a housing development, but has residential 
characteristics in its operation and design . The project will provide shuttle service 
for patients to access community amenities as well as medical and dental offices 
and facilities, shopping , and recreational amenities. A concierge doctor's service 
will be provided on site for minor check-ups to eliminate unnecessary off-site 
doctor visits, while having professional staff on duty. Other basic personal needs 
will be available on site , including a spa salon and massage on-site . The proposed 
operation will be required to provide adequate staffing and meet the operational 
regulations required by the State of California to maintain its operating license. As 
such , conforming to the regulations would ensure the use is compatible with the 
zoning and objectives of the Community Plan . 

Lots adjacent to the subject site are developed with the following urban uses: 
residential uses, commercial uses and open space. The site does not have value 
as a habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species nor was any evidence 
submitted showing there is such value on-site . The project will be subject to 
Regulatory Compl iance Measures (RCMs), which require compliance with the City 
of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, pollutant discharge, dewatering, stormwater 
mitigations; and Best Management Practices for stormwater runoff. These RCMs 
will ensure the project will not have significant impacts on noise and water. 
The project will have adequate police services provided by the West Los Angeles 
Community Police Station, approximately seven miles from the site . The minimal 
increase in residents will not significantly impact response times. Fire protection 
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and medical services at the project site would be served by Los Angeles Fire 
Department Station 23, which is located 2.5 miles southeast of the project site. 
Correspondence from September 26 and 27, 2017 showing communication from 
LAFD's Assistant Chief Patrick Butler shows that there is nothing unusual or 
dangerous about the Eldercare Facility use or the property that pose any realistic 
or unique risk of danger to the residents or the surroundings. Addressed in the 
correspondence is Assistant Chief Butler's response of the site being in a High 
Severity Zone, and that this is a large district and spreads throughout the entire 
City. He states, "Stringent building codes and brush fire clearance in Los Angeles 
provide the necessary safety for these buildings to be properly built and protected. 
With these safety aspects in place, there is no foundation that the proposed senior 
community may actually pose a danger to the very people it is meant to serve." In 
addition, the proposed project would be required to install automatic fire sprinklers 
to be consistent with the response-distance criteria specified in LAMC 57.09.07 A 
of 1.5 miles. 

Furthermore, the project does not exceed the threshold criteria established by 
LADOT for preparing a traffic study. A study prepared by Meridian Consultants 
analyzed the project and determined the project would not have a significant 
impact on the environment, and also determined the use would have less of an 
impact than an apartment/condo, office building or shopping center. A Department 
of Transportation Review was conducted on August 10, 2017 and determined that 
the proposed project would generate 166 daily trips, five AM Peak Hour Trips and 
14 PM Peak Hour Trips. Analysis was based on the ITE 9th Edition - Trip Rate 
(2.02/DU Daily Trip Ends, 0.06/DU AM Peak Trip Rate, 0.17/DU PM Peak Trip 
Rate) for "Congregate Care Housing" (253). 

Therefore, the project will not have any significant impacts to traffic. Interim 
thresholds were developed by DCP staff based on CalEEMod model runs relying 
on reasonable assumptions, consulting with AQMD staff, and surveying published 
air quality studies for which criteria air pollutants did not exceed the established 
SCAQMD construction and operational thresholds. The project site will be 
adequately served by all public utilities and services given that the construction of 
the subject Eldercare Facility is consistent with the General Plan . Therefore, the 
project meets all of the Criteria for the Class 32 . 

Exceptions Narrative for Class 32 Categorical Exemption 

There are six (6) Exceptions which the City is required to consider before finding a project 
exempt under Class 15303 and 15332: (a) Location; (b) Cumulative Impacts; (c) 
Significant Effect; (d) Scenic Highways; (e) Hazardous Waste Sites; and (f) Historical 
Resources. 

a. Location . The proposed project is not located in an area that would impact an 
environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where designated, 
precisely mapped, or officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state or local 
agencies. While the subject site is located within a Hillside Grading Area, a 
landslide area, a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, specific Regulatory 
Compliance Measures (RCMs) in the City of Los Angeles regulate the grading and 
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b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

construction of projects in these particular types of "sensitive" locations and will 
reduce any potential impacts to less than significant. In addition to the City of Los 
Angeles' stringent building codes and brush fire clearances , which provide the 
necessary safety for the buildings in these designated areas to be properly built 
and protected (as addressed by the Fire Department), these RCMs have been 
historically proven to work to the satisfaction of the City Engineer to reduce any 
impacts from the specific environment the project is located. Thus, the location of 
the project will not result in a significant impact. 

Cumulative Impacts. The proposed project would not contribute to a significant 
cumulative impact because the project would comply with the requirements of the 
City of Los Angeles' General Plan and the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan . The project would be required to comply with all applicable City 
ordinances, regulations, and permitting conditions. The subject site is surrounded 
by properties zoned C 1-1-H, OS-1 XL, RD3-1, and (Q)RD3-1 zones, and 
characterized by generally sloping topography and improved streets. The subject 
property is surrounded by multi-family residential and commercial uses, as well as 
designated open space area. Properties immediately to the north across Vereda 
De La Montura and to the east across Palisades Drive are zoned RD3-1 and 
developed with residential condominium structures. Property to the southeast 
across Palisades Drive is zoned (Q)RD3-1 and also developed with residential 
condominium structures. The property abutting the project site to the west is 
privately-owned open space area. Property immediately to the south is zoned C1-
1-H and developed with a shopping center containing neighborhood-serving 
commercial uses. There are no known similar projects anywhere near the vicinity 
of the property ongoing or anticipated in the foreseeable future . 

Significant Effect. Discussion is provided herein to demonstrate the proposed 
project would not have a significant effect on the environment. 

Scenic Highways. The project site is located on Palisades Drive, which is a 
designated Avenue I. Palisades Drive is not designated a Scenic Highway. 
However, no unique geologic features or rock outcroppings are located on the 
project site. The project site contains various ornamental landscaping and trees 
on site. These trees do not consists of any tree species protected under the Los 
Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance (i.e ., Valley Oak, California Love Oak, Southern 
California Black Walnut, Western Sycamore, or California Bay). Any trees 
removed would be replaced in accordance with the City's tree replacement 
requirements. The proposed project would be consistent with the required height 
restrictions as discussed further below. As such, the project would not 
substantially damage scenic resources. Accordingly, the proposed project would 
not have a significant effect relative to scenic highways on the environment. 

Hazardous Waste Sites. Furthermore, according to Envirostor, the State of 
California's database of Hazardous Waste Sites, neither the subject site, nor any 
site in the vicinity, is identified as a hazardous waste site. 
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f. Historical Resources. The project site has not been identified as a historic 
resource by local or state agencies, and the project site has not been determined 
to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, California 
Register of Historical Resources, the Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments 
Register, and/or any local register; and was not found to be a potential historic 
resource based on the City's HistoricPlacesLA website or SurveyLA the citywide 
survey of Los Angeles. Finally, the City does not choose to treat the site as a 
historic resource. 

Inquiries regarding this matter should be directed to Courtney Shum, Planning Staff for 
the Department of City Planning at (213) 978-1916. 

HENRY CHU 1 

Associate Zoning Administrator 

HC:CS:bk 

cc: Ccuncilmember Mike Bonin 
Eleventh District 

Adjoining Property Owners 
Interested Parties 
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DETERMINATION 
LETTER 



January 26, 2018 
 
 
Rony Shram (A)(O) 
Palisades Drive, LP 
12166 Sunset Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 
 
Kevin K. McDonnell, Esq. (R) 
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 
1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
 

CASE NO. ZA 2017-2170(ELD)(CDP)(SPR) 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED 

PERMIT, COASTAL DEVELOPMETN 
PERMIT, SITE PLAN REVIEW 

1525 & 1533 North Palisades Drive; 
17310 & 17320 West Vereda De La 
Montura 

Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community  
 Plan Area 

Zone :  C1-1-H 
D. M. :  138B113 
C. D. :  11 
CEQA :  ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Legal Description: Lot 3 of Tract 31070 
 

 
Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 14.3.1-B, I hereby DISMISS: 
 

an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit for the construction, use, and maintenance of 
an Eldercare Facility since the project does not deviate from any of the regulations 
of the C1 Zone;  

 
Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.20.2, I hereby APPROVE:  
 

a Coastal Development Permit authorizing the construction of a four-story, 64,646 
square-foot Eldercare Facility with 82 guest rooms comprised of a combination of 
Assisted Living Care and Alzheimer’s/Dementia Care Housing located in the 
single-permit jurisdiction area of the California Coastal Zone; and 

 
Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 16.05, I hereby APPROVE: 
 

Site Plan Review for a development which creates or results in an increase of 50 
or more dwelling units or guest rooms or 50,000 gross square feet or more of non- 
residential floor area;  

CHARLES J. RAUSCH, JR. 
INTERIM CHIEF ZONING ADMINISTRATOR 

 
ASSOCIATE ZONING ADMINISTRATORS 

JACK CHIANG 
HENRY CHU 

LOURDES GREEN 
THEODORE L. IRVING 

ALETA D. JAMES 
FRANKLIN N. QUON 
FERNANDO TOVAR 

DAVID S. WEINTRAUB 
MAYA E. ZAITZEVSKY 

 
 

 City of Los Angeles 
CALIFORNIA 

 

 
 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

 

 DEPARTMENT OF 
CITY PLANNING 

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1271 

KEVIN J. KELLER, AICP 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
 (213) 978-1272 

 
LISA M. WEBBER, AICP 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
(213) 978-1274 

JAN ZATORSKI 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
(213) 978-1273 

 
http://planning.lacity.org 
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upon the following additional terms and conditions:  
 
1. All other use, height and area regulations of the Municipal Code and all other 

applicable government/regulatory agencies shall be strictly complied with in the 
development and use of the property, except as such regulations are herein 
specifically varied or required.  

 
2. The use and development of the property shall be in substantial conformance with 

the plot plan submitted with the application and marked Exhibit "A", except as may 
be revised as a result of this action.  

 
3. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character 

of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the Zoning Administrator to 
impose additional corrective Conditions, if, in the Administrator's opinion, such 
Conditions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the neighborhood 
or occupants of adjacent property.  

 
4. All graffiti on the site shall be removed or painted over to match the color of the 

surface to which it is applied within 24 hours of its occurrence. 
 
5. A copy of the first page of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent 

appeal of this grant and its resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall 
be printed on the building plans submitted to the Development Services Center 
and the Department of Building and Safety for purposes of having a building permit 
issued. 

 
6. Approved herein is an Eldercare Facility comprised of 82 guest rooms (23 memory 

care suites and 59 assisted-living suites) as shown in "Exhibit A", subject to the 
following restrictions: 
 
a. At least seventy-five percent (75%) of the facility shall be devoted to 

Assisted living Care Housing and not more than twenty-five percent (25%) 
of the facility shall be devoted to Alzheimer’s/Dementia Care Housing.  No 
deviations from the applicable zoning provisions have been granted in 
conjunction with the Eldercare Facility herein, and no Eldercare Unified 
Permit pursuant to LAMC Section 14.3 has been requested or approved. 

 
i. Plans submitted to the Department of Building and Safety for the 

purposes of obtaining a building permit shall indicate a minimum of 
75 percent of the floor area, exclusive of common areas, consisting 
of Assisted Living Care Facility;  
 

ii. The license and subsequent renewals of the license from the 
California Department of Social Services, Community Care 
Licensing Division shall reflect a minimum of 75 percent of the floor 
area, exclusive of common areas, consisting of Assisted Living Care 
Facility. 
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b. The facility shall be licensed by the California Department of Social Services 
and comply with all assisted living and dementia care program regulations. 
A copy of the license shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning 
for verification and placed in the file. 
 

c. Residents of the Assisted Living Care Housing shall be at least 62 years of 
age or older and shall comply all the requirements of the Department of 
Social Services. 

 
7. The housing type within an Eldercare Facility may be changed to a different 

housing type unless the new housing type is authorized in accordance with the 
procedures of the Code. 
 

8. Coastal Development Permit. Approved herein is: 
 

a. The construction of a four-story, 64,646 square-foot Eldercare Facility with 
82 guest rooms comprised of a combination of Assisted Living Care and 
Alzheimer's/Dementia Care Housing. 

 
b. Grading and export of 19,308 cubic yards of earth material.  The applicant 

shall receive approval of a haul route by the Department of Building and 
Safety. 

 
c. The project shall comply with the Regional Interpretive Guidelines for Los 

Angeles County. 
 

9. Parking shall be provided in compliance with the Municipal Code and to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety.  No variance from the 
parking requirements has been requested or granted herein. 
 

10. The project shall be landscaped and maintained in substantial conformance with 
the landscape plans stamped “Exhibit A”. 
 

11. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, access and internal circulation shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Department of Transportation. 
 

12. Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding so that light does 
not overflow into adjacent properties. 
 

13. All loading and unloading of cargo shall occur only in underground parking and 
loading area. 
 

14. Any removal or planting of any tree in the public right-of-way required approval of 
the Board of Public Works.    
 

15. Exterior improvements and landscaping shall be maintained in good condition. 
 

16. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, access and internal circulation shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Department of Transportation. 
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17. The applicant or operator shall designate a minimum one person to serve as a 

neighborhood/community liaison to respond to any concerns raised by the different 
neighborhood groups of the Palisades Highland community.  A contact name, 
telephone number and email address shall be provided to the immediate 
homeowner groups/associations adjacent to the project site. 
 

18. Prior to the sign-off of plans by the Development Services Center, the applicant 
shall submit the plans for review and approval to the Fire Department. Said 
Department’s approval shall be included in the plans submitted to the Development 
Services Center. 
 

19. Prior to the commencement of site excavation and construction activities, 
construction schedule and contact information for any inquiries regarding 
construction activities shall be provided to residents and property owners within a 
100-foot radius of the project site. The contact information shall include a 
construction manager and a telephone number, and shall be posted on the site in 
a manner, which is readily visible to any interested party. 
 

20. Prior to the clearance of any conditions, the applicant shall show proof that all fees 
have been paid to the Department of City Planning, Expedited Processing Section. 
 

21. Within 30 days of the effective date of this grant, a covenant acknowledging and 
agreeing to comply with all the terms and conditions established herein shall be 
recorded in the County Recorder's Office.  The agreement (standard master 
covenant and agreement form CP-6770) shall run with the land and shall be 
binding on any subsequent owners, heirs or assigns.  The agreement with the 
conditions attached must be submitted to the Zoning Administrator for approval 
before being recorded.  After recordation, a certified copy bearing the Recorder's 
number and date shall be provided to the Zoning Administrator for attachment to 
the subject case file. 
 

22. INDEMNIFICATION AND REIMBURSEMENT OF LITIGATION COSTS. 
 

 Applicant shall do all of the following: 
 

a. Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions 
against the City relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s 
processing and approval of this entitlement, including but not limited to, an 
action to attack, challenge, set aside, void or otherwise modify or annul the 
approval of the entitlement, the environmental review of the entitlement, or 
the approval of subsequent permit decisions or to claim personal  property 
damage, including from inverse condemnation or any other constitutional 
claim. 

 
b. Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action 

related to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and 
approval of the entitlement, including but not limited to payment of all court 
costs and attorney’s fees, costs of any judgments or awards against the City 
(including an award of attorney’s fees), damages and/or settlement costs. 
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c. Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 
days’ notice of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a 
deposit.   The initial deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s 
Office, in its sole discretion, based on the nature and scope of action, but in 
no event shall the initial deposit be less than $50,000.  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 in 
paragraph (b). 

 
d. Submit supplemental 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). 

 
e. If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interests, execute an 

indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms 
consistent with the requirements 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 counsel.   At its 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 obligation 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, committees, employees and volunteers. 
 
“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held 
under alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims or lawsuits.  Actions 
includes actions, as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, 
state or local law. 

 
Nothing in the definitions included 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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OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS - TIME LIMIT - LAPSE OF PRIVILEGES 
 
All terms and conditions of the approval shall be fulfilled before the use may be 
established.  The instant authorization is further conditional upon the privileges being 
utilized within three years after the effective date of approval and, if such privileges are 
not utilized or substantial physical construction work is not begun within said time and 
carried on diligently to completion, the authorization shall terminate and become void. 
 
TRANSFERABILITY 
 
This authorization runs with the land.  In the event the property is to be sold, leased, 
rented or occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent upon 
you to advise them regarding the conditions of this grant. 
 
VIOLATIONS OF THESE CONDITIONS, A MISDEMEANOR 
 
Section 12.29 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code provides: 
 

“A variance, conditional use, adjustment, public benefit or other quasi-judicial 
approval, or any conditional approval granted by the Director, pursuant to the 
authority of this chapter shall become effective upon utilization of any portion of 
the privilege, and the owner and applicant shall immediately comply with its 
Conditions. The violation of any valid Condition imposed by the Director, Zoning 
Administrator, Area Planning Commission, City Planning Commission or City 
Council in connection with the granting of any action taken pursuant to the authority 
of this chapter, shall constitute a violation of this chapter and shall be subject to 
the same penalties as any other violation of this Code.” 

 
Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor and shall be 
punishable by a fine of not more than $2,500 or by imprisonment in the county jail for a 
period of not more than six months, or by both such fine and imprisonment. 
 
APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE 
 
The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this grant is not a permit or license and 
that any permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public 
agency.  Furthermore, if any Condition of this grant is violated or if the same be not 
complied with, then the applicant or his successor in interest may be prosecuted for 
violating these Conditions the same as for any violation of the requirements contained in 
the Municipal Code.  The Zoning Administrator's determination in this matter will become 
effective after FEBRUARY 12, 2018, unless an appeal therefrom is filed with the City 
Planning Department.  It is strongly advised that appeals be filed early during the appeal 
period and in person so that imperfections/incompleteness may be corrected before the 
appeal period expires.  Any appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, accompanied 
by the required fee, a copy of the Zoning Administrator's action, and received and 
receipted at a public office of the Department of City Planning on or before the above date 
or the appeal will not be accepted. Forms are available on-line at 
http://planning.lacity.org.  Public offices are located at: 
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Downtown San Fernando Valley West Los Angeles 
Figueroa Plaza 

201 North Figueroa Street, 
4th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA  90012 
(213) 482-7077 

Marvin Braude San Fernando 
Valley Constituent Service Center 

6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, 
Room 251 

Van Nuys, CA  91401 
(818) 374-5050  

West Los Angeles Development 
Services Center 

1828 Sawtelle Boulevard, 
2nd Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025 
(310) 231-2598 

 
If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil 
Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must 
be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the City's decision became 
final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6.  There may be other 
time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review.  
 
 NOTICE 
 
The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact with this office regarding this 
determination must be with the Zoning Administrator who acted on the case.  This would 
include clarification, verification of condition compliance and plans or building permit 
applications, etc., and shall be accomplished BY APPOINTMENT ONLY, in order to 
assure that you receive service with a minimum amount of waiting.  You should advise 
any consultant representing you of this requirement as well. 
 
 FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
After thorough consideration of the statements contained in the application, the plans 
submitted therewith, the report of the Department of Planning Staff thereon, the 
statements made at the public hearing on October 4, 2017, all of which are by reference 
made a part hereof, as well as knowledge of the property and surrounding district, I find 
that the requirements for authorizing a Coastal Development Permit under the provisions 
of LAMC Section 12.20.2 and Site Plan Review under the provisions of LAMC Section 
16.05 have been established by the following facts. The request for an Eldercare Facility 
Unified Permit under the provisions of LAMC Section 14.3.1 has been dismissed herein.   
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The project site, located at 1525 North Palisades Drive (1525 and 1533 North Palisades 
Drive and 17310 and 17320 West Vereda De La Montura), is a sloping, irregularly-shaped 
parcel of land totaling 43,097 square feet (0.99 acre) and consisting of one lot.  The 
project site has approximately 145 feet of frontage along the west side of Palisades Drive 
(a designated Avenue I under the Mobility Plan 2035) and approximately 305 feet of 
frontage along the south side of Vereda De La Montura (a designated Collector Street).  
The project site is currently vacant.  
 
The site is located within the Brentwood – Pacific Palisades Community Plan with a land 
use designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial and corresponding zone of C1-1-H. 
The subject property is located within a Single Jurisdiction Area of the California Coastal 
Zone and Hillside Area.  The subject property is also located within a Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone, Bureau of Engineering Special Grading Area, and a designated 
Landslide Area.  
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The proposed project involves the new construction, use, and maintenance of a four-
story, 64,646 square-foot Eldercare Facility with two levels of subterranean parking, 
ranging in height from 25 to 45 feet. The project will contain 82 guest rooms, including 59 
guest rooms used for Assisted Living Care Housing and 23 guest rooms used for 
Alzheimer’s/Dementia Care Housing.  The project will provide a total of 66 automobile 
parking spaces contained within two levels of subterranean parking and 10 bicycle 
parking spaces.  
 
The proposed project would provide two, two-way driveway aprons, each providing 
access to the subterranean parking levels.  One driveway will be located on the southeast 
portion of the site along Palisades Drive and the other will be located on the northwest 
portion of the site along Vereda De La Montura. The Alzheimer’s/Dementia Care guest 
rooms are proposed to be located on the ground floor, with the Assisted Living Care guest 
rooms located on the second through fourth floors. The project would provide 
approximately 22,798 square feet of common area space, equating to 35 percent of the 
64,646 square feet of total floor area proposed.  The project provides areas designated 
as a wellness center, a theater, bicycle maintenance and bicycle storage, a salon, spa 
salon and massage room, two dining rooms and one living room, a fireplace and lounge 
area, an art and multi-purpose room, and outdoor amenities, including a roof garden, roof 
deck, trellis bar and barbeque area, and dog park area. 
 
The project has not requested to deviate from any regulations of the C1-1-H Zone, and 
will meet all applicable density, area, setbacks, parking, and height deviations of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code.  The C1 Zone permits residential density at one guest room per 
500 square feet of lot area (LAMC Sections 12.13-C,4 and 12.10-C,4).  With 43,907 
square feet of total lot area, the property permits a maximum density of 86 guest rooms, 
whereas 82 guest rooms are proposed.  The C1 Zone and Height District No. 1 normally 
allow for unlimited stories and building height.  However, due to subject site’s proximity 
to the Open Space-zoned property, the project is subject to the transitional height 
requirements under LAMC Section 12.21.1-B,2.  The proposed building ranges from 25 
to 45 feet within four stories and complies with the transitional height provisions of the 
Municipal Code.  The building does not exceed 33 feet in height between 50 feet and 100 
feet from the OS-zoned property.  The remainder of the building does not exceed 
maximum height of 45 feet. 
 
As part of the project request, the applicant is seeking authorization for an Eldercare 
Facility Unified Permit although there are no deviations from the C1 regulations.  The 
project site is not located within the boundaries of any specific plan or supplemental use 
district and is not subject to any “T” classification, “Q” condition, “D” limitation.  The project 
will not be deviating from any Citywide regulation adopted or imposed by City action.   
 
The applicant also seeks authorization for a Coastal Development Permit under LAMC 
Section 12.20.2 to allow the construction of the proposed Eldercare Facility within the 
single-permit jurisdiction area of the California Coastal Zone.  Also, the project is subject 
to a Site Plan Review because the project results in the creation of more than 50 guest 
rooms and more than 50,000 gross square feet of non-residential floor area.  
 
Immediate surrounding properties are within the C1-1-H, OS-1XL, RD3-1, and (Q)RD3-1 
zones, and are characterized by generally sloping topography and improved streets.  The 
subject property is surrounded by multi-family residential and commercial uses, as well 
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as designated open space area. Properties immediately to the north across Vereda De 
La Montura and to the east across Palisades Drive are zoned RD3-1 and developed with 
two- to three-story residential condominium structures.  Properties to the southeast 
across Palisades Drive is zoned (Q)RD3-1 and developed with two-story residential 
condominium structures.  The property abutting the project site to the west and southwest 
west is privately-owned open space area (vacant canyon areas) zoned OS-1XL, recorded 
under Tract No. 31070, and part of the Topanga Canyon State Park lands. Property 
immediately to the south is zoned C1-1-H and developed with a two-story commercial 
center, known as Highlands Village, comprised of neighborhood serving uses (a site visit 
in January showed a restaurant, nail salon, office, spa, pilates studio, music studio, a wine 
retailer, wellness institute, and other commercial neighborhood serving uses in the 
abutting commercial center).  The entrance to the Santa Ynez Canyon Trailhead is 
approximately 1,425 feet from the intersection of Palisades Drive and Vereda De La 
Montura, and the boundaries of the Topanga Canyon State Park being approximately 200 
feet northwest from northwest portion of the site’s perimeter. 
 
Streets and Circulation 
 
Palisades Drive, adjoining the subject property to the east, is a designated Avenue I under 
the Mobility Plan 2035, dedicated to a right-of-way width of 98 feet and is improved with 
curb, gutter, sidewalk, and a landscaped median.  
 
Vereda De La Montura, adjoining the subject property to the north, is a designated 
Collector Street under the Mobility Plan 2035, dedicated to a right-of-way width of 74 feet 
and improved with curb, gutter, and sidewalk.  
 
Previous Cases, Affidavits, Permits, and Orders on the Subject Property: 

 
Case No. ZA 2007-4681(CDP)(MEL) – On November 18, 2008, the Zoning 
Administrator approved a Coastal Development Permit for the construction, use, 
and maintenance of an eight-unit condominium project in conjunction with the 
previously approved Tentative Tract Map No. 53622).   
 
Tentative Tract Map No. 53622 - On March 6, 2003, the Deputy Advisory Agency 
approved a tentative tract to permit an eight-unit residential condominium project 
on the subject site. 

 
Case No. ZA 2000-3070(CDP) - On June 5, 2003, the Zoning Administrator 
approved a Coastal Development Permit to allow the construction, use, and 
maintenance of an 8-unit residential condominium project (Tentative Tract No. 
53622) on a lot zoned C1-1-H. On August 5, 2004, the Zoning Administrator 
approved an Amendment to correct Condition No. 6 of Coastal Development 
Permit No. ZA 2000-3070-CDP to read as follows: The subject buildings shall not 
exceed a total height of 28 feet as measured from the designated frontage road, 
Vereda De La Montura (nor 35 feet as measured from the average finished grade). 
The approval expired in 2005. 
 
Case Nos. ZA 88-0435(PP) and CDP 88-012 - On July 27, 1988, the Zoning 
Administrator approved the above-noted Coastal Development Permit: to allow 
construction and maintenance of a one- or two-story, 28,300 square-foot 
(maximum) retail center, with surface and subterranean automobile parking 
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spaces, on a 43,095 square-foot, vacant parcel in the C1-1-H (limited 
commercial/hillside) Zone, pursuant to the provisions of Ordinance No. 162,539, 
and located within the single permit jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone, 
however, Project Permit for the above-described project was denied.  
 

Previous Cases, Affidavits, Permits, and Orders on the Surrounding Properties: 
 

Case No. ZA 2001-3024(CDP)(ZV) - On November 30, 2001, the Zoning 
Administrator approved a conditional use to permit the construction and 
maintenance of a Nextel wireless telecommunications facility including a 35-foot 
high monopine and equipment shelter at 1367-1517 North Palisades Drive. 
 

Public Communication 
 
Prior to the public hearing, Planning staff received 26 letters of support from members of 
the public.  The correspondence stated that the proposed project will be providing much 
needed housing in a desirable, walkable neighborhood and that it will help allow senior 
citizens to age in place where transit options are readily available and it is not necessary 
to have a car.  The project is also located in an area with desirable neighborhood 
amenities like retail and restaurants that are within easy walking and cycling distance.  
 
Approximately 124 emails and letters, including a petition with 150 names, were 
submitted opposing the project.  Also, one of the letters stated an online petition was 
created opposing the project.  At the writing of the determination letter, the website, 
www.change.org, revealed 483 people signed the petition that opposed the project.  
Common issues were stated in the correspondence opposing the project.  The issues 
raised are summarized as follows:  
 
Incompatibility with surrounding uses,  related to project height, setbacks, FAR, 
architectural design; the area not being highly urbanized; the site being a Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone; the evacuation of patients, lack of proximity to medical resources; 
no public transit in the area;  the endangerment of seniors’ lives by putting them on this 
site; no medical, dental, or other urgent care facilities for patients to use; the owner not 
having a license from the state; nothing in the Palisades area having a height proposed 
by the project; the area being home to wildlife; traffic congestion and impacts to roads; 
one road in and out of the area causing safety concerns; inadequate parking; previous 
zoning decision that determined the scale of the project was inappropriate; noise of 
patients at night; HVAC noise; loss of views; inappropriate use being near the State Park; 
the project not being able to make the findings; the project environmental clearance of a 
Categorical Exemption not being appropriate; the project subject to 30-foot height limits 
like all projects in the Palisades area. 
 
After the public hearing, up to November 7, 2017 (extended comment period), staff 
received 75 letters/emails.  Of this total, 65 letters (one letter included a petition of 
opposition with 163 names signed) were opposed to the project and 10 letters expressed 
support.  
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Public Hearing 
 
A public hearing was held by the Associate Zoning Administrator on October 4, 2017 at 
Los Angeles City Hall in Room 1020.  The hearing was attended by the applicant’s 
representative, Kevin McDonnell, the applicant, Rony Shram, and the applicant’s team, 
and approximately 40 members from the community, including representatives for 
members of the community who live near the subject property.   
 
Mr. McDonnell and some members of the team made the following statements at the 
public hearing: 
 

 The applicant is proposing a four-story with two subterranean levels for parking 
Eldercare Facility. 

 The project will be 45 feet tall with transitional heights of 25 feet incorporated into 
the design. 

 The facility will include 82 guest rooms and allow for a maximum 96 residents when 
at capacity. 

 The project has requested an Eldercare Facility unified permit pursuant to LAMC 
Section 14.3.1, a site plan review pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, and a Coastal 
Development Permit pursuant to LAMC Section 12.20.2. 

 The applicant filed the Eldercare Facility unified permit because they were advised 
by the Development Services Center. 

 The project is by-right in the C1 zone, and will comply with the regulations of floor 
area ratio, parking, etc. 

 The site is commercially zoned land set aside by the original developers with the 
idea that residents of the Highlands might actually want amenities up the canyon.  

 There are many misconceptions of the project.  This is not a nursing home. 
 This is a memory care facility and the patients are in need of a secure environment. 
 Patients need help with routine activities. 
 The project was presented to Fire Chief, Patrick Butler, who has addressed the 

potential of a fire hazard on the project. 
 The project parking will be adequate and will address staff and visitors. 
 The use will not generate high volumes of traffic. 
 The Department of Transportation reviewed the project and stated daily and peak 

hour trips are low. 
 The top of the building will be lower than the townhomes near the site.  (Coby 

Moses) 
 The project will be the regulations for transitional height by proposing a 25 height 

and transitioning to 33 feet then to 45 feet. 
 No deck is proposed. 
 Outreach includes the Palisades Highland Presidents Council, beginning in 2014 

with a broad presentation in October, then a presentation of the project in June of 
2017. (Rony Shram) 

 The design and amenities are excellent for assisted living facilities.  It helps create 
communities and satisfies seniors. 

 To address noise, ambulances will not be using sirens. 
 There are required nurses on the site.  Per shift, there will be two LVNs and two 

RNs.   
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 There will be no loud parties. 
 The site is reasonably close to UCLA, Santa Monica, and other hospitals. 
 Doctors will come to the facility when needed. 
 There will be use of shuttle buses, limousines, and caregivers giving rides to 

hospitals. 
 

During the public comment portion, 25 people provided public testimony of the proposed 
project and requested entitlements.  The comments are summarized as follows: 

 
 Comments in support of the request include the following: 
 

 A neighbor called the local Fire Station to see if there were any safety concerns or 
noise issues. 

 There is a lack of quality facilities in the area. 
 The design is good and the project will not bring heavy traffic. 
 The project meets the County’s need for this type of facility. 
 Something needs to be developed on the site and this is the least impactful use. 

Comments opposed to the request include the following: 

 Concern of the scale of the project. 
 Findings for the requested entitlements cannot be made. 
 Concerns of the scale and mass of the project.  The size is inappropriate for 

neighborhood. 
 The project is not compatible with the Coastal Act. 
 No other building in the area has four-stories.  The project does not observe the 

same setbacks as other developments. 
 The area is characterized as a suburban area with open space. 
 There would be an adverse impact on the neighborhood. 
 The use is not like anything else in the area. 
 There are not enough restaurants or shops or places to walk or places to socialize 

in the area for the elderly of the facility to utilize. 
 There would be impacts on ambient noise levels. 
 Impact for Mountains Conservancy. 
 There are 200 residents within one square mile.  There is concern for the increase 

in density in the area. 
 The project does not respect character of the area. 
 The site is within a liquefaction zone. 
 There is potential for Palisades Drive shutting down during an emergency and 

potential safety and evacuation concerns. 
 The townhomes across the street are most impacted.  A letter with 11 points of 

concern have been submitted. 
 There are 1,500 homes in the Pacific Highland area.  Not one is four stories in 

height.  Three stories is common. 
 There would be a parking impact as people/visitors would park on the street. 
 The project is incompatible in design and colors, and shows insensitivity to the 

style of the area. 
 There isn’t much need for bike stalls.  The area has a lot of hills. 
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 Concerns of noise from trucks, trash pickers, construction impacts, and 
ambulances. 

 Neighbors’ views of mountain ranges would disappear. 
 The project will be an eyesore and look more like a hotel. 
 The project will impact road conditions. 
 The ingress and egress needs to be relocated away from Palisades Drive. 
 There was a 1988 decision on the subject lot.  The case ZA 88-0435(PP) and CDP 

88012 discussed traffic impacts, noise, parking, and change in low intensity of the 
character.  The project would not be proper in scale. 

 This use should not be placed in vibrant communities. 
 There will be several deliveries made daily. 
 The area has fire issues as there is one road in and out of the Highlands area. 
 It brings a commercial use to the property. 
 Neighbors prefer a quiet residential development. 
 Votes were made for a condo development not an Eldercare Facility. 

General comments include the following: 

 There was not outreach on the project.  The review period should be extended. 
 The project needs a traffic review.  The configuration of lanes leads to near 

collisions. 
 What happened to the eight townhomes that were approved for the site? 
 There is a stereotyping of the area as being a great place to retire.  The area is 

dynamic and has young families moving into the area. 
 There’s a need for sensitivity in considering development and the aging 

community. 
 Landscaping should be integrated to make the development compatible. 

At the conclusion of the hearing, the Associate Zoning Administrator held the case under 
advisement and kept the record open for a period of four weeks (November 7, 2017).  
During that several letters were submitted and included in the case file folder.  
 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FINDINGS 
 
In order for a coastal development permit to be granted, all of the requisite findings 
maintained in Section 12.20.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code must be made in the 
affirmative, as follows:  
 
1. The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal 

Act of 1976. 
 
The development conforms with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.  
The project site, located at 1525 North Palisades Drive (1525 and 1533 North 
Palisades Drive and 17310 and 17320 West Vereda De La Montura), is a sloping, 
irregularly-shaped parcel of land totaling 43,097 square feet (0.99 acre) and 
consisting of one lot.  The project site has approximately 145 feet of frontage along 
the west side of Palisades Drive (a designated Avenue I under the Mobility Plan 
2035) and approximately 305 feet of frontage along the south side of Vereda De 
La Montura (a designated Collector Street).  The site is located within the 



CASE NO. ZA 2017-2170(ELD)(CDP)(SPR) PAGE 14 
 
 

Brentwood – Pacific Palisades Community Plan with a land use designation of 
Neighborhood Office Commercial and corresponding zone of C1-1-H.  The subject 
property is located within a Single Jurisdiction Area of the California Coastal Zone 
and Hillside Area. The subject property is also located within a Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone, Bureau of Engineering Special Grading Area, and a 
designated Landslide Area. The project site is currently vacant. 
 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act includes provisions that address the impact of 
development on public services, infrastructure, traffic, the environment and 
significant resources, and coastal access.   
 
Chapter 3 Provisions are as follows:  
 
Article 2 – Public Access:  The project will not interfere with or impede public 
access to coastal waters since the site is located two and one-half miles from the 
coast. 
Article 3 – Recreation:  The project will not interfere with coastal recreational 
opportunities because site is located two and one-half miles from the coast. 
 
Article 4 – Marine Environment:  The marine environment will not be impacted.  
Earth and construction materials and equipment will be secured while hauling in 
proximity to the coast to avoid any exposure with the marine environment.  No 
coastal resources, streams or other inland waterways will be impacted or altered 
by the project.  The proposed building will be connected to the City sewer system.  
Best Management Practices will be employed during construction to control 
erosion, construction-related contaminants and stormwater runoff.  A Standard 
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan will be adopted in accordance with the State of 
California and the City of Los Angeles standards to assure the long term impacts 
of stormwater runoff will be properly addressed. 
 
Article 5 – Land Resources:  The project site is virtually void of vegetation and any 
other environmentally sensitive habitat.  There are no trees that are required to be 
removed to construct the proposed Eldercare Facility.  There are no 
environmentally sensitive species that have been identified on the site or nearby 
open space land.  The project site is not zoned or used for agricultural purposes.  
No archaeological or paleontological resources are known to exist on or near the 
property. 
 
Article 6 – Development:  As stated previously, the project site is zoned C1-1-H 
with a land use designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial.  The site is 
located directly across from multi-family residential development.  The project site 
adjoins another lot of the same zone and land use designation that is currently 
developed with an established commercial use.  The C1 zone is consistent with 
Neighborhood Office Commercial.  The Eldercare Facility is a permitted use in the 
C1 zone. 
 
Article 7 – Industrial Development:  The project does not proposed industrial 
development. 
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Section 30244 requires reasonable mitigation measures to reduce potential 
impacts on archaeological or paleontological resources. 
 
The proposed project will involve the cutting and exporting of 19,308 cubic yards 
to allow for the two level subterranean parking garage.  The proposed grading will 
be subject to the review of the Department of Building and Safety and required to 
comply with the conditions of approval set forth in the Geology and Soils Approval 
Letter.  As stated previously, the project site is not zoned or used for agricultural 
purposes.  No archaeological or paleontological resources are known to exist on 
or near the property.  If such resources are discovered during excavation or 
grading, the proposed project will need to comply with existing Federal, State, and 
Local regulations already in place. 
 
Section 30250 states that new development shall be located in areas able to 
accommodate it, areas with adequate public services, and in areas where such 
development will not have significant adverse impacts on coastal resources.  
The subject property is located approximately two and one-half miles from the 
coast.  The site is currently a vacant commercial lot in an area generally developed 
with residential uses.  The subject property is surrounded by multi-family 
residential and commercial uses, as well as designated open space area. 
Properties immediately to the north across Vereda De La Montura and to the east 
across Palisades Drive are zoned RD3-1 and developed with residential 
condominium structures. Property to the southeast across Palisades Drive is 
zoned (Q)RD3-1 and developed with residential condominium structures.  The 
property abutting the project site to the west is privately-owned open space area 
in the OS-1XL zone. Property immediately to the south is zoned C1-1-H and 
developed with a shopping center containing neighborhood-serving commercial 
uses.  The proposed project will be served by existing police and fire stations, 
schools, and other public services nearby, as well as existing infrastructure 
systems.   
 
Section 30251 states the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be 
considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted 
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean 
and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, 
to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.  
 
The proposed project is located approximately two and one-half miles from the 
coast.  Scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas will not be impacted. 
 
Section 30252 states that new development should maintain and enhance public 
access to the coast.  
 
As stated previously, the subject property is located approximately two-and one-
half miles inland.  The proposed project will not interfere with or impede public 
access to coastal waters because of the site does not provide direct access to the 
coast nor is it near the coast since it is approximately two and one-half miles from 
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the coast.  The project will not conflict with any public access policies of the Coastal 
Act.  
 
Section 30253 requires new development to minimize risks to life and property in 
areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard, minimize impacts along bluffs and 
cliffs, and protect special communities and neighborhoods that are popular visitor 
destination points for recreational uses.  
 
The subject property is not located a bluff or cliff, but is located within a Hillside 
Area, a Very High Fire Severity Zone, a Special Grading Area, a Landslide Area, 
and is 2.03 kilometers from the Malibu Coast Fault.  As required, the applicant 
submitted a Geology and Soils Report to the Department of Building and Safety 
for review and approval.  The Department of Building and Safety found that the 
report was acceptable and outlined conditions of approval regarding grading 
associated with the proposed project as part of their May 15, 2017 Approval Letter 
(Log # 87756-01).  In addition, the proposed project is required to comply with the 
Department of Building and Safety and Fire Department standards as it relates to 
development in seismic and fire hazard areas and along environmentally sensitive 
areas.  The proposed project is also subject to other developmental regulations 
and regulatory compliance measures established by various City departments and 
the conditions of approval imposed herein.  Compliance with such requirements 
will minimize risks to life and property.  It will also ensure that the proposed project 
will not create nor contribute significantly to the destruction of the subject property 
or surrounding area. 
 

2. The development will not prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to 
prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act of 1976.  
 
There is no adopted Local Coastal Program for the Pacific Palisades. The 
Brentwood – Pacific Palisades Community Plan contains the applicable land use 
policies and goals for that portion of the Coastal Zone.  The Brentwood – Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan designates the subject property for Neighborhood 
Office Commercial land uses with a corresponding zones of C1, C1.5, C2, C4, 
RAS3, and RAS4.  The subject property is not within any Specific Plan Area or 
subject to any Interim Control Ordinances, but is located within a Hillside Area, a 
Very High Fire Severity Zone, a Special Grading Area, a Landslide Area, and is 
2.03 kilometers from the Malibu Coast Fault.   
 
The proposed construction, use, and maintenance of the subject property as an 
Eldercare Facility is consistent with the Community Plan land use designation and 
zoning, as Eldercare Facilities are permitted uses within the C1 Zone and the 
applicant is not seeking any use, area, or height deviations from the Code.  As 
conditioned, the construction of a new Eldercare Facility on a lot zoned for such 
use will not prejudice the ability of the City to prepare a Local Coastal Program that 
is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976 because the 
project itself is in full conformity with Chapter of the Act.  To the extent approval of 
the project could represent a precedent for future projects, those projects would 
also be in conformity with the Act and any future Local Coastal Program.  
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3. The Interpretive Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established 

by the California Coastal Commission dated February 11, 1977 and any 
subsequent amendments thereto have been reviewed, analyzed and 
considered in light of the individual project in making this determination.  
 
The Los Angeles County Interpretive Guidelines were adopted by the California 
Coastal Commission (October 14, 1980) to supplement Statewide Guidelines. 
Both regional and statewide guidelines, pursuant to Section 30620(b) of the 
Coastal Act, are designed to assist local governments, the regional commissions, 
the commission, and persons subject to the provisions of this chapter in 
determining how the policies of this division shall be applied to the Coastal Zone 
prior to the certification of a local coastal program. As stated in the Regional 
Interpretive Guidelines, the guidelines are intended to be used “in a flexible manner 
with consideration for local and regional conditions, individual project parameters 
and constraints, and individual and cumulative impacts on coastal resources.”  
 
The proposed Eldercare Facility contains residential units in the form of guest 
rooms intended for Assisted Living Care and Alzheimer’s/Dementia Care Housing. 
The Regional Interpretive Guidelines address parking, density, special provisions 
for development on bluffs and hillside areas, and coastal access.  The applicable 
provisions of the California Coastal Commission’s Regional Interpretive Guidelines 
have been reviewed and considered in preparation of these findings. The subject 
project consists of a four-story Eldercare Facility providing a total of 66 covered 
parking spaces within a two level subterranean garage and a maximum height of 
45 feet.  No deviation from any zoning regulation, e.g., parking, setbacks, height, 
etc., is required or requested for the project.  The proposed project will not result 
in the alteration of natural landforms as all grading will be contained on the subject 
property and subject to the conditions of approval set forth by the Department of 
Building and Safety.  The proposed project will not occur on a coastal bluff and 
would not alter any natural land forms, nor would it impact access to the coast.  As 
such, the proposed project will be consistent with the applicable provisions of the 
Regional Interpretive Guidelines.  The Interpretive Guidelines have been reviewed, 
analyzed, and considered in light of the individual project in making this 
determination, and the project is consistent and has been conditioned to be 
consistent with such Guidelines. 
 

4. The decision of the permit granting authority has been guided by any 
applicable decision of the California Coastal Commission pursuant to 
Section 30625(c) of the Public Resources Code, which provides that prior 
decisions of the Coastal Commission, where applicable, shall guide local 
governments in their actions in carrying out their responsibility and 
authority under the Coastal Act of 1976.  
 
Approval of the proposed project will not conflict with the prior decisions of the 
California Coastal Commission.  No known similar projects in the general area 
have been presented for review and approval. 
 
An original Coastal Development Permit was approved in 1979, under A-381-78 
for the grading of the site, roads, and utilities.  The same permit was amended in 
1980, extending the urban limit line.  The permit authorized the construction of a 
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church as an intuitional site and two site for commercial development, including 
the subject property.  The site abutting the subject site has already been 
developed.  The subject property has never been developed and does not 
encroach on the urban limit line.  The CDP requested for this particular project is 
consistent with the original CDP of 1978, approved in 1979, and develops one of 
the originally designated commercial lots consistent with the 1980 C1 zoning 
thereon.  The project complies with the applicable amendments thereafter. 
 
Two previous project proposals, Case Nos. ZA 2000-3070(CDP) and ZA 2007-
4681(CDP)(MEL), were approved for residential development on the subject 
property.  Both proposals were also found not be in conflict with the Coastal Act.   
As such, this decision of the permit-granting authority has been guided by 
applicable decisions of the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Section 
30625(c) of the Public Resources Code, which provides that prior decisions of the 
California Coastal Commission, where applicable, shall guide local governments 
in their actions in carrying out their responsibility and authority under the Coastal 
Act of 1976.  
 

5. The development is not located between the nearest public road and the sea 
or shoreline of any body of water located within the coastal zone, and the 
development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation 
policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.  
 
Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states the following in regards to public access:  
 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with 
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, right of private 
property owners, and natural resources from overuse.  
 

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states the following in regards to public recreation 
policies:  
 

Development shall not interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea 
where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not 
limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of 
terrestrial vegetation.  
 

The subject property is located approximately two and one-half miles inland in 
developed area.  The site is undeveloped and currently vacant.  The subject 
property fronts Palisades Drive to the east and Vereda De La Montura to the north, 
which do not provide direct access to the coast or any visitor or recreational 
facilities.  The subject property is not located between the nearest public road and 
the sea or shoreline of any body of water.   No permanent structures will be placed 
within the public right-of-way.   All required parking spaces will be provided on the 
subject property.  Vehicular access to the subject property will be provided on 
Palisades Drive and Vereda De La Montura.  As such, the proposed project will 
not conflict with any public access or public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act.  
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6. An appropriate environmental clearance under the California Environmental 

Quality Act has been granted.  
 
The proposed project has been determined not to have a significant effect on the 
environment and is therefore categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA 
pursuant to Article III, Section 1, Class 32 of the City CEQA Guidelines. On June 
20, 2017, the proposed project was issued a Notice of Exemption Log Reference 
No. ENV-2017-2171-CE. The proposed project will not require mitigation or 
monitoring measures and no alternatives to the project were evaluated.  
 
The project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15532(b) since the project is an infill development project identified as 
“development that occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five 
acres substantially surrounded by urban uses.” 
 
A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an 
infill site and meets the following criteria:  

 
(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 development 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.  

 
The project is for the construction use and maintenance of a 45-foot tall, 64,646 
square-foot, 82 guest room Eldercare Facility with 66 parking spaces in two 
subterranean garage levels on a 43,097.74 square-foot lot in the C1-1-H Zone 
within the Los Angeles City limits.  The site and surrounding area are urbanized 
areas, as defined in page 11 of Section 21071 of Chapter 2.5 and Section 15387 
Article 20 Definitions of the 2017 California Environmental Quality Act, CEQA 
Guidelines.  A haul route is required to export approximately 19,308 cubic yards of 
earth material.  An Eldercare Facility is permitted in the C1 Zone.  The project as 
an Eldercare Facility, will comply with all the regulations of the code, including 
height, floor area, setbacks, parking, etc.   
 
The project is characterized as an urban in-fill Categorical Exemption, and qualifies 
for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption.  The site is zoned C1-1-H and has a 
General Plan Land Use Designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial.  The 
project is consistent with the applicable Brentwood – Pacific Palisades Community 
Plan designation and policies and all applicable zoning designations and 
regulations.  Specifically, the project is consistent with the following Plan 
Objectives: 
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2-1 To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development. 
2-3 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts and to identify 

pedestrian-oriented areas. 
2-4 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts consistent with the 

character of, and quality of the surrounding neighborhoods. 
4-1 To protect the resources of the Plan area for the benefit of the residents and 

of the region by preserving existing open space and, where possible, 
acquiring new open space. 

5-2 To protect coastal resources and to provide maximum public access to and 
along the shoreline consistent with property rights and sensitive habitat 
resources. 

8-1 To provide adequate police facilities and personnel to correspond with 
population and service demands. 

9-1 Ensure that fire facilities and protective services are sufficient for the 
existing and future population and land uses. 

13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of 
service and insure that necessary road access and street improvements are 
provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new development. 

15-1 Provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards 
and community needs. 

17-1 To ensure that the Plan Areas significant cultural and historical resources 
are protected, preserved and/or enhanced. 

 
The proposed project would follow the design guidelines as presented in Chapter 
V of the Community Plan.  The project will include design that incorporates 
landscaping throughout the building in the form of planters, outdoor, landscaping, 
and design theme would be incorporated to preserve community character. 
Parking would be below ground in two subterranean levels to allow for more 
aesthetically pleasing landscaping to fill the site.  The subject site is wholly within 
the City of Los Angeles, on a site that is approximately 43,097 square feet.  The 
site is not located within an area identified by the City of Los Angeles as a 
Pedestrian Oriented District, which would require the project be at pedestrian 
scale, as stated in the Community Plan.  Community Design Overlay, or Specific 
Plan Overlay, or any other ordinances pertaining to the zone.  The project is an 
eldercare facility and not a housing development, but has residential 
characteristics in its operation and design.  The project will provide shuttle service 
for patients to access community amenities as well as medical and dental offices 
and facilities, shopping, and recreational amenities.  A concierge doctor’s service 
will be provided on site for minor check-ups to eliminate unnecessary off-site 
doctor visits, while having professional staff on duty.  Other basic personal needs 
will be available on site, including a spa salon and massage on-site.  The proposed 
operation will be required to provide adequate staffing and meet the operational 
regulations required by the State of California to maintain its operating license.  As 
such, conforming to the regulations would ensure the use is compatible with the 
zoning and objectives of the Community Plan.   
 
Lots adjacent to the subject site are developed with the following urban uses: 
residential uses, commercial uses and open space.  The site does not have value 
as a habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species nor was any evidence 
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submitted showing there is such value on-site.  The project will be subject to 
Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs), which require compliance with the City 
of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, pollutant discharge, dewatering, stormwater 
mitigations; and Best Management Practices for stormwater runoff.   These RCMs 
will ensure the project will not have significant impacts on noise and water.   
 
The project will have adequate police services provided by the West Los Angeles 
Community Police Station, approximately seven miles from the site.  The minimal 
increase in residents will not significantly impact response times.  Fire protection 
and medical services at the project site would be served by Los Angeles Fire 
Department Station 23, which is located 2.5 miles southeast of the project site.  
Correspondence from September 26 and 27, 2017 showing communication from 
LAFD’s Assistant Chief Patrick Butler shows that there is nothing unusual or 
dangerous about the Eldercare Facility use or the property that pose any realistic 
or unique risk of danger to the residents or the surroundings.  Addressed in the 
correspondence is Assistant Chief Butler’s response of the site being in a High 
Severity Zone, and that this is a large district and spreads throughout the entire 
City.  He states, “Stringent building codes and brush fire clearance in Los Angeles 
provide the necessary safety for these buildings to be properly built and protected.  
With these safety aspects in place, there is no foundation that the proposed senior 
community may actually pose a danger to the very people it is meant to serve.”  In 
addition, the proposed project would be required to install automatic fire sprinklers 
to be consistent with the response-distance criteria specified in LAMC 57.09.07A 
of 1.5 miles.   
 
Furthermore, the project does not exceed the threshold criteria established by 
LADOT for preparing a traffic study.   A study prepared by Meridian Consultants 
analyzed the project and determined the project would not have a significant 
impact on the environment, and also determined the use would have less of an 
impact than an apartment/condo, office building or shopping center.  A Department 
of Transportation Review was conducted on August 10, 2017 and determined that 
the proposed project would generate 166 daily trips, five AM Peak Hour Trips and 
14 PM Peak Hour Trips.  Analysis was based on the ITE 9th Edition – Trip Rate 
(2.02/DU Daily Trip Ends, 0.06/DU AM Peak Trip Rate, 0.17/DU PM Peak Trip 
Rate) for “Congregate Care Housing” (253).   
 
Therefore, the project will not have any significant impacts to traffic.  Interim 
thresholds were developed by DCP staff based on CalEEMod model runs relying 
on reasonable assumptions, consulting with AQMD staff, and surveying published 
air quality studies for which criteria air pollutants did not exceed the established 
SCAQMD construction and operational thresholds.  The project site will be 
adequately served by all public utilities and services given that the construction of 
the subject Eldercare Facility is consistent with the General Plan.  Therefore, the 
project meets all of the Criteria for the Class 32. 

 

Exceptions Narrative for Class 32 Categorical Exemption 
 

There are six (6) Exceptions which the City is required to consider before finding 
a project exempt under Class 15303 and 15332: (a) Location; (b) Cumulative 
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Impacts; (c) Significant Effect; (d) Scenic Highways; (e) Hazardous Waste Sites; 
and (f) Historical Resources.  

 
(a) Location.  The proposed project is not located in an area that would impact 

an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where 
designated, precisely mapped, or officially adopted pursuant to law by 
federal, state or local agencies.  While the subject site is located within a 
Hillside Grading Area, a landslide area, a Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone, specific Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs) in the City of Los 
Angeles regulate the grading and construction of projects in these particular 
types of “sensitive” locations and will reduce any potential impacts to less 
than significant. In addition to the City of Los Angeles’ stringent building 
codes and brush fire clearances, which provide the necessary safety for the 
buildings in these designated areas to be properly built and protected (as 
addressed by the Fire Department), these RCMs have been historically 
proven to work to the satisfaction of the City Engineer to reduce any impacts 
from the specific environment the project is located.  Thus, the location of 
the project will not result in a significant impact. 

 
(b) Cumulative Impacts.  The proposed project would not contribute to a 

significant cumulative impact because the project would comply with the 
requirements of the City of Los Angeles’ General Plan and the Brentwood-
Pacific Palisades Community Plan.  The project would be required to 
comply with all applicable City ordinances, regulations, and permitting 
conditions.  The subject site is surrounded by properties zoned C1-1-H, OS-
1XL, RD3-1, and (Q)RD3-1 zones, and characterized by generally sloping 
topography and improved streets.  The subject property is surrounded by 
multi-family residential and commercial uses, as well as designated open 
space area.  Properties immediately to the north across Vereda De La 
Montura and to the east across Palisades Drive are zoned RD3-1 and 
developed with residential condominium structures. Property to the 
southeast across Palisades Drive is zoned (Q)RD3-1 and also developed 
with residential condominium structures.  The property abutting the project 
site to the west is privately-owned open space area.  Property immediately 
to the south is zoned C1-1-H and developed with a shopping center 
containing neighborhood-serving commercial uses.  There are no known 
similar projects anywhere near the vicinity of the property ongoing or 
anticipated in the foreseeable future.   

 
(c) Significant Effect.  Discussion is provided herein to demonstrate the 

proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment. 
 
(d) Scenic Highways.  The project site is located on Palisades Drive, which is 

a designated Avenue I.  Palisades Drive is not designated a Scenic 
Highway.  However, no unique geologic features or rock outcroppings are 
located on the project site.  The project site contains various ornamental 
landscaping and trees on site.  These trees do not consists of any tree 
species protected under the Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance (i.e., 
Valley Oak, California Love Oak, Southern California Black Walnut, 
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Western Sycamore, or California Bay).  Any trees removed would be 
replaced in accordance with the City’s tree replacement requirements.  The 
proposed project would be consistent with the required height restrictions 
as discussed further below.  As such, the project would not substantially 
damage scenic resources.  Accordingly, the proposed project would not 
have a significant effect relative to scenic highways on the environment. 

 
(e) Hazardous Waste Sites.  Furthermore, according to Envirostor, the State of 

California’s database of Hazardous Waste Sites, neither the subject site, 
nor any site in the vicinity, is identified as a hazardous waste site. 

 
(f) Historical Resources.  The project site has not been identified as a historic 

resource by local or state agencies, and the project site has not been 
determined to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places, California Register of Historical Resources, the Los Angeles 
Historic-Cultural Monuments Register, and/or any local register; and was 
not found to be a potential historic resource based on the City’s 
HistoricPlacesLA website or SurveyLA, the citywide survey of Los Angeles. 
Finally, the City does not choose to treat the site as a historic resource. 

 
SITE PLAN REVIEW FINDINGS 
 
In order for the site plan review to be granted, all three of the legally mandated findings 
delineated in Section 16.05-F of the Los Angeles Municipal Code must be made in the 
affirmative: 
 
7. The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and 

provisions of the General Plan, applicable community plan, and any 
applicable specific plan. 

 
The project site is located in an urbanized area of the Brentwood – Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan area.  The site is zoned C1-1-H and has a General 
Plan Land Use Designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial.  The project is 
consistent with the applicable Brentwood – Pacific Palisades Community Plan 
designation and policies and all applicable zoning designations and regulations.  
An Eldercare Facility is expressly listed as an allowable use in the C1 Zone 
pursuant to LAMC Section 12.13-A,2(a)31.  Properties within the C1 zone are 
permitted a residential density of one unit per 500 square feet of lot area.  Given 
that the project site is 43,097 square feet in size, the site with current zoning allows 
for up to 86 guest rooms.  The project will provide 82 guest rooms.  The C1 zoning 
allows for unlimited number of stories at any height.  The project site is located in 
the Hillside Area Boundaries as described by the City of Los Angeles Current and 
Proposed Hillside Boundaries Map, which was prepared in 2009, the project will 
be required to comply with the transitional height requirements of 45 feet maximum 
building height based on transitional height, as required in LAMC Section 12.21-
C,10. 
 
The project site is also within a coastal zone.  The Brentwood – Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan identifies sensitive habitat resources in association with the 
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planning area’s coastal resources.  The site does not have value as a habitat for 
endangered, rare or threatened species nor was any evidence submitted showing 
there is such value. 
 
The subject site is located two and one-half miles from the coastline and does not 
contain coastal resources. 
 
The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions 
of the General Plan and the Brentwood Community Plan.  The project brings in a 
facility that can address an aging population of the City of Los Angeles by providing 
82 suites for assisted living and memory care purposes.   
 
With regards to the Brentwood – Pacific Palisades Community Plan, the project is 
consistent with the following Plan Objectives: 
 
2-1 To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development. 
 
2-3 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts and to identify 

pedestrian-oriented areas. 
 
2-4 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts consistent with the 

character of, and quality of the surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
4-1 To protect the resources of the Plan area for the benefit of the residents and 

of the region by preserving existing open space and, where possible, 
acquiring new open space. 

 
5-2 To protect coastal resources and to provide maximum public access to and 

along the shoreline consistent with property rights and sensitive habitat 
resources. 

8-1 To provide adequate police facilities and personnel to correspond with 
population and service demands. 

 
9-1 Ensure that fire facilities and protective services are sufficient for the 

existing and future population and land uses. 
 
13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of 

service and insure that necessary road access and street improvements are 
provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new development. 

 
15-1 Provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards 

and community needs. 
 
17-1 To ensure that the Plan Areas significant cultural and historical resources 

are protected, preserved and/or enhanced. 
 
The project proposes an Eldercare Facility.  The project will bring 23 memory care 
suites and 59 assisted-living suites on a commercially-zoned lot.  Surrounding land 
uses are commercial to the south, residential to the north and east, and open space 
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to the west.  The project would be consistent with the allowed uses under the C1-
1-H zone and does not propose any deviations from the C1-1-H regulations.  The 
project is compatible with the surrounding land uses since the use is permitted by 
right, and follows all applicable design guidelines.  The site is not subject to any 
specific plans, design or pedestrian oriented overlays.  
 
The project site is adequately served by Police and Fire stations that can provide 
satisfactory response times.  The project will have adequate police services 
provided by the West Los Angeles Community Police Station, approximately seven 
miles from the site.  The minimal increase in residents will not significantly impact 
response times.  Fire protection and medical services at the project site would be 
served by Los Angeles Fire Department Station 23, which is located 2.5 miles 
southeast of the project site.  Correspondence from September 26 and 27, 2017 
showing communication from LAFD’s Assistant Chief Patrick Butler shows that 
there is nothing unusual or dangerous about the Eldercare Facility use or the 
property that pose any realistic or unique risk of danger to the residents or the 
surroundings.  Addressed in the correspondence is Assistant Chief Butler’s 
response of the site being in a High Severity Zone, and that this is a large district 
and spreads throughout the entire City.  He states, “Stringent building codes and 
brush fire clearance in Los Angeles provide the necessary safety for these 
buildings to be properly built and protected.  With these safety aspects in place, 
there is no foundation that the proposed senior community may actually pose a 
danger to the very people it is meant to serve.”  In addition, the proposed project 
would be required to install automatic fire sprinklers to be consistent with the 
response-distance criteria specified in LAMC 57.09.07A of 1.5 miles.  The project 
is anticipated to generate a nominal increase in trips, approximately 166 daily trips 
or 5 AM peak-hour trips and 14 PM peak-hour trips, per the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers trip generation rates.  Department of Transportation 
review was conducted on August 10, 2017 and determined that the proposed 
project would generate 166 daily trips, five AM Peak Hour Trips and 14 PM Peak 
Hour Trips.  Analysis was based on the ITE 9th Edition – Trip Rate (2.02/DU Daily 
Trip Ends, 0.06/DU AM Peak Trip Rate, 0.17/DU PM Peak Trip Rate) for 
“Congregate Care Housing” (253).The project would not have a significant effect 
on the level of service at nearby intersections. 
 
The project will also exceed the number of required parking spaces to be provided.  
The project is required to provide 65 parking spaces at 0.2 spaces for each guest 
bed for Assisted Living and one space for each guest room per LAMC Section 
12.21-A,4(d)(5).  The project provides 66 parking spaces within a two level 
subterranean garage.  The maintenance of a license to operate an Eldercare 
Facility requires compliance with all applicable state regulations.  With compliance, 
the project will meet the definition of an Eldercare Facility and be a use that is 
conformance with the C1-1-H Zone.  
 

8. The project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures 
(including height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading 
areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent 
improvements that is or will be compatible with existing and future 
development on adjacent properties and neighboring properties. 



CASE NO. ZA 2017-2170(ELD)(CDP)(SPR) PAGE 26 
 
 

The C1 zone permits residential density of one guest room per 500 square feet of 
lot area.  LAMC Sections 12.13-C,4 and 12.10-C,4.  For a lot area of 43,097 square 
feet, the property can support 86 guest rooms.  The project provides 82 guest 
rooms.   
 
The C1 zoning allows for unlimited number of stories and unlimited building height.  
However, due to its proximity to residential properties, the project is subject to 
transitional height requirements of LAMC Section 12.21.1-B,2.  The proposed 
building will not exceed the 45-foot height limit at its highest point within four stories 
and will comply with the transitional height regulations of the Code.  Views from 
adjoining properties include developed and undeveloped hillsides.  The project 
design is entirely consistent with current surrounding development.  It utilizes a 
previously graded site without disturbing additional land.  The finished building will 
project 37 feet above the sidewalk along Vereda De La Montura.  This height would 
be at a lower elevation than the nearest condominium buildings north of the 
property.   
 
The project has been designed within the development parameters of the 
underlying zone, LAMC Section 12.13-C, with regard to height and setbacks and 
this will be verified by the Department of Building and Safety during permitting.  
While neighboring residential properties across Vereda De La Montura observe 
larger setbacks that what the subject project observes, the project meets the C1 
regulations for setbacks.  The only abutting use to the site, and only commercial 
use and C zoned property in the area, is developed with a restaurant that observes 
a zero-foot setback along Palisdades Drive.  To require any further setbacks or 
height reductions outside of what is otherwise permitted under the code would 
unduly deny the project site of property rights that are otherwise afforded to 
neighboring parcels.  
 
The project will provide all automobile and bicycle parking within a two level 
subterranean garage and comply with LAMC Sections 12.21-A,4 and 12.21-A,16.  
Trash and recycling receptacles would be located within the center of the first 
subterranean (P1) level, between elevators 2 and 3, and away from views of 
residents, guests and the public.  The receptacles would be enclosed and have 
access doors to ensure there are no views of the bins and receptacles.  Lighting 
will meet Code requirements, and will be directed onto the site and away from 
adjacent uses.  Service vehicles will require circulation to the rear of the property 
from Vereda De La Montura, where they can load and unload on-site underground. 
 
The project will provide landscaping in conformance with the Code, and will use 
landscaping to transition the structure and use from the public rights-of-way and 
neighboring uses.  Trees per the Department of Urban Forestry and general slope 
shrubs and ground cover, planter walls and filtration planters,  as shown on the 
First Level Landscape Plan, will be planted along the perimeter of the site facing 
Palisades Drive and Vereda De La Montura, including trees near the driveway 
entrance.  Perimeter landscape native slope shrubs and ground covers will be 
provided along the southwest perimeter of the site.  Landscaping through trees 
and shrubs will also be planted throughout the development structure.    A fountain 
feature will be provided just east of the Vereda De La Montura driveway to enhance 
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the aesthetics and entryway into the site.  The pool deck, roof and courtyards will 
also be landscaped as shown on the stamped plans labeled “Exhibit A”.  The 
arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, bulk and setbacks), off-
street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and 
other such pertinent improvements that is or will be compatible with existing 
development on adjacent properties and neighboring properties.  Neighboring 
multi-family residential uses east and north of the site are zoned RD3-1, which 
allow for a maximum height of 45 feet and a floor area ratio of 1.5:1.  The project 
would also be consistent with any future redevelopment of neighboring properties 
since the RD3-1 Zone allows for the same maximum height and floor area ratio 
that the subject site’s C1-1-H zoning allows.  As such, the improvements will be 
compatible with the surrounding existing and future uses.  

  
9. Any residential project provides recreational and service amenities to 

improve habitability for its residents and minimize impacts on neighboring 
properties. 
 
The Eldercare Facility is a care facility that provides many amenities that will 
improve the habitability for its elderly residents and minimize impacts on 
neighboring properties.  As shown on “Exhibit A”, the P1 level will include a 
wellness center, theater, bicycle maintenance and bicycle storage.  The ground 
floor plan shows a salon, two dining rooms and one living room, and a fireplace 
and lounge area.  The project provides a ground level outdoor amenity in the form 
of a courtyard located at the center of the building.  Since the courtyard is at the 
center and the structure serves as a barrier, any noise generated will not impact 
neighboring properties.  The floor plan showing the second floor reveals a spa 
salon and massage room for service staff can provide its residents. On the 3rd floor 
plan, the level provides an art and multi-purpose room, and outdoor amenities, 
including a roof garden, roof deck, trellis bar and barbeque area, and dog park 
area.  Most amenities are enclosed within the building and will not impact 
neighboring properties.  The outdoor amenities face the southwest portion of the 
site and will not affect the public rights-of-way.  Furthermore, neighboring 
residential uses are buffered by the public right-of-way.  Any potential impacts of 
noise will be minimal since outdoor amenities are oriented away from residential 
uses and across the street from the subject site.  As such, recreational and service 
amenities will not impact neighboring properties.  

 
ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDINGS 
 
10. The National Flood Insurance 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 reviewed and it has been determined that this project is 
located in Zone C, areas of minimal flooding. 
 

11. The proposed project has been determined not to have a significant effect on the 
environment and is therefore categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA 
pursuant to Article III, Section 1, Class 32 of the City CEQA Guidelines. On June 
20, 2017, the proposed project was issued a Notice of Exemption Log Reference 
No. ENV-2017-2171-CE. The proposed project will not require mitigation or 
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monitoring measures and no alternatives to the project were evaluated.  
 
The project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15532(b) since the project is an infill development project identified as 
“development that occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five 
acres substantially surrounded by urban uses.” 
 
A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an 
infill site and meets the following criteria:  

 
(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 development 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.  

 
The project is for the construction use and maintenance of a 45-foot tall, 64,646 
square-foot, 82 guest room Eldercare Facility with 66 parking spaces in two 
subterranean garage levels on a 43,097.74 square-foot lot in the C1-1-H Zone 
within the Los Angeles City limits.  The site and surrounding area are urbanized 
areas, as defined in page 11 of Section 21071 of Chapter 2.5 and Section 15387 
Article 20 Definitions of the 2017 California Environmental Quality Act, CEQA 
Guidelines.  A haul route is required to export approximately 19,308 cubic yards of 
earth material.  An Eldercare Facility is permitted in the C1 Zone.  The project as 
an Eldercare Facility, will comply with all the regulations of the code, including 
height, floor area, setbacks, parking, etc.   
 
The project is characterized as an urban in-fill Categorical Exemption, and qualifies 
for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption.  The site is zoned C1-1-H and has a 
General Plan Land Use Designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial.  The 
project is consistent with the applicable Brentwood – Pacific Palisades Community 
Plan designation and policies and all applicable zoning designations and 
regulations.  Specifically, the project is consistent with the following Plan 
Objectives: 
 
2-1 To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development. 
2-3 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts and to identify 

pedestrian-oriented areas. 
2-4 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts consistent with the 

character of, and quality of the surrounding neighborhoods. 
4-1 To protect the resources of the Plan area for the benefit of the residents and 

of the region by preserving existing open space and, where possible, 
acquiring new open space. 
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5-2 To protect coastal resources and to provide maximum public access to and 
along the shoreline consistent with property rights and sensitive habitat 
resources. 

8-1 To provide adequate police facilities and personnel to correspond with 
population and service demands. 

9-1 Ensure that fire facilities and protective services are sufficient for the 
existing and future population and land uses. 

13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of 
service and insure that necessary road access and street improvements are 
provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new development. 

15-1 Provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards 
and community needs. 

17-1 To ensure that the Plan Areas significant cultural and historical resources 
are protected, preserved and/or enhanced. 

 
The proposed project would follow the design guidelines as presented in Chapter 
V of the Community Plan.  The project will include design that incorporates 
landscaping throughout the building in the form of planters, outdoor, landscaping, 
and design theme would be incorporated to preserve community character. 
Parking would be below ground in two subterranean levels to allow for more 
aesthetically pleasing landscaping to fill the site.  The subject site is wholly within 
the City of Los Angeles, on a site that is approximately 43,097 square feet.  The 
site is not located within an area identified by the City of Los Angeles as a 
Pedestrian Oriented District, which would require the project be at pedestrian 
scale, as stated in the Community Plan.  Community Design Overlay, or Specific 
Plan Overlay, or any other ordinances pertaining to the zone.  The project is an 
eldercare facility and not a housing development, but has residential 
characteristics in its operation and design.  The project will provide shuttle service 
for patients to access community amenities as well as medical and dental offices 
and facilities, shopping, and recreational amenities.  A concierge doctor’s service 
will be provided on site for minor check-ups to eliminate unnecessary off-site 
doctor visits, while having professional staff on duty.  Other basic personal needs 
will be available on site, including a spa salon and massage on-site.  The proposed 
operation will be required to provide adequate staffing and meet the operational 
regulations required by the State of California to maintain its operating license.  As 
such, conforming to the regulations would ensure the use is compatible with the 
zoning and objectives of the Community Plan.   
 
Lots adjacent to the subject site are developed with the following urban uses: 
residential uses, commercial uses and open space.  The site does not have value 
as a habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species nor was any evidence 
submitted showing there is such value on-site.  The project will be subject to 
Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs), which require compliance with the City 
of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, pollutant discharge, dewatering, stormwater 
mitigations; and Best Management Practices for stormwater runoff.   These RCMs 
will ensure the project will not have significant impacts on noise and water.   
The project will have adequate police services provided by the West Los Angeles 
Community Police Station, approximately seven miles from the site.  The minimal 
increase in residents will not significantly impact response times.  Fire protection 
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and medical services at the project site would be served by Los Angeles Fire 
Department Station 23, which is located 2.5 miles southeast of the project site.  
Correspondence from September 26 and 27, 2017 showing communication from 
LAFD’s Assistant Chief Patrick Butler shows that there is nothing unusual or 
dangerous about the Eldercare Facility use or the property that pose any realistic 
or unique risk of danger to the residents or the surroundings.  Addressed in the 
correspondence is Assistant Chief Butler’s response of the site being in a High 
Severity Zone, and that this is a large district and spreads throughout the entire 
City.  He states, “Stringent building codes and brush fire clearance in Los Angeles 
provide the necessary safety for these buildings to be properly built and protected.  
With these safety aspects in place, there is no foundation that the proposed senior 
community may actually pose a danger to the very people it is meant to serve.”  In 
addition, the proposed project would be required to install automatic fire sprinklers 
to be consistent with the response-distance criteria specified in LAMC 57.09.07A 
of 1.5 miles.   
 
Furthermore, the project does not exceed the threshold criteria established by 
LADOT for preparing a traffic study.   A study prepared by Meridian Consultants 
analyzed the project and determined the project would not have a significant 
impact on the environment, and also determined the use would have less of an 
impact than an apartment/condo, office building or shopping center.  A Department 
of Transportation Review was conducted on August 10, 2017 and determined that 
the proposed project would generate 166 daily trips, five AM Peak Hour Trips and 
14 PM Peak Hour Trips.  Analysis was based on the ITE 9th Edition – Trip Rate 
(2.02/DU Daily Trip Ends, 0.06/DU AM Peak Trip Rate, 0.17/DU PM Peak Trip 
Rate) for “Congregate Care Housing” (253).   
 
Therefore, the project will not have any significant impacts to traffic.  Interim 
thresholds were developed by DCP staff based on CalEEMod model runs relying 
on reasonable assumptions, consulting with AQMD staff, and surveying published 
air quality studies for which criteria air pollutants did not exceed the established 
SCAQMD construction and operational thresholds.  The project site will be 
adequately served by all public utilities and services given that the construction of 
the subject Eldercare Facility is consistent with the General Plan.  Therefore, the 
project meets all of the Criteria for the Class 32. 

 
Exceptions Narrative for Class 32 Categorical Exemption 
 
There are six (6) Exceptions which the City is required to consider before finding a project 
exempt under Class 15303 and 15332: (a) Location; (b) Cumulative Impacts; (c) 
Significant Effect; (d) Scenic Highways; (e) Hazardous Waste Sites; and (f) Historical 
Resources.  
 
a. Location.  The proposed project is not located in an area that would impact an 

environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where designated, 
precisely mapped, or officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state or local 
agencies.  While the subject site is located within a Hillside Grading Area, a 
landslide area, a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, specific Regulatory 
Compliance Measures (RCMs) in the City of Los Angeles regulate the grading and 
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construction of projects in these particular types of “sensitive” locations and will 
reduce any potential impacts to less than significant. In addition to the City of Los 
Angeles’ stringent building codes and brush fire clearances, which provide the 
necessary safety for the buildings in these designated areas to be properly built 
and protected (as addressed by the Fire Department), these RCMs have been 
historically proven to work to the satisfaction of the City Engineer to reduce any 
impacts from the specific environment the project is located.  Thus, the location of 
the project will not result in a significant impact. 
 
 

b. Cumulative Impacts.  The proposed project would not contribute to a significant 
cumulative impact because the project would comply with the requirements of the 
City of Los Angeles’ General Plan and the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan.  The project would be required to comply with all applicable City 
ordinances, regulations, and permitting conditions.  The subject site is surrounded 
by properties zoned C1-1-H, OS-1XL, RD3-1, and (Q)RD3-1 zones, and 
characterized by generally sloping topography and improved streets.  The subject 
property is surrounded by multi-family residential and commercial uses, as well as 
designated open space area.  Properties immediately to the north across Vereda 
De La Montura and to the east across Palisades Drive are zoned RD3-1 and 
developed with residential condominium structures. Property to the southeast 
across Palisades Drive is zoned (Q)RD3-1 and also developed with residential 
condominium structures.  The property abutting the project site to the west is 
privately-owned open space area.  Property immediately to the south is zoned C1-
1-H and developed with a shopping center containing neighborhood-serving 
commercial uses.  There are no known similar projects anywhere near the vicinity 
of the property ongoing or anticipated in the foreseeable future.   

 
c. Significant Effect.  Discussion is provided herein to demonstrate the proposed 

project would not have a significant effect on the environment. 
 

d. Scenic Highways.  The project site is located on Palisades Drive, which is a 
designated Avenue I.  Palisades Drive is not designated a Scenic Highway.  
However, no unique geologic features or rock outcroppings are located on the 
project site.  The project site contains various ornamental landscaping and trees 
on site.  These trees do not consists of any tree species protected under the Los 
Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance (i.e., Valley Oak, California Love Oak, Southern 
California Black Walnut, Western Sycamore, or California Bay).  Any trees 
removed would be replaced in accordance with the City’s tree replacement 
requirements.  The proposed project would be consistent with the required height 
restrictions as discussed further below.  As such, the project would not 
substantially damage scenic resources.  Accordingly, the proposed project would 
not have a significant effect relative to scenic highways on the environment. 
 

e. Hazardous Waste Sites.  Furthermore, according to Envirostor, the State of 
California’s database of Hazardous Waste Sites, neither the subject site, nor any 
site in the vicinity, is identified as a hazardous waste site. 
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f. Historical Resources. The project site has not been identified as a historic 
resource by local or state agencies, and the project site has not been determined 
to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, California 
Register of Historical Resources, the Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments 
Register, and/or any local register; and was not found to be a potential historic 
resource based on the City's HistoricPlacesLA website or SurveyLA, the citywide 
survey of Los Angeles. Finally, the City does not choose to treat the site as a 
historic resource. 

Inquiries regarding this matter should be directed to Courtney Shum, Planning Staff for 
the Department of City Planning at (213) 978-1916. 

HEN~7 
Associate Zoning Administrator 

HC:CS:bk 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
Eleventh District 

Adjoining Property Owners 
Interested Parties 
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PROJECT SUMMARY 

PROJECT ADDRESS; 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

17310 W. VEREOA DE LA MONTURA 
LOS ANGB.ES, CA 90272 

A NEW PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL CARE FACILITY FOR THE ELDERLY {R2. l OCCUPANCY! 
IN A FOUR STORY BUilOING TYPE•IIA CONSTRUCTION OVER 2 LEVELS Of SUBTERRANEAN PARKING TYPE-IA CONSTRUCTION 
IN COMPLIANCE WITH CITY OF LOS ANGElES ELDERCARE ORDINANCE 

APN: 443-101-001 I 

LEGAL DESCRIPltON: LOT 1 Of TRACT NO. 64625. IN THE CITY Of LOS ANGELES. COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES. STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA. AS PER MAP FILED IN BOOK 1380, PAGES 16 AND 17 OF MAPS, IN THE OFFICE 

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 

LOT AREA: 

ZONE: 

GENERAL PLAN: 

COASTAL ZONE: 

HILLSIDE AREA: 

DENSITY ALLOWED: 

DENSITY PROPOSED: 

OCCUPANCY: 

F.A.R ALLOWED; 

F.A.R PROPOSED: 

HEIGHT ALLOWED: 

HEIGHT PROPOSED: 

OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OFSAID COUNTY. 

C0-11 MIKE BONIN 

43,097.74 SF (PER SURVEY) 

C\ · 1-H 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

YES 

YES 

43.097.74 SF./ .500 = 86 SUITES {12.13 C.4) 

82SUITES 

R2.1 {RCFE) 

BUILOABLE LOT AREA x F.A.R = 4J.097.74 SF x 1.5 = 6-4,646 SF 

64,646SF 

45' MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 

"'S' FROM REFERENCE GRADE {5' FROM BUIL0'NG) El.EVATk)N OF 695'1 

TRANSITIONAL HEIGHT REQUIRED: YES (LAMCSECTION 12.21C.1 0) 

TRANSITIONAL HEIGHT PROVIDED: YES 

STO RJES ALLOWED: UNLIMITED 

STORIES PROPOSED: 

SET6ACKS: REQ UIRED ANO PROVIDED 
PER CODE FOR RESIDENTIAL USES 

A. FRONT YARD!@ PALISADES DRIVE): 10' (MEASURED AFTER 
DEDICATION) PROVIDED 

B. SIDE YARD l@VEREDA DE LA MONTURA): 7' PROVIDED 
C. SIDE YARD !NON STREET): 7' PROVIDED 
0. REAR YARD: 16' PROVIDED 

PARKING REQUIRED: FOR MEMORY CARE, 0.2 PARKING SPACE FOR EACH GUEST BED 
FOR ASSISTED LIVING, l PARKING SPACE FOR EACH GUEST ROOM 
SEE {12.21 A4 {d) (5)1 
65 TOTAL PARKING REQUIRED 

PARKING PROVIDED: 66 TOTAL PARKING SPACE PROVIDED /2 LEVELS SUBTERRANEAN! 

BICYCLE REQUIRED: 

BICYCLE PROVIDED: 

OPEN SPACE: 

5 LONG-TERM BICYCLES AND 5 SHORT-TERM BICYCLES 

5 LONG-TERM BICYCLES AND 5 SHORT-TERM BICYCLES 

NOT APPLICABLE-NOT DWELLING UNITS 

AREA SUMMARY 

SUITE SUMMARY: 

GUEST SUITE TYPE DESCRIPTION 
MEM RY AR1--· 

MC-P RIVATE UITES 
MC-S PRIV UITE..' 

AS IS11-1 , 11v1N 

A TUDl0Sll1T 

• 8 SUITES 
C I YVI .. BDl<M SUITES 

T TAL 

QUANTITY 

R 

21 

" 06 

" 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

PERCENTAGE 

ID% 

·-
/)'o 

, .. -

; 
t 

·~, .. , 

SITE--

VICINITY MAP 

SHEET INDEX 

GENERAL 
A0.00 COVER SHEET 
AO.OJ PROJECT INFORMATION 
A0.02 RENDERING VIEW FROM VEREDA DE LA MONTURA 
A0.03 RENDERING VIEW FROM PALISADES DRIVE 
A0.04 LAND SURVEY 
AO.OS SITE CONTEXT INFORMATION 
A0.06 SITE CONTEXT INFORMATION 

ARCHITECTURAL 

Al.QI PLOT PLAN 
A 1 .02 COMPOSITE SITE PLAN 
A2.0J P2 FLOOR PLAN 
A2.02 Pl FLOOR PLAN 
A2.03 GROUND FLOOR Pt.AN 
A2.04 SECOND FLOOR PLAN 
A2.05 THIRD FLOOR PLAN 
A2.06 FOURTH FLOOR PLAN 
A2.07 ROOF PLAN 
A2.IO MEMORY CARE GUEST SUITE FLOOR PLANS 
A2. l l ASSISTED LIVING GUEST WITE FLOOR PLANS 
A3.01 BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
A3.02 BUILDING EI.EVATIONS 
A3.03 BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
A3.04 EXTERIOR MATERIALS 
A4.01 BUILDING SECTIONS 

LANDSCAPE 

L1 
L2 
LJ 
l4 
LS 
l6 
L? 
LB 

OVERALL LANDSCAPf p'tt."':.,VH I BIT . ~:~~~~R~5~F1si~ A .,f..~~i 
POOL DECK - FIRSTL IL__ ') .11-· . 
CENTRALCOURTYAR ~~. --L.:::.... of I 
~~A~~~~~;;HnaD ~ 8No. Ztl '2,;{IJ ,7,/.'7(; 
PLANT IMAGES 

SHWNA0.01 • ~,~:~~~CL~::::!., 
DA1E 

T. 310 • .!1160.0200 F. 310.450.0225 

www.gmpaArchitocts.com 
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VIEW OF THE NEIGHBORING RESTAURANT LOOKING NORTH VIEW OF NEIGHBORING RESTAURANT LOOKING SOUTH 
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SITE INFORMATION 
PROJECT ADDRESS: 

LEGAL. DESCRIPTION: 

APN: 

PARKING REQUIRED 

17310 W. VEREDA DE LA MONlURA 
LOS ANGELES, CA 9021'2 

LOT 1 OF TRACT NO. 64625. IN THE cny OF LOS 
ANGELES. COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES. STATE OF 
CAUFORNIA, AS PER MAP f lU:D IN BOOK 1360. 
PAGES 16 AND 17 OF MAPS. INlHE OFFICE 
OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OFSAID COUNTY. 

44.)-IOl-0011 

PROPOSED NUMBER OF SUITES: B2 SUITES 
PARKtNG SPACES REQUIRED: PER 12.21 A4 {d) j5) 
MEMORY CARE = 29 GUEST BEDS {0.2 SPACE PER GUEST BEOI = 6 SPACES 
ASSISTED LIVING ::c 59 GUEST ROOMS (I SPACE PERGUESl R00Mj =59SPACES 
TOTAL SPACES REQUIRED = 65 SPACES 

PARKING PROVIDED 
STANDARD SPACES 
HANDICAPPED SPACES 
COMPACT SPACES 
TOTAL SPACES PROVIDED 

AREA 
TOTAL SITE AREA 
TOTAL FLOOR AREA 
FAR 

=62SPACES 
= 3SPI\CES 
,. lSPACES 
= 66SPACES 

= ,J.097.7.t S.f. 
=6A.646S,F, 
,., 1.5 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE 

JJHl/2" 

-

LOW POINT / 
ON PROPERTY--,,.-

_,,-,--' 

FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

VEREDA DE LA MONTURA 

BUILDING ROOF 

/ 

BUILDIN HEIGHT• 45' 
M FROM LOWEST 
EX OINT WITHIN 5' 
OF ILDING PERIMETER. 

NEW 4 STORY BUILDING 
OVER 2 LEVELS OF 
SUBTERRANEAN PARKING 

\ 
\__ 7' SIDE YARD SETBACK 

EXHIBIT "/J,;.'-J 
Page No. ~ of~ 
CaseNo. tA 2:rz. '2/'10 

'"'""A 1.01 
CATE 

. FEBRUARY 6. 2017 

_ _J ~l 

J2'-3" 

PLOT PLAN 
SCALE: 1/16'"1'-0" 

• 
GMPA ARCHITECTS 
11878 Le Grange Awe, loll~. CA 90025 
T. 310.450.0200 F, 310.,S0.0225 

www.gmpaArchl1ccts,com 



DRIVEWAY ENTRY: 
FIRST LEVEL. 

ROOF DECK: 
THIRD LEVEL 

PRQP(;RTY LINE. TYP -

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE 

POOL DECK 
FIRST LEVEL 

FOR PALISADES DRI\IE LP . 

BUILDING ROOF 

-eENTRAL COURTYARD: 
FIRSTLEVEL 

,,,_...,,.~~~,.......,..,.----, COMPOSITE SITE 
EXHIBIT "/Jf PLAN 

Page No. -dJ--,ot.:J.L 
CeseNo. :14 7,s,Z-2/IJ< 

SCALE 111~·-r.o· 

• 
GMPA ARCHITECTS 
l 1&7BL1Gr11."'tQ(IA.Vft,loeAligelae.CA~ 

t 310.'50.0200 F. 310.460,0225 

www.gmpaArGhltects.com 



VEREDA DE LA MONTURA -- -

--

109'-0 1/1' 192'-s' 

JJJ'-a 1/1' 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

,,_! 

1~1 

1 DEDICATION 

la ,,.11 

\ 
EXHIBIT 'W.'·· 

Page No. _bJ..._ o1.$L._ J 
ease No. all zq.-7 , 21 , 

P2 FLOOR PLAN 
SCALE 1/1G"c1'-0" 

• ~.~~~;~CL~~::::!,, 
T. 31D.4!50,0200 F. 310.450.022~ 

WWW,11f11POArchilect9.00m 



VEREDA DE LA MONTURA 

-

MA. DN 

.. 21 

20 

" ... .. 18 

l7 

16 

I 15 11 

- I " 11 

13 

-~ 
5 

:!:. 

\ 

\ 

' ' 

______ 10H 1/f Pl FLOOR PLAN 
JJJ'-8 1/2' SCALE 1/1!1"•1'--0" 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

SH EET NO 

A2.02 
DATE 

FEBRUARY 6, 2017 
• ~.~,:~:.~:~l::~T~5 

T. 31M50.0200 F. 310.4,0.0225 

www.g-m p11Arthltet t, .com 



;<. 

VEREDA DE LA MONTURA ------------------

' 

lll'Hll/2' 

JJJ-1 1/2" 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P . 

I 

\ 

\ 

\ 
EXHIBIT "~' i 

Page No. -f2..- ot3L I 
case No. 7'5 e,.,,. Zif" , 

GROUND 
FLOOR PLAN 
SCALE 1/16"•1'-Q" 

• ~.~::~~:,~::~~::. 
T, 310.460.0200 F. 310.460.0225 

www.gmpeArchitecl9.oom 



' ' 

109'-0 1/2' 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE 

JJl'-! 1/2' 

VEREDA DE LA MONTURA 

192'-5" 

~ y 

FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

2ND FLOOR PLAN 
SCALE 111 6"=1'-0" 

SH~ET NO 

A2.04 
• 

GMPAARCHITECTS 
11878l.sGran(J9Ave.Loo~,CA 00025 
T. 310."60.0200 F. J10.450.0225 

w-.11fTlpt1Arc:hllect1.com 



/ 

' ' 

1m·-o 1/r 

""' 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE 

' ' _.>. 

VEREDA DE LA MONTURA 

/ 7'SIDEYARDSETBACK 

. -- -- 7--------- --- -

/ / • A 
16'REAR __.,,.,,,,,..,,, 'l::,$;/ 
YARD ~,,. 
SETBACK y · 

192'-s· · 

J)J'-! 1/!' 

FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

,--
..... I; 

3RD FLOOR PLAN 
SCALE 1116"•1'~· 

'""'"°A2.os 
DATE 

FEBRUARY 6, 2017 

• 
GMPAARCHITECTS 
11818LI GnFIQllA.ve, lo&~ C.-.9002!> 
T. 310,.(50,0200 F. 310.460.0225 

- .i.mpaArchilects.com 



', 
' ~ -- ', - ' ... ... - ~ 

111J-O 1/2' 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE 

--

lll'--31/2' 

VEREDA DE LA MONTURA 

192'-l' 

LD.. v 

FOR PALISADES DRIVE LP. 

SMfEfNO 

A2.06 
CAI£ 

FEBRUARY 6, 2017 

EXHIBIT "Pt \ 
Page No. _$_.ot....3L _ \ 
Case No. 2# '(,11/? ""e/?d ' 

4TH FLOOR PLAN 
SCALE 1/16"=1'-0" 

• 

GMPA ARCHITECTS 
11676 le Grsrge A.'16, l.DI Angi,!e&. CA 00025 

T. 310.A&l.0200 F. 310.450.0225 

www.gmpaAn:hi1ects.oom 



' ' 

- - '~ 

.. ,,,, 

-
\.,"' 

',, 

--, ____ _ 

' 

' ' 

109'-01/2' 

........... 

~ 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE 

', 

VEREDA DE LA MONTURA 

192'-5' 

.llJ'-81/2' 

FOR PALISADES DRIVE LP. OAlE 

~ SI 
'~JLG 
~~/ 

EXHIBIT "No' 
PageNo. ~ ot..3.L_ 
case No. zit Zoll/rt/1'/ '0 

ROOF PLAN 
SCA.LE 1/16"'*1'-0" 

11870 LI G111r1Qe Ave, 1.o&Ange!M, CA~ 
T. 310.•60.0200 F. 310.'50.0220: 

FEBRUARY 6, 2017 

• 
GMPA ARCHITECTS 

www.gmpaArchitect3.com 



It'-,' 

MEMORY CARE 
SUITE MC-Pl 
AREA - 342 SF. 

MEMORY CARE 
SUITEMC-Sl 
AREA - 396 SF. 

I 15'-11/t 

MEMORY CARE 
SUITE MC-P2 
AREA - 434 SF. 

MEMORY CARE 
SUITE MC-S2 
AREA- 335 SF. 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE 

MEMORY CARE 
SUITE MC-S3 
AREA- 417 SF. 

MEMORY CARE 
SUITE MC-P3 
AREA - 399 SF. 

MEMORY CARE 
SUITE MC-S4 
AREA- 407 SF. 

FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

MEMORY CARE 
SUITE MC-P4 
AREA - 362 SF. 

MEMORY CARE 
SUITE MC -S5 
AREA - 351 SF. 

!T--0' 

MEMORY CARE 
SUITE MC- PS 
AREA- 343 SF. 

L ~·-,· 
~1~~l ~ Pf:XH I BIT "A' 
AREA- 40l FPageNo. _a_oL3.L __ 

Case No. JA:1,,o(tJ.,,2J/Jd 
MEMORY CARE 
GUEST SUITE PLANS 
SCALE 1/8.•1'-0" 

P -

• 
GMPA ARCHITECTS 
1 t678 La Gnrtgft A\16, loll AngelM, CA 90026 
T. 310.~0.0200 F. 310."60.0225 

www.grnpaArchitecte.com 



l 

ASSISTED LIVING 
SUITE Al 
AREA - 410 SF. 

ASSISTED LIVING 
SUITE B4 
AREA- 604 SF. 

't 

" 

,r-, 1/f 

ASSISTED LIVING 
SUITE A2 
AREA- 435 SF. 

' ~"/ 

~ 

"' > / . 
/ 

··, 
> 

ASSISTED LIVING 
SUITE B5 
AREA - 604 SF. 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE 

0 

!---- ·~·--,__ __ __, 
ASSISTED LIVING 
SUITE A3 
AREA-400 SF. 

ASSISTED LIVING 
SUITE Cl 
AREA-800 SF. 

FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P . 

ASSISTED LIVING 
SUITE Bl 
AREA- 619 SF. 

r[ 
-. 
" ' 

n·~ 

ASSISTED LIVING 
SUITE B2 
AREA - 554 SF. 

ASSISTED LIVING 
SUITE 83 
AREA-500SF 

ASSISTED LIVING 
SUITE C2 

ASSISTED LIVING 
SUITE C3 

AREA - 850 SF. AREA - 700 SF. 

EXH~~~vz'l/~i INDEPENDENT LIVING I SUITE PLANS 
Page No. of . j ~sc ..... •,.,,• ',i;;"·.,.,_ . ..,.<!;:"'==='~ 
Case No. .,,,. ~ 0 j' 10' 20• 

SHEET NO 

A2.11 
1 DA.TE 

! FEBRUARY 6. 2017 

• 
GMPA ARCHITECTS 
11876LIOrlnoeAvo, LDl!Angeloe,CAQ0025 
T. 310.-450.0200. F, 310.A.S0,0225 

www.gmpaArch1tl!lcta.com 



ST,A,IR aevATORS STAIR 

0 

' ;,, BU1LOING HEIGHT 

VEDERA OE LA MONTURA 

------------------- L-0 _____ ------------- __ J u.iw.w.iilii..wi.1- ' 
' ' ' ' L _ _____ - - - - - -- - - ------- - - - ------- - - - - ---------- - ------ - - - ---- - _.J 

(2) EAST ELEVATION - ALONG PALISADES DRIVE 

STAIR STAIR 

PALISADES DRIVE 

8 
' ~ ' t- - - - - - - ------- - - --------- - ------ -- - - - ----------- --------- -- - ---------- - --------- - - - -, 

' ' ' ' ' ' L----------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 

CD NORTH ELEVATION - ALONG VEDERA DE LA MONTURA 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE FOR PALISADES DRIVE l.P, 

r~rf ~.-,j. 

_Jl~t?J _jj 

1. EXTERIOR PLASTER· COLOR: PORCELAJN 
2, EXTERIOR PlASTER- COLOR: TW!llGHl GRAY 
3. EXTERIOR PLASTER - COLOR: MORRIS ROOM GRAY 
4. CLEAR AlUMlNUM DOOR FRAME 
5, CLEAR ALUMINUM VllNOOW FRAME 
6. METAL GUARDRAIL- COLOR; CASTLE GRAY 
7. METAL CANOPY· COLOR CASl\.f GRAY 
a. METAL TRELLIS· COLOR CASTLE GRAY 
9. PORCELAIN TILE - COL~: B!ANCO 
10. VENlll.ATEO FACADE· TRE.SPA Elffift.NT OAK 
11 . CLEAR GLASS GU,A,RORAIL 

UILDING ELEVATIONS 

• 
GMPAARCHITECTS 
11876 LaGtun;JeAY&, Loe Anoo!OI, CA 90025 

T. 310.450.~ F. 310.450.0225 
www.gmpaAl'chitect1.com 



,· 
I 
I 

STAIR 

~-----------------------------------------~-~-,~~~~~-· 
: GARAGE ENTRY 

I I 

L------------- ---------------- --------------- -- -~---------- --- --------------- ----------------- ------J 

: 
' I 

ELEVATORS 

0 SOUTH WEST ELEVATION 

STAIR 

I I r-------- ---~--------------- -- -----------------------------------------------------~ 
I ' I I 

' ' ~--- ----------------- -- ---------------------- --------------------------------------~ 

PARAPf:T. 

I GARAGE 
LEV_ELT'2 

9 ~D BUILDING HBGHT 

- ' - -0 ~ 

2. 
3. 

'· 
5. 

' 7. 

.•. 

EXIERJOR PLASTER· COLOR: PORcaAIN 
EXTERIOR PLASTER - COLOR: TWILIGHT GRAY 
EXTEl110R PLASTER, COLOR; MOR~S ROOM GRAY 
CLEAA ALUMINUM DOOR f«AME 
CLEAR ALUMINUM V'nNOOW FR-AME 
METAL GUARDRAIL- COLOR: CASTLE GRAY 
METAL CANOPY - CO LOR CASTLE GRAY 
METAL TRElUS - COlOR CASILE GRAY 
PORCELAIN TILE - COLOR:; BIANCO 

10. VENTILATED FACADE - lRESPA ELEGANT OAK 
11. CLEAR GLASS GUARDRAIL 

Olio 
_ ~ PALIDASADES DRIVE 

_ I LOWEST EXISTING = GRADE 5 FROM 
U!l.DING• 69S/1 

~I~ 
' b, 

Pl 

® SOUTH ELEVATION 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 
© Copyright 2016, GMPA Alchilecls. Inc. 11,..IOli"'-"IION nQVIDED IN IHIS eom::EPIUM f'I.\N IS PmlMIH.I.RY IH HAIUR! .I.ND WA5 PliEP .. UDWl!HOIJI 111E !!HFflT OFA,.. ARCIUECIIJRAl (,t.HDllJRVE' oeG~O/£CHMCA.l REl'O!fl AHDI:! SU~JK:TIOCfU.NGUM-ICMODIACATONSOUR~ rn11m1,1t"NTSI 

EXHIBIT ''A" 
Page No.~~ 
Case No. ?A "l,c,- ~ 

SHEEINA3.02 
OAlE 

FEBRUARY 6,2017 

BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
SCALE 1/16'::1•-0• 

• 
GMPA ARCHITECTS 
11876 La G:lll1!19 lwe, Lo8 Ang(lllet!, CA 00025 
T. 310.450.0200 F. 310.'50.0225 

www.gmpaArchl1ect3,com 



VEDERA DE LA MONTUAA 

I 
PL 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE 

STAIR ELEVATORS 

' ' ' ' ' ~- ----------- ·----------------------------------- -------- --- -----~ : : 
' ' L------------- - - - - ----------- - ---- --------- --- --- -- ------- -- - - -- -~ 

@WEST ELEVATION 

J .!..~3 

Ft.OOR2 

ARAGE 
lEVELP2 PL-· -

EXHIBIT "Pt 
Page No. :3L....5~ 
Case No. 2A 'IP(,'/~ ~ 

FOR PALISADES DRIVE LP. 
"'"'"°A3.03 
DAlE 

FEBRUARY 6, 2017 

1 EXTERIOR PLASlER. COLOR: PORCELAIN 
2. EXTERIOR PLASTER· COLOR:TWILIGHT GfV,'f 
3. EXTERIOR Pl.ASTER · COLOR: MORRIS ROOM GRA'f 
4. CLEAR ALUMINUM OOOR FRAME 
5. CLEAR ALUMINUM WINDOW FRAME 
6. METAL GUARDRAIL- COLOR: CASTLE GRA'f 
7. MElALCANOf'Y·COlORCASn.EGRAY 
8. METAL TRELLIS - COLOR CASTLE GRAY 
9. PORCELAIN llLE- COLOR: BIAN CO 
10. PORCELAIN TILE· COLOR: BEIGE 
11. VENnlATEO f ACADE • JR8PA ELEGANT OM 
12. CLEAR GLASS GUARDRAIL 

"i' . ;,,n BUILDING HEIGHT 

"i' 
e 
"i' 

; lil 
~ LOWEST EXISTING 

GRADE 5' FROM 
,- BUn..DING = 69S.o· 

BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
SCALE 1116.•l'-()" 

• 
GMPA ARCHITECTS 
1187G La Orar"lge ~. LoeAngelN, CA9002S 

T. 310.460.0200 F. 310.4S0.022S 

www.gmpaArchitects.com 



I 

r0 
I 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE 

rEJ rEJ 1,{D 

I I / 

FOR PALISADES DRIVE LP . 

TYPICAL EXTERIOR MATEIRALS AND FINISHES: 

EXTERIORPl.t\STEF! 

TO MATCH SHERWIN Wll.LIAMS PAINT COLOR SW 0053 

PORCELAIN 

2. EXIERIORPlA.STER 

TO MATCH SHERWIN WILLIAMS PAINT COLOR SW 0054 

TWILIGHT GRAY 

3. EXTERIOR PLASTE~ 

TO MATCH SHE~WIN WILLIAMS PAINT COLOR SW 0037 

MORRIS ROOM GRAY 

-4. METAL DOOR FRAME 

TO MATCH ALCOA ARCHIUCClURAl PROOOCTl 

CLEAR ALUMINUM 

S. MErAl WINDOW FRAME 

TO MATCH ALCOA ARCH/IECTURAL PRODUCTS 

CLEAR ALUNoNJM 

ii. METAL GUARDRAIL 

TO MATCH ALC01' REYNOaQt..'O 

CASTLE GRAY 

7. METAL CANOt'Y 

JO MATCH ALCOA REYNOBONO 

CASTLE GRAY 

tl . METAL TRELUS 

TO MATCH ALCOA REYNO!OND 

CASTLl=GRAY 

9. PORCELAIN TILE 

10 MATCH All.AS CONCOROE !!LOCK 

BIANCO 

10. VENlllATED FACADE SYSTEM PANELS 

TO MATCH TRESPA METEON WOOD DECORS 

ElEGANl'OA~ 

11. G LASS G UAmRAll 

LOW IRON QEAR GLASS 

EXHIBIT "/\' EXTERIOR MATERIALS 
P N , ,, Q.-) - SCALE 1/i6'",.1'..Q' 

age o.~of..:zL__ 
Case No. 2A: 'Zoill · 2/ IJo O 

,. ,. "' 

l'""'A3.04 , • GMPA ARC HITECTS 
11618 LIi Gllll'IQ8 ~:ve, Loi~ Ci\ 90026 IDAIE I T. 310.'60.0200 F. 310.A(,().0226 

FEBRUARY 6. 2017 www.gmpaArchilflCta.eom 



50·-o· 

(TRANSITIONAL HEtGm} 

16'-0" I 

1 SETBACK t 

t--! : 
~ :rj'1· · -; 

::1 : 
I o 

I o 

1695.0' ~j 

ii ---J_/ 
I 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE 

I , ___ ; 

50'-0' 
ITRANSITlONA.L HBGHT} 

·-o· 
_ __J 

SECTION 

FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

7 
P.ARAPET 

;,, 
BUILDING HEIGHT Rq9F 

0 

' 
FtOOR4 ~ 

F~Q9R3 ~ '9 - -· ~ 7 
-

~ 

LOWEST EXISTING 
GRADE 5' FROM 
BUILDING = 695.0' 

GARAGE ·a, 
L_!:VE:Lrl _ 

GARAGE 'f 
LEVJ:Lf2 

.,, 



ROOF DECK: 
THIRD LEVEL 
(SEE ENlARGEMENT 
ON SHEET L-6) 

DRIVEWAY ENTRY: 
FIRST LEVEL 
(SEE ENLARGEMENT 
ON SHEET L-3) 

(SEE ENLARGEMENT 
ONSHEETL-4) 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE DEVELOPMENT FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 
SCALE· 1/IS"=Nl' 

!"'i""'l!!"-rtl!:'-~---"!I' IV\ 0 .,, ,~, l2' IS4''6J 

I,, 
If ,~ 

\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 

CENTRAL COURTYARD: 
FIRST LEVEL 
(SEE ENLARGEMENT 
ON SHEET L-5) 

\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 

GENERAL NOTES: 

1. AlL IANDJCAPE Al'IEAS WILL 8( IRRIGATED W/ A HIGH EFFICIENCY 
IRRIGATION W/SM)IRT IRRIGA nDN CONTR0!5 

2. AU PLANnNG & IRRIGATION SHAU COMPLY WITH CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
RfQIJIREM!NTS. 

3. 1/IR/GAT/ONDESIGN WIH INCORPOf?ATr CPA WATiRSENSE 
SPECIFICATIONS 

4. SIREEr TREES SHALL BC SELECTED ANO INSTAUED PER cm OF lOS 
ANGEUS DEPARTMENT OF UflBAN FORESrRY 

5. ALL NEWPI.ANTEDAfffAS TOBE HEAVILtMULCHEDFOR WATER 
CONSERVAnDN, 

6". TUER£ ARE NO EXISTING rRUS ON THE SITE. 

WATER CON5ERVA TJON STATEMENT: 

AI.L UNDSO.H W1U. 8[ 51'£CJFICO. ,u.NT£0 $ /llltJGATEOACCDROIHG TO 
XE'11SCAPC D£S1GN P'11NIPlES WHICH /!JCWDE. 111£ PREDOMINANT USE OF 
DROUGKT TOLERANT PW.T MAWf/J\LS: THE P,VICTICE OF HYDNOZON/NG OH 
GROUPING PI.M'TS WITH SIMILAR WATER 1/EQUIR!M!Nts TCJGCTH(fl; MIMMfl/HG 
TIJRFAMASA,NI) TH£ EIHC:ENT Appt,cAT/ON OF WATER IIY USING MATCH 
PRECIPlfltrlON HE~DS, DRIP LJNE, SEPARATE v.,uvrs FOR TURF ANO GROUNO 
COVEii AREAS ,VID IIAIIV SHUT OFF OEV/CfS. THIS PROJECTWILJ.. COMPLY WHH THE 
STAT!" WATfll CONSOIVAT!ON ORPINANCE lFFECTr/£ JANUARY l, 1010. 

MPA ARCHI1 ECTS I 
16\.IIQw'lgeA\/f!/, loaAngeles,CA IKlQ25 

10.-150.0200 F=. 310.<150.0225 i 

www.gmp~ltects.com I 



STREET TREES PER 
DEPARTMENT OF 
URBAN FORESTRY 

PLANT LEGEND - PERIMETER LANDSCAPE 
NATIVE SLOPE SHRUBS AND 
GROUNDCOVERS: 1,5.15 GAL. 

SYMBOL 

I 
. 

. 

. 

' 

BOTANICAL NAME 
"COMMON NAMt 

A'K:TOSTAf>HYLOS SPECIE5 
' MANlANITA" 

S>.CCHARIS SPECJES 
"eACCHARIS" 

Q;l'.HOTHUS SPEOCS 
"CAUFOF:NIALILAC"' 

l!HUS1~Rll'OUA 
"lEMONAOE SUMAC 

RillE$SP{QOSUM 
'UOOSE8ER1tl'" 

AU PlANT TYPES MAY liQf IIE SPECIFIED. 

VER EDA OE LA .V.ONTW~A 

42" Hr GUARDRAIL ON 
PtANTER WALL 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE DEVELOPMENT FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P . 

P:\P-Z\WIP 161 Palisades\Drawings\L2 First Level Landscape Plan.dwg, 1/30/2017 11:52:13 AM, _AutoCAD PDF (Smallest File).pc3 

AT GRADE PLANTING AREA 

EGRESS TO STREET 

,--....._---- LOW.RETAIN/NG WAU TO 
FLATTEN CORNER 

42" HT. GUARDRAIL ON 
PLANTER WALL 

EGRESS FROM GARAGE 

PLANT LEGEND - PERIMETER LANDSCAPE 
GENERAL SLOPE SHRUBS AND GROUND 
COVERS: 1.5, 15 GAL. 

SYMBOL BOTANICAL NAME 
-coMMON NAMf' 

,11,~CTOSTAPHYlOS SP£CIES 
"MAN?,lr,.t«TA" 

c,•JmCSPECIES 
~EOG< 

CEAN01Hl/S SPECIES 
"CAUiO~Nl>iltl.AC" 

CISTUS~f'ECm 
"~OCKROSC"' 

~ESfUCACil.AUCA 
91UEFESCUC 

riOTE: PlANlS SHAU eE CHOSEN FIN)ll.1 THE UST AaOVE 
All P\.ANTTYPfS 1-V.'f NOT 8ESPECIFIEO 

EXHIBIT "Pt 
PageNo.~ of~ 
case No. 1A 7.;ql'l- 2/ll 

FIRST LEVEL LANDSCAPE PLAN. 

SHEET NO 
SCAUi, 1116'•1'-0' ~r-----------·· '°' o a· 1&' 32· 114·\6) 

L-2 
CATE •

GMPA AR.CHITECTS l 
11 876 IJIGrllf109 Av, , Loe Nogelet, CA eoo2sl 

L_:_ANUARY JO. 2017 
T. 310,4,0.0200 F. 310,450.0225 I 

_ ~.gmpaArch·t11 cl.1.com I 



--- --- .--

ACCESSIBI.E 18%) 
CONCRETE RAMP 10 
SrREET WITTi fXPOSED 
AGGREGAlc FINISH 

PERMEABLE PAVING -------'W~:-°'r.~ i:'--°"'.:,c--,:-----
AT AUTO COURT 

MIXED NATIVE SHRUBS - - -----~ .:#.•:,i,. 
ON SLOPE TO OBSCURE 
RETAINING WALL 

FOUNTAIN FEATURE 
WITH6'-8' HT 
BACKDROP WALL 

~ W>----- STREET TREES PER 

n. 

c_ 

--1-. __ ~ ,------2'X4' TILE PAVING 
~ OR EXTENSION OF 

. -.-: ::r..· c LOBBY MATERIAL 

-~ _: __ --~~~-l t ~~ 
.. -"-~-I·-~::-::. 

- - . _____ ::,,;. !', . 
,..... ... .. . . 

DEPARTMENT OF 
URBAN FORESTRY 

PLANT LEGEND - DRIVEWAY ENTRY 

SYMBOL 
BOTANICAL NAME 
"COMMON NAME" 

TREES 

ARBUTUS 'MARINA' ,_ 
"MARINA STRAWBERRY TREE" 

0 CERCIS CANADENSIS 'FOREST PANSY' 
~FOREST PANSY EASTERN REDBUD" 

• ER!OBOlRYA DEFLEXA 
"BRONZE LOQUAT' 

ERYTHRtNA SYKESII 
"AUSTRALIAN CORAL TREE" 

Q OLEA EUROPAEA 'WILSONN' 
"FRUITLESS OLIVE' 

~ PLATANUS RACEMOSA 
"CALIFORNIA SYCAMORE" 

NOTE: PLANTS SHALL BE CHOSEN FROM THE LIST ABOVE. 
ALL PlANT TYPES MAY NOT BE SPECIFIED, 
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EGRESS STAIRS TO 2ND - - --.,..,+-4=h!O"
AND 3RD FLOORS 

'WOOD' DECKING ON ----½:9)~---""..2--
PEDESTAL PAVERS 

LOUNGE FURNITURE, - --------- - ----~il!IIJ'.fet
TYP. 

DOUBLE SIDED FIREPLACE AS -------- -------->o,,-,~-'-;fl>-~--r-, 
FOCAL POINT FOR BOTH SPACES 

PLANT LEGEND - POOL DECK 

SYMBOL 
BOTANICAL NAME 
"COMMON NAMc' 

TREES 

0 CERCIS CANAOENSIS 'FOREST PANSY' 
''FOREST PANSY EASTERN REDBUD" 

~ 
CITRUS CULTIVARS • DWARF 
"CITRUS" 

~ -
RHAPHIOLEPlS 'MAJESTIC BEAUTY' 
"MAJESTIC BEAUTY INDIAN HAWTHORN" 

NOTE: PLANTS SHALL BE CHOSEN FROM THE UST ABOVE. 
ALL PLANT TYPES MAY NOT BE SPECIFIED. 

SIZE QTY. 

24"SOX 5 

2,i;"BOX 5 

2.C"80X 6 

·:;:!11'7-'"'IJ!ro-777'-----------pLANTER/FILTRAnON PLANTER 

-- · ---
TABLES WITH UMBRELLAS. TYP. 
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I EXHIBIT 'W' 
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TILE PAV/NG IN RADIAL 
PAITTRN AS PATHWAY 

ir . ::-nf'\>-: 11r ... "lr\ >-: 111: """ , ~~~~ 

/ 

FOUNTAIN FEATURE ----------==:.------"I 
FOR SOUND AND 
WATER CONTACT 

'UV/NG WALL' OR ART _____ ____ ________ _-:,~ ,~ 

ON BLANK WALL AS 
FOCAL POINT 
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PLANT LEGEND -
CENTRAL COURTYARD 

SYMBOL 

TREES 

BOTANICAL NAME 
"COMMON NAME"" 

BAMBUSA MULTIPLEX 'GOLDEN GOODESS' 
"COLDEN GOODliSS aAMeoo· 

~ ~H ... PJSEXCEl5US V "l> OYf'AlM" 

• 
• 

~CHEFHER.,I, ACTJNOPH'l'LLA 
"QUEEl'GLAHD UMSl!fLI.A TREE" 

PHOl:l'IIX ROEBELENII 
' PYGMY OATf PAlM" 

ASPARAGUS DENSIFLORUS 0MYEIUII ' 
''FOXT>.1LrERN' 

RHAf'IS EXCEi.SUS 
'\AOYPALM" 

SCHEFf'LERA flEGANTIS~ 
"fALSEARALIA" 

GRE_EN ROOF TRA.YS 

.-,Y,.\RAGUS Oa,19.FtORUS 
"FOXTAll.ff:lt'N" 

CAREXOMJI.SA 
· ~fRl:ElEYSEDGE" 

Ol,l,,NEUA l~f'*CA 
"T"5MANfLAXLl'Y" 

~!-----)i;;=;ilf--°'1--..:!ft-----ti~---- 8" DEEP GREEN ROOF 

OIANfUA TMM.J.NICA 'VAl!lt:GA.TA' 
91/A~EGATED FLAAULY" 

U~EMUSCMICOln'IAJtS 
1.ILYTURF" TRAYS WITH 'GRASS' 

LIKE PLANTS. TYP. 
NOTE: PtANTS SHALL BE CHOSEN FROM lHE UST ABOVE. 
ALL PLANT TYPES MAY NOT BE SPECIFIED. 

EXHIBIT 'W' 
PageNo. ~ of~ 
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DOG PARK WITH 
ARTIFICIAL TURf 
AND 42" HT. FENCE 

'WOOD' DECKING ON ---'"ll... 
PEDESTAL PAV£RS 

FIREPU.CE FEATURE WAU - -
AS .VISUAL TERMINUS TO 
DINING SPACE AND TO 
PROVIDE SEPARATION 
FROM DOG PARK 

PARTY/DINtNG SPACE - - ----·~--h-~""'~'--,, 
UNDER STEEL TREWS WffH 
CANOPY OF STRING LIGHTS 

OUTDOOR KfTCHEN WITH eaa-----~ ;,,.---h. 
SINK, BAR AND COUN1ERTOPS, 
COMMON DINING rABLE. AND 
BAR FACING V/E:W 

ARCHITECTURAL TREWS AS --- --' 
EXTENSION OF ARCHITECTURE TO 
SEPARATE ACT/IJTTY AREAS WITH 
A PARTITION WALL TO SCREEN 
RESTROOMS; WITH TV MONITOR, 
COUNTFRTOP ANO BAR 

EGRESS STAIRS DOWN TO 1ST FLOOR 

STEEL SHADE TREWS WfTH 
RETJlACTABLE SHADE CLOTI--f 

RAISED GARDEN PLOTS. TYP. ---~ 
FOR RESIDENTS OR KITCHEN 
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THROUGHOIJT, TYP. 

PLANT LEGEND - ROOF DECK 

SYMBOL BOTANICAL NAME 
SIZE 

"COMMON NAME" 

TREES 

ARBUTUS 'MARINA' J6MB0X. 
~MARiNA STRAWBERRY TREE' ' MULTI 

36"BOX 

ERIOBOTRYA DEFLEXA 
24" BOX 

"BRONZE LOQUAT' 

MELALEUCA NESOPHILA 
24"80X 

"PINK MELALEUCA'' 

OLEA EUROPAEA 'WILSONII' 
36" BOX ''FRUITLESS OLIVE'' 

• FRUIT TREES - ASSORTED 24" BOX 

NOTE: F'l.A.NTS SHALL BE CH~ FROM THE LIST A~OVE. ALL Pl.ANT TYPES MA'f NOT BE S?'ECIFIEO 

_r- FRLJIT TREES, 1YP. 

..-- TOOL SHED FOR 
GARDENING IMPLEMENTS 

6CALE:1/6"•1'-0" 1'1"'"1-.--------.L ffi 0 •• II' 16' -W 

QTY. 



DRIVEWAY ENTRANCE: TREES 

AAEIUTVSWRtN.t.· 
'IMRIHA STRAWl!!RFI.Y TREC'" 

CERCISCAHA.OENSIS'fORESTPAHSY' 
'FOREST PANSI' EASTERN RE09UD" 

ERl090TRYAOEFLEXA 
'BRONZE lOQUAT" 

ERY11WNA SY!(ESII 
'..WSTAAl.lAN CORAL TRE:E" 

OleA EUROPAEA WI._SOH1r 
"FRUITU:SSOl...1\/E" 

PU.TANUS RACEMOSA 
"CALIFORNIA SYCAMORE" 

~METER LANDSCAPE: GENERAL SHRUBS & GROUND::..:C=--:0::::...V~E::.:.R..:.:;S::___ _ _____ ---.-------.---- - --.- ·- --- ---i 

AACTOS1"AP~LOSt,PECIE& 
"MANZANITA" 

cA,mcsPCCICS 
"SCOOE" 

Cf;ANOTMtfflSPCCIES 
"CALIFORNIA LILAC' 

PERIMETER LAND~~APE: NATIVE SHRUBS & GROUNDCOVERS 

:/rt ~~~v; 
\. .. • ; •_ ' __ i _:;·.,~~p -
.. · :· . ··.:. . . .. . : ,.. . . 

CISTUS .!IPl!CIE!I 
"RQCKROSE" 

Fl:STUCA0LA~ 
'BLU'EFE8CUE" 

lAVANOULASPCCIES 
1 "LAVENDER" 
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CENTRALCOURTYARD:TREES 

ASPAAAGV6 OEMS1Fl0RUS 'MYRES11' 
"FOXT"R..FER.N" 

BAMBUSA. "'-JI. TJPI.EX 'GOUlEN OOOOESS' 
"GOLOl;N G000ESS BAMBOO" 

RIW'IS E.ICCELSUS 
"LADYPAUd" 

SCHEFFLERAACTlNOf'HY\.LA 
"CIUEENSLANO UlrllDREI.LA lREE" 

SCHEFfl.ERA ELEG,V,IT!SSIMA 
"FALSEARALIA" 

CENTRAL COURTYARD: GREEN ROOF TRAYS 

ASPARAGUS DENSIFLORUS 
"f'OXTA'-FEftN" 

CAREXOIVULSA 
"OaVU1EY SAGE" 

~----- -----~------ --------------~ 

-~~. l: .,-."" ~ 
• 1 l y ,;-... ' v 

.;.JI~ , 1.;., • I r \.LI'. • (,~, ' ..... ''I\'" ..,., ., .. 
. ;. . ' ~ • }' ·'.' .J 

~ ~ . . 
·~; :· -~ ' ··.<:~: 

,·;~ . .. .~. 

Dl,l,NELLATASMANICA 
.,.ASMNfflA)(ULV' 

OIMIEL.LA TASMANICA '1/AAIEGAT"'' 
"VAAEGATEDfl.AXLl.Y' 

LJRIOl'E MlJSCARJCULTIVARs 
L llYnJF 

PHOE"'1X ROEBElENII 
"F'VGMY OATE PALM' 

POOL DECK: TREES - -,---------- -,------- ---~ 

T 
-- - - - ----- - - - ---- ----

""'"""'""""" "MA.RINA STRAWBERRY TREE" 
CITRUS tU TIVAA! 
"CITRUS" 

En!OOOTRYAOEf'LEICA 
"BRONZE LOQUAT" 

" ·-;••!!Olia: • . I 

OU:A EUROPAEA W1l.SOHII' 
'FRIJrTLESSOLIVE" 
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MASTER LAND USE 
APPLICATION 



APPLICATIONS: 

Case Number 

Env. Case Number 

Application Type 

Case Filed With (Print Name) 

Application includes letter requesting: 

ORIGINAL 

THIS BOX FOR CITY PLANNING STAFF USE ONLY 
f,· 

ZA -20 17- 2 

D Waived hearing D Concurrent hearing 
Related Case Number 

D Hearing not be scheduled on a specific date (e.g. vacation hold) 

Provide all information requested. Missing, incomplete or inconsistent information will cause delays. 
All terms in this document are applicable to the singular as well as the plural forms of such terms. 

1. PROJECT LOCATION 

Street Address 1 1525&1533 N Palisades Dr; 17310&17320 W Vereda De La Montu Unit/Space Number ----
Legal Description 2 (Lot, Block, Tract) _T_r_a_ct_3_1_0_7_0_, _Lo_t_3 _____________________ _ 

Assessor Parcel Number 4431-010-011 Total Lot Area 43,033.2 sq . ft . 

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Present Use Vacant land 

----------------

---------------------------------------
Proposed Use Eldercare Facility 

Project Name (if applicable) _P_a_li_s_ad_e_s_D_riv_e_R_C_F_E _______________________ _ 

Describe in detail the characteristics, scope and/or operation of the proposed project A four-story, 45'0" high, 

64,646 sq . ft., 82 guest room Eldercare Facility with 64 parking spaces in two subterranean garage 

levels on a 0.99 acre lot in the C1-1-H Zone. Site Plan Review, Coastal Dev. Permit, Haul Route. 

Additional information attached 

Complete and check all that apply: 

Existing Site Conditions 

DYES 

~ Site is undeveloped or unimproved (i.e. vacant) 

~ NO 

D Site has existing buildings (provide copies of building 
permits) 

D Site is/was developed with use that could release 
hazardous materials on soil and/or groundwater (e.g. 
dry cleaning , gas station, auto repair, industrial) 

D Site is located within 500 feet of a freeway or railroad 

D Site is located within 500 feet of a sensitive use (e.g. 
school, park) 

D Site has special designation (e.g. National Historic 
Register, Survey LA) 

1 Street Addresses must include all addresses on the subject/application site (as identified in ZIMAS-http://zimas.lacity.org) 
2 Legal Description must include all contiguously owned properties (even if they are not a part of the proposed project site) 
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Proposed Project Information 
D Demolition of existing buildings/structures 

D Relocation of existing buildings/structures 

D Interior tenant improvement 

li2I New construction: _6_4...;_,6_4_6 _____ square feet 

D Accessory use (fence, sign, wireless, carport, etc.) 

D Exterior renovation or alteration 

D Additions to existing buildings 

~ Grading 

D Removal of any on-site tree 

D Removal of any street tree 

Housing Component Information 

D Change of use and/or hours of operation 

0 Haul Route 

D Uses or structures in public right-of-way 

D Phased project 

Number of Residential Units: Existing __ O __ - Demolish(ed)3 _....:O __ + Adding 82 = Total __ 8_2 __ 

Number of 
Affordable Units4 Existing ___ - Demolish(ed) ___ + Adding ___ = Total ___ _ 

Number of 
Market Rate Units 

Existing ___ - Demolish(ed) ___ + Adding ___ = Total ___ _ 

Mixed Use Projects, Amount of Non-Residential Floor Area: ______________ square feet 

3. ACTION(S) REQUESTED 

Provide the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section that authorizes the request and (if applicable) the LAMC 
Section or the Specific Plan/Overlay Section from which relief is sought; follow with a description of the requested 
action. 

Does the project include Multiple Approval Requests per LAMC 12. 36? DYES D NO 

Authorizing section 14.3.1 Section from which relief is requested (if any) : ________ _ 

Request: Eldercare Facility Unified Permit for a 64,646 sq . ft. 82 guest room Eldercare Facility 

Authorizing section 16.05 Section from which rel ief is requested (if any) : ________ _ 

Request: Site Plan Review for a 64,646 sq. ft. , 82 guest room Eldercare Facility 

Authorizing section 12.20.2 Section from which relief is requested (if any) : ________ _ 

Request: Coastal Development Permit for a 64,646 sg . ft . 82 guest room Eldercare Facility 

Additional Requests Attached DYES l!ZI NO 

3 Number of units to be demolished and/or which have been demolished within the last five (5) years . 

4 As determined by the Housing and Community Investment Department 
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4. RELATED DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING CASES 

Are there previous or pending cases/decisions/environmental clearances on the project site? 0 YES D NO 

If YES, list all case number(s) ZA-2007-4681-CDP-MEL; ZA-2000-3070-CDP; ZA-1988-435-PP; TT-53622; 

ENV-2007-4682-MND; ENV-2005-8253-ND; ENV-2001-846-ND; ENV-2000-3071-MND 

If the application/project is directly related to one of the above cases, list the pertinent case numbers below and 

complete/check all that apply (provide copy) . 

Case No. Ordinance No.: 

D Clarification of Q (Qualified) classification D Condition compliance review 

D Modification of conditions 

D Revision of approved plans 

D Renewal of entitlement 

D Clarification of D (Development Limitations) classification 

D Amendment to T (Tentative) classification 

D Plan Approval subsequent to Master Conditional Use 

For purposes of environmental (CEQA) analysis, is there intent to develop a larger project? D YES 0 NO 

Have you filed, or is there intent to file, a Subdivision with this project? D YES 0 NO 

If YES, to either of the above, describe the other parts of the projects or the larger project below, whether or not 

currently filed with the City: 

5. OTHER AGENCY REFERRALS/REFERENCE 

To help assigned staff coordinate with other Departments that may have a role in the proposed project, please check 
all that apply and provide reference number if known. 

Are there any outstanding Orders to Comply/citations at this property? D YES (provide copy) 

Are there any recorded Covenants, affidavits or easements on this property? D YES (provide copy) 

0 NO 

~ NO 

D Development Services Case Management Number _____________________ _ 

D Building and Safety Plan Check Number _________________________ _ 

D Bureau of Engineering Planning Referral (PCRF) ______________________ _ 

D Bureau of Engineering Hillside Referral __________________________ _ 

D Housing and Community Investment Department Application Number _______________ _ 

D Bureau of Engineering Revocable Permit Number ________________ ______ _ 

D Other-specify 
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6. PROJECT TEAM INFORMATION (Complete all applicable fields) 

Applicant5 name _R_o_n-y_S_h_r_a_m _______________________________ _ 

Company/Firm Palisades Drive, LP 

Address: 12166 Sunset Boulevard 

City Los Angeles 

Telephone (213) 507-7700 

Are you in escrow to purchase the subject property? 

Property Owner of Record 

Name (if different from applicant) 

~ Same as applicant 

UniUSpace Number ___ _ 

State_C_A _____ Zip Code: _9_0_04_9 ______ _ 

E-mail : __________________ _ 

DYES Ii::'.! NO 

D Different from applicant 

Address Unit/Space Number ___ _ 

City State _______ Zip Code: _________ _ 

Telephone _________________ E-mail : ___________________ _ 

Agent/Representative name _K_e_v_in_K_. _M_c_D_o_n_ne_l_l,_E_s_q~. ______________________ _ 

Company/Firm Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

Address: 1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor Unit/Space Number ___ _ 

City _ L_o_s_A_n-=g_e_le_s ___________ State_C_A ______ Zip: 90067 

Telephone (310) 201 -3590 E-mail: kkm@jmbm.com 

Other (Specify Architect, Engineer, CEQA Consultant etc.) _A_rc_h_it_e_c_t __________________ _ 

Name Kobi Moses 

Company/Firm GMPA Architects 

Address: 11878 La Grange Avenue 

City Los Angeles 

Telephone (310) 450-0200 

Primary Contact for Project Information 
(select only one) 

UniUSpace Number ___ _ 

State_C_A ______ Zip Code: _9_0_02_5 _______ _ 

E-mail : kmoses@gmpaArchitects.com 

D Owner 0 Applicant 

~ AgenURepresentative D Other ____________ _ 

To ensure notification of any public hearing as well as decisions on the project, make sure to include an individual mailing 
label for each member of the project team in both the Property Owners List, and the Abutting Property Owners List. 

5 An applicant is a person with a lasting interest in the completed project such as the property owner or a lessee/user of a project. An 
applicant is not someone filing the case on behalf of a client (i .e. usually not the agenUrepresentative). 
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PROPERTY OWNER 

9. PROPERTY OWNER AFFIDAVIT. Before the application can be accepted, the owner of each property involved must 
provide a notarized signature to verify the application is being filed with their knowledge. Staff will confirm ownership 
based on the records of the City Engineer or County Assessor. In the case of partnerships, corporations, LLCs or 
trusts the agent for service of process or an officer of the ownership entity so authorized may sign as stipulated below. 

• Ownership Disclosure. If the property is owned by a partnership, corporation, LLC or trust, a disclosure 
identifying the agent for service or process or an officer of the ownership entity must be submitted. The 
disclosure must list the names and addresses of the principal owners (25% interest or greater). The signatory 
must appear in this list of names. A letter of authorization, as described below, may be submitted provided 
the signatory of the letter is included in the Ownership Disclosure. Include a copy of the current partnership 
agreement, corporate articles, or trust document as applicable. 

• Letter of Authorization (LOA). A LOA from a property owner granting someone else permission to sign the 
application form may be provided if the property is owned by a partnership, corporation, LLC or trust or in rare 
circumstances when an individual property owner is unable to sign the application form . To be considered for 
acceptance, the LOA must indicate the name of the person being authorized the file, their relationship to the 
owner or project, the site address, a general description of the type of application being filed and must also 
include the language in items A-D below. In the case of partnerships, corporations, LLCs or trusts the LOA 
must be signed and notarized by the authorized signatory as shown on the Ownership Disclosure or in the 
case of private ownership by the property owner. Proof of Ownership for the signatory of the LOA must be 
submitted with said letter. 

• Grant Deed. Provide a Copy of the Grant Deed If the ownership of the property does not match City Records 
and/or if the application is for a Coastal Development Permit. The Deed must correspond exactly with the 
ownership listed on the application. 

• Multiple Owners. If the property is owned by more than one individual (e.g. John and Jane Doe or Mary 
Smith and Mark Jones) notarized signatures are required of all owners. 

A. I hereby certify that I am the owner of record of the herein previously described property located in the City of Los 
Angeles which is involved in this application or have been empowered to sign as the owner on behalf of a 
partnership, corporation, LLC or trust as evidenced by the documents attached hereto. 

B. I hereby consent to the filing of this application on my property for processing by the Department of City Planning. 

C. I understand if the application is approved, as a part of the process the City will apply conditions of approval which 
may be my responsibility to satisfy including, but not limited to, recording the decision and all conditions in the 
County Deed Records for the property. 

D. By my signature below, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing statements are true and correct. 

Property Owner's signatures must be signed/notarized in the presence of a Notary Public. 
The City requires an original signature from the property owner with the "wet" notary stamp. 

A Notary Acknowledgement is available for your convenience on following page. 

~vl r7 -} _________ _, Signature ___ .... te __ vq __ ,_ _________________ _ 

Print Name --~_ 0._'f..___S'_l-1.;_~------------

Signature ________________________ _ Date _________ _ 

Print Name _______________________ _ 
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Space Below For Notary's Use 

California All-Purpose Acknowledgement Civil Code ' 1189 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the 
document, to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California 

County of 

On __ M_at.._i_ r_~ __ , ;l-_ o_, _-, __ before me, _()J_~ ...;...( M_ &-....,------'7"'--"-5_c_Gl-_._(_Gl_t1_t'._e_,__._vY_'Z>_t c1>_ 1 '-f __ ....;..P<_u_b>___;_(1 _c _ 
1 

(Insert Name of Notary Public" and Title) 1 

personally appeared f(cz r1 1 > k v ~ rv1 , who 
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within 
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that 
by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf on which the person(s) acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph is true and 
correct. 

WITNE~ my hand and official seal. 

Cf ~ /~5-
Signai,dre 

(Seal) 
WILMA ESCALANTE 

- Commfssion # 2079255 
~ ; ·• Notary Public - California j . · . Los Angeles County 

0 0 0 0 0 0Ml SOT"} gx~ris 3eg ~8 ;;n · 

r C .:.·:CC ·~,CM~ ESiA·L:Nvr. *( 
Commission # 2079255 

j Notary Public - California ~ 
z Los Angeles County i: 
t. ~ ~ .. Ml~ovn} gx~ris3eg LB}£1R r 

CP-7771 .1 [revised 04/04/2016] Page 6 of 8 



APPLICANT 

10. APPLICANT DECLARATION. A separate signature from the applicant, whether they are the property owner or not, 
attesting to the following, is required before the application can be accepted. 

A. I hereby certify that the information provided in this application, including plans and other attachments, is accurate 
and correct to the best of my knowledge. Furthermore, should the stated information be found false or insufficient 
to fulfill the requirements of the Department of City Planning, I agree to revise the information as appropriate. 

B. I hereby certify that I have fully informed the City of the nature of the project for purposes of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and have not submitted this application with the intention of segmenting a 
larger project in violation of CEQA. I understand that should the City determine that the project is part of a larger 
project for purposes of CEQA, the City may revoke any approvals and/or stay any subsequent entitlements or 
permits (including certificates of occupancy) until a full and complete CEQA analysis is reviewed and appropriate 
CEQA clearance is adopted or certified. 

C. I understand that the environmental review associated with this application is preliminary, and that after further 
evaluation, additional reports, studies, applications and/or fees may be required. 

D. I understand and agree that any report, study, map or other information submitted to the City in furtherance of this 
application will be treated by the City as public records which may be reviewed by any person and if requested, 
that a copy will be provided by the City to any person upon the payment of its direct costs of duplication. 

E. I understand that the burden of proof to substantiate the request is the responsibility of the applicant. Additionally, 
I understand that planning staff are not permitted to assist the applicant or opponents of the project in preparing 
arguments for or against a request. 

F. I understand that there is no guarantee, expressed or implied, that any permit or application will be granted. I 
understand that each matter must be carefully evaluated and that the resulting recommendation or decision may 
be contrary to a position taken or implied in any preliminary discussions. 

G. I understand that if this application is denied, there is no refund of fees paid . 

H. I understand and agree to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless, the City, its officers, agents, employees, and 
volunteers (collectively "City) , from any and all legal actions, claims, or proceedings (including administrative or 
alternative dispute resolution (collectively "actions"), arising out of any City process or approval prompted by this 
Action, either in whole or in part. Such actions include but are not limited to: actions to attack, set aside, void, or 
otherwise modify, an entitlement approval , environmental review, or subsequent permit decision; actions for 
personal or property damage; actions based on an allegation of an unlawful pattern and practice; inverse 
condemnation actions; and civil rights or an action based on the protected status of the petitioner or claimant 
under state or federal law (e.g. ADA or Unruh Act) . I understand and agree to reimburse the City for any and all 
costs incurred in defense of such actions. This includes, but it not limited to, the payment of all court costs and 
attorneys' fees, all judgments or awards, damages, and settlement costs. The indemnity language in this 
paragraph is intended to be interpreted to the broadest extent permitted by law and shall be in addition to any 
other indemnification language agreed to by the applicant. 

I. By my signature below, I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California, that all 
statements contained in this application and any accompanying documents are true and correct, with full 
knowledge that all statements made in this application are subject to investigation and that any false or dishonest 
answer to any question may be grounds for denial or subsequent revocation of license or permit. 

The City requires an original signature from the applicant. The applicant's signature below does not need to be notarized. 

Signature:----~-'---~------------------ Date: l{V!4y 

Print Name: 
<S, l;i 12 .. lHV\ 

CP-7771 .1 [revised 04/04/2016] Page 7 of 8 



OPTIONAL 

NEIGHBORHOOD CONTACT SHEET 

SIGNATURES of adjoining or neighboring property owners in support of the request are not required but are helpful, 
especially for projects in single-family residential areas. Signatures may be provided below (attach additional sheets if 
necessary). 

NAME (PRINT) SIGNATURE ADDRESS KEY#ONMAP 

REVIEW of the project by the applicable Neighborhood Council is not required, but is helpful. If applicable, describe, below 
or separately, any contact you have had with the Neighborhood Council or other community groups, business associa
tions and/or officials in the area surrounding the project site (attach additional sheets if necessary) . 

CP-7771.1 [revised 04/04/2016] Page 8 of 8 
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PALISADES DRIVE 
RESIDENTIAL CARE FACILITY FOR THE ELDERLY 

DEVELOPER: PALISADES DRIVE LP 

ARCHITECT: GMPA ARCHITECTS, INC. 

C IVIL ENGINEER: HARVEY A GOODMAN C IVIL ENGINEER 

SOILS ENGINEER: STRATA TECH GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANTS 

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT: TGP INC. LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS 

LAND USE ATTORNEY: JEFFER MANGELS BUTLER & MITCHELL LLP - JMBM 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 
© Copyright 201 6. GMPA Architects, Inc. !INFORMATION PROVIDED IN THIS CONCfPTUAL PLAN IS PRELIMINARY IN NATURE, AN D WAS PREPARED WITHOUT !HE SENEFII OF AN ARCHIT ECIURAL LANO SUINEY OR GEOTECHNJCAL REPORT AND IS SUBJECI TO CHANGES AND MODIFICATlONS DUR!NG ENTIQEMENISJ 

EXHIBIT" 

' ,, 
_,S 

SHEET NO 

A0.00 
DATE 

FEBRUARY 6, 2017 

' ~ 

II 

GMPA ARCHITECTS 
11878 La Grange Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90025 
T. 310.450.0200 F. 310.450.0225 

www.gmpaArchitects.com 



PROJECT SUMMARY 

PROJECT ADDRESS: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

17310 W. VER EDA DE LA MONTURA 
LOS ANGELES . CA 90272 

A NEW PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL CARE FACILITY FOR THE ELDERLY (R2.1 OCCUPANCY) 
IN A FOUR STORY BUILDING TYPE-IIA CONSTRUCTION OVER 2 LEVELS OF SUBTERRANEAN PARKING TYPE-IA CONSTRUCTION 
IN COMPLIANCE WITH CITY OF LOS ANGELES ELDERCARE ORDINANCE 

APN: 443-101 -0011 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: LOT 1 OF TRACT NO. 64625, IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA. AS PER MAP FILED IN BOOK 1380. PAGES 16 AND 17 OF MAPS. IN THE OFFICE 

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 

LOT AREA: 

ZONE: 

GENERAL PLAN: 

COASTAL ZONE: 

HILLSIDE AREA: 

DENSITY ALLOWED: 

DENSITY PROPOSED: 

OCCUPANCY: 

F.A.R ALLOWED: 

F.A.R PROPOSED: 

HEIG HT ALLOWED: 

HEIGHT PROPOSED: 

OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OFSAID COUNTY. 

CD- 11 MIKE BONIN 

43,097.74 SF (PER SURVEY) 

Cl -1-H 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

YES 

YES 

43,09774 SF./ 500 = 86 SUITES (12.13 C.4) 

82 SUITES 

R2. l (RCFE) 

BUILDABLE LOT AREA x F.A.R = 43,097.74 SF x 1.5 = 64,646 SF 

64.646 SF 

45' MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 

45' FROM REFERENCE GRADE (5' FROM BUILDING) ELEVATION OF 695') 

TRANSITIONAL HEIGHT REQUIRED: YES ( LAMC SECTION 12.21 C. 1 OJ 

TRANSITIONAL HEIGHT PROVIDED: YES 

STORIES ALLOWED: UNLIMITED 

STORIES PROPOSED: 4 

SETBACKS: REQUIRED AND PROVIDED 
PER CODE FOR RESIDENTIAL USES 

A. FRONT YARD(@ PALISADES DRIVE): 1 O' {MEASURED AFTER 
DEDICATION) PROVIDED 

B. SIDE YARD{@ VEREDA DE LA MONTURA): 7' PROVIDED 

AREA SUMMARY 
MEMORY 
CARE 

GROUND FLOOR 8 478 SF. 
2ND FLOOR 
3RD FLOOR 
4TH FLOOR 
GARAGE LEVEL 

TOTAL 8 478 SF. 

SUITE SUMMARY: 

ASSITED 
LIVING 

1, "-25 SF. 
9 923 SF. 
9 822 SF. 

33 370 SF. 

COMMON TOTAL AREA 
10 627 SF. II', IU.'> :,r. 
4 951 SF. 18,.'>/8 St-. 
3 546 SF. IJ,46\1 :,r, 
1 786 SF. 11,608 St-. 
1 886 SF. l,ooo :,r 

22 798 SF. 64.646 :,r. 

C. SIDE YARD (NON STREET) : 7' PROVIDED GUEST SUITE TYPE DESCRIPTION QUANTITY PERCENTAGE 

D. REAR YARD: 16' PROVIDED 

PARKING REQUIRED: FOR MEMORY CARE. 0.2 PARKING SPACE FOR EACH GUEST BED 
FOR ASS ISTED LIVING. 1 PARKING SPACE FOR EACH GUEST ROOM 
SEE (12.21 A4 {d) (5)) 
65 TOTAL PARKING REQUIRED 

PARKING PROVIDED: 66 TOTAL PARKING SPACE PROVIDED (2 LEVELS SUBTERRANEAN) 

BICYCLE REQUIRED: 

BICYCLE PROVIDED: 

OPEN SPACE: 

5 LONG-TERM BICYCLES AND 5 SHORT-TERM BICYCLES 

5 LONG-TERM BICYCLES AND 5 SHORT-TERM BICYCLES 

NOT APPLICABLE-NOT DWELLING UNITS 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE 

MEMORY CARE: 
MC-P PRIVATE SUITES 
MC-S ~EMI PRIVATE SUITES 

ASSISTED LIVING: 
A TUDIO SUITES 
B ONE BDRM SUITES 
C WO BDRM SUITES 

TOTAL 

FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

15 18% 
8 10% 

21 26% 
.,2 39% 
06 7% 

82 SUITES 100% 

© Copyright 2016, GMPA Architec ts, Inc . [!NFORMAIION PROVIDED IN THIS CONCEPTUAL PLAN IS PRELI MINARY IN NATURE. ANO WAS PREPARED WITHOUT THE BENEFII OF AN ARCHIIECTURAL LAND SURVEY OR GEorECHN!CAL REPOR T AND IS SUBJECT 10 CHANGES AND MOOIF!CAIIONS DURING ENTITLEMEN1SJ 

I• 

SITE--

VICINITY MAP 

SHEET INDEX 

GENERAL 
A0.00 COVER SHEET 
A0.01 PROJECT INFORMATION 
A0.02 RENDERING VIEW FROM VEREDA DE LA MONTURA 
A0.03 RENDERING VIEW FROM PALISADES DRIVE 
A0.04 LAND SURVEY 
A0.05 SITE CONTEXT INFORMATION 
A0.06 SITE CONTEXT INFORMATION 

ARCHITECTURAL 

A 1.01 PLOT PLAN 
A 1 .02 COMPOSITE SITE PLAN 
A2.01 P2 FLOOR PLAN 
A2.02 PI FLOOR PLAN 
A2.03 GROUND FLOOR PLAN 
A2.04 SECOND FLOOR PLAN 
A2.0S THIRD FLOOR PLAN 
A2.06 FOURTH FLOOR PLAN 
A2.07 ROOF PLAN 
A2. l0 MEMORY CARE GUEST SUITE FLOOR PLANS 
A2. 11 ASSISTED LIVING GUEST SUITE FLOOR PLANS 
A3.01 BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
A3.02 BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
A3.03 BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
A3.04 EXTERIOR MATERIALS 
A4.0l BUILDING SECTIONS 

LANDSCAPE 

L 1 
L2 
L3 
L4 
LS 
L6 
L7 
L8 

SHEET NO 

A0.01 
DATE 

FEBRUARY 6, 201 7 

GMPA ARCHI TECTS 
11878 La Grange Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90025 
T. 310.450.0200 F. 310.450.0225 

www.gmpaArchitects .com 



VIEW FROM NORTHWEST 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

SHEET NO 

A0.02 
DATE 

GMPA ARCHITECTS 
11878 La Grange Ava, Los Angeles, CA 90025 
T. 310.450.0200 F. 310.450.0225 

© Copyrighf 2016, GMPA Architects, Inc . (!NFORMA HON PROVIDED IN fHIS CONCEPTUAt PLAN IS PRELIM INARY IN NMURE . AND WAS PREPARED WITHOUT THE BENEFH O F AN ARCHJIEC TURAL LAND SU RVEYOR GEOTECHNICAL REPORT AND IS SUBJECT TOCHANGES ANDMOOIFICATIONSDURJNG ENnTLEMENTSJ 
FEBRUARY 6, 2017 www.gmpaArchitects.com 



PALISADES DRIVE RCFE FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 
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VIEW FROM NORTHEAST 

SHEET NO 

A0.03 
DATE 

FEBRUARY 6, 2017 

EXH I IT "/J,:.' 
Page No. ~ - of ~ / 
case No. 1d 'kC2-V1° 

GMPA ARCHITECTS 
11878 La Grange Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90025 
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www.gmpaArchitects.com 
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PALISADES DRIVE RCFE FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 
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A0.05 
DATE 

GMPA ARCHITECTS 
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T. 310.450.0200 F. 310.450.0225 

© Co pyright 201 6. GMPA Architects, Inc. f!NFORMATION PROVIDED IN rHIS CONCEPIUAl PlAN IS PRELIMINARY rN NAIURE. AND WAS PREPARED WHHOUI THE SENEFII OF AN ARCHITECTURAL LANO SURVEY OR GEOTECHNICAl REPORT AND IS SUBJECI TO CHANGES AND MODIFICA IIONS DURING ENTITLEMENTS ) FEBRUARY 6. 2017 www.gmpaArchitects.com 



VIEW OFTHE NEIGHBORING RESTAURANT LOOKING NORTH VIEW OF NEIGHBORING RESTAURANT LOOKING SOUTH 

REPRESENTATIVE EXAMPLE OF BACK SIDE OF NEIGHBORHOOD PROPERTY EXAMPLE OF RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD FACADE SITE AND CONTEXT 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

SHEET NO 
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SITE INFO RMATION 
PROJECT ADDRESS : 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION : 

17310 W. VER EDA OE LA MONTURA 
LOS ANGELES. CA 90272 

'\. 

LOT 1 OF TRACT NO. 64625. IN THE C ITY OF LOS 
ANGELES. COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES , STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP FILED IN BOOK 1380. 
PAGES 16 ANO 17 OF MAPS. IN THE OFFICE 
OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OFSAID COUNTY. 

APN: 443- 101-0011 

PAR KING REQUIRED 
PROPOSED NUMBER OF SUITES: 82 SUITES 
PARKING SPACES REQUIRED: PER 12.21 A4 Id) 15) 
MEMORY CARE = 29 GUEST BEDS (0.2 SPACE PER GUEST BED) = 6 SPACES 
ASSISTED LIVING = 59 G UEST ROOMS (1 SPACE PER G UEST ROOM) = 59 SPACES 
TOTAL SPACES REQUIRED = 65 SPACES 

PARKING PROVIDED 
STANDARD SPACES = 62 SPACES 
HANDICAPPED SPACES = 3 SPACES 
COMPACT SPAC ES = I SPACES 
TOTAL SPACES PROVIDED = 66 SPACES 

AREA 

/ 
/, 

' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' -----
3' CITY TREE 
EASEMENT 

·-------~ 
' PASSENGER ', 

' 

DROP OFF ', 

" '\. 

TOTAL SITE AREA = 43,097.74S.F. 
TOTAL FLOOR AREA = 64,646 S.F . 
FAR = 1.5 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE 

' ' 

' ' 

' ' ' 

' ' ' 

' ' 

' 

' ' ' ' 

MAIN 
ENTRY 

' ' ' ' ' ' 

16' REAR 
YARD 
SETBACK 

LOW POINT 
ON PROPERTY 

333'-8 1/ 2" 

-
PROPERTY LIN E 

3RD FLOOR 
ROOF 
DECK 

FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

VEREDA DE LA MONTURA 

BUILDING HEIGHT = 45' 
MEASURED FROM LOWEST 
EXISTING POINT WITHIN 5' 
OF BUILDING PERIMETER. 

NEW 4 STORY BUILDING 
OVER 2 LEVELS OF 
SUBTERRANEAN PARKING 

BUILDING ROOF 

..-

GROUND LEVEL 
COURTYARD 

224'-8' 

7' SIDE YARD SETBACK 

EXHI 

SHEET NO 

A 1.01 
DATE 
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DRIVEWAY ENTRY: 
FIRST LEVEL PERIMETER LANDSCAPE: 

VEREDA DE LA MONTURA FIRST LEVEL 

-- - -- ------ --------- -----------------------------------------

------------
.---x,._ I tf,,--

('C'"~ r_...
) . y 

' · 

ROOF DECK: 
THIRD LEVEL 

---------

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE 

----· 
----.,,.-----------.-~ ------------

BUILDING ROOF 

PROPERTY LINE, TYP. -

POOL DECK: 
FIRST LEVEL 

FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 
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Page No._.,__ of 11 
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SHEE T NO 

A 1.02 
GMPA ARCHITECTS 

DATE 
11878 La Grange Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90025 
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6. METAL GUARDRAIL 

TO MATCH A LC OA REYNOBOND 

CASTLE GRAY 

7. METAL CANOPY 

TO MATCH ALCOA REYNOBOND 

CASTLE GRAY 

8. METAL TRELLIS 

TO MATCH ALCOA REYNOBOND 

CASTLE GRAY 

9. PORCELAIN TILE 

TO MATCH ATLAS CONCORDE BLOCK 

BIANCO 

10. VENTILATED FACADE SYSTEM PANELS 

TO MATCH TRESPA METEON WOOD DECORS 

ELEGANT OAK 

11 . GLASS GUARDRAIL 

LOW IRON CLEAR G LASS 

EXHIBIT ''fl:.' EXTERIOR MATERIALS 
Page No. l2.,, of__...,~ 
Case No. ZA 'k/4 .. 21 IJo 0 

SCALE 1/16"=1'-0" 

10' 20' 40' 

SHEET NO 

A3.04 
GMPA ARCHITECTS 
11878 La Grange Ava, Los Angeles, CA 90025 

DATE T. 310.450.0200 F. 310.450.0225 
FEBRUARY 6, 2017 

www.gmpaArchitects.com 



so'-o" 
(TRANSITIONAL HEIGHT) 

I!. 

16'-o" 

SETBACK 

0 
I 

;,-, .... 
0 

I 
;,-, 
N 

I 

.,,..__,,.__..~ 1695.0' 

I I 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE 

so·-o· 
(TRANSITIONAL HEIGHT) 

s'-o" 

'r===-:==:==I 
l ::r 

COMMON SPACE 
I. 

MECHANICAL 
SCREENING 

coru 
! ~~J:r -- --- -- .GU~LROOM. --

UBTERR NEAN GARAGE 

UBTERR NEAN GARAGE 

I ELEV. I 
IL J'1!. JI L ___ _J 

SECTION 

FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 
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I 

PARAPET 
;..., 

ROOF 

0 
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FLOOR 4 
0 
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I 

FLOOR 3 
0 
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I --

FLOOR 2 

= -0 c- ::.1 
GROUND -:,._ 

FLOO~ __ 
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I 

GARAGE "' LEVEL£'1 __ 

co 
GARAGE 

I 

LEVEL£'2 __ en 

-0 
I 

;,-, .... 

BUILDING HEIGHT 

LOWEST EXISTING 
GRADE 5' FROM 
BUILDING = 695.0' 

DA TE 

FEBRUARY 6. 2017 

UILDING SECTION 

20' 40' 

GMPA ARCHITECTS 
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ROOF DECK: 
THIRD LEVEL 
(SEE ENLARGEMENT 
ON SHEET L-6) 

DRIVEWAY ENTRY: 
FIRST LEVEL 
(SEE ENLARGEMENT 
ON SHEET L-3) 

' ' ' ' ' , : 
' '" , . ,, 

' ENLARGEMENT OUTLINE, TYP. ---------~.J>' 

VEREDA DE LA MONTURA 

' ' ' ·, PROPERTY LINE, TYP. ---------~ ,-"". 

'', '·, ,, ''· , '~·, 
''· ' ' ' '·, ----' '--· .,,,,. .,,,,. "".,,,,..,,,,. 

POOL DECK 
FIRST LEVEL 
(SEE ENLARGEMENT 
ON SHEET L-4) 

.,,,,. .,,,,. .,,,,. 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE DEVELOPMENT FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

PERIMETER LANDSCAPE: 
FIRST LEVEL 
(SEE SHEET L-2) 

---------------- -, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

, I 

1-0 
le 
,i ,~ ,~ 

< 
\ rn 

\ 

\ 
\ 
\ 

CENTRAL COURTYARD: 
FIRST LEVEL 
(SEE ENLARGEMENT 
ON SHEET L-5) 

\ 

.,,,,. .,,,,. .,,,,. .,,,,. 

.,,,,. .,,,,. .,,,,. .,,,,. 
.,,,,. .,,,,. .,,,,. .,,,,. .,,,,. .,,,,. .,,,,. .,,,,. 

\ ~ .,,,,. .,,,,. .,,,,. .,,,,. 

Page No. _;;~ -
case No. 

SHEET NO 
SCALE: 1116° = 1'-0" 

0 8' 16' 32' 54·® DATE 

\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 

GENERAL NOTES: 

1. All LANDSCAPE AREAS Will BE IRRIGATED W/ A HIGH EFFICIENCY 
IRRIGATION W/SMART IRRIGATION CONTROLS. 

2. All PLANTING & /RR/GA TION SHALL COMPLY WITH CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
REQUIREMENTS . 

3. IRRIGATION DESIGN WILL INCORPORATE EPA WATERSENSE 
SPECIF/CATIONS 

4. STREET TREES SHALL BE SELECTED AND INSTALLED PER CITY OF LOS 
ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF URBAN FORESTRY . 

5. All NEW PLANTED AREAS TO BE HEAVILY MULCHED FOR WATER 
CONSERVATION. 

6. THERE ARE NO EXISTING TREES ON THE SITE. 

WATER CONSERVATION STATEMENT: 

ALL LANDSCAPE WILL BE SPECIFIED, PLANTED & IRRIGATED ACCORDING TO 
XERISCAPE DESIGN PRINIPLES WHICH INCLUDE: THE PREDOMINANT USE OF 
DROUGHT TOLERANT PLANT MATERIALS; THE PRACTICE OF HYOROZONING OR 
GROUPING PLANTS WITH SIMILAR WATER REQUIREMENTS TOGETHER; MINIMIZING 
TURF AREAS ANO THE EFFICIENT APPL/CATION OF WATER BY USING MATCH 
PRECIPITATION HEADS, DRIP LINE, SEPARATE VALVES FOR TURF AND GROUND 
COVER AREAS ANO RAIN SHUT OFF DEVICES. THIS PROJECT WILL COMPLY WITH THE 
STA TE WATER CONSERVATION ORO/NANCE EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2010. 

ERALL LANDSCAPE PLAN 
L-1 

© Copyright 2016, GMPA Architects. Inc. (INFORMAIION PROVIDED IN THIS CONCEPTUAL Pt AN IS PRELIMINARY IN NATURE. AND WAS PREPARED W IIHOU! IHE BENEFIT OF AN ARCH!TECTURAL LAND SURVEY O R GEOIECHN!CAL REPORT ANO IS SUBJECT TO CHANGES AND M0DIF1CA H0NS DU RING ENTIILEMENI SI 
JANUARY 30, 2017 



STREET TREES PER 
DEPARTMENT OF 
URBAN FORESTRY 

PLANT LEGEND - PERIMETER LANDSCAPE 
NATIVE SLOPE SHRUBS AND 
GROUNDCOVERS: 1,5, 15 GAL. 

SYM BO L 

r 

BOTANICAL NAME 
"COMMON NAME" 

ARCTOSTAPHYLOS SPECIES 
"MANZANITA" 

BACCHARIS SPECIES 
"BACCHARIS" 

CEANOTHUS SPECIES 
"CALIFORNIA LILAC" 

RHUS INTEGRIFOLIA 
'lEMONADE SUMAC" 

RI SES SPECIOSUM 
"GOOSEBERRY" 

All PLANT TYPES MAY NOT BE SPECIFIED. 

I 
I 

fl _ fl I, 

I 
2. 

FILTRATION PLANTER 

VEREDA DE LA MONTURA 

,. 
I ·:1 c_ 
I L--<(,,. 
I 
I _.) 

'· 

42" HT. GUARDRAIL ON 
PLANTER WALL 

r-:--1 l 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE DEVELOPMENT FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

---- AT GRADE PLANTING AREA 

T 

GRAVEL ON SLAB 
OVER GARAGE 

!f;;::;_'::=,:::;::;~- ~ ~------- LOW RETAINING WALL TO 
FLATTEN CORNER 

42" HT. GUARDRAIL ON 
PLANTER WALL 

PLANT LEGEND - PERIMETER LANDSCAPE 
GENERAL SLOPE SHRUBS AND GROUND 
COVERS: 1,5, 15 GAL. 

SYMBOL 
BOTANICAL NAME 
"COMMON NAME" 

ARCTOSTAPHYLOS SPECIES 
"MANZANITA" 

CAREX SPECI ES 
"SEDGE" 

CEANOTHUS SPECIES 
"CALIFORNIA LILAC" 

CISTUS SPECIES 
"ROCKROSP' 

FESTUCA GLAUCA 
"BLUE FESCUE" 

LAVANDULA SPECIES 
"LAVENDER" 

SALVIA SPECIES 
"SAGE" 

NOTE: PLANTS SHALL BE CHOSEN FROM THE LIST ABOVE. 
ALL PLANT TYPES MAY NOT BE SPECIFIED. 

EGRESS FROM GARAGE 

EGRESS TO STREET 

SCALE: 1/16" = 1·-0· 

ol'-~s•· •,s•· --3 .. 2·-----54' ® 
SHEET NO 

L-2 
DATE 

GMPA ARCHITECTS 

© Copyright 2016, GMPA Architects, Inc. l!NFORMAr10N PROVIDED IN THIS CONCEPTUAL PLAN IS PREUMJNARY IN NATURE, AND WA5 PREPARED WIIHOUT THE BENEFIT OF AN ARCHITECTURAL LAND SURVEY OR GEOfECHNlCAL REPORT ANO !S sueJECT JO CHANGES ANO M0D!FICATl0N5 DURING ENTITLEMENTS) 
JANUARY 30, 2017 
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- - --

ACCESSIBLE {8%) 
CONCRETE RAMP TO 
STREET WITH EXPOSED 
AGGREGATE FINISH 

___ .- --- ---

SPECIMEN TREE -------~..,;,:..~~~~t""-7~ ~-:-j-;--~ ';:t--~~":;ll-~ 
AS FOCAL POINT 

PERMEABLE PAVING -------:Y..~ -=-~ !lk-'..,_.."',----,-,,---=-:-::--'-:-~ ' 
AT AUTO COURT 

M IXED NATIVE SHRUBS ---------
ON SLOPE TO OBSCURE 
RETAINING WA LL 

FOUNTAIN FEATURE 
WITH 6'-8' HT. 
BACKDROP WALL 

------

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE DEVELOPMENT FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

CONCRETE EGRESS 
WALKWAY TO Pl LEVEL 

(l 

c_ 

""I ....................... -.1: 
I I 

---------- 2'X4' TILE PAVING 
OR EXTENSION OF 
LOBBY MATERIAL 

© Copyright 2016, GMPA Architects, Inc. (INFORMAflON PROVIDED fN THLS C ONCEPIUAL PLAN is PRELIMINARY tN NAIURE. AND WAS PREPARED WllHOUT THE BENEFIT OF AN ARCHHECTURAl LAND SURVEY O R GEO I ECHNICAL REPORT ANO !S SUBJECJ TO CHANGES ANO M O DIFICATIONS DURING ENTIILEMENTS) 
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r--,----- STREET TREES PER 
DEPARTMENT OF 
URBAN FORESTRY 

PLANT LEGEND - DRIVEWAY ENTRY 

SYMBOL 

TREES 

ARBUTUS 'MARINA' 

BOTANICAL NAME 
"COMMON NAME" 

"MARINA STRAWBERRY TREE" 

CERCIS CANADENSIS 'FOREST PANSY' 
"FOREST PANSY EASTERN REDBUD" 

ERIOBOTRY A DEFLEXA 
"BRONZE LOQUAf' 

ERYTHRINA SYKESII 
"AUSTRALIAN CORAL TREE" 

OLEA EUROPAEA 'WILSONII' 
"FRUITLESS OLIVE'' 

PLAT ANUS RACEMOSA 
"CALIFORNIA SYCAMORE'' 

NOTE: PLANTS SHALL BE CHOSEN FROM THE LIST ABOVE. 
ALL PLANT TYPES MAY NOT BE SPECIFIED. 

Page No. _.. __ _ 

Case No. 

SIZE QTY. 

24", 36" BOX, 
4 MULTI 

36" BOX 2 

24" BOX 

72" BOX 

36" BOX 

36". 48", 60" 
4 

BOX 

DRIVEWAY ENTRY - FIRST LEVEL 

SHEET NO 

L-3 
DATE 

JANUARY 30, 201 7 



EGRESS ST AIRS TO 2ND ------'ii~---,,'1---+---/1'

AND 3RD FLOORS 

'WOOD' DECKING ON -------'----n--;'----;"""'7~-+--~ 

PEDESTAL PAVERS 

O UTDOOR DINING --- ---------- -----+-+-
TABLES, TYP. 

..,___,r.,,._. 

LOUNGE FURNITURE, ----------- ------!iiaW.~ 't;--- ~ 
TYP. 

DOUBLE SIDED FIREPLACE AS -----------------_..,.,,--_ ___,~,.,,._---,,~ 
FOCAL POINT FOR BOTH SPACES 

---
TABLES WITH UM BRELLAS, TYP. 

PALISADES DRIVE RC FE DEVELOPMENT FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 
© Copyright 2016, GMPA Architects, Inc. (INFORMAJION PROVIDED JN THIS CONCEPTUAL PLAN IS PRELIMINARY IN NAIURE. AND WAS PREPARED WIIHOUT !HE 6ENEFIT Of AN ARCHITECTURAL LANO SURVEY OR GEOTECHNICAL REPORI AND IS SU8JECT TO CHANGES AND MODJFICMIONS DURING ENTlllEMENTSJ 
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PLANT LEGEND - POOL DECK 

SYMBOL 
BOTANICAL NAME 
"COMMON NAM E" 

TREES 

C ERCIS CANADENSIS 'FOREST PANSY' 
"FOREST PANSY EASTERN REDBUD" 

0 CITRUS CULTIVARS - DWARF 
"CITRUS" 

C, RHAPHIOLEPIS 'MAJESTIC BEAUTY' 
"MAJESTIC BEAUTY INDIAN HAWTHORN" 

NOTE: PLANTS SHALL BE CHOSEN FROM THE LIST ABOVE. 
ALL PLANT TYPES MAY NOT BE SPECIFIED. 

SIZE QTY. 

24" BOX 5 

24" BOX 5 

24" BOX 6 

c...,-:.c~~ - --n~---- - ------ PLANTER/FILTRA TION PLANTER 

-----

WITH POOL FENCE ON 
PLANTER WA LL 

...._ ______ EGRESS TO STREET 

- -_... 

EXHIBIT ''A:' 
Page No.-~ of -3/ 
Case No. '?A-1,(:) /"} Z/? 

POOL DECK - FIRST LEVEL 

SHEET NO 

L-4 
GM PA ARCHI TECTS 

DATE 

JANUARY 30, 20 17 



7 
,/''"' 

' 
f ', 

"" 
·, 

', 
/ 

f , 
/ 

7 

~ 
0 

~ 
7 

FOUNTAIN FEATURE 

TILE PA VING IN RADIAL 
PATTERN AS PATHWAY 

/\ 

PLANT LEGEND -
CENTRAL COURTYARD 

SYMBOL 

TREES 

BOTANICAL NAME 
"COMMON NAME" 

BAMBUSA MULTIPLEX 'GOLDEN GODDESS' 
"GOLDEN GODDESS BAMBOO" 

RHAPIS EXCELSUS 
"LADY PALM" 

SCHEFFLERA ACTINOPHYLLA 
"QUEENSLAND UMBRELLA TREE' 

PHOENIX ROEBELENII 
"PYGMY DATE PALM" 

ASPARAGUS DENSIFLORUS 'MYERSII' 
"FOXTAIL FERN" 

RHAPIS EXCELSUS 
''LADY PALM" 

SCHEFFLERA ELEGANTISSIMA 
"FALSE ARALIA" 

GR EEN ROOF TRAYS 

ASPARAGUS DENSIFLORUS 
"FOXTAIL FERN" 

CAREX DIVULSA 
"BERKELEY SEDGE' 

DIANELLA TASMANICA 
"TASMAN FLAX Lil Y" 

DIANELLA TASMANICA 'VARIEGATA' 
''VARIEGATED FLAX LILY" / FOR SOUND AND 

WATER CONTACT 
-i!J!--------H:-=1+__,,--'-'H-----l=F'------ 8" DEEP GREEN ROOF 

'LIVING WALL ' OR ART ------------------~~ J ~ 
ON BLANK WALL AS 
FOCAL POINT 

POTS IN COBBLES, TYP. 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE DEVELOPMENT 

' 

FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 
© Copyright 2016, GMPA Architects. Inc. (INFORMA TION PROVIDED IN THIS CONCEPTUAl PlAN IS PRELIMINARY IN NATURE, AND WAS PREPARED WII HOUI THE BENEFIT Of AN ARCHllECTURAL LA ND SURVEY OR GEOTECHNICAL REPORT A NO lS SUBJECT TO CHANGES ANDMODtf lCArlONS DURING ENTITLEMENTS) 
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l) .r 

SCALE: 118" = 1'-0" 

0 4' 8' 16' 

TRAYS WITH 'GRASS' 
LIKE PLANTS, TYP. 

LIRIOPE MUSCARI CULTIVARS 
"LILY TURF' 

NOTE: PLANTS SHALL BE CHOSEN FROM THE LIST ABOVE. 
ALL PLANT TYPES MAY NOT BE SPECIFIED. 

Page No. __..,__ 
Case No. 

CENTRAL COURTYARD - FIRST LEVEL 

32·® 
SHEET NO 

L-5 
DATE 

JANUAR Y 30. 2017 

GMPA ARCHJTE TS 



DOG PARK WITH ---- ----
ARTIFICIAL TURF 
AND 42" HT. FENCE 

'WOOD ' DECKING ON---- -
PEDESTAL PAVERS 

FIREPLACE FEATURE WALL ---~=31 
AS VISUAL TERMINUS TO 
DINING SPACE AND TO 
PROVIDE SEPARATION 
FROM DOG PARK 

PARTY/DINING SPACE --------
UNDER STEEL TRELLIS WITH 
CANOPY OF STRING LIGHTS 

CENTRAL LAWN AREA (ARTIFICIAL TURF) FOR: 
EXERCISE. YOGA CROQUET. PUTTING, 
MOVIES, AND GROUP ACTIVITIES 

PLANT LEGEND - ROOF DECK 

SYMBOL 
BOTANICAL NAME 

SIZE QTY. 
"COMMON NAME" 

TREES 

ARBUTUS 'MARINA' 36" BOX, 
2 "MARINA STRAWBERRY TREE" MULTI 

CITRUS CULTIVARS 
36" BOX 2 "CITRUS" 

ERIOBOTRY A DEF LEXA 
24" BOX 3 "BRONZE LOQUAT' 

MELALEUCA NESOPHILA 
24" BOX 4 "PINK MELALEUCA" 

OLEA EUROPAEA 'WILSONIJ' 
36" BOX 

"FRUITLESS OLIVE" 

FRUIT TREES - ASSORTED 24" BOX 7 

NOTE: PLANTS SHALL BE CHOSEN FROM THE LIST ABOVE. ALL PLANT TYPES MAY NOT BE SPECIFIED. 

FRUIT TREES, TYP. 

OUTDOOR KITCHEN WITH BBQ, -------~~- -A'>.. 
SINK. BAR AND COUNTERTOPS, 
COMMON DINING TABLE. AND 
BAR FACING VIEW 

ARCHITECTURAL TRELLIS AS ------~ 
EXTENSION OF ARCHITECTURE TO 
SEPARATE ACTIVITY AREAS WITH 
A PARTITION WALL TO SCREEN 
RESTROOMS; WITH TV MONITOR, 
COUNTERTOP AND BAR 

EGRESS STAIRS DOWN TO I ST FLOOR 

'-..._ , 

STEEL SHADE TRELLIS WITH --~ 
RETRACTABLE SHADE CLOTH 

RAISED GARDEN PLOTS. TYP. ____ ___/ 
FOR RESIDENTS OR KITCHEN 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE DEVELOPMENT FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

PEDESTAL PAVERS ____ ___/ 

THROUGHOUT, TYP. 

© Copyright 2016, GMPA Architects, Inc. (INFORMATION PROVIDED !N lHIS CONCEPTUAL PtAN IS PRELIMINARV IN NATURE, AND WAS PREPARED WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF AN ARCHITECIURAL LANO SURVEY OR GEOIECHNICAL REPORT ANO !S SUBJECI 10 CHANGES AND MOOIFIC.-.TIONS DURING ENUTLEMENTS I 
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SCALE: 118" = 1'-0" 

0 4' 8' 16' 

SHEET NO 

L-6 
DATE 

JANUARY 30, 2017 

TOOL SHED FOR 
GARDENING IMPLEMENTS 

M PA ARCHITECT 



DRIVEWAY ENTRANCE: TREES 

ARBUTUS 'MARINA' 
·MARINA STRAWBERRY TREE• 

CERCIS CANADENSJS 'FOREST PANSY' 
"FOREST PANSY EASTERN REOBUO" 

ERIOBOTRYA OEFLEXA 
"BRONZE LOQUAT" 

ERYTHRINA SYKESII 
"AUSTRALIAN CORAL TREE" 

OLEA EUROPAEA 'WlLSONII' 
"FRUITLESS OLIVE" 

PERIMETER LANDSCAPE: GENERAL SHRUBS & GROUNDCOVERS 

ARCTOSTAPHYLOS SPECIES 
"MANZANITA" 

CAREX SPECIES 
"SEDGE" 

CEANOTHUS SPECIES 
"CALIFORNIA LILAC" 

PERIMETER LANDSCAPE: NATIVE SHRUBS & GROUNDCOVERS 

ARCTOSTAPHYLOS SPECIES 
·MANZANITA" 

BACCHARIS SPECIES 
"BACCHARIS" 

CEANOTHUS SPECIES 
"CALIFORNIA LILAC" 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE DEVELOPMENT 

CISTUS SPECIES 
"ROCKROSE" 

RHUS INTEGRIFOLIA 
"LEMONADE SUMAC" 

FESTUCA GLAUCA 
"BLUE FESCUE" 

RIBES SPECIOSUM 
"GOOSEBERRY" 

FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

PLATANUS RACEMOSA 
"CALIFORNIA SYCAMORE" 

LAVANDULA SPECIES 
"LAVENDER" 

SALVIA SPECIES 
"SAGE" 

© Copyright 20 16, GMPA Architects, Inc. (INFORMATION PROVIDED IN THIS CONCEPTUAL PLAN IS PRELIMINARY !N NATURE. ANO WAS PREPARED WITHOUl THE BENEFII OF AN ARCHITECTURAL t AND SURVEY OR GEOTECHN!CAL REPORT AND IS SUBJECT JO CHANGES ,&.ND MODIF!CATIONS DURING ENTITLEMENTS) 
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SALVIA SPECIES 
"SAGE" 

PageNo._,;#f,A~ 
~c~as~e!!No~~======~~ NT IMAGES 

SHEET NO 

L-7 ITECT 

DATE 

JANUARY 30. 2017 



CENTRALCOURTYARD:TREES 

ASPARAGUS OENSIFLORUS 'MYRESII' 
"FOXTAIL FERN" 

BAMBUSA MULTIPLEX 'GOLDEN GODDESS' 
"GOLDEN GODDESS BAMBOO" 

RHAPIS EXCELSUS 
"LADY PALM" 

CENTRAL COURTYARD: GREEN ROOF TRAYS 

ASPARAGUS DENSIFLORUS 
"FOXTAIL FERN" 

ROOF DECK: TREES 

ARBUTUS 'MARINA' 
"MARINA STRAWBERRY TREE" 

CAREX DIVULSA 
"BERKELEY SAGE" 

CITRUS CULTIVARS 
"CITRUS" 

OIANELLA TASMANICA 
"TASMAN FLAX LILY" 

ERIOBOTRYA DEFLEXA 
"BRONZE LOOUAT" 

SCHEFFLERA ACTINOPHYLLA 
"QUEENSLAND UMBRELLA TREE" 

DIANELLA TASMANICA VARIEGATA' 
"VARIEGATED FLAX LILY" 

MELALEUCA NESOPHILA 
"PINK MELALEUCA" 

SCHEFFLERA ELEGANTISSJMA 
WF ALSE ARALIA. 

LIRIOPE MUSCARJ CULTIVARS 
"LILY TURF" 

OLEA EUROPAEA 'WILSONII ' 
"FRUITLESS OLIVE" 

PALISADES DRIVE RCFE DEVELOPMENT FOR PALISADES DRIVE L.P. 

PHOENIX ROEBELENII 
"PYGMY DATE PALM" 

POOL DECK: TREES 

CERCIS CANAOENSIS 'FOREST PANSY' 
"FOREST PANSY EASTERN REDBUD" 

ASSORTED FRUIT TREES - CITRUS , PEACH, PLUM 

© Cop yright 2016, GMPA Arc hi tee ts, Inc. !INFORMATION PROVIDED IN IHIS CONCEP?UAL PLAN ISPRELIMINARY IN NATURE, AND WA S PREPA RED WlTHOVl THE BENEFII OF AN A RCHITECTURAL LA ND SURVEY OR GEO TECHNICAL REPORT ANO IS SU BJEC T TO CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS DURING ENTITLEMENTS) 
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DWARF CITRUS CUL TIVARS 
"CITRUS" 

EXHI 

RHAPHIOLEPIS 'MAJESTIC BEAUTY 
"MAJESTIC BEAUTY INDIAN HAWTHORN" 

Page No. _ _ _ of~ - -

Case No. '2A WI'/ "' Z/'l' LANT IMAGES 

SHEET NO 

L-8 MPA ARCHI TECTS 
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ENVIRONMENTAL 
REPORT 

ND,MND,CE 



COUNTY CLERK'S USE CITY OF LOS ANGELES CITY CLERK'S USE 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

200 NORTH SPRING STREET, ROOM 360 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

NOTICE OF EXEMPTION 
(California Environmental Quality Act Section 15062) 

Filing of this form is optional. If filed, the form shall be filed with the County Clerk, 12400 E. Imperial Highway, Norwalk, CA 90650, 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 (b}. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167 (d), the filing of this notice 
starts a 35-day statute of limitations on court challenges to the approval of the project. Failure to file this notice with the County Clerk 
results in the statute of limitations being extended to 180 days. 
LEAD CITY AGENCY I COUNCIL DISTRICT 
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 11 

PROJECT TITLE I LOG REFERENCE 
n Palisades Drive Residential Care Facility for the Elderly ENV-2017-2171-CE 

PROJECT LOCATION 
n 1525 & 1533 North Palisades Drive; 1731 O & 17320 West Vereda De La Montura 

DESCRIPTION OF NATURE, PURPOSE, AND BENEFICIARIES OF PROJECT: 
n 82 guest room eldercare facility 

NAME OF PERSON OR AGENCY CARRYING OUT PROJECT, IF OTHER THAN LEAD CITY AGENCY: 
n 
CONTACT PERSON 'AREA CODE !TELEPHONE NUMBER I EXT. 
n Rony Shram, Palisades Drive, LP n 213 n 507-7700 

EXEMPT STATUS: (Check One) 

STATE CEQA GUIDELINES CITY CEQA GUIDELINES 

9 MINISTERIAL Sec. 15268 Art. 11, Sec. 2b 
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JUSTIFICATION FOR PROJECT EXEMPTION: In-fill development meeting the conditions described in this section. (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 development 
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. (e) The site can be adequately 
served by all required utilities and public services. 
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RE: CASE NO. ZA 2017-2170(ELD)(CDP)(SPR) 
Address: 1525 & 1533 North Palisades Drive; 
17310 & 17320 West Vereda De La Montura 
Planning Area: Brentwood - Pacific Palisades 
Zone : C1-1-H 
D. M. : 1388113 
C. D. : 11 
CEQA : ENV-2017-2171-CE 

RE: ENV-2017-2171-CE (Categorical Exemption - Class 32) 

The proposed project involves the new construction, use, and maintenance of a four-story, 
64,646 square-foot Eldercare Facility with two levels of subterranean parking, ranging in height 
from 25 to 45 feet. The project will contain 82 guest rooms, including 59 guest rooms used for 
Assisted Living Care Housing and 23 guest rooms used for Alzheimer's/Dementia Care 
Housing. The project will provide a total of 66 automobile parking spaces contained within two 
levels of subterranean parking and 10 bicycle parking spaces. 

The project site, located at 1525 North Palisades Drive ( 1525 and 1533 North Palisades Drive 
and 17310 and 17320 West Vereda De La Montura), is a sloping, irregularly-shaped parcel of 
land totaling 43,097 square feet (0.99 acre) and consisting of one lot. The project site has 
approximately 145 feet of frontage along the west side of Palisades Drive (a designated Avenue 
I under the Mobility Plan 2035) and approximately 305 feet of frontage along the south side of 
Vereda De La Montura (a designated Collector Street). The project site is currently vacant. 

The proposed project has been determined not to have a significant effect on the environment 
and is therefore categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA pursuant to Article Ill, 
Section 1, Class 32 of the City CEQA Guidelines. On June 20, 2017, the proposed project was 
issued a Notice of Exemption Log Reference No. ENV-2017-2171-CE. The proposed project will 
not require mitigation or monitoring measures and no alternatives to the project were evaluated. 

The project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 15532(b) 
since the project is an infill development project identified as "development that occurs within 
city limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses." 
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A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an infill site and 
meets the following criteria: 

(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 development 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. 

The project is for the construction use and maintenance of a 45-foot tall, 64,646 square-foot, 82 
guest room Eldercare Facility with 66 parking spaces in two subterranean garage levels on a 
43,097.74 square-foot lot in the C1-1-H Zone within the Los Angeles City limits. The site and 
surrounding area are urbanized areas, as defined in page 11 of Section 21071 of Chapter 2.5 
and Section 15387 Article 20 Definitions of the 2017 California Environmental Quality Act, 
CEQA Guidelines. A haul route is required to export approximately 19,308 cubic yards of earth 
material. An Eldercare Facility is permitted in the C1 Zone. The project as an Eldercare 
Facility, will comply with all the regulations of the code, including height, floor area, setbacks, 
parking, etc. 

The project is characterized as an urban in-fill Categorical Exemption, and qualifies for the 
Class 32 Categorical Exemption. The site is zoned C1-1-H and has a General Plan Land Use 
Designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial. The project is consistent with the applicable 
Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan designation and policies and all applicable 
zoning designations and regulations. Specifically, the project is consistent with the following 
Plan Objectives: 

2-1 To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development. 
2-3 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts and to identify pedestrian-oriented 
areas. 
2-4 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts consistent with the character of, and 
quality of the surrounding neighborhoods. 
4-1 To protect the resources of the Plan area for the benefit of the residents and of the 
region by preserving existing open space and, where possible, acquiring new open space. 
5-2 To protect coastal resources and to provide maximum public access to and along the 
shoreline consistent with property rights and sensitive habitat resources. 
8-1 To provide adequate police facilities and personnel to correspond with population and 
service demands. 
9-1 Ensure that fire facilities and protective services are sufficient for the existing and future 
population and land uses. 
13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service and 
insure that necessary road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate 
traffic generated by all new development. 
15-1 Provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards and 
community needs. 
17-1 To ensure that the Plan Areas significant cultural and historical resources are protected, 
preserved and/or enhanced. 
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The proposed project would follow the design guidelines as presented in Chapter V of the 
Community Plan. The project will include design that incorporates landscaping throughout the 
building in the form of planters, outdoor, landscaping, and design theme would be incorporated 
to preserve community character. Parking would be below ground in two subterranean levels to 
allow for more aesthetically pleasing landscaping to fill the site. The subject site is wholly within 
the City of Los Angeles, on a site that is approximately 43,097 square feet. The site is not 
located within an area identified by the City of Los Angeles as a Pedestrian Oriented District, 
which would require the project be at pedestrian scale, as stated in the Community Plan. 
Community Design Overlay, or Specific Plan Overlay, or any other ordinances pertaining to the 
zone. The project is an eldercare facility and not a housing development, but has residential 
characteristics in its operation and design. The project will provide shuttle service for patients to 
access community amenities as well as medical and dental offices and facilities, shopping, and 
recreational amenities. A concierge doctor's service will be provided on site for minor check
ups to eliminate unnecessary off-site doctor visits, while having professional staff on duty. 
Other basic personal needs will be available on site, including a spa salon and massage on-site. 
The proposed operation will be required to provide adequate staffing and meet the operational 
regulations required by the State of California to maintain its operating license. As such, 
conforming to the regulations would ensure the use is compatible with the zoning and objectives 
of the Community Plan. 

Lots adjacent to the subject site are developed with the following urban uses: residential uses, 
commercial uses and open space. The site does not have value as a habitat for endangered, 
rare or threatened species nor was any evidence submitted showing there is such value on-site. 
The project will be subject to Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs), which require 
compliance with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, pollutant discharge, dewatering, 
stormwater mitigations; and Best Management Practices for stormwater runoff. These RCMs 
will ensure the project will not have significant impacts on noise and water. 

The project will have adequate police services provided by the West Los Angeles Community 
Police Station, approximately seven miles from the site. The minimal increase in residents will 
not significantly impact response times. Fire protection and medical services at the project site 
would be served by Los Angeles Fire Department Station 23, which is located 2.5 miles 
southeast of the project site. Correspondence from September 26 and 27, 2017 showing 
communication from LAFD's Assistant Chief Patrick Butler shows that there is nothing unusual 
or dangerous about the Eldercare Facility use or the property that pose any realistic or unique 
risk of danger to the residents or the surroundings. Addressed in the correspondence is 
Assistant Chief Butler's response of the site being in a High Severity Zone, and that this is a 
large district and spreads throughout the entire City. He states, "Stringent building codes and 
brush fire clearance in Los Angeles provide the necessary safety for these buildings to be 
properly built and protected. With these safety aspects in place, there is no foundation that the 
proposed senior community may actually pose a danger to the very people it is meant to serve." 
In addition, the proposed project would be required to install automatic fire sprinklers to be 
consistent with the response-distance criteria specified in LAMC 57.09.07A of 1.5 miles. 

Furthermore, the project does not exceed the threshold criteria established by LADOT for 
preparing a traffic study. A study prepared by Meridian Consultants analyzed the project and 
determined the project would not have a significant impact on the environment, and also 
determined the use would have less of an impact than an apartment/condo, office building or 
shopping center. A Department of Transportation Review was conducted on August 10, 2017 
and determined that the proposed project would generate 166 daily trips, five AM Peak Hour 
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Trips and 14 PM Peak Hour Trips. Analysis was based on the ITE 9th Edition - Trip Rate 
(2.02/DU Daily Trip Ends, 0.06/DU AM Peak Trip Rate, 0.17/DU PM Peak Trip Rate) for 
"Congregate Care Housing" (253). 

Therefore, the project will not have any significant impacts to traffic. Interim thresholds were 
developed by DCP staff based on CalEEMod model runs relying on reasonable assumptions, 
consulting with -AQMD staff, and surveying published air quality studies for which criteria air 
pollutants did not exceed the established SCAQMD construction and operational thresholds. 
The project site will be adequately served by all public utilities and services given that the 
construction of the subject Eldercare Facility is consistent with the General Plan. Therefore, the 
project meets all of the Criteria for the Class 32. 

Exceptions Narrative for Class 32 Categorical Exemption 

There are six (6) Exceptions which the City is required to consider before finding a project 
exempt under Class 15303 and 15332: (a) Location; (b) Cumulative Impacts; (c) Significant 
Effect; (d) Scenic Highways; (e) Hazardous Waste Sites; and (f) Historical Resources. 

(a) Location. The proposed project is not located in an area that would impact an 
environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where designated, precisely 
mapped, or officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state or local agencies. While 
the subject site is located within a Hillside Grading Area, a landslide area, a Very High 
Fire Hazard Severity Zone, specific Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs) in the 
City of Los Angeles regulate the grading and construction of projects in these particular 
types of "sensitive" locations and will reduce any potential impacts to less than 
significant. In addition to the City of Los Angeles' stringent building codes and brush fire 
clearances, which provide the necessary safety for the buildings in these designated 
areas to be properly built and protected (as addressed by the Fire Department), these 
RCMs have been historically proven to work to the satisfaction of the City Engineer to 
reduce any impacts from the specific environment the project is located. Thus, the 
location of the project will not result in a significant impact. 

(b) Cumulative Impacts. The proposed project would not contribute to a significant 
cumulative impact because the project would comply with the requirements of the City of 
Los Angeles' General Plan and the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan. The 
project would be required to comply with all applicable City ordinances, regulations, and 
permitting conditions. The subject site is surrounded by properties zoned C1-1-H, OS-
1XL, RD3-1, and (Q)RD3-1 zones, and characterized by generally sloping topography 
and improved streets. The subject property is surrounded by multi-family residential and 
commercial uses, as well as designated open space area. Properties immediately to the 
north across Vereda De La Montura and to the east across Palisades Drive are zoned 
RD3-1 and developed with residential condominium structures. Property to the southeast 
across Palisades Drive is zoned (Q)RD3-1 and also developed with residential 
condominium structures. The property abutting the project site to the west is privately
owned open space area. Property immediately to the south is zoned C1-1-H and 
developed with a shopping center containing neighborhood-serving commercial uses. 
There are no known similar projects anywhere near the vicinity of the property ongoing 
or anticipated in the foreseeable future. 
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(c) Significant Effect. Discussion is provided herein to demonstrate the proposed project 
would not have a significant effect on the environment. 

(d) Scenic Highways. The project site is located on Palisades Drive, which is a designated 
Avenue I. Palisades Drive is not designated a Scenic Highway. However, no unique 
geologic features or rock outcroppings are located on the project site. The project site 
contains various ornamental landscaping and trees on site. These trees do not consists 
of any tree species protected under the Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance (i.e., 
Valley Oak, California Love Oak, Southern California Black Walnut, Western Sycamore, 
or California Bay). Any trees removed would be replaced in accordance with the City's 
tree replacement requirements. The proposed project would be consistent with the 
required height restrictions as discussed further below. As such, the project would not 
substantially damage scenic resources. Accordingly, the proposed project would not 
have a significant effect relative to scenic highways on the environment. 

(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. Furthermore, according to Envirostor, the State of California's 
database of Hazardous Waste Sites, neither the subject site, nor any site in the vicinity, 
is identified as a hazardous waste site. 

(f) Historical Resources. The project site has not been identified as a historic resource by 
local or state agencies, and the project site has not been determined to be eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical 
Resources, the Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments Register, and/or any local 
register; and was not found to be a potential historic resource based on the City's 
HistoricPlacesLA website or SurveyLA, the citywide survey of Los Angeles. Finally, the 
City does not choose to treat the site as a historic resource. 
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THIS BOX FOR CITY PLANNING STAFF USE ONLY 

Environmental Case Number: 

Related Case Numbers: 

Case Filed With (Print Name): Date Filed: -------------------
EAF Accepted By (Print Name): ___________________ Date Accepted: 

All terms in this document are applicable to the singular as well as the plural forms of such terms. 

Project Address 1: 1525 & 1533 N. Palisades Drive; 17310 & 17320 W. Vereda De La Montura 

Assessor's Parcel Number: 4431-010-011 ----------------------------------
Major Cross Streets: Vereda De La Montura and Palisades Drive 

Community Plan Area: Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 

APPLICANT (if not Property Owner) 

Name: Same as owner 

Company: ________________ _ 

Address: ________________ _ 

City: ______ State: __ Zip Code: ___ _ 

E-Mail: ________________ _ 

Telephone No.: ______________ _ 

APPLICANT'S REPRESENTATIVE 

Name: Kevin McDonnell, Esq. 

Company: Jetter Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

Address: 1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 

City: Los Angeles State: CA Zip Code: 90067 

E-Mail: kkm@jmbm.com 

Telephone No.: ~<3_1_0~) _20_1_-_35_9_0 ________ _ 

Council District: 11 

PROPERTY OWNER 

Name: Rony Shram 

Company: Palisades Drive, LP 

Address: 12166 Sunset Boulevard 

-----

City: Los Angeles State: CA Zip Code: 90049 

E-Mail: rony@ronyshram.com 

Telephone No.: (213) 507-7700 

ENVIRONMENT AL REVIEW CONSULT ANT 

Name: Joe Gibson 

Company: Meridian Consultants 

Address: 910 Hampshire Road, Suite V 

City: Westlake Village State: CA Zip Code: 91361 

E-Mail: jgibson@meridianconsultantsllc.com 

Telephone No.: -'-(8_0_5"'-) _36_7_-_57_2_6 ________ _ 

1 Project address must include all addresses on the subject site (as identified in ZIMAS; http://zimas.lacity.org) 
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OVERVIEW 
CEQA, or the California Environmental Quality Act, is a statute that requires state and local agencies to identify the 
significant environmental impacts of their actions and to avoid or mitigate those impacts, if feasible. CEQA requires 
public agencies to conduct environmental review before making a determination on a project. The environmental review 
process examines the potential impacts your project will have on the property and its surroundings, and makes 
recommendations (mitigation measures) on how to minimize or reduce those impacts that are found to be significant. 
The purpose of this application is to assist staff in determining the appropriate environmental clearance for your project. 
Please fill out this form completely. Missing, incomplete or inconsistent information will cause delays in the processing 
of your application. 

1. PROJECT DESCTIPTION 

A. Briefly describe the entire project and any related entitlements (e.g. Tentative Tract, Conditional Use, Zone 
Change, etc.) . The description must include all phases and plans for future expansion. 

An Eldercare Facility Unified Permit application, Site Plan Review and Coastal Development Permit 

appl ication for a proposed four-story, 45'0" high, 64,646 sq. ft. , 82 guest room unit, Eldercare 

Facility with 64 parking spaces in two subterranean garage levels on a 43,097.74 sq. ft. lot in the 

C1 -1-H Zone. A haul route is required to export approximately 19,308 cubic yards of earth. 

Additional information or Expanded Initial Study attached: DYES ~ NO 

B. Will the project require certification, authorization, clearance or issuance of a permit by any federal, state, 
county, or environ~ental control agency, such as Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Management 

District, Water Resources Board, Environmental Affairs, etc.? D YES ~ NO 

If YES, please specify: 

2. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

A. Project Site. 

Lot Area: _4_3_._,0_9_7_.7_4 ___________________________ square feet 

Net Acres: 0.99 --------------- Gross Acres: 0.99 ------------
B. Zoning/Land Use. 

Existing Proposed 

Zoning C1-1-H C1-1-H 

Use of Land Vacant Eldercare Facility 

General Plan Designation Neighborhood Office Commercial Neighborhood Office Commercial 
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C. Structures. 

1. Does the property contain any vacant structure? DYES 0 NO 

If YES, describe and state how long it has been vacant: _________________ _ 

2. Will any structures be removed/demolished as a result of the project? DYES 0 NO 

If YES, provide the number: __________ , type: ______________ _ 

_______________ total square footage: ______________ _ 

and age: _________________ of structures to be removed. 

If residential dwellings (apartments, single-family, condominiums etc.) are being removed indicate the 

number of units: ________ _ 

D. Trees. 

Are there any trees on the property, and/or within the public right-of-way next to the property, that will be 

removed or impacted* as a result of the project? D YES 0 NO 

If YES complete the following: 

Tree Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity 
Status Existing Tree Types Removed Relocated Replaced Impacted* 

Non-Protected 
(8" trunk diameter 

and greater) 

Oak Tree 
Protected 

(4" trunk diameter 
(excluding Scrub Oak) 

and greater Southern California 
Black Walnut 

Western Sycamore 

California Bay 

* Impacted means that grading or construction activity will be conducted within five (5) feet of, or underneath 
the tree's canopy. 

Additional information attached: DYES 0 NO 

/fa protected tree (as defined in Section 17.02 of the LAMC) will be removed, replaced, relocated, or impacted, 
a Tree Report is required. 

E. Slope. State the percent of property which is: 

Less than 10% slope: 61 .2 10-15% slope: 0 over 15% slope: __ 3_8_.8 __ 

If slopes over 10% exist, a Topographic Map will be required. 
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F. Grading. Specify the total amount of dirt being moved: 

D 0-500 cubic yards ~ More than 500 cubic yards 

If more than 500 cubic yards (indicate amount): _1_9_,3_0_8 ______________ cubic yards 

G. Import/Export. Indicate the amount of dirt to be imported or exported: 

Imported: 0 cubic yards Exported: _1_9_,3_0_8 ______ cubic yards 

Location of disposal site: 4401 Hitch Boulevard, Moorpark, CA 

Location of borrow site: _n_o_n_e ____________________________ _ 

Is the Project Site located within a Bureau of Engineering (BOE) Special Grading Area? 0 YES 

If YES, a Haul Route is required. 

0 NO 

H. Hazardous Materials and Substances. Is the project proposed on land that is or was developed with a dry 
cleaning, automobile repair, gasoline station, or industrial/manufacturing use, or other similar type of use that 

may have resulted in site contamination? D YES 0 NO 

If YES, describe: 

If YES, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) is required. 

I. Historic, Cultural and/or Architecturally Significant Site or Structure. Does the project involve any 
structures, buildings, street lighting systems, spaces, sites or components thereof which are designated or may 
be eligible for designation in any of the following? If YES, please check and describe: 

D National Register of Historic Places: ________________________ _ 

D California Register of Historic Resources: ______________________ _ 

D City of Los Angeles Cultural Historic Monument: ____________________ _ 

D Located within a City of Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ): ________ _ 

D Identified on SurveyLA: _____________________________ _ 

D Identified in HistoricPlacesLA: 

Does the Project affect any structure 45 or more years old that does not have a local, state, or federal 

designation for cultural or historic preservation? 0 YES 0 NO 
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J. Miscellaneous. Does the property contain any easements, rights-of-way, Covenant & Agreements, contracts, 

underground storage tanks or pipelines which restrict full use of the property? D YES lia NO 

If YES, describe: --------------------------------
_______________________________ and indicate the sheet 

number on your plans showing the condition: __________ _ 

3. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
In the sections below, describe the entire project, not just the area in need of the entitlement request. If the project 
involves more than one phase or substantial expansion or changes of existing uses, please document each portion 
separately, with the total or project details written below. Attach additional sheets as necessary to fully describe 
the project. 

A. ALL PROJECTS 

i. Parking. 

Vehicular Parking 

Required: _6_3 __________ + Guest: _o _______ _ 
Proposed: 64 + Guest: _O _______ _ 

Bicycle Parking: 

Required Long-Term: _O _____ _ Required Short-Term: _o _____ _ 
Proposed Long-Term : _O _____ _ Proposed Short-Term : _O _____ _ 

ii. Height. 

Number of stories (not including mezzanine levels) : _4 ____ Maximum height: _4_5_'0_" _____ _ 

Are Mezzanine levels proposed? DYES lia NO 

If YES, indicate on which floor: _____ _ 

If YES, indicate the total square feet of each mezzanine: ________________ _ 

New construction resulting in a height in excess of 60 feet may require a Shade/Shadow Analysis. This 
does not apply to projects that are located within a Transit Priority Area (TPA) as defined by Zl-2452 (check 
the Planning and Zoning tab in ZIMAS for this information http://ZIMAS.lacity.org). 

iii. Project Size. 

What is the total floor area of the project? _6_4_,6_4_6 _________ gross square feet 

iv. Lot Coverage. Indicate the percent of the total project that is proposed for: 

Building footprint: _____ 51_._42 _____ % 

Paving/hardscape: _____ 2_7_._22 _____ % 

Landscaping: _____ 2_1_.3_6 _____ % 

v. Lighting. Describe night lighting of project: Low intensity and shielded from adjoining 

properties. 
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B. RESIDENTIAL PROJECT 

If no portion of the project is residential check ~-N/A and continue to next section 

i. Number of Dwelling Units. 

Single Family: ______ , Apartment: _______ , Condominium: ________ _ 

ii. Recreational Facilities. List recreational facilities for project: _______________ _ 

iii. Open Space. 

Does the project involve new construction resulting in additional floor area and units? D YES ~ NO 

0 NO Does the project involve six or more residential units? DYES 

If YES to both, complete the following 

Pursuant to LAMC 12.21.G Required Proposed 

Common Open Space (Square Feet) 

Private Open Space (Square Feet) 

Landscaped Open Space Area (Square Feet) 

Number of trees (24 inch box or greater) 

iv. Utilities. Describe the types of appliances and heating (gas, electric, gas/electric, solar) : _____ _ 

Gas/electric Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning 

v. Accessory Uses. Describe new accessory structures (detached garage, guest house, swimming pool, 

fence, stable, etc.) and/or additions: _N_o_n_e ______________________ _ 

C. COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL OR OTHER PROJECT 

If the project is residential only check D -N/A and continue to next section 

i. Type of Use. Eldercare Facility (Assisted Living and Dementia Care Housing) 

ii. Project Size. Does the project only involve the remodel or change of use of an existing interior space or 

leasehold? DYES ~ NO 

If YES, indicate the total size of the interior space or leasehold: _________ square feet 

iii. Hotel/Motel. Identify the number of guest rooms: ________ guest rooms 
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iv. Days of operation . ...:E::..;v:...:e:.:..z...-=d.,:::.a1-_________________________ _ 

Hours of operation. _2_4_h_o_u'"'"rs~p.;;...er_d'""'"a;...y'-------------------------

v. Special Events. Will there be special events not normally associated with a day-to-day operation (e.g. 

fund raisers, pay-for-view events, parent-teacher nights, athletic events, graduations)? D YES ~ NO 

If YES, describe events and how often they are proposed ________________ _ 

vi. Occupancy Limit. Total Fire Department occupancy limit: -'1-'--,4-'-'6:....:3;__ _______ _ 

a. Number of fixed seats or beds ...:9...;..7-"b'-'e'"""d=s ______ _ 

b. Total number of patrons/students ..;..N.;.;../A;_;_ ______ _ 

c. Number of employees per shift ...:2:..:0;__ _____ , number of shifts -=3 _______ _ 

d. Size of largest assembly area (residents' dining room) 1,800 square feet 

v. Security. Describe security provisions for the project Locks, lighting and alarms. 

4. SELECTED INFORMATION 

A. Circulation. Identify by name all arterial road types (i.e. Boulevard I, II , Avenue I, II , Ill) and freeways within 

1,000 feet of the proposed Project; give the approximate distances (check http://navigatela.lacity.org for this 

information). Palisades Drive fronting property - Designated Avenue I; Vereda De La Montura fronting 

property - Designated Collector; Michael Lane 66 feet north - Designated Collector; Palisades Circle 

270 feet southwest - Designated Collector; Avenida De La Herradura 850 feet northeast - Designated 

Collector; Avenida De Cortez 955 feet southeast - Designated Local Street-Standard 

B. Green building certification. Will the project be LEED-certified or equivalent? DYES ~ NO 

If YES, check appropriate box: 

D Certified D Equivalent D Silver D Gold D Platinum D Other --------

C. Fire sprinklers. Will the Project include fire sprinklers? ~ YES D NO 

CP-1204 [11 .10.2016] Environmental Assessment Form Application Page 7 of 11 



5. CLASS 32 URBAN INFILL CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION (CE) REQUEST 
The Class 32 "Urban Infill" Categorical Exemption (Section 15332 of the State CEQA Guidelines), is available for 
development within urbanized areas. This class is not intended to be applied to projects that would result in any 
significant traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality impacts. 

~ Check this box if you are requesting a Class 32 Exemption, and: 

~ You have read DCP's Specialized Instructions for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption (CP-7828) and, 

~ You have submitted the written justifications identified in the Specialized Instructions, and any supporting 
documents and/or technical studies to support your position that the proposed Project is eligible for the 
Class 32 Exemption and the project does not fall under any of the Exceptions pursuant to CEQA Section 
15300.2. 

Note that requesting the Urban Infill CE does not guarantee that the request will be accepted. The City may require 
additional studies and information if necessary to process the CE. The City reserves all rights to determine the 
appropriate CEQA clearance, including using multiple clearances and requiring an EIR if necessary. 
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APPLICANT/CONSULTANT'S AFFIDAVIT 

OWNER MUST SIGN AND BE NOTARIZED, 

IF THERE IS AN AGENT, THE AGENT MUST ALSO SIGN AND BE NOTARIZED 

PROPERTY OWNER 

I, (print name) __ to __ vt_f~_s __ ~t_/W __ '11J ____ _ 

Signature _ _.:!~=:::'..~~~....._=====:::::::::::::=-.=---

CONSULT ANT/AGENT 

I, (print name) /Lfi' vrAt I~ . A-1... ~1D 0H.N1ec.~L 

Signature J L_:_ I(, . ¥'[ ca ~~ . 
being duly sworn , state that the statements and information, including plans and other attachments, contained in this 
Environmental Assessment Form are in all respects true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. I hereby certify 
that I have fully informed the City of the nature of the Project for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and have not submitted this application with the intention of segmenting a larger Project in violation of CEQA. I 
understand that should the City determine that the Project is part of a larger Project for purposes of CEQA; the City may 
revoke any approvals and/or stay any subsequent entitlements or permits (including certificates of occupancy) until a full 
and complete CEQA analysis is reviewed and appropriate CEQA clearance is adopted or certified. 

Space Below for Notary's Use 

California All-Purpose Acknowledgement Civil Code Section 1189 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the 
document, to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California 

County of [07 ft 115 € /--e > 

before me. _W_,_, ( rv1_ ()...._ t_5c_&.-_f_CN..._vt_--f_e-+--'"N___.;.v-'-t _&"""",M-----'-----'-'--=----
(1nsert Name of Notary Public and 

personally appeared 1< on '1 S: h r t:K- W'\ , who 
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within 
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies) , and that 
by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s) , or the entity upon behalf on which the person(s) acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph is true and 
correct. 

(Seal) 
Sign ure 
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CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT CIVIL CODE§ 1189 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the 
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California 

County of f-D ,> f+-vt.5 e ( e 5 ) 

On M@-i l</1 2-VI J before me, /;J~ fAf t,<.... £,c:;-c::&c(ei- 11.-f-e, VV est,,,t f3ub c:::. , 
Date Here Insert Name arid Title of the Officer 

personally appeared f:'. e I/ < Y\ k , M {.... Do YI t.A e ( [ 
Name(s) of Signer(s) 

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are 
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), 
or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

Place Notary Seal Above 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws 
of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph 
is true and correct. 

------- ------ ---OPTIONAL---- ------------
Though this section is optional, completing this information can deter alteration of the document or 

fraudulent reattachment of this form to an unintended document. 

Description of Attached Document 
Title or Type of Document: _____________ Document Date: _______ _ 
Number of Pages: ___ Signer(s) Other Than Named Above: _____________ _ 

Capacity(ies) Claimed by Signer(s) 
Signer's Name: ____________ _ Signer's Name: __________ __ _ 
D Corporate Officer - Title(s): ______ _ D Corporate Officer - Title(s): ______ _ 
D Partner - D Limited D General D Partner - D Limited D General 
D Individual D Attorney in Fact D Individual D Attorney in Fact 
D Trustee D Guardian or Conservator D Trustee O Guardian or Conservator 
D Other: _ ____________ _ _ D Other: ______________ _ 
Signer Is Representing: _________ _ Signer Is Representing: _________ _ 

~~~ 

©2014 National Notary Association · www.NationalNotary.org • 1-800-US NOTARY (1-800-876-6827) Item #5907 
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INSTRUCTIONS: Environmental Assessment Form 

REQUIRED SUBMITTAL MATERIALS: 

The following materials are required when submitting an Environmental Assessment Form (EAF); materials must be 
consistent with the application. All materials should reflect the entire Project, not just the area in need of a zone change, 
variance, or other entitlement. 

The submittal materials are IN ADDITION TO those required for any case/application for which the Environmental 
Assessment Form is being filed . 

Exhibits Required: Please note that based on the circumstances of a particular project proposal, in order to 
adequately analyze the environmental impacts of the project, assigned staff may require any of the following 
reports even if the project does not meet the indicated threshold. 

A. Plot Plans and/or Subdivision Map and/or Haul Route Map: One full size plot plan, subdivision map or haul 
route map and two 11 " x 17" copes; material must show the location and layout of proposed development including 
dimensions. Include topographic lines where grade is over 10%; and the location and diameter of all existing trees 
with a trunk diameter greater than four inches on the project site and the adjacent public right-of-way. 

B. Vicinity Maps: Two copies (8½" x 11") showing an area larger than the Radius/Land Use Map and depicting 
nearby street system, public facilities and other significant physical features with project area highlighted (similar to 
road maps, Thomas Brothers Maps, etc.). 

C. Color Pictures: Two or more color pictures of the project site (taken within the last 30 days) showing existing 
improvements, walls, trees and other structures on the property. Black and white or gray scale copies of color 
photos are not acceptable; internet "street view" images are not acceptable. 

D. Notice of Intent Fee: An UNDATED check in the amount of $75 made out to the Los Angeles County Clerk for 
the purpose of filing a Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration as required by Section 15072 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines. 

E. Payment Receipt: Fees must be paid at the time of filing the Environmental Assessment per Article 9, Section 
19.05 of the LAMC for the purpose of processing the initial study and for the publication of the Negative Declaration 
or Mitigated Negative Declaration; provide one copy of the payment receipt. 

F. Associated Application: A duplicate copy of the application for the associated entitlement (e.g. zone change, 
general plan amendment, variance , conditional use, subdivider's statement) including entitlement justification 
and/or findings, if available. 

G. Project Planning Referral Form: A copy of signed Project Planning Referral form (CP-7812) if the proposed 
project is located in a specific plan area, Community Design Overlay (CDO), Neighborhood Oriented District (NOD), 
Sign District (SN), Pedestrian Oriented District (POD), Community Plan Implementation Ordinance area and/or 
involves small lot subdivision or affordable housing (e.g. Density Bonus, Conditional Use >35% increase, Public 
Benefit) type of project. 

H. Radius/Land Use Maps: Two full size and two 8½" x 11 " reduced size radius maps, if required for discretionary 
filing. Maps shall be prepared in compliance with DCP's Radius Map Requirements & Guidelines (form CP-7826); 
300' radius line is okay for site plan review applications. 
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I. Elevation Plans: One full size and two 11" x 17" size plans. See DCP's Elevation Instructions form (CP-7817) 
for technical requirements and a listing of types of cases where elevations are always required. Exterior elevations 
can be required by planning staff as needed to illustrate and communicate the details of any case. Elevation plans 
must always show legible height dimensions. 

J. Floor Plans: One full size and two 11 " x 17 size. Floor plans should include patios, balconies and, if proposed for 
use, portions of the right-of-way. Floor plans are always required for hillside projects, CUB's (seats must be 
numbered), projects where the City Planning Commission (CPC) or the Area Planning Commission (APC) is the 
decision maker and other cases when the request involves the interior lay-out of a project. Refer to the Floor Plan 
Instructions (CP-7751 ) for detailed information about technical requirements. 

K. Tree Report: Two copies of a tree report if project involves removal, relocation, or replacement of any protected 
trees on the project site or in the right-of way adjacent to the site. 

L. Geology/Soils Approval Letter: A copy of letter from Department of Building and Safety and copy of referenced 
geotechnical report, if located in hillside area and only if new construction is proposed. 

M. Haul Route Approval: Projects within a Hillside Grading Area involving import/export of 1,000 cubic yards or more 
shall submit a soils and/or geotechnical report reviewed & approved by LADBS. 

N. Topographic Map: If slopes over 10% exist. If site is over 50 acres, 1" = 200' scale is acceptable. 

0. Cultural/Historic Impact Report: If project involves a designated Cultural/Historic property or a historic/cultural 
resource deemed eligible as historic resources through SurveyLA. 

P. Cultural/Historic Assessment: If project involves an undesignated structure, 45 years or older, provide clear 
unobstructed color photographs of all building facades, including accessory structures and a copy of the original 
(oldest) building permit, with plan sketch, if available. 

Q. Traffic Assessment: If the project approaches or exceeds the following thresholds a Traffic Assessment review 
by the Department of Transportation (DOT) may be required (this list is not exhaustive, and unlisted uses may also 
require assessment) . 

Use Threshold Use Threshold 
Apartments 40 units General office 16,000 sf. 
Condominiums (incl. live/work) 48 units Fast food wino drive-thru 570 sf. 
Convenience store (24-hr) 340 sf. Fast food w/drive thru 550 sf. 
Convenience store (<24-hr) 720sf. Restaurant - hiqh turn over 2,300 sf. 
Shoppinq center 6,700 sf. Restaurant (includinq bars) 3,300 sf. 
Supermarket 2,600 sf. 

Please note that a Traffic Assessment does not necessarily result in a Traffic Study. However, an additional fee, 
pursuant to Section 19.15 will be required by the DOT for review of the assessment 

R. Duplicate Files: An additional copy of the EAF and each exhibit is necessary for projects which are located in: 

li2'l The Coastal Zone and 

D The Santa Monica Mountains area 
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Jonathan Klar 
Attorney at law 

1526 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

310.871.2140 

jklarlaw@gmail.com  

 

April 6, 2018 

 

 

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

11214 West Exposition Boulevard, 2nd Floor, Roll Call Room 

Los Angeles, CA 90064 

 

Esther Margulies, President 

Michael Newhouse, Vice President 

Lisa Waltz Morocco, Commissioner 

Heather Rozman, Commissioner 

Adele Yellin, Commissioner 

 

Attn: Cecilia Lamas, Commission Executive Assistant 

Via U.S. Mail and Email (Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org) 

Via Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org and  

 Len Nguyen, Planning Deputy: len.nguyen@lacity.org  

 

Appeal of City Development, Coastal Development, Site Plan, CEQA, Etc. 

Nos.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR-1A and CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Project @ 1525-1533 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 

 

 

SUPPLEMENTAL AND AMENDED BRIEF OF APPELLANTS 

JONATHAN AND MARIA KLAR, ET. AL., RE APPLICATIONS FOR 

DEVELOPMENT PERMITS FOR THE ABOVE PROJECT SITE 

 

I. 

THE PALISADES HIGHLANDS – THE CITY’S OASIS OF SERENITY IN THE 

HEART OF MOUNTAINS, CANYONS, PARKS, WILDLANDS, AND WILDLIFE  

 

 The Zoning Administrator’s Decision (“the Decision”) is premised on a total 

fiction, namely, that the Project Site (the “Site”) is a typical infill project in a highly-

urbanized area that lacks any environmental significance and is undeserving of the 

mailto:jklarlaw@gmail.com
mailto:Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org
mailto:apcwestla@lacity.org
mailto:councilmember.bonin@lacity.org
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protections of the California Coastal Act of 1976 (“Coastal Act”), the California 

Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), and the City’s Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 

Community Plan (the “Community Plan”).1 The Decision’s baseless, unsupported, and 

misleading assumptions and findings have permeated and prejudiced the entire decision-

making process, resulting in unfounded and fact-free conclusions, misapplications of law, 

and, ultimately, a total abuse of discretion. The Decision is unconscionable in reaching a 

result without specifically addressing, except in the most perfunctory and conclusory 

fashion, the more than 75 specific legal and factual arguments that Appellants have made 

in their opposition brief submitted for the initial hearing. 

 Surrounded by Parklands. In truth, the Palisades Highlands is the antithesis of a 

highly-urbanized area; and locating a 64,646 square foot, four-story, eldercare assisted 

living-dementia care center (the “Facility”) in such a risky, precarious and sensitive 

environment is both irrational and environmentally destructive. The Site consists of 

compacted fill, up to 100 feet deep, precariously perched on the edge of a steep canyon 

bluff that shares a 237.1-foot long border with City-owned dedicated open space adjacent 

to Topanga State Park. The Site is prone to severe risk of massive wildfires; land, mud 

and rock slides; liquefaction; earthquakes of 7.0-plus; and subject to closure of its only 

access road, Palisades Drive, for days at a time. The Site is miles from the nearest public 

transportation, medical offices, hospitals, retail shopping, and all other community 

services. The proposal to cram a massive, 50 to 60-foot tall, four-story tower on the Site 

will not only gouge an irreparable, permanent scar into precious parklands and create a 

hideous eyesore, but it is a potential mass-casualty tragedy in the making. 

 Steps from City, State and National Parks. The Highlands is nestled in the heart 

of a wildland-suburban interface in the Santa Monica Mountains, surrounded on three 

sides by Topanga State Park (the “Park”) -- one the largest and most-visited parks in the 

Los Angeles area.2  The Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area website 

states that Topanga State Park, which has four trail entrances in the Highlands, is the 

largest state park within any city in the United States, featuring 76 miles of trails.3 The 

Highlands offers visitors and residents direct access to the Park’s vast trail network from four 

nearby trailheads:  

• Santa Ynez Canyon Trailhead, 500 feet immediately west of the Site, 

• Trailer Canyon Trailhead, immediately north of the Site on Michael Lane,  

                                                           
1  The Community Plan covers all areas of Pacific Palisades including the entire Highlands, and there is no Specific 
Plan for the Highlands that modifies it. See Community Plan Introduction at Section I-1. 
2  The ZA mistakenly refers to it as Topanga Canyon State Park. 
3  See National Park Service website at:  https://www.nps.gov/samo/planyourvisit/topanga.htm. The State Park 
website suggests 36 miles of trails, but appears only to include those portions of the Park’s trail system that are 
entirely inside Park boundaries, while the NPS includes extensions of the Park’s trails to immediately adjacent 
parklands. 

https://www.nps.gov/samo/planyourvisit/topanga.htm
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• Temescal Ridge Trailhead at the northeast edge of the Highlands, and  

• Santa Ynez Reservoir Trailhead, a half-mile south on Palisades Drive.  

Parking access to the popular Santa Ynez Canyon Trailhead is on Vereda de la Montura, 

where visitors often line the street with cars from the Park entrance to the Facility’s 

planned entrance. Nearby Trailer Canyon Trail, just north on Michael Lane, is wide and 

ideal for the many mountain bikers, who can ride for tens of miles in wilderness without 

ever leaving the Los Angeles City limits.  

 Unrivaled Outdoors Opportunities for Hikers, Cyclists and Runners. All four 

Highlands trails connect with the famous Backbone Trail, which links the entire trail 

network of the Santa Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation Area and its 

constituent and adjacent State Parks. Comprising 153,075 acres, Santa Monica Mountains 

National Recreation Area is the world's largest urban national park.4 A short walk south 

along Palisades Drive leads to rugged rock formations, like those in Vasquez Rocks 

County Park and Joshua Tree National Park. These spectacular rock outcroppings attract 

climbers from miles around to hone their skills. And, across Palisades Drive from the 

rock-climbing area is our own waterfall – at least after rains. In short, the Highlands’ 

hiking trails are enjoyed by nature enthusiasts, wildlife photographers, ecotourists, and 

hikers, among others; and integrate the Highlands with Topanga State Park and the entire 

Santa Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation Area, making the Highlands a 

treasured oasis for residents and visitors alike. 

 Flourishing Wildlife and Fauna and Striking Geologic Formations. The 

surrounding wilderness teems with a breathtaking array of wildlife, including mountain 

lions, bobcats, deer, coyotes, foxes, possums, rabbits, raccoons, rattlesnakes, frogs, birds, 

raptors and butterflies of every sort.  Streams of joggers, hikers, rock climbers, and 

mountain bikers enjoy challenge of the Highlands’ hillside sidewalks, streets, trails, and 

canyons.  These vast open spaces include striking canyons, steep hills, and rock 

outcroppings, ablaze in colors, made even more spectacular by the late-afternoon sunsets 

over the Park’s mountains. Unquestionably, the Highlands offers an incomparable array 

of wilderness and outdoors experiences unlike those available within the city limits of 

any other major city in the country, or perhaps the world.  

 Site Poses Extreme Danger to Disabled Seniors. There is a downside to all this 

natural beauty. The Project Site is a state-designated “Very High Severity Fire Hazard 

Zone,” which means that the State considers fire risk to the Facility and its residents, 

employees and visitors as high as anywhere in the entire State. That is, there is no 

possible site more dangerous. The Site is perched on a steep, 30-degree bluff, 

overlooking rugged Santa Ynez Canyon and thousands of acres of open space and 

                                                           
4  See National Park Service website at:  https://www.nps.gov/samo/faqs.htm. 
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parklands; but lacking any safety buffer between the bordering wildlands and the Site. 

The entire Highlands is served by one access road – scenic Palisades Drive. Moreover, 

Palisades Drive lies in a liquefaction and landslide zone, subject to rock, land and 

mudslides, which can cut off access to the Highlands in a split second. 

 “Before” and “After” Photos. The next photo shows the Project Site in its 

immediate natural setting that surrounds it. The lamp post at the corner is approximately 

32 feet high, and the stop sign post tops out at 12 feet. The Project will tower 45 feet 

high, about 13 feet above the top of the lamp post.  Rooftop elevator and stairwell 

extensions will soar 12 to 14 feet higher; and the massive clutter commercial rooftop 

mechanical, electrical and HVAC equipment will make matters even worse. Note: most 

mountains and canyons below are in Topanga State Park or Santa Ynez Canyon Park. 

 

 
  

 

 The next photo is a scale rendering by an A.I.A. licensed architect, who used a 

computer program to input the Developer’s Plans, on file with the City, to create a scale 

representation of the eastern side of the Facility over the previous photo. Note that the 45-

foot high Facility will soar more than 13 feet above the top of the 32-foot high corner 

lamp post, and almost four times the height of the nearby stop sign. 

 



  
 

 
  5  
APPEAL to West Los Angeles Planning Commission by Jonathan and Maria Klar et al. to 
   Permits for 1525-1533 N. Palisades Drive, No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR-1A April 6, 2018 
 

 

 
 

The Facility stretches to the right of the black pickup truck for approximately an 

additional 150 feet along Vereda, eviscerating views of the Topanga State Parklands from 

large stretches of Palisades Drive, Vereda, and Michael Lane; as well as views by 

residents of the more than 200 townhomes that immediately surround the Site. 

 

 The Highlands is a fine location to raise a family and to enjoy the rugged outdoors, 

but it is the worst location imaginable to site an eldercare facility for the most 

vulnerable physically and mentally challenged seniors. Nevertheless, the Decision 

approved the proposed 4-story, 64,646 square-foot assisted living/dementia care tower 

(the “Project”) of the Shram family partnership, Palisades Drive L.P. (“the 

Developer”).5 The Project is massive in height, scale, density, and design, and 

completely out of character and incompatible with the community, its natural 

surroundings, and adjacent properties, in violation of LAMC §16.05.F.2, which 

mandates that the Project be compatible with its “adjacent and neighboring 

properties.” 

 

                                                           
5  The “Applicant” is Rony Shram, who states he is the Developer. Rony Shram admits that the Developer has never 
obtained a license to operate an eldercare facility, and it has never constructed either an eldercare facility or a 
large commercial building in an area zoned “Hillside.” A Google search reveals no previous projects that Rony 
Shram has ever built, much less one that is remotely as complex as the Highlands Project. 
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II. 

THE SITE IS AN INAPPROPRIATE AND DANGEROUS LOCATION FOR AN 

ELDERCARE FACILITY; NO SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE SUPPORTS 

FINDING THAT THE SITE COMPLIES WITH CITY ZONING OR 

ELDERCARE REQUIREMENTS OR THE COMMUNITY PLAN 

 

A. The Project Site Is in a “Very High Severity Fire Hazard Zone,” Surrounded by 

Thousands of Acres Highly Flammable Chaparral and Tinder-Dry Vegetation. 

     LAMC Section 12.22A.25(e)(2)(iv) (Affordable Housing Incentives - Density 

Bonus) establishes City Policy that absolutely prohibits Senior Housing where there is 

a high risk of fire: 

“The Housing Development Project shall not be located on a 

substandard street in a Hillside Area or in a Very High Fire Hazard 

Severity Zone as established in Section (57.25.01 of this Code).” 

Though the Facility will be the antithesis of “affordable,” instead catering to wealthy 

seniors, nevertheless the “high fire zone” prohibition in section 12.22A.25(e)(2)(iv) 

should be even more strictly applied where virtually all residents will be significantly 

impaired physically and/or mentally. Fires do not distinguish rich from poor. 

    Highlands residents are no strangers to the dozens of Santa Monica Mountain 

wildfires that have set nearby canyons and mountains ablaze, threatening structures in 

the Highlands. They understand that recent fires in Santa Barbara, Ventura, Bel Air, 

Santa Rosa, Sonoma, and Napa can and will happen here – and with tragic 

consequences. There was no credible evidence that LAFD could possibly cope with 

fires at this scale and intensity, or how building codes would solve the problem. 

     In 1993, a major wildfire, swept out of Malibu, across Topanga Canyon, and began 

to race over the mountains separating Topanga Canyon from the Highlands, forcing a 

mandatory evacuation order for the entire Highlands. Residents were spared 

catastrophe by a last-minute wind shift. 

     Moreover, last October a massive wildfire swept over a Santa Rosa assisted living 

project, destroying it in minutes, melting its steel and incinerating the structure and its 

interior. Numerous disabled residents were locked outside without cell service or keys 

as the fire approached.6 It was a miracle that no one was killed.  

                                                           
6  This tragic event led to a lawsuit by residents against the operators of the facility for elder abuse, negligence, and 
emotional distress. See, Los Angeles Times on November 21, 2017 at p. B3, at 
http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-fire-evacuation-lawsuit-20171121-story.html. 
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 The next photo shows just what happened to the once luxurious facility in the 

firestorm that engulfed it.                        

 

     This photo is a dramatic example of the wisdom of the adage, “The definition of 

insanity is doing the same thing repeatedly but expecting a different result.” In Los 

Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.22A.25(e)(2)(iv), the City has recognized the 

obvious: It is insane to allow senior housing to be built in a “Very High Fire Hazard 

Severity Zone,” and it is urgent that the Project in the Highlands be stopped now. 

     The Developer’s response to this danger is that the residents and staff can “shelter 

in place.” This suggestion is insanity on steroids. Firestorms can reach 2,000 degrees 

Fahrenheit.7 This is why the Santa Rosa senior home burned to a crisp. 

B. The Project Site Is Subject to a Particularly Acute Risk that Earthquakes Pose to 

Infirm Seniors in the Highlands. On January 24, 2018, the LA Times reported that 

the State has just revised its map of the Santa Monica Fault, which now extends from 

Beverly Hills all the way to Santa Monica Bay in Pacific Palisades, close to Temescal 

Canyon Road.8 This major fault, less than 5 miles from the Project Site, can produce a 

magnitude 7-plus catastrophic earthquake in the Palisades. This is particularly serious 

for the Project’s residents because the Project would be built on compacted fill and 

                                                           
7  See, for example, http://www.cashmancuneo.net/gr/nd/fire/fire.html. 
8  See, http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-beverly-hills-santa-monica-fault-20180124-htmlstory.html. 



  
 

 
  8  
APPEAL to West Los Angeles Planning Commission by Jonathan and Maria Klar et al. to 
   Permits for 1525-1533 N. Palisades Drive, No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR-1A April 6, 2018 
 

 

both Palisades Drive and the Project Site lie in Liquefaction and Landslide Zones. 

Experts have warned Highlands residents to prepare to be without power, food, water, 

telecommunications, and medical services for up to three weeks following a major 

quake. They predict such a quake will cause landslides, rockslides9 and flooding from 

liquefaction along Palisades Drive, the only access road to the Highlands.  

 It was gross negligence, pure and simple, to ignores these catastrophic risks; and 

Zoning Administrator’s “blinds-eye” attitude further evidences a dangerous bias to 

rubber-stamp the application, rather than examine it carefully. 

C. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy IV-2, which Mandates that, 

“senior citizen housing projects [must be located] in neighborhoods within 

reasonable walking distance of health and community facilities, services and public 

transportation.”  None of these services exist anywhere in the Highlands. There is no 

bus or public transportation service anywhere in the Highlands, and the nearest bus 

stop is 2.4 miles away. There are no hospitals in the Highlands or in Pacific Palisades. 

The nearest trauma center is 45 to 60 minutes away at UCLA in Westwood. There is 

no medical care in the Highlands. There are no grocery stores or other retail shops in 

the Highlands. 

D. Doctors, Dentists, and Other Healthcare Providers Do Not Practice in the 

Highlands. There are no medical, dental, physical therapy, medical lab, pharmacies 

or other health facilities in the Highlands. The nearest full-service drug store and 

neighborhood medical offices are more than 5 miles away. Most residents will be 

forced to travel 10 to 20 miles or more to see their medical providers or receive 

hospital care. The inconvenience, difficulty and delay in transporting residents to 

routine medical visits will inevitably lead to less care and more difficulty in finding 

doctors who accept Medicare. The deeply flawed Decision never even addresses the 

lack of these vital services in the Highlands. 

E. Hospitals and Trauma Centers Cannot Be Reached in Time to Save Lives. The 

Decision ignores that seniors can suffer heart attacks, strokes, accidents, and life-

threatening events without warning. The extra minutes to reach emergency care make 

the difference are a matter of life and death. The Project is much too far from 

Hospitals. The closest trauma center – UCLA in Westwood -- often takes 45 to 60 

minutes to reach during morning and evening rush hours. The two closest hospitals -- 

St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica -- can often take 30 to 45 minutes to reach -- far 

                                                           
9  The Decision ignores the reason that the City has long posted two large signs on Palisades Drive, about 0.6 miles 
south of the Site, which warn motorists of “ROCK SLIDES.”  
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too long in an emergency. Local paramedic services engaged on other calls would 

delay response times even more. 

F. The Site Is Dangerous Due to Risk of Flash Floods.  

 The Highlands was carved out of Santa Ynez Canyon. As a result, runoff from rain 

in the surrounding mountains is channeled southward at high speed, along Palisades 

Drive and Michael Lane, toward the Project Site. The Decision barely addressed flash 

flood risk, apparently concluding that no one on the vacant lot Project Site had 

complained in the past. But the risk to seniors arises not only from flooding on the 

immediate Project Site, but also to flooding in the nearby area, certain to create 

mudflows, land and rockslides, potentially shutting down Palisades Drive for days. 

 Because of its mountainous terrain, the Highlands often receives double or triple 

the rainfall in Santa Monica, only a few miles away. Flash-flooding in past storms has 

washed cars parked on Palisades Drive downhill, causing serious damage. Other 

torrential storms have sent water gushing down Michael Lane toward Vereda de la 

Montura, covering the streets with water eight or more inches deep, then cascading 

onto the Project Site. One micro-burst caused a hillside collapse in Trailer Canyon, 

sending mud flowing down Michael Lane onto the Project Site. Given the predictable 

flood risk, the underground parking garage and the Facility’s first floor face the same 

risk. 

 Unfortunately, global climate change is now causing a record number of “100” 

and “500-year” floods repeatedly, not only in the Gulf Coast states, but in California. 

Houston has suffered at least four 100 year-plus floods in the past six years. 

Montecito was crushed by mudslides from a 60-minute microburst, that propelled 

rocks and debris in liquid avalanches down the hillsides. This unprecedented 

microburst killed more than 22 residents, wiping out hundreds of homes. The terrain 

and climate of the Highlands is very similar to Montecito and Santa Barbara, and such 

microbursts have happened in the Highlands, and will continue to occur in greater 

frequency, as the climate warms and extreme weather events skyrocket in frequency.  

 The finding of no risk of flooding ignores previous evidence and was based on 

outdated, pre-climate change models, and was both negligent and lacked 

substantial evidence. 

G. The Project’s Intensity Will Strain Already Overburdened Police, Fire and 

Emergency Medical Personnel and Services.  

 Because of the Facility’s demands on emergency LAFD paramedic services, 

elderly residents at the facility will be forced to wait longer for help to arrive. 
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Moreover, the drastic increase in demand for limited emergency services will impact 

current residents, who will risk waiting an extra 30 minutes or more for services to 

arrive when overburdened local paramedics are already treating the frequent needs of 

these seniors. Compounding these problems, lengthy paramedic transport times to 

UCLA and Santa Monica hospitals mean that paramedic vehicles will require far 

more time to “return to base.” This will compound the stress on overburdened first 

responders, especially when multiple 911 calls are received within a short time, or a 

large accident requires multiple teams of responders.  

H. The Decision Ignored Overwhelming Community Opposition to the Project, 

Dismissing Residents’ Opposition as Irrelevant to the Decision-Making Process.  

 

 Highlands residents overwhelming expressed their opposition to the Project. They 

sent 189 letters and emails to the Zoning Administrator and petitions with more than 

600 signatures opposing the Project. Many of the opponents took time to submit 

detailed written oppositions, many of which were multipage and one of which 

exceeded 40 pages. Moreover, more than 60 Highlands residents took time off from 

work to travel downtown and spend four hours attending the hearing to express their 

opposition.10 The Decision simply ignored this groundswell of opposition. 

 

 In contrast, the Developer falsely claimed widespread community support. Despite 

spending tens of thousands of dollars through a PR firm and lobbyists, and unending 

promotions of the Project in local newspapers and social media, the Developer 

produced only 36 letters supporting the Project. It is quite telling that the original 

application asked the Developer to include the names and signatures of “neighboring 

property owners in support of” the Project, but the list was left completely blank. 

Not one name was included! 11 The Developer’s phony claims of widespread support 

exemplified its lack of credibility; but the Zoning Administrator did not factor 

community opposition into his Decision. 

 

I. The Decision Did Not Address the Project’s Non-Compliance with City 

Eldercare Requirements of LAMC section 14.3.1E. 

 The Project fails to meet four of the City’s eldercare requirements set forth in 

LAMC Section 14.3.1E (subparts 1, 3, 4 and 5). 

 

                                                           
10   Where based on observation, the opinions and testimony from local residents are relevant to impacts such as 
aesthetics and traffic and constitute substantial evidence in support of a “fair argument” for an EIR. Napa Citizens 
for Honest Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors, 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 355-356 (2001). 
11  DCP Planning Application at p. 8. 
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1. Section 14.3.1E.1: “The project's location, size, height, operations and other 

significant features shall be compatible with and shall not adversely affect or 

further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the 

public health, welfare, and safety. 

 

2.  Section 14.3.1E.3: “The project shall not create an adverse impact on street 

access or circulation in the surrounding neighborhood.” 

 

3. Section 14.3.1E.4: “The project provides for an arrangement of uses, buildings, 

structures, open spaces and other improvements that are compatible with the 

scale and character of the adjacent properties and surrounding neighborhood.”  

 

4. Section 14.3.1E.5: “The project is in substantial conformance with the 

purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan, applicable community 

plan, and with any applicable specific plan.”  

 Moreover, as previously discussed, LAMC Section 12.22A.25(e)(2)(iv) 

(Affordable Housing Incentives - Density Bonus) establishes City Policy that Senior 

Housing should be prohibited wherever there is a very high risk of fire.  

J. The City Must Correct a Typographical Error in the Decision that Mistakenly 

granted the Developer the Right to Change the Use. On page 3 of the Decision, 

paragraph 7 reads: 

“7. The housing type within an Eldercare Facility may be changed to a 

different housing type unless the new housing type is authorized in 

accordance with the procedures of the Code.” 

 The word “NOT” was mistakenly omitted from the sentence, which should 

instead be corrected to read: 

“7. The housing type within an Eldercare Facility may NOT be changed to 

a different housing type unless the new housing type is authorized in 

accordance with the procedures of the Code.” 

III. 

THE DECISION IGNORED VIOLATIONS OF NUMEROUS COASTAL ACT 

STATUTES, GUIDELINES, AND REGIONAL INTERPRETIVE REGULATIONS 

(“RIGS”); AND LACKED SPECIFIC, WRITTEN EVIDENTIARY FINDINGS 

 

A. The Decision Ignored the City’s Obligation to Assure that the Project Satisfies 

All Coastal Act Requirements. 
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 The Decision failed to make specific findings as to how the proposed Project 

would comply with each provision of the Coastal Act. In Kalnel Gardens, LLC v. City 

of Los Angeles, 3 Cal. App. 5th 927, 940 (2016) (“Kalnel”), the Court recognized: 

 

“As part of its enactment of the [Coastal] Act, the Legislature made several 

findings: that the coastal zone ‘is a distinct and valuable natural resource of 

vital and enduring interest to all the people’; that permanent protection of the 

state's natural and scenic resources is of paramount concern; that ‘it is 

necessary to protect the ecological balance of the coastal zone’; and that 

‘existing developed uses, and future developments that are carefully planned 

and developed consistent with the policies of [the Coastal Act], are essential to 

the economic and social well-being of the people of this state....’ (Pub. 

Resources Code, § 30001, subds. (a), (c) & (d).)” 

  

“The Coastal Act is to be ‘liberally construed to accomplish its purposes and 

objectives.’ (Pub. Resources Code, § 30009.)” Kalnel at p. 940. 

 

 The California Supreme Court has emphatically stated that, "[A] fundamental 

purpose of the Coastal Act is to ensure that state policies prevail over the 

concerns of local government." Pacific Palisades Bowl Mobile Estates, LLC v. City 

of Los Angeles, 55 Cal.4th 783, 794 (2012); see also, Kalnel, supra, at p. 940. 

  

 The City should deny a Coastal Development Permit because the Decision lacked 

substantial evidence to conclude that the Project would comply with all statutory 

requirements of the Coastal Act, including the applicable Los Angeles County (South 

Coast Region) Regional Interpretive Guidelines for Pacific Palisades (“RIGS”). The 

Coastal Act requires that a new development must satisfy all the following mandates; 

not just most of them; and not just some of them. 

  

B. PRC 30240. Protect Sensitive Habitat and Parklands. The Project endangers and 

degrades habitat and the surrounding Topanga State Parklands. 

 

“The [Coastal] Commission has an ongoing duty to protect [environmentally 

sensitive habitat areas] . . .. [Section 30240] states, without any limitation as to 

time: `(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any 

significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those 

resources shall be allowed within those areas . . .. (b) Development in areas 

adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and recreation 

areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly 
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degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those 

habitat and recreation areas.'” (Italics added.)  12 

 

 The statute’s use of the word “shall” imposes a nondiscretionary duty on the 

Coastal Commission to protect habitat and recreation areas.  The U.S. Supreme Court 

has ruled: “The mandatory ‘shall’ . . .  normally creates an obligation impervious 

to judicial discretion.” 13 The City has no “wiggle room” to ignore the law. 

 

 The Project is adjacent to Topanga State Park and Santa Ynez Canyon Park (also 

part of the Topanga State Parklands), which are parks and recreation areas and 

environmentally sensitive habitat areas. The Topanga State Parklands and the Project 

Site that borders the Park are in the Santa Monica Mountains, which are designated as 

a “highly-scenic area” by the California Department of Parks and Recreation Plan.14 

Given the Facility’s immense size, height and non-stop, 24/7/365 operations, it would 

cause, not prevent, impacts that would significantly degrade those areas and would 

not be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas – two 

obvious violations of Public Resources Code Section 30240. 

 

C. PRC 30251. Protect Scenic Values and Limit Development Near Parks. The 

Project would violate Public Resources Code Section 30251, which uses the word 

“shall” three times in emphatically requiring: 

 

“The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 

protected as a resource of public importance.  Permitted development shall 

be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic 

coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually 

compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to 

restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.  New 

development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California 

Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of 

Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the 

character of its setting.” 

 

The Court’s decision in Kalnel is particularly germane to the current Project analysis: 

 

“As also noted above, this case involves an undisputed violation of Public 

Resources Code section 30251, which requires development design that 

                                                           
12  See, LT-WR, L.L.C. v. California Coastal Com., 152 Cal.App.4th 770, 792-793 (2007). 
13  See, Lexecon Inc. v. Milberg Weiss Bershad Hynes & Lerach, 523 U. S. 26, 35 (1998). 
14  See, Douda v. California Coastal Commission, 159 Cal.App.4th 1181, 72 Cal.Rptr.3d 98, 1111 (2008) (interpreting 
PRC Section 30251). 
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protects scenic views and is ‘visually compatible with the character of 

surrounding areas.’ The Coastal Act contains several other directives that . . . 

prevent intrusion into environmentally sensitive areas (Pub. Resources Code, 

§ 30240) . . . and in the case of new development, protect special communities 

and neighborhoods with unique characteristics that are popular visitor 

destination points for recreational uses (Pub. Resources Code, § 30253, subd. 

(e)).” Kalnel, supra at p. 946. 

 

 The Site borders City parklands along a 237.1-foot common boundary, adjacent to 

Topanga State Park in the heart of the Santa Monica Mountains, which are in the Los 

Angeles Coastal Zone and receive special protection as a “highly-scenic area”: 

 

“Section 30251 refers to the Department of Parks and Recreation's California 

Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan (Department). The scope of the 

statute incorporated the Department's plan in providing recreation along the 

coastal landscape province. The plan . . . stated that the Santa Monica 

Mountain range was one of three mountain ranges within the coastal 

landscape province. Therefore, section 30251 identifies the Santa Monica 

Mountains as a highly scenic area designated in the Department's plan, and it 

requires that new development in that area be subordinate to the character of 

its setting. This bolsters the interpretation that the [Coastal] Commission's 

power to regulate scenic and visual resources (especially as to the Santa 

Monica Mountains) extends inland as far as the boundary of the coastal 

zone.” 15   

 

 Because the Project Site shares a 237.1-foot boundary with these undeveloped 

parklands, it is a “sensitive coastal resource area” as defined under each of four 

different subparts of PRC Section 30116: 

 

“Sensitive coastal resource areas” means those identifiable and 

geographically bounded land and water areas within the coastal zone of vital 

interest and sensitivity. “Sensitive coastal resource areas” include the 

following: (b) Areas possessing significant recreational value. (c) Highly 

scenic areas. (e) Special communities or neighborhoods which are significant 

visitor destination areas. (f) Areas that provide . . . recreational opportunities 

for low- and moderate-income persons. 

 

1. The Project Would Impair Views of Parklands from a Scenic Highway. 

Community Plan Policy 1-3.2 mandates view protection by explicitly 

                                                           
15  See, Douda v. California Coastal Commission, 159 Cal.App.4th 1181, 72 Cal.Rptr.3d 98, 111 (2008). 
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“conditioning new development adjacent to or in the viewshed of State 

parkland to protect views from public lands and roadways.”  Palisades Drive, 

the only road in and out of the Highlands, is designated as a “major scenic road” in 

recognition of the rugged natural beauty, the rock outcroppings, the canyons, and 

the mountains through which the road winds.16 Views from Vereda de la Montura 

and Michael Lane are similarly spectacular. 

    

2. The Project’s Height, Scale and Lack of Setbacks Would Severely Impair 

Viewsheds. The Decision violates this vital policy mandate. Given the building’s 

towering four-story height -- as much as 60 feet above Palisades Drive -- and its 

enormous mass and incongruent design, the Project would destroy, rather than 

preserve and protect, views to the ocean and in this scenic coastal area. Among 

other matters, it would destroy scenic views of visitors driving or walking to 

Topanga State Park from Palisades Drive, Vereda de la Montura and Michael 

Lane, as well as Park views of hikers and bikers on the 76-miles of Park trails. 

 

3. Project Totally Incompatible with the Surrounding Neighborhood and Parks.  

Quite simply, the Project would be a horrific blight on the environment that is 

visually incompatible with the surrounding areas. The photographic evidence of 

the parklands around the site is undeniable and compelling.   

 

D. PRC 30253 (a): Minimize Risk to Life and Property in Areas of High Geologic, 

Flood and Fire Hazard. The Project would increase risk to lives and property, not 

minimize it. 

 

1. The Project is in a “Very High Severity Fire Hazard Zone,” posing extreme risk to 

helpless seniors. It is also in a Liquefaction Zone, a Landslide Zone, and is subject 

to floods. There is no practical means to evacuate all 96 residents in case of natural 

disaster; and they have no place to go. It is incomprehensible and reprehensible 

that the Developer would brush off these concerns with a claim that the residents 

could safely “shelter in place” during a firestorm. As the photo of the burnt-out 

senior home shows, the Developer’s comments reflect its callous, flagrant and 

shameless disregard for its residents.   

 

2. There is no other street into or out of the Highlands if Palisades Drive is closed by 

flooding, landslides, liquefaction, accidents, or rockslides. 

 

3. The Project significantly increases geologic risks to Vereda de la Montura due to 

plans to excavate more than 19,300 cubic yards of compacted fill that abut and 

                                                           
16  Los Angeles Mobility Guide 2035 (Sept. 7, 2016) at pp. 170-172. 
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support Vereda de la Montura.17 Because the Project is on a steep Hillside lot on 

top of fill up to 100 feet deep, the geologic risk is exponentially greater.  

 

4. The Developer offers no credible plan to mitigate these risks to a reasonable level. 

 

E. PRC 30253 (b): Assure Stability and Structural Integrity, and Neither Create 

nor Contribute Significantly to Erosion, Geologic Instability, or the Destruction 

of the Site or Surrounding Area.  

 

1. There is no showing that the Property has been adequately or appropriately studied 

for geologic risks. 

 

2. The massive excavation of compacted fill will inevitably erode the surrounding 

canyon, risking undermining and shutting down Vereda de la Montura, and 

threatening mudslides on the small building next door, especially during heavy 

rains or flooding conditions. 

 

F. PRC 30253 (d): Minimize Energy Consumption and Vehicle Miles Traveled. 

 

1. The Project will accomplish exactly the opposite. There is no bus service in the 

Highlands, and the nearest bus stop is 2.4 miles distant. The facility will operate 3 

shifts daily, 24/7/365. Public transportation cannot transport employees, staff, 

visitors, vendors, contractors, et al., all of whom will be forced to drive their cars 

and trucks to the Site. 

 

2. There are no doctor or other medical offices anywhere in the Highlands; and the 

nearest medical offices are six miles away in Palisades Village. The nearest 

hospitals are much further away, in Santa Monica; and the nearest trauma center is 

even farther at UCLA Westwood. This will exacerbate already-high levels of 

traffic congestion and wasted fuel.  

 

3. The massive hauling operation will consume tens of thousands of gallons of diesel 

fuel, with trucks idling their engines waiting to enter the Site, and then hauling the 

excavated earth 42 miles to Moorpark and back each trip. The Project will need at 

least 30 tractor trailer rigs, loading at a rate of 6 per hour, five days a week for 

more than 9 weeks, if not even longer! Appellants’ evidence shows that this 

operation is likely to be double to triple the Developer’s unreliable estimates.  

 

                                                           
17 As detailed in section H.2 of this Brief, the likely excavated material will likely be more than double the 
Developer’s claims. See also, April 6, 2018 Statement of Harris Leven at pp. 5-8. 
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4. The Developer offers one lame mitigation measure – it will encourage employees 

to bike between home and work, for many a total trip of up to 40 miles, including 

up and down 2.4 miles of Palisades Drive which has an average grade of 5% - a 

trek that only a competitive bike rider would regularly make.  And that is if they 

can get to the foot of Palisades Drive with their bikes on buses, which do not run 

overnight in the area. Also, Palisades Drive is a high-speed, scenic highway, is 

unsafe for cyclists, especially at night, when fatalities have occurred.  

 

G. PRC 30253 (e): Protect Special Communities and Neighborhoods That, Because 

of Their Unique Characteristics, Are Popular Visitor Destination Points for 

Recreational Uses. 

 

1. This is the Developer’s reply to Coastal Development Permit Project Impacts 

Question no. 9: “Is the development proposed near parks or recreation 

areas or sensitive habitat areas? How will the project design prevent 

adverse environmental impacts on these areas?” The Developer responded, 

“Project site is in proximity to Santa Ynez Canyon Park. The Project site, 

however, is almost completely void of vegetation, has no waterways or 

wetlands and supports no sensitive habitat or wildlife migration path. 

Access to and from the site is via existing established roads and all 

infrastructure needed to service the Project is already in place.” 

 

2. Although the Project Site borders Santa Ynez Canyon Park, the Developer failed 

to mention Topanga State Park – less than 300 feet west of the Site’s boundary; or 

to the Park’s wilderness lands and miles of trails.18 The entire Santa Monica 

Mountains area is a flyway for birds of all sorts, and Santa Ynez Canyon is a 

particularly attractive environment for threatened Monarch butterflies. Two 

species listed as endangered are found only 200 feet away, according to the 

Developer’s own environmental analysis; and the Santa Monica Mountains 

National Recreation Area has begun a restoration effort to return the famous 

Jumping Frogs of Calaveras County to Topanga State Park. Noise, dust, and diesel 

exhaust pollution from two years of construction with large tractor trailer rigs and 

heavy equipment, guarantee to significantly impair visitors’ enjoyment of Topanga 

State Park, as well as consume all visitors’ street parking spaces along Vereda de 

la Montura, just steps away from the Santa Ynez Trail entrance to the Park.  

 

H. PRC 30620 Requires the Coastal Commission to Prepare and Disseminate 

Interpretive Guidelines Designed to Assist Local Governments in Determining 

                                                           
18  Refer to the photos in this Brief as well as others made part of the Record in this case. 
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How the Policies in The Coastal Act Will Be Applied in the Coastal Zone Before 

Certification of Their Local Coastal Programs. 

 

1. In the absence of an adoptive local coastal program, the Community Plan serves as 

a functional equivalent. The Decision acknowledged longstanding City Policy 

that, “There is no adopted Local Coastal Program for the Pacific Palisades. The 

Brentwood – Pacific Palisades Community Plan contains the applicable land 

use policies and goals for that portion of the Coastal Zone.”19 

  

2. This language in the 2018 Decision was virtually identical to what the Zoning 

Administrator stated in 2008 regarding the Project Site: “Currently, there is no 

adopted local coastal program (LCP) for this portion of the Coastal Zone; in the 

interim, the adopted Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan serves as 

the functional equivalent in conjunction with any pending LCP under 

consideration.”20 For this reason, application for a Coastal Development Permit 

must satisfy the Coastal Act, the RIGS, and the Palisades Community Plan.  

 

3. Section IV of this Brief identifies at least 24 separate and distinct violations of the 

local Community Plan that would occur if the Project were to proceed. Any one of 

these violations would be sufficient to deny the Coastal Development Permit.  

 

I. The Project Will Prejudice the Ability of the City of Los Angeles to Prepare a 

Local Coastal Program in Conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal 

Act of 1976 and LAMC 12.20.2; and the Decision Did Not Make the Specific 

Written Findings Required to Support It. 

 

1. LAMC section 12.20.2 explicitly requires that the decision-maker must: 

 

“In order to approve an application, the decision maker must decide if the 

facts presented in the record are such to establish the following findings (i.e. 

criteria for approval). On a separate page copy each finding and follow with a 

detailed justification/explanation of how the proposed project conforms with 

the required finding.” 

 

In this case, the Decision lacked such specific findings, backed up with hard facts, 

for good reason:  The true facts showed entirely the opposite of what such approval 

required, for the reasons stated below. 

                                                           
19  See, Decision in this Case, at p. 16.  
20  See, Case No. ZA 2007-4681(CDP)(MEL) at p. 8. 
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2. By ignoring repeated precedents that have previously limited the size and scale of 

developments on the Project Site, the Decision opens the prospect of demolition of 

the rustic commercial building next door, only half as high, 43% the size, and one-

third as dense as the Project, and its replacement by a monstrous new structure. 

This probability is not theoretical or remote, given that the 95-year old owner of the 

small building next door has already listed it for sale at an eight-figure asking price 

that could only make commercial sense for a gigantic replacement structure. 

 

3. Twin monstrous structures would dramatically commercialize the Highlands and 

destroy its serenity and ambience, which why residents chose to live here. 

 

4. Protecting community character is a classic cumulative impacts issue, and this 

Project must be considered in combination with other past, current and probably 

future projects in the Highlands. Accordingly, if allowed to proceed, this Project’s 

adverse precedent will prejudice the ability to adopt a Local Coastal Program that 

protects Highlands unique community character. 

 

5. The Project would therefore violate not only applicable Coastal Act regulations and 

Coastal Commission decision precedent, but also LAMC Section 12.20.2. 

 

J. The Project Violates Numerous Coastal Regional Interpretive Guidelines 

(“RIGS”): The Project violates numerous Guidelines that apply specifically in the 

Palisades, which have been in effect since 1980. The California Supreme Court held 

that these Guidelines are not optional but must be adhered to: “The guidelines are the 

formulation of a general policy intended to govern future permit decisions, rather than 

the application of rules to the peculiar facts of an individual case.” 21  

 

1. RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec A.2(g): “New commercial . . . and residential 

developments of 10 or more dwelling units in the Santa Monica Mountains must 

dedicate access trails and parking areas for visitors to Topanga State Park 

(interpreting PRC 30210, 30213 and 30212.5).” The Project offers no such 

dedications. 

2. RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec A.2(i): “The density of new residential development 

must be limited to a maximum of 24 units per acre (interpreting PRC 30250 and 

30252).” The Project would contain 82 units per acre.  

3. RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec B.1: “Commercial establishments should be public 
                                                           
21 Pacific Legal Foundation vs. Coastal Commission, etc., et al., 3 Cal.3d 158, 168 (1982). 
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recreation and recreation supportive or otherwise coastally related facilities 

(interpreting PRC 30222 and 30255).” The Project contains no such facilities. 

4. RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec C.1: “Views to Santa Monica Mountains from public 

roads should be preserved and protected (interpreting PRC 30251 and 30211).” 

The high-rise Project would obscure views of the Santa Monica Mountains from 

Vereda de la Montura, Michael Lane, scenic Palisades Drive,22 and all residential 

streets within view of the Project site. It would further degrade views from all 

surrounding trails that look down at the site. 

5. RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec C.2: “Development adjacent to Santa Monica 

Mountains Parks must protect views from trails (interpreting PRC 30251 and 

30210).” The incongruous high-rise Project would be clearly visible from 

numerous vista points along the miles of trails in Topanga State Park. 

6. RIGS-Appendix-Alteration of Landforms: “In all cases, grading should be 

minimized (interpreting PRC 30251, 30253 and 30240).” The Project would likely 

require the export of far more than double the low-ball estimate of 19,300 cubic 

yards of soil, if not twice that number, along the bluff immediately looking over 

Santa Ynez Canyon and the parklands next to it.  

IV. 

THERE IS NO SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE THAT THE PROJECT SATISFIES 

COASTAL ACT, CEQA, THE COMMUNITY PLAN, OR CITY ELDERCARE 

REQUIREMENTS, OR THAT IT IS COMPATIBLE WITH NEIGHBORING  

 DEVELOPMENTS, THE COMMUNITY, AND SURROUNDING PARKS 

 

 The Decision Ignores the Project’s Grossly Oversized Size and Height, 

Rendering It Manifestly Incompatible with the Vast Wilderness Parklands and 

Single-Family Residences in the Surrounding Community. The Decision goes to 

breathtaking lengths to ignore the patently incompatible nature of the Project with 

existing development and the surrounding natural environment. It is oblivious to the 

Project’s massive size, scale and height, which violate the Community Plan and are 

totally out of character compared to all other Highlands developments.23  

 Compatibility Requirements. The following sections will discuss the manifest 

incompatibility of the Project with its nearby properties and parklands. Although there 

                                                           
22 For example, “before” and “after” photos in this brief. 
23 LAMC §§ 14.5.7.A.3(2) and (3), as well as §16.05.F.1, require that the Project conform to the purposes, intent 
and provisions of the General Plan and the Community Plan, among other requirements. 
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are more than two dozen violations of the Community Plan, the Commissioners should 

not lose sight of the breadth of compatibility requirements found in: 

i. LAMC section 14.3.1E (subparts (1) and (4)), each of which specifically 

impose compatibility requirements on eldercare projects;  

ii. LAMC section 16.05.F, which specifically imposes a “compatibility” test 

for approval of developments that require Site Plan approval;  

iii. Public Resources Code Section 30251 of the Coastal Act, which requires 

that, “Permitted development shall be sited and designed to . . . be visually 

compatible with the character of surrounding areas”; and  

iv. CEQA. The City’s form Application for a Class 32 Exemption from CEQA 

compliance expressly requires compliance with the Community Plan, 

including the Plan’s compatibility requirements. The lack of compatibility 

means that the Project is not exempt from CEQA and a full EIR must 

therefore be submitted and approved. 

A. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy 1-3.1, which Requires Setbacks 

and Greenery Compatible with the Neighboring Community.  Policy 1-3.1 

mandates that the City must “seek a higher degree of architectural compatibility 

and landscaping for new development to protect the character and scale of 

existing residential neighborhoods.” Despite this, the Decision dismisses residents’ 

concerns by suggesting that the six-floor Facility (four stories and two floors of 

“basement” parking and other facilities) is somehow comparable to the small, two-

floor commercial building next-door, only 43% the size of the Project, which faces 

no homes on Vereda and blocks no one’s views. Worse yet, the Decision turns the 

compatibility requirement on its head, by citing the 20 to 50-foot landscape buffers of 

the adjacent townhomes as a basis for not requiring a comparable setback – or any 

meaningful setback for that matter – for the Project.24  

B. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy 1-3.2, which “conditions new 

development adjacent to or in the viewshed of State parkland to protect views 

from public lands and roadways.” The Site is only steps away from four major 

trailheads into Topanga State Park, and impairs, and in many instances, destroys the 

viewsheds. Moreover, Palisades Drive, the only road in and out of the Highlands, is 

designated as a “scenic highway” in recognition of the rugged natural beauty, the rock 

outcroppings, the canyons, and the mountains through which the road winds.25 The 

Decision is undermined by its shocking and total insensitivity to the environment and 

the importance of these scenic values. 

                                                           
24  LAMC §16.05.F.2 requires that the Project be compatible to its adjacent properties. 
25  Los Angeles Mobility Guide 2035 at pp. 170-172. 
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C. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy 1-3.2, which Requires the City to 

“preserve existing views in hillside areas.” The Site is zoned “Hillside (H)” in the 

Santa Monica Mountains, yet the Facility’s towering height and scale will obliterate 

viewsheds along Michael Lane, Vereda de la Montura, and Palisades Drive; and 

significantly impair many more for visitors on Park trails, vistas, and canyons. 

D. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy 1-6, which “limits the intensity 

and density in hillside areas to that which can reasonably be accommodated by 

infrastructure and natural topography.” 

E. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy 1-6.1, which “limits development 

[in hillside areas] according to the adequacy of the existing and assured street 

circulation system within the Plan Area and surrounding areas.”   

 Palisades streets are clogged during morning and afternoon rush hours. Palisades 

Drive is the only route in and out of the Highlands, and there are ONLY two routes to 

Palisades Drive: Sunset and PCH. Moreover, the 7-mile distance from Palisades Drive 

to the 405 via Sunset often backs up several miles before the 405. The PCH 

alternative is no better.  During peak hours, traffic is backed up at signal at PCH and 

Sunset, delaying westbound Sunset drivers for up to 10 minutes or more, just to turn 

left onto PCH.  The Project will only make matters far worse. See Section VI below 

for a detailed analysis of the traffic and safety issues that the Project will cause. 

F. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy 1-6.3 that states, “Development of 

land located in the hillside areas may be limited by the suitability of the geology of 

the area for development; and the steepness of the natural topography of the 

various parts of the area.”  The Project is on compacted fill – as much as 100 feet 

deep – perched over a steep canyon with a slope of at least 30%, according to the 

Project’s and the City’s geologists. The Developer intends to excavate the entire fill 

area for the foundation and the two-floor basement, including parking garage.  

G. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy 1-6.6, which Requires that the 

“scenic value of natural land forms should be preserved, enhanced and restored. 

Wherever feasible, development should be integrated with and be visually 

subordinate to natural features and terrain. Structures should be located to 

minimize intrusion into scenic open spaces by being clustered near other natural 

and manmade features such as tree masses, rock outcrops and existing 

structures.” The Project would have the opposite effect. 

H.  The Decision Fails to Comply with Community Plan Policy 2-1.3 that Mandates 

Commercial Projects “be designed and developed to achieve a high level of quality, 

distinctive character, and compatibility with existing uses and development.” 



  
 

 
  23  
APPEAL to West Los Angeles Planning Commission by Jonathan and Maria Klar et al. to 
   Permits for 1525-1533 N. Palisades Drive, No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR-1A April 6, 2018 
 

 

Anyone who has visited the Highlands could not envision any development of the Site 

less compatible with the neighborhood and existing development.26   

I. The Decision Clashes with Community Plan Policy 2-3.3, which Requires that 

“commercial projects achieve harmony with the best of existing development.” No 

development imaginable could be less compatible or less harmonious with the 

neighborhood and existing development. The Project’s height, size, and lack of 

setbacks are in sharp contrast to neighboring properties, and there will be a great 

impairment of view corridors by along Palisades Drive, Michael Lane, and Vereda de 

la Montura. Most townhomes facing the Project are only two-stories high above grade 

– not three – with heights under 24 feet.  The Decision wholly ignores the obliteration 

of view corridors available to the hundreds of cars that pass alongside the Project site 

every day. The Project destroys the views of the Park for pedestrians walking along 

down Michael Lane, Vereda de la Montura and Palisades Drive – and the impairment 

of views of the Park and from the Park. 

J. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy 2-4.2, which Mandates that a 

development “preserve community character, scale and architecture diversity.” 

Nothing about the Project is consistent with the community’s character, scale and 

diversity. 

K. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy 2-4.4, which Mandates that 
“landscape corridors should be created and enhanced,” not ruined.  The appalling 

lack of real landscaping along both Vereda and Palisades Drive violates this Policy. 

L. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy Objective 3-2.1 that Protects 

Parklands in the Community Plan Area, Stating that: 

“The Federal, State, County and City of Los Angeles properties comprising 

approximately 13,157 acres of open space land existing in the plan area. Open 

space is important due to its role in both physical and environmental 

protection. These natural resources within the plan area should be conserved. 

Priority of development in natural and scenic resource areas should be given 

to those uses which complement the resources.” 

M. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy 5-1.1 that Mandates, “Permitted 

development shall be sited and designed . . . to minimize the alteration of natural 

land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 

and where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in the visually degraded 

areas.” For the many reasons discussed earlier, the Project would do the opposite. 

                                                           
26  Site Plan Review, LAMC Section 16.05, also mandates “compatibility” with neighboring properties. 
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N. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy 13-1.2 that Requires that, “New 

development projects shall be designed to minimize disturbance to existing 

traffic flow with proper ingress and egress to parking.” See the detailed 

discussions on traffic and parking which follow. 

O. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy Objective 15-1 that Mandates the 

Developer to “provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide 

standards and community needs.” The Project does not include any practical 

measures to achieve this goal.  See detailed discussion in Section V below. 

P. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy 17-1.2 that Emphasizes the 

Obligation to “Protect and preserve archaeological sites of Native Americans.” 

The Developer has ignored addressing the history of Native Tongva Tribes 

throughout the Palisades and Malibu, which Planning found very relevant in its 1988 

decision that designated the Site as potentially archaeologically significant. 

Q. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy Objective IV-2 that Requires 

“senior citizen housing projects [be located] in neighborhoods within reasonable 

walking distance of health and community facilities, services and public 

transportation.” There are none in the Highlands.  

R. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy V-2 that Mandates “screening all 

rooftop equipment and building appurtenances from adjacent properties.” 

Because of its flat-roof design, these appurtenances, which soar up to 14 feet 

above the roof, will stick out like giant sore thumbs. 

S. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy V-3 that Mandates, for all 

commercial projects, “screening of mechanical and electrical equipment” and “all 

rooftop equipment and building appurtenances from public view.” Again, the design 

will not allow this. 

T. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy Objective V-3 that Mandates that 

“no structures should exceed 30 feet in height within 15 feet and 30 feet of front 

and rear property lines, respectively, or as specified in the Specific Plan areas.” 

Rooftop heights already range from about 47 to 57 feet along Palisades Drive, and 

generally 45 feet along Vereda de la Montura. These numbers do not include rooftop 

appurtenances soaring as much as 14 feet even higher.  

U. The Decision Violates Requirements 5 and 6 of Community Plan Policy V-4 that 

Mandate the “screening of mechanical and electrical equipment” and “all rooftop 

equipment and building appurtenances from public view.” While that might be done 

to a small degree, it would require at least at least 8 to 10 feet of rooftop sound 
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baffling and visual screening. It would also require screening of the two, rooftop 

elevator and stairway exits and entrances, which will extend approximately 12 to 14 

feet above the roofline. These appurtenances and equipment would render the true 

height of the facility from a front view to over 57 feet above grade along Vereda de la 

Montura; and to 65 to 70 feet above Palisades Drive at the south end of the Site, 

where the P-1 level entrance and exits of the parking garage are located.  

V. The Project Violates Community Plan Policy V-4 (“Surface Parking 

Landscape”) that Requires “a landscaped buffer along public streets or 

adjoining residential uses.” The Project’s spartan 7-foot landscape strip along more 

than 300 feet of Vereda is not what was ever envisioned, given the 15-foot minimum 

setback requirements in Community Plan Policy V-3. 

W. The Project Is Completely Incompatible with the Larger Palisades Community. 

Palisades Village, nearing completion in the Palisades central business district, was 

restricted to a height of 33-feet. By contrast, the Project will be at least 45-feet high, 

about 36% higher. The view from the Project’s south and east sides, which will 

unmask at least one floor of the two-floor “underground” garage, will make true 

scale of the Project shockingly grandiose -- a 5-story, 59-foot high edifice when seen 

by pedestrians and drivers along Palisades Drive, a dedicated “scenic highway.”27 

That 59-foot height will be almost double that of both the small, two-story building 

next door and Palisades Village. Although Palisades Village is subject to a Specific 

Community Plan and the Highlands is subject only to the Brentwood-Pacific 

Palisades Community Plan, Palisades Village does reflect overwhelming community 

sentiment throughout the entire Palisades as to what limits on height and density in 

commercial developments are compatible with the neighboring community. 

X. The Project is Incompatible Because Its Density Per Foot Is Far Greater Than 

Elsewhere in the Larger Community. It is shocking that the Facility’s 64,646 

square feet are more than half the size of the entire Palisades Village development, a 

sprawling urban retail complex with more than 40 stores, a movie theater, restaurants, 

and apartments, spanning nearly 3.2 acres. The Facility’s floor-to-area ratio (known as 

“FAR”) is nearly two-thirds greater than the density in the new Palisades Village. 28 

The Village’s FAR is approximately 0.90 (125,000 buildable feet ÷ 138,330 square 

feet of lot). By contrast, the Project will be 64,646 square feet in size on a 43,000-

                                                           
27  In the Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035, adopted on Sept. 7, 2016, Palisades Drive’s “scenic highway” designation 
was confirmed at pages 170- 172, contrary to repeated statements by the ZA that Palisades Drive is an “Avenue I” 
roadway. 
28 The Site’s Property Profile Report dated June 1, 2017, confirms the Site is 43,033.2 square feet, which the 
Developer multiplied by 1.5022, to claim a right to build 64,646 square feet of floor area. The “Zoning” section of 
this brief explains that the “Buildable Area” of the Site is some 9,000 feet less, because of required setbacks; and 
that the maximum square footage under any circumstances cannot exceed 51,600 square feet.  
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square foot lot -- 1.5 square feet for each square foot of lot. And, unlike Palisades 

Village, the Project teeters on the precipice of a steep canyon designated as 

“Hillside,” on top of fill that is up to 100 feet deep, next to State and City Parks.  The 

Site is unstable, landslide-prone, and in a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” 29  

Y. The Decision Ignores Overwhelming Evidence that the Project Site is a 

Quintessential Wildland-Suburban Interface, Not a Highly-Urbanized 

Environment. The Decision has ignored the natural setting of the Highlands and 

surrounding Parks, treating the Project Site as if it was a former salvage yard next to 

an old factory. Just look at the following photo: 

 

 The upper right portion of the photo, taken from about 1,000 feet above the Site, 

shows the popular Trailer Canyon trail network off Michael Lane, north of the Site. 

This trail, which rises almost 500 feet higher than the Site, has dead-on panoramic 

views of the Site. Although not easy to see in the photo, the Santa Ynez Canyon trail 

to the west of the Site climbs several hundred feet above the Site and has spectacular 

views of the Site from the Quarry Canyon vantage points north of the Site.  

 The Topanga State Parklands that surround almost the entire Highlands underscore 

the fallacy, promoted by the Developer, that the Site is “highly-urbanized” and 

“substantially surrounded by urban uses.” Untrue. The Site does not meet the statutory 

definition of “substantially surrounded by urban uses,” defined in Public Resources 
                                                           
29  DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report. 
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Code section 20161.3, which requires that 75% of immediately adjacent properties be 

urban uses, with the other 25% previously developed as urban uses.  

Z. The Decision Totally Ignores the Highlands Unique Character.  The Highlands 

has attracted residents seeking to avoid the noise and congestion of urbanized life. For 

that, they sacrifice being able to walk to stores and services, for the rare opportunity 

to live next to nature. Sadly, the Project will be visible from, and will blight, vista 

points along every Highlands trail into Topanga State Park. It will also impair views 

and scenic corridors enjoyed by visitors and drivers along adjacent streets. 

 One need only view the next photo, taken from the Summit area of the Highlands 

looking northwesterly toward the Site (seen in the bottom-left of the photo). The Site, 

which is clearly visible, provides graphic proof that the Highlands is surrounded by 

the many square miles of wilderness in Topanga State Park. The Decision that the 

Project Site is a highly-urbanized infill site, not only lacks substance and defies all 

common sense, it is contradicted by a wealth of photographic evidence. 

  

  

 

 

 

 



  
 

 
  28  
APPEAL to West Los Angeles Planning Commission by Jonathan and Maria Klar et al. to 
   Permits for 1525-1533 N. Palisades Drive, No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR-1A April 6, 2018 
 

 

V. 

THE FACILITY’S WHOLLY INADEQUATE UNDERGROUND PARKING 

WILL WORSEN NEIGHBORHOOD  STREET PARKING SHORTAGES 

 

The Facility’s 64 to 66 parking spaces (20 of which are tandem) are woefully inadequate 

and will force dozens of cars and trucks headed to the Facility to compete with current 

residents and Park visitors for very limited street parking spaces. Consider the following: 

A. The Decision Violates the Community Plan’s Parking Mandate. A severe lack of 

street parking already exists in the immediate neighborhood. The Decision violates 

Plan Goal 15-1, that mandates that the Developer “Provide parking in appropriate 

locations in accord with Citywide standards and community needs.”  There is no 

credible parking study that parking will be convenient or meet the community’s needs 

when faced with an onslaught of visitors, vendors, providers, personal caregivers and 

others, who must compete for limited spaces in the underground garage. 

 

 Worse still, most visitors will not want to navigate the cramped underground 

garage, with their large trucks and SUV’s. Many other visitors, especially the elderly, 

are rightfully concerned about being robbed or attacked in an underground garage and 

avoid them at all cost. They will search for any available street parking to avoid these 

perceived risks to safety.  

    

B. There is No Substantial Evidence of Nearly Enough Underground Parking 

Spaces. The number of parking spaces appears premised on a baseless and false 

presumption that none of the residents will have cars, and that many employees, staff 

and visitors will bike or take the bus to work. The Decision ignores the true amount of 

traffic and vehicles into and out of the Facility. For example, there will be three shift 

changes daily; a vast array of support vehicles required for 96 residents; a large staff 

and visitors of all kinds – including repeated daily deliveries by UPS, FedEx and US 

Postal; garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, cleaning crews, 

physicians, nurses, physical therapists, hydro-therapists, mental health experts, 

gerontologists, podiatrists, private caregivers, hospice caregivers, clergy, hairdressers, 

et al. Worse, because there are no medical or shopping services within miles, streams 

of shuttles to handle all the residents will inevitably use available street parking when 

the garage is overflowing with other vehicles.  

 

 Moreover, the Facility will cater to wealthy seniors able to afford at least $120,000 

to $150,000 a year in fees and special services. Many of these high-net worth seniors 

will be joined by their 24/7 personal caregivers, and these caregivers will bring their 

cars to park in the garage. Many assisted living residents -- perhaps half -- will also 

bring their cars along so that they (or their children and caregivers) can drive them for 
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shopping and medical appointments. And where will all the outside vendors, service, 

delivery and contractor vehicles park? On the adjacent streets, of course! 

 

C. Subterranean Parking Must Be Increased to a Minimum of 100 Spaces and 

Three Levels. The Site will create a severe shortage of street parking, given that 

Topanga State Park visitors already compete with residents for the limited number of 

such spaces. If the Facility’s parking is not increased by at least 50%, it will create a 

catastrophic shortage of parking on the streets within two to three blocks in all 

directions, and force residents to demand strict “residents-only” permit parking. 

 

D. Lack of Bus Transportation in the Highlands Will Force Staff to Drive Cars. The 

Project’s parking shortfall will be worsened by the absence of any bus service in the 

Highlands – where the nearest bus stop is 2.4 miles away on Sunset. Even there, bus 

service is infrequent and impractical, especially for employees working swing, 

overnight and weekend shifts. The Decision violates the requirement of public 

transportation service for senior housing, which is designed to reduce parking 

demands. Without convenient public transportation, the car is the only option for 

employees, staff, visitors, and caregivers to reach the Facility.  

      

E. Parking Spaces Per Square Foot Should be at Least One-Half of Those Provided 

by Palisades Village. Palisades Village will provide four times the parking per square 

foot – 560 parking spaces for a 125,00 square-foot project – one for each 224 square 

feet. By contrast, the Project will have only 64 spaces for 64,646 square feet – one for 

each 1,010 square feet – less than one-fourth of what Palisades Village is providing.  

F. The Decision Ignores the Disgracefully Inadequate Number of Parking Spaces 

for Disabled and Elderly Residents. The Facility will provide only three parking 

spaces designated “handicap,” though it serves assisted living and dementia 

residents. At least 5 times that many spaces should be required. To make matters 

worse, the limited parking will be exacerbated by spaces designated as “tandem,” and 

by the numbers of compact spaces. It is unimaginable that physically challenged 

seniors will be able to enter and exit vehicles jammed into compact spaces. 

G. Reliance on Bicycles to Alleviate the Parking Shortfall Is Preposterous. The 

Developer’s only solution to this obvious parking shortfall is laughable – it proposes 

that 10 employees bike 10 – 30 miles each way to work, on a 24/7/365 basis, at night 

and during peak times, up and down Sunset, PCH, and Palisades Drive, all hazardous 

streets for cyclists. 

H. Inadequate Parking Will Impair and Degrade Environmental Resources. This 

lack of parking will have other adverse impacts.  Overflow street parking generated 

by the Facility will certainly create intense competition for the few available spaces 
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on nearby streets, especially on weekends and holidays. Topanga State park visitors 

will find parking inconvenient, and the Highlands will experience much greater traffic 

congestion and noise, air, and water pollution.  

I. Moving Vans and Large Trucks Have Nowhere to Park. Where will all the large 

moving vans and box trucks park? They pose special problems, given that the Project 

will not accommodate those vehicles in its garage. And, during the two-year 

construction period, where will all the suppliers, bulldozers, trash bins, contractor 

pick-ups, excavation debris-haulers, etc., park? This is another parking nightmare. 

VI. 

THE PROJECT WILL WORSEN EXISTING TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

THROUGHOUT THE PALISADES AND INCREASE ACCIDENTS 

 

A. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy 1-6.1, which Requires that a 

Development’s Traffic Impact in Hillside Areas Be Carefully Evaluated.  

 The Community Plan “limits development according to the adequacy of the 

existing and assured street circulation system within the Plan Area and surrounding 

areas.”  Palisades streets are clogged during morning and afternoon rush hours. 

Palisades Drive is the only route in and out of the Highlands, and there are ONLY two 

routes to Palisades Drive: Sunset and PCH. Moreover, the 7-mile distance from 

Palisades Drive to the 405 via Sunset often backs up several miles before the 405. 

 Sunset traffic is guaranteed to become significantly more congested beginning in 

September 2018, when the long-awaited Palisades Village shopping center opens in 

the heart of the Palisades’ true commercial district, with more than 40 stores, 

including a movie theater, many restaurants, a grocery store, and Amazon Books.  

 The PCH alternative is no better.  During peak hours, traffic is always backed up 

at the long signal at PCH and Sunset, delaying westbound Sunset drivers for 10 to 15 

minutes just to turn onto PCH.  The Project will only make matters far worse. 

B. Many More Heavy Equipment and Trucks Will Clog Streets. In addition to the 

dirt hauling, large excavation and construction equipment, numerous contractor cars, 

pickups and SUVs will clog local streets during the two-year construction period, all 

while spewing cancer-causing diesel fumes to foul the air in the Highlands. Public 

street parking around the Site will be effectively eliminated during this entire period.  

C. There is No Public Transportation Alternative. Because the Highlands has no bus 

service, no practical mitigation measures are even possible. The bike-to-work 
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proposal is a joke, even more so for overnight shifts. And, the climb just up Palisades 

Drive is so steep it might qualify as a “mountain stage” in the Tour de France. 

D. There is No Study of the Damage to Roads Caused by Heavy Construction 

Traffic on the Surface of PCH, Palisades Drive and Sunset. These thoroughfares 

are subject to asphalt cracking and numerous potholes. Who does the City think pays 

when residents’ cars lose a $500 wheel and tire to a pothole caused by a 20,000-pound 

truck hauling major construction equipment or any of the 2,000 loads of soil and 

debris? Who pays to resurface these roads? Certainly not the Developer.   

E. The Decision Ignores the Dramatically Increased Risk of Serious Traffic 

Accidents and Injuries. Access to and from the parking garage is planned at two 

problematic locations: (1) on Vereda de la Montura, about 150 feet west of Michael 

Lane, on a steep, blind hill that rises from the Country Estates community; and (2) on 

Palisades Drive, about 200 feet south of Vereda de la Montura, barely north of the 

Casa Nostra restaurant. Serious accidents, some with fatalities, are sure to occur. 

1. Risk from Speeding Vehicles. Palisades Drive descends steeply from the hills 

above, resulting in downhill speeds of 55 to 70 mph PLUS in the 35-mph zone in 

this area. These high speeds have already caused numerous crashes. The Facility 

will dramatically escalate the number and severity of accidents. Consider the 

danger to drivers who exit the P-1 level of the garage directly onto this raceway. 

Many will never expect the freeway speeds of the cars racing down Palisades 

Drive until it is too late. It will take a series of serious accidents, many with 

serious injuries and some fatalities, before the operators realize this terrible danger 

from this reckless Decision to permit such carnage.  

2. Dangers of Multiple Blind Intersections along Vereda. More ominously, both 

the entrance and exit at Vereda de la Montura present their own dangers. Because 

the Vereda driveway location sits on a blind hill, vehicles coming east up Vereda 

towards the Facility from the Country Estates will not see vehicles turning into or 

out of the Vereda driveway to the parking garage, until it is too late. Again, many 

drivers headed into or out of the Facility will not realize this lack of visibility 

because of their unfamiliarity with the area. 

3. Parked Cars Obscure Driver Visibility. At both garage driveway locations, 

vehicles parked on the streets will compound the lack of visibility. A large SUV 

parked immediately above the driveway on Palisades Drive will block the 

visibility of vehicles exiting Level P-1 onto Palisades Drive. The first time these 

vehicles see a vehicle speeding downhill will likely be when the downhill vehicle 

slams into car of the unsuspecting driver. The same risk also exists for vehicles 
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using the garage exit onto Vereda de la Montura, where vehicles parked on the 

street, including those of visitors to the Park, will severely obscure visibility. 

4. Three Intersections in 250 Feet Create Unprecedented Risk. Furthermore, the 

previous dangers are significantly increased by the addition of a third “T” 

intersection in the 100-yard stretch between the intersection of Palisades Drive at 

Vereda de la Montura and the garage driveway west on Vereda. These dangerous 

intersections would consist of the following: (1) the intersection of Vereda at 

Palisades Drive (actually a four-way intersection if one counts the townhomes’ 

driveway on the eastern side of Palisades Drive that faces Vereda); (2) the “T” 

intersection of Michael Lane at Vereda about 150 feet west of Palisades Drive; 

and (3) the new “T” intersection where the garage driveway and Vereda meet, 

about 125 feet west of the “T” intersection at Michael Lane. The two, offset “T” 

intersections along Vereda at Michael Lane and the Project’s garage are much 

more dangerous than a straightforward four-way intersection. This danger might 

have been mitigated if the Project’s garage driveway had been relocated to directly 

face Michael Lane, which only require that the building be set back at least 

another 20 feet from the street.  

5. Significant Risk of Death or Serious Injuries to Pedestrians. The traffic 

dangers for vehicles will be even greater for pedestrians, who may go unnoticed 

by drivers distracted by so many other obstacles. Vehicles entering a confluence of 

driveways, intersections, turning lanes and high-speed Palisades Drive, are far 

more likely to miss seeing a pedestrian crossing the street in time to stop.  

VII. 

THE DECISION IGNORES THE INTOLERABLE NOISE OF THE 24/7/365 

OPERATIONS, WHICH WILL PERMANENTLY DEGRADE THE HIGHLANDS 

 

A. The Decision Did Not Consider that the Mountains Surrounding the Highlands 

Act as an Amphitheater, Projecting Sound Over Great Distances. The industrial-

size roof-top HVAC equipment will be grinding away 24/7/365. Truck engines and 

ambulance sirens, clearly audible for more than a mile away given the terrain, are 

especially disruptive at night. Construction noise will be intolerable, given the 

deafening sounds of tractor-trailer rigs, non-stop soil hauling; jackhammers; pile 

drivers; bulldozers; and diesel trucks lining Vereda de la Montura. Mandatory back-

up “beeping” devices on delivery trucks and shuttles will compound the annoyances. 

B. The Claim that There Would Be No Ambulance, Fire or Police Sirens Is Baseless 

and Contrary to Police and Fire Department Policies. The Developer has falsely 

claimed that emergency vehicles do not use sirens at night in the Highlands. Residents 

are all painfully aware of these sleep-disrupting sirens, notwithstanding Developer’s 
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false claims that defy common sense and personal experiences of residents. Given the 

Highland’s natural “amphitheater” effect, even more sirens will be heard over long 

distances, up and down the entirety of Palisades Drive and Vereda de la Montura. 

C. Noise Generated by the Facility Will Be Relentless. Additionally, loud televisions, 

outdoor events, and late night “meet and greets” and “goodbyes” create noise that can 

be heard for many hundreds of yards away, to say nothing of the slamming of car 

doors of visitors, employees and staff coming in and out of the Facility 24/7. Worse, 

many vehicles’ horns give a brief “honk” each time the doors are locked or unlocked. 

The Decision’s unfounded claim that “noise will be minimal since outdoor uses are 

oriented away from the subject site,” is absurd, given that the three outdoors 

recreation decks will face the Country Estates HOA and the Highlands Villas HOA 

directly across Vereda. The Decision’s statement shows its ignorance of the 

Highlands’ amphitheater-like nature, where sounds resonate across the entire area, 

like the Hollywood Bowl. Finally, these noises will be disruptive to Park wildlife. 

VIII. 

THE DECISION TO GRANT THE PROJECT A CLASS 32 CATEGORICAL 

EXEMPTION FROM CEQA COMPLIANCE VIOLATES THE LAW 

 

A. The Project Site Does Not Satisfy the Requirements for an Urban “Infill” 

Categorical Exemption from CEQA Compliance under Section 15332. 

 

1. The Project Had No Legal Right to a Categorical Exemption from CEQA 

Compliance; Categorical Exemptions Are Strictly Construed and Require 

Substantial Proof. The California Court of Appeal, citing PRC Section 

15300.2(c), reiterated that categorical exemptions are construed strictly; and may 

not be unreasonably expanded beyond their terms.30  

 

 In 2015, the Supreme Court confirmed strict limits on categorical 

exemptions:  

 

“A separate cluster of statutes limits the availability of CEQA exemptions 

where future residents or users of certain housing development projects 

may be harmed by existing conditions. These limits on exemptions extend 

to projects located on sites that will expose future occupants to certain 

hazards and risks — including . . . sites subject to wildland fire, 

seismic, landslide or flood hazards — unless (in some cases) the hazards 

and risks can be removed or mitigated to insignificant levels.” 31  

                                                           
30  McQueen v. Mid-Peninsula Regional Open Space, 202 Cal. App. 3d 1136, 1148-1149 (1988) 
31  California Building Industry Assoc. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 62 Cal.4th 369 at p. 391 (2015). 



  
 

 
  34  
APPEAL to West Los Angeles Planning Commission by Jonathan and Maria Klar et al. to 
   Permits for 1525-1533 N. Palisades Drive, No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR-1A April 6, 2018 
 

 

 

The Supreme Court decision also specifically stated that “infill housing” 

exemption cannot be granted in areas with “wildland fire, seismic, landslide or 

flood hazards,” such as the Project Site.  

 

2. The Project Does Not Satisfy Any Requirements for a Class 32 Categorical 

Exemption.  Class 32 requires that the Developer must demonstrate that the 

Project: (1) is an urban “infill” project,32 and (2) is “environmentally benign,” and 

(3) is consistent with the local Community Plan and Zoning requirements.33 

Additionally, this Exemption is not available to any project: (4) “that would result 

in any significant traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality impacts,” or (5) “that 

requires mitigation measures to reduce potential environmental impacts to less 

than significant.”34 As will be explained, there is no substantial evidence that the 

Developer can satisfy all 5 standards listed in this paragraph. Moreover, there is no 

substantial evidence that the Project can satisfy even one of these requirements.  

 

3. The Project Site Is Not “Urban Infill” Because It Does Not Meet the Statutory 

Definition of “Infill” Mandated by Public Resources Code Section 21061.3.  

 

 The Project Site fails to satisfy two requirements of PRC 21061.3, one of 

which is because it is not immediately adjacent to parcels with qualified urban 

uses along at least 75% of the Site’s perimeter. Under PRC 21061.3, the 75% 

“urban uses” perimeter minimum is an absolute condition precedent to a CEQA 

Exemption. The Decision never discusses this key statutory requirement, but 

instead accepts the myth that the Site is entitled to the infill Exemption because it 

is generally surrounded by urban uses. But that is not the law, and, more 

importantly, it is factually untrue.    

 

4. Public Resources Code Section 21061.3 defines the minimum requirements of 

an Infill site: 

“Infill site means a site in an urbanized area that meets either of the following 

criteria: 

“(a) The site has not been previously developed for urban uses and 

both of the following apply: 

                                                           
32  It is difficult to understand how the ZA relied on this “highly urbanized” myth, given the serene, parklike nature 
of the Highlands, as exemplified by the photos in this Brief, and other overwhelming evidence to the contrary. 
33  LA City CEQA Exemption Application Form CP-7828, Specialized Requirements at p. 1. 
34  Id. 
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 “(1) The site is immediately adjacent to parcels that are 

developed with qualified urban uses, or at least 75 percent of the 

perimeter of the site adjoins parcels that are developed with 

qualified urban uses, and the remaining 25 percent of the site 

adjoins parcels that have previously been developed for qualified 

urban uses. 

 “(2) No parcel within the site has been created within the 

past 10 years unless the parcel was created as a result of the plan 

of a redevelopment agency.” 

“(b) The site has been previously developed for qualified urban uses.” 

 Thus, Section 21061.3(a)(1) states two objective requirements: (A) All (i.e., 

100%) of the adjacent parcels must be “qualified urban uses”35; and (B) if any 

adjacent parcel is not currently a qualified urban use, then that non-qualifying 

parcel must have previously been a qualified urban use, provided that at least 75% 

of the currently qualified urban use parcels are immediately adjacent to the Site’s 

perimeter. However, because the Site’s southwestern boundary borders open space 

parklands along a common boundary of 237.1 feet, the Site is disqualified as an 

“infill” lot under the first prong of Section 21061.3(a)(1). Second, the parklands 

were never “previously developed for qualified urban uses.” 

 The perimeter of the Site is 868.75 feet.36 Five parcels have boundaries that, 

under the interpretive Guidelines, are “immediately adjacent” to perimeter of the 

Site: (1) the commercial site immediately to the south, which runs 175 feet along 

the perimeter of the Site; (2) the condominium complex on Palisades Drive, 

directly east of the perimeter of the Site and across Palisades Drive; (3) and (4) the 

two townhome developments directly north of the Site, which have south-facing 

front yards along Vereda de la Montura; and (5) the 237.1-foot boundary between 

the Site and the Open Space and Parklands to the southwest.37 

 The adjacent parcel, zoned Open Space and comprised of undeveloped 

parklands, adjoins the Site’s west-southwestern perimeter along a mutual 

boundary of 237.1 feet.  This 237.1-foot boundary comprises 27.29% of the Site’s 

total perimeter (237.1 ÷ 868.75). This means that the Site does not, and cannot, 

                                                           
35  PRC section 21072 defines “qualified urban uses” as follows: “’Qualified urban use’ means any residential, 
commercial, public institutional, transit or transportation passenger facility, or retail use, or any combination of 
those uses.” 
36  All measurements were taken directly from the Assessor’s Parcel Map for 1525 Palisades Drive. 
37  Id. 
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qualify as an Urban Infill project because adjacent urban uses are unquestionably 

less than the 75% under Section 21061.3(a)(1).  

 Fourth, Michael Lane intersects with the Site’s northern perimeter and, 

according to ZIMAS, is 60-feet wide. The width of a street does not count as a 

“qualified urban use.” 38 Consequently, the width of Michael Lane reduces the 

adjacent lengths of the perimeters of the two townhome complexes immediately 

north of Vereda by 60 feet, thereby increasing non-urban uses on the perimeter of 

the Site from 237.1 feet to 297.1 feet, or 34.2% of the 868.75-foot Site perimeter 

(297.1 ÷ 868.75).  

 Therefore, at most, the Site is only adjacent to parcels developed with 

qualified urban uses along 65.8% of its perimeter (100% – 34.2%), far less 

than the 75% minimum; and the adjacent parklands count zero. Clearly, the 

Site is not entitled to a Class 32 Infill Exemption.39 

 The California Supreme Court, in 2015, emphasized the requirements of 

PRC section 21061.3 are mandatory and that a project site must satisfy the 

statutory percentage minimum perimeter to qualify: 

“An urban project refers to a project located on a site in an urbanized area that 

meets specified conditions, including that a specified percentage of the 

immediately adjacent parcels or adjoining parcels to the site are developed 

with qualified urban uses, or that the site itself has been previously developed 

for qualified urban uses. (See § 21061.3.)” 40 

 The Zoning Administrator ignored both the statutory definition of an infill lot and 

the ruling of California’s Supreme Court that the statute had to be strictly followed.   

B. Apart from the Project’s Failure to Qualify as an Infill Site under PRC Section 

21061.3, the Assertion that the Site Is Urban Infill Defies All Common Sense. The 

Site is broadly surrounded by 17.9 square miles of Topanga State Park, which begins 

only 300 feet west of the Site’s boundary.41 The Highlands offers four trail entrances to 

Topanga State Park, the most prominent of which is the Santa Ynez Canyon entrance – a 

                                                           
38  PRC section 21072 counts only the perimeters of adjacent parcels as “qualified urban uses,” and NOT the width 
of intersecting streets, such as Michael Lane.  
39   PRC section 21061.3 (1)(a) also requires, in addition to satisfying the 75% threshold of section 21072, that “the 
remaining 25 percent of the site [must] adjoin parcels that have previously been developed for qualified urban 
uses.” However, in this case, PRC section 21061.3(1)(a)’s added requirement is moot in this case, because the 
perimeter of the Project is surrounded only by 65.8% “qualified urban uses” under each of the statutes. 
40  California Building Industry, Etc. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 62 Cal.4th 369 at fn5 (2015). 
41  The long-range aerial photos in Section III of this Brief vividly show a representative portion of the 17.9 miles of 
Topanga State Park and undeveloped open spaces that border and envelop the Project Site. 
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mere 500 feet from the Site’s western boundary on Vereda. Parking for the Santa Ynez 

Canyon entrance starts on Vereda at its intersection with Michael Lane and continues 

westerly down Vereda to the Park entrance. 

 

1. The Site Borders and Is Closely Surrounded by Parks and Open Spaces. The 

parklands that immediately abut the Site are owned by the City and are zoned “open 

space”; and comprise Santa Ynez Canyon Park. Topanga State Park’s 17.9 square 

miles envelop Santa Ynez Canyon Park and border much of it. The Site’s “Hillside” 

location, on the very edge of a steep 30-degree slope overlooking Santa Ynez Canyon, 

covered by fill up to 100-feet deep. It is also a designated “High Severity Fire Hazard 

Zone” due to the wildlands and chaparral that border and surround it.  

 

2. The Building Would Impair Views from a Scenic Highway. Community Plan 

Policy 1-3.2 mandates view protection by explicitly “conditioning new development 

adjacent to or in the viewshed of State parkland to protect views from public 

lands and roadways.”  Palisades Drive, the only road in and out of the Highlands, is 

designated a “Scenic Highway” in recognition of the rugged natural beauty, the rock 

outcroppings, the canyons, and the mountains through which the road winds.42  

  

3. The Location is not “Urban Infill” because it is “not substantially surrounded by 

urban uses,” as required by City Guidelines Sec. 3(c).43 The Site doesn’t remotely 

pass a Common-Sense test of what an “urban infill” site means, and it is disqualified 

by PRC Section 20161.3. The Zoning Administrator incomprehensibly ignored State 

law, the California Supreme Court, and all common sense, as if every undeveloped lot 

in the City is “urban infill,” regardless of its surroundings. 

 

 The purpose of “urban infill” is to utilize vacant lots in a city’s urban core, for 

example to replace an old salvage yard with a mixed-use urban development, i.e., one 

that replaces ugliness with beautiful. Infill also encourages building “up” in 

transportation corridors, so that people don’t need two cars. But the Class 32 “Infill” 

Exemption was never intended to permit a mammoth, multi-story eyesore to forever 

scar an irreplaceable natural vista, surrounded by thousands of acres of parklands.  

 

C. The Complete Lack of Significant Commercial Development in the Area Refutes 

Any Contention that the Site Is “Highly-Urbanized.”  

 

 There is only one small commercial building in the entire Highlands; it is only 

27,800 square feet with two stories, less than 30 feet high. The Project would have 2.4 
                                                           
42  Los Angeles Guide 2035 at pp. 170-172. 
43  City Guidelines appear to entirely ignore PRC Section 21061.3, but the statute supersedes the City Guidelines in 
any event. 
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times the square footage of the next-door building; and the Project’s 1.50 FAR is 

almost three times as dense as its neighboring building. The only conceivable, albeit 

marginal, benefit of the small nearby building to assisted living and dementia care 

residents is the Casa Nostra restaurant. However, the Facility already has two restaurants. 

The small building next door provides no other services needed by or beneficial to 

physically and mentally impaired residents. 

 

 The next closest commercial structure is a small, one-story strip mall at the corner 

of Palisades Drive and Sunset – 2.4 miles south at Sunset. Only the most cynical of 

developers would mischaracterize suburban housing, surrounded by magnificent State 

parklands, as a “highly-urbanized area.”  

 

D. There is No Credible Evidence that the Project Complies with the Community Plan. 

The City’s guidelines for Exemption from CEQA require that the Project must be 

“consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general 

plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.” The City’s 

Instructions for a Class 32 “Urban Infill” Exemption from CEQA specifically require 

compliance with the Community Plan, among other requirements. Consider the 

following are examples why the Project is incompatible with the Community Plan.44 

 

E. The Community Plan Requires that “senior citizen housing projects [be located] in 

neighborhoods within reasonable walking distance of health and community facilities, 

services and public transportation.”45 No such health or community facilities exist 

anywhere in the Highlands – and most certainly not within “walking distance.” The 

nearest full-service pharmacy, CVS in the Palisades, is 4.8 miles away. The nearest 

doctors and dental offices are equally distant. The closest trauma center, UCLA in 

Westwood, is 45 to 60 minutes away; and the nearest ERs at St John’s and UCLA in 

Santa Monica, are 30 minutes or more away in traffic. The nearest Kaiser Permanente 

facility – where many seniors are longtime members – is 14.8 miles away in West Los 

Angeles. Worse still, there is no bus service in the Highlands, and the nearest bus stop 

is 2.4 miles away on Sunset. Last, there are no community facilities or services within 

walking distance anywhere in the Highlands.46 The Decision never seriously addressed 

these obvious Plan violations. 

                                                           
44  LAMC section 16.05.F also mandates a specific finding that the Project is “compatible with adjacent and 
neighboring properties.” 
45  Community Plan, sec. IV-2 at p. 47. 
46  The Developer argues that it will provide shuttles, which are common at senior housing facilities. But the rule is 
crystal clear and has no exceptions for facilities with shuttles. Moreover, the purpose of the requirement is to 
place seniors within reasonable walking distance of many needed services, so that they don’t need to rely on mass 
shuttles that must be scheduled in advance and are subject to availability. The same rule is also stated in the City’s 
eldercare regulations, as discussed later in the brief. 
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F. The Decision violates Community Plan Sec. 2-1.3 that mandates that commercial 

projects “be designed and developed to achieve a high level of quality, distinctive 

character, and compatibility with existing uses and development.” It is hard to imagine 

any Project that could be more incompatible with the suburban, “out-in-the-country” look 

and feel of the Highlands: (a) it is incompatible with the only commercial building in the 

Highlands, which has no retail stores and is barely two-fifths the massive size of the 

Project; (b) it is incompatible with the one, two and three-story homes and townhomes 

throughout the Highlands, with their heavily landscaped setbacks 20 to 50 feet from the 

street, or more; and (c) it is incompatible with bordering Santa Ynez Canyon Park and 

Topanga State Park, which not only afford residents and visitors the quiet and beauty of a 

non-urban settling, but whose majestic views of mountains, canyons, streams, waterfalls, 

trees, fauna, and wildlife give the Highlands its distinct name. 47 

G. The Decision Ignores Overwhelming Evidence that the Project Will Violate 

Community Plan Requirements that (1) the Project “preserve existing views in 

hillside areas,” and (2) “new development adjacent to or in the viewshed of State 

parkland . . . protect views from public lands and roadways.”48 As discussed, the Project 

significantly impairs, and sometimes obliterates, views for all park visitors, from all 

homes and townhouses that face the Project Site, and for motorists, cyclists, joggers, and 

pedestrians along “scenic” Palisades Drive, Vereda de la Montura, and Michael Lane.  

H. The Decision Lacked any Substantial Evidence that the Project would Comply with 

Community Plan Policy 2-3.3, which Mandates that “commercial projects achieve 

harmony with the best of existing development.” The Project not only fails to meet the 

required standard, it would take disharmony with existing development to new heights. 

1. The small, next-door commercial building has only surface parking, as does the 

small strip mall 2.3 miles south on Palisades Drive. It is incontrovertible that no 

structures in the Highlands remotely approach the size, scale, depth, height or 

density of the Project. The commercial building consists of single-office small 

businesses open during normal business hours, except for Casa Nostra restaurant, 

which is open only for lunch and dinner. By comparison, the Project would 

operate – like a hospital or nursing home – on a 24/7/365 basis, never closing, 

with people and cars coming and going all hours of the day and night.  

2. By comparison, low-rise rustic architecture of the building next door blends into 

the environment, making it among “the best of existing commercial 

development” in the Palisades generally; and its height is under 30 feet – the 

                                                           
47 See, for example, the spectacular hike from Vereda de la Montura to Santa Ynez Falls, which is featured in a 
highly-regarded trail guide at https://www.hikespeak.com/trails/santa-ynez-falls/.  
48  Community Plan Sec. 1-3.2. 

https://www.hikespeak.com/trails/santa-ynez-falls/
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same height limit imposed by the two previous zoning decisions regarding the 

Site and which set precedents going back to 1988.  

3. The patently false and baseless assertion, that the Project’s proposed size, height 

and scale are like existing developments is as absurd as claiming a 200-foot yacht 

is similar in size, height and scale to that of a 24-foot sailboat. 

I. The Decision Ignores that the Lack of Landscaping Violates Sec 2-4.4 of the 

Community Plan that requires that “landscape corridors should be created and 

enhanced.” The Project’s 7-foot setbacks, and its failure to provide any transitional 

heights in front of the 45-foot soaring facade along both Vereda de la Montura and 5-

50-foot plus façade towering above Palisades Drive – the two streets that the Project 

fronts -- would obliterate the existing level of setbacks in the Community.  Setbacks 

in the neighboring townhouses are now range from 20 to 50 feet, and more in some 

spots. They are extensively landscaped, and most setbacks are terraced upwards. 

Virtually all townhomes are grouped, 3 or 4 together side-by-side, with landscaped 

walkways and corridors separating each of these small groups of homes. The Project’s 

monumental façades, set almost on the sidewalks, are a true eyesore. The developer’s 

artist’s renderings that depict lines of trees breaking the horrific impact of the Project, 

are a massive deception. Lacking any room to plant trees in the tiny setback strip, the 

artist has instead placed trees in the sidewalks, barely two feet from the curb, along 

Vereda and Palisades Drive, where the disabled residents would expect to navigate 

wheelchairs and walkers. The complete lack of landscaping also violates Community 

Plan Policy 1-3.1, which mandates that the City must “seek a higher degree of 

architectural compatibility and landscaping for new development to protect the 

character and scale of existing residential neighborhoods.” 

 

J. The Decision Ignores Policy 5-1.1 of the Community Plan that mandates that, 

“Permitted development shall be sited and designed . . . to minimize the alteration of 

natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding 

areas, and where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in the visually 

degraded areas.” For the many reasons discussed earlier, the Project would do exactly 

the opposite. The incompatibility of the Project with the lone commercial building in 

the Highlands is obvious, given that the Facility will be 2.4 times the size of its next-

door neighbor, and have a FAR density almost triple that of its neighbor. 

  

K. The Decision Lacked Substantial Evidence for its Conclusion that the Project 

would be compatible with the nearby homes and townhomes, and with the wildlands, 

parks, canyons, mountains, and streams of the Highlands. 49  

 

                                                           
49 One need only look at the photos in the record and in this Brief. 
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L. The Decision Would Allow the Surrounding Wildlands to be Permanently 

Scarred. Construction of this bloated, oversized facility will require the Developer to 

remove virtually 100% of the compacted fill, down at least 40 feet or more, to try to 

find stable bedrock to support the two-story garage and 4-story structure on top. Every 

landform on the Site will be totally altered, and the result will be a horrific eyesore 

that forever scars the beauty of the entire Highlands and Topanga State Park. 

M. The Decision Violates Community Plan Policy V-3 that mandates that “no 

structures should exceed 30 feet in height within 15 feet and 30 feet, respectively, of 

front and rear property lines.” For reasons previously shown, the Project’s towering 

heights exceed Community limits by at least 15 to 30 feet. 

N. The Decision Violates Items 5 and 6 in Policy V-4 of the Community Plan that 

Require the “screening of mechanical and electrical equipment” and “all rooftop 

equipment and building appurtenances from public view.” The flat top roof design 

renders “screening” equipment a fool’s errand. Screening require at least at least 8 to 

10 feet of rooftop sound baffling and visual screening, making the rooftop and 

unmitigated mess. It would also require screening of the two, rooftop elevator and 

stairway exits and entrances, which will extend approximately 12 to 14 feet above the 

roofline. These appurtenances and equipment would render the true height of the 

facility from a front view well over 55 feet above ground along Vereda de la Montura; 

and to more than 65 to 70 feet above ground along Palisades Drive at the south end of 

the Site, where the lowest level entrance and exits of the parking garage are located.  

O. The Decision Violates the “Surface Parking Landscape” Requirement of Policy 

V-4 of the Community Plan, which Requires “a landscaped buffer along public 

streets or adjoining residential uses.” Obviously, the Project’s spartan 7-foot setback 

strip along Vereda de la Montura and 10-foot setback along “scenic” Palisades Drive 

are not what were ever envisioned, given the 15 and 30-foot minimum setback 

requirements in Policy V-3. See previous discussions. 

P. The Decision Violates Goal 15-1 of the Community Plan that Requires the 

Developer to “Provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide 

standards and community needs.” 

Q. The Decision Violates Policy 17-1.2 of the Community Plan, which Mandates the 

Developer to “Protect and preserve archaeological sites of Native Americans.”50 

The Decision fails even to mention the history of Native Americans throughout the 

                                                           
50  The history of the Tongva inhabitants of the area is discussed in sec. III-28 of the Community Plan. 
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Palisades and Malibu, and on the Project Site. These facts were previously found very 

relevant in 1988, when this same Site came up for a hearing.51 

IX. 

EVEN IF THE SITE MET THE STRINGENT REQUIREMENTS OF URBAN 

“INFILL” UNDER CEQA, WHICH IT DOES NOT, THE PROJECT WOULD 

STILL BE DISQUALIFIED FOR A CLASS 32 CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION 

BY FIVE ADDITIONAL GUIDELINES OF PRC SECTION 15300.2 

 

A. Section 15300.2(a) Disqualifies the Project from a Categorical Exemption 

Because a Class 32 Categorical Exemption from CEQA Does Not Apply 

Whenever a Project “may impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or 

critical concern where designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted 

pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies.” 

  

1. The Developer’s application for a Class 32 exemption from CEQA admits that 

“two threatened, endangered species, or rare species” – existing only 200 feet from 

the Project Site – are listed in the California Natural Diversity Database 

(CNDDB). They are the Southern Sycamore Alder Riparian Woodland and the 

Two-Striped Garter Snake. Given this admission, the Project would be presumed 

to have a “significant effect” on habitat of “endangered, rare or threatened 

species.” The Developer’s claim that the Project will have “no effect on critical 

habitat” is otherwise pure speculation. The Class 32 Exemption does not apply in 

view of the CNDDB’s designation of the species as endangered or threatened.  

 

2. The Decision failed to address the Appellants’ concerns over the fate of a rare and 

threatened frog discovered in the Santa Monica Mountains. On March 22, 2017, 

the National Park Service announced the discovery of eggs of the “extremely rare 

and endangered California red-legged frogs, which were popularized by Mark 

Twain in the 1865 story, The Celebrated Jumping Frog of Calaveras County.” 

These endangered frogs are listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act, 

and the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area is working hard to 

save the species in this area. 52  

 

3. The Decision fails to address Appellants’ reference to the California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife list of numerous species that have been identified as 

threatened or endangered by the State or the Federal Government. These include at 

least 14 frogs and other amphibians; 23 species of butterflies and other insects; 

                                                           
51  See, for example, CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration dated July 27, 1988, MND 88-285a-C(PP), Case 88-0435. 
52  (See, Park website at https://www.nps.gov/samo/learn/news/rare-species-discovered-breeding-in-santa-
monica-mountains.htm.)  

https://www.nps.gov/samo/learn/news/rare-species-discovered-breeding-in-santa-monica-mountains.htm
https://www.nps.gov/samo/learn/news/rare-species-discovered-breeding-in-santa-monica-mountains.htm
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and 35 species of raptors and other birds. Due to the varied terrain of the Project 

Site and its proximately to parklands, which encompass everything from riparian 

watershed to mountaintops, several of these species are likely present on or near 

the Site. The Developer’s assertion that “we inspected the property and did not see 

anything” is neither substantial nor credible evidence to confirm that none of these 

threatened or endangered species are present, or that the Project does not further 

threaten them. This is the very reason that an EIR is mandatory. 

 

B. The Project is Disqualified from a Class 32 Exemption from CEQA under 

Guideline 15300.2(b), which states, “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.” 

 

 If the Project is built as projected, it would inevitably motivate another developer 

to tear down, the next-door commercial building that is barely two-fifths the size and 

of the monstrous eldercare Facility towering over it. This would mean a possible next-

door development of over 70,000 square feet. The Decision merely assumes that no 

such cumulative impact would occur, which wholly lacks substantial evidence.  

 

C. The Class 32 Exemption Does Not Apply When “there are unusual circumstances 

creating the reasonable possibility of significant effects.” (Guideline 15300.2(c).) 

 

 Such “possible significant impacts include: (1) The previously-noted obliteration 

of scenic views and corridors, including the spectacular rock outcroppings in Topanga 

State Park along its ridges, would be devastating; and views of parklands by visitors 

would be scarred. (2) Noise, traffic and parking congestion, diesel and dust pollution, 

etc., will ruin visitors’ park experiences and will compromise visitor access 

significantly. (3) Damage to endangered and threatened species habitat is likely yet 

another significant effect. (4) View corridors from scenic Palisades Drive and from 

Vereda and Michael Lane would be impaired or ruined. (5) Trail views of the 

parklands by hikers and cyclists would be compromised. 

 

D. The Decision Completely Ignores Aesthetics and Health and Safety 

Considerations, which Are Additional Reasons to Reject the Exemption.  An 

“important exception to categorical exemptions . . . provides that a ‘categorical 

exemption shall not be used for a particular activity where there is a reasonable 

possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to 

unusual circumstances.’" Aesthetics and health and safety concerns are 
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“environmental effects that . . . would constitute ‘unusual circumstances’ under this 

exception for a project that otherwise meets the Guidelines section 15332 criteria.” 53  

 

E. The Decision Ignores the Precedent-Setting Decision in a 1988 Mitigated 

Negative Declaration Regarding the Project Site, which Found the “Possibility of 

Significant Effects” from a Proposed 28,300 Square Foot Commercial Building 

on the Site. These findings, without anything more, under Guideline 15300.2(c) 

undoubtedly disqualify the current Project from seeking a Categorical Exemption 

under CEQA: 54 

 

1. “The ERC initial study prepared for the proposal indicates that possible 

environmental impacts could occur due to major landforms on the site.” 55 

 

2. “The ERC initial study also indicates that the property is potentially subject to 

flood hazards.” 56 

 

3. The 1988 MND also found that: (a) “The ERC initial study prepared for the 

proposal also indicated possible environmental impacts due to public facilities 

(fire),” and (b) “The ERC initial study prepared for the proposal also indicates 

that possible environmental impacts may occur due to the creation of additional 

demand for sewer service.” 57 

 

4. The 1988 MND urged that the, "Decision-maker [should] consider limiting 

height of project to 30 feet, as is done in the Palisades Village." 58 

 

5. The 1988 MND also found that, “The ERC initial study prepared for the proposal 

also indicates that possible environmental impacts may occur due to the creation 

of additional demand for sewer service. However, if conditions dictate, the 

Bureau of Engineering may postpone new sewer connections for this project until 

system capacity is adequate, thus mitigating this potential impact to a level of 

insignificance.”59 Undoubtedly, 97 patients and dozens of Facility employees, staff 

and visitors, operating 24/7/365, will use vastly more sewer capacity than that 

                                                           
53  Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency, etc., 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 126 Cal.Rptr. 
441, 464 (2002); also, CEQA section 21084. 
54  Negative Declaration, Case No. ZA 88-0435, Dated July 6, 1988 (“1988 MND”) 
55  Id. at p.2. 
56  Id. 
57  Id. 
58  Id. at p.3. 
59  Id. 
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needed by the drastically smaller complex proposed in 1988. Who will provide 

that extra capacity, and where will the water be found? 

 

6. PRC Section 30625(c) Makes Prior Decisions Precedent: “(c) Decisions of the 

commission, where applicable, shall guide local governments or port 

governing bodies in their future actions under this division.”  

F. The Decision Ignores that the Project Does Not Qualify for an Exemption from 

CEQA Because “the project may result in damage to scenic resources, including, 

but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources, 

within an officially designated scenic highway.” (Guideline 15300.2(d).) 60 

 Palisades Drive was reaffirmed as a “scenic highway” in the LA Mobility Guide 

2035, adopted September 7, 2016.61 The Guide states that Palisades Drive’s scenic 

assets include, “Wide mountain road; good landscaping and ocean views.” This is 

because scenic corridors from Palisades Drive enable drivers to enjoy spectacular 

views of mountains, canyons and rock outcroppings. These gorgeous views will be 

badly impaired for drivers on Palisades Drive throughout the Highlands. 

 

 Palisades Drive’s designation as a “scenic highway” dates back at least 30 years or 

more. The 1988 Decision, which denied the development permit for the proposed 

two-story, 28,000 retail structure on the Project Site, stated at Page 4: "Palisades 

Drive is designated a secondary, scenic highway, fully improved within a 98-foot 

wide dedication." The numerous factual errors in the Decision are exemplified by the 

materially false statement that Palisades Drive is only designated an Avenue 1 

roadway, which leads to the equally false conclusion that the Project Site and its 

surrounding environs have no real value as a scenic resource.  

G. The City Was Required to Deny a Categorical Exemption from CEQA because 

“the project may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 

historical resource.” (Guideline 15300.2(f).) 62 

  

1. The Decision ignores substantial evidence confirming the discovery of 

archeologically-significant artifacts in the Highlands, as recounted in the 

Community Plan: 

                                                           
60 In 2014, California added Public Resources Section 21084 (c), which codified the language of this Exception to a 
Categorical Exemption, thereby giving the Guideline the full force of law. 
61  The Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 in 2016 reaffirmed the designation in its listing of Scenic Highways at pages 
170-172. Palisades Drive appears under the heading, “Inventory of Designated Scenic Highways.”   
62 In 2014, California also added Public Resources Section 21084 (e), which codified the language of this Exception 
to a Categorical Exemption, thereby giving the Guideline the full force of law. 
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“The first inhabitants of the land were the Shoshonean-speaking tribe, the 

HISTORY Tongva. They had a highly organized culture that stretched from 

Orange County north to Topanga and beyond. Under the Spanish, they 

were brought into the mission system-specifically San Gabriel-and renamed 

Gabrielinos.” 63 

   

2. In 1988, the City’s MND confirmed that the Project Site was likely to contain, 

or be nearby, archaeological treasures of early tribes: 

 

“The ERC initial study prepared for the proposal also indicates possible 

environmental impacts due to its location in an area 'likely to yield 

unrecorded archaeological sites. However, if any archaeological materials 

are encountered during the course of the project development, the project 

shall be halted. The services of an archaeologist shall be secured by 

contacting the Center for Public Archaeology - Cal State University, 

Northridge, or a member of the Society of Professional Archaeologists 

(S0PA), or a SOPA-qualified archaeologist to assess the resources and 

evaluate the impact. Copies of the archaeological survey, study or report 

shalI be submitted to the UCLA Archaeological Information Center.”64 

3. Importantly, the 1988 MND checked the “YES” box to the question, “Will the 

proposal result in the alteration of or the destruction of a prehistoric or historic 

archaeological site?” 65 The mass excavation of 19,300 cubic yards of fill – and 

very possibly more than double that -- at the Project Site guarantees that these 

irreplaceable artifacts will be lost forever. 

 

4. The Decision Erred by Failing to Follow Earlier Precedent in the 1988 

Decision and Should Have Ordered an EIR. (PRC section 30625(c).) 

H. The Decision Lacked Substantial Evidence to Conclude that the Project Would 

Not Pose Any Significant Adverse Environmental Impact.  

 

1. The Decision Lacked Substantial and Competent Evidence that the Project 

Would Not Cause Significant Traffic Congestion.66  

 

 The co-called “traffic study” speculated that the Facility would only create 

between 14 and 21 peak hour trips during rush hours. This conclusion is ludicrous 

                                                           
63  Community Plan at sec. III-28. 
64  CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration, MND 88-285a-C(PP), Case 88-0435. 
65  Negative Declaration, Case No. ZA 88-0435, Dated July 7, 1988, Question 21(a). 
66  See City CP 7828 Class 32 CE Specialized Instructions, item (a) on page 2. 
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because it is based on data from locations that are in no way like the Project’s Site. 

The study also claimed that “no significant impacts to street access or circulation 

can reasonably be expected with so few peak-hour trips.” The assumed numbers of 

peak hour trips are not based on observation, and it lacks any mathematical or 

scientific credibility. It also ignores morning, afternoon and overnight shift 

changes, and the vast array of support vehicles required for 96 residents, a large 

staff and visitors of all kinds – UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the garbage trucks, 

food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, cleaning crews, physicians, nurses, 

physical therapists, hydro-therapists, mental health experts, gerontologists, 

podiatrists, private caregivers, hospice caregivers, clergy, hairdressers, and the 

array of daily shuttles in and out.  

 

 This Facility will cater to a wealthy slice of seniors able to afford at least 

$120,000 - $150,000/year room, board and care services. Most of these high-

wealth seniors will bring their 24/7 personal caregivers and will keep their cars in 

the garage so caregivers can drive them to medical appointments and shopping. 

The massive overflow of vehicles will consume adjacent street parking daily. It is 

also not credible to believe that all, or most, delivery, service, vendor and 

contractor vehicles will arrive and leave between 10:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. In 

truth, all these persons and suppliers work long hours, well into the evening, and 

no one will ever enforce hourly limits on a 24/7/365 major quasi-medical facility. 

 The Decision also failed to consider how much will peak hour trips will 

exacerbate the already highly-congested traffic corridors along lower Palisades 

Drive, Sunset in both directions, and the always crowded PCH? 

2. The Developer’s Soil Excavation Estimates Are Grossly Understated.  

 

 The Decision lacked any substantial evidence that only 19,300 cubic yards 

of soil would be excavated and hauled 42 miles to Moorpark, and the number 

appears drastically understated. It cannot be confirmed without a full EIR.  First, 

one should assume that a minimum footprint of 30,000 square feet of the 43,000 

square foot Site will be excavated to a mean average depth of 30 feet67 to provide 

the foundation and two-story parking garage, including the massive supports 

needed to stabilize the structure and buttress Vereda de la Montura against sliding 

into Santa Ynez Canyon.68  
                                                           
67  The Developer’s geo-soils report from Strata-Tech warned that the level of fill above the bedrock is 100-feet 
deep on the Santa Ynez Canyon side. The report also stated that the bedrock plunged below fill-grade at a rate of 
2:1, meaning that fill is 100-feet deep at a distance only 200 feet away from Vereda de la Montura. 
68  This assumes that the excavation footprint will need to be much larger than the 19,000 square Building foot 
building foot print to create the room needed to accommodate all the trucks and heavy construction equipment 
needed to access the foundation areas. Even if the excavation footprint is slightly smaller, the excavated materials 
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 This leads to a far more accurate estimate: 30,000 square feet times a 30-

foot depth = 900,000 cubic feet of materials. Divide by 27 cubic feet per cubic 

yard = 33,333 cubic yards of excavated materials. To account for known 

expansion of the compacted fill materials as it is deposited into the beds of hauling 

trucks, the calculation must be increased by 25% to 41,625 cubic yards of actual 

excavated materials – more than double the amount estimated by the Developer. 

 

 Harris Leven in his Statement opposing the Project69 has conducted a 

detailed analysis of all file environmental and geosoils reports on file.  His 

analysis concludes at page 7 that “the Developer will have to export 40,000 or 

more cubic yards of dirt and then import about half that amount back to the site.” 

This is very similar to Appellants’ own estimate. 

 

 The Decision erred in relying on a low-ball estimate submitted by the 

Developer that lacks any credibility.  

 

3. The City Mandates CEQA Clearance When over 20,000 Cubic Yards of 

Material Are Exported. The Decision erred in failing to enforce this requirement. 

The Developer’s understatement of grading materials was undoubtedly intended to 

avoid CEQA compliance. The LA City Building Permit Clearance Handbook, at 

page 20, emphatically requires CEQA compliance for removal of more than 

20,000 cubic yards of materials: 

 

“CEQA Clearance is required for: Proposed grading when work in excess 

of 20,000 cu. yd. of either cut or fill is done on slopes steeper than 1 

vertical in 10 horizontal.” 

 

Also, the slope is 30 degrees (1:2 according to Strat-Tech), thus requiring CEQA 

compliance. In fact, the City’s own May 15, 2017 Geology and Soil Report 

Approval Letter reached the same conclusion.  

 

4. The Decision Uncritically and Without Substantial Evidence Accepted the 

Developer’s Low-Ball Estimate of Excavation Materials.  The City’s 

Department of Building and Safety’s Categorical Exemption Questionnaire 

similarly asks, in Attachment 2: “5b. Will the total amount of fill exceed 20,000 

cubic yards?” 70 The Developer obviously concluded that the only way to evade 

                                                           
will far exceed the Developer’s low-ball figures of 19,300 cubic yards, given the 25% additional factor to account 
for expansion of excavated compacted soils.  
69  See April 6, 2018 Statement of Harris S. Leven to the West Los Angeles Planning Commission at pp. 5-8. 
70 See Form PC-GRAD.App22 (Rev 5/17/2010) at p. 4. 
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CEQA compliance was to low-ball the estimated amount of excavated materials. 

The Decision had no substantial evidence to accept the Developer’s low dirt 

hauling figures at face value without an EIR. Even ignoring that the compacted 

dirt will expand as it is dug out and deposited into hauling trucks, if the excavation 

crews dig the construction hole just a few inches deeper or a few inches wider than 

the Developer’s filings state, the 20,000-cubic yard threshold will be surpassed! 

 

5. The Decision Failed to Address Serious Air and Dust Pollution from the Dirt 

Hauling Operation and the Large Bulldozers, Cranes and other Heavy 

Construction Equipment. The export process will be much worse and polluting 

than claimed. The Developer claims only 2,000 large, polluting diesel truck loads 

will be required, but that figure must be increased by 25% to account for soil 

expansion. Also, each load will be hauled to a site in Moorpark, some 42 miles, 

and back. This will require, according to the Developer, 30 trucks hauling at a rate 

of six trucks per hour daily, many in heavy traffic, spewing cancer-causing diesel 

exhaust each mile - for more than 9 weeks straight. Diesel fumes from idling 

trucks will increase the pollution and worsen air quality. A full EIR is required to 

evaluate the horrific consequences to the air quality of the Highlands, the 

surrounding parks, and the Los Angeles basin.  

 

 These numbers do not include the massive amount of re-import of soil to 

rebuild and stabilize the slopes after the daunting array of supports and foundation 

steel have been laid. In fact, it is very likely that the amount of dirt exported will 

be more than double the amounts claimed by the Developer; but also that at least 

20,000 more cubic yards of certified materials will need to be imported to rebuild 

the slope and the excavated hole. This means that the required number of trucks 

will be at least triple the Developer’s low-ball estimate.71 

 

6. The Air Quality Study Was Grossly Deficient and Lacked Any Substantial 

Evidence. The Decision erred in not mandating an air quality EIR, which is 

essential regardless of whether 19,300 cubic yards of soil export are at issue, or a 

significantly higher number, as Appellants argue. The guidelines indicate that if 

the “proposed project exceeds [20,000 cubic yards of exported soil], an air quality 

assessment will be required.72 

 

7. The Project Violates State Greenhouse Gas Reduction Requirements. It is 

obvious that siting a new Project of this size, scale and intensity so remotely from 

the homes of its potential staff, employees and vendors – and where there is a 

                                                           
71  See, April 6, 2018 Statement of Harris S. Leven at pp. 5-7. 
72  Id. at page 2. 
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complete absence of public transportation – will drastically and unnecessarily 

increase greenhouse gas emissions. The problem will be compounded by the 

construction of the Facility, and the hundreds of trips by large diesel trucks, 42 

miles each way to Moorpark and back, for many months. These diesels will spew 

their highly-toxic exhausts throughout the Highlands, both when parked and 

driving. Large diesel machinery, such as bulldozers, pile-drivers, and other large 

equipment on site will guarantee a continuing witches’ brew of toxic and noxious 

emissions, fouling the air of residents. 

 

 In California's landmark legislation addressing global climate change, the 

California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, the Legislature emphatically 

established as state policy the achievement of a substantial reduction in the 

emission of gases contributing to global warming." 73 Consequently, climate-

change impacts are "significant environmental impacts requiring analysis under 

CEQA. Such impacts require analysis of a project's greenhouse gas emissions.  

 

 CEQA guidelines mandate a lead agency to "describe, calculate or 

estimate" the amount of greenhouse gases a project will emit and that, when 

assessing the significance of greenhouse gas emissions, the lead agency should 

consider whether "the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the 

lead agency determines applies to the project." (Cal. Code Regs., § 15064.4, 

subds. (a), (b).) A full EIR is essential, and the only way to clear the air on this 

topic. See, for example, the California Supreme Court decision in Center for 

Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish and Wildlife, 62 Cal.4th 204 (2015). 

 

8. The Decision Ignores the Obvious Need for a Much Larger Parking Garage. 

Because the garage is far too small, it is inevitable that a third-story underground 

will be required, which will increase the excavation footprint and depth by at least 

another 50%. Daytime employees, staff, vendors, service providers, personal 

caregivers, and visitors will easily exceed 100 persons during daytime hours. The 

Decision uncritically accepted the Developer’s calculation, but the Decision 

should have considered the much greater need for automobiles, given the complete 

lack of public transportation in the Highlands, combined with the significant travel 

distances between the Facility and the residences and places of business of its 

staff, employees, contractors, vendors and providers; and all the personal 

caregivers (at least one for every two residents equals 48 full-time caregivers). 

There’s no doubt that either the parking garage must be greatly expanded with a 

third level, or occupancy of the building drastically scaled back.  

                                                           
73  See, Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife, 62 Cal.4th 204, 215 - 217 (2015) and 
Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond, 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 90 (2010). 
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9. The Noise Report Was Not Credible and Lacked Substantial Evidentiary 

Support. The Decision erred in not requiring an EIR to provide credible evidence 

of noise pollution, especially given the location within feet of vast parklands. 

 

a. Noise will become intolerable to residents during construction. Large 

bulldozers and excavation equipment will be digging, blasting and 

pounding all day; loud diesel trucks will line up along Vereda de la 

Montura, with the excavation soil, rocks and other debris crashing into the 

trailer beds. Noise from rooftop mechanical and HVAC equipment will be 

constant and especially annoying at night. Ambulances, fire trucks, and 

beeping back-up warning noise from trucks on the property will compound 

the terrible degree of noise pollution. The non-stop noise will be projected 

over far larger distances because the Highlands is both a natural 

amphitheater and echo chamber.  

 

b. The Developer conducted one inadequate sound check at one time of day, 

which concluded Project would not exceed ambient sound levels. It also 

essentially ignored the oppressive noise that would emanate from onsite 

excavation and construction equipment, particularly given the need to 

excavate the entire lot to a depth of nearly 40 feet and then to build 

supports to protect the Site from sliding into the canyon below. The report 

does not specify the time of day, but it likely was conducted during daylight 

hours. The immediate environment is strikingly quiet at night given its park 

setting; thus, ambient sound levels are much lower at night, and the sound 

produced by the project will exceed night time ambient levels.  

 

c. The Decision erred by failing to enforce City guidelines, which state: “If, 

however, the applicant cannot demonstrate to the City’s satisfaction 

(pursuant to the evidentiary requirements of CEQA) that construction 

noise will be reduced to below-threshold levels (75 dBA) then a MND or 

EIR would be appropriate.” 74 

 

10. The Decision Ignores Dust Pollution, which Lacks Any Practical Solution. 

Dust clouds from the excavation process, the dumping of debris into trailer beds, 

and movement of construction equipment across the Site, will turn the Site into a 

“dust bowl” during two years of construction. No containment is proposed for 

nights, weekends and holidays, when Santa Ana winds often kick up to 30 mph or 

more. How can the City possibly grant a CEQA exemption without a serious EIR? 

                                                           
74 City CP 7828 Class 32 CE Specialized Instructions, item (c) on pages 2-3. 
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11. The Decision Ignores Serious Risks to Water Quality. The Developer’s own 

Urban Infill Report by Meridian Consultants, at pp. 16 – 18, details runoff, 

groundwater, and soil erosion certain to occur, and what appear to be 

insurmountable requirements to mitigate those problems. The resulting mess will 

likely pollute groundwater and nearby streams, with soil erosion likely to follow. 

These problems cannot be effectively mitigated and, by themselves, should have 

led to a denial of the CEQA Exemption. 

 

12. The Decision Does Not Address the Certain Impairment of Cell Service. The 

Project Threatens to Impair Cell Service in the Highlands, and an EIR Is Critical 

to Evaluate that Harm. Cell service is spotty to non-existent in many parts of the 

Highlands. Verizon customers often complain that there is no service in many 

parts; and AT&T customers complain about interference, dropped calls, and poor 

reception. Cell service is a lifeline for residents and business personnel, who need 

their cell phones at work and at home. The 45-foot high steel and concrete 

structure can block cell transmission between the Santa Ynez area and the 

residents in the townhomes up and down Michael Lane. An EIR is required to 

address cell phone disruption resulting from the Project. 

 

13. The Decision Does Not Address the Serious and Dangers Posed by the 

Locations of the Parking Entrances and Exits, Increasing Accidents Risks. 

The two entrances and exits are in dangerous areas: (1) on a downhill southbound 

side of Palisades Drive, where drivers often hit speeds well over 60 mph; and (2) 

On Vereda de la Montura, at the crest of a steep hill that creates a blind spot at 

Michael Lane. Because of downhill speeds, southbound Palisades has been the 

scene of numerous serious accidents and fatalities, and Vereda de la Montura has 

been the subject of fender-benders and near misses repeatedly. But entrances and 

exits on both stretches of roadway, within so short a distance, assure many more 

accidents if the Project is not significantly redesigned. 

14. The Decision Does Not Address the Need for Competent Studies of the 

Capacity of Local Utilities to Serve the Project. This Project will inevitably 

place a severe burden on local electrical, water, and sewer utilities, which are 

already experiencing great difficulty meeting their current demands. There is no 

credible evidence that they will be able to meet the additional burden of a large 

healthcare business. These items were of great concern in the Zoning 

Administrator’s decision in the 1988 application. 
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X. 

AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT IS REQUIRED BECAUSE 

THE PROJECT IS NOT ENTITLED TO ANY OTHER CEQA EXEMPTION 

 

The finding that the Project was exempt from CEQA resulted from error in 

granting the Class 32 Categorical Exemption. Without that Exemption, the Project 

cannot proceed without full CEQA compliance and an EIR. 

 

 The Decision ignored CEQA’s mandate that, “The EIR shall also analyze any 

significant environmental effects the project might cause by bringing development and 

people into the area affected. . .. Similarly, the EIR should evaluate any potentially 

significant impacts of locating development in other areas susceptible to hazardous 

conditions (e.g., floodplains, coastlines, wildfire risk areas) as identified in authoritative 

hazard maps, risk assessments or in land use plans addressing such hazards areas.”75 

Given the total absence of any serious analysis of the Developer’s applications, an EIR is 

essential before issuance of any permits to the Developer. This is especially important 

because of the certainty of significant adverse consequences on the environment. At a 

bare minimum, it is incumbent on the City to issue a Negative Declaration that evaluates, 

addresses, and conditions any permits on compliance with a wide variety of conditions 

that drastically reduce the size, scale and height of the Project and that specifically 

address and materially mitigate each of the concerns made by Appellants. The California 

Supreme Court has explained: 

 

"The Legislature has made clear that an EIR is 'an informational document' and 

that '[t]he purpose of an environmental impact report is to provide public agencies 

and the public in general with detailed information about the effect which a 

proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways in which the 

significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to indicate 

alternatives to such a project.'" 76  

 In a decision involving another Pacific Palisades project wrongly approved by the 

City, the California Supreme Court ruled: “[S]ince the preparation of an [environmental 

impact report] is the key to environmental protection under [CEQA], accomplishment of 

the high objectives of that act requires the preparation of an [environmental impact 

                                                           
75 CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2(a). 
76 Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California, 47 Cal.3d 376, 391 (1988); Guidelines, § 
15002.) 
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report] whenever it can be fairly argued on the basis of substantial evidence that the 

project may have a significant environmental impact.” 77     

XI. 

THE DECISION IGNORED A 1988 DECISION THAT DENIED A  

PERMIT FOR A PROPOSED TWO-STORY STORE/OFFICE BUILDING AT 

THE SITE, LESS THAN HALF THE SIZE OF THE PROPOSED FACILITY 

 

 The Decision approved the Coastal Permit by ignoring longstanding precedent 

established in a 1988 decision that denied permit applications for a much smaller 

commercial development of the Project Site. In a nutshell, City planners determined that 

a two-story, 28,300 square foot, mixed-use project was completely incompatible with 

the neighboring community. The 1988 decision is precedent for denial of the Project.  

  

A. PRC Section 30625(c) states: “Decisions of the commission, where applicable, 

shall guide local governments or port governing bodies in their future actions 

under this division.” 

   

B. In 1988, in Case Nos. ZA 88-0435 (PP) and CDP 88-012, the City Rejected a 

Proposed 2-Story, 28,300 Square-Foot Retail/Offices Building on the Project Site 

because It Posed Significant Environmental Problems and Went Far Beyond 

Any Use Ever Envisioned by the Community or the Community Plan,78  

Unquestionably, residents who bought their homes following the decision had the 

right to rely on City policy in 1988 to strictly follow the Community Plan. 

 

 The following are the key findings from the City’s decision in 1988: 

 

1. “Inspection of the subject and surrounding properties, however, reveal that 

there is already some spillover parking on adjacent and abutting public streets 

as a result of the existing retail center just southerly of the proposed project. 

While it is acknowledged that convenience retail (Neighborhood Commerce) 

was originally envisioned at this corner by the Community Plan, it appears 

the size and scale of the proposed project goes far beyond convenience retail 

with the second story proposed for offices for a total of 28,300 square feet of 

floor area on the 43,095 square-foot lot. Such an intensity of development 

goes far beyond not only the plan but also beyond that ever anticipated by the 

community.” 

 

                                                           
77 No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, 13 Cal.3d 68 at p. 75 (1974); accord, Citizens for Responsible Equitable 
Environmental Development v. City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency, 134 Cal.App.4th 598, 609 (2005) 
78 Case Nos. ZA 88-0435 (PP) and CDP 88-012, Letter of Darryl L. Fisher AZA, dated July 27, 1988 at p. 5. 
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2. “This Intensity will most likely have the following adverse impacts on the 

neighborhood and community: 

 

- Substantial increase in traffic, congestion and noise; 

 

- Substantial increase in on-street parking due to most off-street parking 

being subterranean; 

 

- Dramatic change in the low intensity character of the area, impacting both 

atmosphere and view.”   

 

- “All of these impacts should be minimized or eliminated by a scaled back, 

perhaps one-story, retail center with adequate surface parking.” 

 

3. “It is therefore the considered judgement of the Zoning Administrator that 

the proposed project is not proper in relation to adjacent uses or the 

development of the community and the various elements and objectives of the 

General Plan and all applicable specific plans, and that the project will be 

materially detrimental to the character of the development in the immediate 

neighborhood.” 79   

 

4. It is incomprehensible that, in 2018, the eldercare Project, more than twice as 

large and double the height of the rejected 1988 project, with fewer than 60% 

of the 110 parking spaces rejected as inadequate in 1988, could now be found 

“compatible” with the surrounding neighboring development, given that, in 

1988, the 28,300 square-foot, two-story building, was resoundingly rejected 

for creating a “materially detrimental” impact on the community due to 

traffic, congestion, noise, parking, and impact on views. 

 

C. The 1988 Findings, Especially Limitations on Square Footage and Height, 

Are Compelling Precedent in 2018 and Must Be Followed. The C1-1-H zoning 

is the same in 2018 as it was in 1988, when the City cited the Community Plan as 

the basis for rejecting that earlier proposed development. The same statutes, 

guidelines and Community Plan policies remain in effect today as in 1988. There 

is absolutely no possible justification to ramrod the Developer’s obscenely-

oversized and parking deficient four-story towering eyesore on the same lot. 

 

 

 

                                                           
79  All underlining and boldface type in the quoted material in this Section was added for emphasis. 
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XII.  

THE DECISION VIOLATES NUMEROUS ZONING CODES 

  

A. The Building Exceeds Maximum Square Footage Limits by 12,494.6 Square Feet. 

 

1. In approving a 64,646-square foot building, the Decision erroneously computed 

the permitted maximum size of the Building to be 1.50 times the Site’s gross 

square footage of 43,033.2, rather than 1.50 times the Site’s “Buildable Area,” 

which is only 34,767.6 square feet. If the 1.50 FAR been correctly multiplied by 

the “Buildable Area,” the Facility’s size would have been limited to 52,151.4 

maximum square feet, some 12,494.6 less than the Decision approved. 

 

2. LAMC section 12.21.1A states, “The total floor area contained in all the main 

buildings on a lot in a commercial or industrial zone in Height District No. 1 shall 

not exceed one-and-one-half times the buildable area of said lot.” LAMC section 

12.03 defines “Buildable Area” as “that portion of a lot located within the proper 

zone for the proposed main building, excluding those portions of the lot which 

must be reserved for. . . building line setback space. . ..” These setbacks are 

required by the Decision and are shown on the approved set of plans 

 

3. These required setbacks are as follows: (i) 10 feet along the 132.52-foot 

boundary fronting Palisades Drive = 1,325 square feet; (ii) 7 feet along the 324-

foot boundary fronting Vereda de la Montura = 2,268 square feet; (iii) 7 feet along 

the 175-foot boundary that adjoins the commercial lot to south = 1,225 square feet; 

and (iv) 16 feet along the 237.1-foot boundary that adjoins the parklands on the 

west-southwestern side of the lot = 3,793.6 square feet. The aggregate square 

footage of these four required setback strips equals 8,611.6 square feet. However, 

to account for overlapping setbacks of 346 square feet, the net total square 

footage of the required setbacks is 8,265.6 (8,611.6 – 346). 

 

4. The calculation of Buildable Area under LAMC section 12.03 is a matter of 

simple arithmetic. The gross lot size is 43,033.2 square feet, which, after 

deducting 8,265.6 square feet of required setbacks, equals 34,767.6 square feet of 

net Buildable Area. Multiplying by a 1.50 FAR, the Facility would be limited to 

52,151.4 square feet (i.e., 34,767.6 x 1.5), about 12,494.6 square feet less than 

the 64,646 approved by the Decision.  

 

B. The Decision Ignores City Policy Directives Barring Senior Housing in Very 

High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (LAMC Section 12.22A25(e)(2)(iv).) 

 

 The Site is in the heart of a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” Worse, it is 
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on the edge of a steep canyon, covered during dry months in highly-flammable, dry 

vegetation. LAMC Section 12.22A.25(e)(2)(iv) “(Affordable Housing Incentives - 

Density Bonus)” establishes City Policy that Senior Housing not be built where a 

very high risk of fire exists, which is precisely where the Project Site is located: 

 

“The Housing Development Project shall not be located on a 

substandard street in a Hillside Area or in a Very High Fire Hazard 

Severity Zone as established in Section (57.25.01 of this Code).” 

 

 Although section 12.22A.25(e)(2)(iv) focuses on affordable senior housing, it is 

irrational to expose wealthy seniors to far lower fire safety standards than their less 

well-off counterparts. It is even more irrational to expose assisted living and dementia 

care residents to a much greater fire risk than is permitted for healthy seniors living in 

“affordable” housing. The Project Site is both a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity 

Zone” and “Hillside.” The City cannot justify this extreme risk in the face of a Code 

section expressly barring other senior housing from high fire danger zones.  

 

C. By Dismissing the Eldercare Application, the City Could Not Authorize a 

Residential Facility in a Commercial C1-1-H Because the Use Was Not Found to 

Have Satisfied All Requirements of an Eldercare Facility. An eldercare facility 

may qualify in Commercial C1 Zone. However, the Decision did not address whether 

the proposed use complied with the City’s requirements for eldercare facilities. 

 

 It is implicit in the Los Angeles General Plan and the Community Plan that a 

Project Site must first and foremost be found to be appropriate for an eldercare 

operation before it can qualify as a permitted use in a C1 zone. The justification for 

the special Eldercare Permit Application is to assure, above all, that the location, i.e., 

the Project Site, is appropriate for eldercare. This is to protect the vulnerable residents 

of an eldercare facility, irrespective of whether an eldercare application is required.  

 

 In dismissing the Eldercare Permit Application, the Zoning Administrator ignored 

the City’s responsibility to protect vulnerable seniors because he never evaluated the 

appropriateness of eldercare operations on the Site, nor did he examine the dangers 

that this uniquely high-risk Site poses to the most vulnerable seniors. The Decision’s 

failure to evaluate the Facility for its appropriateness to render eldercare services is a 

fatal error in the approval process.  

 

 The previous discussion provides overwhelming evidence that, given the totally 

inappropriate Site, the Eldercare Permit would have been denied, had the Zoning 

Administrator considered it. Consequently, the Decision wrongly construed the Code 

to permit this proposed facility in a C1-1-H Hillside zone based solely on a baseless 
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finding that this was a permitted use on this Site, which it is not.80 

 

D. The Decision Permits Uses that Violate LAMC 12.13.A.2(b)(2), which States, 

“All activities [in a C1 Zone must be] conducted wholly within an enclosed 

building, except that ground floor restaurants may have outdoor eating areas.” 

This means that the 1,700 square-foot “Generations Courtyard” must either be (A) a 

Code violation – i.e., an illegal activity; or (B) enclosed to become part of the 

“Building,” with its square footage added to the Developer’s planned 64,646 feet of 

floor area – thereby rendering the Project’s FAR that much greater than the code 

maximum of 1.50. For this reason, the additional rooftop decks of 11,000 square-foot 

and 3,000 square feet require that the Building be reduced by an aggregate of 15,700 

square feet (1,700 + 3,000 + 11,000) to comply with C1 Zoning limits.81 

 

E. Approximately 15,700 Feet of Common Areas of Mixed Indoor-Outdoor Areas 

Were Not Counted in FAR. In addition to the code violations described above, the 

plans contain designs that for outdoor activity spaces that are partly-outdoors, locked 

and enclosed common areas. In computing FAR, these spaces should be added to the 

Building’s total area, despite their being somewhat open to the sky. Given that 

eldercare operations are a mixed residential-commercial use, the following directive 

should be followed: “Whenever any unusual situation or design of building exists 

so that it is difficult to determine the precise application of those provisions, the 

Department of Building and Safety shall make such determinations in a manner 

to carry out the indicated purpose and intent hereof.” 82  This is precisely one such 

situation; and the 15,700 square feet of secured and enclosed common areas should be 

added to the gross number of square feet (64,646 square feet) sought by the Developer 

in determining non-compliance with the 1.50 FAR limit. This means the Project, as 

designed, will be an even greater violation of the FAR limit. 

 

 
                                                           
80  Among the eldercare standards that the City should require the Project to meet – and which the Facility does 
not -- are the following ones, as set forth in LAMC 14.3.1E (1,3,4 and 5): E.1 – “The project's location, size, height, 
operations and other significant features shall be compatible with and shall not adversely affect or further degrade 
adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and safety”; E.3 – “the project 
shall not create an adverse impact on street access or circulation in the surrounding neighborhood”; E.4 – “the 
project provides for an arrangement of uses, buildings, structures, open spaces and other improvements that are 
compatible with the scale and character of the adjacent properties and surrounding neighborhood;” and E.5 – “the 
project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan, applicable 
community plan, and with any applicable specific plan.”   
81 See Harris Leven April 6, 2018 Statement, which explains how these additional areas of about 15,700 feet were 
determined. If they are allowed, these areas must be included in the FAR computation. The size of the rest of the 
Facility must therefore be reduced by an additional 15,700 square-feet to make room for these activities within the 
“enclosed building,” as the Code requires. 
82  LAMC section 12.21.A (6). 
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F. The Project Far Exceeds C1 Height Limits When the Exposed P-1 Garage Level 

Exit and the Rooftop Elevator and Stairway Extensions Are Considered.  

 

 LAMC section 12.03 states that, the “Height of Building or Structure -- is the 

vertical distance above grade measured to the highest point of the roof, structure or 

the parapet wall, whichever is highest.” The Code also states that, “Grade (Adjacent 

Ground Elevation) -- is the lowest point of elevation of the finished surface of the 

ground, paving or sidewalk within the area between the building and the property line, 

or when the property line is more than 5 feet from the building, between the building 

and a line 5 feet from the building.”  

 

 Here, the lowest point is on Palisades Drive at the southeast corner of the Site, 

where the elevation of the Grade at the P-1 garage level entrance is about 12 feet 

below the Site’s current grade. The effective height of the Project, when viewed from 

the residences on Palisades Drive facing west towards the Site on Palisades Drive, 

will therefore range from 45 feet (at the corner of Palisades and Vereda) to 57 feet 

above Grade where the P-1 Garage level entrance is located on Palisades Drive.83  

 

 To make matters worse, these height calculations do not even count the multiple 

12 to 14-foot high rooftop elevator shaft and stairway extensions, structures which are 

the “highest point[s] of the roof [or] structure,” as the Code requires.84 Nor was the 

massive array of rooftop, 24/7/365 mechanical and HVAC equipment considered. 

When the 12 to 14-foot high rooftop and elevator extensions are included, the 

effective total height along the Palisades Drive side of the building ranges from 

between 57 and 69 feet. Similarly, the height along Vereda de la Montura is increased 

from 45 feet to 57 feet or more. 

 

G. The Building Exceeds Limits on Number of Guest Rooms: LAMC Sections 

12.13(C)(4) and 12.10(C)(4) allow a maximum of one guest room for each 500 square 

feet of lot in a C1 Zone.  Dividing 43,033 square feet by 500 equals 86 guest rooms. 

In fact, the plans show that the Building will have 88 guest rooms. 

 

 The plans show that there are 6 two-bedroom “suites,” each with two separate 

bathrooms. However, the Developer has counted these two-bedroom, two bath suites 

as only one guest unit. These 6 suites should have each counted as having two guest 

                                                           
83  This assumes that the 45-foot high building will be built exactly on the current grade of the Site – now between 
two to seven feet lower than Vereda de la Montura along the northern boundary. The current grade is six-feet 
below Vereda de la Montura only at Michael Lane. At the corner of Palisades Drive and Michael Lane, the grade is 
only two feet below Vereda de la Montura; and at the western edge of the lot, the grade is level with Vereda de la 
Montura. 
84  LAMC section 12.03. 
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units, thereby increasing the Building’s claimed 82 guest rooms by 6 to a total of 88 – 

two over the limit. 

 

 The counting violations also affect minimum parking requirements. Correctly 

determining the number of guest rooms in the building also affects the parking 

requirements pursuant to LAMC Sec. 12.21(A)(4)(d)(5), increasing required parking 

spaces from 65 to 71.  The Parking Garage is 5 spaces short. 

 

H. Vereda de la Montura Should Be Designated the “Principal Street” for All 

Zoning Determinations. The basic rule stated in section 12.03.C is that the “front lot 

line of a corner lot shall be the line separating the lot from the principal street upon 

which it abuts.”85 In respect to the Project, Vereda is undoubtedly the principal street 

that the Project abuts, for the following reasons: (1) The majority of the Project is 

situated along, and oriented to face, Vereda de la Montura; (2) the length of the 

Project lying along Vereda de la Montura is more than double that of the portion 

along Palisades Drive; (3) the front (and only) public entrance to the facility is 

immediately off the most westerly side of the Site along Vereda de la Montura – some 

250-plus feet west of Palisades Drive; (4) there is no walk-in or visitors entrance on 

Palisades Drive; (5) there is no vehicle entrance along Palisades Drive;86 (6) the only 

public entrances to the Facility and parking garage are located on the far west side at 

Vereda, removed as far as possible from Palisades Drive; (7) all service entrances and 

on site surface parking are on the far west side off of Vereda; (8) the street address for 

business purposes must be on Vereda to reduce confusion; and (9) Vereda will be 

required for the majority of vehicles that rely on GPS or Google Maps to locate the 

precise location of the Facility – use of a Palisades Drive address would inevitably 

misdirect them to the small commercial building immediately to the south, thereby 

misdirecting traffic to park in that building’s undersized lot. In this case, the 

“principal street” is undoubtedly Vereda de la Montura.87 

 

I. Violations of Transitional Height Limits. If Vereda de la Montura is correctly 

treated as the “principal street,” rather than Palisades Drive, there are also violations 

of the transitional height limits of 30 feet within 15 feet of the front of the Site along 

                                                           
85 A secondary rule gives preference to “front yard” naming rights to the side along a highway, but that was 
obviously intended only when the entrances to the buildings are on the same highway.  
86  On October 23, 2017, the Developer told the 15 or so members of the Pacific Palisades Community Council, 
which held a public hearing regarding the Project attended by about 100 people, mostly opponents of the Project, 
that the P-1 Plan showing an entry and an exit on the driveway at Palisades Drive was in error, and that only an exit 
would be provided at that point, not an entry. The Developer then stated that the Plans would be amended 
accordingly to correct the erroneous inclusion in the Plans of an entry from Palisades Drive. 
87  LAMC Section 12.03.C provides that, when a dispute occurs, “the Zoning Administrator shall determine which 
street is the principal street.” 
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Vereda de la Montura88, and the same 30-foot height limit within 30 feet of the Site’s 

southerly and southwesterly sides, as required by Palisades Community Plan Policy 

V-3.1. The statutory 10-foot minimum setback along Vereda would also be required, 

as well as an 8-foot minimum setback along Palisades Drive.89 

 

XIII. 

THE SITE PLAN WAS APPROVED WITHOUT SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE OR 

SPECIFIC FINDINGS THAT THE PROJECT WOULD COMPLY WITH THE 

COMMUNITY PLAN OR BE COMPATIBLE WITH EXISTING AND FUTURE 

DEVELOPMENT OF ADJACENT AND NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES 

  

 The Decision cited no substantial evidence that supports any of the findings of fact 

required to approve the Site Plan, and the Zoning Administrator abused his discretion by 

approving the Site Plan contrary to overwhelming evidence that the Project (1) does not 

comply with the Community Plan, and (2) would not be “compatible” with “adjacent and 

neighboring properties.”) See, LAMC Section 16.05.F.  

 

A. REQUIRED FINDING--COMPLIANCE: “1.  The Project must be in substantial 

compliance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan, 

applicable Community Plan (i.e., the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community 

Plan) and any applicable specific plan.” 90 

 

 The Project would NOT be in “substantial compliance” with at least 24 distinct 

Objectives, Policies and/or Goals of the Community Plan, all of which are discussed 

in detail in Section IV of this Brief and incorporated by this reference. 

 

B. REQUIRED FINDING—COMPATIBILITY: “2.  The Project must consist of an 

arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, bulk and setbacks), 

off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, 

and other such pertinent improvements, that is or will be compatible with 

                                                           
88 Vereda de la Montura is, in substance, the true “front” of the property and the southerly and wet-southwesterly 
property lines comprise the “rear” of the property. The Developer has designated Palisades Drive as the front of 
the of the property to create the fiction that the unbuildable triangular strip at the western end could be 
designated the side required to meet “transitional height” restrictions, rather than either Palisades Drive or Vereda 
de la Montura, which would each have stark towering facades facing all the nearby residences and eviscerating all 
view corridors. 
89  An 8-foot setback would then be required along Palisades Drive. LAMC Sec. 12.21.1 (A)(8) states that "[i]n 
determining the number of stories, any basement containing habitable rooms shall be considered a story." The 
Project’s Wellness Center, theater, and break room are located on the P-1 garage level, increasing the four-story 
building to five stories. This means that the side yard setback along Palisades Drive must be eight feet, not seven. It 
is also a second reason to measure the building’s height from the base of level P1. 
90  See, form CP-2150 entitled “Site Plan Review – LAMC 16.05.” Boldface text in quotes is on form CP-2150. 
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existing and future development on adjacent properties and neighboring 

properties.” 91  

 

 In addition to the Project’s non-compliance with the Community Plan, the Project 

also fails the second prong of Site Plan review because it is wholly incompatible with 

“development of adjacent and neighboring properties,” for all the following reasons: 

 

1. Height:  The Project would have 5 stories above-grade when viewed from 

Palisades Drive, or 4 stories when viewed from Vereda de la Montura—45 feet 

above grade on Vereda, plus additional 12 to 14 feet rooftop elevator and stairwell 

extensions. No structure in the Highlands exceeds three stories in height, and no 

immediately adjacent structure exceeds two stories. Buildings in the Palisades 

Village, in very heart of Palisades business district, are mostly single-story and 

under 30 feet in height, consistent with previous land use decisions that imposed a 

28-foot height limit for the Project Site. 

 

2. Bulk: The Project would have over 64,500 square feet on less than one acre of 

land, for a huge floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.50, and would have an occupancy ratio 

of 96 residents, plus staff, per acre.  

 

a. The adjacent small commercial property has an FAR of approximately 0.58, 

which is about 1/3rd the density of the Project. Palisades Village, in the heart 

of the Palisades business district, has a FAR of only approximately 0.90 – the 

Project’s FAR is at least 67% greater. The 17.9 square miles of open space 

adjacent to the Site have a FAR of 0.0. 

 

b. The Project’s rooftop appurtenances exacerbate the massive high-rise nature of 

the Project by placing the building, with its straight, unarticulated 4 to 5 story 

façades, immediately facing both Palisades Drive and Vereda de la Montura; 

while the townhomes all have stepped back, articulated, and heavily 

landscaped facades. 

 

c. The occupancy density of 96 residents per acre, plus at least 50 or more staff, 

employees, and visitors daily, will be more than TRIPLE the typical occupancy 

densities of the neighborhood residential properties. 

 

3. Setback: The Project has proposed miniscule setbacks of only 7 and 10 feet and 

adds insult to injury by planning to plant trees into the adjacent sidewalks. The 

                                                           
91  Boldface text in quotes is on form CP-2150. 
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residential properties in the neighborhood have beautifully landscaped setbacks 

areas ranging from 20 to 50 feet. The Decision violated Community Plan Policy 1-

3.1, which mandates that the City must “seek a higher degree of architectural 

compatibility and landscaping for new development to protect the character 

and scale of existing residential neighborhoods.” 

 

4. Design:  

 

a. The Facility’s modern, flat-roof design, with a towering array of elevator 

shafts, staircases, and HVAC equipment, an additional 12 to 14 feet high, is 

completely out of character with the Mediterranean and rustic designs of the 

residential projects and the small commercial project that are proximate to the 

Site – where all rooftop appurtenances are concealed beneath sloping rooflines. 

  

b. No other building in the Highlands has subterranean parking.  No other 

building in the Highlands is elevator served. 

 

5. Use: The continuous 24/7/365 use of the Project as a high-rise health care facility, 

with attendant frequent emergency vehicle visits, 3 shifts per day staff changes, 

numerous private care providers and visitors, and food service, equipment and 

other deliveries, are completely incompatible with the quiet, semi-rural residential 

and open-space recreational character of the Highlands generally and the 

immediately neighborhood specifically. 

 

XIV. 

CONCLUSION 

 

 The City of Los Angeles has been charged with the solemn duty to preserve this 

irreplaceable environment for current generations and for all those generations to follow. 

As the Coastal Act mandates at PRC section 30251: 

 

“The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 

protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be 

sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal 

areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually 

compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to 

restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.”  
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 It is unimaginable that, after any objective review of the facts and the 

photographic evidence, the City would permit this horrific and ill-conceived Project to 

scar the beauty, tranquility, and scenic values available to all who reside in, or visit, this 

stunning environmental treasure in the very heart of the protected Coastal Zone.  

  

Respectfully submitted by, 

 

Jonathan Klar  
Jonathan Klar     

 

For Jonathan and Maria Klar and the Additional-Named Appellants 
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April 6, 2018 

 
 
VIA EMAIL AND PERSONAL DELIVERY   
 
Honorable Commissioners 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission     
200 North Spring Street, Room 532  
Los Angeles, CA 90012     
                   

Re: Case No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR/ENV-2017-2171-CE 
 1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades (“Property”) 

 
Honorable Commissioners: 
 

Our firm represents Robert T. Flick and Sandra L. Flick (“Flick Appellants”) in the 
within Appeal.  They are owners and residents of a home in Michael Lane Villas, which is 
located directly across the street from the Property, which Property has been proposed for 
development with a six-story (two partially subterranean), 64,646 square-foot, 82 unit, 96 
resident dementia care and assisted living facility (“the Project”).    

 
The Flick Appellants, together with many other owners, residents and stakeholders in 

the community, oppose the Project due to the numerous violations of applicable California law 
that it presents. Accordingly, the Flick Appellants ask the Commissioners to reverse and deny 
the approvals granted for the Project by the Associate Zoning Administrator (“ZA”) in his 
Letter of Determination for the above-referenced Cases dated January 26, 2018 (“ZA 
Determination Letter”). 

 
The Flick Appellants assert that the mandatory findings adopted by the ZA for 

approvals of the Coastal Development Permit, the Site Plan Approval and the supporting 
the purported Class 32 Categorical Exemption from any environmental review under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) for the Project were not supported by 
substantial evidence as required by law.   Accordingly, the Commission should grant the 
Appeal. 

 

  DENNIS R. LUNA 
             (1946-2016) 
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As a matter of law, the role of the Commission is to independently decide whether all 
of the ZA Findings for each of the discretionary Project entitlements, as well as the purported 
Categorical Exemption are supported by substantial evidence.1  

 
Specifically, the Flick Appellants contest the following unsupported ZA Findings  

contained in the ZA Determination Letter: Finding Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 11. Finding 
Nos. 6 and 11 pertain to CEQA and will be addressed first in Section I below. Finding Nos. 1 
through 5 concerning the Coastal Act and are addressed in Section II below, and Finding Nos. 
7 through 9 concern the Site Plan Approval and are addressed in Section III below.  The Flick 
Appellants further raise issues as to possible Project violations of the City’s Zoning Code in 
Section IV below. 

 
I.  THE CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION IS IMPROPER UNDER CEQA AND 

NOT SUPPORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE  
 
A.  The Project Does Not Fit Within a Class 32 Exemption  
 

In order to fit within a Class 32 exemption, the Project (1) must be consistent with the 
applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan policies as well as with 
applicable zoning designation and regulations; (2) must occur within city limits on a project 
site of no more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses; (3) have no value as 
habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species; (4) not result in any significant effects 
relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality; and (5) be adequately served by all 
required utilities and public services. These findings cannot be made for the within Project. As 
discussed below, the Project does not meet the requirements of parts (1), (2), (3) or (4). In 
addition, the Project falls within certain exceptions to the proper use of a Class 32 exemption.  
 

1. The Project is not consistent with the Community Plan 
 

  The Project is inconsistent with numerous elements of the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan, including the following: 
 

 Community Plan Policy, page IV-2 states “Locate senior housing projects 
in neighborhoods within reasonable walking distance of health and community facilities, 
services and public transportation.”   

 

                                                 
1 The Flick Appellants are mindful that City staff and officials may not be inclined to oppose an “Elder Care” use.  

However, the standard of review is not based on whether one generally may favor such use.  Rather, it is whether all of the 

legally required findings for a Coastal Development Permit, Site Plan Review and CEQA Exemption are supported by 

substantial evidence.  As set forth herein in great detail, the overwhelming evidence does not support such required 

findings. 
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The Project is inconsistent with this Policy as there are no heath or community  
facilities located within reasonable walking distance of the Property.   
  

 Community Plan Policy, page V-3 mandates that “no structures should  
Exceed 30 feet in height within 15 feet and 30 feet of front and rear property lines.” 

 
The Project building would soar 40 feet straight up above Vereda de la  

Montura with a setback of only 7 feet and nearly 60 feet above Palisades Drive at the southerly 
end of the building. 

 Community Plan Policy 1-3.1 mandates that the City must “seek a higher 
degree of architectural compatibility and landscaping for new development to protect the 
character and scale of existing residential neighborhoods.” 
 

The Project architectural design as presented is completely incompatible 
and out of scale with the pitched roof, Mediterranean and rustic architectural style that is 
prevalent in the neighborhoods in the vicinity of the Project which are composed almost 
entirely of residential properties. 

 

 Community Plan Policy 1-3.2 that requires that (1) the Project “preserve 

existing views in hillside areas,” and (2) “new development [be] adjacent to or in the 
viewshed of State parkland . . . [and] protect views from public lands and roadways.”   

 
As discussed in greater detail below, the views of a Significant Ridgeline  

and a Scenic Element mountainside within Topanga State Park will be decimated by the 
Project. 
 

 Community Plan Policy 2-1.3 specifically mandates that commercial 
projects “be designed and developed to achieve a high level of quality, distinctive character, 

and compatibility with existing uses and development.”  
 

There are no 4 story buildings in the Palisades Highlands, and no  
buildings with subterranean parking. Also, there are no other buildings with street setbacks of 
only 7 feet. The proposed size and scale of the building is unlike anything in this neighborhood. 
Due to the fact that the Project FAR is approximate 1.50, as compared to approximately 0.58 
for the small commercial structure next door, approximately 0.5 to 0.7 for residential properties 
and 0.00 for the City and State Park Land, the Project, will stick out like a sore thumb rather 
than blend in with the scale and character of its surrounding neighborhood. The occupancy 
density of 96 residents per acre, plus staff and visitors, is substantially more than DOUBLE the 
typical occupancy density of the neighborhood residential properties. Additionally, its 
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proposed guest parking allocation is not appropriate. Street parking is already in short supply 
in the vicinity of the Property, and the Project will grossly overburden it. 
 

 Community Plan Policy 2-3.3 that requires that “commercial projects 

achieve harmony with the best of existing development.” 
  

Due to its aesthetics and overwhelming height and bulk, the Project  
would be in complete disharmony with all existing development. 
 

 Community Plan Policy 2-4.2 mandates that a development “preserve 

community character, scale and architecture diversity.”  
 

For the same reasons set forth above, the Project would not preserve  
community character and scale in the Palisades Highlands. 

 

 Community Plan Policy 2-4.4, which requires that “landscape corridors 

should be created and enhanced,” 
 

No meaningful landscaping will be provided on the Property along the  
streets abutting the Project. 

 

 Community Plan Policy V-4 (“Surface Parking Landscape”), which 
requires “a landscaped buffer along public streets or adjoining residential uses.” 
 

No landscaped buffer will be provided on the Property. 
 

2. The Property is not “substantially surrounded by Urban Uses” 
 
  (i) The Property is located in the Santa Monica Mountains and 

substantially surrounded by Park Land and open space, with pockets of suburban, not urban, 
uses, located nearby. The Project site and the two immediately adjacent parcels together 
comprise approximately 27 acres. Approximately 92% of the aggregate area of the three 

contiguous parcels is City-owned, Open Space Park Land. Those parcels are in turn 
substantially surrounded by Topanga State Park.  In addition, the closest area that could be 
remotely characterized as an “urban” use is the main business district of Pacific Palisades, more 
than 5 miles away. 

 
  (ii) Public Resources Code Section 21061.3 defines an urban infill site 

as one that has been previously development for qualified urban uses (not applicable here) or 
one that has a perimeter of which at least 75% adjoins parcels that are developed with qualified 
urban uses. In this case, the common boundary of the Property with the City Park Land that 
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abuts the Property comprises more than 25% of the total perimeter of the Property, so the 
Property cannot be considered to be an “urban infill site” under PRC 21061.3. 

3. The Property does have value as habitat for endangered, rare or 
threatened species 

The report of Cooper Ecological Monitoring, Inc. attached as Exhibit 6 (“Cooper 
Report”) describes in substantial detail the value that the Property has as habitat for state-
identified rare species, such as Southern Sycamore Alder Rare Woodland and two-striped 
garter snake. Also, the Cooper Report points out that Santa Ynez Canyon is a wetland (i.e.: a 
blue line stream) that may be subject to Federal regulation, which was not discussed in the 
report provided by developer.  

 
The Cooper report goes on to identify other deficiencies in the report prepared by 

Meridian Consultants on which developer, and thus the ZA, relied upon in approving the 
CEQA Class 32 Exemption.  

 
Per the Cooper Report, the Meridian report provides no information on the USGS quad 

that was searched for the few results reported by Meridian, rendering it a wholly inappropriate 
sensitive species analysis, which are generally (e.g., those before the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning) required to include the California Natural Diversity Data 
Base (“CNDDB”) results for the 9 USGS quads surrounding the project site, as well as 
information from other relevant databases (e.g., eBird, iNaturalist), with (brief) explanations 
of why a species would or would not be expected at a given site. 

 
The Cooper Report also sets forth that in this case, an “industry standard” search of the 

Topanga USGS quad would have revealed that several additional sensitive species are either 
known to occur along Santa Ynez Canyon in the vicinity of the proposed project, or would 
likely occur based on habitat present (based on the search conducted by Cooper on April 2, 
2018), such as Coast Range newt (Taricha torosa), San Bernardino ringneck snake (Diadophis 
punctatus modestus), California mountain kingsnake (Lampropeltis zonata), coastal whiptail 
(Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri), fragrant pitcher sage (Lepechinia fragrans), white-veined 
monardella (Monardella hypoleuca ssp. hypoleuca), and Sonoran maiden-fern (Thelypteris 
puberula var. sonorensis). 

 
Also, as not all sensitive species are listed in CNDDB, which requires voluntary 

submissions from consultants and other professional biologists, Meridian failed to consult 
other readily-available databases for records of sensitive species. For example, eBird lists two 
yellow warbler (Setophaga petechia), a California Species of Special Concern, recorded along 
Santa Ynez Canyon on June 17, 2017 (when undoubtedly nesting). EBird also lists a breeding-
season record of Yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens), another CSSC, along Santa Ynez Canyon 
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(June 20, 1982), and another chat record from 2017 in nearby Los Liones Canyon, also west of 
Palisades Dr. south of the project area, and which also supports oak-sycamore riparian habitat 
(which is, if anything, more limited than that of Santa Ynez Canyon). Several breeding-season 
records of Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), a California WatchList species, are listed in 
eBird from Los Liones Canyon. Each of these species almost certainly nests directly adjacent to 
the project area, yet were not mentioned by Meridian. 

 
Based on all of the foregoing, it is clear that the required finding that the Property lacks 

habitat value is not supported by substantial evidence and in fact is contrary to the evidence 
presented by the Cooper Report. 

 
4. There is no substantial evidence to support the finding that the Project will 

not have a significant effect relating to traffic, noise and water quality 
 
  (i) Traffic. The current Project plans allow both ingress and egress 

from an underground parking garage directly onto Palisades Drive, which would create a 
chronic danger for vehicles and pedestrians. Also, persons arriving at the Project will need to 
either make a left turn or U-turn in front of traffic traveling downhill on Palisades Drive at 
speeds that frequently exceed 50 miles per hour. Finally, street parking in the vicinity of the 
Project is already overburdened, and although developer asserts that van service and 
subterranean parking will be provided, it is inevitable that some staff and visitors will elect the 
more convenient street parking. The developer’s cursory reliance on “stock” trip generation 
statistics fails to take into account the unique location of the Property and the real world 
problematic adverse traffic consequences it would present.  

 
In addition, the Applicant’s focus on the fact that residents of the Project will not create 

or add to peak hour traffic is misplaced. The proposed Project will generate significant traffic 
impacts from staff, vendors, service providers, guests and medical professionals to serve the 
needs of its residents.  Although shuttles are proposed to transport residents to public 
transportation, the nearest bus stop is over two miles away.  These impacts will be 
disproportionate to the existing emergency responder impacts in the neighborhood and must 
be taken into account when considering impact on street access or circulation in the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

 
 The Commission can rely on the testimony of local residents as to traffic dangers, issues 
and concerns to justify requiring environmental review.  Mejia v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 
130 Cal.App.4th 322. 

  (ii) Noise. The noise “analysis” provided by developer contains 
nothing more than a one-time measurement and does not reference the time of day the 
measurements were taken, or the weather conditions. Ambient sound in the vicinity of the 
Property, which includes a natural amphitheater effect due to the proximate mountains, varies 
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substantially with the time of day, wind and humidity. Particularly at night, the area is very 
quiet, and any additional equipment operation, traffic trips, emergency vehicle trips, and even 
people talking, yelling and playing music on the proposed huge outdoor deck would resonate 
through the neighborhood. Finally, commercial HVAC equipment will run 24 hrs./7 days a 
week, serving the equivalent of a medium size hotel. Developer justifies it by saying, 
effectively, that other properties in the area have HVAC, so nobody will notice. In fact, some 
homes do not have HVAC, and most do not operate their units most of the year, preferring to 
use fresh air ventilation through open windows. 

 
5. There are “Exceptions” to CEQA Class 32 Categorical Exemptions 

 
In McQueen v. Mid-Peninsula Regional Open Space (1988) 202 Cal. App. 3d 1136, the court 

reiterated that categorical exemptions (such as the Class 32 exemption) are to be construed 
strictly, shall not be unreasonably expanded beyond their terms, and may not be used where 
there is substantial evidence that there are unusual circumstances (including future activities) 
resulting in (or which might reasonably result in) significant impacts which threaten the 
environment. Code of California Regulations (CCR) Section 15300.2 identifies specific 
situations where exemptions are not appropriate, due to presumed significant impacts that 
must be evaluated, including the following: 

 
   (i) CCR 15300.2(b) states “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.” 

 
No evidence was presented to support the “no cumulative impact” conclusion. 

 
   (ii) CCR 15300.2(c) states “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.”  

 

 As clearly indicated in the snapshot from the CALFIRE map of Very High 
Fire Hazard Severity Zones (“Very High Fire Risk Zone”) in Los Angeles County attached as 
Exhibit 2, the Property is within a Very High Fire Risk Zone. In addition to the risk to residents, 
the Project would greatly increase the risk of fire in the area, due to the anticipated outdoor 
activities (including smoking) by staff, visitors and residents of the Project.  
 

 The analysis of Wilson Geosciences Inc. and Geo-Dynamics, Inc. attached 
as Exhibit 5 (“Geosoils Analysis”) states that “our general findings indicate that there are 
unique circumstances affecting the proposed development”, and goes on to identify six such 
circumstances. 
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 The Cooper Report describes the Property as abutting “one of the largest 
and most significant remaining sycamore-oak canyon habitats within the city of Los Angeles 
(Santa Ynez Canyon), which borders (and in other areas includes) Topanga Canyon State Park” 
after which the report author comments “I know of no similar natural environment within the 
city limits”. 

 
   (iii) CCR 15300.2(d) states “Scenic Highways. A categorical 

exemption shall not be used for a project which may result in damage to scenic resources, 
including but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar 
resources, within a highway officially designated as a state scenic highway.” 

 
 As shown on Exhibit 4 attached, Palisades Drive is a City of Los Angeles Scenic 

Highway. Although it is unclear whether Palisades Drive is also a designated State Scenic 
Highway, it shares similar characteristics with Topanga Canyon Boulevard, which is a 
designated State Scenic Highway located in a similar canyon environment that lies 
immediately west of, and runs roughly parallel to, Santa Ynez Canyon (in which Palisades 
Drive is located). The Palisades Drive location and environment is sufficiently special and 
scenic so that a Class 32 exemption should not be applied. 

  
   (iv) CCR 15300.2(f) states “Historical Resources. A categorical 

exemption shall not be used for a project which may cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource.” 

 
The Commission should be aware that the City’s review of a prior project proposed for 

this same site in 1988 included a finding that the Property is located in an area likely to yield 
unrecorded archaeological sites. It is well known that Native Americans lived in the Palisades 
area for thousands of years, and there is a distinct possibility that the Property contains 
historically significant artifacts which cannot be ignored. 

 
For all of these reasons, a Class 32 Categorical Exemption is wholly and completely 

inappropriate.  The Commission should require environmental review of all the impacts 
identified above.   

 
 
 

II. THE REQUIRED FINDINGS FOR A COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT ARE NOT SUPPORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE 
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  1. The Project is not in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, due 
to the violation of numerous Coastal Act provisions (“PRC” refers to the California Public 
Resources Code). 
 
  a. RISKS NOT MINIMIZED. There is substantial evidence that the Project 
does not comply with PRC 30253, which states, in part “New development shall do all of the 
following: (a) minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood and fire 
hazard”. 
 

(i). High Geologic Hazard. The attached Geosoils Analysis finds that 
the geosoils risks of the Property have not been adequately evaluated, because: 
 

 “there is credible geologic evidence for potential slope instability 
within and adjacent to the proposed development site that have not been considered or 
addressed’; 

 

 “the reported shear strength parameters of some of the existing fill 
indicates the potential for surficial and deeper slope instability”; and 
 

 “previous indications of landslide features identified by Slosson (a 
prior consultant evaluating property in the area) may have been within the site and no 
discussion in present [in the geosoils reports prepared for the Project, or previously]” 

 
Accordingly, the Property, which is located on a steep hillside as indicated by the “H” 

code in its zoning classification, must be considered to be in an area of high geologic hazard, 
and the Project presents risks that have not been demonstrably minimized. 

 
   (ii) Very High Fire Hazard Risk. As clearly indicated in the snapshot 
from the CALFIRE map of Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (“Very High Fire Risk Zone”) 
in Los Angeles County attached as Exhibit 2, the Property is within a Very High Fire Risk Zone.  
 

Although the structure of the Property may be designed to reduce the risk of injury or 
death due to fire, the mere location of the Project in a Very High Fire Risk Zone presents risk 
that cannot be properly minimized. 

 
The Commission will note that the City has, by its own ordinance, shown its strong 

disapproval for locating eldercare facilities in a Very High Fire Risk Zone. Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Section 12.22.A.25(e)(2)(iv) states with respect to affordable senior housing 
covered by the code section: “The Housing Development Project shall not be located . . . in a 

Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone”.  
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  b. SCENIC QUALITIES NOT PRESERVED.  There is substantial evidence 
that the Project does not comply with PRC 30251, which states in part: “The scenic and visual 
qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public 
importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and 
along the ocean and scenic coastal areas . . .” 
 

 The Topanga State Park Land bordering the Project Site is in the Santa 
Monica Mountains, which are designated as a “highly-scenic area” by the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation Plan. See, Douda v. California Coastal Commission, 159 
Cal.App.4th 1181 (2008) (interpreting PRC 30251) (the “Douda Decision”).  

 

 The County of Los Angeles has adopted a Local Coastal Program for 
unincorporated portions of the Santa Monica Mountains (“County LCP”). As is readily 
ascertainable from the excerpt from a map of the County LCP attached as Exhibit 3, the easterly 
edge of the County LCP area is located just to the west and south of the Santa Monica 
Mountains area containing the Property. The top of the ridge that continues north and is 
situated just above the Property is identified as a “Scenic Ridgeline”, and the entire 
mountainside is identified as a “Scenic Element”.   
 

 As clearly shown in Exhibit 4 attached, Palisades Drive, which abuts the 
Property, has been designated as a Scenic Highway by the City of Los Angeles. 
 

 Exhibit 1 contains “before and after” depictions of the Property, showing 
the size and scale of the Project and the way it would obliterate views of the Significant 
Ridgeline and the mountainside. The “before” depictions consist of unaltered photographs of 
the Property taken from three locations on Palisades Drive. The “after” depictions were created 
by an AIA architect, who created a virtual scale model of the Project building outline with 
industry-standard software using the building dimensions contained in developer’s 
submissions to the City and superimposed the model onto the “before” photos, approximately 
to scale.  
 

 Although the City of Los Angeles has not yet adopted a Local Coastal 
Program for the area containing the Property, the ridgeline above the Property should be 
considered to be a Significant Ridgeline, and the mountainside above the Property should be 
considered to be a Scenic Element, views of which from a Scenic Highway must be protected 
under PRC 30251.  
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In light of the foregoing, there is substantial evidence that the Project would not 
protect views of the ocean (which is visible down Santa Ynez Canyon) and scenic coastal 
areas. 
 
  c. PROJECT NOT SUBORDINATE TO ITS SETTING. There is substantial 
evidence that the Project does not comply with PRC 30251, which also states in part: “New 
development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California Coastline 
Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and 
by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.” 
 

Referring again to Exhibit 6, there is substantial evidence that the Project clearly would 
dominate the character of its setting and would not be subordinate to it. 
 
  d. PROJECT NOT VISITOR-SERVING. There is substantial evidence that 
the Project does not comply with PRC 30222, which states in part: “The use of private lands 
suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities designed to enhance public 
opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over private residential, general 
industrial, or general commercial development . . .” 
 

The Regional Interpretive Guidelines-South Coast Region Los Angeles County 
(“RIGS”), which apply to the area containing the Property and exist to help local governments 
apply the Coastal Act, including PRC 30222, contain the following relevant sections.  

 

 RIGS Section B.1: “Commercial establishments should be public 
recreation and recreation supportive or otherwise coastally related facilities” 
 
  The Project will not offer any services or facilities to the public. 
 

 RIGS Section A.2(g): “New commercial . . . and residential developments 
of 10 or more dwelling units in the Santa Monica Mountains must dedicate access trails and 
parking areas for visitors to Topanga State Park” 

 
The Project would not provide any access trial or public parking. In fact, it would 

further burden public parking that serves the adjacent Santa Ynez City Park and proximate 
Topanga State Park. 

 

 RIGS Section A.2(i): “The density of new residential development must 

be limited to a maximum of 24 units per acre.” 
 

The Project information states that it contains 82 resident units, and it may  
actually contain more than 82 resident units. 
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 e. ADVERSE AND DEGRADING IMPACTS NOT AVOIDED. PRC 
30240(b) states “Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would 
significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those 
habitat and recreation areas.”  

 
  (i) The Cooper Report describes several way in which the Project 

could adversely affect Santa Ynez Canyon Park, which is a City park that abuts the Property. 
No substantial evidence was presented that the Project would not affect the park. 

  (ii) Due to the proximity of the Property to the County LCP area, which 
shows that substantial portions of the land proximate to the Property on the other side of the 
Significant Ridgeline is classified as Sensitive Environmental Resource Area, including H1 
Habitat (Most Sensitive and Valuable—Vigorously Protected) and H2 Habitat (High Scrutiny 
Sub Area). No substantial evidence was presented that the introduction of the Project, with 
over 100 people living and working on a less than 1 acre parcel immediately adjacent to such 
areas would not have impacts that would significantly degrade those areas, nor could such 
evidence be presented. 

 
 f. FAILS TO PROTECT NEIGHBORHOOD. PRC 30253(e) states “New 

development shall . . . protect special communities and neighborhoods that, because of their 
unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses.” 

 
The Property abuts Santa Ynez City Park and is within 200 feet of, and is largely 

surrounded by, Topanga State Park, both of which are frequented by local and out of area 
visitors. The height and mass of the Project would substantially degrade the character of the 
neighborhood as a tranquil gateway to those parks. 

 
 g. FAILS TO MINIMIZE ENERGY CONSUMPTION AND MILES 

TRAVELED. PRC 30253(d) states: “New development shall . . . minimize energy 

consumption and vehicle miles traveled.”  
 
Due to the high cost of housing in Pacific Palisades, staff for the Project will likely need 

to commute from substantial distances. Also, due to the distance of the Project from most 
housing, even in Pacific Palisades, visitors will likely need to travel substantial distances to the 
project.  
 
  2. The Project will prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to 
prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, 
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particularly in light of the existing Santa Monica Mountains Local Coastal Program that 
covers property in close proximity to the Project. 
 

This Project will prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to prepare a Local 
Coastal Program. If approved, the Project as proposed will serve as precedent for further 
incompatible development. “Community character,” as relevant to the analysis of 
compatibility under the Coastal Act, is a classic cumulative impacts issue, and all “outlier” 
incompatible development allowed in this neighborhood will serve, in combination with other 
past, current and probably future projects, as a structure against which future projects are 
measured. Accordingly, if allowed to proceed, this Project’s adverse precedent will prejudice 
the ability to adopt a Local Coastal Program that protects community character. 
 
 The “outlier” nature of the Project is particularly stark when compared to the County 
LCP. If the Project goes forward, the City’s ability to adopt a Local Coastal Program that is 
appropriately protective of the vicinity of the Property will be adversely affected, due to the 
existence of a high-rise, 24/7 health care facility operation.  
 
  3. Interpretive Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits have not been 
adequately reviewed, analyzed and considered. 
 

As referenced above in the discussion of PRC Section 30222, numerous RIGS that pertain 
to the proposed Project clearly were not considered. In addition, the following applicable RIGS 
were ignored: 
 

 RIGS Section C.2: “Development adjacent to Santa Monica Mountains 

Parks must protect views from trails (interpreting PRC 30251 and 30210).” The incongruous 
high-rise Project would be clearly visible from numerous vista points along the miles of trails 
in Topanga State Park. 
 

 RIGS-Appendix-Alteration of Landforms: “In all cases, grading should 

be minimized (interpreting PRC 30251, 30253 and 30240).” The Project application states that 
project would require nearly 20,000 cubic yards of soil, and more may be required. The soil 
would be removed from a coastal canyon bluff immediately looking over Santa Ynez Canyon. 
 
  4. Prior Decisions of the Coastal Commission did not guide the ZA’s 
Decision.   
 

Given the numerous relevant aspects of the Douda Decision discussed above that the ZA 
apparently ignored, the ZA did not take into account all prior decisions of the Coastal 
Commission. 
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  5. The Project is not in conformity with the public access and public 
recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
 

As referenced in the discussion of PRC Section 30222 above, the Project does not provide 
any visitor services or park access. To the contrary, it will degrade the experience of persons 
visiting Santa Ynez City Park and Topanga State Park. 
 

III.   THE SITE PLAN APPROVAL FINDINGS ARE NOT SUPPORTED BY       
SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE 

 
1. The Project is not in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent 

and provisions of the General Plan, applicable community plan, and any applicable specific 
plan. 

 
As set forth in great detail above, the Project is not in substantial conformance with the 

purposes, intent and provisions of the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan. 
 

2. The Project does not consist of an arrangement of buildings and 
structures (including height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, 
lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements, that is or 
will be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent properties and 
neighboring properties. 
 

The Project, as proposed at the massive size of 64,646 square feet, is completely 
incompatible with the adjacent residential properties to the east and the open space and 
parkland to the west. Indeed, the Applicant’s proposed findings on this subject are devoid of 
any evidence of compatibility. Instead, they focus on the Project’s compliance with the height, 
setback and density restrictions of the C-1 Zone. But that has nothing to do with the subject 
legally required finding here.  Based on the factual evidence, the Commission cannot make this 
required finding of compatibility with adjacent properties.  

 
To the contrary, the factual evidence supports the opposite finding: that the Project is 

not compatible and out of scale with the adjacent residential buildings along Palisades Drive 
and Vereda de la Montura and the open space and Park Land to the west. Furthermore, an 
Eldercare Facility will generate traffic and noise impacts associated with the healthcare needs 
of its residents, as described below. These will be incompatible with the neighborhood and will 
significantly impact the existing neighborhood’s transportation circulation patterns.   
 

IV.      ZONING CODE ISSUES 
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 As presented, it appears that the Project could be in violation of three material 
provisions of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code concerning Zoning: 
 
 
  1. The Project floor area exceeds the permitted Floor Area Ratio.  
 
 LAMC Sec. 12.03 provides that the term “Floor Area Ratio (FAR)” is defined as a ratio 
establishing the relationship between a property and the amount of development permitted 
for that property and is expressed as a percentage or a ratio of either the buildable area or the 
lot size depending on the zoning of the lot and where it is located.  In turn, “Buildable Area” 
is defined as all that portion of a lot located within the proper zone for the proposed main 
building, excluding those portions of the lot which must be reserved for yard spaces, 

building line setback space, or which may only be used for accessory buildings or uses 
(emphasis added).  “Lot Size” is not specifically defined, but “Lot Area” is simply defined as 
the total horizontal area within the lot lines of a lot. 
 
 Developer used a Floor Area Ratio or FAR of 1.5 multiplied by the gross area of the lot 
of 43,097.74 square feet to calculate a total for the common area floor spaces and private living 
area floor spaces of 64,646 square feet for the proposed building. The Flick Appellants note, 
however, that LAMC Sec. 12.21.1(A)(1) provides: 
 

“The total Floor Area contained in all the main Buildings on a Lot 
in a commercial or industrial zone in Height District No. 1 shall 
not exceed one-and-one-half times the Buildable Area of the Lot.” 
(Emphasis added) 

 
There is no question that the proposed Project’s site is zoned C1-1-H and is in Height 

District No. 1.  The Developer has planned for setbacks of 10 feet along Palisades Drive, 7 feet 
along Vereda De La Montura, 7 feet on the south side of the lot, and 16 feet in the rear in 
accordance with LAMC 12.13(C)(1) – (3), which together make the area of the lot, excluding 
setbacks, slightly less than 34,900 square feet.  Therefore, the maximum amount of floor space 
in the proposed building can be no more than 52,400 square feet or 12,246 square feet less than 

what the Developer’s plans show.  
 
  2. Outdoor Activities Are Prohibited in a C-1 Zone. 

 
 The Project plans submitted by developer and approved by the ZA show that it will 
have an enclosed, but uncovered courtyard of no less than 1,700 square feet at the center of the 
building for the use of the residents in the Alzheimer’s / dementia care section of the building 
and, in addition to activity areas in the P1 level of the garage, there will be a first level pool 
deck for the assisted living residents with tables for dining, lounge furniture, and typical chaise 
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lounges and umbrellas around a pool, all totaling no less than 3,000 square feet. See Sheet L-4 
of the Developer’s design and site plan submittals.  Furthermore, there will be a third level 
outdoor activities deck for assisted living residents with tables for dining and parties under a 
steel trellis next to a fireplace feature wall and adjacent to an outdoor kitchen with a BBQ, sink, 
countertops, and bar; an activity area under a beam trellis with a TV monitor, countertop, and 
a bar; a central lawn area for exercise, yoga, lawn games, movies, or group activities; an area 
of lounge furniture under a trellis with retractable shade cloth; a raised garden; and a fence-
enclosed dog park.  The third level activities deck will total no less than 11,000 square feet.  See 
Sheet L-6. 
 
 The Flick Appellants note, however, that LAMC Sec. 12.13.A(2)(B)(2), which is within 
the provision of the LAMC that provides for C1 Zones, clearly states: 
 

“(b)   Limitations: . . . 
  
    “(2)   All activities are conducted wholly within an enclosed building, except  

that ground floor restaurants may have outdoor eating areas.” 
    
 The Project as presented violates the “indoor only” requirement applicable to the C-1 
zone.  
 
  3. The Project would contain an excessive number of guest rooms and 
inadequate off-street parking. 
 
 LAMC Secs. 12.13(C)(4) and 12.10(C)(4) require a minimum of 500 square feet of lot area 
for each guest room in a structure in a C-1 Zone.  Therefore, the proposed eldercare facility can 
have up to a maximum of 86 guest rooms (43,097.74 square feet of lot area / 500 square feet).  
The Developer has repeatedly touted that the proposed facility will have only 82 guest rooms, 
but the plans for the proposed facility show that it actually will have 88 guest rooms, two guest 
rooms over the City’s limit. 
 
 The Developer’s architectural plans show that the proposed facility is designed to house 
31 Alzheimer’s / dementia care residents in 15 private “suites” and 8 semi-private “suites” 
with each suite having a private bathroom for its residents. The 23 “suites” in the memory care 
section of the building can be considered as 23 guest rooms.  The plans further show that the 
proposed facility is designed to house 65 assisted living residents in 53 studio or one-bedroom 
“suites” and 6 two-bedroom “suites.”  The 53 studio or one-bedroom “suites” each has a 
private bath and can be considered 53 guest rooms.  However, with one exception, each 
resident in a two-bedroom “suite” will also have a private bedroom and a private bathroom; 
thus, each two-bedroom “suite” must be considered two guest rooms, yielding a total count of 
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65 guest rooms in the assisted living section of the building and a total of 88 guest rooms in 
the building, two more than the permitted maximum.   
 
 Correctly determining the number of guest rooms in the building also affects the 
parking requirements pursuant to LAMC Sec. 12.21(A)(4)(d)(5).  The building plans provide 
for 66 parking spaces. In fact, the building must provide at least 71 off-street parking spaces 

per the zoning ordinances and is 5 spaces short of that requirement.   

V. CONCLUSION 

Simply stated, based on the above, the Commission should find that the ZA Findings in 
support of the CEQA Categorical Exemption, Coastal Development Permit and Site Plan 
review, are not supported by substantial evidence.  Accordingly, the Commission should grant 
the Appeal. 

 
 Thank you for your consideration.  
 
            Very truly yours, 
 
            LUNA & GLUSHON 
            A Professional Corporation 

      
            ROBERT L. GLUSHON 

 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
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EXHIBIT 2 
CALFIRE MAP OF VERY HIGH FIRE SEVERITY RISK ZONES IN LOS ANGELES 
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Los Angeles Department of City Planning

Mobility Plan 2035
An Element of the General Plan

Approved by City Planning Commission: June 23, 2016       
City Plan Case No. CPC-2013-0910-GPA-SPCA-MSC

Adopted by City Council: September 7, 2016
Council File No. 15-0719-S15



Inventory of Designated Scenic Highways 

Street Name Alignment
Scenic Features or 
 Resources/Comment

Leimert Blvd MLK to 43rd Place Landscaped median

Lincoln Blvd  
(Highway Route 1)

Venice Blvd to City boundary with 
Santa Monica

State Scenic Highway

Los Feliz Blvd Riverside Dr to Western Ave Hillside and city views

Monterey Rd Hardison Way to Huntington Dr

Mountaingate Dr Canyonback Sepulveda Landscaped median

Mullholland Dr

1.Fwy. 101 westerly  
to Mulholland Hwy;

2.Mulholland Hwy  
to Valley Circle Blvd

(Specific Plan Ord. No. 167,943)

Panoramic views, “ribbon of park”

Pacific Avenue/Front St John S. Gibson Blvd to Harbor Blvd
Views of Vincent Thomas Bridge; 
views of historic San Pedro and Port

Pacific Coast Highway 
(Highway Rte. 1)

Entire alignment N. of Fwy.  
10 (City portion)

State Scenic Highway

Palisades Dr Sunset Blvd to N’ly terminus
Wide mountain road; good 
landscaping and ocean views

Paseo del Mar Western Ave to Gaffey St
Hillside bluff route with ocean  
views, park access

Plummer St Valley Circle to Topanga Canyon (LAMC 17.05-T)

Porter Ranch Streets

Corbin Ave

Mason Ave

Rinaldi St

Sesnon Blvd

Winnetka Ave

(future streets) (Specific Ord. No. 166,-068)

Reseda Blvd
1.Portion N. of Rinaldi;

2.Ventura Blvd. to S’ly terminus

Street should be designed so as to 
least disrupt scenic qualities of the 
hillside area it traverses

Rinaldi St * Fwy. 405 to Corbin Ave
Hillside street with good mountain, 
Valley Views

Riverside Dr Los Feliz Blvd to Stadium Way
Essential link in  
“chain of parks” concept

Santa Monica Blvd
Sepulveda to City Boundary  
with Beverly Hills

Santa Susana Pass Rd Entire alignment within City 
Dramatic pass; hillside 
and Valley views

San Vicente Blvd
1.Pico Blvd to Colgate Ave;

2.Goshen Ave to 26th St

Wide street with landscaped median

[Specific Plan Ord. No. 161,766]; 
wide landscaped median

Sepulveda Blvd
1.Fwy 405 to Sunset Blvd;

2.Rayen St. to Devonshire St

Old cross mountain road with tunnel, 
views of mountains and Valley

Wide street with landscaped median
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April 6, 2018 
 
Robert L. Glushon, Esq. 
Luna & Glushon 
16255 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 950 
Encino, California 91436 
 
SUBJECT: Engineering Geology and Geotechnical Review of Submitted Geotechnical 

Documents Provided by Luna & Glushon Regarding the Proposed Development 
at 1525 Palisades Drive, Los Angeles, California and ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-
SPR/ENV-2017-2171-CE  

 
REFERENCES: See attached References Cited 
 
Dear Mr. Glushon: 
 
Introduction 
At your request, we have reviewed the subject report and related documents with regard to the 
proposed grading, and the engineering geology and geotechnical engineering conditions at the 
project site.  You have requested us to address unique circumstances for any geology and soils 
issues affecting proposed development of the site.  Unique circumstances are addressed in our 
Findings below. 
 
The subject report and related documents refer to a number of earlier reports that are discussed 
here as well, if available and provided to us.  The Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Investigation Report by Strata-Tech, Inc. (Strata-Tech) dated March 15, 2015 (Strata-Tech 
2015a) was provided as a part of a 32 page Adobe Acrobat file (PDF) with Boring Location and 
Geologic Maps, and a geologic cross-section A-A’.  These figures do not appear to incorporate 
the data from the earlier reports, but Strata-Tech did conduct three hollow-stem auger boring 
logs and data from laboratory tests.  A three page City of Los Angeles Geologic and Soils Report 
Correction Letter for the subject report containing eighteen required corrections and dated April 
22, 2015 was also reviewed. 
 
A 96 page PDF file contained the Strata-Tech response report (94 pages; Strata-Tech, 2015a) 
dated June 30, 2015 and the City Geologic and Soils Report Review Letter (two pages and six 
corrections) dated March 21, 2017.  The June 30, 2015 response report was revised in February 
27, 2017 (Strata-Tech 2017a).  The response report contained Test Trench Location and 
Geologic Maps, and two geologic cross-sections (the same A-A’ and an unnumbered section), as 
well as data from laboratory tests.  The data from the earlier reports consisted of 48 pages and 
was referred to in the response. 
 
The final Strata-Tech response (10 pages; Strata-Tech, 2017b) was dated April 18, 2017 and 
accompanied by a 6 page City Geologic and Soils Report Approval Letter (53 required items) 
dated May 15, 2017.  The response report included geotechnical slope stability and retaining wall 
calculations. 
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Findings 
Our general findings indicate there are unique circumstances affecting the proposed 
development.  These are: 

1. There is ambiguity in the data presented with regard to the condition of the artificial fill 
underlying most of the site.  Geotechnical data and information from Tracts 31072 and 31073 
are applied to the site Tract 31070 without apparent justification leaving the engineering 
certification and fill suitability open to question.   

2. The vertical and horizontal extent of existing fills at the site is not sufficiently defined.  
Artificial fill characteristics would impact the surficial stability of the existing fill slope, and 
the adequacy/feasibility of the proposed foundation system. 

3. Based on available data, slope stability of the sidewall excavations for the proposed basement 
would be affected by exposure of daylighted bedding planes.  Stability of temporary 
excavations should be based on the actual height of the deepest temporary excavations.  
Seismic slope stability analysis may not correspond with the current requirements of City 
Document No.: P/BC 2017-049.  

4. Bedrock claystone layers were not tested or analyzed for the potential effects on temporary 
and long-term stability of the basement excavation sidewalls and for the potential out-of-
slope bedding effects on the uncertified artificial fill mass. 

5. The impact of the proposed tie backs on existing improvements on adjacent property should 
be evaluated before establishing the feasibility of the proposed development plan. 

6. The mapped east-west trending fault (parallel to the active Malibu Coast fault) at the south 
edge of the site neither mentioned nor evaluated for any potential impacts to the site.   

 
Background 
The project site is an irregular triangle shaped hillside lot at the southwest corner of Palisades 
Drive and Vereda De La Montura consisting of approximately 0.99 acres, and includes a portion 
of a 2:1 (horizontal: vertical) descending southwest facing 100-foot high slope (Strata-Tech, 
2015a through 2015b; Geologic Map).  The proposed development will consist of the 
construction of a proposed 6-story building (4-story above grade, 2-story below grade 
subterranean parking) and pool.  The structural loads for this building are estimated as much as 
300 kips for column loads and 3 kips per lineal foot for wall loads (Strata-Tech, 2015a). 
 
Temporary cut slopes would be necessary throughout the property for the construction of 
foundations and retaining walls, with wall heights up to 25 feet (Strata-Tech, 2015a; unnumbered 
cross-section with building profile).  No permanent cut slopes are proposed. 
 
Investigation methods employed at the site included surface geologic mapping, machine-dug test 
trenches, and 8-inch diameter machine dug hollow-stem auger (HSA) borings.  The four test 
trenches and the HSA borings were logged to depth by engineering geologists.  Samples were 
collected for laboratory testing.  There is no indication for any of the studies referenced that 
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historic aerial photographs or historic topographic maps were interpreted to determine pre-
development geologic conditions at the site, for example credible evidence of landslides or 
previous canyon areas. 
 
As indicated, Lot 3 is located at the southwest corner of Palisades Drive and Vereda De La 
Montura.  Residential housing borders these streets across from the proposed development and 
an office/retail center borders the site on the south.  These residential lots are higher in elevation 
and the office/retail is lower.  Ground elevations within the project site are approximately 700 
feet.  Elevations are about 10-feet higher than along Palisades Drive and approximately the same 
along Vereda De La Montura.  Along Palisades Drive to the east and Vereda De La Montura to 
the north lots are developed with multi- and single-family residential units.  South of the site is a 
retail/office development.  Cadastral maps with 5-foot topographic contours from ZIMAS (City 
of Los Angeles, 2018) were reviewed.  Lot 3 is classified as “Hillside Area (Zoning Code)”. 
 
General Geologic Conditions 
City of Los Angeles (1982; Figure 1 [Appendix]) and Dibblee (1992) previously mapped this 
area as Sespe Formation bedrock.  Both maps show a westerly to southwesterly dipping bedrock 
layering around the project site.  The site-specific geologic/geotechnical report (Figure 2 
[Appendix]) shows two geologic units are mapped within the project site: 1) Man-made 
uncertified artificial fill (map symbol Af) and 2) Tertiary (Oligocene) Sespe Formation bedrock 
(Tsp; Strata-Tech, 2015a).  Uncertified artificial fill (not placed under engineering controls and 
not known to be suitable for supporting development facilities) covers the southwestern three-
quarters of the site and Sespe Formation bedrock the northeastern one-quarter.  Residual soil and 
Tsp bedrock are covered with man-made uncertified artificial fill up to approximately 45 feet 
beneath the proposed development building footprint. 
 
A critically important issue in Hillside Area properties with underlying bedrock formations is the 
angle (dip) and direction (strike) of the bedrock layering compared to the angle (topographic 
slope) of the ground surface or buried bedrock surfaces that have not been engineered to restrain 
potential bedrock slope movement.  If the existing or buried topographic slope bedrock surface 
has a steeper (greater) angle than the bedding angle then the bedding is called “out-of-slope” or 
“daylighted”.  This means the bedrock mass forming the higher slope has no engineered down 
slope physical restraint to moving along a weak bedding plane from its higher elevation to lower 
elevations below.  Such an occurrence is commonly termed a landslide or may manifest itself as 
slow creep and local subsidence.  While many factors can be involved, this sliding potential with 
daylighted bedding is exacerbated when a large building mass is placed on the already 
potentially landslide prone bedrock mass.  This out-of-slope condition is documented to exist at 
the surface and in the subsurface at the subject site (Figure 3 [Appendix]).  Geologic bedding 
should be measured at deeper locations beneath the site to assess the potential out-of-slope 
bedding condition. 
 
Field investigations and grading observation reports by four geotechnical firms (Slosson and 
Associates,, 1973; Geolabs, 1974 and GeoSoils, 1976; and Schick Geotechnical, 2001) at or in 
the vicinity of the site are mentioned by Strata-Tech (2015a) in their report.  No specific data 
from the Schick Geotechnical (2001) report is provided by Strata-Tech.  The Schick 2002 report 
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is not referred to by Strata-Tech.  The following reports are not be accessed and only references 
by Strata-Tech are considered herein.  
 
1. Slosson and Associates (Strata-Tech, 2015b): According to Strata-Tech “In 1973 Slosson 
& Associates Engineering and Geologists Investigated Lot 3, Tr.31072 where they evaluate the 
variations in existing conditions, original conditions and competing proposed configurations and 
the reasoning behind them.”  No technical information was provided to understand what this 
means relative to present-day site suitability. 
2. Geolabs and GeoSoils (Strata-Tech, 2015b): According to Strata-Tech “In 1974 Geolabs 
California Inc. demonstrated the existing buttress would calculate even when modeled with 
extremely conservative values adopted in the face of a suite of high but realistic strengths 
parameters.  A city approval was granted and GeoSoils, Inc. supervised the grading and a 
Certificate of Compaction No. 16496 was issued June 18, 1976.”  It is not discussed what 
buttress is being referred to and what artificial fill was subject to the Certificate of Compaction. 
 
Additionally, landslide-like features (lettered A through X = 24 features) were noted by Slosson 
and Associates in 1973 based on surface topographic expression.  These were later evaluated by 
GeoSoils during the grading of the adjacent Tract 31073 and appropriate actions were taken for 
the grading of that tract.  However, no maps or other information regarding the locations of these 
features was provided by Strata-Tech.  It is not stated if these features may have been on or 
adjacent to Tract 13070 Lot 3.  Aerial photograph analysis should be conducted to assess 
potential previously existing landslide features at the site. 
 
Geologic faults, which can be classified as non-active, potentially active, or active, are not 
mapped at the subject site by Strata-Tech, however the City of Los Angeles (1982; Figure 1) 
map sheets 241 and 242 show two fault features projected into or immediately adjacent to the 
site.  This is not discussed by Strata-Tech.  Many other faults that may be associated with the 
Santa Ynez and/or Malibu-Santa Monica fault zone are in the near vicinity of the site.  
Groundwater was not encountered in any of the subsurface exploration excavations.  A 
description of the relationship of the near-site faults to active or potentially active faults should 
be provided. 
 
Slope Stability Considerations 
Geologic/Geotechnical Cross-sections: Geologic/geotechnical cross-sections depict the 
distribution of geologic units in the subsurface and the dip of geologic bedding planes within a 
project site, and in any adjacent areas that might be impacted by the project development 
activities.  Strata-Tech (2015a) prepared two geologic cross-sections (A-A’ and undesignated; 
Figures 2 and 3) oriented approximately northeast-southwest across the site perpendicular to the 
high fill slope bordering the site on the southwest.  We believe that both sections are along A-A’ 
showing slightly different interpretations.  These cross-sections are described below. 
 
Cross-section A-A’ (Figure 2) shows a maximum of approximately 60 to 65-feet of uncertified 
artificial fill and residual soil overlying bedrock at the southwest edge of the proposed building 
footprint.  The unnumbered section (Figure 2) shows the profile if the proposed building would 
have approximately 28-feet of uncertified fill remaining at his location after construction.  Both 
cross-sections show the actual/apparent dip of the bedding planes of 36 degrees based on what 
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appears to be a surface measurement with no source provided.  The bedding plane attitude 
appears to be in the artificial fill in the Plot Plan and in the Cut Area on the Geologic Map 
(Figure 2).  After excavating two test trenches that encountered bedrock the attitudes obtained 
were nearly identical to the 36-degree value so A-A’ did not change and the unnumbered cross-
section was added.  Strata-Tech (2015a; page 3) indicates that “Sedimentary strata are coherent 
and consistently dip west south-west with minor variation. Strata are inclined about 25-45 
degrees.”  In the test trenches all measurements were made within four feet of the surface.  No 
bedding plane orientations were measured at depth.  All orientations were projected downward 
from the surface.  Geologic bedding should be measured at deeper locations beneath the site to 
assess the potential out-of-slope bedding condition. 
 
Considering the uncertified nature of the artificial fill, no specific recommendations regarding 
geologic bedding are made relative to static or seismic loading on the bedrock and uncertified fill 
with the proposed 6 story structure in place. This is also true for any “offsite” areas up slope to 
the northeast and down slope to the southwest.  Also no consideration was made for the 
possibility of 25-degree dips (20-degrees out-of-slope) if deeper bedding differs from the shallow 
measurements made by Strata-Tech. 
 
Bedrock Characteristics:  The bedrock characterization described above by Strata-Tech (2015a) 
portrays the Sespe Formation as “Gray to pink, red gray, thickly bedded semi-friable sandstone; 
contains some conglomerates mostly of granitic clasts, and some thin layers of gray and maroon 
claystone.”  The hollow-stem auger borings indicate clay in the bedrock and describe the residual 
soil over the bedrock (underlying the uncertified artificial fill) as “dark maroon brown medium 
dense silty sandy clay, cohesive”.  This is important because the residual strength implied for 
along-bedding stability analyses would be much lower for the claystone and clayey siltstone 
encountered beneath/within Lot 3 than the sandstone and conglomerate reported by Strata-Tech.  
Strata-Tech/GeoLogic apparently performed no bedrock strength testing, although it may be that 
this portion of their report was not available.  None of the consultant’s reports available for this 
project indicates that City of Los Angeles’ (2015 and 2017) recommended bedrock slope 
stability analyses were performed. 
 
Uncertified Artificial Fill Characteristics:  HSA borings B-1, B-2, and B-3 are indicated to have 
been drilled to depths of 55-, 45-, and 30-feet, respectively (Strata-Tech, 2015a).  Generally the 
uncertified artificial fill is described as dry coarse- to medium-coarse sand, with clay and “trace-
clayey”, “pebbly with s[cattered?]-cobbles.  Coincidentally, all of the material descriptions are 
identical for all three boring logs at similar depths.  Also, coincidentally all blow counts (Blows 
per Foot [SPT]) for borings B-2 and B-3 are identical for the five samples between 5- and 25-
feet.  Since the artificial fill is uncertified its quality is unknown.  Lower quality fill would lead 
to water infiltration, weakness, etc., and promote weaker than expected strength properties and 
lessen seismic resistance. 
 
Schick (2001 and 2002) refers to the fill beneath the site as certified, but provides no details from 
the referenced reports to substantiate that assertion.  They refer to a City “Approval Letter for 
Compacted Fill” dated October 22, 1974 as evidence, however provide none of the information 
(e.g., test data, maps) from the grading plan review or the final compaction report.  In fact the 
referenced City approval letter refers to “Lot 1, 2, and 3 Location 1550 Palisades Drive” which is 
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across Palisades Drive to the east of the site in Tract 31072-C.  In the 2002 report Schick states 
“The compacted fill was reportedly and appears to be (emphasis added) benched into bedrock” 
once again demonstrating the construction method for the questionable artificial fill is not 
known.  
 
Laboratory Testing and Stability Analysis:  GeoLogic Associates performed laboratory testing of 
only two samples of the uncertified artificial fill from boring B-2 at depths of 8- and 14-feet.  
Testing included two direct single-shear tests on uncertified artificial fill by GeoLogic 
Associates.   
 
Due to: 1) the reported presence of claystone and sandy clay beneath Lot 3; 2) the potential out-
of-slope bedding condition behind the uncertified artificial fill depicted by the Strata-Tech cross-
section A-A’ and the unnumbered cross-section for Lot 3; and 3) the uncertainty regarding the 
vertical and lateral extent of the existing fill, bedding plane/translational slope failure/movement 
analysis should be evaluated.  Translational failure slope stability, if there are determined to be 
critical bedding planes, would affect the feasibility of the current project design.  In addition, the 
presence of steeply dipping fractures and joints might also present areas of weaker strength 
affecting the slope stability calculations.  Therefore, these factors should be accounted for as 
necessary in translational failure/movement slope stability analyses in the area southwest from 
the intersection of Palisades Drives and Vereda De La Montura.  
 
Groundwater and Subsurface Flow/Seepage 
No groundwater or seepage was noted in borings or test trenches excavated at the site (Strata-
Tech, 2015a and 2015b).  In addition to potential onsite infiltration, structures upslope from the 
project site appear to be in areas where rainfall, irrigation, and run off would infiltrate the ground 
surface and flow down gradient toward the project site.  It is assumed that the pathways would be 
predominantly along fractures and bedding planes in the Sespe Formation bedrock.  This 
condition should be fully considered in slope stability analyses. 
 
Pre-development topography (see Figure 1) indicates that a steep-sided canyon passes directly 
beneath the site; this is not mentioned by Strata-Tech (2015a and 2015b).  No information is 
provided to indicate what geotechnical recommendations may have been made or what grading 
may have been done to accommodate this condition for the housing that surrounds the site of the 
north and east (up gradient from the site.)  Due to the uncertified nature of the artificial fill under 
the site, it is unclear if removal of unsuitable soils and implementation of drainage improvement 
were made beneath the site.    
 
Other Geotechnical Considerations 

1. The impact of the proposed tie backs on existing improvements on adjacent property 
should be evaluated and permissions from adjacent property owners for the installation of tie 
backs on adjacent properties should be obtained before establishing the feasibility of the 
proposed development plan.   

2. Strata-Tec indicates in response to Comment #2 of the City of Los Angeles review letter 
dated April 22, 2015 (Strata-Tec 2015a) regarding previous 
investigations/recommendations/conclusions at the site that “In 1973 Slosson & Associates 
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Engineering and Geologists Investigated Lot 3, Tr.31072 where they evaluate the variations in 
existing conditions, original conditions and competing proposed configurations and the 
reasoning behind them.”   They also cited and included a “Final Compaction Report” by 
GeoSoils Consultants, Inc. dated June 18, 1976 prepared for Tract 31073.  The subject site is 
identified as Lot 3 of Tract 31070.  It is not clear what the relationship is between the three 
Tracts, or how geotechnical data and information from Tracts 31072 and 31073 would apply to 
the site (Tracts 31070) and therefore address comments by the City regarding the proposed 
development at the site.  Additionally, Schick (2001 and 2002) do not provide specific credible 
evidence that the fill is certified or that it was properly benched into bedrock for stability against 
sliding. 

3. Additional subsurface exploration appears to be warranted to further delineate and 
constrain the vertical and horizontal extent of existing fills at the site.  The distribution of the 
existing fill is particularly important in the design of pile foundations, determining depth to 
bedrock, and evaluating the stability of the existing slope. 

4. The logs of borings drilled at the site (Figure 2) described the existing fill as 
predominantly sandy.  Expansion tests on two fill samples indicate non-expansive soils, which is 
a characteristic of granular materials.  Direct shear tests on some of the fill samples indicated 
cohesion intercept less than 170 psf.  Examples are: 

                       Sample   Type Cohesion Angle of Internal Friction 
B-2@14’ (By GeoLogic) Fill    0 psf   34 degrees 
B-3@15’ (by CY Geotech) Fill   90 psf   35 degrees 
B-2@10’ (by CY Geotech) Fill  130 psf  36 degrees 
B-3@10’ (by CY Geotech) Fill   80 psf   32 degrees 

When using the above shear strength parameters to evaluate the surficial stability of the existing 
fill slope, factors of safety below the minimum requirements of 1.5 are possible.  As such, the 
consultant needs to discuss the potential for adverse impact on the proposed development due to 
potential surficial instability of some areas of the existing fill slope.  Additional mitigation 
measures are warranted. 

5. The consultant asserted in the April 18, 2017 report that “The proposed friction piles 
shall derive support from competent bedrock”.  According to Section A-A’ provided by Strata-
Tech, some of the piles will need to extend over 40 feet into fill before reaching competent 
bedrock.  Assuming that the statement by the consultant regarding pile support will apply to both 
vertical and lateral support, thereupon piles will be subjected to very large lateral forces and 
bending moments before reaching competent bedrock to provide lateral support.  Hence, an 
evaluation of the lateral deformation and rotation of piles under the anticipated loading 
conditions should be evaluated to verify the adequacy/feasibility of the proposed foundation 
system. 

6. Some of the sidewall excavations for the proposed basement are expected to expose 
bedrock with daylighted bedding planes.  As such, Strata-Tech should evaluate the potential for 
surcharge pressure on the basement sidewalls due to daylighting bedding planes, using 
substantiated residual shear strength parameters as per the City of Los Angeles (2017a) 
requirements (see Document No.: P/BC 2017-049). 
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7. The consultant performed in the June 30, 2015 revised temporary slope stability analyses 
assuming the height of the excavation at 20 feet.  The conceptual plans and sections show the 
height of the basement excavation is over 24 feet below existing grade.  The design and analyses 
of temporary excavation should be based on the actual height of the deepest temporary 
excavations.    

8. The submitted seismic slope stability analysis is based on a coefficient of ground 
acceleration of 0.15g.  This may not correspond with the current City of Los Angeles (2017a) 
requirements (Document No.: P/BC 2017-049).  A revised pseudo-static slope stability analyses 
should be performed per the current City of Los Angeles requirements.  Mitigation measures 
should be recommended as necessary (e.g., SCEC, 2002). 

9. The existing fill at the site is deemed uncertified.  Information regarding the placement of 
the existing fill, including information regarding keying and benching is not available.  If proper 
keying and benching were not performed during the construction of the fill slope, there is a 
potential for fill slope creep (slow downward movement) along the contact with native materials.  
This potential hazard and its impact on the proposed development need to be evaluated and 
mitigated as necessary.  
 
Summary of Results and Conclusions 
Our review indicates there is uncertainty regarding the extent and distribution of the existing fill 
at the site.  The consultant used data obtained from adjacent sites to respond to comments by the 
City of Los Angeles (2017b), but didn’t discuss or substantiate the applicability of data from 
adjacent sites to characterize geotechnical conditions at the site, or constrain the limits of the 
existing fill.  With that being the case, there is credible geologic evidence for potential slope 
instability within and adjacent to the proposed development site that have not been considered or 
addressed.  Specifically the bedrock contains claystone layers that were not tested for residual 
strength and not analyzed for the potential effects on temporary and long-term stability of the 
basement excavation sidewalls as well as the subsurface out-of-slope bedding component 
interacting with the uncertified artificial fill mass.   
 
This uncertified fill has not been carefully evaluated with respect to potential voids, the presence 
of past construction debris (e.g., wood, metal, concrete), to the pre-development steep-walled 
canyon that passes beneath the site,  Furthermore, reported shear strength parameters of some of 
the existing fill indicates a potential for surficial instability that was not discussed nor evaluated 
by Strata-Tech.  The inability of Strata-Tech or Schick to provide data to substantiate that the fill 
was placed on properly constructed benches in bedrock also indicates the potential for surficial 
and deeper slope instability.  Previous indications of landslide features identified by Slosson may 
have been within the site and no discussion is present.   
 
In our professional opinion, these feasibility and design issues should be considered and 
addressed prior to approval of the project as it is currently defined.   
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Closure 
This report has been prepared for the sole use and benefit of our client.  The analysis, results, and 
conclusions were prepared in general compliance with normal industry practice in the City and 
County of Los Angeles County.  The intent of the report is to advise our client of geotechnical 
and engineering geologic conditions at the subject site, and the possible effects of these 
conditions on the proposed development and surrounding properties.  It should be understood 
that the geotechnical engineering and engineering geologic consulting provided represents 
professional opinions and the contents of this report are not perfect.  Any errors or omissions 
noted by any party reviewing this report should be reported to Wilson Geosciences Inc. and Geo-
Dynamics, Inc. in a timely fashion.  Only the client can authorize subsequent use of this report.  
No warranty is either expressed or implied. 
 
Please contact the undersigned if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
WILSON GEOSCIENCES INC.    GEO-DYNAMICS, INC 
 
 
_____________________________    ______________________________ 
Kenneth Wilson      Ali Abdel-Haq 
Principal Geologist      Principal Engineer 
P.G. #3175, C.E.G. #928     P.E. 46989, G.E. 2308  
(626) 791-1589      (805) 496-1222 
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SCALE ~1-inch = 400-feet 

SHEET NO. 241 SHEET NO. 242 

SOURCE:  Association of Engineering Geologists, 1982, Geologic Maps Santa Monica 
Mountains Los Angeles California, compiled by the City of Los Angeles, Sheet 
Numbers 241 and 242, including Geologic and Structural Symbols and Lithologic and 
Formation Symbols.  

SITE 

Buried canyon beneath 
uncertified fill 

FIGURE 1 – Geologic Map Compiled by the City of Los Angeles for the Association of Engineering Geologists (1982; see full citation below) 

East-West Oriented Fault 



STRATA-TECH, INC. GEOLOGIC MAPS (2015)  
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FIGURE 2 – (A) Plot Plan, Test Trench Locations, Cross-section 
and Geologic Contact (STRATA-TECH, June 30, 2015); (B) 
Borings, Cross-section, Bedding Orientation, Cut/Fill Line and 
Proposed Development Footprint (STRATA-TECH, June 30, 2015) 
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STRATA-TECH, INC. GEOLOGIC CROSS-SECTIONS (2015) 

            STRATA-TECH interpretation of original 45-degree canyon 
slope prior to placing uncertified artificial fill. 
           36-degree bedding attitude showing out-of-slope (daylighted) 
orientation. 

            STRATA-TECH interpretation of original 45-degree canyon        
slope prior to placing uncertified artificial fill. 
           36-degree bedding attitude showing out-of-slope (daylighted)    
orientation. 

FIGURE 3 – (A) Cross-section A-A’ (STRATA-TECH, June 30, 2015); 
(B) Unlabeled Cross-section Showing Proposed Development 
(STRATA-TECH, June 30, 2015)
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April 9, 2018 

Luna & Glushon 
16255 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 950  
Encino, California 91436 
Attn: Robert L. Glushon, Esq. 
 
Re: Ecological Review—1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA (“Property”) 
 
Dear Mr. Glushon: 
 
I have reviewed the environmental planning materials relating to the proposed development 
of the Property and performed a brief site visit to the vicinity of the Property site on 29 
March 2018 (2:15-3:00 PM), not entering the Property, but walking its perimeter.  

I will restrict my comments to my findings during this site visit, in relation to the Categorical 
Exemption Findings proposed by Meridian Consultants dated March 2017 (hereafter 
“Meridian”), unless noted. 

General Observations 

I have good familiarity with the general vicinity of the Property, which is located in the Santa 
Monica Mountains, and its flora and fauna. The County of Los Angeles recently adopted a 
Local Coastal Program under the California Coastal Act for the unincorporated portions of 
the Santa Monica Mountains within the County. The easternmost part of the area covered by 
that LCP is situated approximately only three-quarters of a mile southwest of the Property, 
at the boundary of the City and County of Los Angeles. I was the author of the 
Conservation Element of the that LCP. 

After reviewing the Categorical Exemption Findings and discussion provided by Meridian to 
support the proposed Class 32 Exemption from CEQA review and considering the unique 
ecosystem of the Property and of immediately adjacent Santa Ynez Canyon, I conclude that 
the Meridian analysis of natural resources was not sufficient. 

Discussion 

The Public Resources Code sets forth several tests that must be met for a project to qualify 
for a complete exemption from CEQA review. In addition, PRC Section 15300.2 identifies 
certain situations in which a complete exemption is not appropriate. A discussion of 
Meridian’s analysis relative to applicable PRC sections follows. 
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A. Situations Where Complete Exemption from CEQA Review Not Appropriate. 

PRC Section 15300.2. Exceptions: 

(d) Scenic Highways 

Meridian concedes that Palisades Dr. is a “designated state [sic] highway”, citing a city 
inventory of scenic highways, which suggests that it is, in fact, a scenic highway.  

Today, Palisades Dr. passes through one of the largest and most significant remaining 
sycamore-oak canyon habitats within the city of Los Angeles (Santa Ynez Canyon), which 
borders (and in other areas includes) Topanga Canyon State Park (Figure 1). I know of no 
similar natural environment within the city limits. The 1525 Palisades Dr. site in 
particular provides a sweeping view across the middle portion of Santa Ynez Canyon that is 
largely undeveloped. 

Meridian writes that the trees on site “do not consist of any tree species protected under the 
Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance1.” While the graded/top portion of the property may 
not, numerous native, naturally-occurring trees and shrubs are present on the slopes of the 
property (Figure 3), which is wholly contiguous with the canyon, and which would likely be 
disturbed by any construction. Either way, the proposed project threatens to entirely block 
the viewshed along Santa Ynez Canyon, an area with an abundance of mature native trees. 

B. Tests That Must Be Met for a Class 32 Complete Exemption from CEQA 
Review. 

 

PRC Section 15332 (a). In-fill development projects, in part. 

Meridian claims that the project site “is located within a highly urbanized area” that is zoned 
C1-1-H “Limited Commercial Zone”. While the strip of retail and office development along 
the west side of Palisades Dr. north and south of the property may be considered 
commercial development, the property more accurately lies directly adjacent to the 
wilderness-like Santa Ynez Park, with its natural, perennial stream and mature oak-sycamore 
woodland and chaparral (Figure 2). So, while a small portion of this stretch of Palisades Dr., 
may be considered urbanized, to call the setting a “highly urbanized area” is misleading. 

During my brief visit to the area around the site on 29 March 2018, I recorded several 
shrubland/woodland wildlife species directly adjacent to the property, including Wrentit 
(Chamea fasciata), Hutton’s Vireo (Vireo huttonii), and side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana) 
(please refer to “Bird List”, below). These species do not occur in “highly urbanized 
areas” anywhere in and around Los Angeles, but rather are typical of undeveloped, or 
lighly-developed areas. More importantly, they tend to decline and vanish as habitat 
is developed. 

I also observed numerous native trees and shrubs on the slopes directly south/west of the 
graded portion of project site (see “Plant list” below). 

Meridian rightly notes that the project site is within the Coastal Zone (and, as implied, in an 
area regulated by the California Coastal Commission); however, their claim that it is 
located “approximately 2.4 miles from the coastline and does not contain coastal 
resources” is a gross mischaracterization of the intend of the Coastal Act, which was 
to preserve coastal resources and natural habitats located up to f ive  mi les  f rom the 

                                                
1 This ordinance is currently undergoing review, and will likely include several additional native trees when a 
new version is eventually passed. 
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coast , which tend to experience constant and intense development pressure throughout the 
state (of which this proposed project is a prime example). Under common interpretation 
of the Coastal Act, a lot need not be located direc t ly  a long the coast  for it to a) 
influence coastal resources, and b) be regulated by the Coastal Commission. In this 
case, the project is proposed for a lot directly adjacent to a major, largely natural 
coastal drainage (Santa Ynez Canyon), most of which is dedicated (natural) parkland 
with exceptional scenic and natural resources not present elsewhere in the city of Los 
Angeles. 

 

PRC Section 15332 (b). The proposed development occurs within city 
limits…substantially surrounded by urban uses. 

Meridian claims that the project site is “surrounded by various commercial and multifamily 
residential uses”, though this simply is not the case. It is bordered by roads on its northern and 
eastern boundary. A corner of its southern (= southeastern) boundary features commercial 
development, but most of its southern and its entire western boundary borders open space 
that lies directly adjacent to Santa Ynez Canyon Park. Thus, to say that it is “substantially” 
surrounded by urban uses is not accurate, as wildlife can easily access the entire 
property via its southern and western borders. 

 

PRC Section 15332 (c). The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare 
or threatened species. 

Meridian claims “approximately 200 feet from the rear of the Project Site is an open space 
area; however, this area neither acts as a wildlife corridor, nor possesses any areas of 
significant biologist resource value.” 

This is an odd claim for several reasons. First, the project site is directly adjacent to 
substantial, completely undeveloped natural open space, not 200’ away from it.  

Second, the claim implies that the Santa Ynez Canyon open space – located directly adjacent 
to the project site – “neither acts as a wildlife corridor, nor possesses any areas of significant 
biological resource value.” They go on to list two rare elements known from the area (per 
CNDDB), Southern Sycamore Alder Riparian Woodland and two-striped garter snake, and 
further write that they are “globally and state ranked, but do not have federal or state status”. 
This is a confusing statement, since under CEQA, all rare elements tracked by CNDDB – in 
particular those that are “globally and state ranked”, as these two are – should be considered 
in an environmental analysis. 

In this case, these two elements absolutely do have “state status”, and federal status may 
apply to other features. Southern Sycamore Alder Riparian Woodland is considered a state-
rare vegetation type tracked by CNDDB. And, as Santa Ynez Canyon is a wetland (in this 
case, a blue-line stream), any impacts to it may be regulated by the relevant federal entity, such 
as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or the federal Environmental Protection Agency, 
depending on what is proposed within or adjacent to this habitat.  

Thus, while the graded portion of the project site itself may not support sensitive species, if 
those species are present adjacent to the project, they may still be impacted. Yet, no analysis 
is presented to ascertain whether the project has the potential to impact the sensitive 
resources of Santa Ynez Canyon, located directly to the south and west of the property. As 
the project site is located atop a ridge (= mechanically flattened building pad) above the 
creek, it would be logical to assume that the creek could be impacted by anything rolling, 
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blowing, or falling downhill from the project site. Or in the case of new lighting or 
rodenticide (both of which are frequently used around commercial buildings), the “urban 
footprint” of development could be much larger than envisioned by the applicant. 

Meridian refers to a table of CNDDB search results (“Table 3”), yet Table 3 contains just 
two elements – essentially just the “positive results” from the search – and they provide no 
information on the USGS quad that was searched for these results. This is a wholly 
inappropriate sensitive species analysis, which are generally (e.g., those before the County of 
Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning) required to include the CNDDB results for 
the 9 USGS quads surrounding the project site, as well as information from other relevant 
databases (e.g., eBird, iNaturalist). And, these data should be presented as a complete table 
of results, with (brief) explanations of why a species would or would not be expected at a 
given site. 

In this case, an “industry standard” search of the Topanga USGS quad would have revealed 
that several additional sensitive species are either known to occur along Santa Ynez Canyon 
in the vicinity of the proposed project, or would likely occur based on habitat present (search 
conducted 2 Apr. 2018), such as Coast Range newt (Taricha torosa), San Bernardino ringneck 
snake (Diadophis punctatus modestus), California mountain kingsnake (Lampropeltis zonata), 
coastal whiptail (Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri), fragrant pitcher sage (Lepechinia fragrans), white-
veined monardella (Monardella hypoleuca ssp. hypoleuca), and Sonoran maiden-fern (Thelypteris 
puberula var. sonorensis). 

As not all sensitive species are listed in CNDDB, which requires voluntary submissions from 
consultants and other professional biologists, Meridian failed to consult other readily-
available databases for records of sensitive species. For example, eBird lists two yellow 
warbler (Setophaga petechia), a California Species of Special Concern, recorded along Santa 
Ynez Canyon on June 17, 2017 (when undoubtedly nesting). EBird also lists a breeding-
season record of Yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens), another CSSC, along Santa Ynez 
Canyon (June 20, 1982), and another chat record from 2017 in nearby Los Liones Canyon, 
also west of Palisades Dr. south of the project area, and which also supports oak-sycamore 
riparian habitat (which is, if anything, more limited than that of Santa Ynez Canyon). Several 
breeding-season records of Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), a California WatchList species, 
are listed in eBird from Los Liones Canyon. Each of these species almost certainly nests 
directly adjacent to the project area, yet were not mentioned by Meridian. 

In conclusion, Meridian failed to perform an adequate review of sensitive natural resources 
that would be affected by the proposed developed of the Property. 

 

Daniel S. Cooper, President, Cooper Ecological Monitoring, Inc. 

 
cc: Robert T. Flick and Sandra L. Flick  
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SPECIES LISTS (Based on 3/29/18 site visit) 
 
Birds 
 
Palisades Dr. and Vereda de la Montura (SW of), Los Angeles, California, US 
Mar 29, 2018 2:15 PM - 3:00 PM 
 
Anna's Hummingbird (Calypte anna)  1 
Pacific-slope Flycatcher (Empidonax difficilis)  1 
Hutton's Vireo (Vireo huttoni)  2 
Oak Titmouse (Baeolophus inornatus)  1 
Bewick's Wren (Thryomanes bewickii)  2 
Wrentit (Chamaea fasciata)  1 
Orange-crowned Warbler (Oreothlypis celata)  2 
Dark-eyed Junco (Oregon) (Junco hyemalis [oreganus Group])  6 
Song Sparrow (Melospiza melodia)  1 
California Towhee (Melozone crissalis)  1 
Lesser Goldfinch (Spinus psaltria)  2 
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Native Plants 
 
ANACARDIACEAE 
 
Malosma laurina (laurel sumac) 
Rhus ovata (sugar sumac) 
 
ASTERACEAE 
 
Gnaphalium californicum (California everlasting) 
Hazardia squarrosa (square-leaf goldenbush) 
Pseudognaphalium bioletttii (two-toned everlasting) 
 
FABACEAE 
 
Acmispon glaber (deerweed) 
 
FAGACEAE 
 
Quercus agrifolia (coast live oak) 
 
LILIACEAE 
 
Hesperoyucca whippleii (chaparral yucca) 
 
POLYGONACEAE 
 
Eriogonum fasciculatum (California buckwheat) 
 
RHAMNACEAE 
 
Ceanothus megacarpus (bigpod ceanothus) 
Ceanothus spinosus (greenbark ceanothus) 
Rhamnus ilicifolia 
 
ROSACEAE 
 
Adenostoma fasciculata (chamise) 
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PHOTOS 

 

 

Figure 3. Intact sycamore-dominated riparian habitat of Santa Ynez Canyon directly 
south of project site. 
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Figure 2. View east of slope below 1525 N. Palisades Dr., showing native shrubs. 
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Figure 3. Slope below (south of) project site (view west), showing proximity to Santa Ynez 
Canyon (at left). 

 

 

 

 













































































April 2, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commissioners 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 An Avid Hiker’s Perspective 
 
Honorable Commissioners: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades and choose to live here because of my passion for hiking and spending 
time in precious wilderness reserve areas of the great State of California. I have lived in Los Angeles for 
over 22 years, and like thousands of nature-loving Angelenos, I have hiked the trails in Topanga State 
Park thousands of times. I am therefore very familiar with both sides of the Santa Ynez valley ridge trails, 
Old Topanga Ride Road and the Temescal Ridge Trail, as well as both the Trailer Canyon Trail and the 
Santa Ynez trailhead area. The map image below clearly shows how the Highands area is completely 
surrounded by mountainous parkland and wilderness. The red arrows below indicate sight and sound lines 
from trial areas to the propose construction site, and the red oval shows the area leading to one of the park 
entrances (Santa Ynez state park trailhead); these are places that hikers and outdoors enthusiasts will 
be substantially, negatively impacted by this project due to view destruction, noise pollution (from 
construction and long-term operations) and impairment of basic enjoyment: 
 

 



From a hiker’s perspective, while the original construction of the Highlands area of the Palisades 
interrupts the view shed, the construction that was done is entirely low-rise residential style with no 
intensive commercial use anywhere in the Highlands residential area built at the end of the 1960s and 
early 1970s. This means that when hikers and nature lovers are on the ridge trails or climbing on Trailer 
Canyon, or walking or biking down scenic Palisades Drive, or arriving at the Santa Ynez trailhead n 
Vereda de la Montura, they currently do not experience a sense of urban surrounding.  
 
Since the citizens of California moved to implement legal protection of wilderness areas like the Topanga 
Canyon area and the Santa Monica Mountains in the 1970s, no further damage or degradation has 
been done to the Highlands area through rampant development in the Highlands-adjacent 
wilderness area.  Indeed, the City ZA and other government bodies have on multiple occasions refused 
to allow smaller commercial plans than the current, due to their negative impact on the precious 
wilderness environment and on protected social resources. 
 
You, the Commissioners reviewing this well documented appeal, have a solemn obligation to uphold the 
following laws and guidelines, and to protect me and other Angelenos like me who value the need to 
preserve our environment, for current and future generations:  
 

• CEQA—The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa Ynez Park and Topanga State Park; 
it clearly does not merit any CEQA exemption and clearly requires additional findings. 

• California Coastal Act—This project clearly violates many Coastal Act requirements. It 
obliterates views of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), 
puts seniors at extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253) as well as putting all citizens at greater 
evacuation risk, fails to protect the neighborhood and the surrounding parkland, by putting a high 
rise 24/7 health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), 
does not minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public 
recreational uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area 
(PRC 30240).  

• Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-
Pacific Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath 
and community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, 
does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve 
community character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to 
inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks.  

 
I call upon you, Honorable Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the earlier approvals 
and permits granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

______Marc Jackson_____________   
Printed name:  ___Marc Jackson_____________________________ 
 
Address: _____1520 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272_______ 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Emails:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org; len.nguyen@lacity.org 
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HUG Palisades <hugpalisades@gmail.com>

Opposition to Proposed Development on 1525 Palisades Drive, Case No. ZA2017-
2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Alek Portnoy <ap5850@gmail.com> Wed, Mar 21, 2018 at 10:18 PM
To: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org, apcwestla@lacity.org
Cc: len.nguyen@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org
Bcc: hugpalisades@gmail.com

To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a long time resident of Pacific Palisades. I and my family strongly oppose the project referred to above and support
the appeals of the January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law:
—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the project would be “urban infill”. This
is COMPLETELY UNTRUE. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 
 
  California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It puts disabled seniors at extreme fire and
EQ risk (PRC 30253). There is only one road to the area connecting our remote neighborhood to outer world  3 miles and
it is designated as Limited Access by GPS; with several signs "Danger of Brush Fire" and "Rock Slides". 
  It will be a very bad solution for seniors and disabled people. All the streets in the Highlands are steep up or down,
facility residents won't be able to walk even few feet. There is nothing around but wilderness and condominiums. The
project is very far from any health and community facilities, services and public transportation. 
Eldercare residents might be fooled by advertisement and buy in but they will be trapped in their rooms and hallways.
Fatal disaster in case of Fire or EQ.
 
  The proposed project puts the neighborhood at risk by building of a massive 24/7 health care operation in the area that
is completely residential (violates PRC 30253(e)), 
 
 it will have a negative impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or enhance
park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240). 
 
 It violates the Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the BrentwoodPacific
Palisades Community Plan. 
 
 It will be a very bad solution for seniors and disabled people. All the streets in the Highlands are steep up or down,
facility residents won't be able to walk even few feet.  The project is very far from any health and community facilities,
services and public transportation. Eldercare residents might be fooled by advertisement and buy in but they will be
trapped in their rooms and hallways.
 
It is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not
preserve community character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate
project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 
 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits granted in the
AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Ella Portnoy
 
 













March   27, 2018 

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 

Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 

I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 

The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 

• CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park.

• California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7
health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not
minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or
enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).

• Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-Pacific
Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and
community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not
preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community
character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate
project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks.

I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 

Respectfully submitted, 

____________________________________________ 

Printed name:  __Ann Dee Sutton______________________________ 

Address: ____1533 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades CA 90272___ 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

len.nguyen@lacity.org 

anndeesutton
Pencil













March   25, 2018

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
200 North Spring Street, Room 532
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Attn: Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant

Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org

Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE

To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission:

I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of 
the January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA).

The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following:

x CEQA—The AZA improperly granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, 
claiming the project would be “urban infill”. This flagrantly ignores intrinsic characteristics of the 
site, which is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa Ynez Park and Topanga State Park.

x California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts what may be 
disabled seniors at fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a 
high-rise, 24/7 health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 
30253(e)), does not minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any 
public recreational uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the 
area (PRC 30240). In emergency situations, the prioritizing of the rescue of the elderly and 
disabled may also put other residents at risk. 

x Community Plan—The project completely disregards requirements of the Brentwood-Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan. 

x The project is not within reasonable walking distance of health and community facilities, 
services and public transportation. 

x It is not limited to 30 feet in height.
x  It does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways. 
x It does not preserve community character and well-established, long adhered to norms of scale. 
x It does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, owing to inappropriate project size and design, 

especially its height and minimal setbacks.

Based on these and other considerations, it is incumbent on the Planning Commissioners to grant the 
appeals and overturn the approvals and permits granted improperly in the AZA’s decision.

Respectfully submitted,

_Barbara Parker___________________________________________

Printed name:  __Barbara Parker______________________________



Address: 1644 Palisades Dr. Pacific Palisades

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin
200 N. Spring Street #475
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org

len.nguyen@lacity.org



March   21, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

 CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

 California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 
health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not 
minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or 
enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

 Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and 
community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not 
preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community 
character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate 
project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

____________________________________________ 
 
Printed name:  ________________________________ 
 
Address: __________________________________________________ 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
 len.nguyen@lacity.org 

Barry DuRon

1455 Palisades drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272





March   21, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

• CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

• California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 
24/7 health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does 
not minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational 
uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

• Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-
Pacific Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath 
and community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, 
does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve 
community character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to 
inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

____________________________________________ 
 
Printed name:  ___Batsheva Spector_____________________________ 
 
Address: _____1530 Michael Lane    PP 90272____________________ 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
 len.nguyen@lacity.org 





Benjamin and Melissa Wallfisch 
1522 Michael Lane | Pacific Palisades | CA 90272 | 310.817.3378 

March 28, 2018 

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 

My wife and I are residents of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of 
the January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA) for the following reasons: 

The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 

• Direct Violation of the California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements: It 
obliterates views of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts 
seniors at extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 
24/7 health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not 
minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or 
enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would  irrevocably degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

• CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the project would 
be “urban infill”. This is categorically incorrect. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa Ynez Park 
and Topanga State Park. 

• Violation of the requirements of the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan—The project 
completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan. The 
project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and community facilities, services and public 
transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public 
lands and roadways, does not preserve community character and scale and does not create a landscape 
corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal 
setbacks. 

I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits granted 
in the AZA’s decision, for the reasons above.  

Sincerely yours, 

Benjamin Wallfisch 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin
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HUG Palisades <hugpalisades@gmail.com>

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Carolyn Curtis <cdeverich@gmail.com> Sun, Apr 1, 2018 at 3:41 PM
To: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org, apcwestla@lacity.org
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, len.nguyen@lacity.org
Bcc: hugpalisades@gmail.com

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:   Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant   
 
cc:  Council Member Mike Bonin 
       200 N. Spring Street #475 
       Los Angeles, CA 90012
 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE

 

 

To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 

 

I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the January
28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA).

 

The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following:

CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the project
would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa Ynez Park and
Topanga State Park.

California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views of the
Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at extreme fire and
EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 health care operation in
the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not minimize impacts on adjacent
parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222)
and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).

Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the BrentwoodPacific
Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and
community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not
preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community
character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate project
size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits granted
in the AZA’s decision.

 

Respectfully submitted,

 
Carolyn Curtis 
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17144 Avenida de Santa Ynez, Pacific Palisades
 
 





April  2, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades, specifically in the Highlands and proximate to the project referred to 
above.  I oppose and support the appeals of the January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning 
Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

• CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

• California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 
health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not 
minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or 
enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

• Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and 
community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not 
preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community 
character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate 
project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
____________________________________________ 
 
Printed name:   Chris Martin 
 
Address: 17508 Camino de Yatasto, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
 len.nguyen@lacity.org 



March   21, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

• CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

• California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 
24/7 health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does 
not minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational 
uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

• Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-
Pacific Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath 
and community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, 
does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve 
community character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to 
inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 

David Mahal 
1676 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
 len.nguyen@lacity.org 
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Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 

Dean Grinsfelder <dean@deangrinsfelder.com> Sun, Apr 1, 2018 at 3:04 PM
To: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org, apcwestla@lacity.org
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, len.nguyen@lacity.org

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:   Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
             
cc:  Council Member Mike Bonin 
       200 N. Spring Street #475 
       Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
Case No. ZA20172170ELDCDPSPR; CEQA No. ENV20172717CE 
  
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
  
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades and work in the office building at 1515 Palisades Drive, directly adjacent to the above
project.  I oppose the development as currently proposed and support the appeals of the January 28, 2018 decision from
the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
  
I understand that the proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
  • CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the project would be
“urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 
  • California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views of the Santa
Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253),
fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5%
residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public
recreational uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240). 
  • Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the BrentwoodPacific Palisades
Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and community facilities, services and
public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and
roadways, does not preserve community character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to
inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 
 
I respectfully request that you, the Planning Commissioners, grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
  
Respectfully submitted, 

 
 Dean Grinsfelder 
1515 Palisades Drive, Suite S
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
 
 

www.deangrinsfelder.com | (310) 8741344
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I oppose 1525 Palisades Drive 

Diane Bleak <dbleak@icloud.com> Thu, Mar 29, 2018 at 3:32 PM
To: cecilia.lamas@lacity.org, apcwestla@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, len.nguyen@lacity.org

March   21, 2018
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
200 North Spring Street, Room 532
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attn:   Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org

 
Re:  Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA

 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission:
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the January 28,
2018 decision fromthe City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA).
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following:
 

• CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the project would be
“urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa Ynez Park and Topanga State Park.
• California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views of the Santa
Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC
30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 health care operation in the middle of an area
that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does
not contain any public recreational uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area
(PRC 30240). 
• Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the BrentwoodPacific Palisades
Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and community facilities, services
and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public
lands and roadways, does not preserve community character and scaleand does not create a landscape corridor or
buffer, all due to inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks.

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits granted in the
AZA’s decision.
 
Respectfully submitted,
 Mrs Diane Bleak
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Address: 1355 Avenida de Cortez PP, CA 90272
 
cc:  Councilmember Mike Bonin

200 N. Spring Street #475
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Email:   councilmember.bonin@lacity.org
 len.nguyen@lacity.org

 
Sent from my iPhone
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April	6,	2018	
West	Los	Angeles	Area	Planning	Commission	
11214	West	Exposition	Boulevard,	2nd	Floor	
Los	Angeles,	California	90064	
	
President	Esther	Margulies	
Vice	President	Michael	Newhouse	
Commissioner	Lisa	Waltz	Morocco	
Commissioner	Heather	Rozman	
Commissioner	Adele	Yellin	
		
Attn:	Ms.	Cecilia	Lamas,	Executive	Assistant	
Email:		Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org,	apcwestla@lacity.org	
								 Councilmember.bonin@lacity.org,	Len.nguyen@lacity.org	
		
Re:						Proposed	Eldercare	Facility	–	1525	Palisades	Drive,	Pacific	Palisades,	CA	90272	
												Case	No.	ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR-1A;	CEQA	No.	ENV-2017-2717-CE	

		
Dear	West	LA	Area	Planning	Commissioners:	
	
We,	Edith	and	James	Kinloch,	strongly	oppose	the	Eldercare	facility	at	1525	Palisades	Drive.		Please	
consider	the	following	points	when	you	make	your	decisions	regarding	the	project:	
	
Siting	and	Use	of	Proposed	Eldercare	Development	at	1525	Palisades	Drive	is	Inappropriate.		The	
Proposed	Development	is	Incompatible	with	the	Palisades	Highlands		
		
My	husband	and	I	are	long	time	Palisades	Highlands	homeowners.		We	chose	to	live	in	the	Highlands	
because	it	is	one	of	the	few	areas	that	provides	sanctuary	and	some	respite	from	busy	Los	Angeles,	
with	mountain	views,	natural	vegetation	and	wildlife	such	as	deer,	coyotes	and	mountain	lions.		This	
contradicts	the	developer's	characterization	of	the	area	as	a	highly	urbanized	area	where	his	building	
and	its	end	use	will	be	compatible	and	inappropriate.			The	Highlands	is	in	the	Santa	Monica	
Mountains,	surrounded	by	State	park	lands.		It	is	NOT	urbanized	in	any	manner!		Many	people	hike	
the	trails,	enjoy	the	natural	surroundings	in	peace,	quiet	and	serenity.			Putting	a	six	story	eldercare	
facility	(4	above	and	2	below	ground)	that	operates	24/7	will	totally	change	the	character	of	the	
Highlands,	significantly	increase	traffic,	parking	noise	and	lights	and	raise	serious	coastal	and	
environmental	concerns.		The	DENSITY	of	units	and	people	far	exceeds	anything	in	this	area	and	
even	the	Caruso	development	in	Palisades	village.		Additionally,	the	HEIGHT	RESTRICTION	in	
Palisades	village	is	30	feet	and	along	Sunset	is	35	feet.		It	makes	no	sense	for	City	to	permit	a	45	ft.+	
tall	building	in	the	Highlands.		You,	as	Commissioners,	must	help	Los	Angeles	neighborhoods	retain	
their	character,	or	all	will	become	homogenized	and	be	neither	fish	nor	fowl.		The	negative	impacts	
of	Intrusion	of	urbanization	on	sensitive,	precious	natural	environments	are	irreversible.		
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The	City	Zoning	Administrator	Failed	to	Recognize	that	the	Coastal	Act	Supersedes	City	Zoning	
Codes	
	
It	shocked	us	to	learn	in	late	January	that	the	ZA	approved	the	development	as	"appropriate	use"	and	
approved	a	Coastal	Development	permit	exempting	developer	Rony	Shram	from	CEQA	
requirements.		How	is	that	possible?		We	know	when	homeowners	in	our	HOA	make	minor	
alterations,	such	as	building	a	second	floor	deck,	they	are	required	to	get	Coastal	permits.		Why	
would	such	an	inappropriate,	incompatible	eldercare	facility	not	be	subjected	to	thorough	review	
and	be	required	to	obtain	applicable	permits?	
	
Please	hear	us!		We	ask	only	for	you	to	base	your	decision	on	the	rule	of	law.		The	Palisades	
Highlands	is	in	the	Coastal	Zone.		Enforcing	Coastal	Act,	CEQA	and	Brentwood-Pacific	Palisades	
Community	Plan	requirements,	noticeably	missing	to	this	date,	must	be	integral	to	your	deliberations	
and	decision	regarding	the	1525	Palisades	Drive	Eldercare	Facility.	
	
SERIOUS	SAFETY	CONCERNS	for	Highlands	Residents	and	for	Residents	of	the	Proposed	Eldercare	
Facility	at	1525	Palisades	Drive	
	
We	learned	recently	at	an	earthquake	preparedness	session	that	there	is	a	liquefaction	zone	
through	the	canyon	underneath	Palisades	Drive,	the	ONE	road	that	connects	the	Highlands	with	the	
world	besides	a	small	road	for	emergency	responders.		There	have	been	several	rock	slides	during	/	
after	rainstorms	and	fires	over	the	years	that	have	either	closed	or	partially	closed	Palisades	
Drive.		Palisades	Drive	may	be	impassable	in	the	event	of	a	Big	One,	so	residents	must	be	able	to	
survive	for	days	to	weeks	without	outside	help.		This	will	be	dangerous	for	the	3600+	Highlands	
residents,	and	it	would	be	foolhardy	to	place	a	concentration	of	elderly	patients,	many	with	memory	
deficits,	where	survival	and	evacuation	present	significant	challenges	even	for	those	who	are	able	
bodied	and	of	strong	mind.	
	
Furthermore,	the	Palisades	Highlands	is	in	a	Very	High	Fire	Hazard	Severity	Zone.		Of	all	possible	
places,	it	is	foolhardy	to	site	an	Eldercare	facility	in	a	high	risk	fire	area.		It	was	most	alarming	for	us	
to	learn	from	a	recent	article	by	Bettina	Boxall	of	the	LA	Times	that	California	land	use	/	
development	decisions	do	NOT	incorporate	wildfire	risks	even	though	such	consideration	is	
required	by	law.		Ms.	Boxall	cited	major	obstacles	to	reasoned	decision-making	regarding	
development	in	wildfire	zones	(https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/environment/uw-
scientist-says-wind-event-forecasts-gave-advance-warning-of-california-wildfires/):	
	

• "Under	a	2012	law,	cities	and	counties	are	supposed	to	consider	wildfire	risk	and	consult	with	
the	California	Department	of	Forestry	and	Fire	Protection	when	they	update	their	general	
plans	and	approve	subdivisions.	Yet	there	appears	little	inclination	to	place	especially	fire-
prone	areas	off-limits	to	development."	

	
• "Building	continues	even	in	areas	where	it	is	virtually	guaranteed	that	a	wind-whipped	fire	

will	roar	through	sooner	or	later."	
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• “Local	municipalities	are	so	concerned	about	their	tax	base	and	private-property	rights	and	
making	money	that	they’re	not	addressing	the	real	risks,”	said	Richard	Halsey,	director	of	the	
California	Chaparral	Institute."	

	
• Technology	advances	have	not	been	adequately	applied	to	identify	areas	where	

development	should	be	banned	due	to	the	potential	for	deadly	wildfires.	
	

Recently,	“A	massive	fire	in	an	eldercare	center	in	Westchester,	PA	necessitated	chaotic	evacuation	of	
140	memory	care,	skilled	nursing	and	post-acute	rehab	residents.	20	were	injured.	Surrounding	
residents	helped	evacuate	the	elderly.”	(https://www.cbsnews.com/news/west-chester-fire-pa-
barclay-friends-nursing-home/).		We	and	many	homeowners	believe	that	it	is	unsafe	to	site	an	
eldercare	facility	at	1525	Palisades	Drive	–	unsafe	for	eldercare	residents	who	cannot	evacuate	on	
their	own	AND	surrounding	residents.	
			
The	ferocity,	speed	of	spread	and	devastation	of	recent	wildfires	should	compel	you	to	reject	the	
current	norm:		making	development	decisions	that	ignore	wildfire	risks.		We	request	that	you	fully	
assess	wildfire	dangers	when	you	consider	placing	an	eldercare	center	at	1525	Palisades	Drive	where	
a	concentration	of	elderly	residents	could	be	trapped.		Prioritize	SAFETY	and	property	rights	of	not	
only	the	developer	but	also	existing	owners.		Minimize	concerns	over	the	“tax	base”	and	that	of	
various	parties	whose	primary	objective	is	“making	money.”	
			
Viability	of	2-Story	Subterranean	Garage?		Parking	Concerns.	
	
A	neighbor	who	almost	closed	escrow	on	the	property	at	1525	Palisades	Drive	in	the	'1980's	when	he	
was	planning	to	build	a	restaurant	and	property	on	1525	Palisades	Drive	stated	that	LADBS	informed	
him	that	no	subterranean	stories,	no	2	story	underground	levels	would	be	permitted	because	there	
is	an	underground	river	in	the	vicinity.		Indeed,	"WATERCOURSE"	is	noted	on	Zimas	maps	of	all	the	
lots	around	1525	Palisades	Drive.		This	issue	bears	investigation	because	developer	Shram	is	
planning	to	build	a	2-story	subterranean	garage.	
	
The	developer	claims	there	will	be	more	than	enough	parking	to	cover	the	needs	of	elderly	residents,	
visitors	and	support	staff	but	the	reality	is	there	will	be	substantial	overflow	parking	on	adjacent	
streets	that	are	already	over-parked	due	to	proximity	of	a	nearby	restaurant	and	some	offices,	nearby	
homes	and	the	entrance	of	hiking	trails	in	Topanga	State	Park.			
	
Planning	Commissioners,	we	urge	you	to	fully	integrate	Coastal	Act,	CEQA	and	the	Brentwood-Pacific	
Palisades	Community	Plan	requirements	into	your	decision-making	and	abide	by	the	rule	of	law.		If	so,	
we	trust	that	you	will	grant	our	appeal	to	the	ZA's	approval	and	permits	for	the	1525	Palisades	Drive		
Eldercare	project.		Thank	you	for	your	attention	to	this	vital	matter.	
	
Edith Kinloch 
Edith	Kinloch,	Ph.D.,	MBA		
	
James Kinloch 
James	Kinloch	
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Isaac N. Haiem <inhaiem@gmail.com> Mon, Apr 2, 2018 at 12:29 PM
To: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, len.nguyen@lacity.org
Bcc: hugpalisades@gmail.com

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission:
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the January
28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA).
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following:

CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the project
would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa Ynez Park and
Topanga State Park.

California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views of the
Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at extreme fire and
EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 health care operation in
the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not minimize impacts on adjacent
parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222)
and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).

Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the BrentwoodPacific
Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and
community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not
preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community
character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate project
size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

I have seen the rendering of  the new project and  it  is a white elephant and an eyesoar,  furthermore  it does not
match the feel of the highlands. 
 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits granted
in the AZA’s decision.
 
 
Respectfully submitted,
 
Farhad Isaac NedjatHaiem
Frances NedjatHaiem
17165 Avenida De santa Ynez
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
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HUG Palisades <hugpalisades@gmail.com>

Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
1 message

Gilbert Davis <gil.kay@verizon.net> Mon, Apr 2, 2018 at 5:43 PM
To: "Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org" <TO:>, apcwestla@lacity.org
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
200 North Spring Street, Room 532
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Attn:   Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant
            

cc:  Council Member Mike Bonin
       200 N. Spring Street #475
       Los Angeles, CA 90012
 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission:
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the January
28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA).
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following:

CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the project
would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa Ynez Park and
Topanga State Park.

California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views of the
Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at extreme fire and
EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 health care operation in
the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not minimize impacts on adjacent
parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222)
and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).

Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the BrentwoodPacific
Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and
community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not
preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community
character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate project
size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits granted
in the AZA’s decision.
 
Respectfully submitted,
 
 Signed name:    Gilbert Davis
 Printed name;    Gilbert Davis  
Address:            17195 Avenida De Santa Ynez, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272

 








Atria Park of Pacific Palisades   
Assisted living facility in Los Angeles, California 
Address: 15441 Sunset Blvd, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
Phone: (747) 233-4865 
 
Meridian at Ocean Villa   
Assisted living facility in Santa Monica, California 
Address: 413 Ocean Ave, Santa Monica, CA 90402 
Phone: (310) 393-0242 
 
Sunrise of Santa Monica   
Assisted living facility in Santa Monica, California 
Address: 1312 15th St, Santa Monica, CA 90404 
Phone: (310) 899-1976 
 
Brookdale Santa Monica Gardens   
Assisted living facility in Santa Monica, California 
Address: 851 2nd St, Santa Monica, CA 90403 
Phone: (310) 573-8685 
 
Brookdale Santa Monica   
Assisted living facility in Santa Monica, California 
Address: 2107 Ocean Ave, Santa Monica, CA 90405 
Phone: (310) 573-8697 
 
Holiday Villa East   
Assisted living facility in Santa Monica, California 
Address: 1447 17th St, Santa Monica, CA 90404 
Phone: (310) 829-5904 
 
Ocean Terrace   
Assisted living facility in Santa Monica, California 
Address: 1304 Princeton St, Santa Monica, CA 90404 
Phone: (323) 899-1391 
 
Ocean Park Residence   
Assisted living facility in Santa Monica, California 
Address: 2108 Oak St, Santa Monica, CA 90405 
Phone: (310) 392-9196 
 



March   25, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I STRONGLY oppose the project referred to above and support the 
appeals of the January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

• CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

• California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 
24/7 health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does 
not minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational 
uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

• Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-
Pacific Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath 
and community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, 
does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve 
community character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to 
inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

Gina Vincent 
Gina Vincent 
17790 Calle de Palermo 
Pacific Palisades, CA  90272 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
 len.nguyen@lacity.org 
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April   2, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Esther Margulies, President 
Michael Newhouse, Vice President 
Lisa Waltz Morocco, Commissioner 
Heather Rozman, Commissioner 
Adele Yellin, Commissioner 
 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org  and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org  
 len.nguyen@lacity.org, Krista.Kline@lacity.org  

 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR-1A; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2171-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 

I am a homeowner and resident of the Pacific Palisades Highlands, located about 200 feet from the 
proposed Elder Care Facility.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 

The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law; the following are only the 
most obvious. 

 

Coastal Act Violations: 
 

PRC 30240. “Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and 
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would 
significantly degrade those areas and shall be compatible with the continuance of those 
habitat and recreational uses.” 

The site is adjacent to Santa Ynez Canyon City Park and within 200 ft. of Topanga State 
Park. These adjacent and nearby undeveloped areas are home to deer, coyotes, mountain 
lions, and numerous other wildlife species. 

The massive building and high intensity use would change the character of the area, are not 
compatible with recreational use. 

PRC 30251. “The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected 
as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to 

mailto:Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org
mailto:apcwestla@lacity.org
mailto:councilmember.bonin@lacity.org
mailto:len.nguyen@lacity.org
mailto:Krista.Kline@lacity.org
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protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas.”  (The project site is in the 
California Coastal Zone and is subject to the Coastal Act). 

Views of the mountains from Palisades Drive, a designated scenic highway, would be 
obliterated by the building. 

PRC 30253. “New development shall do all of the following: (a) Minimize risks to life and 
property in areas of high geologic, flood and fire hazard.  . . .” 

The site is in a high-risk fire zone, landslide zone and possible flood zone. Palisades Dr., the 
only access to the Highlands, is in a geologic liquefaction zone. The Decision not only does 
not minimize these risks but they are completely ignored. 

PRC 30253(d). “New development shall . . . minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles 
traveled.” 

Workers, residents, and visitors will, for the most part, not be local, so the project will 
generate substantial miles traveled. No public transit is located within 2.4 miles of the site. 
Bicycle access is not feasible due to the steepness and the dangerous traffic conditions of 
Palisades Dr. Palisades Dr. has had numerous accidents and fatalities. 

PRC 30253(e). “New development shall . . . protect special communities and neighborhoods 
that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for 
recreational uses.” 

Santa Ynez Canyon Trailhead - 500 feet west of the Site 
Trailer Canyon Trailhead immediately north on Michael Lane 
Temescal Ridge Trailhead just at the northeast edge of the Highlands  
Lower Santa Ynez Canyon Park Trail, a half-mile south on Palisades Drive.  

Large numbers of people use these hiking trails on weekends as evidenced by the many 
cars parked near the trailheads, especially on Vereda de la Montura. The inevitable 
overflow parking from the project would aggravate the present shortage of parking. 

Coastal Regional Interpretive Guidelines (RIGS) Violations: 

These are violations of the Regional Interpretive Guidelines, South Coast Region, Los Angeles 
County, Adopted Oct. 14, 1980. 

RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec A.2(g). Requirement to dedicate access trails and parking for 
visitors to Topanga State Park. This project is within 200 ft. of Topanga State Park but 
dedicates no such access trails and parking which already is inadequate. 

RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec A.2(i). Density limited to 24 units per acre. This Project has 82. 

RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec B.1. “Commercial establishments should be public recreation and 
recreation supportive or otherwise coastally related facilities.” This project has no connection 
with public recreation. 

RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec C.1. Views to Santa Monica Mountains from public roads should be 
preserved. The facility would totally block the view of the Santa Monica Mountains from 
Palisades Dr. 



3 
 

RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec C.2. Developments adjacent to Santa Monica Mountains Parks 
must protect views from trails. The facility would be seen from the numerous trails and would 
totally destroy the natural view. 

Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan Violations: 

The Decision, on page 16, acknowledges the long-standing City policy: In the absence of a 
local coastal program for Pacific Palisades, “The Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community 
Plan contains the applicable land use policies and goals for that portion of the Coastal Zone.”  

The following items delineate two of the violations of the Community Plan, either one of which 
would be sufficient to deny the Coastal Development Permit: 

The Decision Ignores Community Plan Policy Objective (page IV-2) that requires that 
“senior citizen housing projects [be located] in neighborhoods within reasonable walking 
distance of health and community facilities, services and public transportation.” There 
are no health and community facilities or services for several miles. The nearest public 
transportation is on Sunset Blvd, 2.4 miles distant. 

The Decision Ignores Community Plan Policy Objective (page V-3) that mandates that “no 
structures should exceed 30 feet in height within 15 feet and 30 feet of front and rear 
property lines, respectively, or as specified in the Specific Plan areas.” The proposed 
facility roofline height is 45 feet or more within 15 feet of Palisades Dr. and within 30 feet 
of Vereda de la Montura (Decision, Exhibits 15 and 19.)  

Violation in connection with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Exemption: 

The Decision to grant the Project a Class 32 Categorical Exemption from CEQA compliance 
ignores the law. Public Resources Code Section 21061.3 defines the minimum requirements of an 
Infill site: 

“Infill site means a site in an urbanized area that satisfies either subsection (a)(1) and (2); or 
subsection (b) below: 

“(a) The site has not been previously developed for urban uses and both of the following 
apply: 

“(1) The site is immediately adjacent to parcels that are developed with qualified 
urban uses, or at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins parcels that 
are developed with qualified urban uses, and the remaining 25 percent of the site 
adjoins parcels that have previously been developed for qualified urban uses. 

“(2) No parcel within the site has been created within the past 10 years unless the 
parcel was created as a result of the plan of a redevelopment agency.” 

“(b) The site has been previously developed for qualified urban uses.” 

(Amended by Stats. 2008, Ch. 728, Sec. 13. Effective January 1, 2009.) 

Subsections (a)(2) and (b) do not apply. Subsection (a)(1) does not apply due to the following 
argument: 
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The only way Test 1 (The site is immediately adjacent to parcels that are developed with 
qualified urban uses) makes sense is if it applies to all parcels adjacent to the site. Otherwise 
what is the purpose of including Test 2 (at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins 
parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses, and the remaining 25 percent of the site 
adjoins parcels that have previously been developed for qualified urban uses)? If the site were 
adjacent to one qualified urban use along 30% of the site perimeter and this was deemed to 
satisfy Test 1, then Test 2 would be meaningless. Furthermore, Test 2 requires that all parcels 
adjacent to the site would have been approved at some time for qualified urban uses, adding 
further support that Test 1 should apply to all adjacent parcels. 

Further support for this interpretation is found in the following: 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&section

Num=21094.5.&highlight=true&keyword=%22urban%20infill%22  (PUBLIC 
RESOURCES CODE – PRC, DIVISION 13. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 - 
21189.57], (Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.), CHAPTER 2.6. General [21080 - 
21098], (Chapter 2.6 added by Stats. 1972, Ch. 1154.) 

The relevant portions from the above link are: 

21094.5 (e) “For the purposes of this section, the following terms mean the following  

1.  “Infill project” means a project that meets the following conditions:  

(B) “Is located within an urban area on a site that has been previously developed, or on a 
vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only 
by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban 
uses.” 

Although this is dated, it does reveal the thinking of the legislators in having only the 75% test. 
Somewhere along the way Test 1 was added making the section very confusing.   

The AZA Decision ignored PRC 21061.3. The site clearly does not comply with Test 1. As for 
Test 2, the perimeter of the site is approximately 869 feet. To qualify as an Urban Infill project 
under Test 2, at least 75% or 652 feet must be immediately adjacent to qualified urban uses, 
and the remaining 25% (should just say the remainder) must adjoin parcels that have 
previously been developed for qualified urban uses. The adjacent parcel to the southwest, 
zoned Open Space and comprised of undeveloped parkland, occupies 237 feet of the site 
boundary. This alone exceeds 25% of the site boundary. In addition, Michael Lane intersects 
the Site’s northern perimeter and, according to ZIMAS, is 60-feet wide at that point. The width 
of Michael Lane increases the non-qualified urban uses by 60 feet, that is from 237 feet to 297 
feet, or 34.2% of the 869-foot Site perimeter, leaving at most 572 feet or 65.8% for adjacent 
qualified urban use. This fails the 75% minimum requirement. 

Environmental Impacts. The Developer’s own Urban Infill Report by Meridian Consultants, at 
pp. 16 – 18, details runoff, groundwater, and soil erosion certain to occur, and what appear to 
be insurmountable requirements to mitigate those problems. 

 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21094.5.&highlight=true&keyword=%22urban%20infill%22
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21094.5.&highlight=true&keyword=%22urban%20infill%22
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Other Considerations: 

The facility plan has inadequate parking. 

The Developer plans to have 66 underground parking spots. 

LAMC 12.21.A(d)(5) requires Assisted Living Care Housing facilities to have 1 parking place for 
each guest room. An exception is given in subsection (u) for a reduction by 50% if the residents 
are disabled or 62 years of age or older. There are 96 guest rooms in 82 suites. 

Clearly the above requirement is for the use of the residents and their visitors. Using the 
exception, the requirement is for at least 41 places (or 48 if it is one per resident). The 
Developer has stated that his expected staff is an average of 23 people with 35 in the morning 
(Pacific Palisades Community Council/Land Use Committee meeting of 10/26/2017.) There 
must be enough parking for residents plus two staff shifts to accommodate the shift change. 
Carpooling and bicycles cannot be assumed. Using the average figure, the requirement is an 
additional 46 places for a total of 87 (or 94). For the morning shift it is probably greater.  

The Decision ignored a 1988 decision (in Case Nos. ZA 88-0435 (PP) and CDP 88-012) that denied 
a permit for a proposed two-story 28,300 square-foot store/office project on the same site that 
was less than half the size of the proposed Elder Care Facility.  

PRC Section 30625(c) states: “Decisions of the commission, where applicable, shall guide 
local governments or port governing bodies in their future actions under this division.” 

The 1988 proposed project was deemed incompatible with the Community Plan; the 110 
parking spots were inadequate; it would have an adverse impact on traffic, congestion, and 
noise; and it would be a dramatic change in the low intensity character of the area. The 
1988 Findings, especially limitations on square footage and height, are compelling 
precedent for the proper evaluation of the Project in 2018 and must be followed. 

The Decision would permit numerous Zoning Code violations 

The building would exceed allowed square footage limits by more than 13,000 square 
feet. The building Floor Area must be no larger than 1.5 times the buildable area (LAMC 
12.21.1.A.1). The buildable area is defined as the property size, 43,033 sq. ft., minus the 
required setbacks (LAMC 17.04.028). The following dimensions were obtained from ZIMAS 
and the setbacks from Exhibit 8 of the Decision. The setbacks are: 

Along Palisades Dr.:   132.5’ x 10’ = 1325 sq. ft. 
Along Vereda de la Montura:        324’ x 7’ = 2268 sq. ft. 
Along the southwest boundary:       237’ x 16’ = 3792 sq. ft. 
Along the south boundary:        175’ x 7’ = 1225 sq. ft. 
   Total setbacks:              8,610 sq. ft. 
Less overlaps at corners:     346 sq. ft. 
Buildable area: 43,033 – (8,610 – 346) = 34,769 sq. ft. 
Maximum allowable floor area: 34,769 x 1.5 = 51,153 sq. ft. 

The planned facility has 64,646 sq. ft., exceeding the above limit by over 26%. This was 
approved by the Decision and must be overturned. 
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The Decision ignores compelling City Policy Directives barring Senior Housing in Very High 
Fire Hazard Severity Zones (LAMC Section 12.22.25(e).) 

The Decision permits uses in Violation of LAMC 12.13.A.2(b)(2), which requires that, “All 
activities [must be] conducted wholly within an enclosed building, except that ground floor 
restaurants may have outdoor eating areas.” 

The Project exceeds height limits when the exposed P1 garage exit is included. 

Vereda de la Montura should be designated the “Principal Street” for all zoning 
determinations. The only entrances for vehicles and pedestrians are on Vereda de la 
Montura. Other than windows, the only feature on Palisades Dr. is an exit from the garage. 

If Vereda de la Montura is correctly treated as the “Principal Street” rather than Palisades 
Drive, there are also violations of the transitional height limits of 30 feet within 15 feet of 
the front of the Site along Vereda de la Montura. The statutory 10-foot minimum setback 
along Vereda would also be required, as well as an 8-foot minimum setback along Palisades 
Drive. 

For the numerous AZA errors cited above I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the 
appeals and overturn the approvals and permits granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

___________________________________________             
 
Printed name:  ___Gordon Gerson_____________________ 
 
Address: ____1567 Palisades Dr., Pacific Palisades, CA 90272       





March   21, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

• CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

• California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 
24/7 health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does 
not minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational 
uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

• Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-
Pacific Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath 
and community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, 
does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve 
community character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to 
inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Harvey J. Miller 
 
Printed name:  Harvey J. Miller 
 
Address: 1652 Michael Lane, PP 90272 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
 len.nguyen@lacity.org 



March   21, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

• CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

• California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 
24/7 health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does 
not minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational 
uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

• Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-
Pacific Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath 
and community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, 
does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve 
community character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to 
inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 

Printed name:  _Heather Littell______________________________ 

Address: _____1583 Michael Lane  Pacific Palisades   CA 90272 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
 len.nguyen@lacity.org 
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Veronique Jackson <veronique@seahorn.net>

Fwd: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA Case
No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
1 message

Janice Amar <janiceamar7@gmail.com> Thu, Mar 29, 2018 at 9:03 PM
To: Veronique Jackson <veronique@seahorn.net>

 
 Forwarded message  
From: Janice Amar <janiceamar7@gmail.com> 
Date: Thu, Mar 29, 2018 at 8:59 PM 
Subject: Proposed Eldercare Facility1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA Case No. ZA20172170ELDCDP
SPR; CEQA No. ENV20172717CE 
To: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org, apcwestla@lacity.org 
Cc: coucilmmember.bonin@lacity.org, len.nguyen@lacity.org 
 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
200 North Spring Street, Room 532
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Attn:   Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant
            Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org
 
cc:        Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.or len.nguyen@laci

Re:       Proposed Eldercare Facility1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA
            Case No. ZA20172170ELDCDPSPR; CEQA No. ENV20172717CE
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission:
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the January 28,
2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA).
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following:

CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the project would
be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa Ynez Park and Topanga
State Park.

California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views of the Santa
Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at extreme fire and EQ risk
(PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 health care operation in the middle
of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC
30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to
degrade the area (PRC 30240).

Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades
Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and community facilities,
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services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not preserve views in hillside areas
or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community character and scale and does not create a
landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal
setbacks.  

I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits granted in
the AZA’s decision.
 
Respectfully submitted,
 
 Signed name:   Janice Amar

 
 Printed name;  Janice Amar

 
Address: 1436 Avenida de Cortez, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
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HUG Palisades <hugpalisades@gmail.com>

Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades | Case No.
ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
1 message

hutter@mindspring.com <hutter@mindspring.com> Mon, Apr 2, 2018 at 10:29 PM
To: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org, apcwestla@lacity.org
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, len.nguyen@lacity.org

SUBJECT:    Proposed Eldercare Facility1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE
 

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Attn:   Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant
            
cc:  Council Member Mike Bonin
200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission:
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the January
28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA).
 
In addition to the reasons enumerated below, I am particularly concerned about wildfire and earthquake hazard and
the difficulty of evacuating so many mentally and physically disabled residents from a culdesac canyon road that
has been closed periodically due to wildfires, mudslides, vehicular accidents and highpressure pipe failures.  
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following:

 

24/7

Grant the appeals and overturn the AZA’s decision.
 
Respectfully submitted,
 
[digitally signed via email] 
Jeffrey Hutter
16958 AVD de Santa Ynez, 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
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HUG Palisades <hugpalisades@gmail.com>

Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Dr., Pacific Palisades 

Gallo, Joie <Joie.Gallo@roll.com> Thu, Mar 29, 2018 at 3:31 PM
To: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "len.nguyen@lacity.org" <len.nguyen@lacity.org>,
"Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org" <Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org>, "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>

March 29, 2018

 

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission

200 North Spring Street, Room 532

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attn:    Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant

            Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org

 

Re:       Proposed Eldercare Facility1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA

            Case No. ZA20172170ELDCDPSPR; CEQA No. ENV20172717CE

 

To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission:

 

I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the January 28, 2018 decision
from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA).

 

The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following:

 

CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the project would be
“urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa Ynez Park and Topanga State
Park.
California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views of the Santa
Monica Mountains  from a  scenic highway and parks  (PRC 30251), puts  seniors at extreme  fire and EQ  risk
(PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 health care operation in the middle of
an area  that  is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not minimize  impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240),
does not contain any public recreational uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade
the area (PRC 30240).
Community Plan—The project  completely disregards many  requirements of  the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades
Community  Plan. The  project  is  not within  reasonable walking  distance  of  heath  and  community  facilities,
services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not preserve views in hillside areas or
from  public  lands  and  roadways,  does  not  preserve  community  character  and  scale  and  does  not  create  a
landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal
setbacks.
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I  call  upon  you,  the Planning Commissioners,  to  grant  the  appeals  and  overturn  the  approvals  and  permits  granted  in  the AZA’s
decision.

 

Respectfully submitted,

 

Joie Marie Gallo

 

 

Address: 1576 Michael Lane

 

cc:        Councilmember Mike Bonin

200 N. Spring Street #475

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org

            len.nguyen@lacity.org

 

 

Joie Marie Gallo 
Deputy Assistant General Counsel 
 

11444 W. Olympic Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
 
Direct: (310) 9668785 
Fax: (310) 9668810 
 
joie.gallo@roll.com

 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: This email may contain privileged or confidential information and is for the sole use of the
intended recipient(s). If you believe that you have received this email in error, please notify the sender.

 

 

Joie Marie Gallo 
Deputy Assistant General Counsel 
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11444 W. Olympic Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
 
Direct: (310) 9668785 
Fax: (310) 9668810 
 
joie.gallo@roll.com

 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: This email may contain privileged or confidential information and is for the sole use of the
intended recipient(s). If you believe that you have received this email in error, please notify the sender.
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HUG Palisades <hugpalisades@gmail.com>

Project in Palisades Highlands 

Kathy O'Brien Sunderland <kathy@sunderland4.com> Sun, Apr 1, 2018 at 8:09 PM
To: hugpalisades@gmail.com

I sent this to Mr Bonin and all the email addresses recommended. 
 
 
 
Dear ________ 
I am strongly opposed to the new development proposed for the Palisades Highlands. My father lived with me here until
he passed in August of 2017. My father was almost 98 years old. Because of this, I am very aware of what it takes to take
care of an elderly person. The decision to house a number of elderly in The Highlands is so ridiculously reckless.  I’m
happy to discuss this with anyone who would be interested.  PLEASE do not allow this. 
 
Kathleen O’Brien Sunderland
16892 Avenida de Santa Ynez
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
(310) 7171921
 

To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission:
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the January
28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA).
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following:

CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the project
would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa Ynez Park and
Topanga State Park.

California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views of the
Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at extreme fire and
EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 health care operation
in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not minimize impacts on adjacent
parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222)
and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).

Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the BrentwoodPacific
Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and
community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not
preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community
character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate project
size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits granted
in the AZA’s decision.
 
Respectfully submitted,
Kathleen O’Brien Sunderland
16892 Avenida de Santa Ynez
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
(310) 7171921



March   21, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

 CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

 California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 
health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not 
minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or 
enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

 Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and 
community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not 
preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community 
character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate 
project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

____________________________________________ 
 
Printed name:  ________________________________ 
 
Address: __________________________________________________ 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
 len.nguyen@lacity.org 

Katherine Kerner

1448 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272









March   21, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

• CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

• California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 
24/7 health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does 
not minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational 
uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

• Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-
Pacific Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath 
and community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, 
does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve 
community character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to 
inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

Lorena C Craven 
 
Printed name:  Lorena C Craven  
Address: 1672 Michael Lane Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
 len.nguyen@lacity.org 



16608 Calle Jermaine 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

 
March   21, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

• CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

• California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 
24/7 health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does 
not minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational 
uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

• Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-
Pacific Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath 
and community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, 
does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve 
community character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to 
inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Louise & Julian Sandy 
LOUISE & JULIAN SANDY 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
 len.nguyen@lacity.org 







March   21, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

 CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

 California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 
health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not 
minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or 
enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

 Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and 
community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not 
preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community 
character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate 
project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

____________________________________________ 
 
Printed name:  ________________________________ 
 
Address: __________________________________________________ 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
 len.nguyen@lacity.org 

Shaun Lynn

1448 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272







March   21, 2018 

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 

I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 

The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 

• CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

• California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 
24/7 health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does 
not minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational 
uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

• Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-
Pacific Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath 
and community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, 
does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve 
community character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to 
inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

• And it’s right next to a natural year round creek ! 

I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Marlee Boyd 

____________________________________________ 

Printed name:  Marlee Boyd________________________________ 

Address: __16907 Avenida de Santa Ynez, Pacific Palisades_CA 
90272_____________________________________________ 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 



 len.nguyen@lacity.org



March   21, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

 CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

 California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 
health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not 
minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or 
enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

 Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and 
community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not 
preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community 
character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate 
project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

____________________________________________ 
 
Printed name:  ________________________________ 
 
Address: __________________________________________________ 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
 len.nguyen@lacity.org 

Marlena DuRon

1455 Palisades drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272













March   21, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

 CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

 California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 
health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not 
minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or 
enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

 Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and 
community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not 
preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community 
character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate 
project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

____________________________________________ 
 
Printed name:  ________________________________ 
 
Address: __________________________________________________ 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
 len.nguyen@lacity.org 

1627 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272

Naum Pinsky









March   21, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

 CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

 California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 
health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not 
minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or 
enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

 Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and 
community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not 
preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community 
character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate 
project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

____________________________________________ 
 
Printed name:  ________________________________ 
 
Address: __________________________________________________ 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
 len.nguyen@lacity.org 
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March   21, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

200 North Spring Street, Room 532 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 

 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 

 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

 CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

 California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 
health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not 
minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or 
enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

 Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and 
community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not 
preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community 
character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate 
project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

____________________________________________ 
 
Printed name:  ________________________________ 
 
Address: __________________________________________________ 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

 len.nguyen@lacity.org 

1404 Monte Grande Pl.  Pacific Palisades CA 90272

Patricia Dunn
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HUG Palisades <hugpalisades@gmail.com>

letter 

Peggy Holter <peggy.holter@gmail.com> Thu, Mar 29, 2018 at 7:09 PM
To: HUG Palisades <hugpalisades@gmail.com>

 





March   21, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

          CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA     review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

  California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
           of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (     PRC 30251), puts seniors at 

extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 
            health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% re     sidential (PRC 30253(e)), does not 

minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or 
enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

 Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-Pacific 
         Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable     walking distance of heath and 

community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not 
preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community 

          character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or       buffer, all due to inappropriate 
project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

____________________________________________ 
 
Printed name:  ________________________________ 
 
Address: __________________________________________________ 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
 len.nguyen@lacity.org 

Rachael Smith

1515 Palisades Drive suite O pacific palisades CA 90272

















March   21, 2018 

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

200 North Spring Street, Room 532 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 

Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 

I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 

The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 

• CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park.

• California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7
health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not
minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or
enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).

• Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-Pacific
Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and
community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not
preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community
character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate
project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks.

I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 

Respectfully submitted, 

____________________________________________ 

Printed name:  C. Ryan Nash 

Address: 1632 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

len.nguyen@lacity.org 



March   21, 2018

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
200 North Spring Street, Room 532
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Attn: Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant

Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org

Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE

To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission:

I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA).

The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following:

 CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park.

 California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 
health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not 
minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational uses or 
enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240). 

 Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and 
community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not 
preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community 
character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate 
project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks.

I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision.

Respectfully submitted,

____________________________________________

Printed name:  ________________________________

Address: __________________________________________________

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin
200 N. Spring Street #475
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org

len.nguyen@lacity.org

1529 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272

Saad Javed.    Malissa Johnson







        March 30, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North spring Street, Room 532  
Los Angeles, CA, 90012 
 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant  
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apewestla@lacity.org  
 
Re:  Proposed Eldercare Facility - 1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades. 
  Case No. ZA2017-21-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
Dear West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission : 
 
This proposed Eldercare facility should absolutely not be built in the Palisades Highlands 
for the following FOUR reasons.    I strongly oppose this proposal.  
 
1)  SAFETY FOR THE ELEDERLY.    
Housing elderly people in a four story building in the Palisades Highlands which has with only 
one way out This would be d be deadly for those seniors when they have to be evacuated during 
a fire in this City designated Extreme Fire Hazard area.   Evacuating 82 dementia / eldercare 
seniors would require 82 ambulances driving into the Highlands trying to load them in a small 
single circular driveway when everyone else in the Highlands is trying to evacuate and the Fire 
Department is trying to come in.  This Eldercare Facility would result in massive traffic jams, 
long delays and probable death for dozens of seniors. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
2) This HUGE Eldercare Facility IS NOT COMPATIBLE WITH THE HIGHLANDS.   
The Highlands is a pristine private single family home community of Townhomes and Custom 
homes since 1974.  The only welcome exception is a Restaurant and Real Estate offices which 
provides very positive services to the Highlands community.  Most of these Townhomes are two 
story.  Some of the Townhomes are three story, but most of those "three story" are really two 
story split levels where it is 6 steps up to the rooms over the garage then up some more for over 
the living room.  The Restaurant and Real Estate Offices are also two story.    
 
Whatever is build on 1525 should be two story to be consistent with most all of the Townhomes 
in the Highlands.   Building a Four Story building would be like the "Blue Whale"  in West 
Hollywood.     
 
 

 
 
 
Just look at how the "Blue Whale" dwarfs all the homes surrounding it.   When the sun is low in 
the sky during the Winter the homes on the North side would not be able to see the SUN.  It is 
unfair to block the sun from the residents.  
 
The HUGE FOUR STOREY proposed ELDERCARE FACITY will look just like the 
'BLUE WHALE" above to everyone each time they drive in and out of the Highland.  A 
very ugly site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
Those of us that live in the Highlands really love the openness, the mountain views all year 
and particularly the greenness during the Winter.   Below is a picture from my 1514 Palisades 
Highland Townhome looking out over lot 1525 and the mountain view.  Notice the forty feet 
high street lamp posts. That is what a Four Story building would cover.   The view of over 
one hundred other residences and I have had since 1975 (43 years) will be totally totally 
gone.      
 

 
 

 
 
3) TRAFFIC 



This area already HAS HIGH WEEKEND TRAFFIC due to Vereda De La Montura being 
the MAIN ENTRACE TO THE HIKING TRAILS.     
 
Any additional traffic due to dozens of 24/7 care givers, laundry services, cooks, food 
deliveries and senior visitors would tremendously overload this already overloaded area 
and become a TRUE TRAFFIC HAZARD. 
 
 
4) The HIGHLANDS NEEDS A BEAUTIFUL PARKFREINDLY PARK.   The various 
Highlands Homeowner Associations (HOA) have Pool and Tennis Courts for their people.  
However, there is NO PUBLIC PARK in the Highlands.   This one acre site would make a 
perfect PARK for the Highlands residents.  It could also provide off-street parking for the PARK 
guests during the week and off-street parking for the hikers during the weekends.   It also would 
ease the current parking problem on Veranda De La Montero on the weekends.    
 

 
 
The proposed builders bought the property for $3 million.   If the City could turn this into a new 
PARK for the Highlands, I'm sure the various HOA could help the City fund the purchase of the 
property and purchase of the new PARK facilities.    
 
Sincerely, 
 
Steven M. Buchanan 
1514 Palisades Drive, CA, 90272 
BuchananEngineer@gmail.com  
       
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
      200 N. Spring Street #475   Los Angeles, CA, 90012      
Email:councilmember.bonin@lacity.org and len.nguyen@lacity.org  
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HUG Palisades <hugpalisades@gmail.com>

Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA Case No.
ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Sylvie Rokab <sylviero@gmail.com> Sun, Apr 1, 2018 at 8:23 PM
To: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org, apcwestla@lacity.org
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, len.nguyen@lacity.org

Dear West LA Planning Commission:

As a Pacific Palisades, resident, I strongly oppose the project referenced above and support the appeals of the
Jan 28th, 2018 decision from the City’s AZA (Associate Zoning Administrator). 

The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following:

·       CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the project would
be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa Ynez Park and Topanga State
Park.

·             California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act  requirements.  It obliterates views of  the
Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at extreme fire and EQ risk
(PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 health care operation in the middle of
an area that  is 99.5% residential  (PRC 30253(e)), does not minimize  impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240),
does not contain any public recreational uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade
the area (PRC 30240).

·              Community  Plan—The  project  completely  disregards  many  requirements  of  the  BrentwoodPacific
Palisades  Community  Plan.  The  project  is  not  within  reasonable  walking  distance  of  heath  and  community
facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not preserve views in hillside
areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve community character and scale and does not create
a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal
setbacks.

I  call  upon  you,  the  Planning  Commissioners,  to  grant  the  appeals  and  overturn  the  approvals  and  permits
granted in the AZA’s decision.

 

Sincerely, 

Sylvie Rokab

1569 Michael Lane
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272

 

cc:        Councilmember Mike Bonin

200 N. Spring Street #475

Los Angeles, CA 90012    

 

 





March   21, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 
To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades.  I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the 
January 28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA). 
 
The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following: 
 

• CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the 
project would be “urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa 
Ynez Park and Topanga State Park. 

• California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views 
of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), puts seniors at 
extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 
24/7 health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does 
not minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public recreational 
uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).  

• Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-
Pacific Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath 
and community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, 
does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve 
community character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to 
inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks. 

 
I call upon you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the approvals and permits 
granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

______Veronique Jackson_____________   
Printed name:  ___Véronique Jackson_____________________________ 
 
Address: _____1525 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272_______ 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
 len.nguyen@lacity.org 
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HUG Palisades <hugpalisades@gmail.com>

Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA  Case No.
ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Bill Elder <b.elder@sportsbuy.com> Thu, Mar 29, 2018 at 2:23 PM
To: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org, apcwestla@lacity.org
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, len.nguyen@lacity.org

To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission:

 

I am a resident of Pacific Palisades and I oppose the project referred to above and support the appeals of the January
28, 2018 decision from the City’s Associate Zoning Administrator (AZA).

 

The proposed project violates numerous provisions of applicable law, including the following:

 

·                 CEQA—The AZA granted the project a complete exemption from CEQA review, claiming the project would be
“urban infill”. Preposterous. The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa Ynez Park and Topanga State Park.

·                 California Coastal Act—The project violates many Coastal Act requirements. It obliterates views of  the Santa
Monica Mountains  from  a  scenic highway  and parks  (PRC 30251), puts  seniors  at  extreme  fire  and EQ  risk  (PRC
30253), fails to protect the neighborhood by putting a high rise 24/7 health care operation in the middle of an area that
is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), does not minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any
public recreational uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area (PRC 30240).

·                 Community Plan—The project completely disregards many  requirements of  the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades
Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath and community facilities, services and
public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands
and roadways, does not preserve community character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all
due to inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks.

 

With so many legal violations, it is incumbent on you, the Planning Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn
the approvals and permits granted in the AZA’s decision.

 

Respectfully submitted,

William Elder

____________________________________________

 

Printed name:  ____________William Elder____________________

 

Address: ____________17253 Avenida de la Herradura, PP, CA  90272_________________________
_____________



April 2, 2018 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commissioners 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn:  Ms. Cecilia Lamas, Executive Assistant 
 Email: Cecilia.Lamas@lacity.org and apcwestla@lacity.org 
 
Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
 Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
 An Avid Hiker’s Perspective 
 
Honorable Commissioners: 
 
I am a resident of Pacific Palisades and choose to live here because of my passion for hiking and spending 
time in precious wilderness reserve areas of the great State of California. I have lived in Los Angeles for 
over 22 years, and like thousands of nature-loving Angelenos, I have hiked the trails in Topanga State 
Park thousands of times. I am therefore very familiar with both sides of the Santa Ynez valley ridge trails, 
Old Topanga Ride Road and the Temescal Ridge Trail, as well as both the Trailer Canyon Trail and the 
Santa Ynez trailhead area. The map image below clearly shows how the Highands area is completely 
surrounded by mountainous parkland and wilderness. The red arrows below indicate sight and sound lines 
from trial areas to the propose construction site, and the red oval shows the area leading to one of the park 
entrances (Santa Ynez state park trailhead); these are places that hikers and outdoors enthusiasts will 
be substantially, negatively impacted by this project due to view destruction, noise pollution (from 
construction and long-term operations) and impairment of basic enjoyment: 
 

 



From a hiker’s perspective, while the original construction of the Highlands area of the Palisades 
interrupts the view shed, the construction that was done is entirely low-rise residential style with no 
intensive commercial use anywhere in the Highlands residential area built at the end of the 1960s and 
early 1970s. This means that when hikers and nature lovers are on the ridge trails or climbing on Trailer 
Canyon, or walking or biking down scenic Palisades Drive, or arriving at the Santa Ynez trailhead n 
Vereda de la Montura, they currently do not experience a sense of urban surrounding.  
 
Since the citizens of California moved to implement legal protection of wilderness areas like the Topanga 
Canyon area and the Santa Monica Mountains in the 1970s, no further damage or degradation has 
been done to the Highlands area through rampant development in the Highlands-adjacent 
wilderness area.  Indeed, the City ZA and other government bodies have on multiple occasions refused 
to allow smaller commercial plans than the current, due to their negative impact on the precious 
wilderness environment and on protected social resources. 
 
You, the Commissioners reviewing this well documented appeal, have a solemn obligation to uphold the 
following laws and guidelines, and to protect me and other Angelenos like me who value the need to 
preserve our environment, for current and future generations:  
 

• CEQA—The site is largely surrounded by City of LA Santa Ynez Park and Topanga State Park; 
it clearly does not merit any CEQA exemption and clearly requires additional findings. 

• California Coastal Act—This project clearly violates many Coastal Act requirements. It 
obliterates views of the Santa Monica Mountains from a scenic highway and parks (PRC 30251), 
puts seniors at extreme fire and EQ risk (PRC 30253) as well as putting all citizens at greater 
evacuation risk, fails to protect the neighborhood and the surrounding parkland, by putting a high 
rise 24/7 health care operation in the middle of an area that is 99.5% residential (PRC 30253(e)), 
does not minimize impacts on adjacent parks (PRC 30240), does not contain any public 
recreational uses or enhance park access (PRC 30222) and would tend to degrade the area 
(PRC 30240).  

• Community Plan—The project completely disregards many requirements of the Brentwood-
Pacific Palisades Community Plan. The project is not within reasonable walking distance of heath 
and community facilities, services and public transportation, is not limited to 30 feet in height, 
does not preserve views in hillside areas or from public lands and roadways, does not preserve 
community character and scale and does not create a landscape corridor or buffer, all due to 
inappropriate project size and design, especially its height and minimal setbacks.  

 
I call upon you, Honorable Commissioners, to grant the appeals and overturn the earlier approvals 
and permits granted in the AZA’s decision. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

______Marc Jackson_____________   
Printed name:  ___Marc Jackson_____________________________ 
 
Address: _____1520 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272_______ 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

200 N. Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Emails:  councilmember.bonin@lacity.org; len.nguyen@lacity.org 



Courtney Shum, City Planner 

Department of City Planning 

City of Los Angeles 

200 N Spring St, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

To whom it may concern, 

Abundant Housing LA 

September 16, 2017 

We are writing to you to in support of the proposed 82-unit eldercare facility at 1525 N Palisades Dr, 

case ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR. We urge the city to grant the Eldercare Facility Unified Permit; 

approve the Coastal Development Permit; and find the project Categorically Exempt from the provisions 

of CEQA. 

The greater Los Angeles region is facing a severe housing shortage. This project will provide much 

needed housing. By creating new senior housing in a desirable, walkable neighborhood, it will help allow 

senior citizens to age in a place where it is not necessary to have a car. 

This project is a good project for Los Angeles and for the region. Again, we urge the city to grant the 

Eldercare Facility Unified Permit, approve the Coastal Development Permit, and find the project 

Categorically Exempt from CEQA. 

The Abundant Housing LA Steering Committee: 

Matt Dixon 

620 W Wilson Ave, Unit H 

Glendale 91203 

Leonora Yetter 

1013 16th St, Unit 102 

Santa Monica 90403 

Mark Vallianatos 

3591 Canada St 

Los Angeles 90065 

Mark Edwards 

1174 N Curson Ave, #8 

West Hollywood 90046 

Abundant Housing LA 
Housing for all 

Best Regards, 

Brent Gaisford 

3236 Hutchison Ave 

Los Angeles 90034 

Gabe Rose 



Ross Zelen 

Abundant Housing LA 
Housing for all 



i I Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades 

Gerlach, Jeff@ Beverly Hills <Jeffrey.Gerlach@cbre.com> 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Courtney, 

Thu, Sep 21, 2017 at 9:23 AM 

I would like to voice my unconditional support for this project - I rarely get involved in these meetings but our town needs 
this project. I am a longtime resident of Pacific Palisades (previously living in the Highlands) and can tell you that there 
are no quality options for our seniors to live and with such a low impact on the community (low traffic impact, low noise 
impact, etc) I cannot think of a better use for this piece of property. This would give our community a great place for our 
seniors to live - keeping them nearby to our families. 

Feel free to call me directly if I can be of any help. This would be a GREAT project for our community. 

Thank you, 

Jeff 

JEFF W. GERLACH ILIC #01942825 

CBRE I Advisory & Transaction Services - Office Properties 

1840 Century Park East. 9th Floor I Los Angeles . CA 90067 
0 310.550.2507 1 C 310.739.1948 IF 310.203.9624 
jeff.gerlach@cbre.com I www.cbre.com 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

This email may contain information that is confidential or attorney-client privileged and may constitute inside information. The contents of this email 

are intended only for the recipient(s) listed above. If you are not the intended recipient , you are directed not to read , disclose, distribute or otherwise 

use this transmission. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete the transmission. Delivery of this 

message is not intended to waive any applicable privileges. 



• 
I Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

I strongly support the Highlands Eldercare Development 
1 message 

Jane Frey <janefrey@mac.com> Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 10:11 PM 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org 

Dear Planners for the City of Los Angeles: 

I strongly support the proposal by the developer, Rony Shram, to create an eldercare facility in the 
Hlghlands. I am a board member of HOA #5 and of all the proposals that have been put forth this one is 
an excellent balance between the developers desire to build on this space, and a respect for the 
communities traffic concerns as well as height and view considerations. How can anyone be against 
providing attractive housing in a nice area for seniors? 

Please see my response below to a person who opposes the project. 

(there was a lot more said but I have abbreviated the back and forth from other posters) 
Commenter Opposed to project: 
This development is next to the Topanga State Park. The park is for the animals and plants that live here, Who 
lived up here before we lived up here. This park was put aside to preserve that, not to slowly chip away at it as 
this development does. 

My Response: 
ALL of THE HIGHLANDS development is next to the park. Every single person living up in the Highlands, 
and I am one of them, is living in an area whose creation and development in the 70s was strongly 
opposed by conservationists, naturalists and nature lovers etc ... so I do not buy the environmental 
argument for this particular proposal because that train has long ago left the station. Just by choosing to 
live up here we are ALL encroaching on the wildlife. I mean, how many ridiculous coyote sightings are 
reported on this site every week by people who do not understand that they have moved, yes, near 
Topanga State Park, a wildlife area. The lot zoned is not a part of Topanga State Park and it is 
disingenuous to say that it is an encroachment. A senior care facility is a very good option for the 
community considering the developer could have created something much denser and more congested 
than what he is proposing now and it will also have a lot less traffic than most other proposals because 
most of the seniors won't drive. 

Best regards, 
Jane Frey 



Rony Shram Eldercare Facility: Palisades Highlands 

Leah M. Cox <LCox@selmanlaw.com> 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

September 27. 2017 

Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

Via email to: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Wed, Sep27,2017at6:41 PM 

I have lived in Pacific Palisades since 1984 and the Highlands since 1997. In the Highlands, I lived in Highlands Villas 
Association from 1997 until recently. I just purchased a house on Avenida de la Herradura this month and am part of that 
Association. While at Highlands Villas Association, I served on the Board from 1998 to 2006 as Secretary and from 2006 
to 2016 as President. I have been active in the Palisades Highlands President Council for the past 10 years as the Vice 
Chair. I have also been involved in the Pacific Palisades Community Council as the 2nd Alternate for the Highlands, Area 
2. 

As Vice Chair of the PHPC, I am very familiar with Mr. Shram's project, the Eldercare Facility, to be located at 1525 
Palisades Dr. We had multiple discussions about the project at the PHPC meetings with the Shram's. The two 
Associations that are directly affected by the development at 1525 Palisades Drive are Michael Lane Villas and Highlands 
Villas Association. Both Michael Lane Villas, represented by Fritz Kastner, and Highlands Villas Association, represented 
by me, we actively involved in those meetings and discussion. I have multiple emails going back to 2014, between Fritz 
Kastner and myself involving issues presented by our associations to the Shram's. The issues that were brought to the 
Shram's attention - setback issues, staggering the units, putting in more parking, eliminating roof terraces on the Vereda 
de la Montura side, and larger vegetation, were all areas that the Shram's were willing to address and did make changes 
based on those recommendations. 

There recently has been some criticism of the PHPC and its efforts in this development. The PHPC has made every 
effort to involve the community over the past three years with multiple meetings, presentations and discussions. The 
PHPC always presented updates at meetings and continually asked the various President's their opinions and 
recommendations. The Shram's have also attended multiple PHPC meetings to show renderings of various plans both 
mixed use commercial and residential. After meetings PHPC with presentations by the Shram's, the PHPC was asked in 
April 2015, to poll our residents to find out whether or not there was a preference for a commercial development or a 
residential development, which we did. Highlands Villas Association and Michael Lane Villas are directly affected by the 
development. Fritz Kastner polled the residents at Michael Lane Villas' 110 units and only 35.5% responded indicating 7 
wanted residential, 5 wanted commercial and 27 wanted the land to be left vacant. I polled the residents at Highlands 
Villas Association's 71 units and 66.2% responded indicating 33 wanted residential, 12 wanted commercial and 2 wanted 
the land to be kept vacant. The lot has been vacant for over 50+ years and resident generally prefer to keep it that way. 



My personal opinion is that this Eldercare Facility will be a very welcome and valuable community amenity. The Shram's 
have incorporated into the design the issues raised by the PHPC. All lot of the concerns about traffic, density and noise 
will be mitigated by having residents who do not drive. Unfortunately, the majority of those against the development 
simply do not want anything developed on the property. Many of my friends who had to care for elderly parents and 
relatives with limited mobility had trouble locating facilities in Santa Monica and beyond. This provides a well needed 
venue that is close, convenient and available. I have seen the architectural renderings and believe that this structure fits 
in beautifully into the environment. 

I urge the LA City Council to approve the pending application in its present form. 

Yours truly, 

Leah Cox 
Executive Director 

Direct 310.689.7013 
lcox@selmanlaw.com 

SELMAN 
SELMAN BREITMAN LL P 

www.SelmanLaw.com 

11766 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 600 
Los Angeles , CA 90025 

This email may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole use 

of the intended recipient. Any review, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding without express 

permission is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient . please contact the sender and delete 

all copies. 



Dear Courtney: 

I think that Mr. Shram's proposal for an assisted living facility 
is a very good way to give our community what it has asked 
for. 

An Assisted Living facility will provide a means for elderly 
members of our community who wish stay in the community 
as they age to do so. 

Please feel free to share my endorsement of Mr. Shram's 
Assisted Living facility. 

Sincerely, 
Joseph N. Tawil 
President, Seascapes 1 HOA 



Ms. Shum, 

As president of the Tennis Estates H.O.A. I am happy to indorse the proposed Assisted 
Care Living Facilities. I do believe this is truly needed and the highest and best use of 
the land. You are free to use my endorsement. 

Michael Brunelle 
President The Tennis Estates H.O.A. 



From: Tom Meade gotom @me.com 
Subject: letter re development 

Date: September 8, 2017 at 5:45 PM 
To : rony @shramdevelopment.com 

Rony -

Your plan strikes me as sensible. Folks like living here - dread leaving -
you provide a way to stay. Simple, nice. Affordability is key. 

Will follow with interest. 

All best, 

Tom Meade 

I met two Shrams at The Summit. Are you Father Shram? 



Ms. Courtney Shum, City Planner 

200 N. Spring St., Rm. 763 

Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, 

Re: Case No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. ENV-2017-2171-CE 

This letter is to indicate my support for the proposed assisted living facility at 

1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272, at the intersection of Palisades 

Drive and Vereda De La Montura. 

I am a 42-year resident of the Highlands, and I live a short distance from the site. 

In my work as a Civil/Traffic Engineer, I review new development projects to 

assess their impact on the street system, and determine if the project is 

responsible for any traffic mitigation measures that may be required. To 

determine the amount of traffic a project generates on a daily basis and during 

the peak hours, traffic engineers usually use the Institute of Transportation 

Engineers (ITE) publication, Trip Generation. The ITE data shows that assisted 

living facilities generate much less traffic than other uses, including 

condominiums, retail shopping centers or office buildings. A project's impacts are 

typically based the amount of trips it generates during the AM and PM peak 

periods. Unlike other uses that generate higher peak-hour traffic volumes, 

assisted living developments generate lower traffic volumes that are spread out 

during the day. 

From a traffic standpoint, of all the potential developments at this site, an 

assisted living facility would be most desirable. 

Yours, truly, 

Barry Kurtz, P.E. 

16903 Avenida de Santa Ynez 

Pacific Palisades, CA. 90272 



Cha ge. rg Submitted-- J 
October 4, 2017 

HUG - Highlanders United for Good 

Recipient: Mike Bonin, Mike Bonin (direct), Lisa Cahill, Courtney Shum 

Letter: Greetings, 

Councilman Mike Bonin 

1645 Corinth Avenue, No. 201 

Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Attn: Ms. Lisa Cahill 

Field Deputy 

Re: Opposition to Proposed Assisted Living Dementia Facility Project --1525 

Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades 

Dear Councilmember Bonin, 

We vehemently oppose this Project for the following reasons - among many 

others: 

EXTREME DANGER TO SENIORS: exposes eldercare/dementia residents 

to life-threatening risk in case of wildfires, earthquakes, landslides and 

flooding; seniors will be isolated, -cut-off from vital medical care without any 

practical means of evacuation. 

TRAFFIC NIGHTMARES: 2-years of major subterranean construction and 

hauling, followed by operations which drastically increase vehicle congestion 

and parking shortages from 24/7 staff, visitors, large commercial deliveries, 

ambulances, doctors and service visits; potential accidents on Palisades 

Drive (and/or additional red lights); high levels of noise. 

MONSTROSITY: 45 ft-high, 4-stories, 65,000 sq ft on a 44,000 sq ft lot -

2/3rds the size of Caruso Palisades Village on 1 /3rd the land, and twice the 

height on hillside fill ... crazy! 

BLIGHT ON ENVIRONMENT: Evicerates views and scenic corridors of our 

park-protected wilderness areas and denigrates enjoyment of our precious 

natural bounty, by residents, visitors and nature lovers for generations to 

come! 

Please end this insanity and refuse to allow this project to go forward. 



Signatures 

Name Location Date 

Hug Palisades us 2017-09-18 

Nicolas Beauvy Pacific Palisades, US 2017-09-18 

Marilou Terpenning Pacific Palisades, US 2017-09-18 

John Mucia Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-18 

Terence Hall Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-19 

Michael Dreeling Huntington Beach, US 2017-09-19 

Malissa Johnson Culver City, US 2017-09-19 

Laura Morawski Los Angeles, US 2017-09-19 

Frank Chen Pacific Palisades, US 2017-09-19 

Alexandra Jackson Malibu, CA 2017-09-19 

Bret Saxon Los Angeles, US 2017-09-19 

John Jackson Walnut, CA 2017-09-19 

Sylvia Yim Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-19 

Jana Gustman Pacific Palisades, US 2017-09-19 

Dora Obrien Marina Del Rey, US 2017-09-19 

Lorna De gallegos Los Angeles, US 2017-09-19 

Karen C Gidwitz Los Angeles, US 2017-09-19 

Bernard Dewulf Pacific Palisades, US 2017-09-19 

Jason Yim Los Angeles, US 2017-09-19 

Brian Midwin us 2017-09-19 



Name Location Date 

Diane Bleak Los Angeles, US _ 2017-09-19 

Poppy Webster Pacific Palisades, US 2017-09-19 

Nancy Giegerich East Northport, US 2017-09-19 

Laura Jung Huntington Beach, US 2017-09-19 

Jeanne Ruderman Pacific Palisades, US 2017-09-19 

Amy Saxon Los Angeles, US 2017-09-19 

Gina Vincent Los Angeles, US 2017-09-19 

Haoran Liu Los Angeles, US 2017-09-19 

Mike M. New York, NY 2017-09-19 

Jane Miller Vienna, IL 2017-09-19 

ShuaiYuan Los Angeles, US 2017-09-19 

Laura Klein Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-20 

philippe milgrom Pacific Palisades, US 2017-09-20 

Eli Goodman Pacific Palisades, US 2017-09-20 

Emily Dreeling Huntington Beach, US 2017-09-20 

Hratch Andonian Pacific Palisades, US 2017-09-20 

Allison Kim Los Angeles, US 2017-09-20 

Carrie Soppe us 2017-09-20 

Deborah Stacknick Los Angeles, US 2017-09-20 

robert Bridgeford Pacific Palisades, US 2017-09-20 

Greg Stacknick Los Angeles, US 2017-09-20 

Barbara Shulgasser-Parker Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-20 



Name Location Date 

Gordon Gerson Los Angeles, US 2017-09-20 

Evan Fisher Los Angeles, US 2017-09-20 

Victoria Collison Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-20 

Susan Tobiska Pomona, US 2017-09-20 

Joie Marie Gallo Los Angeles, US 2017-09-20 

Mary Meisler Los Angeles, US 2017-09-20 

Erica Fisher Pico Rivera, US 2017-09-20 

Jenny Mellor Anaheim, US 2017-09-20 

Meagan Midwin Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-20 

Jacqueline Diederich Pacific Palisades, US 2017-09-21 

Sherry Kleinman Los Angeles, US 2017-09-21 

Steven Kleinman Los Angeles, US 2017-09-21 

Alice Lynn Santa Monica, CA 2017-09-21 

Margaret Elias Los Angeles, US 2017-09-21 

Jai Galati Los Angeles, US 2017-09-21 

Iulian Manolov Los Angeles, US 2017-09-21 

Giao Nguyen Torrance, US 2017-09-21 

LORA BAGRYANOVA Los Angeles, US 2017-09-21 

Susan Oppong us 2017-09-21 

Ella Portmoy California 2017-09-21 

Narina Sokolova Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-21 

Thao Nguyen Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-22 



Name Location Date 

Joseph O'Brien West Chester, PA 2017-09-22 

Robert Brady Huntington Beach, CA 2017-09-22 

David Mahal Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-22 

Yoonie Lane Huntington Beach, CA 2017-09-23 

Ingrid Thackwell California 2017-09-23 

John Jenkins Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-23 

Anita Jenkins Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-23 

Victoria Schriver Huntington Beach, CA 2017-09-23 

Kumiko Beauvy Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-23 

Frank Saperstein Pomona, CA 2017-09-23 

Caroline Bird Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-23 

Andy Bird Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-23 

Dickran Ketenjian Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-23 

Edith Kinloch Isla De Maipo, Chile 2017-09-23 

Dawne Meneguzzo Austin, TX 2017-09-23 

Robin Spencer Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-23 

Kenneth Spencer Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-23 

Jens Lindemann Pico Rivera, CA 2017-09-23 

Ben Saltzman Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-23 

Toby Bird Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-23 

Molly Branch Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-23 

John Wild Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-24 



Name Location Date 

Diane Croskey Marina Del Rey, CA 2017-09-24 

Randall Caraway Pomona, CA 2017-09-24 

Ella Portnoy Alabama 2017-09-24 

Jo Ann Draughon Carlsbad, CA 2017-09-24 

Chris Scholl Neptune, NJ 2017-09-24 

Steve Proto Palm Desert, CA 2017-09-24 

Michael Cooper Seattle, WA 2017-09-24 

Marcine McBride West Babylon, NY 2017-09-24 

Lara Sweet California 2017-09-24 

Natalia Yurasava us 2017-09-24 

Flora Posada Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-24 

Jennifer Snow California 2017-09-24 

Simone Branigan Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-24 

Lev Altshuler Santa Monica, CA 2017-09-25 

Jie Ren Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-25 

Scott Schneid Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-25 

Eric Magnuson Edison, NJ 2017-09-25 

Susan Monroe Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-25 

Sylvie Rokab Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-25 

Markus Horvath Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-25 

Robert Lord San Francisco, CA 2017-09-25 

Hana Brenner-Katz Perris, CA 2017-09-25 



Name Location Date 

Kirsten Ellis Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-25 

Victoria Warren Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-25 

Veronique Jackson Malibu, CA 2017-09-25 

Jeremy Jackson Paris, France 2017-09-25 

Charlie Bird Sanjose, CA 2017-09-25 

Dean Grinsfelder Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-25 

Decio Rangel Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-25 

Lorena Craven Pomona, CA 2017-09-25 

Ruthie Conway-Burt Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-25 

Geoffrey & Linda Symcox Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-25 

Mary Jane Crane Huntington Beach, CA 2017-09-25 

ellyn scarcella New Smyrna Beach, FL 2017-09-25 

Douglas J Smith Marina Del Rey, CA 2017-09-26 

Thomas Weitzel Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Colin Ewing Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

John G. Ewing Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Christina Mauch Huntington Beach, CA 2017-09-26 

Ezekiel Kroll Mankato, MN 2017-09-26 

Kathryn Soll Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Kevin Mendelson Pomona, CA 2017-09-26 

Sagar Parikh burbank,CA 2017-09-26 

Linda Friar Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 



Name Location Date 

Carole Cotter Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Alison Duffy Pomona, CA 2017-09-26 

Amy Gibson Eugene, OR 2017-09-26 

Keith Craven Pomona, CA 2017-09-26 

Lois Cigavic Pomona, CA 2017-09-26 

Michael Michalowicz Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

ANDREW SETOS Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Kate Burke Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Lili Geller Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

suzanne martin Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Maryam Farazha Santa Fe Springs, CA 2017-09-26 

Gary Baum Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Ellen Friedmann Huntington Beach, CA 2017-09-26 

Barry DuRon Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Laurie Hannold Bristow, VA 2017-09-26 

Alex Postik Granada Hills, CA 2017-09-26 

Adam Garske Sunland, CA 2017-09-26 

Blake Rosenthal Van Nuys, CA 2017-09-26 

Courtney Gebhart Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Kristen Schellenberg Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Bradley Harting Grass Valley, CA 2017-09-26 

Heather Dyer Huntington Beach, CA 2017-09-26 



Name Location Date 

Laure Scott Beverly Hills, CA 2017-09-26 

Patricia Martin Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Joe O'Connor Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Linda Leibow Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

CJ Schellenberg Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Michelle Loew Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Julie Kalyvas Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Jessica Herzog us 2017-09-26 

Ryan Gutierrez Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Adam Brett us 2017-09-26 

Michael Rios Tucson, AZ 2017-09-26 

Angela Rios Tucson, AZ 2017-09-26 

Patricia Grossman Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Ruthie Conway-Burt Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Carla Danganan San Pedro, CA 2017-09-26 

Eleni Benedikt Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Mason Cummings Sarasota, FL 2017-09-26 

Madeleine Gaff Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Matthew Jones Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

faraz farooq Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Marilyn Moczulski Pomona, CA 2017-09-26 

Jonathan Goldstein Atascadero, CA 2017-09-26 



Name Location Date 

David Burke Santa Monica, CA 2017-09-26 

Margaret Goldenhersh Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Jon Stevenson Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Bryn Houri Paris, France 2017-09-26 

Matthew Coffey Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Margaret Hatfield Pomona, CA 2017-09-26 

Donna Jacobs Massapequa, NY 2017-09-26 

Seem Wolsefer Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Diana Winfrey Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Richard Crane Huntington Beach, CA 2017-09-26 

Mitchell Sack California 2017-09-26 

Mitra Lotfi us 2017-09-26 

Peggy Holter Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Colin Morawski Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Marlee Boyd Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

zaheed alejo Santa Monica, CA 2017-09-26 

Dorie zuckerman 17205 Barcelona, Spain 2017-09-26 

avenida de la herradura 

Myra Crowe Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Natalie Reichman Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Lucian Cojescu Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Christine Wolfson us 2017-09-26 



Name Location Date 

Saad Javed Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Alison Williams Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Cecilia Peck Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Patricia May Dunn Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Don Steele Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Amanda Gruen Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Patric Cohen Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Jon Winokur Huntington Beach, CA 2017-09-26 

Colleen Sher Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Mark Barnes Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Laurie Powell California 2017-09-26 

Kathleen O'Brien Sunderland California 2017-09-26 

Jill Piscatella Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Joe Piscatella Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Mike Bakrevski Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Louise Mccurry us 2017-09-26 

Malena Law Santa Monica, CA 2017-09-26 

Randall Morandi Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Nicola Buck Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

TedJung us 2017-09-26 

Billie Phelps Beverly Hills, CA 2017-09-26 

Peter Buck Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 



Name Location Date 

Ahmad Riahinejad Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

David Diederich Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Claudia Maizey Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Sung eun Kim Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Monica Mihell Santa Monica, CA 2017-09-26 

Richard Cisar Sierra Vista, AZ 2017-09-26 

ADRIAN MAIZEY Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Patrice Dobrowitsky Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Karen O'Brien New York 2017-09-26 

Heather Mischer Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-26 

Elena Cates Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

Michel Eberhardt Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-26 

wayne smith Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-27 

dolores jordan Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-27 

Traci Mars Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-27 

Holly Pittluck Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-27 

Alison Lohse Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-27 

Jason Wong Huntington Beach, CA 2017-09-27 

Liana Martin Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-27 

Kathi Magnussen Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-27 

Michelle Reinlieb Pacific Pal isades, CA 2017-09-27 

Elizabeth Carlitz Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-27 



Name Location Date 

Jennifer Acosta Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-27 

Bonnie Baehr Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-27 

Grace Chin Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-27 

Karen Canup Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-27 

Chris Robb Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-27 

Neil Godsey Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-27 

James Mellor California 2017-09-27 

David White Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-27 

Kimberley Chase Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-27 

James Corbett Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-27 

Nancy Leung Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-27 

David haynie Venice, CA 2017-09-27 

Zane Bair Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-27 

Logan Elliott Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-27 

Chris Martin Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-27 

L Schinto Van Nuys, CA 2017-09-27 

Keith Stoler Portland, OR 2017-09-27 

Greg Kaiser Newport Beach, CA 2017-09-27 

Susan Perry Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-27 

Martyne EMANUEL Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-27 

Amanda Gilb Louisville, KY 2017-09-27 

Edward Owens Simi Valley, CA 2017-09-27 



Name Location Date 

Michael Gelber us 2017-09-27 

Andrew Flad Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-27 

Colin Sibley Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-27 

Daniel Picarel Northridge, CA 2017-09-27 

Linda Luna stephenville, TX 2017-09-27 

Justin Cole us 2017-09-27 

Christine Buyny Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Kathie Burke Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-28 

Nima Mashkouri Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Nousha Soofi Huntington Beach, CA 2017-09-28 

Bonnie Zucker Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Bonnie Zucker Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Liseth Searle Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Courtney Wyman Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Peter Wyman Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

David Grinsfelder Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-28 

Jason Wolsefer Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Larisa Pinsky Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Danielle Colvert Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

George-Ann Tobin Washington, DC 2017-09-28 

Patrick Klein New York, NY 2017-09-28 

Gina Ladinsky Marina Del Rey, CA 2017-09-28 



Name Location Date 

Joe Sarmiento Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Courtney Bonds Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

William Clark Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Shsron MacDuffee Bucharest, Romania 2017-09-28 

Dean Catalano Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Debra Bergman Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Lori Middleton Waianae, HI 2017-09-28 

Mirna Pokrywka Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

gareth davies Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-28 

Paul Aguilar Malibu, CA 2017-09-28 

Ira Meisler Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-28 

Carol Rush Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Charlie Dimont Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-28 

Kate Oakland Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Karin Elliott Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-28 

Kimberly Ling Whittier, CA 2017-09-28 

Jp Delespinois Bell, CA 2017-09-28 

Andrew Culbertson Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-28 

Margaret ODonnell Santa Monica, CA 2017-09-28 

William Elder Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Craig Natvig Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-28 

Tamara White Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-28 



Name Location Date 

Bridgitte Fanous Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Clarke and Janelle Howatt Bishop, CA 2017-09-28 

Craig Tilson Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

kunji wang Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Marie-Pierre Desaulniers Anaheim, CA 2017-09-28 

Josh Gordon Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Stacie Shaheen Huntington Park, CA 2017-09-28 

SONJA PANAJOTOVIC Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-28 

Carole Pernin Whittier, CA 2017-09-28 

Damon Geller Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Erin Banks Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Jacqueline Bevins-Pack Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-28 

Jared Carlitz SanJose,CA 2017-09-28 

Bobby Ashrafi San Diego, CA 2017-09-29 

amber scholer Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-29 

Alla Ponty Santa Monica, CA 2017-09-29 

Mary Mcmurry Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-29 

Teresa Atlassi Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-29 

Helen Kim Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-29 

Teri Hess Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-29 

francine sohn Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-29 

Sandrine Marten Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-29 



Name Location Date 

Wanichaya Phunpruk Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-29 

Mo Davani Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-29 

Salah Bendifallah Los Angeles, US 2017-09-29 

Matthew Reiser Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-29 

Matthew Grinsfelder Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-29 

Brett Duffy Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-29 

Laura Kasha pacific palisades, CA 2017-09-29 

Deanna Emad Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-09-29 

Jennifer Glaser Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-29 

Mark Davidson Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-29 

John Aldinger Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-29 

Susann Rohwedder Santa Monica, CA 2017-09-29 

Lucy Kerner Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-29 

Katherine Kerner Buena Park, CA 2017-09-30 

Alex Kerner Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-30 

Rachael Smith Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-30 

Carmel Kadrnka Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-30 

George Oppong Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-30 

Nathalie Benoit us 2017-09-30 

Mary Jane Lepo Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-30 

Monique MoD tt Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-30 

Lucy Fontanills Arlington, MA 2017-09-30 



Name Location Date 

peter branch Los Angeles, CA 2017-09-30 

kevin kasha pacific palisades, CA 2017-09-30 

John Battistessa Valencia, CA 2017-09-30 

Kwi De Silva Los Angeles, CA 2017-10-01 

Molly Rabuchin Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-01 

Nathalie Bagby Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-01 

Gregory Lessans Los Angeles, CA 2017-10-01 

Jim Jackson Lambertville, NJ 2017-10-01 

Tom Meade Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-01 

Howard Siegel Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-01 

Herb Leary Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-01 

Carrie Stett Los Angeles, CA 2017-10-01 

Janet Walther Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-01 

Karen Moore Sudbury, MA 2017-10-01 

Ann Chappel Los Angeles, CA 2017-10-02 

Eileen Cook Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-02 

Lindee Shadrake Venice, CA 2017-10-02 

ellis horowitz Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-02 

Viktar Yurasau Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-02 

Caesar Abed Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-02 

Tamara Yurasava Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-02 

Dimitri Yurasau Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-02 



Name Location Date 

Dennis Gaskin Los Angeles, CA 2017-10-02 

Alaa Abed Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-02 

Sarah Abu Shanab Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-02 

Patrick Brady Los Angeles, CA 2017-10-02 

Diane Morgan Santa Monica, CA 2017-10-02 

Joanna Turtle Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-02 

JEff Martin Los Angeles, CA 2017-10-02 

Jane DuBovy Bellflower, CA 2017-10-02 

Robert Baker Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-02 

Will Walkenhorst Santa Monica, CA 2017-10-02 

ness moadeb Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-02 

Brenda Choi Las Vegas, NV 2017-10-02 

catherine eaton pac pal, CA 2017-10-03 

Shaun Lynn Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-03 

Heather Keller Pacific Palisades, CA 2017-10-03 

Michael Portnoy Moscow, Russia 2017-10-03 



10/17/2017 

Connect 
ate 
ollabo. te 

1525 Palisades Dr 
1 message 

Scarlett Fisher <scar1ettfisher10@gmail.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

City of Los Angeles Mail - 1525 Palisades Dr 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Tue, Oct 17, 2017 at 10:48 AM 

My name is Scarlett Fisher and I'm 10 years old. I'm in the fifth grade at Curtis School. My house is across from where 
the new dewlopment would be. I'm wry sad because my bedroom looks right down at the lot. We mowd up to the 
Highlands from Santa Monica so we wouldn't haw to be around huge buildings like this one would be. There are no 
buildings like that up here, and it will look like a giant spaceship landed by my bedroom. It will be bright all the time, and 
it won't fit in with our beautiful community. I low it up here. I finally feel safe. Please don't let them build this. Please! 

Low, 
Scarlett 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mai l/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js-.er=BN KYf1~0.en.&l.iew=pt&search= inbox&th= 15f2b73bbc5133e3&siml= 15f2b73bbc5133e3 
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Regardmg Proposed ProJect at 1525 North PahsiH~!D~i~":/ITiON 
Department of City Planning Case No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

California Environmental Quality Act No. ENV-2017-2171-CE 

To the City of Los Angeles Department of Planning and the Honorable Associate Zoning 
Administrator: 

My name is Harris S. Leven, and my wife and I are the owners and residents of 1674 Michael 
Lane, Pacific Palisades, California 90272, which is in the Michael Lane Villas, a complex of 
townhouse condominiums directly across Vereda De La Montura from the site of the proposed 
project: I have, and have had, relatives in assisted living facilities and unfortunately in facilities 
for patients suffering from Alzheimer's and dementia ("memory care facilities") and am quite 
familiar with the operations of those facilities. Also, I am 70 years old. Consequently, I have 
taken a strong interest in the proposed project. 

After thoughtfully reviewing the site plans and filings of Palisades Drive, LP and Mr. Rony Shram 
( collectively the "Developer") for a four-story, 64,646 square foot facility for up to 65 residents in 
assisted living and up to 31 in memory care at the comer of Palisades Drive and Vereda De La 
Montura, I must strenuously oppose the project. An assisted living / memory care ( often referred 
to as "elder care") facility might be built in what is generally known as "the Highlands," but the 
Developer's proposed building is totally incompatible with the character and tone of the Highlands 
community. Indeed, if the Developer merely wanted to put up a building that was hostile and an 
insult to the neighboring residences, it could not have proposed a better structure. 

Below is a summary of the key points why the Developer's proposed elder care facility should be 
rejected by the Department of Planning or if it is to be approved, why substantial modifications 
are needed to make the structure compatible with its surroundings. Facts, data, and further 
discussions supporting these key points follow. 

• The Developer is proposing to build in the Highlands what it describes as a four-story 
structure, but effectively is a five-story glass, metallic, and wood laminate, flat-roofed 
''office-style" structure in the heart of a neighborhood of one and two-story single-family 
homes and two and three-story townhouses built predominately in a Mediterranean or 
rustic design with standard sloped roofs. The Developer's building will be totally out of 
character with the Highlands and the natural mountain parkland that surrounds the 
Highlands. 

• The Developer is proposing a structure that will have a floor area ratio ("FAR") or 
structural density of l .50. By comparison, the one other commercial property in the 
Highlands has a FAR or 0.27, and the condominium complexes that house the nearest 
neighbors to the Developer's site have FARs of0.50 to 0.72. At a minimum, the structure 
should be reduced by one floor and have at least double the setbacks that the Developer 
proposes. 
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• The Developer is proposing to build an elder care facility in a location that can provide no 
enriched services to assisted living and memory care residents other than a single, modest 
size restaurant. The Highlands is a totally "car dependent" area, and the nearest retail 
shopping is in a small strip center 2.3 miles from the proposed facility near the foot of 
Palisades Drive at West Sunset Boulevard. 

• The Developer states that the maximum staffing of the elder care facility at any one time 
will be 20. That number will have to include administrators, ancillary staff, kitchen and 
wait staff, and housekeeping and maintenance staff, which will leave virtually no one to 
provide direct care to the up to 65 assisted living residents and the up to 31 memory care 
residents. The Developer's absurd estimate of staffing raises serious questions about 
whether the planned on-site parking will be adequate and about the Developer' s contention 
that the proposed facility does not require a traffic assessment or further study. 

• Other than those related to the hauling away of excavated dirt, the Developer' s filings do 
not address environmental concerns or the effect of large scale, probably multi-year 
construction on the adjoining park land or on the nearby residents. Those concerns and 
effects need to be addressed because all construction equipment, materials, and workers 
will have to travel on a single street, Palisades Drive, and use a single side street, Vereda 
De La Montura, to get to the construction site. 

• Less than five miles from the proposed project site, at the western edge of the Pacific 
Palisades "downtown," there is a three-story elder care facility housing 22 assisted living 
and 21 memory care residents with a total staff of 65. That facility is in harmony with its 
surrounding neighborhood and its location offers its residents a full array of enriched 
services. That existing elder care facility in the Pacific Palisades demonstrates that in sharp 
contrast to the what the Developer is seeking to build, a reasonably designed and sized 
elder care facility can be appropriately located and operated. 

1) The Developer's proposed structure is totally incompatible with the character and tone of 
the Highlands and the surrounding city and state Parks. 

The only access to the Highlands is Palisades Drive. From West Sunset Boulevard, Palisades 
Drive travels north and then after about 0.4 mile enters an undeveloped canyon through the City's 
Santa Ynez Park. About 1.8 miles up Palisades Drive and at an elevation of approximately 500 
feet above sea level, the canyon opens up to the Highlands, a carefully planned residential 
development that continues north and east on Palisades Drive and Chastain Parkway to the 
Temescal Ridge Trail entrance to Topanga State Park, which is about 4.0 miles from Sunset 
Boulevard and at an elevation of almost 1500 feet. Smaller streets branch off Palisades Drive and 
Chastain Parkway to provide access to residential homes and townhouses. There is no level land 
within the Highlands except for brief stretches that are man-made. The Developer's proposed 
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project site is at the heart of the Highlands, 2.4 miles up Palisades Drive at an elevation of 700 
feet. 

The Highlands itself is made up of one and two-story single family homes and two and three story 
townhouse condominiums. The townhouse complexes that would be the proposed project's 
immediate neighbors are of a Mediterranean style with stucco exteriors painted white, natural 
colored clay tile roofs at a standard slope, and wood balconies and trim either painted dark brown 
or in natural cedar. The vast majority of the single-family homes and the other townhouse 
complexes in the area are also of a Mediterranean style or are rustic in nature, but all have roofs of 
a standard slope. The remaining homes vary, but are compatible with the predominate styles. All 
of this can readily be seen by looking at mapping on the Los Angeles County Assessor's Internet 
site or on aerial maps available on the Google Maps and Microsoft Bing Internet sites such as are 
referenced on the Department of Planning's own site (see pages 1 (L.A. County Assessor's map 
of the west half of the Highlands) and 2 (Bing aerial view) of the attachments to this testimony). 

The Santa Ynez Park bisects part of the Highlands on the west, and in fact, the Developer's 
proposed project site is adjacent to that part of the park. The Santa Ynez Park also surrounds the 
Highlands to the south, and the remainder of the Highlands is surrounded by Topanga State Park. 
Besides the Temescal Ridge Trail, there are two other hiking trail entrances to Topanga State Park 
that happen to be about 450 feet and 2000 feet, respectively, from the proposed project site. Both 
the Santa Ynez and Topanga State Parks around the Highlands and south of the Highlands along 
Palisades Drive are of mountainous terrain covered by the dense vegetation in a wild state that is 
typical of the Santa Monica Mountains. The only exceptions are the hiking trails, the fire roads 
that generally are along the ridges of the mountains, and some civil infrastructure along Palisades 
Drive south of the Highlands (e.g., fire hydrants and fencing to protect the street from rock slides). 
The Parks include wild life that is endemic to the area. In fact, when I walk my dogs in the late 
evening I am wary of coyotes as I occasionally see them within the confines of my condominium 
complex or strolling down Michael Lane. More pleasant are the sounds of deer that on rare 
occasions clomp through the green belt in my complex and below my balcony in search of moist 
plants to eat. 

2) The Developer's proposed structure would be totally out of sync in height, architectural 
style, and structural density with the neighboring structures in particular and the Highlands 
in general. 

In addressing the required findings for approval of a site plan review the Developer has stated that: 
"[t]he Project Site is located within a highly urbanized area of the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan, with commercial designated land uses" ( emphasis added). If the Developer' s 
concept of a suburban area is Death Valley, then yes, the Highlands is by comparison a "highly 
urbanized area." But the reality is that the Highlands is not even a pure suburban area; it is a blend 
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of Santa Monica Mountain rural and well laid out suburban, but purely residential, neighborhoods 
and condominium complexes. 

At the very heart of the Highlands the Developer is proposing to incise a four story, flat-roofed, 
predominately glass and metallic (with some high-pressure oak laminate) high rise office building
style structure that will contrast sharply with the essentially Mediterranean/ rustic style homes and 
townhouses of the community. Also, even though the proposed building site is at about 700 feet 
in elevation, because of the steep terrain of the Highlands the Developer would need to completely 
screen and cover the building's mechanical equipment to keep it from being visible from the homes 
and townhouses higher up on Palisades Drive and neighborhood streets. Thus, even if a flat roofed 
building was deemed acceptable (which it shouldn't be), the Developers proposed building will be 
a full two stories higher than any other structure in the Highlands because the stairwell and elevator 
columns and the screening for the building's mechanical equipment will essentially add a fifth 
story. Moreover, at its southeast comer the building will effectively be six stories because the Pl 
level of the parking garage will take advantage of the steep slope of Palisades Drive and being at 
or very near ground level at that point, the garage will be open for ingress and egress onto Palisades 
Drive. Interestingly, the Developer's filings do not show artists I architectural "views" or pictures 
of the building from the southeast or east, but show only a carefully staged "view" from the 
northeast in which a tree that doesn't currently exist hides the southeast comer of the building and 
a "view" from the northwest. In both "views" the building appears to be about three stories. That 
appearance of a shorter building is because the Developer's building site is 6 or more feet below 
the sidewalks along Vereda De La Montura and part of Palisades Drive, which also means that 
about a quarter of the rooms for memory care residents will be below street level and the sidewalks. 

The Developer is proposing the highest possible floor area ratio ("FAR") or structural density 
building (i.e., square feet of floor space to square feet of the building's site) with the least, or very 
close to the least, ameliorating features ( e.g., required setbacks, off-street parking spaces) possible 
under the Department of Planning's guidelines. The proposed building will have 64,646 square 
feet of floor space on 43,124 square feet of land for a floor area ratio of 1.50. By contrast,. the 
condominium complexes to north, east and southeast of the Developer's site have floor area ratios 
ranging from 0.50 to 0. 72. The sole commercial property in the Highlands is just south of the 
Developer's site and has a floor area ratio of0.27, which is about one-sixth of the structural density 
as the Developer's proposed project. What the Developer calls "open space" to the west of its site 
is a ravine that is part of the Santa Ynez Park, which, of course, has a floor area ratio of 0.00. In 
short, the Developer's proposed building will have between two to almost six times the floor area 
ratio or structural density of anything around it. These figures are not conjecture; they can readily 
be determined by looking at maps and related sheets and pages publically available on the Los 
Angeles County Assessor's Internet site. Thus, the Developer's statement in Item No. 4 related to 
the Eldercare Facility Unified Permit Findings that its proposed facility "is of similar overall size 
(height and floor area) as the condominium building [sic] that make up the majority of the land 
use in the immediate neighborhood" is totally false. 
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The Developer also is proposing to have a ten-foot setback along Palisades Drive for the building 
and a seven-foot setback along V ereda De La Montura. These setbacks are less than half of those 
found elsewhere in the Highlands as can readily be seen from the data on the County Assessor's 
Internet site and the aerial photography referenced above. The single major exception to the 15 to 
20+ foot setbacks found throughout the Highlands is the dining patio of a restaurant on the one 
other commercial property. That patio abuts the sidewalk along the west side of Palisades Drive, 
but is separated by a low wood wall. The patio is covered by a canvas roof, and side panels of 
canvas and clear vinyl fill the space between the low wall and the roof when the weather requires 
it or when the restaurant is closed. While it may be preferable that the patio also be setback from 
the sidewalk, at least the patio is a one-story mostly soft-sided structure and not a four or five story 
glass and metallic high-rise building. 

3) Except for one restaurant, there are no "enriched services" for the residents of the 
proposed elder care facility. 

The sole commercial facilities in the Highlands are two small, interconnected two-story buildings 
totaling 12,590 sq. ft. (per the County Assessor's data) on a 1.1 acre site just south of the proposed 
project's site. The two buildings are rustic in style with roofs of a standard slope, and they are 
very similar in color and character to a complex of townhouses farther south on Palisades Drive. 
Contained within the buildings are a small day spa, the modest size restaurant, the offices of some 
residents in the area ( e.g., the office of a realtor living in my complex) and a couple of service 
businesses (e.g., a tailor's shop). Other than the restaurant, there are no retail establishments in 
the two buildings that would bring people to the Highlands. 

There are no places of worship, libraries, schools, civic centers, coffee shops, stores, or 
entertainment facilities ( other than the steep hiking trails) in the Highlands. There is no bus or 
public transportation available to the Highlands other than taxicabs and the like. The Highlands 
is a "car dependent" area and is likely to remain so for the foreseeable future. The closest retail 
shopping is in a small strip center near the foot of Palisades Drive about 2.3 miles south of the 
Developer's proposed project site. In information provided in response to the question in the 
Eldercare Facility Unified Permit form asking about enriched services provided off-site and within 
1500 feet, the Developer could only reference the single restaurant and then state that the "property 
adjoins walkable streets through residential neighborhoods and open space area," but it neglected 
to mention that except for about 200 feet along V ereda De La Montura, the sidewalks along 
Palisades Drive and other nearby streets have a slope of about 1 to 10 (1 foot vertical rise per 10 
feet of horizontal distance) per USGS and Google Maps. Sidewalks with such slopes are unlikely 
to be of benefit to most residents of the proposed elder care facility. 
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4) The Developer has asserted that the staff of the elder care facility will be 20 at any given 
time and that all deliveries of food and supplies to the facility will be in small vans. These 
are totally unrealistic assertions and raise serious questions about the adequacy of the 
proposed structure's garage and on-site parking and the Developer's claim that no traffic 
as~essment or study is needed. 

In a letter dated September 5, 2017 sent to some owners and residents of the Highlands and mailed 
one day before the Department of Planning mailed its Notice of Public Hearing, Mr. Shram stated, 
among other things that "[t]he proposed project would be a world-class assisted living 
community," that "staff would be transported mostly via shuttle," and that "[w]e designed the 
building with underground loading docks that only accommodate small vans, so there would be 
no large trailers serving the building"1 (see page 3 of the attachments). Yet nowhere in the 
Developer's filing can I find a plan to shuttle staff to the building or an explanation of where the 
staff would park to use the shuttle service - there are no publically available parking lots in the 
area other than the undersized lot serving the small retail strip center at the foot of Palisades Drive, 
which is for customer use only, and the pay-to-park beach lots along the Pacific Coast Highway. 
Nor is there any explanation of how vendors supplying food and equipment to the elder care 
facility's kitchen, materials to the housekeeping staff, or medical supplies to the memory care unit 
will be forced to use only small vans. More than likely the food and supplies will be delivered in 
medium to large "box" trucks that will have to be parked on Vereda De Le Montura for unloading. 
Finally, I find it difficult to visualize an underground garage that can accommodate only small 
van-size trucks as the Developer referenced in the quote above and in responses related to the 
required Site Plan Review Findings, while at the same time accommodating "standard collection 
trucks" for trash and recycling removal as stated in those same responses. 

In materials related to the Eldercare Facility Unified Permit filings the Developer states that there 
would only be a maximum of twenty staff at the facility at any given time (and hence, the facility 
would have no more than the equivalent of sixty full-time employees in total). For a "world-class 
assisted living" facility, let alone a facility with a memory care unit, that is absurd.2 In my 
experience, albeit limited, the ratio of caregiver staff to residents in memory care is 1 to 4 ( one 
caregiver to every four residents) and the ratio in assisted living is 1 to 6 for a quality care facility. 
Thus, for the up to 31 residents in memory care and up to 65 residents in assisted living the 
proposed facility would require 18-19 caregiving staff, the bulk of whom would have to be on site 

1 Mr. Shram also asserts that a "vast majority" of the Highlands residents supported his earlier ill-conceived 
project and that "some members" of the Highlands community provided feedback that supported the building of 
an elder care facility in the Highlands. For what it is worth, Mr. Shram made no attempt to gather widespread 
community input for his current project or to even broadly notify the community about it until the last possible 
moment. 

2 Although the safety of the elder care facility's residents may not be within the scope of the Department of 
Planning's review, one wonders how twenty staff members can safely evacuate 31 memory care residents and 
65 assisted living residents from a four-story building in the event of a fire, earthquake, or other potential disaster. 
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during the early morning to late evening hours. And those 18-19 staff members do not include the 
kitchen and wait staffs, housekeeping and maintenance personnel, administrators, ancillary staff, 
or any others brought in to operate the salons shown on the Developer's building plans or to 
provide enrichment activities for the residents. If the Developer truly intends to operate a "world
class" elder care facility, it is far more likely that the facility will employ well over 100 equivalent 
full-time employees, the majority of whom must be on-site during the peak daylight hours. A 
realistic assessment of the on-site staff at any given time is important, because while the 66 
underground parking spaces in the proposed facility might be adequate for the staff and for the 
vans to provide transportation to the residents, that number of spaces would leave virtually no on
site parking for the residents' visitors or for the private duty caregivers that the families of memory 
care and assisted living residents often employ. With due respect to the Department of Planning's 
minimum guidelines and absent requiring further study by the Developer, it seems most likely that 
contrary to the Developer's assertions the proposed elder care facility will result in substantial 
over-flow parking along both sides of Palisades Drive and Vereda De La Montura. 

In statements responding to Objective 13-1 related to the Site Plan Review Findings and in 
responses related to the necessary findings for an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit, the Developer 
states peak-hour trip numbers that apparently were generated through the application of the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual. I do not have $500-$900 to spend 
to buy that manual, nor would the days available between my receipt of the Notice of Public 
Hearing and the October 4, 2017 hearing have afforded me the time to learn and apply the manual's 
formulas, but I believe that the Developer's numbers are low given its understatement of the 
staffing level for its proposed elder care facility. And remember that all traffic into the Highlands 
and to the proposed facility will travel on a single street, Palisades Drive. At the very least, the 
Developer's proposed project should not be approved until a traffic impact analysis using realistic 
staffing levels and trips by private caregivers and visitors to the elder care facility's residents is 
performed. 4 

3 In his September 5, 2017 letter, Mr. Shram touts that the assisted living unit would be for "healthy and vibrant 
seniors." That parrots the "advertising speak" of senior living facility operators and although it may be true at 
the outset, the fact is we all age. Sooner or later a resident in assisted living becomes better served in a higher 
care nursing facility, but he/she seldom moves to one. Rather, if resources permit, the family of the resident 
simply augments the staff of the assisted living facility with private caregivers. Indeed, hiring private caregivers 
is often less costly than having the resident in a nursing facility. 

4 Paragraph Q of the Department of Planning's Environmental Assessment Form (CP-1204) provides that a 
traffic assessment review by the Department of Transportation may be required for apartment and condominium 
projects that approach or exceed the thresholds of 40 and 48 units, respectively. Even if the Developer's numbers 
for the elder care facility's staff are accepted, the combination of trips by private caregivers, visitors, delivery 
vehicles, and staff can be expected to exceed the number of trips generated by the residents of 40 apartments or 
48 condominiums. 
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5) The environmental impacts on the adjacent park land and the potential effects on the 
neighbors of the proposed facility's site, particularly those who need to travel on Vereda De 
La Montura, during what could be a lengthy construction period need to be studied and 
addressed. 

Other than documents related to the hauling of dirt and excavation materials from the proposed 
facility's site and some conclusory statements regarding environmental impacts, I found nothing 
in the Developer's filing related to the impacts of the construction itself (or I missed seeing it). 
While I don't know how long the construction would take, I doubt it would be a short-term event. 
Hence, there are the issues of noise and dust during the construction process and impacts on the 
adjoining City park land that should be addressed. Also, because the proposed building's footprint 
takes up most of the flat area of the site, I suspect that part of Vereda De La Montura will end up 
being used for the layout of construction materials, parking for construction equipment, and 
parking for the construction workers. Thus, during the construction period, the primary access to 
my condominium complex and to the Highlands Villas complex on the other side of Michael Lane, 
and the only access to the subdivision of single family homes at the end of Vereda De La Montura 
could be severely restricted. And, of course, all construction equipment, materials, and workers 
will have to travel up Palisades Drive to get to the job site, and the workers will have to get back 
down each day. Hence, some analysis needs to be done to gauge and address the impacts of the 
construction process before any approvals are granted. 

6) An elder care facility that already exists in Pacific Palisades demonstrates that a 
reasonably sized elder care facility can be appropriately located, built, and operated. 

Ironically, an elder care facility that could be compatible with the Highlands exists less than five 
miles away at 15441 West Sunset Boulevard,just west of"downtown" Pacific Palisades. As can 
be seen in the attached pictures, Atria Park of Pacific Palisades run by Atria Senior Living is in a 
three-story, Mediterranean style structure with a sloped tile roof (see pages 4 and 5 of the 
attachments). Atria Park houses 43 residents (21 in memory care; 22 in assisted living) and has a 
total staff of 65. Atria's building does abut the sidewalk, but that is in keeping with the nearby 
structures and the "village center" tone of the area. Moreover, Atria's facility provides enriched 
off-site services for its residents as it is served by two Metro bus lines, is across the street from a 
Gelson's Market and within two blocks of multiple restaurants, a Starbucks, a CVS drugstore, 
salons, a barbershop, banks, retail shops, and about 100,000 square feet of retail shopping space 
currently under development. 5 An elder care facility built in the Highlands will never provide the 
enriched off-site services of Atria's facility, but Atria's facility shows that an elder care facility of 
a size, scope, and style that is in harmony with the existing structures in the Highlands can be built 

5 Also, the Los Angeles Fire Department's Fire Station No. 69 is on West Sunset Boulevard, 0.4 mile east of 
Atria's elder care facility. 
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and operated. Thus, at a minimum, the Developer' s plans should be modified to create such a 
facility. 

Conclusion. 

I urge the Department of City Planning to reject the Developer's proposed project primarily 
because it is incompatible in scale, height, floor area ratio, and design with the nearest structures, 
with the general residential tone of the Highlands, and with the surrounding Parks. The 
Developer's proposed structure is essentially that of an office building that might fit right in on 
some stretches of Wilshire or Sepulveda Boulevards, but it is totally out of place on Palisades 
Drive and Vereda De La Montura in the Highlands. Barring rejection of the application, the 
Department should require the Developer to: 1) reduce its proposed structure to three stories and 
no more than a height of 33 feet, which is the prevailing height of the neighboring structures; 2) 
change the architecture of the building to a Mediterranean style with a sloped tile roof and a roof 
that fully conceals the building's mechanical equipment; 3) increase the setbacks along Palisades 
Drive and Vereda De La Montura to 20 and 15 feet respectively; 4) increase the height of the Pl 
level of the garage and install a loading dock to accommodate deliveries in "box" trucks; and 5) 
add an additional level of underground parking if a realistic assessment of the parking requirements 
for staff, visitors, and private duty caregivers requires such parking even after the reduction in 
residents due to the elimination of a floor of the building. 

Thank you for considering this testimony. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Harris S. Leven 
harris.leven@gmail.com 
713-851-9895 ( cell) 



The State of California 

County of Los Angeles 

§ 

§ 

AFFIDAVIT 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned notary public, this day personally appeared Harris S. Leven, whom 
being duly sworn according to law, deposes and says: 

"My name is Harris S. Leven. I am oflegal age and an owner and resident of 1674 Michael 

Lane, Pacific Palisades, California 90272. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the 

State of California that the foregoing testimony and the statements and opinions therein are true 

and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief" 

~~L 
Harris S. Leven 

On September 2 r 4, 2017, before me M :~~J ~J ~oZI, I No~~ 8 U1u 
personally appeared Harris S. Leven, who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be 
the person whose name is subscribed to the foregoing testimony and acknowledged to me that he 
executed the same as shown by his signature. 

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 
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September 5, 2017 
Dear Neighbor, 

Since acquiring the lot on the corner of Palisades Drive and Verada de la Montura in 2013, we have proactively 
communicated our development plans. I wanted to share the latest details with you: 

We presented several ideas for this property, among which was a condominium building of 33 residences. While a 
vast majority of the Highlands supported the project through PHPC votes and extensive association surveys, the 
requisite zone change process proved too lengthy and unpredictable. Ultimately, we found alternative uses for the 
site compatible with the existing commercial zoning. 

After conducting several land use and market analyses we arrived at a project that would (a) fully comply with the 
Cl-lH zoning of the parcel; (b) conform to the quiet nature of the Highlands, while fulfilling the community ' s 
desires for a residential project on that site; and (c) be minimally invasive and harmonious with the neighborhood. 
Meeting these criteria, we are currently entitling the site for senior living. 

While it is residential in nature, senior living is allowable in commercial zones. Our architects have modified the 
plans for the previously proposed condominium structure, utilizing much of the same general building envelope and 
aesthetic, as presented at several meetings held at The Summit Club. The contemporary design utilizes wood, glass 
and stone, in homage to the natural topography of the Highlands and strives to blend seamlessly into the surrounding 
hillside. 

The proposed project would be a world-class assisted living community for healthy and vibrant seniors with a full 
wellness spa, pool, gym and personal training, It is not a nursing home for those in need of constant medical 
supervision and emergency hospital visits. As such, the environmental impact of the project is minimal: residents 
are generally healthy, so there are no frequent ambulance trips inherent to nursing homes; they do not drive, thus 
generating virtually no traffic; and staff would be transported mostly via shuttle. We designed the building with 
underground loading docks that only accommodate small vans, so there will be no large trailers serving the building. 
Deliveries will be neither visible nor audible. This project would generate significantly less traffic, noise and 
parking impacts than nearly any other residential or commercial alternative. 

The decision to pursue senior living was made with feedback we received from some members of the Highlands 
community who expressed a lack of options for older adults who wish to age in place. These sentiments were 
echoed by two independent market studies showing that Los Angeles in general and the Palisades in particular lack 
adequate housing for seniors, trailing nearly every major metropolitan area in the country. We intend to offer 
preferential terms exclusive to Highlands residents in hopes of serving the immediate community. 

The city will tentatively be holding a public hearing on this project in the coming weeks. We plan to break ground 
sometime in 2018. I want to establish a communication channel with you as construction moves forward, in order to 
make the process as smooth and unobtrusive as po~sible. Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not 
hesitate to contact me by phone or email. We look forward to being good neighbors and business owners in the 
Highlands for years to come. 

M~ k .. s_, _____ _ 

Rony Shram 
Palisades Drive, L.P. 
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Kevin K. McDonnell 
Direct: (310) 201-3590 
kkm@jmbm .com 

November 6, 2017 

BY EMAIL AND HAND DELIVERY 

Mr. Henry Chu 
Zoning Administrator 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City 
Planning 
200 N. Spring Street 
City Hall, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

E-Mail: henrv.chu(c1)lacitv.on1. 

Re: 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Supplemental Post-Hearing Rebuttal 
1525 N. Palisades Drive (the "Property") 

jmbm.com 

1900 Avenue of the Stars , 7th Floor 
Los Angeles , California 90067-4308 
(310) 203-8080 (310) 203-0567 Fax 

www.jmbm.com 

' . 
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As you know, this office represents Mr. Rony Shram and Palisades Drive, LP, 
owner and Applicant for the Property and applications referenced above. We attended and 
testified at your October 4, 2017 hearing. At the conclusion of that hearing, you announced you 
would leave the administrative record open for 30 additional days ( closing at the end of business 
November 6, 2017) during which time you would accept additional comments and materials into 
the record before making a determination on the applications. 

I. THE APPLICANTS HA VE UNDERTAKEN EXTENSIVE PUBLIC OUTREACH. 

The Applicant testified at the October 4th hearing that he had reached out to 
several local homeowner's and neighborhood associations for the nearly four years leading up to 
your hearing. The Applicant attended at least a dozen meetings and presented project details to 
attendees at each of these meetings. The Applicant offered additional one-on-one follow up with 
anyone interested and received very little feedback. Additionally, the Applicant sent a letter to at 
least 500 residents in the vicinity of the Property only weeks before the hearing. 

Despite the Applicant's efforts, some opponents testified that they had not heard 
anything about the Proj ect until they received the City's hearing notice . This is difficult to 
understand , given members of the Palisades Highlands Presidents Council ("PHPC") testified 
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that they were aware of the Applicant's efforts to reach area property owners, including the 
Applicant's presentations at the PHPC meetings. 1 The Applicant offered to provide a list of all 
addresses where his personal letters were sent. That list and a summary of the Applicants' 
outreach are attached hereto collectively as Exhibit "2". 

The Project has been closely watched by the community and covered extensively 
by local newspapers including the Palisades News and the Palisadian-Post. The Project has 
generated both opposition and support from members of the community. Unfortunately, not all 
the input has been productive. Attached hereto as Exhibit "3" is a letter to the Applicant from a 
Project supporter with an attached e-mail chain between the supporter and City Planner Courtney 
Shum followed by an e-mail from a Project opponent to the supporter after discovering the 
supporter's e-mails with Ms. Shum. Included collectively as Exhibit "4" are articles from the 
Palisadian-Post and the Palisades News covering the unsavory tactics followed by the 
opposition. Included as Exhibit "5" are support letters sent to the City Planning Department, but 
were not in the case file when the Applicant reviewed it on November 2nd and 3rd, 2017. 

The Chair of the PPCC Land Use Committee ("LUC"), Mr. Howard Robinson, 
testified at your October 4th hearing and requested you hold the administrative record open to 
allow the Applicants and concerned property owners in the Property's vicinity the opportunity to 
participate in PPCC meetings scheduled for October 26th and to report back to you prior to the 
close of the administrative record. The meetings were held as scheduled on October 26th at the 
Palisades Branch Library located at 861 Alma Real Drive, in Pacific Palisades. The LUC met 
for nearly two hours, from 5:00 p.m. to nearly 7:00 p.m. That meeting was immediately 
followed by the full PPCC meeting lasting from approximately 7:00 p.m. until almost 9:00 p.m. 
At the conclusion, the PPCC adopted a motion finding that the proposed Eldercare Facility is an 
appropriate use of the Property and noted there were some community concerns the Applicant 

d . 2 agree to review. 

II. THE PROJECT COMPLIES WITH ALL CITY ZONING REQUIREMENTS AND 
LIMITATIONS. 

The application package for the project includes an Eldercare Facility Unified 
Permit application, Site Plan Review and Coastal Development Permit application for a proposed 
four-story, 45'0" high, 64,646 sq. ft., 82 guest room unit, Eldercare Facility having both Assisted 
Living Care and Alzheimer's/Dementia Care Housing with 67 parking spaces in two 

1 PHPC member, Mr. David Dwyer, presented oral testimony confirming the Applicant's efforts 
and submitted a letter for the administrative record, dated October 2, 2017, a true and correct 
copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit "l" for your convenience . 
2 A true and correct copy of the November 2, 2017 PPCC position letter is attached hereto as 
Exhibit "6" for your convenience. 
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subterranean garage levels on a 43 ,097.74 sq. ft . lot in the Cl-1-H Zone (the "Project"). A haul 
route is required to export approximately 19,308 cubic yards of earth. 3 

LAMC Section 14.3.1 B provides that an Eldercare Facility may be approved on a 
C-zoned lot when it does not meet the "use, area, or height provisions" or other regulations. In 
this case, no deviations are required or requested from the C 1-1-H Zone requirements or 
limitations as to use, area or height. Therefore, although an Eldercare Unified Permit application 
was filed at the direction of City Planning Department staff, it is not required. 

An Eldercare Facility which, by definition in LAMC Section 12.03 includes 
Assisted Living Care Housing and Alzheimer's/Dementia Care Housing, is an expressly provided 
allowable use in the Cl Zone. LAMC Section 12.13 A.31. The Project complies with the floor 
area ratio limitation of 1.5: l for buildings in Height District 1. LAMC Section 12.21 .1 A.1. 
And, the Project complies with the "transitional height" provisions of LAMC Section 12.21 . l 
A. l 0. The building does not project into the area of the Property within the first 50'0" from the 
OS-zoned property to its rear where transitional height limits building height to 25'0". The 
building does not exceed 33'0" in height between 50'0" and 100'0" from the OS-zoned property, 
as required. The remainder of the building does not exceed a maximum height of 45'0" even 
though the transitional height limitations allow a building to reach 61 '0" in this portion of the 
Property. 

For these reasons , you announced your intention of di smissing the Eldercare 
Unified Permit application at the October 4th hearing pending further consultation with the 
Office of the City Attorney. We repeat here, as we stated at your hearing, we concur with this 
decision. 

The Site Plan Review and Coastal Development Permit applications stand on their 
own as filed with their respective supporting exhibits and narrative findings . 

III. THE OPPOSITION PROVIDES NO SUPPORTING EVIDENCE FOR ITS 
REPEATED AND UNFOUNDED CRITICISM OF THE PROJECT. 

In our letter dated October 3, 2017, we responded to 12 common false claims 
made by the same opposition that were submitted to the file prior to your October 4th hearing. 
We reviewed the September 29, 2017 letters from Luna & Glushon and the Law Offices of 
Robert Flick. The letters are almost identical in their content, even word-for-word repetitive in 
some instances. We also reviewed the 22 page letter from Jonathan and Maria Klar, also dated 
September 29, 2017. Additionally, we reviewed several e-mails from surrounding neighbors 
opposing the project, all of which repeat the same points . Oral testimony by opposing neighbors 
at your October 4th hearing offered no new or expanded information. 

3 The haul route application will be considered separately at a later date by the Board of Building 
and Safety Commissioners. 
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In addition to being repetitive, all the correspondence and oral testimony suffers 
from the same legal deficiency - the conclusory statements they all share are not supported by 
substantial evidence. In fact they include no evidentiary support whatsoever. In contrast, the 
materials submitted with our application include conclusions based on expe1t opinion drawn 
from relevant facts derived from field observation and scientific data from qualified expert 
environmental consultants Meridian Consultants. Expert eldercare facility operators, Richard 
Kale and Mike Zeug, also testified on October 4th about the advantages of the design and the 
appropriateness of the location of the Property for the Project. 

The California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") defines substantial evidence 
as "fact, a reasonable assumption predicated upon fact, or expert opinion supported by fact." 
Public Resources Code Section 21080(e)(l). The law is clear that "argument, speculation, 
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative" do not constitute substantial evidence. Id. at subdiv. (e)(2); 
CEQA Guidelines Section! 5384; see also, Newberrry Springs Water Assn. v. County of San 
Bernardino, 150 Cal. App. 3d 740 (1984) . Even where expert testimony was available, claims 
by an expert that certain things could "potentially" occur or were "reasonable to assume" did not 
constitute substantial evidence for the purposes of CEQA. Id.; see also, Citizens' Comte. to Save 
Our Village v. City of Claremont, 37 Cal. App. 4th 1157 (1995) ("speculation and conjecture," 
even if offered by an expert, do not constitute substantial evidence). Further, courts have well 
established that testimony, even by an expert, is not substantial when the party proffering that 
evidence is not qualified to render an opinion on the subject. Cathay Mortuary, Inc. v. San 
Francisco Planning Comm'n, 207 Cal. App. 3d 275 (1989). This is particularly true where, as 
here, the argument that a significant impact could occur is not supported by any expert testimony 
and consists of nothing more than suppositions and assertions, not supported by facts, that certain 
things will "undoubtedly occur." See , e.g., Apt. Assn. o.f Greater Los Angeles v. City of Los 
Angeles, 90 Cal. App. 4th 1162, 1175-76 (2001). 

The opposition has not provided one bit of expert opinion or realistic facts of any 
kind to support the unfQunded claims they keep repeating. 

A. A Category 32 Categorical Exemption is applicable. 

The opposition repeats the argument that the Category 32 Categorical Exemption 
("Cat. Ex.") under CEQA does not apply because the Property is (i) not in an urban area (Section 
15332 (b))4, (ii) the Project is not consistent with the General Plan (Section 15332(a)), (iii) there 
are significant effects associated with traffic, noise, air quality or water quality (Section 15332(d) 
and the Project conflicts with Cat. Ex. general exceptions of Section 15300.2, regarding (iv) 
Significant Effect (Section 15300.2 (c)) , and (v) Cumulative Impact (Section 15300.2(b)). 

4 All statutory citations are to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") Guidelines, 
unless noted otherwise. 
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(i) The opposition makes the unsupported claim that the Property is 
not in an urban area because of its proximity to the Topanga State 
Park and the Santa Ynez Canyon City Park. 

The Category 32 Cat. Ex. requirement that a project site be "substantially 
surrounded by urban uses" is not dependent on proximity to parks. The project site is 
substantially5 surrounded by multifamily and commercial development. Immediately next door 
from the Property to the south is an existing commercial center in the Cl-1-H Zone. 
Immediately across Vereda de la Montura to the north and immediately across Palisades Drive to 
the east are fully developed residential condominium buildings in the RD3-1 Zone. Behind the 
Property to the west is an Open Space lot zoned OS-1 XL situated between the Property and an 
adjoining single-family residential development. Moreover, the OS-1 XL zoned property was a 
part of the master planned development included within the Highlands subdivision and is 
integrated into the urban environment. It is also clear that "substantially surrounded" cannot be 
construed as completely enveloped by other urban uses. 

(ii) The opposition arguments are based on citing selected irrelevant 
statements within the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community 
Plan while ignoring those that are relevant to the Project and the 
Property. 

Robust findings in support of General Plan Consistency are found in the narrative 
accompanying the initial application for Site Plan Review and the Cat. Ex. analysis provided by 
Meridian Consultants also included in the application materials. It is established law that 
General Plan consistency can be demonstrated for a project without showing absolute agreement 
with every goal and policy statement contained within the applicable General Plan document. 

A general finding of consistency with the General Plan, does not require strict 
consistency with every policy or with all aspects of a plan. Land use plans attempt to balance a 
wide range of competing interests, and a project need only be consistent with a plan overall. 
Consequently, even though a project may deviate from some particular provisions of a plan, the 
City may still find the project consistent with that plan on an overall basis. See , e.g. , Friends of 
Lagoon Valley v. City of Vacaville, 154 Cal. App. 4th 807, 815 (2007). Therefore, because the 
Project would advance a range of planning policies articulated in the Brentwood-Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan and in the General Plan Framework and Housing Elements, the City 
may properly conclude that the Project is consistent overall with the General Plan, despite 
inconsistencies with particular policies. 

5 In-Fill Development Projects qualifying for a Categorical Exemption under 15532 (b) include 
"development that occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres 
substantially surrounded by urban uses." 
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(iii) The opposition provides no evidence whatsoever that there could 
be any significant impacts associated with traffic, noise, air quality 
or water quality. 

The Applicant included expert opinion from environmental consultants Meridian 
Consultants that the Project will not have any significant effects on traffic, noise, air quality or 
water quality based on its personal observations and data gathering at the Property as well as 
established published scientific and engineering data applicable to the Project. The opposition 
criticizes Meridian's conclusions without providing any evidence whatsoever of its own, let alone 
substantial evidence. 

(iv) The opposition makes the claim that the Cat. Ex. should not apply 
due to the exception of Section 15300.2 (c) because there is a 
reasonable possibility that the Project will have a significant effect 
on the environment based on unusual circumstances. The unusual 
circumstances claimed are the Project's proximity to the parks. 

No part of the Project is within any park and there will be no impacts whatsoever 
to the parks. The Property itself is a disturbed site that was graded decades ago as a part of the 
surrounding development. As is noted in Meridian Consultant's report included with the 
application materials, despite the unsupported assertions included in the opposition's materials,6 

there is absolutely no evidence of rare or protected species of plant or animal life on the 
Property. 

(v) The September 29, 2017 letter from Luna and Glushon at p. 9 
claims the Cat. Ex. should not apply based on cumulative impacts. 

There are only two commercially zoned lots in the entire Highlands area of the 
Pacific Palisades. One is the already developed lot adjoining the Property to its south. The other 
is the Property. There is no other commercial-type project that could possibly be contemplated 
for the Highlands area for the obvious reason that there are no other commercially zoned lots 
available for development. There is no evidence that any other development project of any kind 
is contemplated for anywhere in the Highlands. Nevertheless, the Luna Glushon letter makes the 
absurd argument that "there is no evidence to support the conclusion that the 'cumulative impact' 
of the Project will not result in any potentially significant impacts [because] [t]here are no other 
'reasonably foreseeable probably future projects' listed and none analyzed." The argument 
makes absolutely no sense. If there is no possibility of any other projects that could contribute to 
cumulative impacts, there cannot be anything to list or analyze. 

6 The September 29, 2017 letter from the Law Offices of Robert Flick at p. 5 lists over three 
pages of amphibians, insects and birds listed as threatened or endangered by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or the Federal government, without providing even a hint of 
evidence that even one of the listed species exist anywhere near the Property. 
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B. The evidence in the administrative record supports the findings for 
approval of Site Plan Review. 

To avoid repeating the findings included with the application materials and the 
responses above, we refer the Zoning Administrator to the originally submitted application 
materials and the argument provided above and in our October 3, 2017 letter. The opposition 
makes no credible argument (with no evidence to support its unfounded conclusions) that the 
Project does not satisfy the requirements for Site Plan Review. 

C. There is no substantial evidence offered to contradict the evidence 
submitted by the Applicant for approval of the Coastal Development 
Permit. 

At p. 6 of the Luna Glushon letter and repeated word-for-word in the letter from 
the Law Offices of Robert Flick at p. 12, claims are made that (i) the Project is not in conformity 
with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act because the Project is not visually compatible with 
its surroundings and (ii) the development will prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to 
prepare a Local Coastal Program. 

(i) The opposition concludes that the Project is not visually 
compatible with its surroundings. 

The opposition letters cite the Coastal Act and conclude, without any analysis 
whatsoever, that the Project is not visually compatible with the character of the surrounding 
areas because of "its proposed scale." As we have demonstrated, the Project not only complies 
with the height, area and density allowed in the C 1 Zone, it occupies a similar footprint of the 
Property as do the clusters of townhouse type development surrounding the Property. See 
attached Exhibit "7" showing the proposed building footprint superimposed on an aerial view of 
the Property. Moreover, at a maximum height of 45'0" measured from the low grade point on the 
Property, the building not only will have a finished height elevation7 lower than that of the 
nearest building to the north of the Property across Vereda de la Montura, its overall height and 
mass are far less than those of the townhouse clusters stepping up the hill to the north. See 
attached Exhibit 11 811

• 

(ii) The opposition argues that the Project will prejudice the ability of 
the City of Los Angeles to prepare a Local Coastal Program 
because of its precedent. 

The opposition has repeatedly expressed its nai've opinion that an Eldercare 
Facility is a highly impactful use. To the contrary, our experts8 experienced in the operation of 
other Eldercare Facilities, testified on October 4th that such facilities blend in well with 

7 The elevation as measured from the mean high tide line. 
8 Mr. Kale and Mr. Zeug._ 
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residential communities precisely because of their low impacts. Evidence in the record regarding 
minimal traffic impacts, including the letter from Registered Traffic Engineer Mr. Barry Kurtz, 
P.E. ,9 the Meridian Consultants findings 10 and the Department of Transportation referral 
memorandum 11 included in the original application materials demonstrate that the expectations 
of adverse impacts to a quiet residential neighborhood are unfounded. 

Because of this lack of understanding of the true character of an Eldercare 
Facility, the opposition has failed to appreciate the benefit of the Project as a positive precedent 
in the community. Not only is the Project visually compatible, it is functionally and 
programmatically compatible. As such, the Project is quite compatible with its surroundings 
and, if allowed to proceed, will establish a positive precedent representing quality development 
conscientiously designed and respectful of its surroundings. 

IV. CONCLUSION. 

The opposition has failed to provide any evidence, let alone substantial evidence, 
refuting any of the required findings presented by the Applicant in support of approval of the 
Project application. Having made the requisite findings in the affirmative to support the 
approval of the Project, we urge the Zoning Administrator to reject the unfounded claims of the 
opposition and approve the application for Site Plan Review, Coastal Development Permit and 
adopt the Categorical Exemption. 

KKM 
Enclosures 

Very truly yours, 

KEVIN K. MCDONNELL of 
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

cc: Hon. Councilmember Mike Bonin, c/o Ms. Debbie Dyner-Harris; 
debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org 
Ms. Courtney Shum; courtney.shum@lacity.org 

9 A true and correct copy of Mr. Kurtz's letter (undated) is attached hereto as Exhibit "9" 
10 Meridian Consultants' findings are included in the original application materials. 
11 A true and correct copy of the completed Department of Transportation Referral 
Form, dated August 10, 2017, is attached hereto as Exhibit "10". 
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Dear Ms. Shum: 

RE: Re: Case No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

I am a 45-year Palisades resident, I lived in the Highlands for 12 years and own a town home here 
for the last 16 years . I have served on the board of the HOA where my property is located for 

the last 13 years as well as serving as its president for 12 years. In addition, I have been 
chairman of the Palisades Highlands Presidents Council (PHPC) for the last 10 years. 

The PHPC is a well organized incorporated group of 19-22 individual HOA' s which includes 1574 

homes, clubs and commercial developments depend ing how you count them. It has been in its 
formal format since about 1991. The purpose of the PHPC is to consider and act upon matters of 
concern to the community, to facilitate and enter into contracts with the 24-hour armed 
security, the beautification of the various areas of the community, clean the canyons of trash 
and debris where possible and deal with all major issues that may affect the overall living 
conditions and safety of the neighborhood. 

I was first introduced to the Shram Family in November of 2013 as they were looking to acquire 
the commercially zoned property at 1525 Palisades Drive. The Shram family reached out to our 
Highlands Council due to our members being the president of each HOA Board of directors with 

us being the direct pathway to each of the individual homeowners within their respective 
associations. As Chair of the Palisades Highlands Presidents' Council, I worked with the 
homeowner's associations presidents or representatives at our quarterly meetings and through 
discussions over the years to benefit the commun ity with the hope that a project of a residential 
nature would be developed on that parcel by anyone who were to purchase it. In the PHPC' s 
opinion there already was one shopping center and the community did not need another, the 
parcel was not right for an office building either. Residents preferred maintaining the area's 
quiet residential nature and were willing to support a zone change. On November 21't, 2014, I 
issued a letter on behalf of the Presidents Council stating that we would be interested in a 
condominium project of 33 residences and would likely support a zone change. We insisted on 
single-level condos choice to provide options for the many seniors, residents who live in multi 
story dwellings and wanted to age in the community . These were the requests made by our 
constituents, many of whom had lived in the community since its inception. 

In September 2014 the Sh rams came to a meeting and presented their ideas for the condo 
project. The Presidents' Council members voted 13-1 in favor of supporting the condo 
development and requisite zone change. The president of Michael Lane Villas, the association 
now opposed to development, had voted for the project with much of the other associations. 
The Shrams made an additional presentation to the Presidents' Council in the spring of 2015 and 
held a community-wide event in September of that year, attended by over 100 residents-both 
supporters and opponents of the project. The developers also attended multiple Palisades 
Community Council meetings with our involvement. In addition, they hosted several HOA 
Presidents (including Michael Lane Villas President Fritz Kastner) and then president of 
Highlands Villas Leah Cox at their architects' offices to ensure their concerns were being 

addressed. 



By mid-2015, the developer still did not have Councilman Bonin office's support to obtain a zone 

change, despite multiple meetings. Alleged ly, some opponents of the Condo project had 
contacted the office to suggest that further discussions were necessary. Chris Robertson, the 
land use deputy for Mike Bonin at the time, had suggested that each individual homeowner's 
association be polled to determine whether the community would prefer a commercia l by-right 
project or a condominium building as proposed by the developer and requi ring a zone change . 

It took most of 2015 to get nearly every association to submit their pol ling. The results revealed 
that the majority of those who voted in the survey in the Highlands preferred the 64,000-square 
foot residential structure proposed by the developer. Despite these results, the Sh rams still did 
not have the endorsement of Councilman Bonin office and began considering alternatives . 

At the Presidents' Council Meeting for July 2016, the subject was broached yet again, as the 
developer was showing signs of abandoning the residential project. Paul Fuller of Palisades HOA 
ltS motioned to make an additional attempt with Councilman Bonin. The motion was seconded 
and passed by a majority. Kastner notably abstain.ed. 

The PHPC held its quarterly meeting on June 26, 2017. That is when the developer made the 

presentation informing our group of the Eldercare project and direction they are taking with the 

parcel. They addressed multiple questions and offered to present to any homeowners or 

individual associations who might be interested in hearing more details and left bus iness cards 
with contact information on the table. Being a residential type building with occupants of the 
facility residing and being mostly indoors would be better than the possibility of a large 
commercial development. The PHPC members discussed the proposed Eldercare facility and felt 
that it was a res idential setting consistent with the condo plan previously approved by the 
survey of the community associations, the building conformed to the by right entitlements, land 
use regulations and zoning ordinances for the parcel and concluded that additional redundant 
voting was not warranted. 

In summary, the Highlands Council bel ieve the developers have worked very closely with the 
member associations through the PHPC for the past several years to understand and address 
the concerns brought to them by those who chose to be engaged in the process when t he 
Shrams asked for input from the community. I believe the current direction the Shram 
development has taken may be the best for our community when com pared with other 
commercial projects proposed. During their most recent presentation to the PHPC it was 
pointed out that they expect very little traffic coming in and out of the proposed Eldercare 
facility, the expected residents aren't loud and the residences are mostly self-contained. It's 
basically the same residential condo building previously presented and widely supported but 
without individual owners with roof top terraces and outside entertainment areas, parking 
issues, potentially loud neighbors and traffic. The developers stated that ambulances do not 
frequent eldercare communities as commonly as some people tend to believe. 



There is a substantial population of older residents who have lived in the Palisades Highlands or 
adjacent neighborhoods for decades and dread the prospects of having to move away, 
particularly those in town homes with many stairs. This project provides an option for them to 
remain in the community since there is only one facility in the Palisades village near Gelsons. It 
also allows some of the younger crowd living here to bri ng their parents closer to them . It is our 
responsibili ty as a society to house the elderly in the very same neighborhoods in which they 
had lived for many years, rather than ca llously pushing them out of the community that they 
know and love. 

As Chairman of the Palisades Highlands Presidents Council, I can confidently conclude that thi s 
project shall be positive for our community. The developer has taken every step possible to 
demonstrate their sincerity in serving the needs of the community and addressing the concerns. 

I request that the LA City Council support and that you approve the pending application in its 
present form. 
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Declaration on outreach and community engagement by applicant Rony Shram 
Case No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

When we first purchased the property in late 2013, community leaders had expressed their 
preferences to see a project of a residential nature on this commercially zoned lot. Specifically, 
their concerns were for an aging senior population living in duplexes and triplexes who were 
beginning to face difficulties with the stairs in their units. They wanted flat units where these 
long-time Highlands residents could age in place. 

On May 19, 2014, a residential project of roughly 65,000 feet was brought up in front of 14 
homeowner's association presidents at the meeting of the Palisades Highlands Presidents' 
Council who eventually decided to have us make a presentation to the community. 
Minutes from that meeting are marked exhibit A and are appended below. 

On August 12, 2014 we held that community wide meeting with our architects and land use 
consultants to present our concept. This meeting was attended by over 100 people-both 
supporters and opponents of the the proposed project. 

We returned to the Presidents' Council on Sept 22, 2014 to present the project in further detail 
and also a commercial alternative we were considering-mixed use with eight residential units 
over office and retail. After a discussion, a motion was called for a vote. Thirteen homeowner's 
associations on the Palisades Highlands Presidents' Council voted to support our residential 
development-including the President of Michael Lane Villas, the association in which most of 
the residents currently opposing this application reside. Only one HOA President voted against 
it. Minutes from that meeting are marked exhibit Band are appended below. 

At the presentation we reiterated our commitment to working with community leaders to design 
a project we were all comfortable with . Leah Cox Vice Chair of the PHPC and President of 
Highlands Villas HOA and Fritz Kastner, President of Michael Lane Villas wanted to review 
some of their concerns with our design team and on Nov 10, 2014, we hosted a meeting at our 
architects' offices. 

On November 13, 2014 we made a presentation to the Pacific Palisades Community Council 
which was interrupted by a group of opponents to the project. 

Four weeks later (Dec 4, 2014 ), we held a meeting at Councilman Bonin 's office with Dave 
Dwyer (PHPC Chair) , Peter Culhane, HOA President for The Summit, by far the largest HOA in 
the Highlands, and Paul Glasgall of the Community Council Land Use Committee. Councilman 
Bonin 's office suggested we provide additional documentation to demonstrate community 
support. 

The project was brought up again to 18 HOA Presidents on March 2, 2015. Highlands Villas 
President and Co-Chair Leah Cox briefed her colleagues on our cooperation with the Council 
and all the concessions made in multiple meetings with our design team. Minutes from that 
meeting are marked exhibit C and are appended below. 



Councilman Bonin's office wanted to see even more community engagement to warrant the 
requisite zone change, so the rest of 2015 was spent having each homeowner's association poll 
their residents, Those results show a preference for the 64,000 sq/ft residential project we 
presented. Michael Lane Villas opposed any development. 

On Feb 24, 2016, fourteen HOA Presidents in the Highlands sent letters to Councilman Bonin to 
support our residential project Letters marked Exhibit D and are appended below. 

On July 18, 2016, the project was broached again at PHPC. A motion to continue supporting 
the project as well as discussions with Councilman Bonin was passed , with Michael Lane Villas 
abstaining. Minutes from that meeting are marked exhibit E and are appended below. 

By mid 2016, we realized that we needed a clearer path to development that would be 
permissible with the zoning, while still addressing the community's preferences and concerns. 
Incidentally, we had received multiple calls from major senior living operators interested in either 
purchasing the property outright or partnering for senior housing. We revisited a 2015 
marketing study commissioned the previous year which concluded that this was a "one of a 
kind" opportunity. (That study has been submitted into the file.) 

Given the extensive work we'd done with the community, we wanted to keep the project as 
consistent as possible with the residential design we had worked on for several years. Though 
we were applying under the Eldercare Unified Application , we kept the 64,000 sq/ft envelope 
and the overall look and feel of the building the same. We would offer the community roughly 
the same structure that many of them supported , but with a community explicitly (instead of 
implicitly) designed for seniors. As such, they would also enjoy less traffic, noise and impact on 
the neighborhood. 

Our new plans were previewed to Chair Dave Dwyer, Vice Chair Leah Cox, Summit President 
Peter Culhane, and Paul Glasgall on April 3, 2017 at our architects' offices in West LA. We 
answered questions and addressed their concerns. We agreed to present the project in greater 
detail to the full council once we were further along. 

The application for this hearing was submitted June 1, 2017. Several days later I requested to 
be added to the very next Presidents' Council meeting held June 26th. That meeting was 
attended by 15 HOA Presidents. I presented the design submitted before you today and 
thanked the members for their continued support throughout the years. I left a stack of 50 
business cards on the table with an open ended offer to present to any HOA that wanted to hear 
more about the project. .. or simply for anyone who wanted to have questions or voice concerns. 
Minutes from that meeting are marked exhibit F and are appended below. 

Finally, on September 5th, 2017 when I received word that a hearing date had been set for 
October 4th, I immediately sent out 500 hundred letters to all surrounding neighbors. A copy of 
that letter is appended below and marked exhibit G. Mailing labels to all recipients are marked 
exhibit H. 



POST OCTOBER 4TH HEARING 

After the hearing , we reiterated our interest in meeting with interested homeowners and 
homeowners' associations. I met with Palisades Circle HOA on Wednesday October 11th and 
addressed resident concerns and answered many questions. The meeting tone was mostly 
positive. 

Furthermore, we decided to significantly augment our outreach efforts and hired Consensus Inc. 
on October 12th, 2017. Consensus launched a project-specific website, 
www.speakupforelderlycare.com, on October 18th as a space to provide project facts, 
upcoming event information , and communication tools for stakeholders to ask questions and 
show their support including a project specific email address and community hotline. To date, 
the website has received nearly 1100 page views by almost 400 users. We continue to monitor 
and respond to all incoming emails and calls, as well as proactively send out periodic e-blasts. 

On digital channels, we reached over 4,500 Palisadians, utilizing Facebook Ads targeted 
specifically to the Pacific Palisades zip code, directing interested stakeholders to the website for 
project information and opportunities to contact the project team. We plan to continue digital 
advertisements to reach as many Palisadians online as possible. 

On October 22nd , our outreach team staffed a booth at the Pacific Palisades Farmer's Market 
with project information, renderings and contact cards to provide facts, dispel myths and solicit 
support for the project. We plan to continue to revisit the farmer's market in the future for further 
grassroots engagement. A photo of our booth is below, marked exhibit I 

We have maintained ongoing communication with leadership from all interested HOAs from The 
Highlands, including the Palisades Highlands Presidents Council, as well as the Pacific 
Palisades Community Council Land Use Committee and Board. On October 26th, we 
presented to the Pacific Palisades Land Use Committee and to the general board of the PPCC. 



EXHIBIT A 
THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING 

OFTHE 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

OFTHE 
PALISADES HIGHLANDS PRESIDENTS COUNCIL 

May 19, 2014 

CALL TO ORDER 
The following are the Minutes of the Meeting of the Board of Directors of the Palisades Highlands 
Presidents Council held on May 19, 2014 in Pacific Palisades, CA. A Quorlllm of representatives was noted 
and Chairman Dwyer called the meeting to order at 7:11 p.m. 

MEMBERS PRESENT 

Art Zussman - Enclave HOA 
Ty Braswell - Highlands Recreation 
Leah Cox - Highlands Villas HOA 
Ira Astrachan - HOA 3 
Dave Dwyer - HOA 4 
Paul Fuller - HOA 5 
Debbie Mink - Michael Lane Tennis Estates 
Don Mink - Michael Lane Tennis Estates 
Brett Marsh - Palisades Circle HOA 
Rod Hagenbugh - Palisades Hills HOA 
Mary Herne - Peninsula HOA 
Jeff Outcalt - Palisades Villas HOA 
Stockton Gaines - Santa Ynez Recreation Center 
Peter Culhane - Summit HOA 

OTHERS PRESENT 

Paul Glasgall - Community Council Representative 
Aaron Sias - ADT Team Manager 
Teri Lyn Harrington, Recording Secretary 
Thelma Waxman - Residential Neighbors of Archer School 
Margaret Fleming - Residential Neighbor of Archer School 

ASSOCIATIONS ABSENT 

Highlands Recreation Association 
Michael Lane Villas 
HOA 1 
Palisades County Estates HOA 
Santa Ynez HOA 
Vista Del Mar HOA 

Palisades Highlands President Council 
May 19, 2014 - Page #1 of 4 



PRESENTATION - Residential Neighbors of Archer School - Thelma Waxman & Margaret Fleming 

Thelma & Margaret noticed the Council that on February 27, 2014 the Los Angeles City Planning 
Department issued the Draft Environmental Report (DEIR) for Archer School's proposed expansion plan 
which proposes a expansion that significantly increases the size of their campus. The fear is that with this 
expansion the increased traffic on Sunset & Barrington will negatively impact the adjacent Brentwood and 
Pacific Palisades neighborhoods including the Highlands. In addition to traffic the expansion will add 30 
more days of use with summer school programs, move athletic activities onto campus; construction of a 
96,000 parking structure along with over 80,000 square feet of campus buildings, extending school 
operational hours to include Saturdays, allowing the hosting of extracurricular activities until 10:00 pm. 
Thelma noted that Archer's preferred project will eliminate substantially all of the critical protections 
painstakingly negotiated in the school's Conditional Use Permit originally issued without which Archer 
would never have received approval to operate in Brentwood in the first place. Thelma & Margaret 
requested that concerned members of the President's Council and their HOA homeowners visit their 
website www.archerneighbors.com and sign the petition. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

David Dwyer moved to approve the minutes of the Presidents Council Meeting dated January 23, 2014. 
Motion seconded and passed by a majority of the council members present. 

OLD BUSINESS 

New Bylaws: Dave reported that digital copies have been provided to all council members. 

Street Repairs & Road conditions: The Board met in January with Fred Sutton regarding the 
deteriorating streets in the community. It appears that the Highlands will be able to get on the "list" 
next year for repairs. 

Water main Break: Dave reported contacting the DWP and received no response. A subsequent 
contact was made to Mike Bomin's office to get more answers. Once the information is received it will 
be passed along via email. 

Vacant parcel 1525 Palisades Drive & Berta Via Montoya: Paul Glasgall reporrted meeting with the 
developer who is planning on constructing 33 single family three story condos. The Developer is also 
seeking approval of an additional 60,000 to 65,000 adjacent commercial project. Paul wants to 
schedule a meeting with the developer, his architect and the four or five adjacent HOA's. Developer 
paid $3 Million for the land and it currently zoned for mixed use. Paul will get additional information. 
Paul sees problems with the LA City Planning Department getting what the community wants versus 
the developer. 

Verizon Wireless: Paul Glasgall reported that he is having some difficulty getting responses back 
from Verizon regarding the construction. Two towers have been completed in the canyon and three 
more are on hold. Dave reported that the project was delayed because Verizon did not have a 
sufficient inventory of fiber to complete the towers. Dave also noted that they did resume 
construction by DWP structure finishing the sidewalk. 
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Dead Trees on Palisades Drive: Dave reported meeting with Mike Bomin's representation at the trees 
and was told that the Fire Department will be removing the trees as part of their brush clearance in June 
2014. 

Patrol Crime/ Activity Report: Aaron Sias passed out a new by-monthly report that identifies crime in the 
area. ADT requested that the information in the report be provided to the individual HOA homeowners 

Board Secretary Open Position: Dave solicited a volunteer for the open position. No one attending the 
meeting volunteered for the position. 

NEW BUSINESS 

ADT Problems During the Fire Emergency: A fire occurred on May 4th, 2014 at Santa Ynez that 
affected the entire Highlands community including problems accessing the area, getting adequate 
information, general disrespect to the residents by the fire department and the appearance of no 
coordination between the LAPD and the LAFD. LAFD failed to open the fire road, and instead set up 
road blocks that denied access to residents and overlooked the opportunity to utilize ADT to facilitate 
better traffic control during the emergency. A meeting is scheduled for Thursday, May 22 nd with the 
LAFD and LADP to hopefully set up an emergency protocol. Mike Ball, an ADT Executive, discussed the 
problems that occurred during the emergency and relayed his ideas on how ADT can assist in an 
emergency and be helpful to the LAFD and LAPD. 

Un-manned Drone: Dave reported that a drone was spotted in the neighborhood and privacy 
concerns have been expressed. ADT is looking into the issue. 

TREASURER'S REPORT - Don Mink reported for the Treasurer 

Audit Report: Don reviewed the report pointing out the balance sheets for year ending December 31, 
2012 and 2013 noting a reduction in total assets due to two month dues freeze. 

2012: 
2013: 

$223,375 
$184,741 

Financials for four months ending April 30, 2014 as follows: 

Total Income 
Total Expenses 
Total Assets 

MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS 

$135,565.66 
$160,285.33 
$122,511.18 

ADT /Parking Tickets: Stockton Gaines, Santa Ynez HOA, addressed the council regarding parking 
problems they are experiencing on their private Paseo streets. Santa Ynez HOA is requesting 
manpower support from ADT to enforce their parking issues by issuing parking citations for the HOA. 
The proposed process is to have the complaining homeowner to report the illegal parking to LB Prop. 
Management, who in turn will contact ADT and request service to ticket the violator. After discussion 
Dave moved to approve ADT being allowed to ticket illegal parking violators in the Santa Ynez HOA. 
Motion seconded and passed 8 to 5 by the council members present. 
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HOA #1: Association does not pay ADT security fees= $30 per household which is collected monthly 
from all other HOA's who are members of the Presidents Council. Instead of paying the fee the HOA 
makes a monthly donation= $4.00 per household. The membership discussed terminating the HOA 
from the council. Motion made to give HOA #1 a 90-day notice to comply with paying the $30 fee per 
household or their membership will be terminated. Motion seconded and passed unanimously by the 
council members present. 

DATE FOR NEXT MEETING 

Monday, September 22nd , 2014 at 7:00 p.m. 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business before the Board, the Meeting was adjourned at 9:08 p.m. 

Submitted by: Teri Lyn Harrington, Recording Secretary 

Approved by: 

Palisades Highlands Presidents Council Date 
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Exhibit B 
THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING 

OF THE 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

OF THE 
PALISADES HIGHLANDS PRESIDENTS COUNCIL 

September 22, 2014 

CALL TO ORDER 
The following are the Minutes of the Meeting of the Board of Directors of the Palisades Highlands 
Presidents Council held on September 22, 2014 in Pacific Palisades, CA. A Quorum of 
representatives was achieved and Chairman Dwyer called the meeting to order at 7:11 p.m. 

MEMBERS PRESENT 

Art Zussman, Enclave HOA 
Leah Cox, Highlands Villas HOA 
Matt Blake, Highlands Recreation Association 
Paul Roberts, HOA 3 
Dave Dwyer, HOA 4 
Debbie Mink, Michael Lane Tennis Estates 
Don Mink, Michael Lane Tennis Estates 
Melanie Bouer, Michael Lane Villas 
Donna Galvin, Michael Lane Villas 
Fritz Kastner, Michael Lane Villas 
Greg Harrison, Palisades Hills HOA 
Dennis Gastin Palisades Country Estates HOA 
Jeff Outcalt, Palisades Villas HOA & PORA 
Joe Tawil, Seascapes I HOA 
Peter Culhane, Summit HOA 
Carrie Ewbank, Vista Catalina HOA 
Howard Lee, Vista Del Mar HOA 

OTHERS PRESENT 

Paul Glasgall, Community Council Representative 
Aaron Sias, ADT Team Manager 
Teri Lyn Harrington, Recording Secretary 

ASSOCIATIONS ABSENT 

Alta Mira II 
HOA5 
Palisades HOA #1 
Palisades HOA #2 
Palisades Circle HOA 
Peninsula HOA 
Santa Ynez Recreation Center 
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

David Dwyer moved to approve the minutes of the Presidents Council Meeting dated May 19, 2014 
as corrected. Motion seconded and passed by a majority of the council members present. Add 
Howard Lee as attending the meeting . 

OLD BUSINESS 

Verizon Wireless: Paul Glasgall reported five cell towers are in place in the Highlands, two in the 
canyon, one at the DWP pumping station and one at the corner of Chastain & the 1600 block of 
Palisades Drive. Paul reported that for over three months there was no feedback from Verzion 
regarding the installation progress. Then recently, a new Government Affairs person came online 
and set up a meeting with the cable contractor. Paul and Dave Dwyer attended the meeting and 
were told that the towers will operational in two weeks. Paul reported that he was under the 
impression from Verizon that they would establish power from existing sources, unfortunately this did 
not happen and Verizon ran three to five miles of electrical cable up Palisades Drive that cut up the 
pavement and most likely will cause continued deterioration of the street. 

Street Repairs & Road conditions: Dave reported on road conditions indicating that he has not 
received a good response from LA City as to when street repairs will be made. Previously, Dave 
reported that Fred Sutton, out of Mike Benin's office, indicated that Michael Lane, Palisades Drive 
and Palisades Circle would be resurfaced next year. Dave also reported that Verizon paid substantial 
fees to the City to cover street damage due to cuts in the pavement and recommended that all of the 
HOA's in the Highlands email complaints to Mikes Benin's office reqUE~sting street repair 
maintenance. 

Vacant parcel 1525 Palisades Drive & Vereda de la Montura Presuntation: 

Rony Shram, Moshe Shram, and Ariel Shram, representing Palisades Drive LP and Kevin K. 
McDonnell, Attorney, from Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP attended the meeting to address their 
development plans. 

Rony Shram addressed the Council and reported that tonight's objective is to show the project again 
with various minor changes and discuss alternatives in greater detail. The developer is hopeful that 
after the presentation the Presidents Council would express their support by voting for either a 
residential development or a commercial development so Palisades Drive LP can move forward with 
their construction plans. 

Mr. Shram indicated that Palisades Drive LP is under the impression that the preferred project would 
be a residential complex. If this is the case, the current plan would be to construction 33 ultra luxury 
one story condo units having +/- 1,800 square feet of living area. The building is proposed for three 
stories at a total building height= 35 feet. The property will have subterranean parking with three 
spaces per unit, a pool, a recreation center and the project is intended to be premium product@+/
$750 per square foot. 

The developer reported receiving a letter sent to prior owner of the parcel that indicated the 
community would accept a 33 unit residential complex in lieu of a commercial project. Dave advised 
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the Council that if the developer is successful in getting a zoning variance they could build a complex 
up to 38 units but the current developer has agreed to cap the development at 33 residential units in 
lieu of a commercial complex. Lea reported to the Council that the letter sent to the prior owner was 
in response to a very different concept that included the preferred Mediterranean style which is very 
different from the now modern design being proposed tonight. Mr. Shram reported that after the last 
public meeting Palisades Drive LP looked around the neighborhood and as a result has softened the 
roofs to be more in line with the community. Mr. Shram also noted that after the public meeting, the 
community expressed concern about roof top decks and the roof color and agreed to work with 
community on those items and suggested that the decks may only be put on the canyon side of the 
project. Mr. Shram reported that the revised plan doubles the setbacks @ +/- 15 feet and a landscape 
architect has been brought in to work on an integration plan so the building will not be a big white box. 
New renderings of the project are based on new surveys and reflect a new roof top elevation is at 736 
feet. New proposed building's parapet is planned at an elevation grade @ 735 feet. Mr. Shram noted 
that the Michael Lane Villa's elevation is currently at 7 46 feet, higher than the proposed new project. 
Mr. Shram reported that although the proposed building has flat roofs w/parapets, it is a 
"contemporary" design that will fit into the community. Mr. Shram also reported that the rooftops will 
be landscaped to break up the view of the building from above. 

In conclusion , the basic changes made subsequent to Public Meeting include: 

• 
• 
• 

Added landscaping 
Doubled setbacks 
Changed colors, soften wood panels, change roofing color to match neighborhood . 

Kevin K. McDonnell, the developer's attorney, described himself as a land use lawyer. Mr. McDonnell 
addressed the Council advising that in order for the developer to move forward with a residential 
project there will be legislative action for a zoning change that will include a minimum of four public 
hearings in addition to other community meetings and the time allowa11ce will be +/- 18 months before 
ground can be broken on the project. Mr. McDonnell emphasized the support of the community to 
have a residential project is critical for the zoning change to RD1 .5 to be realized. If community 
support is lacking or non-existent then a commercial/residential project will be built with the following 
characteristics. 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Mixed use - residential/commercial retail/office 
Finished elevation @ 45 feet high 
Separate entrances - commercial off Palisades Dr.; residential off Vereda de Montura 
Floors one and two - commercial@ 37,266 sq. ft . 
Floors three and four - seven residential units@ 27,000 sq. ft . 

After discussion, Paul Roberts moved to support a residential development of up to 33-units in 
principle. Joe Tawil seconded the motion. The vote: 13 yes votes and 1 no vote (Denise Gaston). 

Palisades Community Meeting: Scheduled for October 9th , 7:00 p.m. @ the Pacific Palisades 
Public Library. Topic: Homeless issues in the Palisades. 

Patrol Crime/Activity Report: Dave and Aaron Sias discussed with the Council a proposed event 
to be held at the PDRA Park, 1950 Palisades Dive. The event would be hosted by ADT, the PDRA 
and the President's Council. The purpose is to introduce Highland's homeowners to all of the patrol 
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services available to them through ADT. After discussion Peter Culhane moved to have the 
Presidents Council support the community event. Lea Cox seconded the motion and it was passed 
unanimously by the council members present. 

Palisades Drive Safety Issues: Paul Glasgall discussed with the Council members present the 
process of recertifying the radar permit on Palisades Drive and reported that radar trailers have been 
onsite recently to measure speed on the road. Mr. Glasgall reported that his main fear is that the 
speed limit will be raised to 55 MPH because the road is considered a four lane highway. Dave 
discussed with the Council the significant safely issue regarding overfirown trees in the canyon area 
of Palisades Drive that cause pedestrians to walk out onto the streets creating a dangerous situation. 
Dave encouraged all HOA's to notice in their newsletters the safety problems of the street and 
encouraged all resident's in the Highlands to contacUemail the West LA Traffic Division (not the 
Pacific Division), and Mike Bonin's Office and complain that the street is not safe and cutting the trees 
will help improve conditions on the road. Dave noted that the trees are actually the responsibility of 
the Department of Parks & Recreation. 

Burglary Crime Prevention: ADT reported no burglaries in the Highlands but there were eight in the 
Pacific Palisades. Other problems encouraging thefts include open garages and bikes parked 
outside the garage area. 

Support West LA Police Night: Dave reported that an event to support the West LA division of the 
LAPD is planned for early November. Costs to attend= $250 per person. Dave recommended that 
the Council make themselves present for the event and purchase a table(s). After discussion Art 
Zussman moved to spend up to $2,500 and send representative that will speak with the WLA Traffic 
Division making them aware of the Council and the problems with traffic issues on Palisades Drive. 
Motion seconded and passed unanimously by the Council members present. 

TREASURER'S REPORT 

Financials for four months ending August 31, 2014 were tabled. 

DATE FOR NEXT MEETING 

The Council agreed to schedule a Special Meeting in late October to discuss the budget. 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business before the Board, the Meeting was adjourned at 9:22 p.m. 

Submitted by: Teri Lyn Harrington, Recording Secretary 

Approved by: 

Palisades Highlands Presidents Council Date 
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Exhibit C 
THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING 

OFTHE 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

OFTHE 
PALISADES HIGHLANDS PRESIDENTS COUNCIL 

March 2, 2015 

CALL TO ORDER 

The following are the Minutes of the Meeting of the Board of Directors of the Palisades Highlands 
Presidents Council held on March 2, 2015 in Pacific Palisades, CA. A Quorum ofrepresentatives was 
noted and Chairman Dwyer called the meeting to order at 7: 11 p.m. 

MEMBERS PRESENT 

Art Zussman - Enclave HOA 
Leah Cox - Highlands Villas HOA 
Paul D. Roberts - HOA 3 
Dave Dwyer - HOA 4 
Debbie Mink - Michael Lane Tennis Estates 
Don Mink - Michael Lane Tennis Estates 
Brett Marsh - Palisades Circle HOA 
Mary Herne - Peninsula HOA 
Jeff Outcalt - Palisades Villas HOA 
Stockton Gaines - Santa Ynez Recreation Center 
Peter Culhane - Summit HOA 
Bruce Swartz, Highlands Resident 
Cathy Sause - Santa Ynez Recreation Center 
Matt Blake - Highlands Recreation Association 
Fritz Kastner, Michael Lane Villas 
Carrie Ewbank- Vista Catalina HOA 
Jim Lockwood, Vista Del Mar 
Barbara Suzaki, Palisades County Estates 
Richard Conn, Alta Mira II 
Jon Girard - Santa Ynez HOA 
Diane Bleak, Santa Ynez HOA 

OTHERS PRESENT 

Paul Glasgall - Community Council Representative 
Aaron Sias - ADT Team Manager 
Michael Moore, LAPD 
Brian Lobo, ADT Beat Leader 
Norman Kulla, Senior Counsel Council District II 
Teri Lyn Harrington, Recording Secretary 
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ASSOCIATIONS ABSENT 

Palisades Hills HOA; Palisades HOA #1; Palisades HOA #2; Palisades HOA 5; Seascape I 

COMMUNITY REPORTS 

• Michael Moore, Sr. Lead Officer. LAPD: Officer Moore was present for the meeting to discuss 
recent burglaries in the Highlands. Officer Moore has been assigned to the Highlands since 1996 
and knows the community very well. The two burglaries that occurred were side by side 
residences on Palisades Circle where a perpetrator entered the homes by smashing the sliding 
glass doors. One HO left their residence to go swimming and the other next door neighbor was not 
home. Officer Moore feels this was a crime of opportunity were the perpetrator observed the one 
resident leaving their home for some recreation and the other where the perpetrator took 
advantage of the HO's not being home. The burglaries occurred between 6:20 p.m. and 8:00 p.m. 
Officer Moore also feels that the perpetrator was someone from the neighborhood who took 
advantage of the situation. Officer Moore reported that most crimes in the Highlands are vehicle 
break-ins and thefts. Crime statistics reflect eight incidents in 2014; eleven in 2013 and ten in 
2012. Officer Moore encouraged individual HO's to secure their own homes, by having loud alarm 
systems and security cameras. 

• Palisades Homeless Issue: Normal Kulla, Sr. Counsel for Mike Borin's Council District II was 
present for the meeting to discuss the community concerns about the homeless in the Highlands. 
Mr. Kulla reported that District II now has the homeless issue in the Highlands on their radar 
screen subsequent to a recent homeless count in the community that counted 70 homeless (and 
74 encampments) that projects to 100 homeless individuals that call the Highlands home. Due to 
the count, Mr. Kulla reported that demographic surveys have begun and service providers will be 
going out into the community to find and speak with the homeless. These visits will identify the 
individuals, their needs and will help secure funding for services. 

Dave Dwyer, speaking for the community, expressed concerns of the new beach encampments 
along PCH at Sunset near Gladstones. In addition, the community is concerned about the bluffs 
along PCH and a new encampment on Palisades Drive near the Calvary Church. Mr. Kulla reported 
that there is a process for policing the problem. First no trespass, fire zone signage needs to be in
place. Then notices are posted followed by a clean up as follows: toxic hazmat type removal, 
personal effects bagged, tagged and stored and then trash removal. Cal Trans is responsible for 
the Bluffs in collaboration with Forest Rangers and LA County Beaches for beach encampments. 
Mr. Kulla reported that the City has been hampered by recent Superior Court injunctions in 
addition to looking for funding for signage. Bruce Swartz, community advocate, provided input on 
the Highlands new encampment near the church and his concerns that the homeless have 
campfires, smoke cigarettes and drink alcohol which could lead to a significant fire hazard for the 
Highlands. Mr. Kulla recommended that a sign be posted as soon as possible to start the process. 
Mr. Kulla will notify the appropriate parties to visit the area and count the homeless living in this 
spot. The PHPC discussed paying for the signage to prove the police a tool to enforce the laws. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

David Dwyer moved to approve the minutes of the PHPC Meeting dated September 22, 2014 as read. 
Motion seconded and passed by a majority of the PHPC members present:. 
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OLD BUSINESS 

Street Repairs & Road Conditions: Mr. Kulla admitted that Palisades Drive, Palisades Circle, Avenida 
Cortez, and Avenida Santa Ynez are in bad shape. Currently, Mr. Kulla reported, the City is looking at a 
proposal for a five-year plan but recommended that the residences of the community continue with their 
complaints to City Hall. A question about Michael Lane not being on the list when it had been in the past 
was raised, and Mr. Kulla reported that he was told the street was on a utility hold because other work 
was also planned on the street. Various PHPC members reported concerns that many of the red curbs 
along Palisades Drive that have been either removed by being painted over or reduced in size that is 

· causing significant issues to vehicles egressing out of driveways along Palisades Drive. PHPC members 
are concerned that sight lines are in jeopardy. Leah Cox reported that the cleanout catch basis near 1633 
Michael Lane requires maintenance. Paul D. Roberts expressed his concern about the "resting" red light 
on Palisades Drive which has created an unintended consequence of being a significant accident hazard. 
An additional concern from the PHPC members was a brush clearance issue on Avenida De La Herradura 
owned by Met Life that needs to be cleared out. Mr. Kulla reported that he will follow up on all of the 
expressed concerns and will contact the Fire Department regarding the Met Life parcel to have it 
reviewed for brush clearance responsibilities. 

Vacant parcel 1525 Palisades Drive: Dave reported to the PHPC that Fritz Kastner and Leah Cox have 
been meeting with the developer for ongoing discussion and that he and Paul Glasgall have been meeting 
with Councilman Borin's planning personnel to discuss the current status of the development plan. Dave 
reported that the Councilman wants to support the community's preference before the Planning 
Commission with whatever choice of development, mixed use commercial/residential or an all 
residential development the community desires and asked the PHPC to poll their membership, compile 
the preference choices and report back to the council office whether or not the Highlands supports a 
zoning change from commercial to residential. 

Leah reported that during her meetings with the developer it appeared that they would be amenable to 
increasing the setback to 15', taking off the roof decks in the front of the building and only having them 
for those units facing the mountains, increase subterranean parking to allow for two spaces per unit and 
use plants that were a minimum of 25 feet in height to soften the exterior look of the building. Leah 
reported that the commercial development permit has not expired and the developer can move forward 
with their commercial plan at any time. Both Leah and Fritz did a test straw poll in their HOA's with 
limited participation and it appeared that residential was more popular. Dave recommended that each of 
the 18 HOA's need to do their own survey to determine community preferences. Dave and Leah 
volunteered to put together the straw poll material and send it out to the individual HOA's so they can 
conduct their surveys. Leah reported that the developer is willing to attend individual HOA Board 
Meetings but will not tolerate anger, disgust or name calling from the homeowners. 

NEW BUSINESS 

ADT Patrol Quality: Dave reported that the PHPC has a concern on response time from ADT that has 
arisen from the burglary incidents on Palisades Circle. The PHPC is not sure if the problem relates to 
ongoing issues with the ADT's call center or with service priorities of ADT. Stockton Gaines expressed a 
concern that a request to escort homeowners back to their residence was not responded to timely. ADT 
reported that when the burglary call went out to them, LAPD was already in the vicinity of the crime 
scene and ADT's post orders are first to support the police. Dave expressed to ADT that the community 
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wants to feel safe and comfortable with ADT. ADT agreed but noted that their first priority was to be at 
the scene and then once the residence was secured by LAPD they followed up with assisting the HO's 
back to their home. 

Welcome to Palisades Hi&hlands Si&n: John Giard recommended that a sign be posted in the Highlands 
as a welcome sign that serves as an announcement that the community is patrolled by ADT and posts 
their phone number. Dave reported that such a sign cannot be installed in the median, or in the canyon 
but can be mounted on HOA common area and suggested the slump stone wall as your enter the Santa 
Ynez HOA property as a viable location. Dave reported that the PHPC will share in the cost if ADT will 
also pick up their share. After discussion, PHPC motioned to move forward with gathering information 
for a new sign. Motion seconded and passed by the PHPC membership in attendance. 

Annual Vote of Executive Board: The attending PHPC membership in attendance agreed to continue 
with the current slate of Board positions as follows: 

Dave Dwyer: President 
Leah Cox: Vice President 

Treasurer John Giard: 

TREASURER'S REPORT - John Giard, Treasurer 

• 

• 

• 

• 

December 31. 2014 Monthly & YTD Internal Financials: 
Year End Income: $499,242.72 
Year End Expenses: $492,930.27 
Net Revenue: $ 6,312.45 

Proposed Budget for 2015: The Treasurer reported that the proposed 2015 budget is in line with 
the 2014 Year End Financials once a proposed one month abatement of assessment fees is 
realized. It was moved, seconded and approved by the PHPC membership in attendance to accept 
the budget as prepared and to approve a one month dues assessment for June, 2015. Further the 
PHPC will review a reduction in monthly assessments once the ADT contact is received in 
September. 

Proposed Audit for 2014: The PHPC reviewed the proposed audit for 2014. After discussion, Bret 
Marsh moved approval of the proposed audit outlined in the letter dated 11/18/2014 from CPA 
Gould at a cost not to exceed $1,850. Motion seconded and passed by the PHPC members present. 

Annual Insurance Renewals: The PHPC reviewed the insurance summary dated 3/2/2015. After 
review, Bret Marsh moved approval. Motion seconded and passed by the PHPC members present. 

DATE FOR NEXT MEETING 

Monday, June 8, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business before the Board, the Meeting was adjourned at 10:00 p.m. 
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Submitted by: Teri Lyn Harrington, Recording Secretary 

Approved by: 

Palisades Highlands Presidents Council Date 

Palisades Highlands President Council 
March 2, 2015 - Page #5 of 5 



Exhibit D 
March 2, 2016 

Mike Bonin, Councilman 
Los Angeles City Council - 11th District 
West LA District Office 
1645 Corinth Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Dear Councilman Bonin: 

I am President of Alta Mira II Homeowners Association in the Palisades 
Highlands. For the past two years, the President's Council has been engaged in 
conversation with a developer regarding the empty parcel at 1525 Palisades 
Drive. The parcel is currently zoned for commercial development (C1-1-H) but 
my neighbors and I believe that a residential project is far mc,re appropriate for 
the area, and we encourage you to support a zone change that the developer is 
willing to pursue. 

The property owner, Moshe Shram and his team, has made multiple 
presentations to our community in various forums with regards to potential 
commercial projects and a residential condo project of 33 units. The Palisades 
Highlands Presidents Council decided to support the residential building by a 
vote of 13-1. I was amongst the members who voted for the project. 

As you may know, there is already one commercial area adjacent to the lot in 
question so we don't want additional traffic and noise stemming from another 
commercial development and we therefore urge you to support us in preserving 
the quiet residential character of our community. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at any time at 
(310) 459-4651 or email at R.Conn@MPGLAW.com. 

Very truly yours, 

~~ 
Richard Conn, President 
Alta Mira II 

983638. I 



February 24, 2016 

Mike Bonin, Councilman 
Los Angeles City Council - 11 th District 
West LA District Office 
1645 Corinth Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Dear Councilman Bonin : 

I am President of Palisades Circle Homeowners Association in the Palisades 
Highlands. For the past two years, we have been engaged in conversation with a 
developer regarding the empty parcel at 1525 Palisades Drive. The parcel is 
currently zoned for commercial development (C1-1-H) but my neighbors and I 
believe that a residential project is far more appropriate for the area, and we 
encourage you to support a zone change that the developer is willing to pursue. 

The property owner, Moshe Shram and his team, has made multiple 
presentations to our community in various forums with regards to potential 
commercial projects and a residential condo project of 33 units. The Palisades 
Highlands Presidents Council decided to support the residential building by a 
vote of 13-1 . Although I was not amongst the members who were in attendance 
for the vote, our HOA supports their position for a residential development. In 
addition, subsequent polls of PHPC members continue to support a residential 
community for the Palisades Highlands. 

As you may know, there is already one commercial area adjacent to the lot in 
question so we don't want additional traffic and noise stemming from another 
commercial development and we therefore urge you to support us in preserving 
the quiet residential character of our community. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at any time at 
(310) 454-6104 or email at brettjmarsh@gmail.com. 

Very truly yours, 

Brett Marsh, President 
Palisades Circle 



February 24, 2016 

Mike Bonin, Councilman 
Los Angeles City Council - 11 th District 
West LA District Office 
1645 Corinth Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Dear Councilman Bonin, 

I am President of Vista Catalina Homeowners Association in the! Palisades Highlands. 
For the past two years, we have been engaged in conversation with a developer 
regarding the empty parcel at 1525 Palisades Drive. The parcel is currently zoned for 
commercial development (C1-1-H) but my neighbors and I believe that a residential 
project is far more appropriate for the area, and we encourage you to support a zone 
change that the developer is willing to pursue. 

The property owner, Moshe Shram and his team, has made multiple presentations to 
our community in various forums with regards to potential commercial projects and a 
residential condo project of 33 units. The Palisades Highlands Presidents Council 
decided to support the residential building by a vote of 13-1. I was amongst the 
members who voted for the project. Since that vote, the board tlas polled the 
homeowners in my association and most support the residential alternative, as it is far 
more appropriate for the community. 

As you may know, there is already one commercial area adjacent to the lot in question 
so we don't want additional traffic and noise stemming from another commercial 
development and we therefore urge you to support us in preserving the quiet residential 
character of our community. 

We appreciate all that you do for our community, and should you have any questions, 
please feel free to contact me at any time at (847) 778-8901 or email at 
cetravel@cs.com. 

Very truly yours, 

Carr ie Ewbank 

Carrie Ewbank, President 
Vista Catalina 



February 24, 2016 

Mike Bonin, Councilman 
Los Angeles City Council - 11 th District 
West LA District Office 
1645 Corinth Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Dear Councilman Bonin: 

I am President of the Palisades Homeowners Association No. 4 in the Palisades 
Highlands. For the past two years, we have been engaged in conversation with a 
developer regarding the empty parcel at 1525 Palisades Drive. The parcel is 
currently zoned for commercial development (C1-1-H) but my neighbors and I 
believe that a residential project is far more appropriate for the area, and we 
encourage you to support a zone change that the developer is willing to pursue. 

The property owner, Moshe Shram and his team, has made multiple 
presentations to our community in various forums with regards to potential 
commercial projects and a residential condo project of 33 units. The Palisades 
Highlands Presidents Council decided to support the residential building by a 
vote of 13-1. I was amongst the members who voted for the project. Since that 
vote, the board has polled the homeowners in my association and most support 
the residential alternative, as it is far more appropriate for the community. 

As you may know, there is already one commercial area adjacent to the lot in 
question so we don't want additional traffic and noise stemming from another 
commercial development and we therefore urge you to support us in preserving 
the quiet residential character of our community. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at any time at 
(310) 699-7164 or email at dave@dsuareconstruction.com. 

Very truly yours, 

DfUHd~Dr 
Dave Dwyer, President 
Palisades Homeowners Association No. 4 



March 11, 2016 

Dear Councilman Bonin: 

Arthur L. Zussman 
16646 Via Pacifica 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

I am President of The Enclave Community Association in the Palisades 
Highlands. For the past two years, we have been engaged in conversations with 
a developer regarding the empty parcel at 1525 Palisades Drive. The parcel is 
currently zoned for commercial development (C1-1-H), but I believe that a 
residential project is far more appropriate for the area, and I encourage you to 
support a zone change that the developer is willing to pursue. 

The property owner, Moshe Shram, and his team, have made multiple 
presentations to · our community in various forums with regards to potential 
commercial projects and a residential condo project of 33 units. The Palisades 
Highlands Presidents Council decided to support the residential building by a 
vote of 13-1 . I was among the members who voted for the project. 

As you may know, there is already one commercial area adjacent to the lot in 
question, so we do not want any additional traffic and noise stemming from 
another commercial development. We therefore urge you to support us in 
preserving the quiet residential character of our community. 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at any time. 

Kind Regards, 

Arthur L. Zussman 
President, The Enclave Community Association 
(310) 230-1454 home 



February 24, 2016 

Mike Bonin, Councilman 
Los Angeles City Council - 11 th District 
West LA District Office 
1645 Corinth Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Dear Councilman Bonin : 

I am President of Palisades Homeowners Association No. 5 in the Palisades 
Highlands. For the past two years, we have been engaged in conversation with a 
developer regarding the empty parcel at 1525 Palisades Drive. The parcel is 
currently zoned for commercial development (C 1-1-H) but my neighbors and I 
believe that a residential project is far more appropriate for the area , and we 
encourage you to support a zone change that the developer is willing to pursue. 

The property owner, Moshe Shram and his team , has made multiple 
presentations to our commun ity in various forums with regards to potential 
commercial projects and a residential condo project of 33 units . The Palisades 
Highlands Presidents Council decided to support the residential building by a 
vote of 13-1 . I was amongst the members who voted for the project. Since that 
vote , the board has polled the homeowners in my association and most support 
the residential alternative , as it is far more appropriate for the community. 

As you may know. there is already one commercia l area adjacent to the lot in 
question so we don 't want additional traffic and noise stemming from another 
commercial development and we therefore urge you to support us in preserving 
the quiet residential character of our community. 

Should you have any questions , please feel free to contact me at any time at 
(310) 384-5029 or ema il at paul@carpetcraftinc.com. 

Paul Fuller, President 
Palisades Homeowners Association No. 5 



February 24, 2016 

Mike Bonin, Councilman 
Los Angeles City Council - 11 th District 
West LA District Office 
1645 Corinth Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Dear Councilman Bonin: 

I am President of the Highlands Villas Homeowners Association in the Palisades 
Highlands. Our Units are located directly across from the empty parcel at 1525 
Palisades Drive. For the past two years, we have been engaged in conversation 
with a developer regarding the empty parcel at 1525 Palisades Drive. The parcel 
is currently zoned for commercial development (C1-1-H) but my neighbors and I 
believe that a residential project is far more appropriate for the area, and we 
encourage you to support a zone change that the developer is willing to pursue. 

The property owner, Moshe Shram and his team, has made multiple 
presentations to our community in various forums with regards to potential 
commercial projects and a residential condo project of 33 units. The Palisades 
Highlands Presidents Council decided to support the residential building by a 
vote of 13-1. I was amongst the members who voted for the project. Since that 
vote, the Board has polled the homeowners in my association and the majority 
supported the residential alternative, as it is far more appropriate for the 
community. 

As you may know, there is already one commercial area adjacent to the lot in 
question so we don't want additional traffic and noise stemming from another 
commercial development and we therefore urge you to support us in preserving 
the quiet residential character of our community. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at any time at 
(310) 459-9366 or email at LCox@SelmanBrietman.com. 

Very truly yours, 

-~Ill?! 
Leah Cox, President 
Highlands Villas Homeowners Association 



February 24, 2016 

Mike Bonin, Councilman 
Los Angeles City Council - 11 th District 
West LA District Office 
1645 Corinth Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Dear Councilman Bonin : 

I am President of the Palisades Homeowners Association No. 3 in the Palisades 
Highlands. For the past two years, we have been engaged in conversation with a 
developer regarding the empty parcel at 1525 Palisades Drive. The parcel is 
currently zoned for commercial development (C 1-1-H) but my neighbors and I 
believe that a residential project is far more appropriate for the area, and we 
encourage you to support a zone change that the developer is willing to pursue. 

The property owner, Moshe Shram and his team, has made multiple 
presentations to our community in various forums with regards to potential 
commercial projects and a residential condo project of 33 units. The Palisades 
Highlands Presidents Council decided to support the residential building by a 
vote of 13-1. Although I was not personally in attendance for the vote, our HOA 
representative did vote affirmatively for the project. Since that vote, the board 
has polled the homeowners in my association and most support the residential 
alternative, as it is far more appropriate for the community. 

As you may know, there is already one commercial area adjacent to the lot in 
question so we don 't want additional traffic and noise stemming from another 
commercial development and we therefore urge you to support us in preserving 
the quiet residential character of our community. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at any time at 
(310) 804-7836 or email at shart711@gmail.com. 

A -

Very t~ul~ yours, ( 1 
• 

J /2~ht --i ~ '-~ f}~~-~ 
· Stepha~ Sordini, President 
Palisades Homeowners Association No. 3 



February 24, 2016 

Mike Bonin, Councilman 
Los Angeles City Council - 11 th District 
West LA District Office 
1645 Corinth Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Dear Councilman Bonin: 

I am President of Peninsula Homeowners Association in the Palisades Highlands. 
For the past two years, we have been engaged in conversation with a developer 
regarding the empty parcel at 1525 Palisades Drive. The parcel is currently 
zoned for commercial development (C1 -1-H) but my neighbors and I believe that 
a residential project is far more appropriate for the area, and we encourage you 
to support a zone change that the developer is willing to pursue. 

The property owner, Moshe Shram and his team, has made multiple 
presentations to our community in various forums with regards to potential 
commercial projects and a residential condo project of 33 units. The Palisades 
Highlands President's Council decided to support the residential building by a 
vote of 13-1. Although I was not amongst the members who were in attendance 
for the vote, our HOA supports their position for a residential development. In 
addition, subsequent polls of PHPC members continue to support a residential 
community. 

As you may know, there is already one commercial area adjacent to the lot in 
question so we don't want additional traffic and noise stemming from another 
commercial development and we therefore urge you to support us in preserving 
the quiet residential character of our community. 

V~J ttuly you/l., 

./ '. I I a.: . fr ir,µ____..-

~a~ 1 HeJ. PreskJent 
Peninsula 



February 24, 2016 

Mike Bonin, Councilman 
Los Angeles City Council- 11 th District 
West LA District Office 
1645 Corinth Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Dear Councilman Bonin : 

I am President of the Highlands Recreation Homeowners Association in the 
Palisades Highlands. For the past two years, we have been ,engaged in 
conversation with a developer regarding the empty parcel at 1525 Palisades 
Drive. The parcel is currently zoned for commercial development (C1-1-H) but 
my neighbors and I believe that a residential project is far more appropriate for 
the area, and we encourage you to support a zone change that the developer is 
willing to pursue. 

The property owner, Moshe Shram and his team, has made multiple 
presentations to our community in various forums with regards to potential 
commercial projects and a residential condo project of 33 units . The Palisades 
Highlands Presidents Council decided to support the residential building by a 
vote of 13-1. I was amongst the members who voted for the project. Since that 
vote, the board has polled the homeowners in my association and most support 
the residential alternative, as it is far more appropriate for the community. 

As you may know, there is already one commercial area adjacent to the lot in 
question so we don't want additional traffic and noise stemming from another 
commercial development and we therefore urge you to support us in preserving 
the quiet residential character of our community. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at any time at 
(310) 500-8292 or email at MBlake@caa.com.com. 

71%" 
Matt Blake.President 
Highlands Villas Homeowners Association 



February 24, 2016 

Mike Bornin, Councilman 
Los Angeles City Council - 11 th District 
West LA District Office 
1645 Corinth Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Dear Councilman Bonin: 

I am President of the Palisades Villas Homeowners Association in the Palisades 
Highlands. For the past two years, we have been engaged in conversation with a 
developer regarding the empty parcel at 1525 Palisades Drive. The parcel is 
currently zoned for commercial development (C1-1-H) but my neighbors and I 
believe that a residential project is far more appropriate for the area, and we 
encourage you to support a zone change that the developer is willing to pursue. 

The property owner, Moshe Shram and his team, has made multiple 
presentations to our community in various forums with regards to potential 
commercial projects and a residential condo project of 33 units. The Palisades 
Highlands Presidents Council decided to support the residential building by a 
vote of 13-1: I was amongst the members who voted for the project. Since that 
vote, the board has polled the homeowners in my association and most support 
the residential alternative, as it is far more appropriate for the community. 

As you may know, there is already one commercial area adjacent to the lot in 
question so we don't want additional traffic and noise stemming from another 
commercial development and we therefore urge you to support us in preserving 
the quiet residential character of our community. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at any time at 
(310) 463-8059 or email at jeff.outcalt@verizon.net. 

Very truly yours, 

calt, President 
a 1sades Villas 



PETER F. CULHANE 

March 1, 2016 

Conncilman Mike Bonin 
Los Angdes City Conncil-11 th District 
West Los Angeles Council District Office 
1645 Corinth Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Re: 1525 Palisades Drive 
Pacific Palisades, CA 

Dear Councilman Bonin, 

I am the President of the Board of Directors of my HOA, the Summit at Palisades 
Highlands located in the Pacific Palisades Highlands. For the past two years, we have been 
engaged in numerous conversations with the developer regarding the parcel located at 1525 
Palisades Drive. The parcel is currently zoned for commercial development [Cl -1-H) but my 
fellow board members and I believe that a residential project is far more appropriate for the 
area and we encourage your goodselves to support a zone change that the developer is 
willing to pursue. 

The property owner, Moshe Sharm and his fine development team have made multiple 
presentations to our community in various forums with regard to potential commercial 
projects and a residential condominium project of 33 units. 

The Palisades Highlands Presidents Conncil decided to support the residential development 
project by a vote of 13-1, which I was among the 13 votes. 

As I am assured that you are already fully aware, there is currently an existing commercial 
development directly adjacent to the above captioned site, and therefore, we do not wish to 
add more vehicular traffic and noise, which would result from another commercial 
development. 

Therefore, Mr. Bonin, I urge you to support us in preserving the quiet residential character 
of our most wonderful community . 

.Please feel free to call me directly if you have any questions. 

147S CHASTAIN PARKWAY WEST• PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272-1946 
TEL: 310-230-1100 FAX: 310-230-7604 MOBILE: .310-990-96S6 



-2 - February 29, 2016 

The last time that I had seen you was at the PPCC Holiday Awards Dinner which I was chair 
of the event that was held at Gladstone's in December, at that time I inquired about 
Councilman Richard Rosendahl's health and well being. 

Whenever you are in this neighborhood, it would be my pleasure if you would stop in and 
visit my family and me. 

Thank you for your kind attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Peter F. Culhane 

Enc. 



February 24, 2016 

Mike Bonin, Councilman 
Los Angeles City Council - 11 th District 
West LA District Office 
1645 Corinth Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Dear Councilman Bonin: 

I am President of the 8940 Santa Ynez Homeowners Association in the 
Palisades Highlands. For the past two years, we have been engaged in 
conversation with a developer regarding the empty parcel at 1525 Palisades 
Drive. The parcel is currently zoned for commercial development (C1 -1-H) but 
my neighbors and I believe that a residential project is far more appropriate for 
the area, and we encourage you to support a zone change that the developer is 
willing to pursue. 

The property owner, Moshe Shram and his team, has made multiple 
presentations to our community in various forums with regards to potential 
commercial projects and a residential condo project of 33 units. The Palisades 
Highlands Presidents Council decided to support the residential building by a 
vote of 13-1 . Although I was not amongst the members who were in attendance 
for the vote, our HOA supports their position for a residential development. In 
addition, subsequent polls of PHPC members continue to support a residential 
community. 

As you may know, there is already one commercial area adjacent to the lot in 
question so we don't want additional traffic and noise stemming from another 
commercial development and we therefore urge you to support us in preserving 
the quiet residential character of our community. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at any time at 
(310) 459-6198 or email at JohnM.Stutsman@gmail.com. 



Exhibit E 

CALL TO ORDER 

THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING 

OFTHE 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

OFTHE 

PALISADES HIGHLANDS PRESIDENTS COUNCIL 

July 18, 2016 

The following are the Minutes of the Meeting of the Board of Directors of the Palisades Highlands 
Presidents Council held on July 18, 2016 in Pacific Palisades, CA. A Quorum of Council Members was 
noted and Chairperson Dave Dwyer called the meeting to order at 7:10 p.m. 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Richard Conn, Alta Mira II; Tim Meade, & Matt Blake, Highlands Recreation; Leah Cox, 
Highlands Villas HOA; Natalie Reichman, Palisades HOA #2; Stephanie Sordini, HOA #3; Dave Dwyer, HOA #4; 
Paul Fuller, Palisades HOA #5; Steven Stilwell, Palisades Circle HOA; Bob Eaton, Palisades Tennis Estates; 
Jeff Outcalt, Palisades Villas HOA; Peter Culhane, Summit HOA; Diane Bleak, Santa Ynez HOA; Carrie Ewbank, 
Vista Catalina HOA; Jim Lockwood, Vista Del Mar HOA; Bruce Swartz, Vista Del Mar HOA; Fritz Kastner, 
Michael Lane Villas; and Joe Tawil, Seascape 

OTHERS PRESENT: Aaron Sias, ACS Team Manager; Paul Glasgall, volunteer; Doug McCormick and Sharon 
Browning, PPTFH and Teri Lyn Harrington, Recording Secretary. 

MEMBERS ABSENT 
The following HOA's were not represented at the meeting: Enclave HOA; Michael lane Tennis Estates, 
Palisades Hills HOA; Peninsula HOA; and Santa Ynez Recreational Center. 

PRESENTATION - PACIFIC PALISADES TASK FORCE ON HOMELESSNESS (PPTFH}: Bruce Swartz, Doug 
McCormick & Sharon Browning from PPTFH.org. 

The Pacific Palisades Task Force on Homelessness (PPTFH) was formed in October 2014 as an 
independent group of community volunteers committed to compassionately address the serious issues 
associated with the homelessness population in the Palisades. PPTFH's mission is "To provide 
leadership and resources to manage and eliminate the destructive consequences of Palisades' 
homelessness so that the community is protected, remains safe and our homeless people receive 
compassionate, effective services with access to permanent housing." 

Currently the task force has 250 members with 11 Board members and are now seeking their 501(c) 3 
non-profit designation. 

The task force recognizes that City & County resources are inadequate to meeting the protection of the 
community by providing services to support the needs of homeless individual with multiple complex mental 
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and physical disabilities. Best practices intervention includes community control of resources; support and 
contribution with enforcement agencies (police, fire and recreation), and outreach service teams. 

The task force recommends that concerned homeowners call to connect wit h the services at 310 460-2630 
where they can leave messages or goggle the website Outreach@ppcc.net . Basically if you see illegal activity, 
call the police. If the activity is not of an illegal nature, call the support number and report the incident, 
advising that it is best to give a homeless individual a service business card than to give them food or money. 
Currently the Highland's homeless population is between 88 and 198 home individuals. Currently the task 
force has 70 of these individuals in the process of reentry into a housing situation. Cost to run the non-profit= 
$125,000 a year. Currently the task force donations= $228,000 therefore the second year is almost paid for. 
The task force has a newsletter and website to inform the community on the status of the project and invite 
all residents of the neighborhood to access their information. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Dave Dwyer moved to approved as corrected the Minutes of the Presidents Council Meeting dated February 8, 
2016 as read. Motion seconded and passed unanimously by the Council Members present. 

AGENDA TOPICS 

Councilman Benin's Office Representative: Dave reported meeting with the Councilman's representative, 
Sharon Shapiro, on the following issues. 

• Kiosk on Palisades Drive: Idea being that a manned Kiosk located in the median with cameras be 
placed on Palisades Drive to record ingress and egress into the community by capturing licenses plates 
etc. 

• Security Protection Sign: Contractually, ACS agreed to purchase and install signage reporting their 
protection of the community. Santa Ynez previously agreed to have the sign posted on their common 
area. Jon Girard reported that nothing has been passed through the HOS's Board. Dave volunteered 
to contact ACS about their contractual obligations. The PHPC will inquire about Santa Ynez hosting the 
signage. 

• ACS Security Fee Increase: Dave reported that in order for a security fee increase to be effective, ACS 
is required to provide six months notice. No notice has been received therefore the PHPC will increase 
the per door increase by $2.00 starting in January 2017. 

• Street Paving: Some paving of Palisades Drive (east)from Paslisades Court to 900 feet below entry in to 

the residentai section of Paliasades Hihglands in scheduled for this August. No slurry or striping is 
currently scheduled. 

• Brush Clearance: Hillside outside of HOA common areas is the responsibility of three agencies, Street 
Maintenance, Park and Recreation and the Santa Monica Parklands. The PHPC will reach out to these 
agencies reminding them of their responsibilities. 

Palisades Hi9hlands President Council 
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• Radar: Dave reported that Palisades Drive has lost their radar certification and cannot be reinstituted 
without a speed survey. The downside of a survey is that the speed limit could increase from the 
current 45 mph. After discussion Jeff Outcalt moved to request a new survey in order to reinstitute 
the radar certification. Motion seconded but failed 4 to 5 from the members represented at the 

meeting. 

• Missing Speed Limit Signs: Referred to LA City Street Maintenance for replacement. 

ACS Armed Patrol Report: 

• Minor Crime: ACS reported several cars were keyed and four windshields smashed . 

• ACS Patrol Services : It appears that the community is Satisfied with ACS since visibility of ACS vehicles 
has been realized. 

• Accident: Accident on Palisades Drive occurred at a non-signaled 3-way intersection involving a female 
teenage driver who swerved around a left turning vehicle and ended up going over the ravine. In the 
past there have been calls for a signal but the City has not been in favor because the inbound traffic is 
blind due to hillside approaching the intersection. 

LAX Landing Approach: PHPC has been tracking noise issues from aircraft landing at LAX. Although the 
approved flight path aligns with the coastline, many aircraft in an attempt to make up time are cutting the 
corner and flying over the neighborhood. Air traffic is increasing and the Palisades compete with Culver City 
and Mar Vista for plane noise protection. The only way to affect change is for a mass effort from the 
community to notice their complaints on guietskies.net. 

OLD BUSINESS 

1525 Palisades Drive Vacant Parcel Update: Dave reported that at this time the Councilman is reluctant to put 
his recommendation in writing and the developer appears to be frustrated and is considering moving forward 
with a commercial development. The PHPC discussed another effort to get the councilperson's attention by 
sending additional information regarding community support for a residential project. After discussion Paul 
Fuller moved to make one more attempt with the Councilman. Motion seconded and passed by a majority of 
the representative. Fritz Kastner abstained. Dave will have a discussion with the councilman and the 
developer to see how to move forward. 

Median Maintenance: Many complaints about median maintenance have been received. Santa Ynez and 
HOA 3 have the responsibility for the medians with Santa Ynez receiving the majority of the complaints. Jon 
Girard reported that a new Board has been installed. After discussion, Natalie moved that the council 
encourage Santa Ynez to improve the medians and live up to their responsibilities. Motion seconded and 
passed unanimously by the Board . Natalie Reichman volunteered to spearhead this project. 

Pacific Palisades Business Group Membership: Tabled 
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Sea Ridge: Dave will reach out to Sea Ridge to join the PHPC next year. In addition, the PHPC will also reach 
out to County Estates to re-enter into full time involvement in the PHPC. Currently their payment= $800 for 
patrol and canyon patrol is insufficient and if they chose to stay outside the council, they need to increase 
their contribution for neighborhood security. 

Volunteers: The Board requested additional volunteer to carry out the PHPC business. Natalie Reichman & 
Peter Culhane volunteered their time. 

Treasurers Report: Jon Girard, Treasurer reported the following as of June 30, 2016. Cash = $97,000; minimal 
collections. In the effort to reduce cash a negative $61,000 used to pay the ACS new contract was realized. 
With the Budget plan to reduce cash and to increase fees $2.00 per door per year for five years, the budget is 
in line with plan. As a head's up, all HOA's need to budget ad $2.00 per door increase for security in their 2017 
budgets. 

NEXT MEETING 

October Meeting - Tuesday October 25th 2016 at 7:00 p.m. Site to be determined 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business before the Board, the Meeting was adjourned at 9:30 p.m. 

Submitted by: Teri Lyn Harrington, Recording Secretary 

Approved by: 

Palisades Highlands Presidents Council Date 
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Exhibit F 

CALL TO ORDER 

THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING 
OF THE 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
OF THE 

PALISADES HIGHLANDS PRESIDENTS COUNCIL 

June 26, 2017 

The following are the Minutes of the Meeting of the Board of Directors of the Palisades 
Highlands Presidents Council held on June 26, 201 ?in Pacific Palisades, CA A Quorum of 
Council Members was noted and Chairperson Dave Dwyer called the meeting to order at 
7:10 p.m. 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Art Zussman, Enclave; Leah Cox, Highlands Villas & Area Rep No. 2 
for Pacific Palisades Community Council; Matt Blake, Highlands Recreation HOA; Claudia 
Fishier, Palisades Circle; Jeff Outcalt, Palisades Villas & PDRA; Peter Culhane. The Summit 
& Area Rep No. 1 for Pacific Palisades Community Council; Lynn Barry Palisades HOA 3; 
David Dwyer, Palisades HOA 4; Paul Fuller, Palisades HOA 5; John Stutsman, 8940 Santa 
Ynez; Carrie Ewbank, Vista Catalina; Elaine Hanken, Peninsula; Bruce Swartz, Visa Del Mar; 
Debbie Mink, Palisades Tennis Estates and Dave Powers, Palisades Hills. 

OTHERS PRESENT: Aaron Sias, ACS Team Manager, Paul Glasgall, Pacific Palisades 
Community Council and Teri Lyn Harrington, Recording Secretary. 

MEMBERS ABSENT: Alta Mira II, Michael Lane Villas, Palisades HOA 2, Seascape and Jon 
Girard, Treasurer. 

1525 Palisades Drive Vacant Parcel: Rony Shram from Shram Development attended 
the meeting to discuss the final development plans for the subject property. Rony reported 
that a new 64,000 senior living residential property with 82 guest suites complex will be 
built on the vacant parcel. Property is being designed for healthy and vibrant seniors and is 
not an "assisted living" facility. Suites will not have kitchens and residents will not have 
their private vehicles on the property. All transportation will be provided by the 
owner/ developer with shuttles operating to and from the property connecting with public 
transportation. Focus of the complex will be on wellness with scheduled activities, a gym 
and swimming pool. Meals will be served in a dining room setting and no roof top terraces 
will be constructed. Entrance to the facility will be off Vereda De la Montura and not 
Palisades Drive. Development will be a four-story building with the first story ½ below 
street level. 

Councilmember Mike Bonin's Representative: Lisa Cahill, Field Deputy Council District 
11, Councilmember Mike Bonin office, attended the meeting to discuss City related issues 
for the Highlands. Lisa recently met with Dave Dwyer and Peter Culhane to discuss issues 
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in the Highlands. Lisa reported that her office works from a two prong point of view with 
one for immediate problems i.e., potholes and the other view for neighborhood tasks. An 
example of an immediate problem arose when standing water in asins were discovered in 
the Highlands that were ripe for a mosquito infestation and a concern that the mosquito 
carrying Zika Virus has been identified in the Long Beach. Lisa reported that Vector 
Control was notified and after inspection it was reported by Vector Control that no 
mosquito sightings have occurred in the Palisades to date. Peter and Dave agreed to send 
out the priority list outlined in their meeting. As for neighborhood tasks, Lisa reported that 
those tasks already fleshed out by community representatives will get the most attention. 
Lisa acknowledged that the paving of roads in the Highlands is a top priority for the 
community. Peter Culhane requested that Mrs. Cahill attend all of PHPC quarterly 
meetings. 

Airplane Noise: Kathryn Pantoja, Environmental Affairs Officer for Los Angeles World 
Airports attended the meeting to discuss aircraft noise experienced in the Highlands and the 
FAA' s South California Metroplex Project. The project's purpose is to improve airspace 
efficiency and reduce complexity by optimizing flight procedures with satellite-based navigation. 
As of the current date, all three phases of the implementation have occurred with the last, Phase 
3 being on April 27, 2017. All of their materials addressed planes departing LAX. 

When told that our issues were due to planes on "Approach" and that the materials they brought 
didn't have anything related to "Approaches", they didn't have an answer. They also didn't have 
any information about why planes were off the prescribed routes when approaching LAX. Ms. 
Pantoja noted that the LAW A website does have information as to where complaints should be 
sent when airplanes are making excessive noise over our neighborhood. 

ACS Armed Patrol Report: Aaron reported no major concerns for the Highlands 
regarding crime and the turnover for ACS is very low. Aaron noted that the homeless 
population has increased at Sunset and PCH. Bruce Swartz provided information on 
various individuals in the homeless population. Bruce also reported that the task force is 
active and LAPD Officers Rusty and Jimmy have really taken care of the area. Recently the 
CHP also cleared out 12 motor homes that were parked at Coastline and Topanga. ACS is 
working on getting a new cell site that would eliminate dead zones in the Highlands. 

ACS Price Increase: Treasurer, Jon Girard, will provide all details of the increase and the 
PHPC desire to give a raise to Aaron at the next meeting tentatively scheduled for 
September. 

Approval of Minutes: After discussion the February 7, 2017 PHPC meeting minutes were 
approved at corrected. Correction: change Palisades Highlands Community Council to 
Pacific Palisades Community Council (PPCC). 

OLD BUSINESS 

Median Maintenance: To increase funding for maintenance a recommendation to reach 
out to Palisades Village management and the Calvary Church for donations. The Board will 
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follow up on the recommendation. 

Community Concern and City Responsibilities: With reference to receiving assistance 
from the City of Los Angeles, Bruce Swartz recommended that a good demonstration of 
community spirit would be to have each household in the Highlands make a $20 donation 
to fund homeless outreach. 

Pavine of Lower Palisades Drive: Discussed as part of the meeting with Lisa Cahill. 

NEW BUSINESS 

Proposed Cell Tower on Palisades Court@ Michael Lane: T-Mobil intends to install a 
new "line of sight" cell tower at Palisades Court at Michael Lane. Dave reported that T
Mobil will use the public right of way to install the tower and public meetings will be held 
at City Hall regarding their proposal. 

Request for Volunteers to serve on Committee: The PHPC requested volunteers to fill 
various committees for the council and requested that interested parties contact Teri 
Harrington, Recording Secretary for additional information. 

NEXT MEETING 

Next meeting will be scheduled for September. Date selection notice to be sent in August. 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business before the Board, the Meeting was adjourned at 8:SOp.m. 

Submitted by: Teri Lyn Harrington, Recording Secretary 

Approved by: 

Palisades Highlands Presidents Council Date 
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Exhibit G Palisades Drive, LP. 

September 5, 2017 
Dear Neighbor, 

Since acquiring the lot on the corner of Palisades Drive and Verada de la Montura in 2013, we have proactively 
communicated our development plans. I wanted to share the latest details with you: 

We presented several ideas for this property, among which was a condominium building of 33 residences. While a 
vast majority of the Highlands supported the project through PHPC votes and extensive association surveys, the 
requisite zone change process proved too lengthy and unpredictable. Ultimately, we found alternative uses for the 
site compatible with the existing commercial zoning. 

After conducting several land use and market analyses we arrived at a project that would (a) fully comply with the 
Cl-lH zoning of the parcel; (b) conform to the quiet nature of the Highlands, while fulfilling the community's 
desires for a residential project on that site; and (c) be minimally invasive and harmonious with the neighborhood. 
Meeting these criteria, we are currently entitling the site for senior living. 

While it is residential in nature, senior living is allowable in commercial zones. Our architects have modified the 
plans for the previously proposed condominium structure, utilizing much of the same general building envelope and 
aesthetic, as presented at several meetings held at The Summit Club. The contemporary design utilizes wood, glass 
and stone, in homage to the natural topography of the Highlands and strives to blend seamlessly into the surrounding 
hillside. 

The proposed project would be a world-class assisted living community for healthy and vibrant seniors with a full 
wellness spa, pool, gym and personal training, It is not a nursing home for those in need of constant medical 
supervision and emergency hospital visits. As such, the environmental impact of the project is minimal: residents 
are generally healthy, so there are no frequent ambulance trips inherent to nursing homes; they do not drive, thus 
generating virtually no traffic; and staff would be transported mostly via shuttle. We designed the building with 
underground loading docks that only accommodate small vans, so there will be no large trailers serving the building. 
Deliveries will be neither visible nor audible. This project would generate significantly less traffic, noise and 
parking impacts than nearly any other residential or commercial alternative. 

The decision to pursue senior living was made with feedback we received from some members of the Highlands 
community who expressed a lack of options for older adults who wish to age in place. These sentiments were 
echoed by two independent market studies showing that Los Angeles in genera.I and the Palisades in particular lack 
adequate housing for seniors, trailing nearly every major metropolitan area in the country. We intend to offer 
preferential terms exclusive to Highlands residents in hopes of serving the immediate community. 

The city will tentatively be holding a public hearing on this project in the coming weeks. We plan to break ground 
sometime in 2018. I want to establish a communication channel with you as construction moves forward, in order to 
make the process as smooth and unobtrusive as possible. Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not 
hesitate to contact me by phone or email. We look forward to being good neighbors and business owners in the 
Highlands for years to come. 

Many Thanks, 

Rony Shram 
Palisades Drive, L.P. 



Exhibit H 

HATELEY JOHN M 

17257 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

KERNER ALEX (TE) & LUCY (TE) 

16887 AVENIDA DE SANTA YNEZ 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

DAVANI MOHAMMAD 

1502 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

SHADRAKE LINDEE A 

1508 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

BUCHANAN STEVEN M (TE) 

1514 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

TROBOUGH TOBIN J & MARILU A 

1520 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

THEISEN RICHARD G & DEBORAH G 

1764 STUART CT 

BENICIA. CA 94510 

PHUNPRUK WANICHAYA 

1580 PALISADES DR #22 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 
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MAJORS WILLIAM B JR & MICHELLE A 

17255 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES . CA 90272 

BEAUVY NICOLAS (TE) & KUMIKO ( 

17249 PALISADES CIR #5 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

OSHIMA KEVIN A & CHRISTIE K 

1504 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

ROSEN LOUISE D 

1510 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

URMAN IRVING R (TE) & SONIA 

1516 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

BOYDEN LYNN R 

1522 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

SNITKO PAUL R & JENNIFER S 

1528 PALISADES DR #20 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

PARIS JACK 

1582 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES . CA 90272 

COHN MICHAEL (TE) 

4550 DENSMORE AVE 

ENCINO. CA 91436 

RECENDEZ RUBEN & CAMELINA 

1500 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

SALE BIRGIT 

11770 PACIFIC COAST HWY #U 

MALIBU . CA 90265 

WINFREY DIANA L & SCOTT J 

1512 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

KANAAR 2007 FAMILY TRUST 

845 LAS LOMAS AVE 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

DE TAILLAC CHRISTINA K 

1096 DYER PL 

LAGUNA BEACH. CA 92651 

HOLLOWAY LINDA L 

1530 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

BEGLEY SIOBHAN M 

PO BOX 3684 

SANTA MONICA. CA 90408 



STOLER KEITH (TE) 

1586 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

PLANT TIMOTHY F & LAUREN P 

1574 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GOWIAN F 

1590 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SILVERMAN ALLEN J 

1596 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MAISIE MUN SHEUNG MAK 

1602 PALISADES DR #37 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MAGNUSON ERIC P (TE) 

1608 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SIEGEL MIKKI 

1614 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LEARY HERB J 

1620 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES , CA 90272 

SCHEID ALFRED G (TE) 

1570 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
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BARRY MARJORIE L 

1578 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MAGNUSSEN KATHLEEN 

1572 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

OTTE LUZANNE E 

1592 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SHORNICK MELANIE 

1598 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LOUKS DANIEL R & BEVERLY 

16950 AVENIDA DE SANTA YNEZ 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

VINJE FAMILY TRUST 

1610 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES , CA 90272 

HARMELL PAMELA H 

15332 ANTIOCH ST 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

STATES MICHAEL 

1622 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

RUDERMAN JEANNE W 

1568 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KARRASS GARY 

8370 WILSHIRE BL VD #315 

BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90211 

COLE BRUCE V (TE) 

4234 CHURCHILL DR 

PLEASANTON, CA 94588 

LEVINE RICHARD & NICOLE 

1594 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LEDERMAN JODI B 

1600 PALISADES DR #36 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

OUTCALT GREG & KA THY 

1606 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KATZ STEPHEN B & BRENNER LAUREN 

1612 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SHEEHY ERIN 

171 PIER AVE #337 

SANTA MONICA, CA 90405 

TRYGSTAD LAWRENCE B (TE) 

4209 ALEMAN DR 

TARZANA, CA 91356 

BERMAN SHARON M 

1566 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 



MCLAIN CARRIE 

17215 AVENIDA DE LA HERRADURA 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

JONES ROBERT E & ELIZABETH V 

PO BOX 39 

VOLCANO, CA 95689 

CHAUDRY KRISHAN K (TE) 

1815 CHASTAIN PKWY E 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CONTI DIANE K 

17223 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CHOY PHILIP G (TE) & HIROMI (T 

17217 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

PODELL SETH 

20229 INLAND LN 

MALIBU, CA 90265 

BAGGALEY JOAN 

17161 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ROBERTS CAROL A 

17179 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

POWELL RICHARD 

17173 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
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BANG CATHRYN H 

1562 PALISADES DR #53 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KANAAR 2007 FAMILY TRUST 

845 LAS LOMAS AVE 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

EICKS DALE & LORINDA FAMILY TRUST 

17227 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

FRANKEL FREDERICK D (TE) 

10835 GARLAND DR 

CULVER CITY, CA 90232 

SHAH ASHWIN A 

17215 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

COLEMAN SUSAN E 

17209 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SERAPIGLIA GERARD B 

17183 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

PARK SEONG J 

17177 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

FASTEAU JULIE 

17171 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BERSHADSKY YURY 

1560 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GREER WILLIAM H & CHRISTY L 

1554 PALISADES DR #57 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

NAHIN WEBER ARLENE R 

17225 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HARMON BARRY SUSAN 

17219 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

FLAD ANDREW B 

17213 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

TRUSSELL ELAINE N & PHILLIP 

17207 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

EVANS SUSAN C 

17181 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KAPELL ELISA A 

17175 PALISADES CIR #75 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LILLEY GARRETT & KATHLEEN 

17169 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 



HIRAMOTO TADASHI 

17167 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BAGGALEY JOAN 

17161 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GREEN STEPHEN M 

17155 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

DEGT JAREWSKY MICHAEL & ROBIN 

17149 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

WHITMORE WENDELL A & SUSAN E 

17143 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES , CA 90272 

SATHER KENT & JOAN 

14827 PAMPAS RIGAS BLVD 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ANDERSEN JUDITH A (TE) & J KA 

17195 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MASCHIO PATRICK 

17201 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HANSEN DANA J & LINDA J 

1552 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
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CITY IMPROVEMENT CO 

17165 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

NABEL DAN D (TE) & PAMELA K (T 

17159 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MOADEB ALISA & N (TE) 

17424 CAMINO DE YATASTO 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ANTHONY DENISE M 

PO BOX 10329 

BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90213 

CATAPANO FRANKL & JORDAN E 

17141 PALISADES CIR #92 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CORBETI JAMES A TRUST 

17191 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

WEISBERG RITA 

130415TH ST#315 

SANTA MONICA, CA 90404 

KIDD JACK F (TE) & MARIA B (TE 

17203 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

OPPENHEIM NANCY S 

1395 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

NICKELL TONI W 

PO BOX 9235 

RANCHO SANTA FE, CA 92067 

BETIERMAN MARK S (TE) & BARBAR 

22233 VILLAGE 22 

CAMARILLO, CA 93012 

KELLY ROBERT & KANDACE 

17151 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

DUNNING TERENCE B 2007 TRUST 

17145 PALISADES CIR #90 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

NEWMAN JANICE M 

17187 PALISADES CIR #93 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

NEWSTROM WAYNE (TE) & JOAN (TE 

17193 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BIJARIPOUR AHMAD R 

1158 26TH ST #477 

SANTA MONICA, CA 90403 

BABIKIAN TALIN 

17205 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LEIBOW LINDA 

1548 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 



BIREN RENEE 

1546 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

PIETROIACOVO MICHAEL 

1540 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BELLO LAZARO 

1534 PALISADES DR #112 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KARRASS GARY TRUST 

8370 WILSHIRE BLVD #315 

BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90211 

MCCUNE TIMOTHY R 

17237 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KURGAN IRA L 

17231 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KRAVITZ KENNETH 

10061 RIVERSIDE DR #1002 

TOLUCA LAKE, CA 91602 

BURGER REYNOLD & DIANA T 

17082 PALISADES CIR #6 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

FULLER PAUL T & JUDITH K 

17076 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
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GRUEN FAMILY TRUST 

1544 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

WOLFSON ADAM & CHRISTINE 

1538 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LAIBOW KENNETH & KAREN 

17247 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HASHEM NAHID BEHZAD (TE} 

1666 MICHAEL LN . 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

PLUME MATTHEWS & LISA L 

17235 PALISADES CIR #119 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LU JUDITH M 

17092 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SELNA DAVID A 

17086 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HEIMBERG PAUL A 

17080 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES , CA 90272 

POTTER SUZANNE L 

17112 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SORDINI STEPHANIE H 

1542 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GILL ELIZABETH D 

1536 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MCGOOHAN ANNE 

16255 VENTURA BLVD #920 

ENCINO, CA 91436 

FILKOW NANCY 

17239 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HOWARD KAREN S 

17233 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MIDWIN BRIAN C & MEAGAN L 

17090 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

COLLINGS NICOLAS 

17084 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KOGAN ANNA 

6406 FAIRWIND CIR 

HUNTINGTON BEACH, CA 92648 

EYSSELEIN VIKTOR E (TE} & ZOI 

17110 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 



HUSS DALE (TE) & NANCY (TE) 

17108 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ALDINGER HERBERT H 

17102 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LUCAS BERTHA 

17096 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ELIAS MARGARET LIVING TRUST 

17436 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

RAGAN CLARENCE E & KAY 

200 HARBOR DR #2001 

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 

POKRYWKA MICHAELE & MIRNA 

17124 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MCCORMICK MONTROSE G 

17118 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

FREY JANEE 

17166 PALISADES CIR #33 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

TILSON CRAIG D & CRISTINA S 

17160 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
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BRAVO LARGE MARIA C 

17106 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MURPHY BRENDON E LIVING TRUST 

17100 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

WUNDER MATTHEW (TE) 

17094 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SHATZ ARNOLD I (TE) & SHERYL G 

10931 HUNTING HORN DR 

SANTA ANA, CA 92705 

STUTZ JOCHEN P (TE) & YASMIN W 

17128 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GELBER MICHAEL A 

17122 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MEERS MICHAEL & PATRICIA 

17116 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

JOVAN RAYMONDO 

17164 PALISADES CIR #34 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LANGSON JACK & SHANAZ TRUST 

17158 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

WANG ROGER & KATHRYN K 

17104 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LEVY LOREN & CANDICE 

17098 PALISADES CIR #17 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HOLLOWAY SUSAN H 

17138 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SHATZ ARNOLD I (TE) 

10931 HUNTING HORN DR 

SANTA ANA, CA 92705 

HOLLOWAY SUSAN H (TE) 

88 PINE ST #21 STFL 

NEW YORK, NY 10005 

CARTER DAVID M (TE) & CAROLE S 

17120 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

0 MALLEY KEVIN (TE) & EMILIE 0 

17114 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LEVY KATE M 

17162 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SMITH BEVERLY J 

1836 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 



ZARKESH FAMILY TRUST 

17154 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

DE FOTO JOSEPH 

17148 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CHAUDRY KRISHAN K (TE) & SAVIT 

17142 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BURKE ELLIE 

17264 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

RABINOV PETER & KATHERINE S 

17258 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SHEINIUK EUGENE (TE} & EILEEN 

17252 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

RABIN LORI W 

17204 PALISADES CIR #11 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

TZUNG CLEVE 

17218 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BRADFORD JUDITH W 

122 COLLINS AVE 

NEWPORT BEACH , CA 92662 
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STARK JAMES & E LIVING TRUST 

32478 FASTWATER CT 

WESTLAKE VILLAGE, CA 91361 

ROSENBAUM DONALD J & BETTE A 

17146 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

VILLICANA SOLVEIG A 

17140 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GALATI JAi A 

17262 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES , CA 90272 

BRADY PATRICK (TE) 

17256 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KASCH THOMAS (TE) & DARLENE (T 

17208 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MARSH BRETT J (TE} & BRENDA L 

17202 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HYMAN ERIC S 

17216 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GARFIELD OLIVER A & ELIZABETH D 

17210 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GOWDY CHRISTY L 

17150 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GRAHAM MARGARET L 

17144 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KLEIN LAURA V 

17266 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KEARNES LISA 

PO BOX 61 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BROUDY LEONARD C (TE) 

17254 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ERSHEID WAJEEH 

17206 PALISADES CIR #10 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

STOPKA STANLEY J 

17200 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

FESTA CYNTHIA A 

17214 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

WEISS PHYLLIS B & PHILLIS B 

17250 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 



AZAR SAFAJOO 

17248 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

WROBEL JOHN 

17242 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LEON JEAN A 

504 NOAK ST 

INGLEWOOD, CA 90302 

MEADE THOMAS M 

17230 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ROZETT MARK A (TE) 

17224 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LYNN SHAUN 

1448 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GELBER ARTHUR TRUST 

1454 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

PAULINE DURSO RICHARDS & A 

1460 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GAIR TIMOTHY & ERICKA M 

17101 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
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POPOLOW GERALDINE 

17246 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SHERWIN STEFANI A 

17240 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SKAUFEL MARTHA G 

17234 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ROBINSON DA & M L TRUST 

17228 PALISADES CIR #30 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

DERHAM CHRISTOPHER 

9 HAWTHORNE PL #15C 

BOSTON, MA 2114 

WILSON SHELLEY D 

949 ENCHANTED WAY 

PACIFIC PALISADES , CA 90272 

KARLOVAC NEVEN (TE) & MIRA (TE 

1456 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SHAHIN GEORGE 

1462 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MORGAN HEATHER A 

1468 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CHAUDHRY SUDHIR & SHIVANI 

16070 W SUNSET BLVD #205 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ANDERSON LOIS U & ROBERT C 

17238 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ALEXANDER VAHN 

17232 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

JOHNSON ANNIE D 

17226 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

FISHLER J STUART & CLAUDIA 

17220 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SCHAMMEL SHARON 

1452 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

WESTLAND ADRIANE 

1458 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BENNETT ERIC M & PATRICIA C 

1464 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BROWN MICHAEL (TE) & RENEE (TE 

1470 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 



GALLO JOIE M 

1472 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

JASPER CHARLES & SANDA 

1478 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SLAZINSKI WALTER & THERESA 

1484 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LIGHT MARGARET C 

1490 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES , CA 90272 

HASSEN SUSAN 

1496 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SMITH LINDA 

1673 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

IVEY ROBERT L 

1667 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

DRASIN HARRY 

1661 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HALJUN JAMES (TE) 

1655 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
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STILWELL STEVEN E 

1474 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

TOOMIRE ROBERT E & NICHELLE 

1480 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ADAIR FAMILY HOLDINGS LLC 

120 23RD PL 

MANHATTAN BEACH , CA 90266 

ANZURES BENILDA D 

1492 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

COHEN ARTHUR M 

1498 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

JUNG THEODORE & LAURA 

1671 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SHIL TON INVESTMENTS INC 

17733 PORTO MARINA WAY 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CULBERTSON EMILY Z & ANDREW C 

1275 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CONRAD JUDITH S 

1653 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

REGAN YVONNE J 

1476 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KIVEL BARRY (TE) 

1482 PALISADES DR #52 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KATZ HARRY L (TE) & MARY (TE) 

12049 COYNE ST 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90049 

DOYLE JOHN J & JANICE B 

1494 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LAUB ALAN J 

1675 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

COLVERT GAVIN T & DANIELLE J 

1669 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

TOBIN GEORGE-ANN 

1663 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

RYAN PAUL A & ATSUKO N 

1657 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SOLUM CONRAD R JR (TE) 

1651 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 



PORTNOY ELLA 

1649 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

AMAR MICHAEL & LYDIA 

4185 BON HOMME RD 

CALABASAS, CA 91302 

STRACHAN JOYCE 

1637 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

DICKEY HELEN C 

764 RANCH LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

DIAZ MARCO 

1625 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

NEMETH FAMILY TRUST 

1617 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LEEWARD LLC 

528 PALISADES DR #705 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ASHRAFI ELENA H & BOBBY B 

1668 CHALCEDONY ST 

SAN DIEGO, CA 92109 

MOADEB JUDY (TE) 

17424 CAMINO DE YA TASTO 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

QMS 17-085 

OWNERSHIP LIST 

FEBRUARY 28 2017 

PAGE10 

LINDEMANN JENS 

1647 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SCHULMAN BARRY (TE) & CECEILE 

1641 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ADLER STEPHANIE R 

1635 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

RYALS DORA E 

1629 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

PEARLMAN ARTHUR (TE) & EILEEN 

1621 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CHOI AUGUSTINE D & ALESSANDRA 

1615 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

RAHAVI EVGUENIA & IRAJ 

1609 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KIM SUNG E & KYOUNG H 

1603 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

WOLPERT JONA THAN 

1591 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

DUQUE CARLEEN L 

1645 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SCARANO JOSEPH J (TE) & ELSIE 

1639 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

COX LEAH M 

1633 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

PINSKY NAUM & LARISA 

1627 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SANGERMANO ELLEN 

1619 MICHAEL LN #28 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KLOKOVA OLGA 

1613 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MCDIARMID SUZANNE 

1778 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

WINOKUR JON 

1601 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SHATZ ARNOLD I (TE) & SHERYL G 

10931 HUNTING HORN DR 

SANTA ANA, CA 92705 



BAILEY PATRICK E 

16674 CALLE HALEIGH 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CROSS CREEK GROUP INC 

PO BOX 844 

SUMMERLAND, CA 93067 

ABRAMS LESLIE S 

1575 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ROKAB SYLVIANE 

1569 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CROW TERRY M (TE) & CHERYL L ( 

17754 CALLE DE PALERMO 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GRAY PAMELA W 

1557 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ALFORD FAMILY TRUST 

14911 GREENLEAF ST 

SHERMAN OAKS, CA 91403 

MIZRAHI ABRAHAM 

1545 MICHAEL LN #62 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BARRITT CLAY F 

1539 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
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SOROTZKIN ANNA H 

1585 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

WILLIAMS ALISON H 

260 SEALE LN 

ALPHARETTA, GA 30022 

KOCH ROBERT M 

1573 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GIEGERICH WILLIAM E JR & NANCY T 

4 ERNEST CT 

KINGS PARK, NY 11754 

ORENSTEIN STEVEN 

1561 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SNEIDER ESTELLA 

1555 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

WELSH SUE 

1549 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MERRILL R THOMAS 

15200 W SUNSET BLVD #214 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HAUGH AILEEN T 

1537 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LITTELL HEATHER A & BRUCE W 

1583 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

TORRILD LISE 

1577 MICHAEL LN #46 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GILLETTE JEANNE R 

10710 STRADELLA CT 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90077 

KLIEGMAN ISABEL 

1565 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BLOCK WILLIAM & DOREEN 

1559 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LEE JAMES A JR 

1553 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CLARK WILLIAM L 

1547 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GORDON JEREMY (TE) 

1760 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

FRY SPEEDS & PATRICIA 

1535 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 



SUTTON JASON 

1533 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HESS JEROME L (TE) & TERESA M 

1527 MICHAEL LN #71 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GALLO JANIS M 

1545 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BURKE BONNIE H 

PO BOX 1333 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GORDON JOSHUA B & HEATHER R 

1557 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BURKE DAVID L & MARYKATE 

1563 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SHAKARIAN PETER 

1524 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SHAPIRO BROOKE (TE) 

6055 E WASHINGTON BLVD #545 

COMMERCE, CA 90040 

GERSON GORDON 

1567 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
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VATANPOUR KIMBERLY 

1531 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KAVIAR BRENT D 

17087 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LOTFI FARIBORZ & MIRTA S 

1547 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LAMPKIN BRECK L & LISA M 

1553 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

JENKINS JOHN C & ANITA M 

1559 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KASTNER FRIEDRICH W (TE) 

1528 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BAILEY JAMES & JESSICA 

1522 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

FLICK FAMILY TRUST 

1516 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

WINSLOW LISA F 

1569 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MOSSADEGHI HOMILA 

1529 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ROMER POLLIS VICTORIA 

1543 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

FRAGEN ALIYAH J 

1549 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CARAWAY A RANDALL 

1555 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SPENCER KENNETH F & ROBIN E 

1561 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KLAR JONATHAN M 

1526 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

JACKSON JOHN M 

11911 SAN VICENTE BLVD #295 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90049 

SYMCOX GEOFFREY (TE) & LINDA ( 

1565 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HORVATH S & BAGRYANOVA L TRUST 

1571 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 



AARON RICHARD (TE) & ANNA (TE) 

1540 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SILVER BERNARD 

1534 MICHAEL LN #705 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

DOUGHERTY F JAY 

1550 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES , CA 90272 

POPKIN JOSHUA & WENDY 

1544 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

AKHAVAN YASSAMAN 

10595 ASHTON AVE #302 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90024 

SAVTCHENKO OLGA 

1554 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MATHEWS JOSEPH K 

1560 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KAUFMAN MARIAN 

1566 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

OREILLY JOHN S (TE) & JUDITH S 

1698 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
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BUSH CARROL C 

1538 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ALLEN FAMILY TRUST 

41721 CALLE CABRILLO 

TEMECULA, CA 92592 

CHO WON Y & MEERA P 

1548 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

NGUYEN GIAO Q & THAO 

1542 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

DIBAEI JAVAD R (TE) 

1577 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

STONE SUSAN 

706 MONTANA AVE 

SANTA MONICA, CA 90403 

NEWMAN JANET 

1562 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

FINKELSTEIN KIM LIVING TRUST 

1568 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SILBERSTEIN LLOYD 

1696 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

RAPIER THOMAS L (TE) 

1536 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SPECTOR BATSHEVA 

1530 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ALLGEYER DEAN & FULLER 

762 GLENMONT AVE 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90024 

BARON DIANE 

1573 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BOGLIO EDUARDO H & CELIA E 

1552 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GALVIN DONNA 

1558 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KINLOCH JAMES A & EDITH F 

1754 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MACISAAC SUSAN 

1570 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HOSHIAR BATOL E 

1694 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 



MATHIESON TERRI A LIVING TRUST 

1692 MICHAEL LN #51 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CLUESS CHRISTOPHER (TE) & JOYC 

1686 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BRADY ROBERT F 

1680 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LEVEN HARRIS S & DEBORAH W 

1674 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HUBBELL WAYNE LIVING TRUST 

1668 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MAUCH JUSTIN & CHRISTINA C 

1662 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MILLER HARVEY J 

1652 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES , CA 90272 

ROYCE DOROTHY E LIVING TRUST 

201 OCEAN AVE #506B 

SANTA MONICA, CA 90402 

BOUER MELANIE W 

1596 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
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KATZ NORMAN B (TE) & DOROTHEA 

1690 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GOODMAN STANLEY L 

1684 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

OPPONG GEORGE E & SUSAN M 

1678 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CRAVEN KEITH B & LORENA C 

1672 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HASHEM NAHID BEHZAD (TE) 

1666 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

RAFF SHIRLEY 

1648 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MOADEB NESS (TE) 

17424 CAMINO DE YATASTO 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SMITH JULIE S & LINDA S 

PO BOX 526 

TOPANGA, CA 90290 

ROSEN LOUISE (TE) & KAREN E ( 

1594 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

DOWLATSHAHI HOUSHANG (TE) 

1688 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KETENJIAN DICKRAN Y 

133 S HUDSON AVE #3 

PASADENA, CA 91101 

MAHAL DAVID G 

1676 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GARIA SUSAN 

1670 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SAPERSTEIN FRANK R 

1664 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LEMEN JEFFREY 

1650 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

RAMM MELINDA S 

1656 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

NAT PROPERTY MANAGEMENT LLC 

1598 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KOEPPE DORIS M 

1762 PALISADES DR #81 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 



MORENO BRENDA 

1590 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

PARNELL LORNA 

1584 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ALTSHULER LEV (TE) 

948 19TH ST #5 

SANTA MONICA, CA 90403 

CLARK FREDERICK A (TE) & ANNE 

1600 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

RANGEL DECIO D & DANIELLE M 

1606 MICHAEL LN #90 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KOTLARSKIANN 

1612 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

RUBIN LINDA J 

1618 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

NEBRON CATHERINE 

1770 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BAKKE RICHARD W 

1630 MICHAEL LN #102 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
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BERNARDI RS 

4607 LAKEVIEW CANYON RD #587 

WESTLAKE VILLAGE, CA 91361 

WOHL ROBERT (TE) 

1582 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

FEATHERS PATRICIA C TRUST 

1576 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MANOLOV IULIAN M (TE) 

1602 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HACKETT THOMAS K 

1608 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SPIVA HUBERT T JR (TE) 

1614 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KOENIG !LENE S 

1620 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GIDWITZ RALPH W & KAREN C 

1626 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KANAAR 2007 FAMILY TRUST 

845 LAS LOMAS AVE 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MASHKOURI NIMA (TE) 

1586 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

JESSEN HELGA H 

1580 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MORAWSKI COLIN V & LAURA A 

1574 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

COOK DOANLD M 

2714 FLEUR DR 

SAN MARINO, CA 91108 

CONVEY MARILYN 

1610 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

NAZAROVA NINEL 

1616 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CROSKEY TRUST 

1622 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MATHEWS ROBERT B (TE} & LOIS M 

1628 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BUTTERFIELD PETER E (TE} 

1634 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 



YEE KELVIN K (TE) 

1203 PATTON WAY 

SAN MARINO. CA 91108 

LANG DITTANY M 

1636 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SANTOS EFREN S JR 

1642 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES , CA 90272 

HEADLAND PROPERTIES ASSOC 

11726 SAN VICENTE BLVD #235 

LOS ANGELES , CA 90049 

FAYFEL MICHAEL & TALI 

1666 PALISADES DR #2 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MOORE JAMES Ill (TE) & SHARYN 

1766 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES , CA 90272 

BRISKI MARLENE G 

1654 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MELLOR JAMES & CHRISTIAN J 

1648 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CAMPBELL MARGUERITE D 

1670 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

TOBISKA SUSAN 

1676 PALISADES DR #17 

PACIFIC PALISADES , CA 90272 
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SOLUM MICHAEL C (TE) 

4601 WILSHIRE BLVD #110 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90010 

WYSS THOMAS M 

1644 MICHAEL LN #109 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HAGAR DAVID W & CATHY D 

2004 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

JENKINS HEIDI F 

1664 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES , CA 90272 

GOLAND ZEEV 

1658 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

GRASTORF EDWARD J 

1768 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BAO ZHAOSHENG 

1646 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

RUTIZ STANLEY D 

302 VAQUERO RD 

TEMPLETON , CA 93465 

BRIDGEFORD ROBERT D 

1678 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

RIFENBERGH GRACE E 

1640 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MARGELLOS JAMES M & INGRID U 

1646 MICHAEL LN 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SCALA VINCENT 

1668 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

COHEN NINA M TRUST 

1754 MANDEVILLE CANYON RD 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90049 

KATES DAVID A 

1656 PALISADES DR #7 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

JUNG KANG H & KIM KATHERINE 

1650 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MOADEB NESS (TE) 

17424 CAMINO DE YATASTO 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LOUKS DANIEL (TE) 

16950 AVENIDA DE SANTA YNEZ 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

TUCHSCHER JULIA 

1680 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 



SAPENUK ALEX JR & ANNA 

1758 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CALENDER MARK C 

2537 PEBBLE BEACH LOOP 

LAFAYETTE, CA 94549 

OLEYNIK OLEG 

1688 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BAIR ZANE 

1694 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BROWN JOSEPH R 

13808 VENTURA BLVD 

SHERMAN OAKS, CA 91423 

RHONE MELISSA L 

1706 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HARLAN JOYCE 

1712 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

DWYER DAVID 

PO BOX 1162 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

WAGNER MARK 

17091 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ABERL Y RACHEL 

17085 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MILLER SPENCER I & JOYCE N 

1776 PALISADES DR #88 

PACIFIC PALISADES. CA 90272 

MARGAZIOTIS IAN D & HEATHER M 

1684 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BETTMAN GARY M (TE) 

1690 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

WEITZNER LILLIAN L 

1696 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LUTTGENS ELISABETH L 

1702 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

STOCK CARL N (TE) 

1708 PALISADES DR #33 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

POTTER GARY R 

1714 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

FOX NUCCILLI DOROTHY 

17095 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SMITH WAYNE & NANCY A 

17089 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BLACK CHARLES H 

17083 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

COJESCU LUCIAN & BARBARA 

1756 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SHAFIGHI LILLY 

1686 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

JORDAN DOLORES P 

1692 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

PECK DAVID & RUTH R 

3007 WASHINGTON BLVD #220A 

MARINA DEL REY, CA 90292 

GROSSMAN DAVID A & PATRICIA L 

1704 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

NEUMAN ALICE R 

1710 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

POWELL SCOTT B & LAURIE A 

17099 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ANDERSON JOHN F & JANET M 

17093 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

VERDERAME ANTHONY M TRUST 

5940 CALLE DIA 

CAMARILLO, CA 93012 

ALBERSTROM RALPH 

10330 DOWNEY AVE #20 

DOWNEY, CA 90241 



FREEMAN SUSAN J 

1740 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KLOTZ MICHAEL & UTE 

17121 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KIM EMMA Y 

17115 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

SERVICAFER 

17109 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LEWIS JOHN H & JENNIFER 

827 LEVERING AVE #304 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90024 

HANSEN THOMAS B & MAUREEN C 

1718 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

RAMAN PRADEEP 

1724 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

WEISDORF RICHARD (TE) & JOYCE 

1730 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MESSIHA DOMINIC J 

17242 AVENIDA DE LA HERRADURA 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

LEVESQUE MARY 

1746 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CHAPPEL ANN T 

1752 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MEINEN HARRY & MELINDA 

17119 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

RESNIK DAVID & LAURENNE 

17113 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

FOY RUTH W 

17107 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

KURGAN OF GAMARNIK LIVING TRUST 

17101 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HIGHLAND TRUST 

10613 WELLWORTH AVE 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90024 

HAIGHT RALPH L (TE} & MARCIA K 

1726 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ESKENAZI JACK (TE) & JENNIFER 

7107 MESA DR 

APTOS, CA 95003 

CHOVANCE RONALD (TE) & SONIA R 

PO BOX 10952 

PALM DESERT, CA 92255 

DAVIE ANNE 

1744 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MILLER WALLACE C (TE) 

501 ARBRAMAR AVE 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MUCIAJOHN J 

17117 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

PENNEY CATHERINE & JOHN 

17111 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CARR GEORGE W & CAROLYN R 

17105 PALISADES CIR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

HAMER RICHARD W & SUSANNE E 

1774 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

ERENBERG JODY D 

15318 WHITFIELD AVE 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

STURM EFRAIM & MARCIA 

1728 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

PETERSON STEPHEN S 

1734 PALISADES DR 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

BOEHLE MICHELLE E 

1748 PALISADES DR #70 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

MCKENNA ANDREW F & HEIDI M 

16154 HIGH VALLEY PL 

ENCINO, CA 91436 
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November 5, 2017 

Rony Shram 
122207 Wilshire Blvd, #202 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

RE : Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific. Palisades - Support Letter 

Rony, 

On September 29, 2017 I sent a letter in support of the Proposed Eldercare Facility at 1525 Palisades 
Drive, Pacific Palisades (please see attached) . On October 20, 2017 Robert Flick sent me an email in an 
effort to intimidate me and silence my support (please see attached) . 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Gerlach 
310.739.1948 



Gerlach, Jeff@ Beverly Hills 

From: Gerlach, Jeff @ Beverly Hills 
Sent: 
To: 

Friday, September 29, 2017 12:08 PM 
'Courtney Shum' 

Subject: RE: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades 

Thank you 

JEFF W. GERLACH ILIC #01942825 
CBRE I Advisory & Transaction Services - Office Properties 
1840 Century Park East, 9th Floor I Los Angeles, CA 90067 
0 310.550.2507 IC 310.739.1948 IF 310.203.9624 
jeff.gerlach@cbre.com I www.cbre.com 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

Thi email may contain information that is confidential or attorney-client privileged and may constitute inside information. Tl1e contents of tl1is email are 
intended only for the recipient(s) listed above. If you are not the intended recipient. you are directed not to read. disclose. distribute or otherwise use this 
transmission. If you have received this email in error. please notify the sender immediately and delete the transmission. Delivery of this message is not 
intended to waive any applicable privileges . 

From: Courtney Shum [mailto:courtney.shum@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, September 29, 2017 12:04 PM 
To: Gerlach, Jeff@ Beverly Hills <Jeffrey.Gerlach@cbre.com> 
Subject: Re: Proposed Eldercare Facil ity--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades 

Jeff, thank you for your comments. They will be forwarded to the Associate Zoning Administrator for consideration. 

On Thu, Sep 21, 2017 at 9:23 AM, Gerlach, Jeff@ Beverly Hills <Jeffrey.Gerlach@cbre.com> wrote: 

Courtney, 

I would like to voice my unconditional support for this project - I rarely get involved in these meetings but our town 
needs this project. I am a longtime resident of Pacific Palisades (previously living i the Highlands) and can tell you that 
there are no quality options for our seniors to live and with such a low impact on the community (low traffic impact, 
low noise impact, etc) I cannot think of a better use for this piece of property. This would give our community a great 
place for our seniors to live - keeping them nearby to our families. 

Feel free to call me directly if I can be of any help. This would be a GREAT project for our community. 

Thank you, 

Jeff 

1 



JEFF W. GERLACH I LIC #01 942825 

CBRE I Advisory & Transaction Services - Office Properties 

1840 Century Park East, 9th Floor \ Los Angeles, CA 90067 
0 310.550.2507 \ C 310.739.1948 \ F 310.203.9624 
jeff .gerlach@cbre.com \ www.cbre.com 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

This email may contain information that is confidentia l or attorney-client privileged and may constitute inside information. The contents of this email are 
intended only for the recipient(s) listed above. If you are not the intended reci pient. you are di rected not to read . disclose. distrit)ute or otherwise use 
this transmission. If you 11ave received this emai l in error. please notify tile sender immediately and delete the transmission. Delivery of this message is 
not intended to waive any applicable privileges. 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Department of City Planning 
T: (213) 978-1916 E: courtney .shum@lacity .org 
200 N. Spring St., Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

2 



Gerlach. Jeff@ Beverly Hills 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jeff, 

Robert Flick <rflick@flicklaw.com> 
Friday, October 20, 2017 6:57 PM 
Gerlach, Jeff @ Beverly Hills 
1525 Palisades Drive--Proposed Eldercare Facility 

In reviewing the City Planning file today, I saw your email to City Planning supporting the oversized, 
inappropriate, ill-suited dementia care/assisted living facility proposed by the Shrams for the referenced 
property. 

I will share your supporting email with the numerous tech industry executives and real estate professionals in 
the Highlands who have formed well-advised views opposing the project. 

I sit on a non-profit board with Andy Ratner and will try to remember to share it with him as well. 

Regards, 

Bob Flick 

Law Office of Robert Flick 

15332 Antioch Street, No. 202 I Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
v 310.573.0300 I efax 424.644.2554 I m 310.989.5681 
Real Property Law Solutions SM 

This electronic mail transmission may contain confidential or privileged information. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the 
sender by reply transmission and delete the message without copying or disclosing It. 
This firm does not provide tax advice. Nevertheless, if any advice or communication provided by this firm is determined to constitute or contain tax advice, the 
following notice shall apply: 
U.S. Treasury Circular 230 Notice: Any tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) was not Intended or written to be used, and 

cannot be used, for the purpose of (a) avoiding penalties that may be Imposed under the Internal Revenue Code or by any other applicable tax authority; or (b) 
promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any tax-related matter addressed herein. We provide this disclosure on all outbound e-malls to 
assure compliance with new standards of professional practice, pursuant to which certain tax advice must satisfy requirements as to form and substance. 
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Palisades News 
November 1,2017 A forum for open discussion of community issues 

EDITORIAL 

Opinions Okay, Intimidation Is Not 
If you buy a piece of residential property, should 

neighbors be able to dictate what you build? Should 
they be able to tell you to choose between a modern 

house and Cape Cod? Should they have say over the color? I 
think most of us would agree that the answer should be no. 

What if you buy a piece of property next to a school 
and want to put in a strip club with neon signs, or you 
propose to tum your house into a dog rescue for wayward 
chihuahuas? It's your property, after all. 

Fortunately for those of us living in an urban area (and 
yes, Pacific Palisades is urban, unlike the vast farmland in 
Nebraska), cities have stepped in with wning laws, dictating 
what is allowable in certain areas of town. They have installed 
building codes- no skyscrapers along Via de la Paz. 

That brings us to the latest land-use battle in our 
community: the proposed senior assisted-living center 
in the Highlands. 

The initial City Planning hearing regarding the project 
was held on October 4, and hearing examiner Henry 
Chou agreed to keep the case open 30 days for additional 
written comment. This was at the request of Howard 
Robinson, chairman of the Palisades Community Council's 
Land Use Committee, so that his committee and the 
PPCC could hold public meetings and provide feedback. 

Last Thursday, both groups held consecutive meetings 
at the library and spent four hours listening to Highlands 
residents and the developer and discussing the proposed 
82-unit building at the corner of Palisades Drive and 
Vereda de la Montura. 

The facility would be built on a 43,033-sq.-ft. lot that is 
wned commercial (located above Casa Nostra restaurant 
and a small business plaza) and has been vacant since the 
Highlands was founded in the early 1970s. 

Developer Moshe Shram bought the property in 
December 2013, and his son, Rony, has been in charge 
of the project. Rony took the project to the Highlands 
Presidents Council in September, and the majority were 
supportive, but not all homeowner association presidents 
were there. ( General note: if you can't attend a meeting, 
send someone or get the minutes and distribute them 
to your fellow board members.) 

At the Land Use Committee meeting, equal time was 
given to developer Rony Shram and supporters of the 
project, as well as residents who oppose it. They call 
themselves Highlanders United for Good (HUG). 

Neighbors argue that the facility is too big; that it is too 
close to open space and views will be wrecked; that it will 
increase ambulance and worker traffic; and that noise and 
lights will spoil the quiet neighborhood. One resident made 
a derogatory comment about not wanting people in wheel
chairs in the neighborhood, and was hushed by the board. 

The committee eventually agreed that the proposed use 
is allowable according to the zoning code. It was pointed 
out several times by committee members that aside from 
the Atria assisted-living facility on Sunset, Palisades residents 
have no place close for aging relatives. One person 
mentioned she had just placed a relative in Lawndale; a 
second person said she had found a place in Culver City. 

One question often raised in hearings for Coastal 
Development permits is if the building is compatible 
with the neighborhood. Said Robinson, a land-use 
consultant: "In my experience, compatible is a subjective 

term and has torn neighborhoods apart. If a developer is 
following code, then that is tantamount to compatible:· 

Eventually, the LUC passed a resolution stating: "We 
recommend to PPCC that the use is appropriate and 
that there were a number of concerns expressed by the 
committee: I.) safety, 2.) access, 3.) noise/disruption, 
and 4.) overall height of the project." 

Robinson commented afterwards, "We realize it was 
a mushy result, but it reflects the committee." 

The recommendation than went to the Community 
Council, which repeated the LUC hearing. 

Height came up again, with the Palisades specific plan's 
limit mentioned at 30 feet and that buildings along Sunset 
can be no higher than 35 feet. Somebody pointed out 
that the Highlands building, which is 39 feet, and by code 
could be higher, is not within the Village's specific plan 
and is not found along Sunset. 

More than one PPCC member told the opponents that 
if they wanted the lot turned into a park, the neighbors 
should buy the property from the developer and then 

develop and maintain a park. A fundraiser campaign to 
achieve this goal was already under consideration by HUG. 

At one point the hearing got raucous and Council 
President Maryam Zar had to interject. "His right to build;' 
she said. "In favor of your outcry, we're addressing this issue." 

The PPCC then crafted its own resolution, which 
reflected the LUC, but added additional concerns such 
ai. light pollution and proximity to open space. 

Maybe the scariest thing the News heard was that several 
members of HUG went through the City Planning fil e 
and then sent threatening letters to anyone who had 
supported the project. 

The News received part of a letter, which read: "I will share 
your supporting email with numerous tech industry exec 
utives and real estate professionals in the Highlands who 
have formed wel.l -advised views opposing the project." The 
letter then threatened to go to a specific person who might 
have a career impact on the person supporting the project. 

No matter how anyone feels about this project, threats 
like this are indefensible. 

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR 
Cell-Tower Bill Vetoed 

The Pacific Palisades Community Council is happy 
to report that Governor Brown has vetoed SB 649- the 
dangerous bill sponsored by the telecom industry that 
would have removed the ability of cities and counties 
to regulate cell towers in the public right of way and on 
public property statewide. 

The Governor's veto statement can be read at: 
gov.ca.gov/docs/Sb_649 _ Veto_Message_20l 7 .pdf. 

We are pleased that PPCC played a role in this victory 
for the principle of local control/"Home Rule:' PPCC will 
remain vigilant as the industry is expected to introduce 
revised legislation in the future in an effort to streamline 
local approval of thousands of 5-G installations. 

Meanwhile, PPCC will be pressing for the L.A. City 
Council to move forward with much-needed revisions 
to the local Above Ground Facilities (AGF) ordinance 
(regulation of cell towers and other facilities in the public 
right of way), which PPCC supports. Revisions have been 
inexplicably stalled in committee for more than a year. 

Maryam Zar, PPCC Chair 
Chris Spitz, PPCC Chair Emeritus 

Raising Money for Stroke Research 
I grew up in Pacific Palisades, l'm a junior at the State 

University of New York at Fredonia and I play for the 
men's ice hockey team. My parents, Dana and Rick 
Rivera, live in the Palisades. 

For the past lO years, the Fredonia Devils have been 
raising money as we play for a great cause, paying homage 
to a cancer survivor or survivors, in what we all know 
as "Pink in the Rink" ( this year's game will be against 
Oswego State) . 

Last year I wanted to give back in a way that was 
personal to me, so I started a new tradition to raise money 
for stroke awareness. This year we will be hosting the 
Stroke Awareness game on December l at our hockey 
rink, Steele Hall, against Potsdam. 

The reason I choose stroke awareness is my mom. 
About eight years ago, she had a stroke and it had the 
biggest impact on my life. She's done so much to bounce 
back from it, and has worked really hard, and continues 
to give back to the community every single day in any 
way she can for stroke survivors. 

Last year we raised around $10,000, and we hope to raise 
even more this year. We will be wearing special red jerseys 
supporting our cause for those who have suffered strokes. 

Our jerseys will be for sale and donations are extremely 
appreciated. If you would like to donate, you can make 
a check out to Fredonia Men's Ice Hockey, 12 Forest Pl., 
Fredonia, New York 14063, or go to my Facebook (Luke 
Rivera) where there is a GoFundMe. Thank you everyone 
for the love and support. 

Luke Rivera 

Excited about Caruso Project 
I have lived in Pacific Palisades for 15 years. My husband 

and I, and our three boys (ages 16, 12 and 10) are beyond 
excited for the Caruso project to be completed. 

Our little town needed to be revamped and developed. 
It was so sad and looked like a ghost town with nowhere 
to shop, eat or be entertained. Looks like we will get all 
those things accomplished close to our home! 

I am so excited that we will be able to walk to dinner, 
a movie, or to just grab something from the grocery or 
specialty stores. I think it's hard for many to even imagine 
what it's going to be like, but I know it will be a huge 
improvement, and not to mention all of the free 
community programming and events. Caruso has top
notch special events on all of their properties, and I 
know Palisades will be no different. We can' t wait! 

Kelsey Clark 

Palisada News ,mcon,a oll ldten, which ""'J' 1H, nnoiled lo 
letters@palisodanews.com. Please indude a name, adJress 
and telephone number so we may mu:lt you. utters do not 

necessarily nflect the viewpoint of the Palisades Newt. 
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LETTERS TO 
THE EDITOR 

'CO NDO MANIA' 
Th.: Palisades Highlands Presidents Council has spent the las! three 

years working with the Shr-.im group to ensure the sile ll l 1525 Palisades 
Drive gets developed responsibly and with appropriale inpul from che 
area leadership. 

The developers ini lially sought communi1y suppoct for a zone 
change 10 build 33 condominiums. Many mcclings were held. and each 
homeowner·s association was individually polled as the threshold for a 
zone change required near unanimous suppon. T he vast majority of the 
Hi ghlands supponed a residential development of roughly 64.000 feet. 

Unfonuna1ely. a group of screaming. uni nformed residents driven 
by a self-interested, anli-devclopmcnt mantr.i began vehemently oppos-
ing the r,roject. branding ii CONDOMANIA . These arc the same people 
now against the proposed by-right senior living community. 

The Assis1cd Living projecl gencrares lhc least traffic and noise ot 
any alternative and has the same bl.Jilding envelope as the condomin1 
urns previously approved by all the presidents (except onc)- includini; 
president of the Michael Lane Villas. the association where mos1 of the 
current opposition resides. 

Many Palisades residents have tl\•ed here for decades and wot Id 
like m remain in the community. Cum:ntly, the opiions for seniors :.m.: 
extremely limited - especially for residents in The Highlands who hve 
in multi -story condos. 

The reali1y is 1ha1 the aggrieved neighbors complaining abou t !he 
project live across the street and simply want to keep the lot from be· 
ing developed al all costs. They have sunk lo the level of br.1.ndin ,;_ th.: 
future residents as demented . bed-ridden seniors who will somehov. he 
wandering aimlessly in the streets. 

Worse ycl , they pretend to advocate forlhc elderly. fal sely assc11 m)! 
1ha1 these seniors will die in that building from fl oods. fires and Cllrth 
quakes, a claim th:it h;is no ha~ is in fact. In rcatil )". they jus1 don ·, want 
them l1\'10f: nc.1 rb) l l,1ve these people no <h;une'' 

l'm, /l,/c11~a/l 

The Day of Forgiveness 

SEPTEM BER 28. 2017 

Palisadlan-Posr 

Ou, 01 THE PAST 
___ ___ _ ___ May 14, 1970 _____ _ 

Fo,xmll!nfad of au.to,:rapl1-hu,itin,: l!njoys suddl!11 rebirth in Pacifc PaJisalif!S 4S 
you. ,1,:surs thron,: on sta,: I! in PaJihi multi-pu.rposf! room to IHsil!J:I! Uoyd Hai,1es of 
tdl!vision 's Emmy-nomi,,atu/ "Room 222" and 1•usutill! PaJisadUm actor Waltl!r Muitllau. 

Your Two Cents' Worth 
Go, so~thin,: to say? Call 
(3/0}454./321 or email 2unts@ 
palipost.com and }{I!/ thosl! kudos 
or co11cuns off your chest. Naml!s 
will not bl! used. 

Ciooped 
People arc moaning about pric
es of stuff at Palisades Village. 
But arc you blonde and skinny 
enough to drop into Gwyneth 
Paltmw·s Goop Lab store in the 
Brentwood Coo ntry Mart~ She 
is offering not o nly $175 com
post hi ns and gold-handled "flo
ral scissors" for rugged outdoor 
types but also jars of"sex d us1;· 
and "psychic vampire repel
lant." Apparently. the intention 
is lo " shop with meaning." 

Deer 
A rai ny year seems to have 
boosted the local deer popula
tion. which is nice. However, it 
al~n !.Cems tn have led to mnre 
deer-car collisions, especially in 
the Highlands/Palisades Drive 

It was over for Mark and Stacy. They had tried ii all : therapy. re· area. Seems to he a dead deer 
treats and counseling of al l sorts. But still. Sracy was adamant she want· in lhe road now once 3 month 

ed a1~i:0 ;:s~~:/~:~~i;:0 ~et:~1~:;et:1: ; ~;~~:fc:~Mark had been 1t ·s ti me 10 upgrade the current 
unfaithful. Stacy fel t bcrraycd: "With his disloyally. he Josi my trust. my dull yellow deer signs to better 
commi1men1 and my love. J can 't love him anymore.- highl ight risk lo drivers. I sug· 

dcrs::::~h~e;~: c::t~~:~:1;;:: ~o~!:~?a~~::i:n :r::t:i:c~;~;:i: Do you know where a perJon in this photo is today? Contact mypost@palipOJl.com. ~;s~e:!!n:,::.b:::~~:s~::: a~: 

Can you though search deep down and fi nd the love for the man you t------------------------------1 additional ui:efol info at 1he hasc 
married who could never beuay you and would only ever be loyalr or each s ign with guidance on 

She looked doubtful but agreed 10 1ry. what to do in case of colli sion 

find 1,~:e~e~u;t:: \~~a:kh:;: ;:s~::a~~~~~~ :ui: ~ods:~~1:
0a:~ :r:: and phone numbers for the loca l 

thinkable?" He nodded silenlly. veterinarians. 
Six months later, Stacy feels love again for Mark. 
"It's like I got remarried to a man who could never be unfaithful to 

me. It just happens 10 be , that this new man occupies the same body as 
my previous husband,"shccxplained. 

They both did some ama1jng inner work to reveal the deep love 
they had for each other that had been blemished and obscured due to 
neglecting their relationship. 

Mark changed so dr.imatically that through his actions and commu· 
nication with S1.acy, it was clear 10 her that he was dedicated to her and 
would nol cheat on her again. 

She found a love so powetful that ii eclipsed the past betrnyal . 
While every conftict and solution is unique, there arc very import· 

ant common themes that we can all learn and grow from. 
Yorn Kippur. the Day of Forgiveness is close-it begins al sunset 

on Friday, Ser,t. 29. 
Its message that forgiveness is possible applies lo us all . across 

fai 1hs 1rndtr.idi1ions. 
Ego and pride form a barrier between conflicting couples. family 

members, friends or busi ness partners. Fall outs due lo inheritance dis
agreements. unspoken competition orancicnl insults that just won't die 
arc becoming ever more common in society. Bui Yorn Kippur brings us 
the reminder that forgiveness and rcconci\ia1ion arc possible. 

I pray 1ha1 you all find the lo,·e inside 10 forgive those who have 
wronged you this past year and in so doing crearc beauriful and fru itful 
relationships. 

Rahhi Zllshl! r.unin 
Chubod Jt:wish Community Cc11ru Pacific Pali.sodcs 

The Education of Han Sow 
I' m writing 10 let you know L'ial Alden Ehrcnrcich. who is set 10 

play the young Han Solo in an untit led Star Wars movie, did not gradu
ate Palisades Chan.er High School. He gr-.i.duatcd from Crossroads. 

He did. however, graduate from Palisades C h11 rtcr Elementary 
School . 

1 know 1hi s because I was one of his 1cachers. We arc so very proud 
of him and hi .~ suecc.~s. 

If anyone witnessed a black 
Nissan Sentra slamming into the 
driver's side o f a gray Honda 

Civic coupe on Saturday. Sept. 
9, a t 2:40 p.m. at lhe intersection 
or Sunset and Te mescal Canyon. 
please ca ll 3 10-684-3626 and 
ask for Marilyn. 

Bathroo•s 
I can 't helieve the suhmission 
la.<i l week ahout the hat hrooms. 
That person should be respon
sible for finding their own re

stroom facilities- for example, 
their house. It's not a responsi
bility or lhe business. Further. it 
was an awfully sexist comment 
to say man, hours- lhat term 
is so 1980s. I can guess who 
they voled for-t hey should be 

a.~hamed. 

TDYStump 
One or the greal deli gh\5 or 
I.he El Medio Bluffs is lhe Toy 
Stump on lhe comer or Al
mar and Northfield . Recently, 
someone has begun leaving 
used clothing on lhe Stump, as ::::~::~~~z·:.~1::::-::!;::t:w.~:1~~:~'::',,.!'::.C.mra.tblJ,wHretMJ wel l as dclritus li ke near-empty 

Su.fan William.I lubes of sunblock . Well -meanin g 
Third(;ro,Jc Tcnrhu t--------------------- ---------1 though you may be. I can assure 

PalisaduCJiartuEll!ml!nlarySchool O Palisadian-Post you that neighbor+tood children 
,.W,<Mhttl l)"M11<•ltlli,.., l'I~,...,...,.. don'l want your garbage. Save 

,.... Tei:~~t6; s:-ft~2r:ef;Au/~:g4:~:~;•a}i~~~::;~=7~~m the Toy Stump for toys ! Heroes Wanted 
In December, we a11hc Paci fic Palisade, Communily Council will 

enjoy a lnditional event: our Holiday Dinner and Awards Gala. It ccle· 
brates community and honors some of the volunteers !hat make Pacific 
P11lisades rcmarkahle. 

We will soon be announci ng lhc awards committee. and we will 
task them wi1h unc.anhing th is year's 1rove of worthy honorees. 

The comminee will begi n accepting nominations for Citizen of the 
Yc11r, Sparkplu i:i awardccs and Pride of the Palisades honoree on Thurs· 
day Sept. 28th. and will announce the awardccs in November. Our ob
jective will be 10 rccoRnizc a wide rMlgc of people invcsling a variety or 
elfon s into building our community. 

Our Holid11y Dinner and Awards Gala will be held on December 
14th at Gladstone 's. with a full line up of honorees and clccred officials 
who will join Palisadians from every local neighborhood at a fun-filled 
night of food, drinks, auctions and more. 

We hope your readers will stan thinking about people they would 
like to sec recognized chis year for their local work and con1mitmcnt to 
communi1y, 11nd send us any suggestions. We would love 10 hear them 
atin fo@ pacpalice.org. 

John Harlow 
Editor-in-Chief 

johnOpalipost.corn 

t:OITORIAL 
9- Gllll[l'(I, Sports Ecllor 
S.r111S11--.na,t111111QlngEdll:»r 
Mln*'Mfttf, Rtportel 
Glbtltllllock. Rtporter 
litlc!INIAwr.nlltr, Cottlblllr,gWrt.t 
Rlch Scn!ll!l.StalPllologtlphl1 

IPOllllpllpoll.a>m 
Nllh l palpoil.mm 

lnll ti.lr t pa llpoll .t:Offl 
gabrlltll l palpoll.com 

GinaKe1nan 
Managiog Oirect1>r 
gln10palipost.a,m 

AIM:RTIIMJ 
Nillnll lallln.kmlnt ~.W 
Lfn1Fofd,Ao:ountE'9CloCIW 
Ut Alt.tr. Accou/1 Euc\1111'9 

AO•MITMTl>II 

lllllllfil palp,11.can 
l9nl l ptfpoll~ 

la l ptl•.can 

Ci FW'ltiCI AIIIIII/Cfocuf. Afcl!IIIOl! lt'CIHllllldAdl elltlll9dllpll-.Cllffl 
Mlcl'IMIDllln'O:l, Gll(lh'cll DIIICt:H ~lc .. palpoll.c»m C.l'IJ¥llob'r1fon,Eucli11'9Aalunl caralyn l ~-

.. ........ . ..... ,.. .. ,o1 , -..i ... .w,- ... -. . .. _,,, , .... , .. _,,.,, .. ,...,. ...... ............ - .. 1n.. ................ . , .. J. __ .., . .... ...i ... , .. 
CGOOl)oli.- Ao1, ........ , ...... c , l,f .. , ,. , .. , ............. ,-l) o•l"'> J .. ,,._j,,,..-,ol o·O.,O ... C,,1ol l ... A,..lr<o,o...,,d<t ............... ., .... , ,, 
t. 1~1 ... -4,~..a,10,., o1,., c.-- ...... , T, l~t. , ad I•••" .-fto4 o, ow .. o1en.n .. ~ ..... .,, 21 . lw.41, ,. "" s,.....,c-o111,s"" olCol~on~. ,, , Mi,,, ea,,.,, .. ,.., ..,..,i ... c."~'J~ t.ou 

TlfflMl,ISAIJIAfl.P'Off(USl'Slll·flW •l~-- • ,.ll) f" ""'"" l••, i,l'_N .......... ll l ,\1"'1...i . S.110J l l , r ... ....._• 1"1b-., CA0021:I ..,_,., _ _ 
ooo40l h.-W,... ... -.c:.w.,_ POSTMAJTU _,.....,,,_ ,.,..l':\WAlll..,...JOST,u 1"""' 1."10.. ... s..,21J, h:••·h -CAtQl"ll 

-,.,t9,u,~111, .. """""" IOO'l,.,.,.IO,O.~•~ R- ,oN-,a--R-•lLC. 

Maniacs Doing Hurdles 
Writing on bchalfofa ll 1he "ma
niac!! that wander the Mreets" nf 
Palisades: We can only hope that 
one day the city will care for pc· 
destri11ns as much as they do for 
drivers. Up unt il then exercising 
in the Pali!lades feel~ more like 
doi ng hurdles due to lhe dispari· 
ty or our s idewalks. 
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Your lwo Cents' Worth 
Gc,r wmelliit1g lo say:' C{ltJ 
(3 W) 45-1-/321 ar e11wil 2n'11l:I @ 

palipos.r.am, a11d gel tlime kmJ,,.,. 
fir cmrcern · c~ff'.wmr cht'Jf. lVameI 
l'i/1 /IOI fu, IIJ<:l/. 

I I've Got Mine 
,
1
. My neighbors in The Highlalld · 

arc in an upr<>fil o,· r the propos,c,d 
! senior living de ·lopm ·nt. Sotmd 
I 10 me lik • a syndrome called 'l'r 

1 go1 mine, you can gotohell ."1lhcsc 
I sclhsh people want Lo keep their 
I 

' home pri s up and streets less 
! conge ted bcicause it bcnel'i ts them. 
I but lhey gi~·e zero considetralion lo 

the needs of others in the comnm• 

1 nily. Their feigned cone ·ms over 
I senior safety in a d isaster st ri ke me 
1 as a cynical and insincere. l11c,··rc 
I only looking out for th ·msclv~ · al 
I the expense of the greater commu
. mly. 

11/2/2017 7:51 AM - Screen Clipping 
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Packed House at Hearing for 
Highlands Eldercare 'F a,ility 

By ~tAlTHEW MEYER 
Re-pllrler 

It was standing room o nly m 
a City Hall hearing room on 

\\/odncsda)'. OcL 4. with rows of 
Palisadians ,•ying 110 weigh i11 on 
the early p.:nnilling ·tages of a 
proposed ddercarc am! dementia 
facility in The Highland ·. 

A ssocial • Zoning A<lmm is. 
tralor Henry Chu prcs_i<lcd over 
nearly lhrcc Iii.ours o f public le~ 

limony. ul1ima1cly ruli11g to c.l ·lay 
Cit. Plarming's c.!ocision for 30 
more days. al lo wing more 1irn • to 
gather in j:)Ul. 

Chu hearu l1rsl from Brcnt
wooo developer Rm1y Shram and 
his .associates. and then from a 
snaking Linc f public co mme11t
crs. mo.sll or ' ·horn opposod !he 
projecl. 

·Jrram·s au mey Kevin Mc
Do11m:U opened the discussion by 
ass ·rting lhal tin: project i · a "by 
riglh1" u:sc of the Palisades Dri,•c 
site ac ording lo I.he ci ty's wning 
law ·. and h.ad been docme<l a safe 
location by t:ommlting cldcn:arc 
facilit/ opcracors and LAl-'D of-

fic ials. 
He added that because su ·h 

facilitie · "unfmtlliiHlldy have in
frequent visitors" and most of the 
rcsitknt · do not t.lrivc. the lraf
fl • impacl woutt! be minimal in 
comj:>arisun lo other 'Otmner ·ia.l 
uses that the space is L.oncd for. 

Th· project's. archi tect al ·o 
atlt.lrcs · ·d l'luu. noting 1th at the 
building· · patl was set below 
stn.--et-le\•el on the ·loped P.Jli· 
sadc · Drive in order to rocluct.· the 
practical height of the four-story, 

- . 

Pho o coones~ of Ohuc«. Lar&a 

Mo ·t airod grievance ·: 
Neighbor.. were sleplical of lhe 
facility·· pruje ·tcd low traffic 
impact. arguing thal deli"e~· 
trucks, ambulance·. employees 
and residen t shunle · ,votlld con
tribute new troubles lo the area. 

Others. incl uding two spcak
c~ - who i<lcntitictl themselves a · 

a patients' at.lv0t;alc and ddcr
care nurse, q uestioned th · j)IUj
Cl'.t' · safoty. citing issues r,mging 
lrom Palisad ·s Urive · · stttp 
incline to the building's ability 
to evacuate residents in a major 
carthquak •. 

Then: were ·tructural gripes 
as wel l, from residen ts who 
said that the fa ·ility was lallcr 

than surrounding to,1,•nhomcs. 
clashed wi th the nci~hborhoocr · 
an:hitoctural style and t.lisruplct.l 
the area's natural beauty. 

Many said they w ·rcn 't 
aware of the project in it · current 
form until wonl of 1hal day ·s 
hearing spread through The 
High lands through a dty-issucJ 
pttblic notice. 

A fe\ resident · did male 
the trip downtown lo voice the ir 
support. including a Palisat.li:m 

ho said that he hoped lo move 

New Section I Page I 
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Ii ·ials. 
Ht.! added thal bct.,ausc ·uch 

fac ilities "unfort1matcly lia,•c i11-
froqucnt isitor.s" and most of the 
residents do not <lrh·c. th..: tmf
fic impact wmll<l be minimal in 
comparison to other commercial 
ust:s that the space i · zoned for. 

The project"s arch itect also 
addrcs ·cd Chu. notimg that ll'tc 
building·s pad was set below 
strcet-lcvd on the :sloped Pali
sade · Drive in ordt:r to roduce th· 
practical height uf the four-sto~'. 
65.000-square-foot structure. 

Shmm himself detailed the 
p~occss that lt.-<l him to punme 
an cl<lercare fac il ity in the space. 
including his previou · etl'orts to 
gain community support for a 
condo projoct on the lot 

But public comm ·nt domi
nated the bulk of the h..:aring . with 
4ui:ucs of Pa li ·ac.l ians - many ml
lied by th · newly formed High
lamlcrs United for Good group
taking their tum to speak. 

Eldercare Facility 
(Co11ii1111ed from Page l ) 

Presidents Co uuu.: il. a collection 
of rough ly 20 liomc.,owners asso
cimiou leaders . ·hared detail · uf 
die group·s corre pond ·nee with 
the Shmm p rojec t. whi ·h date · 
back tlu ·e years to his initial ef
fort to win ·upport fur condos. 

'B ut other speak ·rs argu ·d 
thal con ·ulting the council had 
not bci:11 an dfoctivi: way of 
n:aching re ·idcnts or represent
ing their interests . 

In the: end. Chu granted the 
. 0-day extension. dting the re
ported lack of publi · awarenc ·s 
as reason to delay the pem1il de
cisions (a S ile Plan Rcv i ., and 
Coastal De: dopmcnl ~ ·rmit) 
and give the ne ighborhood mof • 
time for disclflssion. 

Shmm \- ill present at th · 
Ocl. 26 Paci fic Palisades Com-

than ·urnJ 1.mtling lo\\' nhumes, 
dashed ""'ith th· n ·i_ghborhoo<fs 
an:hitoctlflml tyle and disnipcc<l 
the an:a 's ualural bcmilly. 

Many id they , cren 't 
aware of the project in it:s (:U!Tenl 
fonn 1.mtiE word of that day"s 
hearing spread through The 
Higldands throu-gh a city-issued 
public notice. 

A few rci;idcnls did maki: 
the trip downtown to voice their 
upport. including a Palisadian 

who said th t he liupcd to mo e 
his momller into the fm.:ility to 
have her nearby. 

Another llcighbor invoked 
the concept of silc111 majority. 
saying thal many Highlanders 
~u ietE)'· supported the project. 
and ·allcd it .. ullcnsi ·e ·· !hat 
tho ·c \Vho ha\· • vuin."<l ·up
porS for dt · development were 
deemed Sbram "cronies"' online. 

Former and current mem
bers o f tl'tc Palisade · Highlands 

(Continue.cl on Page J ) 

rn1.mity Cow1 ·ii m ·eti n_g after 
tb.e counci r newly fom1ell Lmd 
Use Committee l.-unsi<ler · the 
project ·ctiair Howard Robi11 ·m 1 

wa · amon_g those at the meeting 
advocating f r Lh • ·xt ·nsion). 

Shrnm told th · Pi11.i.·t1di· 
wi-Po ·r th t i n dditi n to his 
PPCC appc.amm.:..:. tic·s ·(:h~·d-
11ling m ·dings with Highlands 
bomcO\ ·11 ·rs to share th · project 
during lhe cll.lcnllion. 

··tf th •re arc people v ho 
, ant to know about the project. 
it's u11r job to infunn them:· he 
added. "There ,vcre people in 
I the hearing I who just ,..,anted to 
hear what wa · w·hal. Tu these JO 
day ·. I'm 11 ·ally fucusal on gcl
ti11_g in frunl of those people." 

Palisad ia11i; who wish lo sub
mit a commem for the re ·urd 
can email their thoughts directly 
to C ity Planner CoUrtney Shum 
(cottrtncy.shum@lac ity.o rg). 

New Section I Page 2 
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We Can D o, Better 
The propoM!d senior a si ·tcd living res ilience to be located in The 

Highlands has created a voc.al cro\vd of opponents who have groupec.l 
together under th · 11am • HUG (Highlam.lers United for Good) . While 
this cuddly a -ronym may soum.1 benign. the actions of its members ha · 
been anything but. 

Reading about the issues mi.sell by opponents of the project on Ncx
tdoor. 1 tooli. it upon myself to start asking qu · st ions. A lot of 4uc ·tions. 
I contacted! LAFD Station 69. Atria. Fire C hief Patrick Bull ·r. uevclopcr 
Rony Shmm and I read up on the history of the Highlands development. 

My oondusiou at the cndl of this search was that while I was not an 
av id ·upporter. I wa · also no! opposetl. as I co1dJ fin<l nothing tu sl!lp
porl the claims made.- by HUG that a permit for the project shuu ltl not he 
is ·ued for the rea:son they had given. 

The problem. am.I ,vhy !. am writing. i · that when I offered a dif
ferent perspective on this project. whether it was through Ncxtdoor or 
when I ·pol!( • at the C iry Hall meeting. I was either ac ~11scd of hav ing 
some kind of vested interest iu rhe Shram projct: l (I have never met 
Shram) or shoukc.l dO\vn by the attending HUCi group. 

M r. Chu. the commission ·rat the 1;11t.-cting. had to repeated ly ask 
the crowd lo let me ·peak. Amazing!_ . on · woman from the back of 
the crowd a r.hc City Hall meeting actual ly said "She ·hould shut the 
f--- up!'" 

We as a communit can do bctkr. 
At the C ily Hall meeting, people dappc,d for the Caruso project. 

saying. it was the per L"Ct rnmmunity project. In doing so they seemed Lo 
conveniently forget U1at ilierc Wert' adja ·ent neighbors in the Alphabet 
Stn.-cts ,.,,·ho were Oj)IJ)OSCd lo the proj;ect and we, • very 'oriccmed about 
the ·onstruction imp:n.:Ls. 

But why ·honld the HL'Ci group be lbothcn:d with ilio ·c Caruso 
complainers because the,; were s.afdy c11soon ed ... in Lhe Highlands. 
far away from th· d irt and noise'~ 

We need lo search out I.he facts. W· need lo stop lh~: name-calling. 
We ncL-d lo slop the threats. \Ve annol di ·tort the truth as a means lo 
an end. We can do better as a community and to the people we call ou r 
ne ighbors. 

Jane Fn'y 

PaliPost I 0-26 Jane Frey Page I 
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LETTER S TO 
THE EDITOR 
Harsh and Belligerent 

L'nfortunatdy, I reccivt.-d the HlJG Hyer about recent meetings to 
d i ·cuss ll1 • proposed dt.lcn.:are facility in The Highlands aner the hcar
in!!: because I would like lo ha,1c tc ·tificd. 

I have livt.-tl in 111c Hi11hlands since 1998 and served on the board 
of Palisades Hillli HOA. 

l 'ntil now I have valu :dam.I re ·pi:ctc.,-d our Highland· community. 
Li\Jing: in Michi_an. I t.ilaired a planning commis ·ion, servod on 

a city t.-ounci l arid counl}' senior housing commiss ion. l witnessed and 
lcg:islatoo a ll kimk of housing. oommcrcial and industrial development 
I served as the chair uf e.:o nom i,: de velopment in Ta ·oma. 

For the last 24 years [ have served on the board of llnik-d Cerebral 
Pal-y. 

I llave wilnessi:d opposition against African-Amcrit.:ans in the '60s. 
students in, the ·7 · andl '8Us. and the disabled in thi: 2:000s. But 1 nev
·r believed I wouM see my neighbors against the e lderly in Palisades 
Highlands. 

It \\.·ottldl improve The Highlands lo have seniors li ·ing here with u · 
and be an oplion for us wh ·n we ncod help. 

l had ·an:givcrs supportin~ my wifo fighting Alzheimer's in our 
home for 11 r last · ix years. ·11tcy hel ped tl1c m:ighborhood bcu ·r u11-
dcrs1,mdl the !orig. slow pat: • or Alzheimer· s and the dignity they helped 
give her. 

lam ·addeni:d aml offent.lt'll ,v ith the har ·h and belligerent upposii-
1io11 I havi: witJJcs ·r:dl in m:r .:ommuuity. 

I re ·pttt dii'fo-reut vir:\v ·• b1.:11 the behavior being dcmonstr.tted her>!! 
i · a slain m1 the Highland ummunity. 

R(,d liu •1mlmd1 
The Hi;lilwull· 

PaliPost 11-2 Support letter Hagenbuch Page 1 



Highlands Senior 
Facility Plans 

By JOHN HARLOW 
Editor-in-Chief 

Plans to construct a four-story 
senior center in The High

lands arc growing into, arguably. 
the most controversial building 
project in the Palisades since the 
Caruso project. 

The debate has already be
come marked by deeply person
a] conflicts on social media. an 
alleged assault in a Vons super
market and theft from a Pacific 
Palisades Farmers Market stand 
promoting the proposed cider· 
care and dementia facility. 

A joint homeowners associa
tion meeting held at the Summit 
in The Highlands on Monday, 
Oct. 23, stancd loudly. accord
ing to people on both sides of 
the debate. and after 30 minutes 
devolved into a cantankerous 
shouting match. 

Both s ides blamed each oth
er for the cscaJation of verbal 
hostilities. 

It docs not bode well for 
civilized debate at the Land Use 
Committee, a subsidiary of the 
Pacific Palisades Community 
Council. which has listed the 
project at 1525 Palisades Drive 
as the prime item to be discussed 
at the Palisades Branch Library 
at 5 p.m. on Thwsday, Oct. 26. 

Although Chair Howard 
Robinson has already published 
the rules on the PPCC website, 
limiting presentations from 
Brentwood developer Rony 
Shram and critics from the new
ly formed Highlanders United 
for Good (HUG) to 10 minutes 
each (and public comment to 40 
minutes) it will be a manage
ment test for the recently revived 
committee. 

There is history to the tes
tiness: In 20 I 4 Shram tried to 
build residences on the neglect
ed site near the Casa Nostra 
restaurant. then chantcterizcd as 
··condomania.·· 

The plan failed after a Sum
mit meeting overflowed with an
gry objectors. 

Three yean later. the Sum
mit was not quite as full, but just 
as angry. 

Around 30 members of the 
public joined David Dwyer and 
other local housing association 
presidents at what bad been 
scheduled as a routine mainte
nance meeting. 

1bere have been unsubstan· 
tiated reports that a member of 
Dwyer 's family was deliberate
ly hit with a backpack when she 
was shopping at Vons in Castcl
lammare on Saturday, Oct. 21. 

1be assailant is suspected to 
be a neighbor upset with Dwyer 
who feels be is too sympathetic 
to Shram. 

There was another alleged 
incident the next day, at the 
farmers market, where Shram's 
team was handing out literature 
to counter HUG leaflets decry
ing the project as a traffic and 
safety hazard. 

A witness from a nearby 
stand said that a man first intimi
dated residents speaking with the 
team, "bullying" them loudly. 

And then he .. made ofF with 
architectural renderings of the 
65,000-squarc-foot proje<.'L As 
w ith the Vons incident. no police 
report has yet been filed. 

At the Summi1 meeting Dw
yer reportedly told the unhap
py residents that the empty site 
could be turned into something 
far worse than an elderly care
c.."Cnter, such as condos with late
night stores on the ground floor. 

But be also said the look of 
the structure could be modified. 
perhaps made more Spanish or 
Tuscan. if that would ease aes
thetic tensions. 

Apparently. not entirely. 
One resident. a well -known 

realtor, said neighbors should 
each contribute $2,000 to buy 
Shram out and tum the gr.1SSy lot 
into a park. 

A second suggested a dog 
park and a third. and others. 
want TrJder Joe's- although an 
official at the German-owned su
permarket chain has stated they 
have no plans for the Palisades. 

Already wann temperatures 
soared when a HOA offic ial told 
a female protcstor "you remind 
me of my ex-wife. who would 
never stop talking .. followed by 
e ight minutes of raised voices. 
After which the public was ush· 
ercd out of the meeting. 

Legal decisions arc some 
distance off: On Oct. 4 , City of
fi cials, after facing a long line 
of objectors , decided to delay a 
planning decision for 30 days. 
allowing more time to gather 
input. This includes LUC com
ments. 

And then there is the Califor
nia Coastal Commission. which 
takes up to six months to evai 
schedule such issues. And even 
if it passes muster on planning 
issues, commissioners in Long 
Beach could still crush the appli
cation on vaguely-<lelincd "aes
thetic" grounds. 

KIDS PAGE: 
One Swallow Made My 
Summer (page 18/ 



September 27, 2017 

Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 
Via email to: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I have lived in Pacific Palisades since 1984 and th«3 Highlands since 
1997. In the Highlands, I lived in Highlands Villas Association from 
1997 until recently. I just purchased a house on Avenida de la 
Herradura this month and am part of that Association. While at 
Highlands Villas Association, I served on the Board from 1998 to 2006 
as Secretary and from 2006 to 2016 as President. I have been active 
in the Palisades Highlands President Council for the past 1 O years as 
the Vice Chair. I have also been involved in the Pacific Palisades 
Community Council as the 2nd Alternate for the Highlands, Area 2. 

As Vice Chair of the PHPC, I am very familiar with Mr. Shram's 
project, the Eldercare Facility, to be located at 1525 Palisades Dr. 
We had multiple discussions about the project at the PHPC meetings 
with the Shram's. The two Associations that are directly affected by 
the development at 1525 Palisades Drive are Michael Lane Villas and 
Highlands Villas Association. Both Michael Lane Villas, represented 
by Fritz Kastner, and Highlands Villas Association, represented by me, 
we actively involved in those meetings and discussion. I have multiple 
emails going back to 2014, between Fritz Kastner and myself involving 
issues presented by our associations to the Shram's. The issues 
that were brought to the Shram's attention - setback issues, 



staggering the units, putting in more parking, eliminating roof terraces 
on the Vereda de la Montura side, and larger vegetation, were all 
areas that the Shram's were willing to address and did make changes 
based on those recommendations. 

There recently has been some criticism of the PHPC and its efforts in 
this development. The PHPC has made every effort to involve the 
community over the past three years with multiple meetings, 
presentations and discussions. The PHPC always presented updates 
at meetings and continually asked the various President's their 
opinions and recommendations. The Shram's have also attended 
multiple PHPC meetings to show renderings of various plans both 
mixed use commercial and residential. After meetings PHPC with 
presentations by the Shram's, the PHPC was asked in April 2015, to 
poll our residents to find out whether or not there was a preference for 
a commercial development or a residential development, which we 
did. Highlands Villas Association and Michael Lane Villas are directly 
affected by the development. Fritz Kastner polled the residents at 
Michael Lane Villas' 110 units and only 35.5% responded indicating 7 
wanted residential, 5 wanted commercial and 27 wanted the land to 
be left vacant. I polled the residents at Highlands Villas Association's 
71 units and 66.2% responded indicating 33 wanted residential, 12 
wanted commercial and 2 wanted the land to be kept vacant. The lot 
has been vacant for over 50+ years and resident generally prefer to 
keep it that way. 

My personal opinion is that this Eldercare Facility will be a very 
welcome and valuable community amenity. The Shram's have 
incorporated into the design the issues raised by the PHPC. All lot of 
the concerns about traffic, density and noise will be mitigated by 
having residents who do not drive. Unfortunately, the majority of 
those against the development simply do not want anything developed 
on the property. Many of my friends who had to care for elderly 
parents and relatives with limited mobility had trouble locating facilities 
in Santa Monica and beyond. This provides a well needed venue that 
is close, convenient and available. I have seen the architectural 
renderings and believe that this structure fits in beautifully into the 



environment. 

I urge the LA City Council to approve the pending application in its 
present form. 

Yours truly, 

Leah Cox Executive Director Direct 310.689.7013 lcox@selmanlaw.com 

SELMAN 
SELMAN BREITMAN LLP 

www.Selmanlaw.com 
11766 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 600 Los Angeles, CA 90025 Im 
This email may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole use 
of the intended recipient. Any review, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding without express 
permission is strictly prohibited . If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete 
all copies. 



Gerlach. Jeff@ Beverly Hills 

From: Gerlach, Jeff @ Beverly Hills 

Sent: 
To: 

Friday, September 29, 2017 12:08 PM 
'Courtney Shum' 

Subject: RE: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades 

Thank you 

JEFF W. GERLACH\ UC #01 942825 
CBRE \ Advisory & Transaction Services - Office Properties 
1840 Century Park East, 911' Floor I Los Angeles, CA 90067 
0 310.550.2507 \ C 310.739.1948 \ F 310.203.9624 
jeff.gerlach @cbre.com \ www.cbre.com 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

This email may contain information that is confidential or at1orney-client privileged and may constilute inside information. The contents of this ernail are 
intended only fo r the recipient(s) listed above. If you are not the intended recipient you are di1ected not to read. disclose. distribute or otherwise use t11is 
transmission . If you have received this email in error. please notify the sender immediately and delete the transmission. Delivery of this message is not 
intended to waive any applicable privi leges. 

From: Courtney Shum [mailto:courtney.shum@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, September 29, 2017 12:04 PM 
To: Gerlach, Jeff@ Beverly Hills <Jeffrey.Gerlach@cbre.com> 
Subject: Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades 

Jeff, thank you for your comments. They will be forwarded to the Associate Zoning Administrator for consideration. 

On Thu, Sep 21, 2017 at 9:23 AM, Gerlach, Jeff@ Beverly Hills <Jeffrey.Gerlach@cbre.com> wrote: 

Courtney, 

I would like to voice my unconditional support for this project - I rarely get involved in these meetings but our town 
needs this project. I am a longtime resident of Pacific Palisades (previously living in the Highlands) and can tell you that 
there are no quality options for our seniors to live and with such a low impact on the community {low traffic impact, 
low noise impact, etc) I cannot think of a better use for this piece of property. This would give our community a great 
place for our seniors to live - keeping them nearby to our families. 

Feel free to call me directly if I can be of any help. This would be a GREAT project for our community. 

Thank you, 

Jeff 

1 



JEFF W. GERLACH I UC #01942825 

CBRE I Advisory & Transaction Services - Office Properties 

1840 Century Park East, 9th Floor I Los Angeles, CA 90067 
0 310.550.2507 IC 310.739.1948 IF 310.203.9624 
jeff.qerlach@cbre.com I www.cbre.com 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

This email may contain information that is confidential or attorney-client privileged and may constitute inside information. The contents of this email are 
intended only for the recipient{s) listed above. If you are not the intended recipient. you are directed not to read. disclose. distribute or otherwise use 
this transmission. If you have received this email in error. please notify t11e sender immediately and delete the transmission. Delivery of this message is 
not intended 10 waive any applicable privileges. 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Department of City Planning 
T: (213) 978- 1916 E: courtney .shum@lacity .org 
200 N. Spri ng St., Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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I think that Mr. Shram's proposal for an assisted living facility 
is a very good way to give our community what it has asked 
for. 

An Assisted Living facility will provide a means for elderly 
members of our community who wish stay in the community 
as they age to do so. 

Please feel free to share my endorsement of Mr. Shram's 
Assisted Living facility. 

Sincerely, 
Paul T Fuller 
President, HOA#5 



To Whom It May Concern : 

As president of the Tennis Estates H.O.A. I am happy to indorse the proposed Assisted 
Care Living Facilities. I do believe this is truly needed and the highest and best use of 
the land. You are free to use my endorsement. 

Michael Brunelle 
President The Tennis Estates H.O.A. 



To Whom It May Concern: 

I think that Mr. Shram's proposal for an assisted living facility 
is a very good way to give our community what it has asked 
for. 

An Assisted Living facility will provide a means for elderly 
members of our community who wish stay in the community 
as they age to do so. 

Please feel free to share my endorsement of Mr. Shram's 
Assisted Living facility. 

Sincerely, 
Joseph N. Tawil 
President, Seascapes 1 HOA 
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PACIFIC PALISADES COMMUNITY COUNCIL 

November 2, 2017 

Henry Chu 
Associate Zoning Administrator 
City of L.A., Dept of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR and ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Dear Zoning Administrator Chu: 

Via email: henry.chu@lacity.org 

On October 26, 20 I 7, the Pacific Palisades Community Council (PPCC) took up the matter of the eldercare 
center proposed in the Highlands neighborhood, on 1525 N. Palisades Drive. As the most broad-based 
organization in Pacific Palisades, PPCC has been the voice of our community since 1973. 

Our Land Use Committee took the matter up first, producing an advisory opinion to the PPCC. The full board of 
the PPCC then discussed the matter, having been informed by the findings of the LUC, and passed the motion 
below, after hearing a presentation from both sides and more testimony from residents. 

Following discussion by the board and a robust exchange with both the developer and the opposition group 
comprised of community members, the PPCC moved as follows: 

P PCC finds that the proposed eldercare facility is an appropriate use. We note community concerns about 
height, safety, access, noise, disruption and proximity to zoned open space. The developer assures us that the 
Palisades Dr. driveway will be modified to exit only. Further, the developer assures us that he will be 
responsive to complaints about outdoor light. 

The developer also offered to review the building's height in response to concerns expressed by nearby 

residents. 

Thank you for your attention to our findings, and for your thoughtful consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Maryam Zar 
Chair, Pacific Palisades Community Council 

cc (via email): 
Robert Flick: rflick@flicklaw.com, Kevin McDonnell : KKM@jmbm.com, Rony Shram: rony@shramdevelopment.com, 
Kristina Kropp: kkropp@lunaglushon.com, PPCC LUC Chair:luc.ppcc@gmail.com; and a copy to Council District 11 

Post Office Box 1131, Pacific Palisades, California 90272, info@pacpalicc.org pacpalicc.org 
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Ms. Courtney Shum, City Planner 

200 N. Spring St., Rm. 763 

Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, 

Re: Case No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. ENV-2017-2171-CE 

This letter is to indicate my support for the proposed assisted living facility at 

1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272, at the intersection of Palisades 

Drive and Vereda De La Montura. 

I am a 42-year resident of the Highlands, and I live a short distance from the site. 

In my work as a Civil/Traffic Engineer, I review new development projects to 

assess their impact on the street system, and determine if the project is 

responsible for any traffic mitigation measures that may be required . To 

determine the amount of traffic a project generates on a daily basis and during 

the peak hours, traffic engineers usually use the Institute of Transportation 

Engineers (ITE) publication, Trip Generation. The ITE data shows that assisted 

living facilities generate much less traffic than other uses, including 

condominiums, retail shopping centers or office buildings. A project's impacts are 

typically based the amount of trips it generates during the AM and PM peak 

periods. Unlike other uses that generate higher peak-hour traffic volumes, 

assisted living developments generate lower traffic volumes that are spread out 

during the day. 

From a traffic standpoint, of all the potential developments at this site, an 

assisted living facility would be most desirable. 

Yours, truly, 

Barry Kurtz, P.E. 

16903 Avenida de Santa Ynez 

Pacific Palisades, CA. 90272 
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Dear Ms. S?,¥m, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 
3 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for 
all the following reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN 
EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS ... there is no contesting that seniors need 
more and better assisted living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM 
PROJECT will seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep 
canyon designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
ZQne." by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no 
practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their 
caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage through the 
canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, 
especially if Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by 
liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS 
SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is distant from medical facilities and 
trauma centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in 
Westwood, and the two closest general hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA 
Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too 
long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by 
accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE 
FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the 
anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be 
transported to Santa Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, 
non-urgent care; and all are assisted living and/or dementia impaired 
with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SH RAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STA TE - and no 
operator -- to run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements 
made in all the application documents reflect the responses of novices, 
not professionals who must be licensed and experienced to operate 
these facilities. Given the folly of locating an assisted living/dementia 
care facility so remote from help, it is difficult to believe that any 



. 
reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and 
responsibility. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the 
pristine wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three 
sides by Topanga State Park -- one the largest and most heavily visited parks in 
the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along 
the southern boundary of the proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a 
"highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD 
LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog 
walkers, joggers, hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other 
nature lovers who enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its 
spectacular rock outcroppings, and the many hiking trails that connect 
Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica Mountains National Urban 
Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this precious resource. 
Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and is the 
LARGEST State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL 
BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER 
WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 
65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail 
entrance to Topanga State Park on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon 
Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS 
IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades 
community plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central 
business district, which, notably, is nm in the Coastal Zone and does 
not border Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. 
SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the south, the 
first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby effectively 
making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 
67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of 
about 116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 
square feet of building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. 
SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of 
building for each square foot of lot - nearly double the density that the 
City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And that 



IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in 
the TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will 
force dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current 
residents and park visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting 
their very ill relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US 
Postal; or the garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry 
suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security 
personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate 
here, with TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will 
require the removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR 
MORE -- in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ 
WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS 
in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a 
dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks 
solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries 
on Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT 
TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELA VS on 
Sunset and PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and 
the logjam at Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a 
natural amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can 
expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE 
SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping 
from all commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications 
have consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming 
that assisted living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" 
without "the need of constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA 
environmental impact findings, to asserting that the patients and staff "would be 



RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR 
DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 
Project Site:1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Date: Oct. 4, 2017 
Time: 11 :30 am 

Place of Hearing:Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 
I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal 
Permits for all the following reasons: 
PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN 
EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS ... there is no contesting that seniors 
need more and better assisted living and dementia care options, but THE 
SHRAM PROJECT will seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a 
steep canyon designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). 
There is no practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors 
and their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage 
through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes . 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, 
especially if Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by 
liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS 
SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is distant from medical facilities and 
trauma centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical 
Center in Westwood, and the two closest general hospitals -· St. 
Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to 
reach in traffic, far too long in cases of emergency. And what if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER 'URGENT CARE 
FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources 
in the anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. 
Seniors must be transported to Santa Monica and Westwood -
and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; and all are assisted 
living and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic 
medical care needs. 



• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE
and no operator·· to run an assisted living or dementia care 
facility. Statements made in all the application documents reflect 
the responses of novices, not professionals who must be 
licensed and experienced to operate these facilities. Given the 
folly of locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so 
remote from help, it is difficult to believe that any reputable 
operator would agree to assume this liability and responsibility. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the 
pristine wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on 
three sides by Topanga State Park-· one the largest and most heavily 
visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez 
Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the proposed 
development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the 
SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO 
BELIEVE. 
HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog 
walkers, joggers, hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and 
other nature lovers who enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, 
its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the many hiking trails that connect 
Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica Mountains National 
Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this precious 
resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking 
trails and is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the 
United States. 
PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING 
NATURAL BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT 
OF CHARACTER WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-
story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from 
the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park on Vereda and 
adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL 
OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND 
DENSITY. 
OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the 
Palisades community plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central 
business district, which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and 
does not border Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot 
height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the 
south, the first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby 
effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high 
monument. Some 67% higher than Caruso's new center in the 
Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex 
of about 116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 



0.84 square feet of building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a 
flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 
square feet of building for each square foot of lot - nearly double 
the density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central 
business district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE 
nearly 40,000 more square feet in the TWO-STORY PARKING 
GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate 
and will force dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete 
with current residents and park visitors for the very limited street parking 
spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends 
visiting their very ill relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and 
US Postal; or the garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, 
laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, 
security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, 
hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly 
appropriate here, with TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram 
Project will require the removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) 
of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks 
daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 
2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down 
Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the 
shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and 
injuries on Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, 
FLAT TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND 
DELAYS on Sunset and PCH, especially at the intersections of 
Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the 
Highlands are a natural amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great 
distances, residents can expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady 
stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, 
as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks 
servicing the Project. 
MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their 
communications have consistently misrepresented various aspects of the 
project from claiming that assisted living/dementia care patients are 
"healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of constant medical 
supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to 
asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via 



shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... 
about 60 employees would need transportation back and forth all over the 
greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine transport of the residents 
to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 
THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY 
AS A WHOLE AND NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. 
INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE 
COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE IMMEDIATE 
VICINITY - AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - ALL 
TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this 
secrecy, the planning application form also asked Shram to include the 
names and signatures of "neighboring property owners in support of' the 
Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY BLANK. Not 
one signature was submitted! 
HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR 
STRENUOUS OPPOSITION TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND 
MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

For all these and a host of more detailed legal reasons associated with the 
details related to developing a project such as this, HUG is OPPOSED TO 
THIS PROJECT. If you have any questions please direct them to: 
www.hugpali.org email: hugpalisades@gmail.com 

Thank you, 

A. Patric Cohen DDS, FAGO, EMT 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove 
the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Sincerely, 

Name: ?1},'~'4l 
_ _µ......_-1-,,___----,~-I--L-~~~___,<--..LI!~ t' 

---+---+~~~~ CJ-
9 o°' 7J,. - JO).. 1..-

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 



October 8, 2017 OCT 1 3 2017 
CITY PIJ/·J:' ', IG DEPT. 

City of Los Angeles zmi:1.:1.?i:.~1: •• ., .. :.\T/)tJ 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 900 l 2 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner' s permit and approval 
applications. 

Name: c~Q\S Ra~~ 
Address: \lc,l ~ ~p\\.S~D ~ PQ. 

·7f'J\Sf\D'ES d\ 9~52_ 
', ' \ 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave,, #201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 





October 8, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

OCT 1 3 2017 
CJTY F11 . ,. • ., '" ' "' r~ :~ T 

ZONING ADMINISTHA noij 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



October 8, 20 I 7 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

OCT 1 3 2017 
CT{ ;"li_,\: iM\NG OEPT
'/i, I , , ,'.L:11:N\S'H1ATIOl~ 
1... -..,.,, ...... 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner' s permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

Name: __ H_ et2-'----,,,S3 __ L_EM _ __.Y _ _ _ 

Address: I (p '-o ¥ A(. UA ~er DR... 
'\?A:~ft\0L l\)A,tt :i(\- l)GS c" ,,..... 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

YcJ2'1'L 

Emai I: councilmember. bon in@lacity.org 
ezra.gale@lacity.org 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 

\o)!l£@11£0~m\ 
\I\\ OC1 3 1 2017 illJ 

C01T'<PRPOCLAf f :£ SECTION 
EXPEDITE 

1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-.2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Since4 .;;(_£__ 

Name: -------=G=in=ac.cLa=---,,,di_·ns~ky~~---
17420 Vereda de la Montura 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 Address: - - -----------

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 
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JEANNE W. RUDERMAN M.D. 
1568 PALISADES DRIVE 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
EMAIL: JEANNERUDERMAN@GMAIL.COM 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

Oc¾olu..r-· 
.Ne\'etnber 12, 2017 

Via email to: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

With a Copy to: 

Emails: 

Councilmember Mike Bonin and team 
1645 Corinth Ave., No. 201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
ezra.gale@lacity.org 
lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR 
DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 

[ ,.. - ') •• "··,,··1 
''.., i .. ' ... '. '. J 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2171-CE 
First hearing at Los Angeles City Hall on October 4, 2017 at 11 :30am 
Date: Oct. 4, 2017 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I have carefully read, edited and added personal comments to this "form letter:" 

I STRONGLY OPPOSE the above application for Development and Coastal Permits 
for all the following reasons: PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE 
FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS: Seniors do need 
more and better assisted living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM PROJECT 
in the PALISADES HIGHLANDS could endanger their lives for the following reasons. 



• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep . 
canyon designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no 
practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their caregivers 
in event of a rapidly moving fire that can rage through the canyons next 
to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

I believe this to be true from experience: I was evacuated from my home in 
the Palisades Highlands in the 1993 Malibu fire. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, 
especially if Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by 
liquefaction or mudslides? 

I believe this to be true from experience of the 1994 Northridge earthquake. 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS 
SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is distant from medical facilities and 
trauma centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in 
Westwood, and the two closest general hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA 
Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too 
long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by 
accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENT AL OR OTHER URGENT CARE 
FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources 
anywhere in the Highlands and few in the Palisades. Seniors will need 
transportation to Santa Monica and Westwood and all are assisted living 
and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

I agree with the preceding two paragraphs that the Palisades Highlands 
location is not in the best interest of such compromised and dependent 
seniors. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE 
AND HAS NO operator to run an assisted living or dementia care facility. 
Statements made in all the application documents reflect the responses of 
novices, not professionals who must be licensed and experienced to 
operate these facilities. Given the folly of locating an assisted 
living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is difficult to believe 
that any reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and 
responsibility. 



THE PALISADES HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY 
nestled in the pristine wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains and surrounded 
on three sides by Topanga State Park, one the largest and most heavily visited parks 
in the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along 
the southern boundary of the proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a 
"highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD 
LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS a constant stream of pedestrians, dog 
walkers, joggers, hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other 
nature lovers who enjoy the Highlands' spectacular rock outcroppings and many 
hiking trails that connect the Palisades Highlands to the entire Santa Monica 
Mountains National Urban Recreation Area, and who take FULL active advantage 
of this precious resource. Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails 
and is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits in the United States. 

THE PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING 
NATURAL BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS AND IS TOTALLY OUT 
OF CHARACTER WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY. The towering 
4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from the 
popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park on Vereda AND 
DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, 
SCALE, AND DENSITY. THE OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY 
INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community plan and all other developments in 
the Highlands! 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central 
business district, which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not 
border Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. 
SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the south, the 

first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby effectively 
making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument ... some 
67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 
116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of 
building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S 
PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for 
each square foot of lot - nearly double the density that the City granted 
Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And that IMMENSE 
SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in the 
TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 



INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and 
will force dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current 
residents and park visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting 
their relatives find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US 
Postal; or the garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry 
suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, 
cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate 
here, with TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project 
will require the removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR 
MORE -- in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ 
WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 
TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down Palisades Drive 
and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) AND 
BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries 
on Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT 
TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS 
on Sunset and PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH 
and the logjam at Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: The mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural 
amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances. Residents can expect to 
be disturbed by noise from EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of the 
day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks 
servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: 
Their communications have consistently misrepresented various aspects of the 
project from claiming that assisted living/dementia care patients are "healthy and 
vibrant seniors" without "the need of constant medical supervision," to minimizing 
CEQA environmental impact findings, to asserting that the patients and staff 
"would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 10 
BICYCLES. Imagine about 60 employees needing transportation back and forth all 
over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine transport of the residents 
to their doctors and/or hospital care visits. 
THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY 
AS A WHOLE AND NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROMRESIDENTS. 



INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE 
COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE IMMEDIATE 
VICINITY - AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - ALL 
TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this 
secrecy, the planning application form also asked SHRAM to include the names and 
signatures of "neighboring property owners in support or' the Project, but THE 
LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY BLANK. 
Not one signature was submitted! HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HA VE 
ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION TO THIS ILL
CONCEIVED PROJECT AND MORE OPPONENTS, INCLUDING ME, ARE 
BEING ADDED DAILY AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

Sincerely, 

f)#.aj_ G<) ~~ ~ 
f:eanne W. Ruderman M.D. 



James and Kirsten Ellis 
17589 Camino De Yatasto 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
(310) 459-6293 

September 25, 2017 

Ms. Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedite Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

Councilmember Mike Bonin 
1645 Corinth Ave., No. 201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Via US Mail and Email 
courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Via US Mail and Email 
f9.Y.n~J!m~mber.bonin@lacitY..:.QI9. 

lisa.cahiU@lacity.org 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL 
PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. : ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for 
all the following reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES A DANGER TO 
SENIORS ... there is no contesting that seniors need more and better assisted 
living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will seriously 
endanger their lives for many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep 
canyon designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no 
practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their 
caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage through the 
canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, 
especially if Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by 
liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS 
SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is distant from medical facilities and 
trauma centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in 



Westwood, and the two closest general hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA 
Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too 
long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by 
accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE 
FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the 
anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be 
transported to Santa Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, 
non-urgent care; and all are assisted living and/or dementia impaired 
with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community 
plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central 
business district, which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does 
not border Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. 
SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the south, the 
first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby effectively 
making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 
67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. THE SHRAM 
PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -- to 
run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all 
the application documents reflect the responses of novices, not 
professionals who must be licensed and experienced to operate these 
facilities. Given the folly of locating an assisted living/dementia care 
facility so remote from help, it is difficult to believe that any reputable 
operator would agree to assume this liability and responsibility. 

• THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in 
the pristine wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded 
on three sides by Topanga State Park -- one the largest and most 
heavily visited parks in the Los Ang~les area. A smaller City park, Santa 
Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the proposed 
development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as 
the SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO 
BELIEVE. 

• PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING 
NATURAL BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY 
OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The 
towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building is only 
400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State 
Park on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south 
side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, 
HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 



• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of 
about 116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 
square feet of building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. 
SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of 
building for each square foot of lot - nearly double the density that the 
City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And that 
IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in 
the TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will 
force dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current 
residents and park visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting 
their very ill relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US 
Postal; or the garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry 
suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security 
personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate 
here, with TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will 
require the removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR 
MORE -- in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ 
WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS 
in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a 
dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks 
solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries 
on Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT 
TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELA VS on 
Sunset and PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and 
the logjam at Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a 
natural amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can 
expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE 



SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping 
from all commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications 
have consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming 
that assisted living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" 
without "the need of constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA 
environmental impact findings, to asserting that the patients and staff "would be 
transported mostly via shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 10 
BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would need transportation back and 
forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine transport of the 
residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A 
WHOLE AND NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. fNSTEAD, THE 
PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 
DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY - AND NONE AT ALL TO 
THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - ALL TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME 
TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning application form also asked 
Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring property owners in 
support of' the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY 
BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

For all of these reasons I join my neighbors in my opposition to the project as 
proposed. HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR 
STRENUOUS OPPOSITION TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE 
OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

For all these and a host of more detailed legal reasons associated with the details 
related to developing a project such as this, HUG is OPPOSED TO THIS 
PROJECT. If you have any questions please direct them to: www.hugpali.org 
email: hugpalisades@gmai l. com 

Thank you for your careful consideration of these important neighborhood 
concerns! 

Regards, ' 



1587 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272-2025 

September 25, 2017 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL 
PERMITS 

Project Site: 
Re: Case No.: 
CEQA No.: 
Date: 
Time: 

1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Oct. 4, 2017 
11:30am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill: 

I am writing to you to oppose this development because its scale and concept endanger 
not only the safety of prospective occupants in case of any large-scale disaster that 
closes Palisades Drive, but also the peace and quiet of over 3,000 current inhabitants of 
the Highlands due to 24/7 ambulance activity, mid-canyon. 

The multi-year construction project will destroy the natural habitat for decades to come. 
The serenity we know and chose over proximity to hospitals will be permanently 
impacted. 

The closest hospitals are in Santa Monica and Westwood . These locations, best traffic 
scenario, are about 30 minutes from the corner of Sunset Blvd . and Palisades Drive. 

To you who will vote YEA or NAY on the petition for this development, carefully 
scrutinize this ill-located enterprise that will benefit no one but the developer. Vote "no" 
on this. 

Kathryn Soll 



1587 M ichael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272-2025 

September 25, 2017 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL 
PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR Re: Case No.: 

CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Date: Oct. 4, 2017 
Time: 11 :30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill: 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the 
following reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN 
EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS ... there is no contesting that seniors need more 
and better assisted living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will 
seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep 
canyon designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by 
the City (DCP 6/1 /17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means to 
evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly
moving fire that can rage through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of 
minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, 
especially if Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction 
or mudslides? We are currently conducting an ongoing series of 
neighborhood meetings to prepare ourselves for "sheltering in place", 
because it is a "given" that LAFD and LAPD will be unable to reach us in the 
event of a major earthquake or fire . 

1 



1587 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272-2025 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS 
SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is distant from medical facilities and trauma 
centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood , 
and the two closest general hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica 
Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too long in cases of 
emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE 
FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the 
anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be 
transported to Santa Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non
urgent care; and all are assisted living and/or dementia impaired with frequent 
and chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no 
operator -- to run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements 
made in all the application documents reflect the responses of novices, not 
professionals who must be licensed and experienced to operate these 
facilities . Given the folly of locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so 
remote from help, it is difficult to believe that any reputable operator would 
agree to assume this liability and responsibility . 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... located in the pristine 
wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga 
State Park -- one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A 
smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the 
proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the 
SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, 
joggers, hikers, rock climbers , mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers 
who enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, 
and the many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa 
Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage 
of this precious resource . Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking 
trails and is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United 
States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL 
BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER 
WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high , 82-unit, 
65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance 
to Topanga State Park on Vereda de la Montura, adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park 
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1587 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272-2025 

on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, 
HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SH RAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades 
community plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business 
district, which , notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border 
Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT 
IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the south , the first-floor parking garage will 
be clearly visible, thereby effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 
55-foot high monument. Some 67% higher than Caruso's new center in the 
Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 
116,000 sq . feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq . ft .), or about 0.84 square feet of 
building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad . SHRAM'S PROJECT 
is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square 
foot of lot - nearly double the density that the City granted Caruso in the 
Palisades central business district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT 
INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in the TWO-STORY PARKING 
GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force 
dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and 
park visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their 
very ill relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g. , UPS, FedEx and US Postal ; 
or the garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors , laundry suppliers, 
physicians, nurses, therapists, pod iatrists, security personnel , cooks, 
cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, 
with TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will 
require the removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1 ,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -
in a "Special Grading Area ," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of 
approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be 
traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 
miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks solid . 
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1587 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272-2025 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on 
Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES 
AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on 
Sunset and PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the 
logjam at Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a 
natural amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect 
to be disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at 
all hours of the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from all 
commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have 
consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted 
living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of 
constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to 
asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even 
back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would 
need transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as 
routine transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A 
WHOLE AND NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE 
PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 
DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY-AND NONE AT ALL TO 
THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE -ALL TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME 
TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning application form also asked Shram 
to include the names and signatures of "neighboring property owners in support of" the 
Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" \/VAS COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one 
signature was submitted! 

For the reasons listed above, please register my complete opposition to this project. 

Ve~(:~~{~ 
Douglas J. Smith , a nearby resident 
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September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove 
the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Sincerely, 

Name: ~j; ~~ 
I 



cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for 
all the following reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN 
EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS •.. there is no contesting that seniors need 
more and better assisted living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM 
PROJECT will seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep 
canyon designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Z2rul" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no 
practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their 
caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage through the 
canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, 
especially if Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by 
liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS 
SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is distant from medical facilities and 
trauma centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in 
Westwood, and the two closest general hospitals - St. Johns and UCLA 
Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too 
long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by 
accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE 
FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the 
anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be 
transported to Santa Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, 
non-urgent care; and all are assisted living and/or dementia impaired 
with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no 
operator -- to run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements 
made in all the application documents reflect the responses of novices, 
not professionals who must be licensed and experienced to operate 
these facilities. Given the folly of locating an assisted living/dementia 
care facility so remote from help, it is difficult to believe that any 
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reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and 
responsibility. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the 
pristine wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three 
sides by Topanga State Park - one the largest and most heavily visited parks in 
the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along 
the southern boundary of the proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a 
"highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD 
LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS •.. a constant stream of pedestrians, dog 
walkers, joggers, hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other 
nature lovers who enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its 
spectacular rock outcroppings, and the many hiking trails that connect 
Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica Mountains National Urban 
Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this precious resource. 
Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and is the 
LARGEST State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL 
BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER 
WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 
65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail 
entrance to Topanga State Park on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon 
Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS 
IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades 
community plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central 
business district, which, notably, is nm in the Coastal Zone and does 
nm border Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. 
SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the south, the 
first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby effectively 
making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 
67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of 
about 116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 
square feet of building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. 
SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of 
building for each square foot of lot - nearly double the density that the 
City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And that 



transported mostly via shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 1 O 
BICYCLES. Imagine .•. about 60 employees would need transportation back and 
forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine transport of the 
residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A 
WHOLE AND NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE 
PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 
DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY -AND NONE AT ALL TO 
THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE -ALL TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME 
TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning application form also asked 
Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring property owners in 
support of' the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY 
BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS 
OPPOSITION TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE 
BEING ADDED DAILY AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

For all these and a host of more detailed legal reasons associated with the details 
related to developing a project such as this, HUG is OPPOSED TO THIS 
PROJECT. If you have any questions please direct them to: www.hugpali.org 
email: hugpalisades@gmail.com 



IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in 
the TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will 
force dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current 
residents and park visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting 
their very ill relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US 
Postal; or the garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractol'$, laundry 
suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security 
personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate 
here, with TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will 
require the removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil -OR 
MORE - in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ 
WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS 
in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a 
dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks 
solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries 
on Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT 
TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on 
Sunset and PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and 
the logjam at Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a 
natural amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can 
expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE 
SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping 
from all commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications 
have consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming 
that assisted living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" 
without "the need of constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA 
environmental impact findings, to asserting that the patients and staff "would be 
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DEPUlY DIRECTOR 

OFFI C E O F 
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JAMES K. HAHN 

200 N. SPRI NG STREET, 7'" Ft OOR 

LOS ANGELES, CA 900 12 

(213) 978-1318 

MAYOR FAX: (2 13 ) 978-1334 

CASE NO. ZA ~000-307~(CJ,) 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
Related Case - Tentative Tract No. 53622 

' 1525 Palisades Drive 
Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 

Planning Area 
Zone C1-1-H 
D, M. : 13881 13 • 
C. D, : 11 
CEQA: MND 2000-3071-CDP 
Fish:arip Game: Exempt 

,• , ' I '.- ~ · J / , 

Legal.Descr:iption : Lot 3, Tract 31070 
' ' ,. 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.20.2, I hereby APPROVE: 

""' a Coastal Development Permit for the construction, use and maintenance of an 8- ..,,_ 
unit residential condominium project (Tentative Tract No: 53622) on a lot zoned 
C1-1-H, ·' ,. 

upon the following additional terms and conditions: 

1. All other use, height and area regulations of the· Municipal Code and all other 
applica0le government/regulatory agencies shall be strictly complied with in the 
development and use of the property, except ·as · such · regt.ilatioris are herein 
specifically v_arled or required, · · 

2. The use and development of the property shall be in substantial conformance with 
the plot plan submitted with the application and marked Exhibit "A", except as may 
be revised as a result of this action. 

3. The authorized use s~all be conducted at all times with due regard for the 
char~cter of th.e. surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the Zoning 
Administrator to impose additional corrective conditions, if, in the Administrator's 
opinion, such conditions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

All graffiti on the site shall be removed or painted over to match the color of the 
surface to which it is applied within 24 hours of its occurrence. 

A copy of the first page of this grant and all conditions and/or any subsequent 
appeal of this grant and its resultant conditions and/or letters of clarification shall 
be included in and printed on the "notes" portion of the building plans submitted to 
the Zoning Administrator and the Department of Building and Safety for purposes 
of having a building permit issued. 

The subject buildings along street frontages shall not fi!XCeed ~totalfheight of 18 
feet measured from the center line · of adjacent streets,~ (Palisades Drive and 
Vereda de la Montura). 

The subject project shall comply with all conditions of the March 6, 2003 grant of 
the associated Tentative Tract under Tract Map No. 53622, including mitigation 
measures conditions contained in the related environmental. clearance MND-
2000-3071-CDP. 

Prior to the issuance of any permit, the applicant shall obtain a clearance from the 
Planning Department Mello Act coordinator for the purpc>se of compliance with the 
requirements of the Mello Act. 

' \ 
OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS - TIME LIMIT ... LAPSE OF PRIVILEGES - -TIME 
EXTENSION 

All terms and conditions of the approval shall be fulfilled before the use may b~ 
established. The instant authorization is further conditional upon the privileges being 
utilized within' two years after the effective date of approval and, if such privileges are 
not utilized · or substantial physical construction work is not bBgun within said time ,and 
carried on diligently to completion, the authorization shall terminate and become void. 
A Zoning Administrator may extend the termination date for one additional period not to 
exceed one year, prior to the termination date . of the period, if a written request on 
appropriatE: forms, accompanied by the applicable fee is filed therefore with a public 
Office of the Department of City Planning setting forth the reasons for said request and 
a Zoning Administrator determines that good and reasonable cause exists therefore. 

TRANSFERABILITY 

This authorization runs with the land. In the event the property is to be sold, leased, 
rented or occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent 
upon you advise them regarding ttie conditions of this grant. 

• 
VIOLATIONS OF THESE CONDITIONS, A MISDEMEANOR 

Section 12.29 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code provides: 

"If any portion of a privilege authorized by a variance or conditional use is utilized, 
the conditions of the variance or conditional use authorization immediately 

• 
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become effective and must be strictly complied with. The violation of any valid 
condition imposed by the Administrator, Board or Commission in connection with 
the granting of any variance, approval of a conditional use or other action 
pursuant to the authority of this chapter, shall constitute a violation of this chapter 
and shall be subject to the same penalties as any other violation of this Code. " 

Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor and shall be 
punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment in the county jail for a 
period of not more than six months, or by both such fine and imprisonment. 

APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE • -~ --

The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this authorization is not a permit or 
license and that any permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the 
proper public agency. Furthermore, if any condition of this grant is violated or not 
complied with, then this authorization shall. be subject to revocation as provided in 
Section 12.27 of the Municipal Code. The Zoning Administrator's determination .in this 
matter will become effective after JUNE 19, 2003, unless an appeal therefromtis filed 
with the City Planning Department. It is strongly advised that appeals be filed early 
during the appeal period and in · person so that imperfections/incompleteness may be 
corrected before the appeal period expires. Any appealmust be filed on the prescribed 
forms, accompanied by the required fee , a copy of the. Zoning Administrator's action, 
and received and receipted at a public office of the Department of City Planning on or 
before the above date or the appeal will not be accepted. Forms are available on-line 
at www.lacity.org/pln. Public offices are located at: 

Figueroa Plaza 
201 North Figueroa Street, 

4th Floor 
Los Angeles , CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077 

Marvin Braude San Fernando 
Valley Constituent Service Center 

6262 Var, Nuys Boulevard, Room 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-50?0 

' 

Furthermore, this coastal development permit shall be subject to revocation as 
provided in vSection 12.20.2-J of -the Los Angeles Municipal Code, as authorized by 
Section 30333 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 13105 of the 
California Administrative Code. 

Provided no appeal has been filed by the above-noted date, a copy of the permit will 
be sent to the California Coas.tal Commission. Unless an appeal is filed with the 
California Coastal Commission before 20 working days have expired from the date the 
City's determination is deemed received by such Commission, the City's action shall be 
deemed final. 

,, 
The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by 
California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. Under that provision , a petitioner 
may seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil 
Procedure Section 1094.5, only if the petition for · writ of mandate pursuant to that 
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section is filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the City's decision 
becomes final. 

NOTICE 

The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact with this Office regarding 
this determination must be with the Zoning Administrator who acted on the case. This 
would include clarification, verification of condition compliance and plans or building 
permit applications, etc., and shall be accomplished BY APPOINTMENT ONLY, in 
order to assure that you receive service with a minimum amount of ~itinf You should 
advise any consultant representing you of this requirement as w.ell. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

After thorough consideration bf the statements contained in the application, the plans 
submitted therewith, the report of the Zonin·g Analyst thereon , the statements made at 
the public hearing on December 18, 2002, all of which are by reference mage a part 
hereof, as well as knowledge of the property and surrounding district, I fina that the 
requirements and · prerequisites for granting a coastal development permit as 
enumerated in Section 12.20.2-G of the Municipal Code have been established by the 
following facts: 

BACKGROUND 

The subject property is a vacant, irregular-shaped, 1.02-net acre, hillside parcel, located 
southwesterly of the intersection of Palisades Drive and Vereda De La Montura in"H:1.e 
Pacific Palisades District. · 

Properties across Vereda De La Montura, fronting Michael. Lane, are improved w)th a 
large condominium project in the RD3-1 Zone. Properties across Palisades Drive fo the 
east are similarly improved with large condominium projects fronting Palisades Drive 
and Palisades Circle. The southerly adjoining property is zo ed C1-1-H and developed 
with a one- and two-story retail center, improved with a small mini-market and liquor 
store, several community-orien'ted retail stores, and a number of retail offices with 
access from Palisades Drive. Properties to the southwest and west are vacant canyon 
areas, designated as open space under the provisions of recorded Tract No. 31070, 
and are part of the Topanga Canyon State Park lands. 

On March 6, 2003, a tentative tract (Tract Map No. 53622) was approved by the 
Advisory Agency for the construction of eight residential condominiums on the subject 
property. · · 

Palisades Drive , fs designatea a Secondary, Scenic Highway, fully improved within 
98-foot wide dedication. 

Vereda De La Montura, is a Collector Street improved with roadway, sidewalks, and 
streetlights within a 7 4-foot wide right-of-way. 

• 
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Previous zoning related actions on the site include: 

Subject Property: 

Tentative Tract Map No. 53622 - On March 6, 2003, the Deputy Advisory 
Agency approved a tentative tract to permit an 8-unit residential condominium 
project on the. subject site. No appeal was subsequently filed relative to the 
above approval. 

Case No. CPC 22000 approved a change of zone from A-1, to R~1. RD2-1, 
RD2-1 , RD3-1, (T)C1-1-H and (T)C4-1, on a 417-acrt site in fhe ~nta Ynez 
Canyon, area of the Santa Monica Mountains. The subject site was 
encompassed in overall changes of Zones. 

Case Nos. ZA 88-0435(PP) and CDP 88-012 - On July 27, 1988, the Zoning 
Administrator approved is the above-noted Coastal Development Permit: to 
allow construction and maintenance of a one- or two-story, 28,300 square-foot 
(maximum) retail center, . with · surface and subterranean automobile p!lrking 
spaces, on a 43,095. square-foot, vacant parcel in the C1-1-H (limited 
commercial/hillside) Zone, pursuant to the provisions of Ordinance No. 162,539, 
and located within the sin~le.,permit jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone, 
however, denied is the Project Permit for the. above-described project. 

' 
PUBLIC HEARING 

,. 
. 

A public hearing on the matter and associated tentative tract map (TT No, 53622) wa~ 
held on December 18, 2002 by the Deputy Advisory Agency in Los Angeles City Hall. ·'" 

Six written communications were received from tt,e adjacent homeowners statin..9 
concerns over the proposed project's possible impacts on neighboring properties' view 
and wireless telecommunications signal reception, and ~he need to provide adequate 
on-site parking spaces by the project. One letter in support of the project was also 
received . 

The subsequent tentative tract approval was not appealed. 

MANDATED FINDINGS 

In order for a coastal development permit to be granted all of the requisite findings 
maintained in Section 12.20.2-G of the Los Angeles Municipal Code must be made in 
the affirmative. Following is a delineation of the findings and the application of the facts 
of this case to same. 

,, 
1. The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal 

Act of 1976 (commencing with Section 30200 of the California Public 
Resources Code). 

• 
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Grading Division of the Department of Building and Safety and in conformance 
with the conditions contained in the associated tentative tract map approval. 

The proposed project will develop the lot in a manner consistent with other 
development in the area. Therefore in light of the above, it is in conformance 
with Chapter 3, of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

2. The development will/will not prejudice the abil ity of the City of Los 
Angeles to prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with 
Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976. • .~ f-

r, 

Currently, there is no adopted local coastal program (LCP) for this portion of the 
Coastal Zone; in the interim, the adopted Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan serves as the functional equivalent in conjunction with any 
pending LCP under consideration. The Plan designates the subject property for 
Neighborhood Office/Commercial uses with the corresponding zones of CR, C1 , 
C1 .5, C2 and P, and Height District No. 1-H. The property is zoned C1-1-H . The 
proposed development is permitted by the adopted Plan and Zone, and d~es not 
:conflict with any known regulation_s and policies of the California Coastal Act and 
said Plan. 

. 
3. The Interpretive Guidelines for Coastal \ Planning and Permits as 

established by the California Coastal Commission (revised October- 14, 
1980) . and any subsequent amendments thereto have been reviewed, 
analyzed and· considered in light of the individual project in making this 
determination. "' .,._ 

The Interpretive Guidelines for Coastal Planning anq Permits as established by 
the California Coastal Commission (revised October 14, 1980), and afly 
subsequent amendments are designed to provide direction to decision-makers in 
rendering discretionary determinations on requests for coastal development 
permits pending the adoption of an LCP. In this instance, the Guideline 
standards concerning the following are relevant: parking, height, lot coverage, 
use and density, all of which being addressed by the current zoning of the 
property. The project as proposed will be iri full conformance with the 
requirements applicable to the zoning classification, as no variance or 
adjustment have been applied for nor are being granted with this permit. 

4. The decision of the permit-granting authority has been guided by any 
applicable decision of the California Coastal Commission pursuant to 
Section 30625(c) of the Public Resources Code. 

This section o'T the California Public Resources Code provides that "prior 
decisions of the Coastal Commission, where applicable, shall guide local 
governments in their actions in carrying out their responsibility and authority 
under the Coastal Act of 1976". This request conforms with such known 
applicable decisions . . 



CASE NO. ZA 2000-3070(CDP) PAGE 8 

5. If the development is located between the nearest public road and the sea 
or shoreline of any body of water located within the coastal zone, the 
development shall be in conformity with the public access and public 
recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

6. 

The development is not located between the nearest public road and the 
shoreline. 

An appropriate environmental clearance 
Environmental Quality Act has been granted. 

under the . California 
• j ':( 

On November 1, 2000, a Mitigated Negative Declaration was issued, under ENV-
2000-3071-MND, which was adequate to satisfy the~ requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, · as amended. 

7. Mello Act 

·• The proposed project is located within the Coastal Zone, as defined in California 
Public Resources Code, Division 20 (commencing with Section 30000), and as 
depicted on the City of Los Angeles Coastal Zone Maps. The proposed project 
involves the construction of new residential units and would theoretically be 
subject to the. Mello Act, as set forth in _ California Government Code Section 
65590 and 65590.1. •· 

However, pursuant to a settlement agreement between the City of Los Angeles 
and the Venice Town Council, Inc. the Barton Hill Neighborhood OrganizatioR., 
and Carol Berman concerning the implementation of the Mello Act in the Coastal 
Zone portions of the City of Los Angeles, the following finding is provided: 

I 

The project is exempt from the Mello Act's requirements concerning 
inclusionary residential units as it consists of the construction of less than 
ten units. 

ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDINGS 

8. The National Flood Insurance Program rate maps, which are a part of the Flood 
Hazard Management Specific Plan adopted by the City Council by Ordinance No. 
154,405, have been reviewed and it has been determined that this project is 
located in Zone C, areas of minimal flooding. 

9. On November 1, 2000, the City Planning Department Environmental Staff 
Advisory Corumittee· (ES_AC) issued Mitigated Negative Declaration No. · MND 
2000-3071-CDP (Article V - City CEQA Guidelines) and determined that by 
imposing conditions the impacts could be reduced to a level of insignificance. I 
hereby adopt that action. The records upon which this decision is based are with 
the Environmental Review Section in Room 763, 200 North Spring Street. 

.. 
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10. Fish and Game: The subject project, which is located in Los Angeles County, will 
not have an impact on fish or wildlife resources or habitat upon which fish and 
wildlife depend, as defined by California Fish and Game Code Section 711 .2. 

----Lu»~~ 
Associate Z ning Administrator (J 
Direct Telephone No. (213) 978-1327 

EGL:HL:lmc 

cc: Councilmember Cindy Miscikowski 
Eleventh District 
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September 25, 201 7 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove 
the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Sincerely, 

Address: lV\fo rl'\ilha..u. Laf'-L 

p llCA~ (., r w~ a.dL:> , CA 101-11-
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Connect 
ate 
ollabo. te 

Proposed elder care facility in the Palisades Highlands 
1 message 

Sandy Green <sgreen@zss.com> 
To: "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

. Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Mon, Oct 30, 2017 at 9:34 AM 

I am a life long resident of LA. I went to LA High with George Wolfberg who is a long standing member of the Palisades 
council. I am sure you know of him. I plan to discuss this e-mail with him soon. 

I am a practicing CPA and a 48 year resident of the Pacific Palisades of which 42 years has been in the Highlands. 

I am sure you are aware of all the objections to allow an large elder care facility in the Highlands that were raised at the 
Palisades council meeting last week. I agree with all the objections. The only resident who spoke on behalf of such 
facility was a local man whose parent was in a facility in Simi Valley and he wished there was such a facility in the local 
area. That is a reasonable expectation on his part and I hope such facilities are built. 

HOWEVER, as a long time CPA I haw had clients in many industries and businesses. I know how this facility will be 
priced. I doubt if the owners plan to set aside any substantial space at greatly reduced rates for residents 
whose means are limited. Based on what was paid for the land and what the costs of building are, in my opinion, this 
facility will only be inhabited by the wry wealthiest families in West LA. They haw lots of options. People with limited 
means do not. 

I understand that wealthy people haw earned and can afford special conwniences but if this facility is allowed to go 
forward on the basis of providing more eider care beds in West LA, good luck! Such a facility should be built 
elsewhere where the costs are substantially lower and then the gentleman who supports such a facility may be better 
able to afford such elder care for his parent. 

SandyA. Green, CPA 

Zivetz, Schwartz & Saltsman CPAs 
11900 W Olympic Boulevard, Suite 650 
Los Angeles , California 90064 

Direct: (310) 943 - 8577 

Main : (310) 826-1040 extens ion 117 

Fax: (310) 826 - 1065 

www.ZSSCPA.co m_ 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/Ol?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&jswr=19n8N\MEael.en.&1.1ew=pt&search=inbox&th=15f6e23313585751&siml=15f6e23313585751 1/2 
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: The information in this e-mail and the fo/lowng pages and attachments, if any, may be 
confidential, privileged and protected from disclosure under applicable la'NS. It is intended for the use of only the 
individual to vJJom it is addressed. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, notice is hereby given that 
any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this in error; 
please notify us immediately by telephone. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Any accounting, business or tax advice contained in this communication including any attachments and disclosures is 
not intended as a thorough, in-depth analysis of specific issues, nor a substitute for a formal opinion, nor is it sufficient 
to avoid tax-related penalties. If desired, Zivetz, Schwartz & Saltsman, CPAs 1AOuld be pleased to perform the requisite 
research and provide you wth a detailed witten analysis. Such an engagement may be the subject of a separate 
engagement letter that 1AOuld define the scope and limits of the desired consultation services. 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/lll?ui=2&i1FS85fadeab5&jswr= 19n8N\M Eael.en.&\Aew=pt&search=inboll!.th= 1Sf6e23313585751&sim1= 1Sf6e23313585751 2/2 



November 3, 2017 

Jonathan and Maria Klar 
1526 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
jklarlaw@gmail.com - jklarlaw@aol.com 

Mr. Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 
Via Email: henry.chu@lacity.org 

Via email to: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
Ms. Lisa Cahill, Field Deputy 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

Ms. Debbie Dyner-Harris, Planning Deputy 
1645 Corinth Ave., No. 201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

lisa.cahill@lacity.org 
courtney.shum@lacity.org 
debbie .dynerharris@lacity.org 

We are writing to express our strong Opposition to the project described below 
located at 1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, California 90272, and we 
respectfully request that all applications by the Developer for permits for this project be 
denied on each of the grounds set forth in our Opposition. 

Thank you for your diligent review of this Opposition and your serious 
consideration and careful evaluation of our arguments. 

Sincerely yours, 

Jonathan Klar and Maria Klar 
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SUPPLEMENTAL OPPOSITION AND OBJECTIONS 
OF JONATHAN AND MARIA KLAR 

TO APPLICATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL, ETC. PERMITS FOR 

Project Site: 
Case No.: 

1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR-- CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

I. 
THE HIGHLANDS-MOUNTAINS, CANYONS, PARKS AND WILDERNESS 

The Highlands is among the most magical, non-urban, mountain and canyon residential 
areas in all Los Angeles. Nestled in a wilderness area in the Santa Monica Mountain 
foothills, it is surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park -- one the largest and 
most-visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon 
Park, runs along the southern boundary of the proposed development. The Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area website states that Topanga State Park, 
which has multiple trail entrances in the Highlands, is the largest state park within any 
city in the United States, featuring 76 miles of trails. 

• The neighboring wilderness area teems with wildlife, including mountain lions, 
bobcats, deer, coyotes, foxes, possums, rabbits, raccoons, rattlesnakes, frogs, 
birds, raptors and butterflies of every sort. Streams of pedestrians, dog walkers, 
joggers, hikers, rock climbers, and mountain bikers enjoy the Highlands' wide 
sidewalks and streets. Its hiking trails are enjoyed by nature enthusiasts, wildlife 
photographers, ecotourists, and hikers, among others; and connect Highlands 
neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation 
Area, making the Highlands a treasured oasis for residents and visitors alike. 
This vast open space includes striking canyons, steep hills, and rock 
outcroppings, ablaze in colors. 

• The proposed 4-story, 65,646 square-foot assisted living/dementia care tower 
(the Project") of the Shram family partnership, Palisades Drive L.P. ("the 
Developer"), is about 500 feet east of the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to 
Topanga State Park on Vereda de la Montura (and less than 300 feet east of the 
park boundary). Santa Ynez Canyon Park adjoins the Project Site on the south 
and southwest sides. Additionally, the Project is only about 1,500 feet south of 
the popular Trailer Canyon Trail entrance on Michael Lane. The Project is 
massive in height, scale, density, and design, and completely out of character 
with the community and its natural surroundings. 

• About a mile north, just off Palisades Drive, is the Temescal Ridge Trail entrance 
to Topanga State Park. A fourth trail to Santa Ynez Canyon Park is about a half
mile south of the Project on Palisades Drive. A short walk south along Palisades 
Drive lie rugged rock formations, like those in Vasquez Rocks County Park and 
Joshua Tree, which attract climbers from miles away to test their skills. 
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• Overflow street parking generated by the Project will most certainly create 
intense competition for the few available spaces on nearby streets, especially on 
weekends and holidays. Scenic mountain, canyon and wilderness views of 
residents, motorists, and visitors will be significantly comprised, and much 
greater traffic congestion, noise, air, trash, water, and other environmental 
pollution are sure to follow. 

The following photo shows the immediate natural setting that surrounds the Project. The 
Site is the graded area at the corner of Vereda de la Montura and Palisades Drive. The 
Site also includes the first row of large trees on the slopes south an d southwest of the 
graded area. The popular Santa Ynez entrance to Topanga State Park is marked at the 
west end of Vereda, about 500 feet west of the westernmost boundary of the Site. The 
eastern boundary of Topanga State Park begins in the undeveloped area about 40 feet 
downslope of the westerly lot line of the townhomes on the west side of Michael Lane. 
The park boundary lies about 250 to 300 feet west of the westernmost boundary of the 
Site. The open space area south of Vereda de la Montura and west of Palisades Drive 
depicts a portion of the City-owned Santa Ynez Canyon Park. 
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The previous photo, by itself, totally refutes the Developer's claim that the Site is an 
"urban infill" lot surrounded by "highly-urbanized" development is a deception as 
monumental as the proposed height, size, scale and density of its Project. 

II. 
THE PROJECT WILL ENDANGER THE LIVES OF 

THE SENIORS FOR WHOM IT IS INTENDED 

1. The Project Will Endanger Seniors' Lives, Especially in a Fire, Earthquake, or 
Medical Emergency. There is no doubt that seniors need assisted living and dementia 
care, but this Project will seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. Consider the 
following: 

• Medical Care is Non-Existent in the Highlands and Inconvenient for Seniors. 
There are no medical or dental offices in the Highlands. The nearest full-service drug 
store is 5 miles away. The inconvenience, difficulty and delay in transporting 
residents to routine medical visits will inevitably lead to less care. The absence of 
local providers violates the Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan 
("Community Plan"), which mandates that "senior citizen housing projects {must 
be locatedl in neighborhoods within reasonable walking distance of health 
and community facilities. services and public transportation."1 And, there is no 
bus service at all in the Highlands, with the nearest bus stop 2.4 miles away. 

• The Time to Reach a Trauma Center or Hospital Emergency Room Endangers 
Seniors' Lives. Seniors can suffer heart attacks, strokes, accidents, and life
threatening problems without warning. The extra minutes to reach emergency care 
are a matter of life and death. The Project is much too far from Hospitals. The 
closest trauma center - UCLA in Westwood -- often takes an hour to reach. The two 
closest hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica -- can easily take 45 minutes 
to reach -- far too long in an emergency. Local paramedic services engaged on other 
calls would delay response times even more. Who could possibly consider placing 
their loved ones so far from life-saving medical care? 

• Wildfires Pose a Serious Danger to the Lives of Seniors. The Project Site is in a 
"Very High Severity Fire Hazard Zone," because it abuts thousands of acres of 
parkland, covered by highly flammable chaparral and tinder-dry vegetation that can 
ignite in seconds. Highlands residents are no strangers to the dozens of Santa 
Monica Mountain wildfires that have set nearby canyons and mountains ablaze, 
threatening structures in the Highlands. They know full well that what just happened 
in Santa Rosa, Sonoma, and Mendocino, can happen here. In 1993, a major wildfire, 
swept out of Malibu, across Topanga Canyon, and began to race over the mountains 
separating Topanga Canyon from the Highlands, causing a mandatory ·evacuation 
order for the entire Highlands! Residents were spared catastrophe by the heroic 

1 Community Plan at p. 47. 
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efforts of firefighters and water drops - and a last-minute wind shift. How will 96 
assisted living/dementia care residents ever be evacuated in such a blaze? 

• Earthquakes Pose Another Danger to Seniors. Palisades Drive and the Project 
Site are built on compacted fill and are in a Liquefaction and Landslide Zones. 
Experts have warned Highlands residents to prepare to be cut off from power, food, 
water, telecommunications, and medical services for up to three weeks following a 
major quake. Local experts also warn that such a quake will cause landslides, 
rockslides and flooding from liquefaction along Palisades Drive, the only road into or 
out of the Highlands. To place seniors needing special care at a facility with this level 
of heightened risk is unimaginable. The recent images of seniors languishing waist
deep in floodwaters in Houston following Hurricane Harvey and the eight deaths 
suffered by seniors in Florida in the wake of Hurricane Irma tell us that a terrible loss 
of lives can occur anytime, anywhere; and the Highlands is no exception. 

• Flash Floods Pose a Significant Risk to Seniors. The Highlands was carved out 
of Santa Ynez Canyon, but the runoff from rain in the surrounding mountains is 
channeled southward at high speed, along Palisades Drive and Michael Lane, 
toward the Project Site. Because of its mountain locale, the Highlands frequently 
receives two-to three times the rainfall in Santa Monica, only a few miles away. 
Flash-flooding from past storms has washed cars parked on Palisades Drive 
downhill, causing damage to vehicles. Other torrential storms have sent water 
gushing down Michael Lane toward Vereda de la Montura, covering the streets with 
water eight or more inches deep, then cascading onto the Project Site. Another 
micro-burst caused a hillside collapse in Trailer Canyon and sent mud flowing down 
Michael Lane onto the Project Site. Given the predictable flood risk, the underground 
parking garage - and even the first floor of the Project -- face the same fate. 

• The Project Will Strain Already Overworked Emergency Medical Services. 
Because of the Project's demands on emergency LAFD paramedic services, elderly 
residents at the facility will be forced to wait longer for help to arrive. There is no 
report or analysis of the impact of the Project on local emergency services, and it is 
unclear if the Developer has planned for effective evacuation, mitigation, and 
emergency medical responses when disaster strikes. 

2. The Project is Grossly Oversized and Is Absolutely Incompatible with the Vast 
Wilderness and Parklands that Surround the Community. The Project's massive 
size, scale and height violate the Community Plan and are totally out of character of all 
other Highlands developments. Compare it to Palisades Village in the heart of the 
Palisades central business district, which, unlike the Site, is not within the protected 
Coastal Zone and does not border the stunning beauty of Topanga State Park. 

• Palisades Village was limited to a height of 33-feet. By contrast, the Project will be at 
least 45-feet high, about 36% higher. The view from the south and east sides, which 
will unmask at least one floor of the two-floor "underground" garage, will make true 
scale of the Project shockingly grandiose -- a 5-story, 59-foot high edifice when seen 
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pedestrians and drivers along Palisades Drive, a "scenic highway,"2 and from the 
Country Estates homes southwest of the Site. That 59-foot height will be about 
double that of both the small, building next door and Palisades Village. 

• Palisades Village was limited to building a mostly single-story complex of about 
125,000 sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.90 square feet of building 
for each square foot of the Palisades Village's flat Site pad. By contrast, the Project 
will be 64,646 square feet, or at least 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot 
of lot - virtually double the density allowed for Palisades Village! 3 And, unlike 
Palisades Village, the Project teeters on the precipice of a steep canyon designated 
by the City as "Hillside," indicating it is likely unstable, difficult to build on, and prone 
to slides; and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone." 4 

• The Community Plan specifically warns that, "Development of land located in the 
hillside areas may be limited by the suitability of the geology of the area for 
development; and the steepness of the natural topography of the various parts 
of the area."5 The Project is on compacted fill in a canyon with a slope much 
greater than 15%, and probably greater than 30%. The Developer intends to 
excavate the entire fill area for the parking garage. 

• This Project lacks setbacks or greenery, and it eviscerates mountain and park views, 
making it an eyesore visible throughout the Highlands, including from nearby trails in 
Topanga State Park. All Highlands condominiums are townhomes, with their own 
separate garages and entryways, surrounded by gardens, trees and 20-to-100-feet 
wide setbacks. These scenic assets and visual corridors are essential to the 
Highlands' unique appeal, enhancing its societal value and resource for all City 
residents. The Project violates the Community Plan requirements to "preserve 
existing views in hillside areas," and (2) "protect views from public lands and 
roadways." (Sec. 1-3.2.) 

• The upper right portion of the next photo, taken from about 1,000 feet above the 
Site, shows the popular Trailer Canyon trail network off Michael Lane, north of the 
Site. This trail, which rises almost 500 feet higher than the Site, has dead-on 
panoramic views of the Site. Although not easy to see in the next photo, the Santa 
Ynez Canyon trail to the west of the Site climbs several hundred feet above the Site 
and has spectacular views of the Site from the Quarry Canyon vantage points north 
of the Site. Note also that the broader view of the terrain surrounding the Site makes 
even more obvious the utter falsity and absurdity of the Developer's repeated 

2 In the Community Plan adopted 7-13-77, Palisades Drive's "scenic highway" designation was changed to "major 
scenic road" after modification of the previous Highlands master plan, which had originally planned that Palisades 
Drive connect with Reseda Boulevard in Tarzana . Later, the City terminated Palisades Drive in its current location . 
3 The Site's Property Profile Report dated June 1, 2017, confirms the Site is 43,033.2 square feet, which would only 
permit a floor area of 64,549.5 square feet. 64,646 square feet of floor area claimed by the Developer means an 
FAR of 1.5022. 
4 DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report . 
5 Community Plan at page 17. 
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assertions that the area around the Site is "highly-urbanized" and "substantially 
surrounded by urban uses." 

• The Highlands is unique and has attracted residents seeking to avoid the noise and 
congestion of highly-urbanized life. For that, residents sacrifice being able to walk to 
stores and restaurants, for the opportunity to live next to nature. Sadly, the Project 
will be visible from and will blight every Highlands trail into Topanga State Park. It 
will also compromise views and scenic corridors for Highlands residents, as well 
stunning, public vista points. 

• The photo on the next page was taken from the Summit area of the Highlands and 
looks northwesterly toward the Site, which is at the bottom-left of the photo. The 
Site, which is clearly visible, is obviously surrounded by the many square miles of 
wilderness in T opanga State Park. 
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• The Project violates Sec. 2-1.3 of the Community Plan that mandates that 
commercial projects "be designed and developed to achieve a high level of 
quality, distinctive character, and compatibility with existing uses and 
development," and Section 2-3.3, which requires that "commercial projects 
achieve harmony with the best of existing development." Anyone who has 
viewed the previous three photos could not imagine any development of the Site 
less compatible or less harmonious with the neighborhood and existing 
development. 

3. Inadequate Parking: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force 
dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and 
park visitors for the very limited street parking spaces, and will continually clog streets. 
Consider the following: 

• Palisades Village will provide four times the parking per square foot - 560 parking 
spaces for a 125,00 square-foot project- one for each 224 square feet. By contrast, 
the Project will have only 64 spaces for 64,646 square feet - one for each 1,010 
square feet - much less than one-fourth of what Palisades Village is providing. The 
Project's parking shortfall will be worsened by the absence of any bus service in the 
Highlands - where the nearest bus stop is 2.4 miles away on Sunset; and bus 
service to the Sunset bus stop is infrequent and impractical, especially for 
employees working overnight or on weekends. 

• Equally shocking is that only three spaces in the entire Project are designated 
"handicap" in a facility serving 100% assisted living and dementia residents, when at 
least 5 times that many spaces should be required for this vulnerable group! To 

8 
Supplemental Opposition by Jonathan and Maria Klar to Applications by 

Palisedes Drive L.P. for Permits at 1525 N. Palisades Drive November 3, 2017 



make matters worse, the limited parking will be exacerbated by spaces designated 
as "tandem," and by the numbers of compact spaces. It is unimaginable that seniors 
will be able to easily get in and out of vehicles packed into compact spaces. 

• Given the grossly-inadequate parking, where will dozens of private caregivers and 
family/friends visiting relatives park their cars, especially on weekends and holidays, 
when park visits peak? The Developer's only solution to this terrible parking shortfall 
is laughable - it proposes that 10 employees (one-half of total staff on an average 
shift) bike 10 - 30 miles to work, on a 24/7 basis, at night and during peak times, up 
and down Sunset, PCH, and Palisades Drive, all hazardous streets for cyclists. The 
impractical solution exemplifies just one of the Developer's many assertions that are 
patently unrealistic and untenable. 

• How will already cramped street parking accommodate the package delivery 
vehicles that all park on the street, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the garbage 
trucks, food suppliers , contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, 
podiatrists, private caregivers, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, 
clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• Where will all the large moving vans and box trucks park? They pose special 
problems, given that the Project will not accommodate those vehicles in its garage. 
And, during the two-year construction period, where will all the suppliers, bulldozers, 
trash bins, contractor pick-ups, excavation debris-haulers, etc., park? This is a true 
parking nightmare. 

4. Exacerbates Existing Traffic Congestion in the Palisades and in Neighboring 
Areas. Palisades streets are clogged during morning and afternoon rush hours. 
Palisades Drive is the only route in and out of the Highlands, and there are ONLY two 
routes to Palisades Drive: Sunset and PCH. Moreover, the ?-mile distance from 
Palisades Drive to the 405 via Sunset often backs up several miles before the 405. The 
PCH alternative is no better. During peak hours, traffic is backed up at signal at PCH 
and Sunset, delaying westbound Sunset drivers for up to 15 minutes just to turn onto 
PCH. The Project will only make matters far worse. 

• Dirt Hauling Nightmare. The Developer warns that construction will require the 
removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil in a "Special Grading 
Area." This will require 30 tractor-trailer rigs daily, each hauling 10-ton loads of 
debris, at a rate of one truck every 10 minutes. The trucks will travel down Palisades 
Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away, and back for at least 9 
weeks. Incredibly, the Developer denies that this massive hauling effort will 
significantly affect nearby intersections or roads. The Developer should be 
mandated to comply with all hauling requirements imposed on Palisades Village! 
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o The 19,300 cubic yards of excavated materials appears to be drastically 
understated, and cannot be confirmed without a full EIR.6 However, if one 
assumes that a footprint of 30,000 square feet of the Site must be excavated 
to a mean average depth of 30 feet to provide the foundation and two-story 
parking garage, including the massive supports needed to stabilize the 
structure and buttress Vereda de la Montura against sliding into Santa Ynez 
Canyon, this is what results: 30,000 sf times 30 foot depth = 900,000 cubic 
feet of materials. Divide by 27 cubic feet per cubic yard = 33,333 cubic yards 
of excavated materials. To account for known expansion of the compacted fill 
materials as it is deposited into the beds of hauling trucks, the calculation 
must be increased by 25% to 41,625 of actual excavated materials - more 
than double the amount estimated by the Developer - and double the dirt 
hauling trucks! 

o The Developer's understatement of grading materials was undoubtedly 
intended to avoid CEQA compliance. The LA City Building Permit Clearance 
Handbook, at page 20, emphatically requires CEQA compliance for removal 
of more than 20,000 cubic yards of materials: 

"CEQA Clearance is required for: Proposed grading when work in excess 
of 20,000 cu. yd. of either cut or fill is done on slopes steeper than 1 
vertical in 10 horizontal." 

o The City's Department of Building and Safety's Categorical Exemption 
Questionnaire similarly asks, in Attachment 2: "5b. Will the total amount of 
fill exceed 20,000 cubic yards?" 7 The Developer obviously concluded that 
the only way to evade CEQA compliance was to low-ball the estimated 
amount of excavated materials. 

• Heavy Equipment and Trucks Clogging Streets. In addition to the dirt hauling, 
large excavation and construction equipment, as well as numerous contractor trucks, 
SUVs, and other vehicles, will clog local streets during the two-year construction 
period, all while spewing cancer-causing diesel fumes to foul the air in the 
Highlands. Public street parking around the Site will be effectively eliminated during 
this entire period. 

• No Public Transportation Alternative. Because the Highlands has no bus service, 
no practical mitigation measure are even possible. The bike-to-work proposal is 
ludicrous; and even more so for overnight shifts. And, the climb just up Palisades 
Drive is so steep it might qualify as a "mountain stage" in the Tour de France. 

6 The City of LA grading plan permit application specifically asks if the excavated materials will exceed 20,000 cubic 
yards (see, PC-GRAD.App22 [Rev 5/17/2010] at p. 4 of 6) . This appears to be a threshold for much greater scrutiny, 
and the Developer seems to have low-balled the actual amount of haul materials. 
7 See Form PC-GRAD.App22 (Rev 5/17/2010) at p. 4. 
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• Increased Auto Accidents and Injuries. Access to and from the parking garage is 
planned at two problematic locations: (1) on Vereda de la Montura, about 150 feet 
west of Michael Lane, at the crest of a steep, blind hill that rises from the Country 
Estates community; and (2) on Palisades Drive, about 200 feet south of Vereda de 
la Montura, barely north of the Casa Nostra restaurant. Serious and fatal accidents 
are sure to occur. 

o Palisades Drive descends steeply from the hills above, resulting in vehicle 
speeds of 55 to 65 mph and more in the 35-mph zone in this immediate area, 
already resulting in numerous crashes. Probably the most critical danger will be 
to drivers who exit the P1 level of the parking garage directly onto this raceway. 
Many of these drivers will be totally unfamiliar with the territory, and will not 
realize the freeway speeds of the cars racing down Palisades Drive until it is far 
too late. It will likely take a couple of serious accidents, many with serious injuries 
and some fatalities, before the City of Los Angeles wakes up to this terrible 
danger from this reckless decision to permit such a garage. At the same time, the 
cost of liability insurance will render the Project commercially non-viable as the 
judgments pile up, as fast as the cars. 

o Although marginally less dangerous than the exit onto Palisades Drive, both the 
entrance and exit at Vereda de la Montura present their own dangers. Because 
the Vereda driveway location sits at the top of a blind hill, vehicles coming east 
up Vereda de la Montura towards the facility from the Country Estates HOA 
towards Palisades Drive will not see vehicles turning into or out of the Vereda 
driveway to the parking garage, until it is too late. Again, many, if not most, 
drivers headed into or out of the facility will not realize this lack of visibility 
because they are elderly or unfamiliar with the area and their views will be 
blocked by vehicles parked up and down Vereda. 

o At both garage driveway locations, vehicles parked on the streets will compound 
the lack of visibility. A large SUV parked immediately above the driveway at 
Palisades Drive will block any visibility of a vehicle attempting to exit P1 onto 
Palisades Drive. The first time these vehicles learn of a vehicle coming downhill 
will likely be when a high-speed downhill vehicle slams into the front end of the 
unsuspecting driver. The same problem will also occur to vehicles using the blind 
exit onto Vereda de la Montura, where vehicles parked up and down the street, 
including those of visitors to Topanga State Park, will severely obscure visibility. 

o In addition to all these readily-foreseeable risks, the danger is significantly 
increased by the addition of a third "T" intersection in the 100-yard stretch 
between the intersection of Palisades Drive at Vereda de la Montura and the 
garage driveway to the west at Vereda de la Montura. These dangerous 
intersections would consist of the following: (1) the intersection of Vereda de la 
Montura at Palisades Drive (actually a four-way intersection if one counts the 
townhomes' driveway across Palisades Drive that faces Vereda de la Montura); 
(2) the "T" intersection of Michael Lane at Vereda de la Montura about 150 feet 
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west of Palisades Drive; and (3) the new "T" intersection formed by the parking 
garage driveway and Vereda de la Montura, about 100 feet west of the "T" 
intersection at Michael Lane. The two, offset "T" intersections at Michael Lane 
and the Project's parking garage are far more dangerous than a straightforward 
four-way intersection. This danger could have been mitigated if the Project's 
garage driveway been relocated to directly face Michael Lane, which would 
require that the building be set back at least another 20 feet from the street. 

5. Noise Pollution 24/7. Noise is a significant concern, given that traffic will be coming 
and going on a 24/7 /365 basis, as will the Project's rooftop HVAC equipment, which will 
generate more non-stop noise. 

• The mountains surrounding the Highlands act as an amphitheater, projecting sound 
over great distances. The industrial-size roof-top HVAC equipment will be grinding 
away 24/7. Truck engines and sirens, audible a mile or more away, are especially 
disruptive at night. Construction noise will be intolerable, given the deafening sounds 
of tractor-trailer rigs, non-stop soil hauling; jackhammers; pile drivers; bulldozers; 
and diesel trucks lining Vereda de la Montura, to say nothing of the shrill back-up 
beeping of delivery trucks and vans . 

6. Cannot Trust the Developer's Promises. The Developer's communications and 
development application make a stream of erroneous and misleading claims. 

• For example, Rony Shram's September 5, 2017 letter to nearby residents claims 
that assisted living/dementia care patients will be "healthy and vibrant seniors" 
without "the need of constant medical supervision." With no licensed facility operator 
or any operational background, how would he possibly know how sick the residents 
will be? But surely, they will be anything but "healthy and vibrant." Of course, 
because the Developer has not even applied for multiple licenses the Project 
requires, it can always plead ignorance in defense. 

• Rony Shram also asserts that the Project is exempt from compliance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15332, although the application form clearly states that this 
exemption does not exempt Projects, such as this one, "that would result in any 
significant traffic, noise. air quality, or water quality impacts." These impacts 
will be significant and unavoidable. Moreover, the Developer's own Urban Infill 
Report, prepared by Meridian Consultants, spends a page and a half (pp. 16 - 18) 
detailing very significant water quality runoff, groundwater, and soil erosion certain to 
occur, and what appear to be insurmountable requirements to mitigate those 
problems. This one deficiency alone is justification to reject the Developer's claim to 
a section 15332 CEQA Exemption. 

• Anyone who has ever stepped foot on the Project Site will find the Developer's 
"Urban Infill" claim patently absurd. The Project borders, and faces south and west, 
on tens of thousands of acres of virtually uninterrupted open space, canyons, 
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mountains, and park wilderness.8 The small commercial building next door, barely 
one-fifth the Project's size and one-half its total height, cannot possibly render the 
Highlands as "highly-urbanized." The only way to transform the Highlands into a 
"highly-urbanized" area would be to build the Project. 

• The Developer also promises that residents "would be transported mostly via 
shuttle." What about the 60 employees coming and going 24/7 in three shifts. Are 
they all going to Uber to work? Or ride their bikes? Moreover, there is no evidentiary 
support for the Developer's claim that only 20 employees per shift can even serve 97 
residents.9 It is very likely that up to double that number will be needed during 
daytime hours. 

• Although the Developer has claimed widespread community support, how many true 
proponents are there and how many of them live within 500 feet of the Project - the 
area that is entitled to notice because it will be most-adversely impacted as a matter 
of law? The answer is that there may be one or two nearby, but nothing compared to 
the overwhelming and virtually unanimous opposition from the nearby neighbors. It 
is quite telling that the application form also asked Shram to include the names and 
signatures of "neighboring property owners in support of' the Project, but the list 
was left completely blank. Not one was included! 10 By contrast, more than 600 
people have signed petitions opposing the Project; many others have mailed or 
emailed many dozens of times to express their opposition; and at the October 4, 
2017 public hearing, opponents outnumbered supporters by at least five to one! 

7. The Developer's Complete Lack of Eldercare Experience Increases Risk of 
Project Failure After Construction Has Begun. Lack of experience drastically 
increases the risk of Project failure, insolvency, and abandonment in mid-stream. 

• Earthquake, Fire and Flood Risks Make Insurance Unavailable or Prohibitively 
Expensive. Many insurers refuse to insure properties in the Highlands; and those 
that do will only issue policies at high premiums with large deductibles. Because the 
Project Site borders thousands of acres of open space, it is designated as a "Very 
High Severity Fire Hazard Zone," making fire insurance difficult to obtain. Given the 
Developer's lack of construction experience in steep "Hillside" areas, insurance 
companies may refuse to issue policies at all , or only at an unreasonable price. 

• The Developer Has No Eldercare Experience or License. The Shram family has 
no track record or experience in building, managing or operating Eldercare facilities, 
and its organization is not licensed by the State to do so either, nor has it even 
applied for one; and it may never be granted one. Nor is there any assurance that an 
experienced, reputable operator would ever accept the high risk of taking on this 
challenge. Without a reputable operator, what happens to the facility if it tanks in 

8 The photos on pages 3, 7, and 8 of this Brief show the absurdity of the Developer's "urban infill" myth. 
9 Environmental Assessment Form Application at p. 7. 
10 DCP Planning Application at p. 8. 
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mid-construction? Will it be a scar on the landscape? The Developer is an LLP, with 
an LLC as its general partner, created solely for this one Project and to protect the 
Shrams from personal liability; and who knows how well capitalized it is, if at all? 

8. The Developer's Applications Are Replete with Factual Errors, Misleading 
Statements, and Material Omissions of Fact. In its zeal to exploit the property, the 
Developer, whose earlier efforts three years ago to build a massive, three-story 
apartment-style condominium building on the Site, collapsed after overwhelming 
community opposition, has now embarked on the Eldercare facility as its "Plan B," 
hoping to exploit the City's more sympathetic treatment of Eldercare projects. But for 
"Plan B" to succeed, the Developer was forced to falsely characterize the Highlands as 
"Highly-Urbanized" and the Site as "Urban Infill." 

• Falsely Asserts that the "Highly-Urbanized" Fiction. In its application, the 
Developer was required to disclose if the Project was within "500 feet of a sensitive 
use (e.g. school, park)." In response, the Developer failed to disclose that the Project 
was within 500 feet of not just one, but two parks -- Topanga State Park and the 
City's Santa Ynez Canyon Park. 11 The Developer's "non-disclosure" could not have 
been a mistake, given that it knew full well that the Site's surrounding parks and 
open space surroundings would render the "highly-urbanized" claim non-credible.12 

• Grossly Understates the Complete Incompatibility of the Project with All 
Existing Development. The Developer suggests the small commercial building 
nearby renders the area nearby "highly-urbanized" and "urban infill." First, that is the 
only commercial building in the entire Highlands, and it is one-fifth the size of the 
Project and half as high, housing a small neighborhood restaurant and a few offices, 
with no retail stores. Further, lushly-landscaped townhomes, set back 20 to 50 feet 
from the street, and more, face the Project on two sides; and the rest of the Project 
faces tens of thousands of acres of raw, untouched open space and wilderness 
parklands, including views of the mountains that rise behind the town homes and are 
visible from the Project Site in all directions.13 

• Mischaracterizes the Project's Enormous Size, Height and Scale. In its 
Eldercare Facility Unified Permit application, the Developer claims that, the "Project 
size and height are . .. of similar scale with regards to height and overall size as the 
adjoining condominium buildings." 14 First, all condominiums in the Highlands are 
one, two or three-story townhomes with their own garages, grouped side-by-side, 
mostly in groups of three or four units. Units range from about 1,600 to 2,500 square 
feet, meaning that the no attached townhome group will exceed 5,000 to 10,000 
square feet. Heights range from about 18 feet up to 30 feet - strictly adhering to the 

11 DCP Planning Application at p. 1. 
12 For example, see Environmental Assessment Form Application at p. 8 and photos on pages 3, 6, and 7 of this 
Brief. 
13 See photos on pages 3, 7, and 8 of this Brief. 
14 Eldercare Facility Unified Permit application at pp. 4-5. 
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30-foot height limit in the Community Plan and in the Palisades Village. No 
condominium building comes close to the height, size, scale, materials, or 
architectural style of the proposed Project. The Developer's claim that its proposed 
size, height and scale are like existing developments is as absurd as claiming a 150-
foot yacht is similar in size, height and scale to that of a 24-foot sailboat. 

• Falsely Claims that Project Landscaping and Setbacks are Comparable to 
Neighboring Properties. Landscaping setbacks in all existing developments range 
from 20 feet to 100 feet or more. Large Monterey Pines, Eucalyptuses, Ficus, and 
other trees, 15 to 75-feet tall, and lush landscaping abound everywhere, screening 
all Highlands structures, allowing them to blend into the wilderness surroundings, 
creating a seamless transition with the adjacent parklands. The townhomes are 
terraced to assure scenic, often spectacular, views for most residents, and to avoid 
blocking views of the parklands. They are dramatically different in look, scale, 
density and setting than the Project's monumental, institutional design and scale. 

• Conceals the Severe Impairment of Scenic Values and Park Views. The Project 
makes no apparent effort to screen its monumental and intrusive hulk by leaving 
room for extensive greenery and trees to camouflage its ugliness. Instead, the 
Developer's artist renderings deliberately deceive the viewer by placing a few trees 
in the middle of the sidewalk on Vereda de la Montura (as if it owns the sidewalk) to 
mask the starkness of the design. But the City could not possibly allow sidewalk 
trees blocking the sidewalk to impede physically-challenged residents from using 
wheelchairs and walkers to venture out front This appalling lack of landscaping flies 
in the face of the Community Plan requiring that "landscape corridors should be 
created and enhanced," not obliterated. (See Sec 2-4.4.). 

• Understates the Adverse Impact on Surrounding Properties. The Eldercare 
Facility application also specifically required a statement that the Project "shall not 
adversely affect or further degrade surrounding properties [or] neighborhood." 
The certain degradation of, and severe adverse impact on, the surrounding 
parklands and the neighborhood is obvious given the following: view obliteration; 
blocking of multiple public scenic corridors and vistas (from hiking trails, sidewalks, 
streets and structures); lack of a greenbelt, landscaping and trees; grossly 
inadequate setback from the street compared with all surrounding residences; 
massive size and immense scale far exceeding all other properties; destruction of 
availability of street parking; and traffic congestion, especially near the Project's 
entrance, and on Michael Lane, Vereda de la Montura, and Palisades Drive. 

• Mischaracterizes the Significant Congestion that the Project Will Cause. The 
Eldercare Facility application glaringly omits a traffic study by citing a general report 
that the Project will only create between 14 and 21 peak hour trips, making the 
erroneous claim that "no significant impacts to street access or circulation can 
reasonably be expected with so few peak-hour trips." The assumed numbers of peak 
hour trips are not based on observation, and lack any mathematical or scientific 
credibility. They also ignore morning, afternoon and overnight shift changes, and the 
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vast array of support vehicles required for 96 residents, a large staff and visitors of 
all kinds - UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the garbage trucks, food suppliers, 
contractors, laundry suppliers, cleaning crews, physicians, nurses, physical 
therapists, hydro-therapists, mental health experts, gerontologists, podiatrists, 
private caregivers, hospice caregivers, clergy, hairdressers, and the array of daily 
shuttles in and out. It is also not credible to believe that all, or most, such vehicles 
will arrive and leave between 10:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. And, how much will peak 
hour trips exacerbate the already highly-congested traffic corridors along lower 
Palisades Drive, Sunset in both directions, and the always crowded PCH? 

• Misstates the Project's Compatibility with the Surrounding Parkland and 
Neighboring Residences. The Developer completely ignores, or gives a totally 
unsupported and conclusory responses to the Eldercare Facility Application's 
requirement of proof that, "The project provides for an arrangement of uses, 
buildings, structures, open spaces and other improvements that are compatible with 
the scale and character of the adjacent properties and surrounding neighborhood." 
(Item 4 on page 5.) The Developer has no credible answer because there is none, 
so instead the Developer asserts a naked conclusion that "the Project is within 
applicable zoning requirements." But that is not what the question asked! 

• Falsely Equates the Size of the Project with the Next-Door Building -- Only 
One-Fifth as Large. In the last part of its response to Item 4, the Developer 
reiterates the type of non-response it made to previous questions: "Situated in direct 
proximity to several residential condominium buildings and immediately next door to 
a restaurant development, the Project compliments [sic] the surrounding 
neighborhood with an appropriate and compatible land use as an Eldercare Facility 
and is of a similar overall size (height and floor area) as the condominium building 
[sic] that make up the majority of the land use in the immediate neighborhood." This 
is another bare conclusion, without any credible or convincing support. 

• Falsely Asserts that the Project Complies with the Community Plan. Item 5 on 
the Eldercare Facility Application form requires the Developer to prove that the 
Project "is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions 
of the General Plan, applicable Community Plan, and with any applicable 
specific plan."The Developer responds, in brief, that "The Project Site is located 
within a highly urbanized area of the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan, 
with commercial designated land uses ... currently zoned Cl-1-H . . . . The adjoining 
C1-1-H zoned lot located immediately to the south of the Property is developed with 
a restaurant." 15 The Community Plan is discussed in Section 111, which will further 
demonstrate the falsity of these and other claims. 

9. The Project Lacks Sensitivity to Environmental Concerns. It should surprise no 
one at this point that the Developer is unconcerned with saving greenhouse gases or 
using non-renewable energy. Indeed, the Project is not LEED certified. The Developer 

15 The attached photos on pages 3, 7, and 8 of this Brief give lie to the "highly-urbanized" area myth. 
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has done nothing to address community concerns or to mitigate the horrific scar that 
this Project will inflict on the beauty of the Highlands. 

Ill. 
THE PROJECT IS NOT EXEMPT UNDER CEQA AND 

AN EIR AND/OR MND ARE REQUIRED 

• The Project Site Does Not Qualify for a CEQA Class 32 Urban "Infill" 
Categorical Exemption from Environmental Compliance (CEQA Guideline 
Section 15332). 

o The Developer Seeks a Categorical Exemption from CEQA Compliance, But 
the Courts Have Made Clear that Categorical Exemptions Are Strictly 
Construed and Require Substantial Proof. In McQueen v. Mid-Peninsula 
Regional Open Space (1988) 202 Cal. App. 3d 1136, 1148-1149, the Court of 
Appeal, citing section 15300.2 (c), reiterated that categorical exemptions are 
construed strictly; may not be unreasonably expanded beyond their terms; may 
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; and may not be used where there is substantial evidence that 
there are unusual circumstances (including future activities) resulting in (or which 
might reasonably result in) significant impacts which threaten the environment. 
This is undoubtedly true in the case of the Developer's unsupported and 
unsubstantiated claim that the Project is entitled to a Class 32 Categorical 
Exemption from CEQA. The defects in the Developer's claim of Exemption are 
legion. 

o The Project Does Not Satisfy, and Cannot Satisfy, the Mandatory 
Conditions a Project Must Meet to Qualify for a Class 32 Categorical 
Exemption. Class 32 requires that the Developer must demonstrate that the 
Project: (1) is an urban "infill" project, 16 and (2) is "environmentally benign," and 
(3) is consistent with the local Palisades Community Plan and Zoning 
requirements.17 Additionally, this Exemption is not available to any project: (4) 
"that would result in any significant traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality 
impacts," or (5) "that requires mitigation measures to reduce potential 
environmental impacts to less than significant." 18 The cumulative discussion in 
this brief has shown, and the following discussion will show, chapter and verse, 
exactly why the Developer does not come close to demonstrating that it meets all 
5 standards listed in this paragraph. Moreover, the Developer has not 
demonstrated that the Project can satisfy even one of these requirements for a 
Class 32 Exemption. NOT ONE! 

16 It is difficult to understand how the Developer can persist in fostering this "highly urbanized" myth, given the 
photos on pages 3, 7, and 8 of this Brief. 
17 LA City CEQA Exemption Application Form CP-7828, Specialized Requirements at p. 1. 
1s Id. 
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o The Project Site Is Not Urban "Infill" Because It is Surrounded by State and 
City Parks and Open Space. The Developer persists in fostering the myth that 
the Highlands is a "highly-urbanized" area, and that the Project is surrounded by 
urban uses. Anyone who has lived in the Highlands, or visited the Project Site, or 
walked the many nearby park trails, would recognize the Developer's deception. 

• Like the rest of the Highlands, the Site is broadly surrounded by 17 .9 square 
miles of Topanga State Park, which begins only 300 feet west of the Site's 
boundary. 19 Topanga State Park sports three park trail entrances in the 
Highlands, the most prominent of which is the Santa Ynez Canyon entrance -
a mere 500 feet from the Site's western boundary. Parking for the Santa Ynez 
Canyon entrance starts along Vereda de la Montura, beginning at the 
intersection of Vereda de la Montura and Michael Lane, and continues 
westerly on Vereda de la Montura to the park entrance. 

• The two parcels that abut the Site consist of approximately 26 acres, of which 
25 acres (96%) are owned by the City of LA and are zoned "open space"; and 
comprise Santa Ynez Canyon Park. Topanga State Park fully envelops the 25 
acres of City open space and borders much of it. The Site is zoned "Hillside," 
it is squarely in a designated "High Severity Fire Hazard Zone" due to the 
wildlands and chaparral that surround it. The Site straddles the line of 
demarcation of the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area 
Wildlands Interface for the area, where human habitation meets undeveloped 
wildlands; lying on the very edge of a steep precipice overlooking Santa Ynez 
Canyon. 

• Finally, Palisades Drive, the only road in and out of the Highlands, is 
designated as a "major scenic road" in recognition of the rugged natural 
beauty, the rock outcroppings, the canyons, and the mountains through which 
the road winds. 

• The location is not "urban infill" because it is "not substantially 
surrounded by urban uses," as required by Guidelines Sec. 3(c). For the 
City to conclude that the Project Site is "urban infill," the City must, in effect, 
conclude that every undeveloped lot in the City is "urban infill," without regard 
to the surrounding wildlands or existing developments. The purpose of "urban 
infill" is to utilize vacant lots that are surrounded on all four sides by similar 
types of developments, so that idle land is put to better use. Thus, "infill" 
means that office buildings are to be approved for vacant lots that are 
surrounded by office buildings or other compatible commercial uses. 
Similarly, apartments on vacant lots would be surrounded by compatible 
apartment and multi-tenant buildings, of comparable size, height, scale and 

19 The long-range aerial photo on page 8 of this Brief vividly shows a representative portion of the 17.9 miles of 
Topanga State Park. 
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density. But the Class 32 Exemption was never intended to permit a 
mammoth, multi-story eyesore to scar the landscape amid tens of thousands 
of acres of parklands. 20 

• The Lack of Commercial Development in the Area Refutes Any Claim 
that the Site Is "Substantially Surrounded by Urban Uses." There is only 
one commercial building in the entire Highlands. It is small, 12,600 square 
feet building next door. less than 30 feet high. This next-door building has 
one-fifth the square footage of the Project, and has an FAR of 0.27, as 
compared with 1.50 for the Project. It would be dwarfed by the massive scale 
of the Project. The next-door building is also surrounded on two sides by 
parkland and vast open space, just like the Project Site. The next closest 
commercial building in the Palisades is a small, one-story strip mall at the 
corner of Palisades Drive and Sunset- more than two miles away. The 
Project may be near single-family homes and townhomes, but it is misleading 
and disingenuous to conflate a suburban housing development to evidence of 
being "surrounded by urban uses." Tell that to the deer, coyotes, owls, hawks, 
raccoons, possums, foxes, and, yes, mountain lions, that make the Highlands 
their homes. 

• The Proiect Is Not Exempt from CEQA Because It Is Not Consistent with the 
Community Plan and the City's General Plan. 

o The City's guidelines for Exemption from CEQA require that the Project must 
be "consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all 
applicable general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning 
designation and regulations." The City's Instructions for a Class 32 "Urban 
Infill" Exemption from CEQA specifically require compliance with both the 
Community Plan and the City's General Plan. 21 The following are examples 
of the many ways the Project would be with the Community Plan. 

o The Community Plan requires that "senior citizen housing projects [be 
locatedl in neighborhoods within reasonable walking distance of health 
and community facilities, services and public transportation." 22 No such 
health or community facilities exist anywhere in the Highlands - and 
most certainly not within "walking distance." The nearest full-service 
pharmacy, CVS in the Palisades central business district, is 4.8 miles away. 
The nearest doctors and dental offices are equally distant. The closest trauma 
center is UCLA in Westwood, up to 45 minutes away in traffic; and the 

20 Wikipedia defines "urban infill" as follows : "Urban infill is defined as new development that is sited on vacant or 
undeveloped land within an existing community, and that is enclosed by other types of development. The term 
'urban infill' itself implies that existing land is mostly built-out and what is being built is in effect 'filling in' the 
gaps." 
21 See City's CP 7828 Class 32 CE Specialized Instructions, item (a) on page 3. 
22 Community Plan, sec. IV-2 at p. 47. 
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nearest ERs are at St John's and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, easily as 
much as 30 minutes away in traffic. The nearest Kaiser Permanent facility -
and many seniors are longtime members of Kaiser- is 14.8 miles away in 
West Los Angeles. Worse still, there is no bus service anywhere in the 
Highlands, and the nearest bus stop is 2.4 miles away on Sunset. Last, but 
not least, there are no community facilities or services within walking 
distance anywhere in the Highlands. 

o The Project ignores Community Plan Sec. 2-1.3 that mandates that 
commercial projects "be designed and developed to achieve a high level 
of quality, distinctive character, and compatibility with existing uses and 
development." It is hard to imagine any Project that could be more 
incompatible with the suburban, "out-in-the-country" look and feel of the 
Highlands; it is incompatible with the only commercial building in the 
Highlands, which has no retail stores and is barely one-fifth the massive size 
of the Project; it is incompatible with the one, two and three-story homes and 
townhouses throughout the Highlands, with their heavily landscaped setbacks 
20 to 50 feet from the street, or more; and it is incompatible with the 
parklands and open spaces provided by Santa Monica Canyon Park and 
Topanga State Park, which not only afford residents and visitors the quiet and 
beauty of a non-urban settling, but whose majestic views of mountains, 
canyons, streams, waterfalls, trees, fauna, and wildlife give the Highlands its 
distinct name. 23 

o The Project violates Community Plan requirements that (1) the Project 
"preserve existing views in hillside areas," and (2) "new development 
adjacent to or in the viewshed of State parkland ... protect views from 
public lands and roadways."24 On the contrary, the Project significantly 
impairs, and in some instances obliterates, views for all park visitors, from 
all homes and townhouses that face the Project Site, and for motorists, 
cyclists, joggers, and pedestrians along "scenic" Palisades Drive, Vereda de 
la Montura, and Michael Lane.25 

The photo on the next page, taken from across Palisades Drive looking 
towards the intersection of Palisades Drive (to the left) and Vereda de la 
Montura (to the right), dramatically depicts the view obliteration "envelope" 
that will be created by the Project. Note that the overlay was scaled to be 40 
feet above the current graded level of the Site, with a five-foot step-down to 
the far right. The rooftop structures, soaring 14 feet higher, will, of course, 
only worsen the eyesore. 

23 See, for example, the spectacular hike from Vereda de la Montura to Santa Ynez Falls, which is featured in a 
highly-regarded trail guide at https://www.hikespeak.com/trails/santa-ynez-falls/. 
24 Community Plan Sec. 1-3.2. 
25 For example, see photos on pages 3, 7 and 8, and the immediately following photo. 
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This photo shows that the natural mountainous terrain will be entirely 
obliterated for most Highlands residents, visitors and others, as they enter 
and leave the Highlands along scenic Palisades Drive - the only route in or 
out. 

o The Project does not and cannot possibly satisfy the requirements of 
Community Plan Section 2-.3.3, which establishes an even more stringent 
threshold that "commercial projects achieve harmony with the best of 
existing development." The Project not only fai ls to meet the required 
standard, it would set a new low in development and disharmony with existing 
development. 

• No structure anywhere in the Highlands, whether commercial , 
condominium, or single-family home, exceeds three stories; and 
most are only two stories, with many one-story single-family homes. 
Contrary to the Developer's false claims, all the townhomes that 
face the Project along Vereda de la Montura and Palisades Drive 
are two-stories high - approximately half as tall as the Project; and 
they are set back from the street at least 20 to 50 feet with 
extensive landscaping. 

• All structures in the Highlands, including the small commercial 
building next door to the Site, strictly adhere to the 30-foot height 
limit in Sec 2-3.1 of the Palisades Community Plan. Every 
residence - whether a single-family home or a townhome - has its 
own, separate parking garage; similarly, they have their own 
separate entries. There are absolutely no underground garages in 
the Highlands. 
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• The small, next-door commercial building has only surface parking, 
as does the small strip mall 2.3 miles south on Palisades Drive. It is 
incontrovertible that there are no structures in the Highlands that 
remotely approach the size, scale, depth, height or density of the 
Project.26 The commercial building consists primarily of small office 
businesses open during normal business hours, with exception of 
Casa Nostra, a neighborhood Italian restaurant, which is open only 
for lunch and dinner. By comparison, the Project would operate -
just like a hospital or nursing home - on a 24/7 basis, never 
closing, with employees, service personnel, and other visitors 
coming and going all hours of the day and night. 

o The appalling lack of landscaping violates Sec 2-4.4 of the Community Plan 
that requires that "landscape corridors should be created and enhanced." 
The Project's 7-foot setbacks, and its failure to provide any transitional 
heights in front of the 45-foot soaring facades along both Vereda de la 
Montura and 53-foot fa9ade towering above Palisades Drive - the two streets 
that the Project fronts -- would obliterate the existing level of setbacks in the 
Community. Setbacks in the neighboring townhouses are now range from 20 
to 50 feet, or more in some spots.27 They are extensively landscaped, and 
most setbacks are terraced upwards. Virtually all townhomes are grouped, 3 
or 4 together side-by-side, with landscaped walkways and corridors 
separating each of these small groups of homes. The Project's 45-foot to 53-
foot monumental fa9ades, set almost on the sidewalks, are a true eyesore. 
The artist's renderings that depict lines of trees breaking the horrific impact of 
the Project, are a massive deception. Lacking any room to plant trees in the 
tiny setback strip, the artist has instead placed trees in the middle of the 
sidewalks along Vereda de la Montura and Palisades Drive, where the 
disabled residents would expect to navigate wheelchairs and walkers. Who 
are they kidding? 

o The Project conflicts with Section 5-1.1 of the Community Plan that 
mandates, "Permitted development shall be sited and designed ... to 
minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible 
with the character of surrounding areas, and where feasible, to restore 
and enhance visual quality in the visually degraded areas." For the many 
reasons discussed earlier, the Project would do exactly the opposite! The 
Project is wholly incompatible with the small, one-fifth size of the only 
commercial building in the Highlands, with the nearby homes and 
townhomes, and with the wildlands, parks, canyons, mountains, and streams 
of the Highlands. 28 To build this bloated, oversized facility, the Developer will 

26 The authors have been unable to locate any four-story building in the Palisades central business district, where 
the majority of developments consist of one-story buildings. 
27 Note setback shown on aerial photo on page 3. 
28 One need only look at the Photos on pages 3, 6, and 7 of this Brief. 
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need to remove virtually 100% of the compacted fill, down at least 30 feet or 
more, to try to find stable rocks to support the two-story garage and 4-story 
plus structure. Every landform on the Site will be 100% altered, and the result 
will be a horrific eyesore that forever scars the beauty of the entire Highlands 
and Topanga State Park. 

o The Project violates Community Plan Section V-3 that mandates that "no 
structures should exceed 30 feet in height within 15 feet and 30 feet, 
respectively, of front and rear property lines." The Project would run 
roughshod over both front and rear limits, as if no one would notice. 

• The Project violates both limits. It calls for a 45-foot height along 
Vereda de la Montura and Palisades Drive with a paper-thin 7-foot 
setback. On the east, south and west sides, portions of the 2-story, 
so-called "subterranean" parking garage are exposed to a height of 
about 12 to 14 feet above Palisades Drive, making the entire 
structure appear from 53-feet up to 59-feet high, top to bottom, from 
the Palisades Drive side to the east;29 and even higher from the 
vantage points south of the Project, where parts of the P2 parking 
level appear likely to come into view. 30 Importantly, because 
Palisades Drive descends sharply going south from Vereda de la 
Montura, at the southern-most boundary of the Site, Palisades 
Drive is 12 to 14 feet lower than the base grade of the first floor of 
the Project. This allows the Developer to place a two-car wide 
driveway where level P1 of the garage meets Palisades Drive, 
creating a full, fifth floor above ground. It remains unclear just how 
much of the south and west sides of the two-story parking garage 
are exposed, but it appears likely that both those sides of the 
garage are partially above ground, that is, not "subterranean." 

• The claimed height of the Project excludes the two stairway 
structures and one rooftop elevator access structure, which will 
soar an additional 12 -14 feet over the roofline. The claimed height 
also excludes the massive array of 24/7 commercial HVAC 
equipment that, with sound baffling, will rise 8 to 10 feet above the 
roofline. All these hideous rooftop appurtenances can only be 
concealed by adding a sloping roof more than 14-feet high on top of 
the planned, flat roof. The enormous scale of the Project will be 
clearly visible to drivers coming north and south on Palisades Drive, 
to drivers coming south on Michael Lane, to park visitors at the 
Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park and from 

29 This assumes that level Pl is only 14 feet high, measured from Palisades Drive, plus the 45-foot, four-story 
building over it. 
30 Because the Project appears to be planned almost to the southern Site lot line, it is difficult to understand how 
level P2 of the parking garage would not also be partially or fully exposed above ground. 
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numerous scenic vistas along the many trails in the park; and from 
all nearby homes and townhomes. 

o Items 5 and 6 in section V-4 of the Community Plan require the "screening of 
mechanical and electrical equipmenf' and "a// rooftop equipment and 
building appurtenances from public view." While that might be done to a 
small degree, it would require at least at least 8 to 10 feet of rooftop sound 
baffling and visual screening. It would also require screening of the two, 
rooftop elevator and stairway exits and entrances, which will extend 
approximately 12 to 14 feet above the roofline. These appurtenances and 
equipment would render the true height of the facility from a front view well 
over 50 feet above ground along Vereda de la Montura; and to more than 65 
to 70 feet above ground along Palisades Drive at the south end of the Site, 
where the fifth-story entrance and exits of the parking garage are located. 

o The Project violates the "Surface Parking Landscape" requirement of Section 
V-4 of the Community Plan, which requires the Developer to provide "a 
landscaped buffer along public streets or adjoining residential uses." 
Obviously, the Project's spartan ?-foot setback strip along Vereda de la 
Montura and 10-foot setback along "scenic" Palisades Drive are not what 
were ever envisioned, given the 15 and 30-foot minimum setback 
requirements in Section V-3. See previous discussions. 

o The Project violates Section 17-1.2 of the Community Plan, which is emphatic 
about its Policy to "Protect and preserve archaeological sites of Native 
Americans."31 The Project application documents fail to mention the history 
of Native Americans throughout the Palisades and Malibu, and on the Project 
Site, facts that were previously found very relevant in 1988 when this same 
Site came up for a hearing.32 

• Even If the Site Satisfied Each of the Five Standards Required for the Project 
to Be Considered Urban "Infill," Which It Does NOT, the Project Would Still 
Violate EACH of Five Additional Regulations Stated in CEQA Section 15300.2, 
Any ONE of Which Disqualifies It from Being Granted a Categorical Exemption 
from CEQA. 

• Section 15300.2(a) Disqualifies the Project from a Categorical 
Exemption because a Class 32 Categorical Exemption from CEQA Does 
Not Apply Whenever a Project "may impact on an environmental 
resource of hazardous or critical concern where designated, precisely 
mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local 
agencies." 

31 The history of the Tongva inhabitants of the area is discussed in sec. 111-28 of the Community Plan. 
32 See, for example, CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration dated July 27, 1988, MND 88-285a-C(PP), Case 88-0435. 
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o The Developer's application for a Class 32 exemption from CEQA admits 
that "two threatened, endangered species, or rare species" - existing only 
200 feet from the Project Site - are listed in the California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB). They are the Southern Sycamore Alder Riparian 
Woodland and the Two-Striped Garter Snake. Given this admission, the 
Project would be presumed to have a "significant effect" on habitat of 
"endangered, rare or threatened species." The Developer's claim that the 
Project will have "no effect on critical habitat" is otherwise pure 
speculation. The Class 32 Exemption does not apply in view of the 
CNDDB's designation of the species as endangered or threatened. 

o The Exemption Application also fails to mention a rare and threatened frog 
recently discovered in the Santa Monica Mountains. On March 22, 2017, 
the National Park Service announced the discovery of eggs of the 
"extremely rare and endangered California red-legged frogs, which were 
popularized by Mark Twain in the 1865 story, The Celebrated Jumping 
Frog of Calaveras County." These endangered frogs are listed as 
threatened under the Endangered Species Act, and the Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area is working hard to save the species in 
this area. (See, Park website at 
https://www.nps.gov/samo/learn/news/rare-species-discovered-breeding
in-santa-monica-mou ntains. htm.) 

o In his October 28, 2017, brief to Mr. Chu, attorney Robert Flick has written 
that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife lists the following 
species that have been identified as threatened or endangered by the 
State or the Federal Government. Due to the varied terrain of the Property 
and the surrounding area, which encompasses everything from riparian 
watershed to mountaintops, one or more of the species could be present 
on or about the Property, and Developer's statement to the effect that "we 
inspected the property and did not see anything" is not substantial 
evidence to confirm that none of the listed threatened or endangered 
species are not present, or that the Property does not have value for them. 

Amphibians 

Common Name 

Frog, California Red-legged 

Frog, Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged 

Frog, Southern Mountain yellow-
legged 

Salamander, California Tiger 

25 
Supplemental Opposition by Jonathan and Maria Klar to Applications by 

Palisades Drive L.P. for Permits at 1525 N. Palisades Drive 

Scientific Name 

Rana (aurora) draytonii 

Rana sierrae 

Rana muscosa 

Ambystoma californiense 
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Salamander, Desert Slender Batrachoseps (major) aridus 

Salamander, Kern Canyon Slender Batrachoseps simatus 

Salamander, Limestone Hydromantes brunus 

Salamander, Santa Cruz Long-toed 
Ambystoma macrodactylum 
croceum 

Salamander, Scott Bar 

Salamander, Shasta 

Salamander, Siskiyou Mountains 

Salamander, Tehachapi Slender 

Toad, Arroyo 

Toad, Black 

Insects 

beetle, Delta green ground 

beetle, Mount Hermon June 

beetle, Ohlone tiger 

beetle, valley elderberry 
longhorn 

butterfly, bay checkerspot 

butterfly, Behren's silverspot 

butterfly, Callippe silverspot 

butterfly, El Segundo blue 

butterfly, Lange's metalmark 

butterfly, lotis blue 

butterfly, mission blue 

butterfly, Myrtle's silverspot 

butterfly, Oregon silverspot 

butterfly, Palos Verdes blue 
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Plethodon asupak 

Hydromantes shastae 

Plethodon stormi 

Batrachoseps stebbinsi 

Anaxyrus (= Bufo) californicus 

(Elaphrus viridis) 

(Po/yphylla barbata) 

(Cicindela oh/one) 

(Desmocerus californicus dimorphus) 

(Euphydryas editha bayensis) 

(Speyeria zerene behrensii) 

(Speyeria callippe callippe) 

(Euphilotes battoides allyni) 

(Apodemia mormo langei) 

(Lycaeides argyrognomon /otis) 

(lcaricia icarioides missionensis) 

(Speyeria zerene myrtleae) 

(Speyeria zerene hippolyta) 

(G/aucopsyche lygdamus 
palosverdesensis) 
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butterfly, San Bruno elfin 

butterfly, Smith's blue 

checkerspot, Quino 

fly, Delhi Sands flower-loving 

grasshopper, Zayante band-
winged 

moth, Kern primrose sphinx 

skipper, Laguna Mountains 

Birds 

Common Name 

Albatross, short-tailed 

Condor, California 

Crane, greater sandhill 

Cuckoo, western yellow-billed 

Eagle, bald 

Flicker, gilded northern 

Flycatcher, willow 

Flycatcher, southwestern willow 

Gnatcatcher, coastal California 

Goose, Aleutian 
Canada (RECOVERED) 

Hawk, Swainson's 

Murrelet, marbled 

Owl, great gray 

Owl, northern spotted 

Owl, elf 

Plover, mountain 
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(lncisalia (= Callophrys) mossii 
bayensis) 

(Euphilotes enoptes smithi) 

(Euphydryas editha quino) 

(Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis) 

(Trimerotropis infantilis) 

(Euproserpinus euterpe) 

(Pyrgus ruralis lagunae 

Scientific Name 

(Phoebastria a/batrus) 

( Gymnogyps californianus) 

( Grus canadensis tabida) 

( Coccyzus americanus 
occidental is) 

(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 

(Co/aptes auratus chrysoides) 

(Empidonax trail/it) 

(Empidonax trail/ii extimus) 

(Polioptila californica ca/ifornica) 

(Bran ta canadensis /eucopareia) 

(Buteo swainsom) 

(Brachyramphus marmoratus) 

( Strix nebulosa) 

( Strix occidentalis caurina) 

(Micrathene whitney1) 

( Charadrius montanus) 
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Plover, western snowy 
( Charadrius alexandrinus 
nivosus) 

Rail, California black 
(Lateral/us jamaicensis 
coturniculus) 

Rail, California clapper (Rallus longirostris obsoletus) 

Rail, light-footed clapper (Rallus longirostris /evipes) 

Rail, Yuma clapper (Ral/us longirostris yumanensis) 

Shrike, San Clemente loggerhead (Lanius ludovicianus mearnsi) 

Sparrow, Belding's savannah (Passerculus sandwichensis 
beldingi) 

Sparrow, San Clemente sage (Amphispiza be/Ii clementeae) 

Swallow, bank (Riparia riparia) 

Tern, California least ( Sterna anti/la rum browni) 

Towhee, Inyo California (Pipilo crissa/is eremophilus) 

Vireo, Arizona Bell's ( Vireo be/Iii arizonae) 

Vireo, least Bell's (Vireo be/Iii pusillus) 

Woodpecker, Gila (Melanerpes uropygialis) 

• The Project is disqualified from a Categorical Exemption from CEQA 
under Guideline 15300.2(b), which states, "Cumulative Impact. All 
exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative 
impact of successive projects of the same type in the sarrie place, over 
time is significant." 

o If the Project is built as projected, it would inevitably motivate another 
developer to seek to purchase, and then tear down, the next-door 
commercial building that is one-fifth the floor size and has only about one
sixth the FAR of the monstrous eyesore towering over it. This would mean 
a possible next-door development of over 70,000 square feet, a true 
nightmare for the Highlands! 

• The Class 32 Exemption from CEQA Does Not Apply When "there are 
unusual circumstances creating the reasonable possibility of significant 
effects." (Guideline 15300.2(c).) 
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• The previously-noted obliteration of scenic views and corridors, including 
the spectacular rock outcroppings in Topanga State Park along its ridges, 
would be devastating. Noise, traffic and parking congestion, diesel and 
dust pollution, etc., as previously detailed, will ruin visitors' park 
experiences and will compromise visitor access significantly. Damage to 
endangered species habitat is yet another significant effect. What more 
evidence could possibly be more compelling? 

• A 1988 Mitigated Negative Declaration Regarding the Project Site Found 
the "Possibility of Significant Effects" from a Proposed 28,300 Square 
Foot Commercial Building on the Site. These findings, without anything 
more, under Guideline 15300.2(c) undoubtedly disqualify the current Project 
from seeking a Categorical Exemption under CEQA: 33 

• ''The ERG initial study prepared for the proposal indicates that possible 
environmental impacts could occur due to major landforms on the site." 34 

• ''The ERG initial study also indicates that the property is potentially subject 
to flood hazards." 35 

• The 1988 MND also found that: (a) "The ERG initial study prepared for the 
proposal also indicated possible environmental impacts due to public 
facilities (fire)," and (b) "The ERG initial study prepared for the proposal 
also indicates that possible environmental impacts may occur due to the 
creation of additional demand for sewer service." 36 

• The 1988 MND, when later adopted advised that the, "Decision-maker 
[should] consider limiting height of project to 30 feet, as is done in 
the Palisades Village." 37 

• The 1988 MND also found that, "The ERG initial study prepared for the 
proposal also indicates that possible environmental impacts may occur 
due to the creation of additional demand for sewer service. However, 
if conditions dictate, the Bureau of Engineering may postpone new sewer 
connections for this project until system capacity is adequate, thus 
mitigating this potential impact to a level of insignificance."38 Undoubtedly, 
97 patients and dozens of Project's employees, staff and visitors, 
operating 24/7, will need far more sewer capacity than that needed by the 

33 Negative Declaration, Case No. ZA 88-0435, Dated July 6, 1988 ("1988 MND") 
34 Id. at p.2. 
3s Id . 
36 Id. 
37 Id. at p.3. 
38 Id . 
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drastically small complex proposed in 1988. Who will provide that extra 
capacity, and where will the water be found? 

• The Project Does Not Qualify for a Categorical Exemption from CEQA 
Because "the project may result in damage to scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock 
outcroppings, or similar resources, within an officially designated 
scenic highway." (Guideline 15300.2(d).) 39 

• Palisades Drive was designated as a "scenic highway" 40 allowing drivers 
to enjoy spectacular views of mountains, canyons and rock outcroppings. 
These irreplaceable scenic resources will be badly impacted, especially 
for southbound drivers descending from the upper Highlands, and they will 
be obscured for northbound drivers travelling uphill. 

• The Project is Disqualified from a Categorical Exemption from CEQA 
because "the project may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource." (Guideline 15300.2(f).) 41 

o The Project application does not disclose the discovery of 
archeologically-significant artifacts in the Highlands, as recounted in 
the Community Plan: 

"The first inhabitants of the land were the Shoshonean-speaking tribe, the 
HISTORY Tongva. They had a highly organized culture that stretched 
from Orange County north to Topanga and beyond. Under the Spanish, 
they were brought into the mission system-specifically San Gabriel-and 
renamed Gabrielinos." 42 

o In 1988, the City's MND confirmed that the Project Site was likely to 
contain, or be nearby, archaeological treasures of early tribes: 

"The ERG initial study prepared for the proposal also indicates possible 
environmental impacts due to its location in an area 'likely to yield 
unrecorded archaeological sites. However, if any archaeological materials 
are encountered during the course of the project development, the project 
shall be halted. The services of an archaeologist shall be secured by 
contacting the Center for Public Archaeology - Cal State University, 

39 In 2014, California added Public Resources Section 21084 (c), which codified the language of this Exception to a 
Categorical Exemption, thereby giving the Guideline the full force of law. 
40 In 1977, the Community Plan reclassified Palisades Drive as a "major scenic road," though the ZIMAS website 
does not reflected this reclassification. In any event, the designation as "scenic" is of paramount importance. 
41 In 2014, California also added Public Resources Section 21084 (e), which codified the language of this Exception 
to a Categorical Exemption, thereby giving the Guideline the full force of law. 
42 Community Plan at sec. 111-28. 
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Northridge, or a member of the Society of Professional Archaeologists 
(S0PA), or a SOPA-qualified archaeologist to assess the resources and 
evaluate the impact. Copies of the archaeological survey, study or report 
shall be submitted to the UCLA Archaeological Information Center. (A 
covenant and agreement shall be recorded prior to obtaining a grading 
permit)."43 

o Importantly, the 1988 MND checked the "YES" box to the question, "Will the 
proposal result in the alteration of or the destruction of a prehistoric or 
historic archaeological site?" 44 The mass excavation of 19,300 cubic yards 
of fill - and very possibly more than double that -- at the Project Site 
guarantees that these irreplaceable artifacts will be lost forever. 

• The Developer's Claims to Be Exempt from CEQA Lack Evidentiary Support 

o 1. No Traffic Study. The Developer did not submit a traffic study, but relies on 
wild and unsupported conclusory statements that there will be no effect on 
traffic. 45 

o 2. Air Quality Study is Deficient. An air quality study is essential regardless of 
whether 19,300 cubic yards of soil export are at issue, or a significantly higher 
number, as opponents suggest. The guidelines indicate that if the "proposed 
project exceeds [20,000 cubic yards of exported soil], an air quality 
assessment will be required. 46 Based on a 30,000-square foot excavation 
footprint, approximately 41,625 cubic yards would be excavated if the 
Developer excavates to a mean average depth of 30 feet below grade.47 

o 3. A Much Larger Parking Garage Will be Required. Because the garage is 
far too small, it is inevitable that a third-story underground will be required, 
which will increase the excavation footprint and depth by at least another 
50%. Daytime employees, staff, vendors and visitors will easily exceed 60 
persons during daytime hours. There's no doubt that either the parking 
garage must be greatly expanded, or the building drastically scaled back. 

o 4. Soil Excavation Numbers Ignores Expansion and Appear Grossly 
Understated. The excavated Site is compacted fill. In measuring the amount 
of soil, at least 25% must be added to account for volume expansion during 
the excavation process. Additionally, the actual amount of soil excavated 
appears to be at least double of the Developer's estimate. (Refer to 

43 CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration, MND 88-28Sa-C(PP), Case 88-0435. 
44 Negative Declaration, Case No. ZA 88-0435, Dated July 7, 1988, Question 21(a) . 
45 See City CP 7828 Class 32 CE Specialized Instructions, item (a) on page 2. 
46 Id. at page 2. 
47 The Developer's figure of 19,300 cubic yards of excavated materials appears to be seriously understated by 
about 50%. See, Section II (4) "Dirt Hauling Nightmare" of this Brief. 
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discussion in Section II of this Brief, at subpart (4), entitled "Dirt Hauling 
Nightmare.") Thus, even if the Developer's 19,300 cubic yard estimate is 
correct (which is improbable), correcting that number for soil expansion by 
25% results in a corrected figure of 24, 125 cubic yards of soil for export. The 
City of Los Angeles mandates CEQA clearance when over 20,000 cubic 
yards of material is exported.48 

o 5. Noise Report Non-Credible. 

• Noise will become intolerable to residents during construction. Large 
bulldozers and excavation equipment will be digging, blasting and 
pounding all day; loud diesel trucks will line up along Vereda de la 
Montura, with the excavation soil, rocks and other debris crashing into the 
trailer beds. Noise from rooftop mechanical and HVAC equipment will be 
constant and especially annoying at night. The non-stop noise will be 
projected over far larger distances because the Highlands is both a natural 
amphitheater and echo chamber. 

• Developer had one inadequate sound check performed at one time of day, 
which concluded Project would not exceed ambient sound level. It also 
essentially ignored the oppressive noise that would emanate from onsite 
excavation and construction equipment, particularly given the need to 
excavate the entire lot to a depth of nearly 40 or 50 feet and then to build 
supports to protect the Site from sliding into the steep canyon below. The 
report does not specify the time of day, but it likely was conducted during 
daylight hours. The ambient sound level is substantially lower at night, and 
the sound produced by the project could exceed night time ambient levels. 
Also, a substantial increase in noise emergency vehicles and delivery 
vehicles would occur. Further noise evaluation is required. 

• The LA guidelines state: "If, however, the applicant cannot 
demonstrate to the City's satisfaction (pursuant to the evidentiary 
requirements of CEQA) that construction noise will be reduced to 
below-threshold levels (75 dBA) then a MND or EIR would be 
appropriate." 49 

o 6. Fails to Address Air and Dust Pollution from Hauling Operation. The export 
process will be much worse and polluting than claimed. The Developer claims 
only 2,000 large, polluting diesel truck loads will be required, but that figure 
should also be increased by 25% to account for soil expansion. Also, each 
load will be hauled to a site in Moorpark, some 42 miles, and back. This will 
require, according to the Developer, 30 trucks hauling at a rate of six trucks 
per hour daily, many in heavy traffic, spewing cancer-causing diesel exhaust 

48 LA City Building Permit Clearance Handbook, at page 20. 
49 City CP 7828 Class 32 CE Specialized Instructions, item (c) on pages 2-3. 
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each mile - for more than 9 weeks straight. Diesel fumes from idling trucks will 
increase the pollution and worsen air quality. A full EIR is required to evaluate 
the horrific consequences to the air quality of the Highlands, the surrounding 
parks, and the Los Angeles basin. 50 

o 7. Dust Lacks Solution. Dust clouds from the excavation process, the 
dumping of debris into trailer beds, and movement of construction equipment 
across the Site, will turn the Site into a local dust bowl. No containment at all 
is proposed for nights, weekends and holidays, when Santa Ana winds often 
kick up to 30 mph or more. How can the City possibly grant a CEQA 
exemption without a serious EIR? 

o 8. Water Quality Effects Understated. The Developer's own Urban Infill 
Report by Meridian Consultants, at pp. 16 - 18, details significant water 
quality problems from solvents and other chemicals. The resulting mess will 
likely pollute groundwater and nearby streams, with soil erosion likely to 
follow. These problems cannot be effectively mitigated, and are enough to 
deny a CEQA Exemption. 

o 9. No Report on Impairment of Cell Service. The Project Threatens to Impair 
Cell Service in the Highlands, and an EIR Is Critical to Evaluate that Harm. 
Cell service is spotty to non-existent in many parts of the Highlands. Verizon 
customers often complain that there is no service; and AT&T customers 
complain about interference, dropped calls, and poor reception. Cell service is 
a lifeline for residents and business personnel, who need their cell phones at 
work and at home. The 45-foot high steel and concrete structure can block 
cell transmission between the Santa Ynez area and the residents in the 
townhomes up and down Michael Lane. An EIR is required to address cell 
phone disruption resulting from the Project. 

o 10. Parking Entrances and Exits Are Dangerous. The two entrances and exits 
are in dangerous areas: (1) on a downhill southbound side of Palisades Drive, 
where drivers often hit speeds well over 60 mph; and (2) On Vereda de la 
Montura, at the crest of a steep hill that creates a blind spot at Michael Lane. 
Because of downhill speeds, southbound Palisades has been the scene of 
numerous serious accidents and fatalities, and Vereda de la Montura has 
been the subject of fender-benders and near misses repeatedly. But 
entrances and exits on both stretches of roadway, within so short a distance, 
assure many more accidents if the Project is not significantly redesigned. 

o Requires Further Studies of Capacity of Local Utilities to Serve the Project. 
This Project will inevitably place a severe burden on local electrical, water, 
and sewer utilities, which are experiencing great difficulty meeting their 

so The Developer's figures of amount of excavated materials appear to be seriously understated by about 50%. See, 
Section II (4) "Dirt Hauling Nightmare" of this Brief. 
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current demands. There is no credible evidence that they will be able to meet 
the additional burden of a large healthcare business. 

IV. 
IN 1988 THE CITY REJECTED A PROPOSED STORE/OFFICE BUILDING 
COMPLEX ESS THAN HALF THE SIZE AND SCALE OF THE PROJECT 

• In 1988, in Case Nos. ZA 88-0435 (PP} and CDP 88-012, the City Evaluated a 
Proposal for a 2-Story, 28,300 Square-Foot Retail/Offices Building on the 
Project Site, and Concluded that the 1988 Project Posed Significant 
Environmental Problems and Went Far Beyond Any Use Ever Envisioned 
by the Community. 51 

o These are some of the City's most relevant findings in the 1988 case: 

• "Inspection of the subject and surrounding properties, however, reveal 
that there is already some spillover parking on adjacent and abutting 
public streets as a result of the existing retail center just southerly of 
the proposed project. While it is acknowledged that convenience retail 
(Neighborhood Commerce) was originally envisioned at this corner by 
the Community Plan, it appears the size and scale of the proposed 
project goes far beyond convenience retail with the second story 
proposed for offices for a total of 28,300 square feet of floor area on 
the 43,095 square-foot Jot. Such an intensity of development goes 
far beyond not only the plan but also beyond that ever anticipated 
by the community." 

• "This Intensity will most likely have the following adverse impacts 
on the neighborhood and community: 

- Substantial increase in traffic, congestion and noise; 

- Substantial increase in on-street parking due to most off-street 
parking being subterranean; 

- Dramatic change in the low intensity character of the area, 
impacting both atmosphere and view." 

• "All of these impacts should be minimized or eliminated by a 
scaled back. perhaps one-story. retail center with adequate 
surface parking." 

• "It is therefore the considered judgement of the Zoning 
Administrator that the proposed project is not proper in relation 

51 Case Nos. ZA 88-0435 {PP) and CDP 88-012, Letter of Darryl L. Fisher A2A, dated July 27, 1988 at p. 5. 
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to adjacent uses or the development of the community and the 
various elements and objectives of the General Plan and all 
applicable specific plans, and that the project will be materially 
detrimental to the character of the development in the immediate 
neighborhood." 52 

o In 1988, when the City first considered parking at the Project Site, it 
required the applicant to provide one space for each 250 square feet of 
floor area, except it had to provide one space for every 150 square feet of 
"professional offices of doctors, dentists or similar professions." 53 

o It is incomprehensible that, in 2017, a Project, more than twice as large 
and double in height of the 1988 project, with fewer than 60% of the 
parking spaces (110) proposed in 1988, could now be found "consistent" 
with the surrounding neighboring development, given that, in 1988, a 
28,300 square-foot, two-story building, was soundly rejected for creating 
a "materially detrimental" impact on the community due to traffic, 
congestion, noise, parking, and impact on views. 

o The 1988 decisions are precedent for the proper evaluation of the 
Project in 2017 and must be followed. Absolutely nothing has changed 
in the zoning or the Community Plan to justify ramrodding an obscenely
oversized and parking-space deficient eyesore on the same lot! 

V. 
AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT IS REQUIRED BECAUSE 

THE PROJECT IS NOT EXEMPT FROM CEQA 

Given the Developer's failure to substantiate so many of its contentions and 
conclusions, and the numerous erroneous and misleading statements and omissions of 
material facts, an EIR is essential before issuance of any permitting any of the 
Developer's applications. This is especially important because of the certain or highly
likely significant adverse consequences on the environment. If nothing else, it is 
incumbent on the City to issue a Negative Declaration that evaluates, addresses, and 
conditions any permits on compliance with a wide variety of conditions that drastically 
reduce the size, scale and height of the Project - and that would specifically address 
and materially mitigate each of the concerns stated in this Opposition. 

• "The Legislature has made clear that an EIR is 'an informational document' 
and that '[t]he purpose of an environmental impact report is to provide public 
agencies and the public in general with detailed information about the effect 
which a proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways in 
which the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to 

52 All underlining and boldface type in the quoted material in this Section was added for emphasis. 
53 Case Nos. ZA 88-0435 (PP) and CDP 88-012. 
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indicate alternatives to such a project.' " (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. 
v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376,391; Guidelines,§ 
15002.) 

• "The EIR is the primary means of achieving ... the policy of this state to 'take 
all action necessary to protect, rehabilitate, and enhance the environmental 
quality of the state.' The EIR is therefore 'the heart of CEQA.' An EIR is an 
'environmental "alarm bell" whose purpose it is to alert the public and its 
responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached 
ecological points of no return.' The EIR is also intended 'to demonstrate to an 
apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered 
the ecological implications of its action.' Because the EIR must be certified or 
rejected by public officials, it is a document of accountability. If CEQA is 
scrupulously followed, the public will know the basis on which its responsible 
officials either approve or reject environmentally significant action, and the 
public, being duly informed, can respond accordingly to action with which it 
disagrees. The EIR process protects not only the environment but also 
informed self-government." (Laurel Heights, supra, 47 Cal.3d at p. 392.)" 

• In a decision involving another Pacific Palisades project incorrectly approved 
by the City of Los Angeles, the California Supreme Court ruled: "[S]ince the 
preparation of an [environmental impact report] is the key to environmental 
protection under [CEQA], accomplishment of the high objectives of that act 
requires the preparation of an [environmental impact report] whenever it can 
be fairly argued on the basis of substantial evidence that the project may 
have a significant environmental impact. (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles 
13 Cal.3d 68 at p. 75 (emph. added); accord, Citizens for Responsible 
Equitable Environmental Development v. City of San Diego Redevelopment 
Agency (2005) 134 Cal.App.4th 598, 609). 

VI. 
THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION DOES NOT SATISFY ALL 

REQUIREMENTS OF THE COASTAL ACT AND SHOULD BE DENIED 

The foregoing demonstrates that the City should deny a City development permit 
because the City cannot reasonably find that the Project conforms to the requirements 
of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act, as set forth in the Public Resources Code 
and interpreted in the Los Angeles County (South Coast Region) Regional Interpretive 
Guidelines ("RIGS"), for the following reasons. The Coastal Act requires that a new 
development must do all the following; not just most of the following; and not just some 
of the following: 

• PRC 30240. The Project is adjacent to parks and recreation areas and 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. However, due to its overwhelming size, 
design and use, the Project would violate Public Resources Code Section 30240 
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because, as sited and designed, the Project would not prevent impacts that would 
significantly degrade those areas and would not be compatible with the continuance 
of those habitat and recreation areas. See the discussion on Lack of Compliance 
and Compatibility, discussed in detail above. 

• PRC 30251. The Project would violate Public Resources Code Section 30251: 

o Due to its oversized height, mass and incongruent design, the Project would 
destroy, rather than preserve and protect, views to the ocean and in this scenic 
coastal area. Without limitation, it would destroy views of parties driving to 
access Topanga State Park from nearby trail heads on Vereda de la Montura 
and Michael Lane. 

o Due to its oversized height, mass and incongruent design, the Project is not 
visually compatible with the surrounding areas. See the discussion on Lack of 
Compliance and Compatibility, discussed in detail above.54 

• PRC 30253 (a): Minimize Risk to Life and Property in Areas of High Geologic, 
Flood and Fire Hazard. 

o As has been thorough detailed in this Opposition, the Project has been 
designated as a "Very High Severity Fire Hazard Zone," posing extreme risk to 
helpless seniors. It is also in a Liquefaction Zone, a Landslide Zone, and is 
subject to floods. There is no practical means to evacuate all 96 residents in case 
of natural disaster; and they have no place to go. It is incomprehensible that the 
Developer would brush off these concerns with a claim that the residents could 
merely "shelter in place" during a conflagration. A month ago, such claims might 
have been seen merely as silly. After what happened last month in Santa Rosa, 
Sonoma and Mendocino, such callous disregard for risk is reprehensible. 

o There is no way in or out of the facility if Palisades Drive is closed by flooding, 
landslides, liquefaction, accidents, or rockslides. 

o The Project significantly increases geologic risks to Vereda de la Montura due to 
plans to excavate more than 19,300 cubic yards of compacted fill that abut and 
support Vereda de la Montura.55 

o The Project is located on a steep Hillside lot, which compounds the geologic risk. 

o The Developer offers no credible plan to mitigate these risks to a reasonable 
level. 

54 See photos on pages 3, 7, 8 and 20. 
55 As detailed in section II, point 4 of this Brief, the likely excavated material will be more than double the 
Developer's claims. 
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• PRC 30253: (b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or the destruction of 
the Site or the surrounding area. 

o There is no showing that the Property has been adequately or appropriately 
studied for geologic risks. 

o The massive excavation of compacted fill will inevitably erode the surrounding 
canyon, risking undermining and shutting down Vereda de la Montura, and 
threatening mudslides on the small building next door, especially during heavy 
rains or flooding conditions. 

• PRC 30253 (d): Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. 

o The Project will accomplish exactly the opposite. There is no bus service in the 
Highlands, and the nearest bus stop is 2.4 miles distant. The facility will operate 
3 shifts daily, 24/7/365. Public transportation cannot transport employees, staff, 
visitors, vendors, contractors, et al., all of whom will be forced to drive their cars 
and trucks to the Site. 

o There are no doctor or dental offices anywhere in the Highlands; and the nearest 
medical offices are six miles away in Palisades Village. The nearest hospitals are 
much further away, in Santa Monica; and the nearest trauma center is even 
farther at UCLA Westwood. This will add to already-high levels of traffic 
congestion and wasted fuel. The Developer does not plan to use alternative 
energy, such as solar panels. 

o The massive hauling operation will consume tens of thousands of gallons of 
diesel fuel, idling their engines on the Site, and then hauling the excavated earth 
42 miles to Moorpark and back each trip. The Project will need at least 30 tractor 
trailer rigs, loading at a rate of 6 per hour, five days a week for more than 9 
weeks, if not even longer! 

o In response, the Developer offers one lame mitigation measure - it will 
encourage employees to bike to and from work. 

• PRC 30253 (e): Where appropriate, protect special communities and 
neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular 
visitor destination points for recreational uses. 

o The Developer's reply is found in its response to Coastal Development 
Permit Project Impacts Questions no. 9, which asks: "Is the development 
proposed near parks or recreation areas or sensitive habitat areas? 
How will the project design prevent adverse environmental impacts 
on these areas?" 
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• The Developer responds, "Project site is in proximity to Santa Ynez Canyon 
Park. The Project site, however, is almost completely void of vegetation, 
has no waterways or wetlands and supports no sensitive habitat or wildlife 
migration path. Access to and from the site is via existing established 
roads and all infrastructure needed to service the Project is already in 
place." 

• The Project Site borders Santa Ynez Canyon Park and is less than 300 feet 
east of the boundary of Topanga State Park, its wilderness lands and 76 
miles of trails, which go unmentioned.56 The entire Santa Monica Mountains 
area is a flyway for birds of all sorts, and Santa Ynez Canyon is a particularly 
attractive environment for threatened Monarch butterflies. Two species listed 
as endangered are found only 200 feet away, according to the Developer's 
own environmental analysis; and the Santa Monica Mountains National 
Recreation Area has begun a restoration effort to return the famous Jumping 
Frogs of Calaveras County to Topanga State Park. Noise, dust, and diesel 
exhaust pollution from two years of construction with large tractor trailer rigs 
and heavy equipment, guarantee to significantly impair visitors' enjoyment of 
Topanga State Park, as well as consume all visitors' street parking spaces 
along Vereda de la Montura, just steps away from the Santa Ynez Trail 
entrance to the park. And, these are just some of the adverse environment 
consequences. 

• PRC 30620 requires the Coastal Commission to prepare and disseminate 
interpretive guidelines designed to assist local governments in determining 
how the polices in the Coastal Act will be applied in the Coastal Zone prior to 
certification of their Local Coastal Programs. 

o In the absence of an adoptive local coastal program, the Community Plan serves 
as a functional equivalent. Therefore, the application for a Coastal Development 
Permit is subject to the guidance provided by the Coastal Act, the Interpretive 
Guidelines, and the Community Plan in making its determinations. 

o Section Ill of this Opposition identifies at least 14 separate violations of the 
Community Plan that would occur if the Project were to be approved. Any one of 
these violations would be sufficient to deny the CDC. 

• The Project Violates Numerous Coastal Regional Interpretive Guidelines 
("RIGS"): 

o RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec A.2(g) - New commercial ... and residential 

56 The photos on pages 3 and 7. 
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developments of 10 or more dwelling units in the Santa Monica Mountains 
must dedicate access trails and parking areas for visitors to Topanga State 
Park (interpreting PRC 30210, 30213 and 30212.5). The Project offers no 
such dedications. 

o RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec A.2{i)-The density of new residential 
development must be limited to a maximum of 24 units per acre (interpreting 
PRC 30250 and 30252). The Project would contain 82 units. 

o RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec B.1-Commercial establishments should be 
public recreation and recreation supportive or otherwise coastally related 
facilities (interpreting PRC 30222 and 30255). The Project contains no such 
facilities. 

o RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec C.1-Views to Santa Monica Mountains from 
public roads should be preserved and protected (interpreting PRC 30251 and 
30211 ). The high-rise Project would obscure views of the Santa Monica 
Mountains from Palisades Drive.57 

o RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec C.2-Development adjacent to Santa Monica 
Mountains Parks must protect views from trails (interpreting PRC 30251 and 
30210). The incongruous high-rise Project would be clearly visible from 
several trails in the park and many vista points. 58 

o RIGS-Appendix-Alteration of Landforms-In all cases, grading should be 
minimized (interpreting PRC 30251 , 30253 and 30240). The Project would 
require the export of approximately 20,000 cubic yards of soil, if not more 
than double that number. 

VII. 
THE PROJECT VIOLATES ZONING LIMITS IN MULTIPLE RESPECTS 

The Project appears to violate many zoning requirements of Los Angeles Municipal 
Code sections 12.03, 12.13, and 12.21.1. to 12.21.4, among others. Consider the 
following: 

• Violation of Floor Area Ratio. The Code states that the total floor area "shall not 
exceed one-and-one-half times the buildable area of the lot." 59 This is a simple 
arithmetical calculation. The Parcel Profile Report on the Site states, as do 
ZIMAS and multiple other file documents, that the lot is 43,033.2 square feet in 
size, which, when multiplied by 1.50, allows a maximum of 64,549 square feet. 
However, the Developer has applied to build a structure of 64,646 square feet, 

57 See photo on page 20. 
58 See photo on page 7. 
59 LAMC 12.21.lA (1) 
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some 97 square feet more than 64,549 square feet. Because the Developer did 
not seek a variance, the permits must be denied outright. 

• Violates LAMC 12.13C (4): The Site is in a Hillside Commercial zone (C1-1-H). 
Section 12.13C (4) States: "[W]here the lot is in the "H" Hillside or Mountainous 
Area, there shall be not more than one dwelling unit for each 5,000 square feet of 
lot area." The Developer has consistently promoted the Project as an 82-unit 
"RESIDENTIAL CARE FACILITY FOR THE ELDERLY." Of the more than 1,700 
structures in the Highlands, all are R-1 single-family homes or R-3 townhomes, 
except one - 99.94%! The Developer has claimed that the building is really 82 
units of residential housing for "vibrant and healthy" seniors - a sort of retirement 
residential community; and that these 82 "residential" units are "compatible" with 
"developments in the surrounding community and neighborhood" (among the 
many requirements of the Community Plan and the Coastal Act). The Developer 
relies on this exception because a residential eldercare facility is permitted in a 
C1 commercial zone. The Developer's problem is that the Site is a!so in a Hillside 
zone (hence, C1-1-H), which imposes a limit of 8 units, based on one unit per 
5,000 feet of lot area. 

• Setbacks Reduce Permissible Buildable Area by at Least 7,200 Feet. LAMC 
section 12.03 defines "Buildable Area" as "that portion of a lot located within the 
proper zone for the proposed main building, excluding those portions of the 
lot which must be reserved for . . . building line setback space .. .. " The 
Developer plans to provide a setback of 10 feet along Palisades Drive and about 
7 feet along Vereda de la Montura and the rear boundaries of the lot to the south 
and southwest sides.60 Assuming that the perimeter of the 43,033-foot lot is 
slightly more than 800 feet (the square root of 43,033 is about 207, which, when 
multiplied by 4 would equal 828), with a mean average Code setback of 8 feet, 
the Buildable Area of the Site would be reduced by more than 6,400 square feet 
(8 x 800), leaving a Buildable Area of 36,433 square feet. Applying a 1.50 FAR, 
the Developer would be limited to 54,650 square feet (36,433 x 1.50), 12,000 feet 
less than the 64,646 sought by the Developer. 

• Vereda de la Montura Should Be Designated the "Principal Street" for All Zoning 
Determinations. The basic rule stated in section 12.03.C is that the "front lot line 
of a corner lot shall be the line separating the lot from the principal street upon 
which it abuts." 61 In respect to the Project, Vereda is undoubtedly the principal 

60 As stated earlier, Opponents have established that much wider setbacks are legally required under the Palisades 
Community Plan section 2-3.1 and other plan requirements, which are incorporated into the Coastal Act 
requirements to render the Project fully "compatible" with surrounding developments and the neighborhood. 
61 A secondary rule gives preference to "front yard" naming rights to the side along a highway, but that was 
obviously intended only when the entrances to the buildings are on the same highway. In any event, the City's first 
Community Plan, adopted on July 13, 1977, formally changed Palisades Drive's status from that of a "scenic 
highway" to that of a "major scenic road," following an earlier decision by the City to terminate Palisades Drive in 
the Highlands, rather than extend it north across the mountains to connect with Reseda Boulevard in Tarzana. 
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street that the Project abuts, for the following reasons: (1) The majority of the 
Project is situated along, and oriented to face, Vereda de la Montura; (2) the 
length of the Project lying along Vereda de la Montura is nearly double that of the 
portion along Palisades Drive; (3) the front and only entrance to the facility is 
immediately off the most westerly side of the Site along Vereda de la Montura -
some 200+ feet west of Palisades Drive; (4) there is no walk-in or visitors 
entrance along Palisades Drive; (5) there is no vehicle entrance along Palisades 
Drive;62 (6) the only surface and underground parking entrances will be located 
on far west side at Vereda, removed as far as possible from Palisades Drive; (7) 
all service entrances are on the far west side off of Vereda; (8) the street address 
for business purposes must be on Vereda to reduce confusion; and (9) Vereda 
will be required for the majority of vehicles that rely on GPS or Google Maps to 
locate the precise location of the facility - use of a Palisades Drive address 
would inevitably lead them to the small commercial building immediately to the 
south, thereby directing traffic to park in that building's undersized lot. In this 
case, the "principal street" is undoubtedly Vereda de la Montura.63 

• Prohibited Uses in Violation of Code. LAMC 12.13.A.2(b)(2) requires that, "All 
activities (must be] conducted wholly within an enclosed building, except 
that ground floor restaurants may have outdoor eating areas." This means that 
the 1,700 square-foot "Generations Courtyard" must either be (A) a Code 
violation - i.e., an illegal activity; or (B) modified to become part of the "enclosed 
building," with its square footage added to the Developer's 64,646 feet of floor 
area - thereby rendering the Project's FAR that much greater than the 1.50 
allowed. Additionally, the 11,000 square-foot, third-level roof deck violates the 
same Zoning limitation for the same reasons.64 

• Harris Leven Correctly Found that 15,700 Feet of Common Areas Were Not 
Counted in FAR. In addition to the code violations described above, Harris Leven 
has detailed in his recently filed "Supplemental Testimony" why this Project has 
unique requirements that effectively turn a partly-outdoors locked and enclosed 
common areas into floor space for purposed of computing FAR, despite its being 
somewhat open to the sky. Opponents agree with Mr. Leven's compelling 
reasoning, given the complexity of eldercare operations, which are a mixed 
residential-commercial use. "Whenever any unusual situation or design of 

62 On October 23, 2017, the Developer told the 15 or so members of the Pacific Palisades Community Council, 
which held a public hearing regarding the Project attended by about 100, mostly opponents of the Project, that the 
P-1 Plan showing an entry and an exit on the driveway at Palisades Drive was in error, and that only an exit would 
be provided at that point, not an entry. The Developer then stated that the Plans would be amended accordingly 
to correct the erroneous inclusion in the Plans of an entry from Palisades Drive. 
63 LAMC Section 12.03.C provides that, when a dispute occurs, "the Zoning Administrator shall determine which 
street is the principal street." 
64 See Harris Leven Supplemental Testimony, which explains these additional areas of about 15,700 feet. 
Opponents do not object to these uses provided they are included in the FAR computation. The facility should be 
scaled back by 14,000 square-feet to include room for these activities within the "enclosed building," as the Code 
requries. In any event they increase the FAR to over 1.80, which is absolutely prohibited. 
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building exists so that it is difficult to determine the precise application of 
those provisions, the Department of Building and Safety shall make such 
determinations in a manner to carry out the indicated purpose and intent 
hereof."65 This is precisely one such situation; and the 15,700 square feet of 
common area should be added to the 64,646 square feet sought by the 
Developer in determining non-compliance with the 1.50 FAR limit. 

• Project Exceeds Height Limits When Exposed P1 Garage Exit is Included. LAMC 
section 12.03 states that, the "Height of Building or Structure -- is the vertical 
distance above grade measured to the highest point of the roof, structure or the 
parapet wall, whichever is highest." The Code also states that, "Grade (Adjacent 
Ground Elevation) -- is the lowest point of elevation of the finished surface of the 
ground, paving or sidewalk within the area between the building and the property 
line, or when the property line is more than 5 feet from the building, between the 
building and a line 5 feet from the building." In this case, the lowest point is along 
Palisades Drive at the southeast corner of the Site , where the elevation of the 
Grade at the P1 garage level is approximately 12 to 14 feet lower than along 
Vereda de la Montura. The effective height of the Project, when viewed from the 
many residences on Palisades Drive facing west towards the Site on Palisades 
Drive, will be approximately 53 feet from the P1 driveway side of the building.66 

Of course, these height calculations do not even count the 14-foot high rooftop 
elevator shaft and stairway structures or the massive array of rooftop, 24/7 
commercial HVAC equipment. Similar violations of the 45-foot limit would occur 
along the entire southern and southwesterly boundaries of the Project. 

• Violations of Transitional Height Limits. If Vereda de la Montura is correctly 
treated as the "principal street, " rather than Palisades Drive, there are also 
violations of the transitional height limits of 30 feet within 15 feet of the front of 
the Site along Vereda de la Montura67, and the same 30-foot height limit within 
30 feet of the Site's southerly and southwesterly sides, as required by the 
Palisades Community Plan68 . The statutory 10-foot minimum setback along 
Vereda would also be required, as well as an 8-foot minimum setback along 
Palisades Drive.69 

65 LAMC section 12.21.A (6). 
66 This assumes that the 45-foot high building will be built exactly on the current grade of the Site - now six feet 
lower than Vereda de la Montura. 
67 Vereda de la Montura is, in substance, the true "front" of the property and the southerly and southwesterly 
property lines comprise the "rear" of the property. The Developer has designated Palisades Drive as the front of 
the of the property to create the fiction that the unbuildable triangular strip at the western end could be 
designated the side required to meet "transitional height" restrictions, rather than either Palisades Drive or Vereda 
de la Montura, which each have stark towering facades facing all of the nearby residences. 
68 Community Plan section 2-3.1. 
69 An 8-foot setback would then be required along Palisades Drive. LAMC Sec. 12.21.1 (A)(8) states that "[i]n 
determining the number of stories, any basement containing habitable rooms shall be considered a story." The 
Project's Wellness Center, theater, and break room are located on the P-1 garage level, increasing the four-story 
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VIII. 
SITE PLAN REVIEW CLAIMS DO NOT SATISFY REQUIRED 

FINDINGS OF COMPLIANCE OR COMPATABILITY 

The nature of the Project obligates the Developer to obtain Site Plan Review approval. 
To issue the approval, the City must make the two findings listed below, which the City 
cannot do, based on the facts, documents, and evidence before it. 

• REQUIRED FINDING--COMPLIANCE: The Project must be in substantial 
compliance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan, 
applicable Community Plan (i.e., the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community 
Plan) and any applicable specific plan. The Project would NOT be in substantial 
compliance, for many reasons, including the following: 

o Community Plan Sec 111-28 requires that "senior citizen housing projects [be 
located] in neighborhoods within reasonable walking distance of health 
and community facilities, services and public transportation." No such 
health or community facilities exist anywhere in the Highlands - and most 
certainly not within "walking distance." Worse still, there is no bus service 
anywhere in the Highlands, and the nearest bus stop is 2.4 miles away on 
Sunset. The isolated nature of the Site makes it an inappropriate candidate for 
use as senior citizen housing. 

o The Project violates Community Plan requirements that (1) the Project "preserve 
existing views in hillside areas," and (2) "new development [be] adjacent to 
or in the viewshed of State parkland ... [and] protect views from public 
lands and roadways." On the contrary, the Project obliterates or significantly 
impairs views from all residences that face the Project Site, and for motorists and 
pedestrians along Palisades Drive, Vereda de la Montura, and Michael Lane. 

o The Project ignores Sec. 2-1.3 of the Community Plan that specifically mandates 
that commercial projects "be designed and developed to achieve a high level 
of quality, distinctive character, and compatibility with existing uses and 
development." The five-story above grade Project is entirely incompatible with 
the neighborhood, the existing two-story commercial development next door, and 
the homes and townhouses located throughout the Highlands. 

o Community Plan Section 2-.3.3 requires that "commercial projects achieve 
harmony with the best of existing development." 

building to five stories. This means that the side yard setback along Palisades Drive must be eight feet, not seven . It 
is also a second reason to measure the building's height from the base of level Pl. 
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• No structure anywhere in the Highlands, whether commercial, 
condominium, or single-family home, exceeds three stories; and most are 
only two stories, with some one-story single-family homes. 

• All other structures in the Highlands adhere to the 30-foot height limit in 
the Palisades Village Plan and in the Sec 2-3.1 of the Community Plan. 

• The proposed ?-foot setbacks of the Project are much smaller than the 
prevailing setbacks in the neighborhood. 

• There are no underground garages in the Highlands. 

• Finally, as discussed below, there are no structures that remotely 
approach the size, scale, density, or height of the Project. 

o The appalling lack of landscaping violates the Community Plan requirement that 
"landscape corridors should be created and enhanced," not obliterated. (See 
Community Plan Sec 2-4.4.) Setbacks in the neighboring townhouses are at least 
20 feet and range up the 50 feet in some spots. They are extensively 
landscaped, and the setbacks slope upwards. Virtually all townhomes are 
grouped, 3 or 4 together side-by-side, with landscaped walkways and corridors 
separating each of these small groups of homes. The Project's 45-foot 
monumental fac;:ade, set almost on the sidewalk, is a true eyesore. 

o The Project conflicts with Section 5-1.1 that mandates, "Permitted development 
shall be sited and designed ... to minimize the alteration of natural land 
forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
and where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in the visually 
degraded areas." For the many reasons discussed earlier, the Project would do 
the opposite! 

o Community Plan Section 17-1.2 is emphatic about its Policy to "Protect and 
preserve archaeological sites of Native Americans." The Project application 
documents omit any mention of the history of Native Americans throughout the 
Palisades and Malibu, and on the Project Site, facts that were previously found 
very relevant in 1988 when this same Site came up for a hearing. 

o Community Plan Section V-3 mandates that, "no structures should exceed 30 
feet in height within 15 feet and 30 feet of front and rear property lines." 

• The Project violates both limits. It calls for a 45-foot height along Vereda 
and Palisades Drive with a paper-thin ?-foot setback. 

• On the south and west sides, large portions of the 2-story, so-called 
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"subterranean" parking garage are exposed, making the entire structure 
appear up to 65-feet, top to bottom. 

• The enormous scale of the Project will be clearly visible to drivers coming 
north on Palisades Drive, to park visitors at the Santa Ynez Trail entrance 
to Topanga State Park, and all nearby homes. 

o Items 5 and 6 in Community Plan Section V-4 require the "screening of 
mechanical and electrical equipment" and "all rooftop equipment and 
building appurtenances from public view." While that might be done to a 
degree, it would require at least at least 6 to 8 feet of sound and visual screening, 
which would render the true height of the facility from a front view well over 50 
feet above ground on the north and east sides, and up to 70 feet above ground 
on the south and west sides. 

o "The Surface Parking Landscape" requirement in Community Plan Section V-4 
requires the developer to provide "a landscaped buffer along public streets or 
adjoining residential uses." Obviously, the Project's spartan 7-foot strip along 
Vereda is not what was ever envisioned, given the 15-foot minimum setback 
requirements in Community Plan Section V-3. 

• REQUIRED FINDING-COMPATIBILITY: The Project must consist of an 
arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, bulk and setbacks), 
off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash 
collection, and other such pertinent improvements, that is or will be 
compatible with existing and future development on adjacent properties and 
neighboring properties. The Project would NOT be compatible for many reasons: 

o Height: The Project would have 5 stories above-grade when viewed from 
Palisades Drive, or 4 stories when viewed from Vereda de la Montura-45 feet 
above grade on Vereda, plus elevator extensions and stairwell exits on roof. 

• No building in the Highlands or the Palisades (other than high rise condos 
at PCH) has 4 stores, let alone 5 stories). 

• Buildings in the new Palisades Village project, in the heart of Palisades 
business district, are mostly single-story and under 30 feet in height. 

o Bulk: The Project would have over 64,500 sf on less than one acre of land, for a 
huge floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.50, and would have an occupancy ratio of 96 
residents, plus staff, per acre. 

• The adjacent small commercial property has an FAR of approximately 
0.27, which is less than 115th of the Project. 
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• The townhomes in the community have an FAR of less than approximately 
0.70 - the Project's FAR is more than double. 

• Palisades Village, in the heart of the Palisades business district, has a 
FAR of only approximately 0.90 - the Project's FAR is 78% greater. 

• The 17.9 square miles of open space adjacent to the Site has an FAR of 
0.00. 

• The Project's rooftop appurtenances exacerbate the massive high-rise 
nature of the Project by placing the building, with its straight, unarticulated 
4 to 5 story far;ades, immediately facing both Palisades Drive and Vereda 
de la Montura; while the townhomes all have stepped back, articulated, 
and heavily landscaped facades. 

• As previously explained, the Developer has understated the total square 
footage of the Project, so that the true FAR of the Project exceeds 1.50. 

• The occupancy density of 96 residents per acre, plus staff and visitors, is 
more than DOUBLE to TRIPLE the typical occupancy densities of the 
neighborhood residential properties. 

o Setback: The Project has proposed miniscule setbacks of only 7 feet, and adds 
insult to injury by planning to plant trees into the adjacent sidewalks. 

• The residential properties in the neighborhood have beautifully 
landscaped setbacks areas of 20 to 25 feet and more. 

o Design: 

• The modern, unattractive, flat-roof design of the Project, with an array of 
elevator shafts, staircases, and HVAC equipment towering up to an 
additional 14 feet higher, is completely out of character with the 
Mediterranean and rustic design of the residential projects and the small 
commercial project that are proximate to the Site - where all rooftop 
appurtenances are placed out of sight, beneath sloping rooflines. 

• No other building in the Highlands has subterranean parking. 

• No other building in the Highlands is elevator served. 

o Use: The continuous 24/7 uses of the Project as a high-rise health care facility, 
with attendant frequent emergency vehicle visits, 3 shifts per day staff changes, 
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numerous private care providers and visitors, and food service, equipment and 
other deliveries, are completely incompatible with the quiet, semi-rural residential 
and open-space recreational character of the Highlands generally and the 
immediately neighborhood specifically. 

IX. 
CONCLUSION 

The undersigned have lived in the Highlands, at our present address, for approximately 
the past 39 years and 37 years, respectively. We have hiked each of the trails 
mentioned in this Opposition; and we have personally seen all the different wildlife listed 
in the Introduction, save for mountain lions. Thus, we know the Highlands and truly 
appreciate its unique environment, and the great need to preserve the precious 
parklands that surround it. 

The City of Los Angeles has been charged with the solemn duty to protect this 
irreplaceable environment for current generations and for all those generations to follow. 
As the Coastal Act mandates at PRC section 30251 : 

"The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall 
be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic 
coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where 
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas." 

It is unimaginable that, after any objective review of the facts and the photographic 
evidence, the City would permit this horrific and ill-conceived Project to scar the beauty, 
tranquility, and scenic values available to all who reside in, or visit, this stunning 
environmental treasure in the middle of the protected Coastal Zone. 

We remain confident and optimistic that the City will carry out its fiduciary duty to protect 
and preserve this magnificent environmental gem for all to enjoy, and that the City will 
soundly reject the Developer's applications entirely. 

Respectfully submitted by, 

J ~ K ta¥ ~ fv'l a¥l,O/ Kl.a¥ 
Jonathan Klar and Maria Klar 

48 
Supplemental Opposition by Jonathan and Maria Klar to Applications by 

Palisades Drive L.P. for Permits at 1525 N. Palisades Drive November 3, 2017 



11/8/2017 City of Los Angeles Mail - public Hearing VTT-75015-SL Scheduled for November 7, 2017 

Connect 
ate 

ollabo9te Jojo Pewsawang <jojo.pewsawang@lacity.org> 

public Hearing VTT-75015-SL Scheduled for November 7, 2017 
1 message 

Karen <rosa411@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Jojo.Pewsawang@lacity.org 

November 7, 2017 

To: 

City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

City Hall 200 North Spring Street 

Los Angeles CA 90012 

Case# VTT-75015-SL 

CEQA # ENV-2017-2377-CE 

Mon, Nov 6, 2017 at 7:38 AM 

Project Site: 10802,10806, 10810,10818 Hortense Street; 4610, 4614, Riverton Avenue, and 10815 Sarah Street 

Dear Mr. Pewsawang, City Planner; 

I am a resident of the above affected neighborhood and have resided in my one family home for 20 years. The changes 
that have been occurring in the last several years are disturbing, since the city has made no attempt to intelligently curb 
the density of the building that is overtaking the area nor take into consideration the local residents. More and more of the 
single- family homes are being destroyed to make way for apartments and townhomes. Unfortunately, the new developers 
show no regard for the integrity of neighborhood design or character, have destroyed mature trees without proper 
replacement, and do not allow for the parking of vehicles that clutter the roads. 

Please, in considering the above plan, note that the neighborhood will lose 80 mature trees, each unit will probably bring 
two cars (totaling conservatively 44) and the density of construction is abhorrent to the character of the neighborhood. 
The fifteen townhouses that are under construction across the street on Hortense and Riverton are so dense as to allow 
for NO trees to buffer noise, pollution and add generally to the aesthetic of the neighborhood. These "small houses" will 
also bring an additional 30 cars. The total when the 22 new homes are completed will potentially be an additional 74 
vehicles! 

Another townhouse development on the corner of Hortense and Cahuenga is also a lot-line to lot-line monstrosity that 
had promised to replace mature trees and cannot lend itself to the replacement since there is technically not an inch of 
space left. Is the city policing this? It appears NOT. The traffic is already crippling from Hortense to Cahuenga and our 
local streets are impassible by two cars since they are lined with parked cars. Parking restrictions "appear" to be in place 
BUT ARE NOT ENFORCED. It is only a matter of time before there is a tremendous wreck at the corner of Cahuenga 
and Hortense since there is NO visibility with cars and contractor trucks parked along Cahuenga. The proposed building, 
just down the street, will only further constrict traffic and cause parking congestion. 
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Furthermore, the Toyota Dealership on the corner of Hortense and Lankershim continues to use our neighborhood as a 
parking lot. They were to have created a parking lot for employees, but rather use that space for a showroom. This is 
becoming a real burden on residents and should be enforced and prevented. Again, WHERE IS CITY PLANNING 
OVERSIGHT? 

Basically, the city appears blind to the quality of life that residents have cherished in this neighborhood. The air quality has 
already deteriorated and loss of more trees would be tantamount to a health crisis. I understand the city has - in hindsight 
- realized the danger in air quality due to building along the 101 and the 110. The same issues will now be created in 
smaller neighborhoods unless attention is paid and restrictions are in place. Once the trees are gone and the building 
density is in place, there is no going back. We are just next to the 134 and exhaust fumes are terrible. We rely on the 
mature trees. 

Should there be another fire, which happened at the Riverton/Hortense site two years ago it will really be a disaster 
considering the density planned. That took out a partially built, abandoned project and the townhouses next to it. Those 
townhouses {on Hortense) have been repaired, but now have NO LIGHT due to the density of the new 15- unit project 
under development where the fire originated. The residents have still been unable to relocate and move back into their 
homes. 

I realize there is a housing shortage, but to destroy neighborhoods by bringing in dense structures, removing mature 
trees, cluttering streets with parking overwhelm, creating traffic congestion and basically ruining the quality of air and life 
for current residents is why Los Angeles is in crisis. Plus, we find that the new structures are too expensive and attract 
multiple people living in the units with more cars than the unit can handle. Do we need another referendum that will 
restrict development? It looks to be so, unless city planning can become more responsible. 

Please RECONSIDER approval of this project. Please DO NOT ALLOW 7 lots to cram in 22 new homes. We already 
have 15 where maximum 4 should be and another 7 where 2 should be. Please be responsible. 

Sincerely, 

Karen Rosa 

Resident 

4650 Cartwright Avenue 

Rosa411@sbcglobal.net 
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Connect 
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ollabo. te 

1525 Palisades Drive , Pacific Palisades, CA 90272! 
1 message 

Jana Gustman <janagustman@gmail.com> 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 

Dear Mr Chu, 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 3: 10 PM 

I am opposed to the proposed building of an elder care facility on 1525 Palisades Driw. The facility is totally out of line 
with current structures, there is only one windy road in and out of the Highlands in case of emergency, we liw in an 
extreme fire danger zone, and the area cannot take more traffic. 

Please help us block this dewlopment. 

Respectfully, 

Jana Gustman 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Connect. 
ate 
ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Highlands elderly development 
1 message 

Mary McMurry <mary.mcmary@icloud.com> 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 1 :49 PM 

1 liw on Palisades Driw and haw liwd in this community for a few years now. I haw the same concerns as lw heard 
others express, traffic, ambulances, fire trucks for the people li"1ng in the facility but my biggest concern is for those 
people. The dewloper is touting it as a wonderful place for elders and folks with dementia. This is a terrible idea! 
Tantamount to elder abuse. We liw on a mountain. What happens when there is an earthquake or fire? These poor 
people would not be able to get down the mountain. The electricity would surely go out and that could harm people on 
wntilators, etc. 
This has not been well thought out. They need to be close to an accessible hospital. I speak from experience. l'w worked 
as a medical body worker for 20 years. I had sewral patients who were caregiwrs for their family members who had 
dementia Or Alzheimer's . These poor people forget where they are, and do all the things most people associate with 
Alzheimers but it is really much worse. They cannot distinguish the difference from the tele"1sion or reality. They often 
become angry and "10lent. They are constantly wandering off. My fear is these people could and would get out and be hit 
by a car. They no longer liw in this reality. If an earthquake or fire occurred, can you imagine trying to fight a grown man ( 
early onset Alzheimers runs in families). I haw witnessed these sad cases. They no longer recognize their own wiws and 
children and as I said before "1olence towards their families and others is common. I know this from many encounters 
with these poor souls. Another thing they do is constantly look for an animal that has passed. They don't know where 
they are when they are in their own homes, so now let's put them on top of a mountain with sadly usually the workers in 
these places are not trying their best. l'w seen it all and it's ugly and sad for the families and the indi"1dual. This is wrong 
and as far as I'm concerned elder abuse. 
Thank you for reading this. I hope you take my letter seriously. This is a serious matter. 
Mary McMurry 

Sent from my iPhone 

https://mail .google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js-.er=ZOgYGgl.f'jtY.en.&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th=15f7e7f26b2971d5&siml=15f7e7f26b2971d5 1/1 



11/8/2017 City of Los Angeles Mail - 1525 opposition 

im,olved residents. In the case of 1525 Pali Dr the developer has hit on the use in 
question as a possibility. This is far from the approach taken by the Atrias of the 
world who know their objective, their standards - and select properties accordingly. 
1525 is merely a solution looking for a need - a cart before a horse. This is how I 
see things anyway. 

Thank you very much for allowing me to comment further. 

Tom Meade 
17230 Palisades Circle 
Pac Pal 

P.S. I am not directly affected by this development. 
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Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

1525 Palisades Drive 
1 message 

Michael Kafka <m.kafka@outlook.com> Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 8:02 PM 
To: "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr. Chou 

RE: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Dri-..e, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

As a Palisades resident, and a retired executi-..e in the elder care industry, I want to write in SUPPORT of the the abo-..e 
project for the following reasons: 

1. There is a desperate need for added assisted living and memory care in the area. We, including me, are an aging 
population, and not e-..eryone will be able to afford full time in home care. This is a wonderful altemati-..e. 

2. Ha"1ng this facility in the Palisades will enable local family members to \1sit their lo'A:!d ones on a regular basis with 
little effort. 

3. I think the location is perfect. It is next to a restaurant, where family and residents can get together. 

4. An elder care facility, and a memory care facility are a lifestyle impro-..ement to the residents through specialized 
acti"1ties and on-going association with the peer group they are a part of. 

I am open to discuss this project with you further if you so desire, but I urge you to look past the nay sayers and appro-..e 
this much needed project. 

Best Regards, 
Michael Kafka 
15480 Antioch St. #205 
Pacific Palisades , CA 90272 

Get Outlook for iOS 
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Con ect 
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ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Fwd: Case ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR Proposed development 1525 Palisades Dr 
1 message 

Aileen Haugh <ahaughnewcomb@gmail.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 

Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 7:36 PM 

November 2, 2017 

Aileen Haugh 

1537 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

ahaughnewcomb@gmail.com 

A TIN: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 
Courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
Debbie.Dynerharris@lacity.org 

case M>.: ZA-2017-2170-~CDP-SPR 
CEQA t«>.: ENf-2017-2171-CE 

RE: Proposed development at 1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, 90272 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

Since 1991, I haw owned and liwd in a Palisades Highlands townhouse within 500 feet of the proposed 
de\elopment, which faces Vereda de la Montura. I haw tried to keep an open mind and listen to all sides 
as the "dialog" continued owr the past 45 days, but I am opposed to the scale of the proposed building and 
the type of commercial business proposed for a 99% residential area. 

Mr. Shram, the dewloper, has apparently asked for expedited handling regarding constructing a four story 
building with 2 additional floors of underground parking, requiring substantial grading and excavation, no EIR 
and a simple traffic study-A big rush on a decision to build a wry large commercial operation that is unlike 
anything else in this residential community. 

I haw now attended 2 meetings of the recently formed Hugpali .org (a local Highlands resident group), the 2 

½ hour downtown zoning meeting on October 4th, a Highlands "Presidents Council" meeting October 23rd, 
and four hours of Pacific Palisades Community Council and Land Use Committee meetings on October 

26th, regarding the proposed building of a six story (four abow ground) Assisted Li'Ang business in the 
Palisades Highlands. I haw read the numerous articles re this building in the two local newspapers, one of 
which is owned by a Los Angeles commercial property dewloper and the other by a local security company 
owner. It has been a thirty-day education, and I am sure I haw a lot more to learn. 
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Historic background on this lot. Beginning in the early ?O's, this small irregularly shaped lot was 
originally the location of a construction shack for the developer of the townhomes in the area. It was rough 
graded and fill added. The C1 designation was originally thought of as a location for a gas station by the 
area developer. The small population could not support this type of business, so nothing was built after the 
shack was dismantled. The only other C1 lot in a 2.5 mile radius, is the small adjacent lot. This lot has 
the only commercial 2 story building-retail and offices. It also has struggled since the ?O's to find viable 
tenants and stay leased. 

In 2002, the second owner of 1525 Palisades Drive, applied to build 16 townhomes. There were 
hearings and discussion. On June 5, 2003, City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Case No. 
ZA 2000-3070 (CDP) and related case-Tentative Tract 53622, determined that they would approve the 

building of 8 townhomes. The issue was, of course, over development of the lot-citing "The authorized 
use shall be conducted at all times wth due regard for the character of the surrounding district''. 

Much has been made by those in fa\Or of this development as to the "wisdom of the city zoning the lot as 
C1 "-almost 50 years ago! Many things have changed, of course. As a historical example in the 
Palisades: The Christian Science Church was built at the top of Bestor Street and Monument with a large 
parking lot about 70 years ago. The lot was zoned commercial and residential. The neighborhood grew up 
around it-all single-family homes, "the Alphabet Streets" neighborhood. Five years ago, the church, now 
underutilized, went up for sale. The residents made clear that the C1 zoning of the surrounding 
neighborhood would not support or be appropriate for the area now. The building was demolished and five 
single family homes built. No one, in the present day, would have thought a busy commercial business 
would be appropriate any longer-common sense! The neighborhood developed and the focus changed. 

Rony Shram, the developer at 1525 Palisades Dr., has used several arguments in his passionate defense of 
building a four story Assisted Living commercial building at this location. Mr. Shram has repeatedly said 
that he only pursued this plan this year. Residents were informed by letter in early September 2017. 
However, a representative of a Seattle based Assisted Living company approached me several years ago 
outside my home and told me he was making a presentation to the Shram's regarding assisted living. He 
asked me informally what I thought of the idea? That company was later absorbed by another corporation 
after allegations of elder abuse at its facilities. 

Mr. Shram has also asserted that he has bought the property and "has a right to build and make a profit." 

have been in\Olved in a 102 year old, 3rd generation family business for 35 years. We have made many 
business decisions. Some have turned out to be good decisions and investments, others have in\01\,ed 
losses . That's business. You take risks and some pay off. But no one gets a guarantee of profit or a 
certain percentage of return-especially involving real estate investment. 

Some of his Mr. Shram's arguments: 

**The community needs more housing for the elderly. Shram has cited statistics re the aging 
demographics of the Palisades community, based on a quote in the local newspaper. However, the 
statistics and reasoning is faulty. These numbers are dynamic, not static. They don't accurately track 
the demographic changes that have occurred in a natural pattern over the course of the nearly 100 year 
history of the area, nor do they chart the rapidly changing local demographic of more young families buying 
in the area over the last 24 months. 
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**The Assisted Li~ng business definition and focus has changed as technology and new in-home care 
agencies ha\€ begun to compete with the model, focused more on keeping seniors in their homes. The 
high cost of these facilities (between $8000 and $14,000 per month for assisted li~ng or dementia care), 
coupled with a problematic financial business model , has made these facilities a last-resort choice for most 
people and has seen the facilities geared more towards higher level medical and nursing care. 

** Characterization of this as "residential" is highly inaccurate. It is a transient population, with a constantly 
changing clientele being delivered medical care 24/7. 

**Mr. Shram stated on the record at the PPCC that he would personally be attending to the operation of the 
assisted li~ng business so it would not ad\ersely affect or disrupt the private residences surrounding a 24 
hour business operation. It does not appear that he has any expertise, history or background with building 
or operating a business of this type. Mr. Shram declined to name the health care company that would be 
the tenant in the building. If a suitable operator was not signed, Mr. Shram would possibly try to con\ert 
the building to condos (something that he was pre~ously not able to recei\e approval for) or a boutique hotel 
and spa. (This seems highly probable since he has mentioned an additional rooftop landscaped patio for 
the building.) 

**Mr. Shram has detailed his "history" of discussion and approval by the "Presidents Council" in the 
Palisades Highlands. This groups' bylaws define its role in the area. Specifically, defined to be made up of 
a member of each HOA board or board president from each of the HOAs in the Highlands, they are tasked 
to hire the local private security patrol company and handle the landscaping requirements of the common 
areas along the roadways. Most Highland residents have never heard of this \Olunteer group and some 
HOAs have declined membership. It has never been high profile. It certainly had no business negotiating 
anything with a developer or representing themselves as speaking for the residents . They did an informal 
poll several years ago regarding the residents' preferences for the lot. Less than a third of the residents 
responded, and overwhelmingly they preferred residential development. Furthermore, until 2017, Mr. Shram 
was not discussing a commercial operation of this type (as far as we know) with the some of the council 
members . 

Additionally, at least one of the council members Mr. Shram met with in April 2017, Leah Cox, was no 
longer even on an HOA board-something she apparently failed to disclose. 

On October 23, 2017, the Presidents Council , in a public meeting, met with approximately 50 homeowners 
to make a statement. Da~d Dwyer, council president, said, "I don't care what they build there-I don't live 
here." (He is a property owner in the area.) I think that shows that these parties cannot be characterized 
as discussing or negotiating with Mr. Shram on behalf of our community interests. 

The defining issue on this proposed building for me is one of suitability ultimately. That requires honesty as 
part of the process . 

I think Mr. Shram has , of course, a right to build something on the lot. I think most residents would like to 
see a group of townhomes, consistent with what is already in place across from the location. Yes , 
something other than a ramshackle chain link fence, trash, waist high weeds , and broken utility boxes , 
would be a great improvement! 

Many residents , over 500 petition signatures, well over a hundred letters, have detailed their objections 
concerning this project. I think most of their comments are justified. 
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Height: Grossly out of proportion, density and purpose to the residential area and 17.5 miles of parkland 
open space. 

Traffic: A detailed traffic study is certainly called for considering the high rate of downhill speeding and 
frequent accidents on Palisades Driw, dangerous intersection of Michael Lane and Vereda de la Montura 
and lack of a stop light at the intersection proposed for the building. 

Additionally, a troubling misrepresentation. At the zoning administrator meeting, Mr. Shram's attorney, 
refuted my comments that there was a driwway from the proposed building onto Palisades Driw. At the 
Community Council meeting, he made the same comment-no driwway. Howewr, a resident testified to 
the council that he had obtained the architectural plans for the building and it clearty showed a driwway 
with arrows representing entry and exit. The council president asked the attorney about this? He had to 
acknowledge that that was true, but that they would change it so there would only be an exit/entrance on 
Vereda de la Montura-Directly across the street from 8 private residences. 

Noise: As many haw mentioned, in addition to this being a wry quiet residential area surrounded by open 
space, it is home to a wry unusual feature. It's a large bowl-a natural amphitheater. I liw quite a 
distance from the homes across the canyon in the gated Estates community. Not unusual for me to be 
listening to the conwrsations of people playing tennis or chatting on their patios-a long distance away. 
Perched on the edge of that canyon, the residents and workers at the proposed building are going to be 
producing quite a bit of ambient noise ewn if they don't intend to! Let alone the increase in whicles, 
trucks, back up alarms, alarmed doors, and emergency whicles. 

In 2016, I liwd with my mother in her assisted li\1ng apartment one week a month, for a year. This is a 
business, running 24/7. Lots of employees and whicles arri\1ng during 3 shifts a day. It's noisy. 

Safety during fires and earthquakes. Mr. Shram said he met with and inter-..;ewed the chief of the fire 
department who said there were no concerns. I attended a Disaster Preparedness meeting held in 
September in the Highlands Palisades with representatiws from the LAFD, with 50 residents present. We 
were told REPEATEDLY that ewning that we should expect to be on our own for up to 2 weeks following an 
earthquake due to our geographic location. I haw liwd through a major fire here and evacuation, along with 
quite a few road closures. There is a valid safety issue for a large group of disabled residents. 

I looked forward to the meeting of the Palisades Community Council and Land Use Committee on 
October 26th that would make a recommendation to the city. I haw attended many of these 
meetings on Palisades issues owr the years. In the past two years there haw been 4 meetings alone with 
discussion concerning a redo of a Palisades \1llage gas station. 

Howewr, some things haw changed this year in how these discussions are handled. The Land Use 
Committee, LUC, aU \Oiunteers, has only recently been formed. This was their third meeting and the 
committee chairman owns a land use consulting business for dewlopers. They heard 10 minutes of 
testimony from Mr. Shram and Hugpali.org representatiws and 90 seconds each from attending residents. 
They ran out of time to hear from all residents requesting to comment. The 6 board members spent 30 
minutes on discussion and struggled to adopt a resolution for the PPCC. 
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Then the PPCC council met. They were not present for the LUC meeting. They heard Mr. Shram and 
Hugpali .org again for ten minutes. THEY DID NOT TAKE COMMENTS OR QUESTIONS FROM 
HOMEOWNERS. 

The panel "wondered" only whether Mr. Shram had a legal right to build? Two members, George Wolfberg, 
a funner PPCC president, and the community member at large, both made substantiw comments that they 
felt the board did not haw the expertise or adequate information to make any determination as to the 
appropriateness or legal issues on this dewlopment. Most members, including the PPCC president 
and LUC members, had NEVER VISITED THE LOT or inspected the plans. The council member 
representing the Highlands wasn't present. Instead, the second alternate, an appointed position, occupied 
by Leah Cox, \Oted in fa\Or. This was the woman privately meeting with the dewloper the last few years! 
Many of these \Olunteer members haw personal local real estate and dewlopment interests and should 
haw recused themselws from a \Ote. Furthermore, it was ob\Aous that most were unfamiliar with all the 
legal issues. 

Yet, they \Oted on a recommendation. They haw giwn more attention to a small gas station and town 
signage than they haw giwn to this inappropriately large project. 

To say I was surprised? Understatement of the year. Mr. Shram got caught in sewral misrepresentations 
about the project. The subject of how height measurements were taken seemed problematic and 
confused. If he lied about the exit and entrance, what else has he misrepresented in his zea l to 
get city approval for this project? 

The Palisades Highlands community has raised serious and valid concerns about the wisdom of parting 
with our community's insistence on height limits , serious considerations about fire and earthquake safety 
issues, protection of the natural state park en\Aronment, traffic and noise issues in an owrwhelmingly 
residential family community. The Highlands residents haw been described at times in the Palisadian Post 
as "protesters" rather than homeowners, while \Olunteers on these community councils are noted as 
"officials". This clouds the validity of the issues. On the contrary, I haw found all of the meetings to be 
calm and for the most part ci\Al-and enlightening. But not always transparent. Certainly, needing more 
information, facts, and discussion. 

My experience at all of these meetings is that people haw taken their time, on wry short notice, to make 
their concerns and opinion known. They haw raised valid, well thought out objections. I beliew that at the 
most basic lewl it warrants closer examination and re\Aew of compliance and appropriateness with the C1 
zoning. 

Mr. Chu, thank you for your time and attention to this matter, and for the respectful and businesslike 
manner of the zoning meeting, which pointed up the need for more information by all the in\Olwd parties 
and Palisades Highlands community. 

The size of the project is not appropriate for the location or lot in this residential community. 
Please do not allow this project to move further and I respectfully ask that the application permit 
be denied. 

Aileen Haugh 
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1525 Palisades Drive Elder Care Project 
1 message 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Robin Spencer <robinespencer@yahoo.com> Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 6:53 PM 
Reply-To: Robin Spencer <robinespencer@yahoo.com> 
To: "Henry.Chu@lacity.org" <Henry.Chu@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Courtney.Shum@lacity.org" <Courtney.Shum@lacity.org>, "Debbie.Dynerharris@lacity.org" 
<Debbie.Dynerharris@lacity.org>, "Councilmember.Bonin@lacity.org" <Councilmember.Bonin@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

I am writing this letter to express my extreme opposition to the proposed building of an Elder Care Project at 1525 
Palisades in Pacific Palisades. 

I haw been a Palisades resident for owr thirty years and ha\.e liwd in the pristine Palisades Highlands for twenty years. 

There are many reasons for my opposition. To begin, the builder is proposing an enormous structure that is grossly 
owrsized for the lot. As planned, the structure will be a four story building with only a sewn foot setback that will fill 
most of the lot and will also be ten feet higher than any building in the entire Pacific Palisades. 

The Palisades Highlands is a residential suburb in Topanga State Park. All of the buildings haw a Spanish/ 
Mediterranean style. We haw mountain trails that are enjoyed not only by our residents but also the numerous hikers 
and bikers who come here for the beauty and tranquility of the mountains and views . 

I am a registered nurse and haw worked extensiwly with the elderly. I cannot imagine the danger of housing elderly 
people in this location which is two miles upwards through the canyon on Palisades Driw. It is preposterous to think 
that there could be a swift response to any medical or disaster emergency. How would there be an evacuation of the 
elderly residents and employees if Palisades Driw were to be closed ? 

The number of residents and their guests, employees, as well as daily deliwries would completely ruin the 
peacefulness of our neighborhood. 

This project would be a disaster for ewryone except the people who are benefitting financially. 

I thank you for your time and hopefully your support. I look forward to hearing your thoughts. 

Sincerely, 

Robin Spencer 
1561 Palisades Dri-..e 
Pacific Palisades, Ca . 90272 

Reference - CASE # ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1525 Palisades Drive 
Elder Care Project 
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1525 Palisades Dr. Development Project 
1 message 

Arthur Hoyle <art@arthurhoyle.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 
Cc: marc@seahom.net 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 6:53 PM 

I am opposed to the proposed development of a "senior center" at 1525. I am 76, and a twenty year resident of 
the Highlands. A 65,000 sq ft structure four stories high is not compatible with either neighboring improvements 
or the wider ecosystem surrounding the Highlands. While technically legal under code, the project is not a wise 
use of this land, though it may be profitable for the developer. A park for the community's children oould be 
ideal. Think green, please. 

Arthur Hoyle 
1798 Palisades Dr. 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
310-459-91 00 
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Proposed Eldercare Project 1525 Palisades Drive,Pacific Palisades,CA 
1 message 

Michele Shapiro <Mimargit@yahoo.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org, debbie.dynerhsrris@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

The proposed project to build an eldercare facility at the comer of Palisades Driw 
And Verada de la Montura 
At 1525 Palisades Driw, 
Pacific Palisades.CA 
(Case No.ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No.ENV-2017-2717-CE) 
raises many concerns for safety of residents li'Ang in the Highlands. 

We do not wish to see this 
Dewlopment proceed as planned and oppose the project as presented. 

Please deny and disapprow 
the owner's permit and approval application. 

Thank you for you consideration. 

Sincerely 
Michele and Stephen Shapiro 
1541 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades.CA 

Sent from my iPhone 

Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 6:04 PM 
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To: Whom It May Concern 

Re: Proposed Construction on Riverton, Sarah, & Hortense 

we are opposed to this construction as it will effect our lives 

dramatically in a negative way. it will surround us with noise and 

dirt. the trees that will be destroyed are not something that can 

be replaced. they provide us with noise reduction and cleaner 

air. also, the houses that will be destroyed are perfectly good 

and recently remodeled. we already put up with that. the noise, 

parking problems .. the dust & the dirt .. plus the trucks. all this is 

already a very bad problem with the currrent construction going 

on on riverton. we will loose privacy, shade, and beautiful 

animal habitat. this construction will block the sunlight and 

destroy our views. we need to be asked permission if this is ok. 

and for the record, it is not ok. 

Sincerely 

Carter Holt/Shinobu Arai/Ms Poochie 

10809 Sarah St. 

North Hollywood, CA 91602 

11/05/2017 
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Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Proposed Eldercare Project 1525 Palisades Drive, Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP
SPR, CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
1 message 

JJ Lee <dubltrblj@gmail.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 

Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 5:32 PM 

Cc: councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org, debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

I am a property owner and resident on Michael Lane. I adamantly oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and 
disapprove the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Sincerely, 

James A. Lee, Jr. 
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Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

RE: Eldercare Center on Palisades Drive & Vereda de la Montura 
1 message 

Jeremy Gordon <jeremyjgordon@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 5:30 PM 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org, Courtney.Shum@lacity.org 

Henry & Courtney: Nov2, 2017 

My wife, Susan, and I are both residents of the Pacific Palisades Highlands. Our home is about two blocks from the 
proposed Eldercare de\elopment. We want to express our adamant opposition to the the building of this project. It is e\en 
more inappropriate than the past projects that ha\€ been proposed for this site. In addition to being a poor location for 
elderly and infirm patients-it would be a nightmare to try to evacuate them in an emergency-but it's a quiet suburban 
neighborhood-wrong for an establishment of this sort. Seeing the o\ersized and urban nature of the building, it was easy 
to see out of place it would be in this neighborhood. 
Of course, the homeowners that this directly affects would ha\€ their view ruined as well-this is a \ery big building for this 
property. This is definitely another reason for our opposition. 
But the main reason we want to oppose the building is simply because it's the wrong project in the wrong neighborhood. 
Enough said. 

Jeremy and Susan Gordon 
1760 Palisades Dri-.e 
Pacific Palisades , CA 90272 310-459-3002 

Jeremy J Gordon 
jeremyjgordon@gmail .com 

310-913-1598 
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Proposed Eldercare Project - Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA No. ENV-
2017-2717-CE 
1 message 

mghmoffice@aol.com <mghmoffice@aol.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org, debbie.dynerhanis@lacity.org 

Please see attached letter of opposition. 

And thank you for your careful review of the very detailed 
Statement of Objections and Opposition provided to your offices 
by Robert Flick, esq. dated October 28, 2017. 

Sincerely, 
Mark Gordon 
1581 Michael Ln 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

'=I Opposition Letter.pdf 
57K 

Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 4:38 PM 
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October 31, 201 7 

Mr. Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Email: henry.chu@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner 's permit and approval 
applications . 

Sincerely, 

Name: Mark Gordon --- ---------

Address: 1581 Michael Ln. ------------

__ Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 __________ _ 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Ms. Debbie Dyner Harris 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org 

debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org 
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OPPOSITION TO PERMITS FOR 1525 N. PALISADES DR. 90272 
1 message 

Jonathan Klar <jklarlaw@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 1 :19 PM 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org, courtney.shum@lacity.org, debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org, 
Jonathan Klar <jklarlaw@aol.com>, Jonathan Klar <jklarlaw@gmail.com> 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

Please find attached the Supplemental Opposition of Jonathan and Maria Klar to the permit applications by Palisades 
Dri-.e L.P. for permits at the abo-.e location. 

Would you - and Councilmember Bonin's office - each be so kind to send us an email acknowledgement of your receipt 
of this Opposition? 

Thank you. 

Yours truly, 

Jonathan Klar 

~ 17.1103.1230pm Klar Supp Brief to CHU Final 1.7.docx 
4873K 
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November 3, 2017 

Jonathan and Maria Klar 
1526 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
jklarlaw@gmail.com - jklarlaw@aol.com 

Mr. Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 
Via Email: henry.chu@lacity.org 

Via email to: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
Ms. Lisa Cahill, Field Deputy 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

Ms. Debbie Dyner-Harris, Planning Deputy 
1645 Corinth Ave., No. 201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember .bonin@lacity.org 

lisa .cahill@lacity.org 
courtney.shum@lacity.org 
debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org 

We are writing to express our strong Opposition to the project described below 
located at 1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, California 90272, and we 
respectfully request that all applications by the Developer for permits for this project be 
denied on each of the grounds set forth in our Opposition. 

Thank you for your diligent review of this Opposition and your serious 
consideration and careful evaluation of our arguments. 

Sincerely yours, 

Jonathan Klar and Maria Klar 

Jonathan Klar and Maria Klar 
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SUPPLEMENTAL OPPOSITION AND OBJECTIONS 
OF JONATHAN AND MARIA KLAR 

TO APPLICATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL, ETC. PERMITS FOR 

Project Site: 
Case No.: 

1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR -- CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

I. 
THE HIGHLANDS - MOUNTAINS, CANYONS, PARKS AND WILDERNESS 

The Highlands is among the most magical, non-urban, mountain and canyon residential 
areas in all Los Angeles. Nestled in a wilderness area in the Santa Monica Mountain 
foothills, it is surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park -- one the largest and 
most-visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon 
Park, runs along the southern boundary of the proposed development. The Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area website states that Topanga State Park, 
which has multiple trail entrances in the Highlands, is the largest state park within any 
city in the United States, featuring 76 miles of trails. 

• The neighboring wilderness area teems with wildlife, including mountain lions, 
bobcats, deer, coyotes, foxes, possums, rabbits, raccoons, rattlesnakes, frogs, 
birds, raptors and butterflies of every sort. Streams of pedestrians, dog walkers, 
joggers, hikers, rock climbers, and mountain bikers enjoy the Highlands' wide 
sidewalks and streets. Its hiking trails are enjoyed by nature enthusiasts, wildlife 
photographers, ecotourists, and hikers, among others; and connect Highlands 
neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation 
Area, making the Highlands a treasured oasis for residents and visitors alike. 
This vast open space includes striking canyons, steep hills, and rock 
outcroppings, ablaze in colors. 

• The proposed 4-story, 65,646 square-foot assisted living/dementia care tower 
(the Project") of the Shram family partnership, Palisades Drive L.P. ("the 
Developer"), is about 500 feet east of the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to 
Topanga State Park on Vereda de la Montura (and less than 300 feet east of the 
park boundary). Santa Ynez Canyon Park adjoins the Project Site on the south 
and southwest sides. Additionally, the Project is only about 1,500 feet south of 
the popular Trailer Canyon Trail entrance on Michael Lane. The Project is 
massive in height, scale, density, and design, and completely out of character 
with the community and its natural surroundings. 

• About a mile north, just off Palisades Drive, is the Temescal Ridge Trail entrance 
to Topanga State Park. A fourth trail to Santa Ynez Canyon Park is about a half
mile south of the Project on Palisades Drive. A short walk south along Palisades 
Drive lie rugged rock formations, like those in Vasquez Rocks County Park and 
Joshua Tree, which attract climbers from miles away to test their skills. 
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• Overflow street parking generated by the Project will most certainly create 
intense competition for the few available spaces on nearby streets, especially on 
weekends and holidays. Scenic mountain, canyon and wilderness views of 
residents, motorists, and visitors will be significantly comprised, and much 
greater traffic congestion, noise, air, trash, water, and other environmental 
pollution are sure to follow. 

The following photo shows the immediate natural setting that surrounds the Project. The 
Site is the graded area at the corner of Vereda de la Montura and Palisades Drive. The 
Site also includes the first row of large trees on the slopes south and southwest of the 
graded area. The popular Santa Ynez entrance to Topanga State Park is marked at the 
west end of Vereda, about 500 feet west of the westernmost boundary of the Site. The 
eastern boundary of Topanga State Park begins in the undeveloped area about 40 feet 
downslope of the westerly lot line of the townhomes on the west side of Michael Lane. 
The park boundary lies about 250 to 300 feet west of the westernmost boundary of the 
Site. The open space area south of Vereda de !a Montura and west of Palisades Drive 
depicts a portion of the City-owned Santa Ynez Canyon Park. 
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The previous photo, by itself, totally refutes the Developer's claim that the Site is an 
"urban infill" lot surrounded by "highly-urbanized" development is a deception as 
monumental as the proposed height, size, scale and density of its Project. 

II. 
THE PROJECT WILL ENDANGER THE LIVES OF 

THE SENIORS FOR WHOM IT IS INTENDED 

1. The Project Will Endanger Seniors' Lives, Especially in a Fire, Earthquake, or 
Medical Emergency. There is no doubt that seniors need assisted living and dementia 
care, but this Project will seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. Consider the 
following: 

• Medical Care is Non-Existent in the Highlands and Inconvenient for Seniors. 
There are no medical or dental offices in the Highlands. The nearest full-service drug 
store is 5 miles away. The inconvenience, difficulty and delay in transporting 
residents to routine medical visits will inevitably lead to less care. The absence of 
local providers violates the Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan 
("Community Plan"), which mandates that "senior citizen housing projects [must 
be located1 in neighborhoods within reasonable walking distance of health 
and community facilities, services and public transportation."1 And, there is no 
bus service at all in the Highlands, with the nearest bus stop 2.4 miles away. 

• The Time to Reach a Trauma Center or Hospital Emergency Room Endangers 
Seniors' Lives. Seniors can suffer heart attacks, strokes, accidents, and life
threatening problems without warning. The extra minutes to reach emergency care 
are a matter of life and death. The Project is much too far from Hospitals. The 
close.st trauma center - UCLA in Westwood -- often takes an hour to reach. The two 
closest hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica -- can easily take 45 minutes 
to reach -- far too long in an emergency. Local paramedic services engaged on other 
calls would delay response times even more. Who could possibly consider placing 
their loved ones so far from life-saving medical care? 

• Wildfires Pose a Serious Danger to the Lives of Seniors. The Project Site is in a 
"Very High Severity Fire Hazard Zone," because it abuts thousands of acres of 
parkland, covered by highly flammable chaparral and tinder-dry vegetation that can 
ignite in seconds. Highlands residents are no strangers to the dozens of Santa 
Monica Mountain wildfires that have set nearby canyons and mountains ablaze, 
threatening structures in the Highlands. They know full well that what just happened 
in Santa Rosa, Sonoma, and Mendocino, can happen here. In 1993, a major wildfire, 
swept out of Malibu, across Topanga Canyon, and began to race over the mountains 
separating Topanga Canyon from the Highlands, causing a mandatory evacuation 
order for the entire Highlands! Residents were spared catastrophe by the heroic 

1 Community Plan at p. 47. 
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efforts of firefighters and water drops - and a last-minute wind shift. How will 96 
assisted living/dementia care residents ever be evacuated in such a blaze? 

• Earthquakes Pose Another Danger to Seniors. Palisades Drive and the Project 
Site are built on compacted fill and are in a Liquefaction and Landslide Zones. 
Experts have warned Highlands residents to prepare to be cut off from power, food, 
water, telecommunications, and medical services for up to three weeks following a 
major quake. Local experts also warn that such a quake will cause landslides, 
rockslides and flooding from liquefaction along Palisades Drive, the only road into or 
out of the Highlands. To place seniors needing special care at a facility with this level 
of heightened risk is unimaginable. The recent images of seniors languishing waist
deep in floodwaters in Houston following Hu'rricane Harvey and the eight deaths 
suffered by seniors in Florida in the wake of Hurricane Irma tell us that a terrible loss 
of lives can occur anytime, anywhere; and the Highlands is no exception. 

• Flash Floods Pose a Significant Risk to Seniors. The Highlands was carved out 
of Santa Ynez Canyon, but the runoff from rain in the surrounding mountains is 
channeled southward at high speed, along Palisades Drive and Michael Lane, 
toward the Project Site. Because of its mountain locale, the Highlands frequently 
receives two-to three times the rainfall in Santa Monica, only a few miles away. 
Flash-flooding from past storms has washed cars parked on Palisades Drive 
downhill, causing damage to vehicles. Other torrential storms have sent water 
gushing down Michael Lane toward Vereda de la Montura, covering the streets with 
water eight or more inches deep, then cascading onto the Project Site. Another 
micro-burst caused a hillside collapse in Trailer Canyon and sent mud flowing down 
Michael Lane onto the Project Site. Given the predictable flood risk, the underground 
parking garage - and even the first floor of the Project -- face the same fate. 

• The Project Will Strain Already Overworked Emergency Medical Services. 
Because of the Project's demands on emergency LAFD paramedic services, elderly 
residents at the facility will be forced to wait longer for help to arrive. There is no 
report or analysis of the impact of the Project on local emergency services, and it is 
unclear if the Developer has planned for effective evacuation, mitigation, and 
emergency medical responses when disaster strikes. 

2. The Project is Grossly Oversized and Is Absolutely Incompatible with the Vast 
Wilderness and Parklands that Surround the Community. The Project's massive 
size, scale and height violate the Community Plan and are totally out of character of all 
other Highlands developments. Compare it to Palisades Village in the heart of the 
Palisades central business district, which, unlike the Site, is not within the protected 
Coastal Zone and does not border the stunning beauty of Topanga State Park. 

• Palisades Village was limited to a height of 33-feet. By contrast, the Project will be at 
least 45-feet high, about 36% higher. The view from the south and east sides, which 
will unmask at least one floor of the two-floor "underground" garage, will make true 
scale of the Project shockingly grandiose -- a 5-story, 59-foot high edifice when seen 
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pedestrians and drivers along Palisades Drive, a "scenic highway,"2 and from the 
Country Estates homes southwest of the Site. That 59-foot height will be about 
double that of both the small, building next door and Palisades Village. 

• Palisades Village was limited to building a mostly single-story complex of about 
125,000 sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.90 square feet of building 
for each square foot of the Palisades Village's flat Site pad. By contrast, the Project 
will be 64,646 square feet, or at least 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot 
of lot- virtually double the density allowed for Palisades Village! 3 And, unlike 
Palisades Village, the Project teeters on the precipice of a steep canyon designated 
by the City as "Hillside," indicating it is likely unstable, difficult to build on, and prone 
to slides; and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone." 4 

• The Community Plan specifically warns that, "Development of land located in the 
hillside areas may be limited by the suitability of the geology of the area for 
development; and the steepness of the natural topography of the various parts 
of the area."5 The Project is on compacted fill in a canyon with a slope much 
greater than 15%, and probably greater than 30%. The Developer intends to 
excavate the entire fill area for the parking garage. 

• This Project lacks setbacks or greenery, and it eviscerates mountain and park views, 
making it an eyesore visible throughout the Highlands, including from nearby trails in 
Topanga State Park. All Highlands condominiums are townhomes, with their own 
separate garages and entryways, surrounded by gardens, trees and 20-to-100-feet 
wide setbacks. These scenic assets and visual corridors are essential to the 
Highlands' unique appeal, enhancing its societal value and resource for all City 
residents. The Project violates the Community Plan requirements to "preserve 
existing views in hillside areas," and (2) "protect views from public lands and 
roadways." (Sec. 1-3.2.) 

• The upper right portion of the next photo, taken from about 1,000 feet above the 
Site, shows the popular Trailer Canyon trail network off Michael Lane, north of the 
Site. This trail, which rises almost 500 feet higher than the Site, has dead-on 
panoramic views of the Site. Although not easy to see in the next photo, the Santa 
Ynez Canyon trail to the west of the Site climbs several hundred feet above the Site 
and has spectacular views of the Site from the Quarry Canyon vantage points north 
of the Site. Note also that the broader view of the terrain surrounding the Site makes 
even more obvious the utter falsity and absurdity of the Developer's repeated 

' In the Community Plan adopted 7-13-77, Palisades Drive's "scenic highway" designation was changed to "major 
scenic road" after modification of the previous Highlands master plan, which had originally planned that Palisades 
Drive connect with Reseda Boulevard in Tarzana . Later, the City terminated Palisades Drive in its current location. 
' The Site's Property Profile Report dated June 1, 2017, confirms the Site is 43,033.2 square feet, which would only 
permit a floor area of 64,549.5 square feet. 64,646 square feet of floor area claimed by the Developer means an 
FAR of 1.5022. 
• DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report. 
s Community Plan at page 17. 
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assertions that the area around the Site is "highly-urbanized" and "substantially 
surrounded by urban uses." 

• The Highlands is unique and has attracted residents seeking to avoid the noise and 
congestion of highly-urbanized life. For that, residents sacrifice being able to walk to 
stores and restaurants, for the opportunity to live next to nature. Sadly, the Project 
will be visible from and will blight every Highlands trail into Topanga State Park. It 
will also compromise views and scenic corridors for Highlands residents, as well 
stunning, public vista points. 

• The photo on the next page was taken from the Summit area of the Highlands and 
looks northwesterly toward the Site, which is at the bottom-left of the photo. The 
Site, which is clearly visible, is obviously surrounded by the many square miles of 
wilderness in Topanga State Park. 

7 
Supplemental Opposition by Jonathan and Maria Klar to Applications by 

Palisades Drive L.P. for Permits at 1525 N. Palisades Drive November 3, 2017 



.: !. __ 
' --. ,. .. ·- .... _ ~ -. 

,...--. ~-
~ ~ -;--f'-~-.. . -- ~-"-,... .. - .. - . - ~.-;. _ ... 
• • ,.. .. 11 

• The Project violates Sec. 2-1.3 of the Community Plan that mandates that 
commercial projects "be designed and developed to achieve a high level of 
quality, distinctive character, and compatibility with existing uses and 
development;" and Section 2-3.3, which requires that "commercial proiects 
achieve harmony with the best of existing development." Anyone who has 
viewed the previous three photos could not imagine any development of the Site 
less compatible or less harmonious with the neighborhood and existing 
development. 

3. Inadequate Parking: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force 
dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and 
park visitors for the very limited street parking spaces, and will continually clog streets. 
Consider the following: 

• Palisades Village will provide four times the parking per square foot .:... 560 parking 
spaces for a 125,00 square-foot project - one for each 224 square feet. By contrast, 
the Project will have only 64 spaces for 64,646 square feet - one for each 1,010 
square feet - much less than one-fourth of what Palisades Village is providing. The 
Project's parking shortfall will be worsened by the absence of any bus service in the 
Highlands - where the nearest bus stop is 2.4 miles away on Sunset; and bus 
service to the Sunset bus stop is infrequent and impractical, especially for 
employees working overnight or on weekends. 

• Equally shocking is that only three spaces in the entire Project are designated 
"handicap" in a facility serving 100% assisted living and dementia residents, when at 
least 5 times that many spaces should be required for this vulnerable group! To 
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make matters worse, the limited parking will be exacerbated by spaces designated 
as "tandem," and by the numbers of compact spaces. It is unimaginable that seniors 
will be able to easily get in and out of vehicles packed into compact spaces. 

• Given the grossly-inadequate parking, where will dozens of private caregivers and 
family/friends visiting relatives park their cars, especially on weekends and holidays, 
when park visits peak? The Developer's only solution to this terrible parking shortfall 
is laughable - it proposes that 10 employees ( one-half of total staff on an average 
shift) bike 10 - 30 miles to work, on a 24/7 basis, at night and during peak times, up 
and down Sunset, PCH, and Palisades Drive, all hazardous streets for cyclists. The 
impractical solution exemplifies just one of the Developer's many assertions that are 
patently unrealistic and untenable. 

• How will already cramped street parking accommodate the package delivery 
vehicles that all park on the street, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the garbage 
trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, 
podiatrists, private caregivers, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, 
clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• Where will all the large moving vans and box trucks park? They pose special 
problems, given that the Project will not accommodate those vehicles in its garage. 
And, during the two-year construction period, where will all the suppliers, bulldozers, 
trash bins, contractor pick-ups, excavation debris-haulers, etc., park? This is a true 
parking nightmare. 

4. Exacerbates Existing Traffic Congestion in the Palisades and in Neighboring 
Areas. Palisades streets are clogged during morning and afternoon rush hours. 
Palisades Drive is the only route in and out of the Highlands, and there are ONLY two 
routes to Palisades Drive: Sunset and PCH. Moreover, the ?-mile distance from 
Palisades Drive to the 405 via Sunset often backs up several miles before the 405. The 
PCH alternative is no better. During peak hours, traffic is backed up at signal at PCH 
and Sunset, delaying westbound Sunset drivers for up to 15 minutes just to turn onto 
PCH. The Project will only make matters far worse. 

• Dirt Hauling Nightmare. The Developer warns that construction will require the 
removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil in a "Special Grading 
Area." This will require 30 tractor-trailer rigs daily, each hauling 10-ton loads of 
debris, at a rate of one truck every 10 minutes. The trucks will travel down Palisades 
Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away, and back for at least 9 
weeks. Incredibly, the Developer denies that this massive hauling effort will 
significantly affect nearby intersections or roads. The Developer should be 
mandated to comply with all hauling requirements imposed on Palisades Village! 

o The 19,300 cubic yards of excavated materials appears to be drastically 
understated, and cannot be confirmed without a full EIR.6 However, if one 
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assumes that a footprint of 30,000 square feet of the Site must be excavated 
to a mean average depth of 30 feet to provide the foundation and two-story 
parking garage, including the massive supports needed to stabilize the 
structure and buttress Vereda de la Montura against sliding into Santa Ynez 
Canyon, this is what results: 30,000 sf times 30 foot depth = 900,000 cubic 
feet of materials. Divide by 27 cubic feet per cubic yard= 33,333 cubic yards 
of excavated materials. To account for known expansion of the compacted fill 
materials as it is deposited into the beds of hauling trucks, the calculation 
must be increased by 25% to 41,625 of actual excavated materials - more 
than double the amount estimated by the Developer - and double the dirt 
hauling trucks! 

o The Developer's understatement of grading materials was undoubtedly 
intended to avoid CEQA compliance. The LA City Building Permit Clearance 
Handbook, at page 20, emphatically requires CEQA compliance for removal 
of more than 20,000 cubic yards of materials: 

"CEQA Clearance is required for: Proposed grading when work in excess 
of 20,000 cu. yd. of either cut or fill is done on slopes steeper than 1 
vertical in 10 horizontal." 

o The City's Department of Building and Safety's Categorical Exemption 
Questionnaire similarly asks, in Attachment 2: "Sb. Will the total amount of 
fill exceed 20,000 cubic yards?" 7 The Developer obviously concluded that 
the only way to evade CEQA compliance was to low-ball the estimated 
amount of excavated materials. 

• Heavy Equipment and Trucks Clogging Streets. In addition to the dirt hauling, 
large excavation and construction equipment, as well as numerous contractor trucks, 
SUVs, and other vehicles, will clog local streets during the two-year construction 
period, all while spewing cancer-causing diesel fumes to foul the air in the 
Highlands. Public street parking around the Site will be effectively eliminated during 
this entire period. 

• No Public Transportation Alternative. Because the Highlands has no bus service, 
no practical mitigation measure are even possible. The bike-to-work proposal is 
ludicrous; and even more so for overnight shifts. And, the climb just up Palisades 
Drive is so steep it might qualify as a "mountain stage" in the Tour de France. 

• Increased Auto Accidents and Injuries. Access to and from the parking garage is 
planned at two problematic locations: (1) on Vereda de la Montura, about 150 feet 

• The City of LA grading plan permit application specifically asks if the excavated materials will exceed 20,000 cubic 
yards (see, PC-GRAD.App22 [Rev 5/17/2010) at p. 4 of 6) . This appears to be a threshold for much greater scrutiny, 
and the Developer seems to have low-balled the actual amount of haul materials. 
1 See Form PC-GRAD.App22 (Rev 5/17/2010) at p. 4. 
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west of Michael Lane, at the crest of a steep, blind hill that rises from the Country 
Estates community; and (2) on Palisades Drive, about 200 feet south of Vereda de 
la Montura, barely north of the Casa Nostra restaurant. Serious and fatal accidents 
are sure to occur. 

o Palisades Drive descends steeply from the hills above, resulting in vehicle 
speeds of 55 to 65 mph and more in the 35-mph zone in this immediate area, 
already resulting in numerous crashes. Probably the most critical danger will be 
to drivers who exit the P1 level of the parking garage directly onto this raceway. 
Many of these drivers will be totally unfamiliar with the territory, and will not 
realize the freeway speeds of the cars racing down Palisades Drive until it is far 
too late. It will likely take a couple of serious accidents, many with serious injuries 
and some fatalities , before the City of Los Angeles wakes up to this terrible 
danger from this reckless decision to permit such a garage. At the same time, the 
cost of liability insurance will render the Project commercially non-viable as the 
judgments pile up, as fast as the cars. 

o Although marginally less dangerous than the exit onto Palisades Drive, both the 
entrance and exit at Vereda de la Montura present their own dangers. Because 
the Vereda driveway location sits at the top of a blind hill , vehicles coming east 
up Vereda de la Montura towards the facility from the Country Estates HOA 
towards Palisades Drive will not see vehicles turning into or out of the Vereda 
driveway to the parking garage, until it is too late. Again, many, if not most, 
drivers headed into or out of the facility will not realize this lack of visibility 
because they are elderly or unfamiliar with the area and their views will be 
blocked by vehicles parked up and down Vereda. 

o At both garage driveway locations, vehicles parked on the streets will compound 
the lack of visibility. A large SUV parked immediately above the driveway at 
Palisades Drive will block any visibility of a vehicle attempting to exit P1 onto 
Palisades Drive. The first time these vehicles learn of a vehicle coming downhill 
will likely be when a high-speed downhill vehicle slams into the front end of the 
unsuspecting driver. The same problem will also occur to vehicles using the blind 
exit onto Vereda de la Montura, where vehicles parked up and down the street, 
including those of visitors to Topanga State Park, will severely obscure visibility. 

o In addition to all these readily-foreseeable risks, the danger is significantly 
increased by the addition of a third "T" intersection in the 100-yard stretch 
between the intersection of Palisades Drive at Vereda de la Montura and the 
garage driveway to the west at Vereda de la Montura. These dangerous 
intersections would consist of the following: (1) the intersection of Vereda de la 
Montura at Palisades Drive (actually a four-way intersection if one counts the 
townhomes' driveway across Palisades Drive that faces Vereda de la Montura); 
(2) the "T" intersection of Michael Lane at Vereda de la Montura about 150 feet 
west of Palisades Drive; and (3) the new "T" intersection formed by the parking 
garage driveway and Vereda de la Montura, about 100 feet west of the "T" 
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intersection at Michael Lane. The two, offset "T" intersections at Michael Lane 
and the Project's parking garage are far more dangerous than a straightforward 
four-way intersection. This danger could have been mitigated if the Project's 
garage driveway been relocated to directly face Michael Lane, which would 
require that the building be set back at least another 20 feet from the street. 

5. Noise Pollution 24/7. Noise is a significant concern, given that traffic will be coming 
and going on a 24/7/365 basis, as will the Project's rooftop HVAC equipment, which will 
generate more non-stop noise. 

• The mountains surrounding the Highlands act as an amphitheater, projecting sound 
over great distances. The industrial-size roof-top HVAC equipment will be grinding 
away 24/7. Truck engines and sirens, audible a mile or more away, are especially 
disruptive at night. Construction noise will be intolerable, given the deafening sounds 
of tractor-trailer rigs, non-stop soil hauling; jackhammers; pile drivers; bulldozers; 
and diesel trucks lining Vereda de la Montura, to say nothing of the shrill back-up 
beeping of delivery trucks and vans. 

6. Cannot Trust the Developer's Promises. The Developer's communications and 
development application make a stream of erroneous and misleading claims. 

• For example, Rony Shram's September 5, 2017 letter to nearby residents claims 
that assisted living/dementia care patients will be "healthy and vibrant seniors" 
without "the need of constant medical supervision." With no licensed facility operator 
or any operational background, how would he possibly know how sick the residents 
will be? But surely, they will be anything but "healthy and vibrant." Of course, 
because the Developer has not even applied for multiple licenses the Project 
requires, it can always plead ignorance in defense. 

• Rony Shram also asserts that the Project is exempt from compliance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15332, although the application form clearly states that this 
exemption does not exempt Projects, such as this one, "that would result in any 
significant traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality impacts." These impacts 
will be significant and unavoidable. Moreover, the Developer's own Urban Infill 
Report, prepared by Meridian Consultants, spends a page and a half (pp. 16 - 18) 
detailing very significant water quality runoff, groundwater, and soil erosion certain to 
occur, and what appear to be insurmountable requirements to mitigate those 
problems. This one deficiency alone is justification to reject the Developer's claim to 
a section 15332 CEQA Exemption. 

• Anyone who has ever stepped foot on the Project Site will find the Developer's 
"Urban Infill" claim patently absurd. The Project borders, and faces south and west, 
on tens of thousands of acres of virtually uninterrupted open space, canyons, 
mountains, and park wilderness. 8 The small commercial building next door, barely 

• The photos on pages 3, 7, and 8 of this Brief show the absurdity of the Developer's "urban infill" myth . 
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one-fifth the Project's size and one-half its total height, cannot possibly render the 
Highlands as "highly-urbanized." The only way to transform the Highlands into a 
"highly-urbanized" area would be to build the Project. 

• The Developer also promises that residents "would be transported mostly via 
shuttle." What about the 60 employees coming and going 24/7 in three shifts. Are 
they all going to Uber to work? Or ride their bikes? Moreover, there is no evidentiary 
support for the Developer's claim that only 20 employees per shift can even serve 97 
residents.9 It is very likely that up to double that number will be needed during 
daytime hours. 

• Although the Developer has claimed widespread community support, how many true 
proponents are there and how many of them live within 500 feet of the Project - the 
area that is entitled to notice because it will be most-adversely impacted as a matter 
of law? The answer is that there may be one or two nearby, but nothing compared to 
the overwhelming and virtually unanimous opposition from the nearby neighbors. It 
is quite telling that the application form also asked Shram to include the names and 
signatures of "neighboring property owners in support of' the Project, but the list 
was left completely blank. Not one was included! 10 By contrast, more than 600 
people have signed petitions opposing the Project; many others have mailed or 
emailed many dozens of times to express their opposition; and at the October 4, 
2017 public hearing, opponents outnumbered supporters by at least five to one! 

7. The Developer's Complete Lack of Eldercare Experience Increases Risk of 
Proiect Failure After Construction Has Begun. Lack of experience drastically 
increases the risk of Project failure, insolvency, and abandonment in mid-stream. 

• Earthquake, Fire and Flood Risks Make Insurance Unavailable or Prohibitively 
Expensive. Many insurers refuse to insure properties in the Highlands; and those 
that do will only issue policies at high premiums with large deductibles. Because the 
Project Site borders thousands of acres of open space, it is designated as a "~ 
High Severity Fire Hazard Zone," making fire insurance difficult to obtain. Given the 
Developer's lack of construction experience in steep "Hillside" areas, insurance 
companies may refuse to issue policies at all, or only at an unreasonable price. 

• The Developer Has No Eldercare Experience or License. The Shram family has 
no track record or experience in building, managing or operating Eldercare facilities, 
and its organization is not licensed by the State to do so either, nor has it even 
applied for one; and it may never be granted one. Nor is there any assurance that an 
experienced, reputable operator would ever accept the high risk of taking on this 
challenge. Without a reputable operator, what happens to the facility if it tanks in 
mid-construction? Will it be a scar on the landscape? The Developer is an LLP, with 

• Environmental Assessment Form Application at p. 7. 
10 DCP Planning Application at p. 8. 
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an LLC as its general partner, created soleiy for this one Project and to protect the 
Shrams from personal liability; and who knows how well capitalized it is, if at all? 

8. The Developer's Applications Are Replete with Factual Errors, Misleading 
Statements, and Material Omissions of Fact. In its zeal to exploit the property, the 
Developer, whose earlier efforts three years ago to build a massive, three-story 
apartment-style condominium building on the Site, collapsed after overwhelming 
community opposition, has now embarked on the Eldercare facility as its "Plan B," 
hoping to exploit the City's more sympathetic treatment of Eldercare projects. But for 
"Plan B" to succeed, the Developer was forced to falsely characterize the Highlands as 
"Highly-Urbanized" and the Site as "Urban Infill." 

• Falsely Asserts that the "Highly-Urbanized" Fiction. In its application, the 
Developer was required to disclose if the Project was within "500 feet of a sensitive 
use (e.g. school, park)." In response, the Developer failed to disclose that the Project 
was within 500 feet of not just one, but two parks -- Topanga State Park and the 
City's Santa Ynez Canyon Park: 11 The Developer's "non-disclosure" could not have 
been a mistake, given that it knew full well that the Site's surrounding parks and 
open space surroundings would render the "highly-urbanized" claim non-credible. 12 

• Grossly Understates the Complete Incompatibility of the Project with All 
Existing Development. The Developer suggests the small commercial building 
nearby renders the area nearby "highly-urbanized" and "urban infill." First, that is the 
only commercial building in the entire Highlands, and it is one-fifth the size of the 
Project and half as high, housing a small neighborhood restaurant and a few offices, 
with no retail stores. Further, lushly-landscaped townhomes, set back 20 to 50 feet 
from the street, and more, face the Project on two sides; and the rest of the Project 
faces tens of thousands of acres of raw, untouched open space and wilderness 
parklands, including views of the mountains that rise behind the town homes and are 
visible from the Project Site in all directions. 13 

• Mischaracterizes the Project's Enormous Size, Height and Scale. In its 
Eldercare Facility Unified Permit application, the Developer claims that, the "Project 
size and height are ... of similar scale with regards to height and overall size as the 
adjoining condominium buildings." 14 First, all condominiums in the Highlands are 
one, two or three-story townhomes with their own garages, grouped side-by-side, 
mostly in groups of three or four units. Units range from about 1,600 to 2,500 square 
feet, meaning that the no attached townhome group will exceed 5,000 to 10,000 
square feet. Heights range from about 18 feet up to 30 feet - strictly adhering to the 
30-foot height limit in the Community Plan and in the Palisades Village. No 

11 DCP Planning Application at p. 1. 
12 For example, see Environmental Assessment Form Application at p. 8 and photos on pages 3, 6, and 7 of th is 
Brief. 
13 See photos on pages 3, 7, and 8 of this Brief. 
1• Eldercare Facility Unified Permit application at pp. 4-5. 
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condominium building comes close to the height, size, scale, materials, or 
architectural style of the proposed Project. The Developer's claim that its proposed 
size, height and scale are like existing developments is as absurd as claiming a 150-
foot yacht is similar in size, height and scale to that of a 24-foot sailboat. 

• Falsely Claims that Project Landscaping and Setbacks are Comparable to 
Neighboring Properties. Landscaping setbacks in all existing developments range 
from 20 feet to 100 feet or more. Large Monterey Pines, Eucalyptuses, Ficus, and 
other trees, 15 to 75-feet tall , and lush landscaping abound everywhere, screening 
all Highlands structures, allowing them to blend into the wilderness surroundings, 
creating a seamless transition with the adjacent parklands. The townhomes are 
terraced to assure scenic, often spectacular, views for most residents, and to avoid 
blocking views of the parklands. They are dramatically different in look, scale, 
density and setting than the Project's monumental, institutional design and scale. 

• Conceals the Severe Impairment of Scenic Values and Park Views. The Project 
makes no apparent effort to screen its monumental and intrusive hulk by leaving 
room for extensive greenery and trees to camouflage its ugliness. Instead, the 
Developer's artist renderings deliberately deceive the viewer by placing a few trees 
in the middle of the sidewalk on Vereda de la Montura (as if it owns the sidewalk) to 
mask the starkness of the design. But the City could not possibly allow sidewalk 
trees blocking the sidewalk to impede physically-challenged residents from using 
wheelchairs and walkers to venture out front This appalling lack of landscaping flies 
in the face of the Community Plan requiring that "landscape corridors should be 
created and enhanced," not obliterated. (See Sec 2-4.4.). 

• Understates the Adverse Impact on Surrounding Properties . The Eldercare 
Facility application also specifically required a statement that the Project "shall not 
adversely affect or further degrade surrounding properties [or] neighborhood." 
The certain degradation of, and severe adverse impact on, the surrounding 
parklands and the neighborhood is obvious given the following: view obliteration; 
blocking of multiple public scenic corridors and vistas (from hiking trails, sidewalks, 
streets and structures); lack of a greenbelt, landscaping and trees; grossly 
inadequate setback from the street compared with all surrounding residences; 
massive size and immense scale far exceeding all other properties; destruction of 
availability of street parking; and traffic congestion, especially near the Project's 
entrance, and on Michael Lane, Vereda de la Montura, and Palisades Drive. 

• Mischaracterizes the Significant Congestion that the Project Will Cause. The 
Eldercare Facility application glaringly omits a traffic study by citing a general report 
that the Project will only create between 14 and 21 peak hour trips, making the 
erroneous claim that "no significant impacts to street access or circulation can 
reasonably be expected with so few peak-hour trips." The assumed numbers of peak 
hour trips are not based on observation, and lack any mathematical or scientific 
credibility. They also ignore morning, afternoon and overnight shift changes, and the 
vast array of support vehicles required for 96 residents, a large staff and visitors of 
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all kinds - UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the garbage trucks, food suppliers, 
contractors, laundry suppliers, cleaning crews, physicians, nurses, physical 
therapists, hydro-therapists, mental health experts, gerontologists, podiatrists, 
private caregivers, hospice caregivers, clergy, hairdressers, and the array of daily 
shuttles in and out. It is also not credible to believe that all, or most, such vehicles 
will arrive and leave between 10:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. And, how much will peak 
hour trips exacerbate the already highly-congested traffic corridors along lower 
Palisades Drive, Sunset in both directions, and the always crowded PCH? 

• Misstates the Project's Compatibility with the Surrounding Parkland and 
Neighboring Residences. The Developer completely ignores, or gives a totally 
unsupported and conclusory responses to the Eldercare Facility Application's 
requirement of proof that, "The project provides for an arrangement of uses, 
buildings, structures, open spaces and other improvements that are compatible with 
the scale and character of the adjacent properties and surrounding neighborhood." 
(Item 4 on page 5.) The Developer has no credible answer because there is none, 
so instead the Developer asserts a naked conclusion that "the Project is within 
applicable zoning requirements." But that is not what the question asked! 

• Falsely Equates the Size of the Project with the Next-Door Building -- Only 
One-Fifth as Large. In the last part of its response to Item 4, the Developer 
reiterates the type of non-response it made to previous questions: "Situated in direct 
proximity to several residential condominium buildings and immediately next door to 
a restaurant development, the Project compliments [sic] the surrounding 
neighborhood with an appropriate and compatible land use as an Eldercare Facility 
and is of a similar overall size (height and floor area) as the condominium building 
[sic] that make up the majority of the land use in the immediate neighborhood." This 
is another bare conclusion, without any credible or convincing support. 

• Falsely Asserts that the Project Complies with the Community Plan. Item 5 on 
the Eldercare Facility Application form requires the Developer to prove that the 
Project "is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions 
of the General Plan, applicable Community Plan, and with any applicable 
specific plan." The Developer responds, in brief, that "The Project Site is located 
within a highly urbanized area of the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan, 
with commercial designated land uses ... currently zoned Cl-1-H .... The adjoining 
C1-1-H zoned Jot located immediately to the south of the Property is developed with 
a restaurant." 15 The Community Plan is discussed in Section Ill, which will further 
demonstrate the falsity of these and other claims. 

9. The Project Lacks Sensitivity to Environmental Concerns. It should surprise no 
one at this point that the Developer is unconcerned with saving greenhouse gases or 
using non-renewable energy. Indeed, the Project is not LEED certified. The Developer 

15 The attached photos on pages 3, 7, and 8 of this Brief give lie to the "highly-urbanized" area myth. 
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has done nothing to address community concerns or to mitigate the horrific scar that 
this Project will inflict on the beauty of the Highlands. 

Ill. 
THE PROJECT IS NOT EXEMPT UNDER CEQA AND 

AN EIR AND/OR MND ARE REQUIRED 

• The Project Site Does Not Qualify for a CEQA Class 32 Urban "Infill" 
Categorical Exemption from Environmental Compliance (CEQA Guideline 
Section 15332). 

o The Developer Seeks a Categorical Exemption from CEQA Compliance, But 
the Courts Have Made Clear that Categorical Exemptions Are Strictly 
Construed and Require Substantial Proof. In McQueen v. Mid-Peninsula 
Regional Open Space (1988) 202 Cal. App. 3d 1136, 1148-1149, the Court of 
Appeal, citing section 15300.2 (c), reiterated that categorical exemptions are 
construed strictly; may not be unreasonably expanded beyond their terms; may 
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; and may not be used where there is substantial evidence that 
there are unusual circumstances (including future activities) resulting in (or which 
might reasonably result in) significant impacts which threaten the environment. 
This is undoubtedly true in the case of the Developer's unsupported and 
unsubstantiated claim that the Project is entitled to a Class 32 Categorical 
Exemption from CEQA. The defects in the Developer's claim of Exemption are 
legion. 

o The Project Does Not Satisfy, and Cannot Satisfy, the Mandatory 
Conditions a Project Must Meet to Qualify for a Class 32 Categorical 
Exemption. Class 32 requires that the Developer must demonstrate that the 
Project: (1) is an urban "infill" project, 16 and (2) is "environmentally benign," and 
(3) is consistent with the local Palisades Community Plan and Zoning 
requirements. 17 Additionally, this Exemption is not available to any project: (4) 
"that would result in any significant traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality 
impacts," or (5) "that requires mitigation measures to reduce potential 
environmental impacts to less than significant."18 The cumulative discussion in 
this brief has shown, and the following discussion will show, chapter and verse, 
exactly why the Developer does not come close to demonstrating that it meets all 
5 standards listed in this paragraph. Moreover, the Developer has not 
demonstrated that the Project can satisfy even one of these requirements for a 
Class 32 Exemption. NOT ONE! 

1• It is difficult to understand how the Developer can persist in fostering this "highly urbanized" myth, given the 
photos on pages 3, 7, and 8 of this Brief. 
17 LA City CEQA Exemption Application Form CP-7828, Specialized Requirements at p. 1. 
1s Id. 
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o The Project Site Is Not Urban "Infill" Because It is Surrounded by State and 
City Parks and Open Space. The Developer persists in fostering the myth that 
the Highlands is a "highly-urbanized" area, and that the Project is surrounded by 
urban uses. Anyone who has lived in the Highlands, or visited the Project Site, or 
walked the many nearby park trails, would recognize the Developer's deception. 

• Like the rest of the Highlands, the Site is broadly surrounded by 17 .9 square 
miles of Topanga State Park, which begins only 300 feet west of the Site's 
boundary. 19 Topanga State Park sports three park trail entrances in the 
Highlands, the most prominent of which is the Santa Ynez Canyon entrance -
a mere 500 feet from the Site's western boundary. Parking for the Santa Ynez 
Canyon entrance starts along Vereda de la Montura, beginning at the 
intersection of Vereda de la Montura and Michael Lane, and continues 
westerly on Vereda de la Montura to the park entrance. 

• The two parcels that abut the Site consist of approximately 26 acres, of which 
25 acres (96%) are owned by the City of LA and are zoned "open space"; and 
comprise Santa Ynez Canyon Park. Topanga State Park fully envelops the 25 
acres of City open space and borders much of it. The Site is zoned "Hillside," 
it is squarely in a designated "High Severity Fire Hazard Zone" due to the 
wildlands and chaparral that surround it. The Site straddles the line of 
demarcation of the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area 
Wildlands Interface for the area, where human habitation meets undeveloped 
wildlands; lying on the very edge of a steep precipice overlooking Santa Ynez 
Canyon. 

• Finally, Palisades Drive, the only road in and out of the Highlands, is 
designated as a "major scenic road" in recognition of the rugged natural 
beauty, the rock outcroppings, the canyons, and the mountains through which 
the road winds. 

• The location is not "urban infill" because it is "not substantially 
surrounded by urban uses," as required by Guidelines Sec. 3(c). For the 
City to conclude that the Project Site is "urban infill," the City must, in effect, 
conclude that every undeveloped lot in the City is "urban infill," without regard 
to the surrounding wildlands or existing developments. The purpose of "urban 
infill" is to utilize vacant lots that are surrounded on all four sides by similar 
types of developments, so that idle land is put to better use. Thus, "infill" 
means that office buildings are to be approved for vacant lots that are 
surrounded by office buildings or other compatible commercial uses. 
Similarly, apartments on vacant lots would be surrounded by compatible 
apartment and multi-tenant buildings, of comparable size, height, scale and 

19 The long-range aerial photo on page 8 of this Brief vividly shows a representative portion of the 17.9 miles of 
Topanga State Park. 
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density. But the Class 32 Exemption was never intended to permit a 
mammoth, multi-story eyesore to scar the landscape amid tens of thousands 
of acres of parklands. 20 

• The Lack of Commercial Development in the Area Refutes Any Claim 
that the Site Is "Substantially Surrounded by Urban Uses." There is Q!!1Y_ 
one commercial building in the entire Highlands. It is small, 12,600 square 
feet building next door, less than 30 feet high. This next-door building has 
one-fifth the square footage of the Project, and has an FAR of 0.27, as 
compared with 1.50 for the Project. It would be dwarfed by the massive scale 
of the Project. The next-door building is also surrounded on two sides by 
parkland and vast open space, just like the Project Site. The next closest 
commercial building in the Palisades is a small, one-story strip mall at the 
corner of Palisades Drive and Sunset- more than two miles away. The 
Project may be near single-family homes and townhomes, but it is misleading 
and disingenuous to conflate a suburban housing development to evidence of 
being "surrounded by urban uses." Tell that to the deer, coyotes, owls, hawks, 
raccoons, possums, foxes, and, yes, mountain lions, that make the Highlands 
their homes. 

• The Proiect Is Not Exempt from CEQA Because It Is Not Consistent with the 
Community Plan and the City's General Plan. 

o The City's guidelines for Exemption from CEQA require that the Project must 
be "consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all 
applicable general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning 
designation and regulations." The City's Instructions for a Class 32 "Urban 
Infill" Exemption from CEQA specifically require compliance with both the 
Community Plan and the City's General Plan.21 The following are examples 
of the many ways the Project would be with the Community Plan. 

o The Community Plan requires that "senior citizen housing projects {be 
locatedl in neighborhoods within reasonable walking distance of health 
and community facilities, services and public transportation." 22 No such 
health or community facilities exist anywhere in the Highlands - and 
most certainly not within "walking distance." The nearest full-service 
pharmacy, CVS in the Palisades central business district, is 4.8 miles away. 
The nearest doctors and dental offices are equally distant. The closest trauma 
center is UCLA in Westwood, up to 45 minutes away in traffic; and the 

20 Wikipedia defines "urban infill" as follows : "Urban infill is defined as new development that is sited on vacant or 
undeveloped land within an existing community, and that is enclosed by other types of development. The term 
'urban infill' itself implies that existing land is mostly built-out and what is being built is in effect 'filling in' the 
gaps." 
21 See City's CP 7828 Class 32 CE Specialized Instructions, item (a) on page 3. 
22 Community Plan, sec. IV-2 at p. 47. 
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nearest ERs are at St John's and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, easily as 
much as 30 minutes away in traffic. The nearest Kaiser Permanent facility -
and many seniors are longtime members of Kaiser- is 14.8 miles away in 
West Los Angeles. Worse still, there is no bus service anywhere in the 
Highlands, and the nearest bus stop is 2.4 miles away on Sunset. Last, but 
not least, there are no community facilities or services within walking 
distance anywhere in the Highlands. 

o The Project ignores Community Plan Sec. 2-1 .3 that mandates that 
commercial projects "be designed and developed to achieve a high level 
of quality, distinctive character, and compatibility with existing uses and 
development." It is hard to imagine any Project that could be more 
incompatible with the suburban, "out-in-the-country" look and feel of the 
Highlands; it is incompatible with the only commercial building in the 
Highlands, which has no retail stores and is barely one-fifth the massive size 
of the Project; it is incompatible with the one, two and three-story homes and 
townhouses throughout the Highlands, with their heavily landscaped setbacks 
20 to 50 feet from the street, or more; and it is incompatible with the 
parklands and open spaces provided by Santa Monica Canyon Park and 
Topanga State Park, which not only afford residents and visitors the quiet and 
beauty of a non-urban settling, but whose majestic views of mountains, 
canyons, streams, waterfalls, trees, fauna, and wildlife give the Highlands its 
distinct name. 23 

o The Project violates Community Plan requirements that (1) the Project 
"preserve existing views in hillside areas," and (2) "new development 
adjacent to or in the viewshed of State parkland ... protect views from 
public lands and roadways."24 On the contrary, the Project significantly 
impairs, and in some instances obliterates, views for all park visitors, from 
all homes and townhouses that face the Project Site, and for motorists, 
cyclists, joggers, and pedestrians along "scenic" Palisades Drive, Vereda de 
la Montura, and Michael Lane. 25 

The photo on the next page, taken from across Palisades Drive looking 
towards the intersection of Palisades Drive (to the left) and Vereda de la 
Montura (to the right), dramatically depicts the view obliteration "envelope" 
that will be created by the Project. Note that the overlay was scaled to be 40 
feet above the current graded level of the Site, with a five-foot step-down to 
the far right. The rooftop structures, soaring 14 feet higher, will, of course, 
only worsen the eyesore. 

23 See, for example, the spectacular hike from Vereda de la Montura to Santa Ynez Falls, which is featured in a 
highly-regarded trail guide at https://www.hikespeak.com/trails/santa-ynez-falls/ . 
24 Community Plan Sec. 1-3.2. 
,s For example, see photos on pages 3, 7 and 8, and the immediately following photo. 
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This photo shows that the natural mountainous terrain will be entirely 
obliterated for most Highlands residents, visitors and others, as they enter 
and leave the Highlands along scenic Palisades Drive - the only route in or 
out. 

o The Project does not and cannot possibly satisfy the requirements of 
Community Plan Section 2-.3.3, which establishes an even more stringent 
threshold that "commercial projects achieve harmony with the best of 
existing development." The Project not only fails to meet the required 
standard, it would set a new low in development and disharmony with existing 
development. 

• No structure anywhere in the Highlands, whether commercial, 
condominium, or single-family home, exceeds three stories; and 
most are only two stories, with many one-story single-family homes. 
Contrary to the Developer's false claims, all the townhomes that 
face the Project along Vereda de la Montura and Palisades Drive 
are two-stories high - approximately half as tall as the Project; and 
they are set back from the street at least 20 to 50 feet with 
extensive landscaping. 

• All structures in the Highlands, including the small commercial 
building next door to the Site, strictly adhere to the 30-foot height 
limit in Sec 2-3.1 of the Palisades Community Plan. Every 
residence - whether a single-family home or a town home - has its 
own, separate parking garage; similarly, they have their own 
separate entries. There are absolutely no underground garages in 
the Highlands. 
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• The small, next-door commercial building has only surface parking, 
as does the small strip mall 2.3 miles south on Palisades Drive. It is 
incontrovertible that there are no structures in the Highlands that 
remotely approach the size, scale, depth, height or density of the 
Project.26 The commercial building consists primarily of small office 
businesses open during normal business hours, with exception of 
Casa Nostra, a neighborhood Italian restaurant, which is open only 
for lunch and dinner. By comparison, the Project would operate -
just like a hospital or nursing home - on a 24/7 basis. never 
closing, with employees, service personnel, and other visitors 
coming and going all hours of the day and night. 

o The appalling lack of landscaping violates Sec 2-4.4 of the Community Plan 
that requires that "landscape corridors should be created and enhanced." 
The Project's ?-foot setbacks, and its failure to provide any transitional 
heights in front of the 45-foot soaring facades along both Vereda de la 
Montura and 53-foot fa,;ade towering above Palisades Drive - the two streets 
that the Project fronts -- would obliterate the existing level of setbacks in the 
Community. Setbacks in the neighboring townhouses are now range from 20 
to 50 feet, or more in some spots.21 They are extensively landscaped, and 
most setbacks are terraced upwards. Virtually all townhomes are grouped, 3 
or 4 together side-by-side, with landscaped walkways and corridors 
separating each of these small groups of homes. The Project's 45-foot to 53-
foot monumental fa9ades, set almost on the sidewalks, are a true eyesore. 
The artist's renderings that depict lines of trees breaking the horrific impact of 
the Project, are a massive deception. Lacking any room to plant trees in the 
tiny setback strip, the artist has instead placed trees in the middle of the 
sidewalks along Vereda de la Montura and Palisades Drive, where the 
disabled residents would expect to navigate wheelchairs and walkers. Who 
are they kidding? 

o The Project conflicts with Section 5-1.1 of the Community Plan that 
mandates, "Permitted development shall be sited and designed ... to 
minimize the alteration of natural land forms. to be visually compatible 
with the character of surrounding areas. and where feasible. to restore 
and enhance visual quality in the visually degraded areas." For the many 
reasons discussed earlier, the Project would do exactly the opposite! The 
Project is wholly incompatible with the small, one-fifth size of the only 
commercial building in the Highlands, with the nearby homes and 
townhomes, and with the wildlands, parks, canyons, mountains, and streams 
of the Highlands. 28 To build this bloated, oversized facility, the Developer will 

" The authors have been unable to locate any four-story building in the Palisades central business district, where 
the majority of developments consist of one-story buildings. 
27 Note setback shown on aerial photo on page 3. 
2
• One need only look at the Photos on pages 3, 6, and 7 of this Brief. 
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need to remove virtually 100% of the compacted fill, down at least 30 feet or 
more, to try to find stable rocks to support the two-story garage and 4-story 
plus structure. Every landform on the Site will be 100% altered, and the result 
will be a horrific eyesore that forever scars the beauty of the entire Highlands 
and Topanga State Park. 

o The Project violates Community Plan Section V-3 that mandates that "no 
structures should exceed 30 feet in height within 15 feet and 30 feet, 
respectively, of front and rear property lines." The Project would run 
roughshod over both front and rear limits, as if no one would notice. 

• The Project violates both limits. It calls for a 45-foot height along 
Vereda de la Montura and Palisades Drive with a paper-thin ?-foot 
setback. On the east, south and west sides, portions of the 2-story, 
so-called "subterranean" parking garage are exposed to a height of 
about 12 to 14 feet above Palisades Drive, making the entire 
structure appear from 53-feet up to 59-feet high, top to bottom, from 
the Palisades Drive side to the east; 29 and even higher from the 
vantage points south of the Project, where parts of the P2 parking 
level appear likely to come into view. 30 Importantly, because 
Palisades Drive descends sharply going south from Vereda de la 
Montura, at the southern-most boundary of the Site, Palisades 
Drive is 12 to 14 feet lower than the base grade of the first floor of 
the Project. This allows the Developer to place a two-car wide 
driveway where level P1 of the garage meets Palisades Drive, 
creating a full, fifth floor above ground. It remains unclear just how 
much of the south and west sides of the two-story parking garage 
are exposed, but it appears likely that both those sides of the 
garage are partially above ground, that is, not "subterranean." 

• The claimed height of the Project excludes the two stairway 
structures and one rooftop elevator access structure, which will 
soar an additional 12- 14 feet over the roofline. The claimed height 
also excludes the massive array of 24/7 commercial HVAC 
equipment that, with sound baffling, will rise 8 to 10 feet above the 
roofline. All these hideous rooftop appurtenances can only be 
concealed by adding a sloping roof more than 14-feet high on top of 
the planned, flat roof. The enormous scale of the Project will be 
clearly visible to drivers coming north and south on Palisades Drive, 
to drivers coming south on Michael Lane, to park visitors at the 
Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park and from 

29 This assumes that level Pl is only 14 feet high, measured from Palisades Drive, plus the 45-foot, four-story 
building over it. 
30 Because the Project appears to be planned almost to the southern Site lot line, it is difficult to understand how 
level P2 of the parking garage would not also be partially or fully exposed above ground. 
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numerous scenic vistas along the many trails in the park; and from 
all nearby homes and townhomes. 

o Items 5 and 6 in section V-4 of the Community Plan require the "screening of 
mechanical and electrical equipmenf' and "a// rooftop equipment and 
building appurtenances from public view." While that might be done to a 
small degree, it would require at least at least 8 to 10 feet of rooftop sound 
baffling and visual screening. It would also require screening of the two, 
rooftop elevator and stairway exits and entrances, which will extend 
approximately 12 to 14 feet above the roofline. These appurtenances and 
equipment would render the true height of the facility from a front view well 
over 50 feet above ground along Vereda de la Montura; and to more than 65 
to 70 feet above ground along Palisades Drive at the south end of the Site, 
where the fifth-story entrance and exits of the parking garage are located. 

o The Project violates the "Surface Parking Landscape" requirement of Section 
V-4 of the Community Plan, which requires the Developer to provide "a 
landscaped buffer along public streets or adjoining residential uses." 
Obviously, the Project's spartan 7-foot setback strip along Vereda de la 
Montura and 10-foot setback along "scenic" Palisades Drive are not what 
were ever envisioned, given the 15 and 30-foot minimum setback 
requirements in Section V-3. See previous discussions. 

o The Project violates Section 17-1.2 of the Community Plan, which is emphatic 
about its Policy to "Protect and preserve archaeological sites of Native 
Americans."31 The Project application documents fail to mention the history of 
Native Americans throughout the Palisades and Malibu, and on the Project 
Site, facts that were previously found very relevant in 1988 when this same 
Site came up for a hearing. 32 

• Even If the Site Satisfied Each of the Five Standards Required for the Project 
to Be Considered Urban "Infill," Which It Does NOT, the Project Would Still 
Violate EACH of Five Additional Regulations Stated in CEQA Section 15300.2, 
Any ONE of Which Disqualifies It from Being Granted a Categorical Exemption 
from CEQA. 

• Section 15300.2(a) Disqualifies the Project from a Categorical 
Exemption because a Class 32 Categorical Exemption from CEQA Does 
Not Apply Whenever a Project "may impact on an environmental 
resource of hazardous or critical concern where designated, precisely 
mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local 
agencies." 

" The history of the Tongva inhabitants of the area is discussed in sec. 111-28 of the Community Plan. 
32 See, for example, CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration dated July 27, 1988, MND 88-285a-C{PP), Case 88-0435. 
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o The Developer's application for a Class 32 exemption from CEQA admits 
that "two threatened, endangered species, or rare species" - existing only 
200 feet from the Project Site - are listed in the California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB). They are the Southern Sycamore Alder Riparian 
Woodland and the Two-Striped Garter Snake. Given this admission, the 
Project would be presumed to have a "significant effect" on habitat of 
"endangered, rare or threatened species." The Developer's claim that the 
Project will have "no effect on critical habitat" is otherwise pure 
speculation. The Class 32 Exemption does not apply in view of the 
CNDDB's designation of the species as endangered or threatened. 

o The Exemption Application also fails to mention a rare and threatened frog 
recently discovered in the Santa Monica Mountains. On March 22, 2017, 
the National Park Service announced the discovery of eggs of the 
"extremely rare and endangered California red-legged frogs, which were 
popularized by Mark Twain in the 1865 story, The Celebrated Jumping 
Frog of Calaveras County." These endangered frogs are listed as 
threatened under the Endangered Species Act, and the Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area is working hard to save the species in 
this area. (See, Park website at , 
https :/ /www. n ps. gov /sa mo/learn/news/rare-species-discovered-breeding
i n-santa-mon ica-mou ntai ns. htm.) 

o In his October 28, 2017, brief to Mr. Chu, attorney Robert Flick has written 
that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife lists the following 
species that have been identified as threatened or endangered by the 
State or the Federal Government. Due to the varied terrain of the Property 
and the surrounding area, which encompasses everything from riparian 
watershed to mountaintops, one or more of the species could be present 
on or about the Property, and Developer's statement to the effect that "we 
inspected the property and did not see anything" is not substantial 
evidence to confirm that none of the listed threatened or endangered 
species are not present, or that the Property does not have value for them. 

Amphibians 

Common Name 

Frog, California Red-legged 

Frog, Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged 

Frog, Southern Mountain yellow-
legged 

Salamander, California Tiger 
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Scientific Name 

Rana (aurora) draytonii 

Rana sierrae 

Rana muscosa 

Ambystoma californiense 
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Salamander, Desert Slender Batrachoseps (major) aridus 

Salamander, Kern Canyon Slender Batrachoseps simatus 

Salamander, Limestone Hydromantes brunus 

Salamander, Santa Cruz Long-toed 
Ambystoma macrodactylum 
croceum 

Salamander, Scott Bar Plethodon asupak 

Salamander, Shasta Hydromantes shastae 

Salamander, Siskiyou Mountains Plethodon stormi 

Salamander, Tehachapi Slender Batrachoseps stebbinsi 

Toad, Arroyo Anaxyrus (= Bufo) californicus 

Toad, Black 

Insects 

beetle, Delta green ground (Elaphrus viridis) 

beetle, Mount Hermon June (Polyphylla barbata) 

beetle, Ohlone tiger (Cicindela oh/one) 

beetle, valley elderberry 
(Desmocerus californicus dimorphus) 

longhorn 

butterfly, bay checkerspot (Euphydryas editha bayensis) 

butterfly, Behren's silverspot (Speyeria zerene behrensii) 

butterfly, Callippe silverspot (Speyeria callippe cal/ippe) 

butterfly, El Segundo blue (Euphilotes battoides allyni) 

butterfly, Lange's metalmark (Apodemia mormo langei) 

butterfly, lotis blue (Lycaeides argyrognomon lotis) 

butterfly, mission blue (lcaricia icarioides missionensis) 

butterfly, Myrtle's silverspot (Speyeria zerene myrtleae) 

butterfly, Oregon silverspot (Speyeria zerene hippolyta) 

butterfly, Palos Verdes blue 
(Glaucopsyche /ygdamus 
pa/osverdesensis) 

butterfly, San Bruno elfin (lncisalia (= Cal/ophrys) mossii 
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butterfly, Smith's blue 

checkerspot, Quino 

fly, Delhi Sands flower-loving 

grasshopper, Zayante band-
winged 

moth, Kern primrose sphinx 

skipper, Laguna Mountains 

Birds 

Common Name 

Albatross, short-tailed 

Condor, California 

Crane, greater sandhill 

Cuckoo, western yellow-billed 

Eagle, bald 

Flicker, gilded northern 

Flycatcher, willow 

Flycatcher, southwestern willow 

Gnatcatcher, coastal California 

Goose, Aleutian 
Canada (RECOVERED) 

Hawk, Swainson's 

Murrelet, marbled 

Owl, great gray 

Owl, northern spotted 

Owl, elf 

Plover, mountain 

Plover, western snowy 
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bayensis) 

(Euphilotes enoptes smithi) 

(Euphydryas editha quino) 

(Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis) 

(Trimerotropis infantilis) 

(Euproserpinus euterpe) 

(Pyrgus ruralis Jagunae 

Scientific Name 

(Phoebastria albatrus) 

( Gymnogyps californianus) 

( Grus canadensis tabida) 

( Coccyzus americanus 
occidentalis) 

(Haliaeetus Jeucocephalus) 

(Colaptes auratus chrysoides) 

(Empidonax trail/it) 

(Empidonax trail/ii extimus) 

(Polioptila ca/ifornica californica) 

(Branta canadensis /eucopareia) 

(Buteo swainsom) 

(Brachyramphus marmoratus) 

( Strix nebulosa) 

( Strix occidentalis caurina) 

(Micrathene whitney1) 

(Charadrius montanus) 

( Charadrius a/exandrinus 

November 3, 2017 



nivosus) 

Rail, California black 
(Lateral/us jamaicensis 
coturnicu/us) 

Rail, California clapper (Rallus longirostris obsoletus) 

Rail, light-footed clapper (Ral/us longirostris levipes) 

Rail, Yuma clapper (Rallus longirostris yumanensis) 

Shrike, San Clemente loggerhead (Lanius ludovicianus mearnsi) 

Sparrow, Belding's savannah 
(Passerculus sandwichensis 
beldingi) 

Sparrow, San Clemente sage (Amphispiza be/Ii clementeae) 

Swallow, bank (Riparia riparia) 

Tern, California least ( Sterna anti/la rum browni) 

Towhee, Inyo California (Pipilo crissalis eremophilus) 

Vireo, Arizona Bell's ( Vireo be/Iii arizonae) 

Vireo, least Bell's (Vireo be/Iii pusillus) 

Woodpecker, Gila (Melanerpes uropygialis) 

• The Project is disqualified from a Categorical Exemption from CEQA 
under Guideline 15300.2(b), which states, "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." 

o If the Project is built as projected, it would inevitably motivate another 
developer to seek to purchase, and then tear down, the next-door 
commercial building that is one-fifth the floor size and has only about one
sixth the FAR of the monstrous eyesore towering over it. This would mean 
a possible next-door development of over 70,000 square feet, a true 
nightmare for the Highlands! 

• The Class 32 Exemption from CEQA Does Not Apply When "there are 
unusual circumstances creating the reasonable possibility of significant 
effects." (Guideline 15300.2(c).) 

• The previously-noted obliteration of scenic views and corridors, including 
the spectacular rock outcroppings in Topanga State Park along its ridges, 
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would be devastating . Noise, traffic and parking congestion, diesel and 
dust pollution, etc., as previously detailed, will ruin visitors' park 
experiences and will compromise visitor access significantly. Damage to 
endangered species habitat is yet another significant effect. What more 
evidence could possibly be more compelling? 

• A 1988 Mitigated Negative Declaration Regarding the Project Site Found 
the "Possibility of Significant Effects" from a Proposed 28,300 Square 
Foot Commercial Building on the Site. These findings, without anything 
more, under Guideline 15300.2(c) undoubtedly disqualify the current Project 
from seeking a Categorical Exemption under CEQA: 33 

• "The ERG initial study prepared for the proposal indicates that possible 
environmental impacts could occur due to major landforms on the site." 34 

• ''The ERG initial study also indicates that the property is potentially subject 
to flood hazards." 35 

• The 1988 MND also found that: (a) "The ERG initial study prepared for the 
proposal also indicated possible environmental impacts due to public 
facilities (fire)," and (b) "The ERG initial study prepared for the proposal 
also indicates that possible environmental impacts may occur due to the 
creation of additional demand for sewer service." 36 

• The 1988 MND, when later adopted advised that the, "Decision-maker 
[should] consider limiting height of project to 30 feet, as is done in 
the Palisades Village." 37 

• The 1988 MND also found that, "The ERG initial study prepared for the 
proposal also indicates that possible environmental impacts may occur 
due to the creation of additional demand for sewer service. However, 
if conditions dictate, the Bureau of Engineering may postpone new sewer 
connections for this project until system capacity is adequate, thus 
mitigating this potential impact to a level of insignificance."38 Undoubtedly, 
97 patients and dozens of Project's employees, staff and visitors, 
operating 24/7, will need far more sewer capacity than that needed by the 
drastically small complex proposed in 1988. Who will provide that extra 
capacity, and where will the water be found? 

'' Negative Declaration, Case No. ZA 88-0435, Dated July 6, 1988 ("1988 MND") 

" Id. at p.2. 
lS Id. 

" Id. 
" Id. at p.3. 
,s Id . 
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• The Project Does Not Qualify for a Categorical Exemption from CEQA 
Because "the project may result in damage to scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock 
outcroppings, or similar resources, within an officially designated 
scenic highway." (Guideline 15300.2(d).) 39 

• Palisades Drive was designated as a "scenic highway" 40 allowing drivers 
to enjoy spectacular views of mountains, canyons and rock outcroppings. 
These irreplaceable scenic resources will be badly impacted, especially 
for southbound drivers descending from the upper Highlands, and they will 
be obscured for northbound drivers travelling uphill. 

• The Project is Disqualified from a Categorical Exemption from CEQA 
because "the project may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource." (Guideline 15300.2(f).) 41 

o The Project application does not disclose the discovery of 
archeologically-significant artifacts in the Highlands, as recounted in 
the Community Plan: 

"The first inhabitants of the land were the Shoshonean-speaking tribe, the 
HISTORY Tongva. They had a highly organized culture that stretched 
from Orange County north to Topanga and beyond. Under the Spanish, 
they were brought into the mission system-specifically San Gabriel-and 
renamed Gabrielinos." 42 

o In 1988, the City's MND confirmed that the Project Site was likely to 
contain, or be nearby, archaeological treasures of early tribes: 

"The ERG initial study prepared for the proposal also indicates possible 
environmental impacts due to its location in an area 'likely to yield 
unrecorded archaeological sites. However, if any archaeological materials 
are encountered during the course of the project development, the project 
shall be halted. The services of an archaeologist shall be secured by 
contacting the Center for Public Archaeology - Cal State University, 
Northridge, or a member of the Society of Professional Archaeologists 
(S0PA), or a SOPA-qua/ified archaeologist to assess the resources and 
evaluate the impact. Copies of the archaeological survey, study or report 

39 In 2014, California added Public Resources Section 21084 (c), which codified the language of this Exception to a 
Categorical Exemption, thereby giving the Guideline the full force of law. 
•

0 In 1977, the Community Plan reclassified Palisades Drive as a "major scenic road," though the ZIMAS website 
does not reflected this reclassification . In any event, the designation as "scenic" is of paramount importance. 
• 1 In 2014, California also added Public Resources Section 21084 (e), which cod.ified the language of this Exception 
to a Categorical Exemption, thereby giving the Guideline the full force of law. 
42 Community Plan at sec. 111-28. 
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shall be submitted to the UCLA Archaeological Information Center. (A 
covenant and agreement shall be recorded prior to obtaining a grading 
permit). "43 

o Importantly, the 1988 MND checked the "YES" box to the question, "Will the 
proposal result in the alteration of or the destruction of a prehistoric or 
historic archaeological site?" 44 The mass excavation of 19,300 cubic yards 
of fill - and very possibly more than double that -- at the Project Site 
guarantees that these irreplaceable artifacts will be lost forever. 

• The Developer's Claims to Be Exempt from CEQA Lack Evidentiary Support 

o 1. No Traffic Study. The Developer did not submit a traffic study, but relies on 
wild and unsupported conclusory statements that there will be no effect on 
traffic. 45 

o 2. Air Quality Study is Deficient. An air quality study is essential regardless of 
whether 19,300 cubic yards of soil export are at issue, or a significantly higher 
number, as opponents suggest. The guidelines indicate that if the "proposed 
project exceeds [20,000 cubic yards of exported soil], an air quality 
assessment will be required. 46 Based on a 30,000-square foot excavation 
footprint, approximately 41,625 cubic yards would be excavated if the 
Developer excavates to a mean average depth of 30 feet below grade. 47 

o 3. A Much Larger Parking Garage Will be Required. Because the garage is 
far too small, it is inevitable that a third-story underground will be required, 
which will increase the excavation footprint and depth by at least another 
50%. Daytime employees, staff, vendors and visitors will easily exceed 60 
persons during daytime hours. There's no doubt that either the parking 
garage must be greatly expanded, or the building drastically scaled back. 

o 4. Soil Excavation Numbers Ignores Expansion and Appear Grossly 
Understated. The excavated Site is compacted fill. In measuring the amount 
of soil, at least 25% must be added to account for volume expansion during 
the excavation process. Additionally, the actual amount of soil excavated 
appears to be at least double of the Developer's estimate. (Refer to 
discussion in Section II of this Brief, at subpart (4), entitled "Dirt Hauling 
Nightmare.") Thus, even if the Developer's 19,300 cubic yard estimate is 
correct (which is improbable), correcting that number for soil expansion by 

43 CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration, MND 88-285a-C(PP), Case 88-0435. 
44 Negative Declaration, Case No. ZA 88-0435, Dated July 7, 1988, Question 21(a). 

" See City CP 7828 Class 32 CE Specialized Instructions, item (a) on page 2. 
46 Id. at page 2. 
47 The Developer's figure of 19,300 cubic yards of excavated materials appears to be seriously understated by 
about 50%. See, Section II (4) "Dirt Hauling Nightmare" of this Brief. 
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25% results in a corrected figure of 24, 125 cubic yards of soil for export. The 
City of Los Angeles mandates CEQA clearance when over 20,000 cubic 
yards of material is exported. 48 

o 5. Noise Report Non-Credible. 

• Noise will become intolerable to residents during construction. Large 
bulldozers and excavation equipment will be digging, blasting and 
pounding all day; loud diesel trucks will line up along Vereda de la 
Montura, with the excavation soil, rocks and other debris crashing into the 
trailer beds. Noise from rooftop mechanical and HVAC equipment will be 
constant and especially annoying at night. The non-stop noise will be 
projected over far larger distances because the Highlands is both a natural 
amphitheater and echo chamber. 

• Developer had one inadequate sound check performed at one time of day, 
which concluded Project would not exceed ambient sound level. It also 
essentially ignored the oppressive noise that would emanate from onsite 
excavation and construction equipment, particularly given the need to 
excavate the entire lot to a depth of nearly 40 or 50 feet and then to build 
supports to protect the Site from sliding into the steep canyon below. The 
report does not specify the time of day, but it likely was conducted during 
daylight hours. The ambient sound level is substantially lower at night, and 
the sound produced by the project could exceed night time ambient levels. 
Also, a substantial increase in noise emergency vehicles and delivery 
vehicles would occur. Further noise evaluation is required. 

• The LA guidelines state: "If, however, the applicant cannot 
demonstrate to the City's satisfaction (pursuant to the evidentiary 
requirements of CEQA) that construction noise will be reduced to 
below-threshold levels (75 dBA) then a MND or EIR would be 
appropriate." 49 

o 6. Fails to Address Air and Dust Pollution from Hauling Operation. The export 
process will be much worse and polluting than claimed. The Developer claims 
only 2,000 large, polluting diesel truck loads will be required, but that figure 
should also be increased by 25% to account for soil expansion. Also, each 
load will be hauled to a site in Moorpark, some 42 miles, and back. This will 
require, according to the Developer, 30 trucks hauling at a rate of six trucks 
per hour daily, many in heavy traffic, spewing cancer-causing diesel exhaust 
each mile - for more than 9 weeks straight. Diesel fumes from idling trucks will 
increase the pollution and worsen air quality. A full EIR is required to evaluate 

•• LA City Building Permit Clearance Handbook, at page 20. 
49 City CP 7828 Class 32 CE Specialized Instructions, item (c) on pages 2-3. 
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the horrific consequences to the air quality of the Highlands, the surrounding 
parks, and the Los Angeles basin. 50 

o 7. Dust Lacks Solution. Dust clouds from the excavation process, the 
dumping of debris into trailer beds, and movement of construction equipment 
across the Site, will turn the Site into a local dust bowl. No containment at all 
is proposed for nights, weekends and holidays, when Santa Ana winds often 
kick up to 30 mph or more. How can the City possibly grant a CEQA 
exemption without a serious EIR? 

o 8. Water Quality Effects Understated. The Developer's own Urban Infill 
Report by Meridian Consultants, at pp. 16 - 18, details significant water 
quality problems from solvents and other chemicals. The resulting mess will 
likely pollute groundwater and nearby streams, with soil erosion likely to 
follow. These problems cannot be effectively mitigated, and are enough to 
deny a CEQA Exemption. 

o 9. No Report on Impairment of Cell Service. The Project Threatens to Impair 
Cell Service in the Highlands, and an EIR Is Critical to Evaluate that Harm. 
Cell service is spotty to non-existent in many parts of the Highlands. Verizon 
customers often complain that there is no service; and AT&T customers 
complain about interference, dropped calls, and poor reception. Cell service is 
a lifeline for residents and business personnel, who need their cell phones at 
work and at home. The 45-foot high steel and concrete structure can block 
cell transmission between the Santa Ynez area and the residents in the 
townhomes up and down Michael Lane. An EIR is required to address cell 
phone disruption resulting from the Project. 

o 10. Parking Entrances and Exits Are Dangerous. The two entrances and exits 
are in dangerous areas: (1) on a downhill southbound side of Palisades Drive, 
where drivers often hit speeds well over 60 mph; and (2) On Vereda de la 
Montura, at the crest of a steep hill that creates a blind spot at Michael Lane. 
Because of downhill speeds, southbound Palisades has been the scene of 
numerous serious accidents and fatalities, and Vereda de la Montura has 
been the subject of fender-benders and near misses repeatedly. But 
entrances and exits on both stretches of roadway, within so short a distance, 
assure many more accidents if the Project is not significantly redesigned. 

o Requires Further Studies of Capacity of Local Utilities to Serve the Project. 
This Project will inevitably place a severe burden on local electrical, water, 
and sewer utilities, which are experiencing great difficulty meeting their 
current demands. There is no credible evidence that they will be able to meet 
the additional burden of a large healthcare business. 

50 The Developer's figures of amount of excavated materials appear to be seriously understated by about 50%. See, 
Section II (4) " Dirt Hauling Nightmare" of this Brief. 
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IV. 
IN 1988 THE CITY REJECTED A PROPOSED STORE/OFFICE BUILDING 
COMPLEX ESS THAN HALF THE SIZE AND SCALE OF THE PROJECT 

• In 1988, in Case Nos. ZA 88-0435 (PP) and CDP 88-012, the City Evaluated a 
Proposal for a 2-Story, 28,300 Square-Foot Retail/Offices Building on the 
Project Site, and Concluded that the 1988 Project Posed Significant 
Environmental Problems and Went Far Beyond Any Use Ever Envisioned 
by the Community. 51 

o These are some of the City's most relevant findings in the 1988 case: 

• "Inspection of the subject and surrounding properties, however, reveal 
that there is already some spillover parking on adjacent and abutting 
public streets as a result of the existing retail center just southerly of 
the proposed project. While it is acknowledged that convenience retail 
(Neighborhood Commerce) was originally envisioned at this corner by 
the Community Plan, it appears the size and scale of the proposed 
project goes far beyond convenience retail with the second story 
proposed for offices for a total of 28,300 square feet of floor area on 
the 43,095 square-foot lot. Such an intensity of development goes 
far beyond not only the plan but also beyond that ever anticipated 
by the community." 

• "This Intensity will most likely have the following adverse impacts 
on the neighborhood and community: 

- Substantial increase in traffic, congestion and noise; 

- Substantial increase in on-street parking due to most off-street 
parking being subterranean; 

- Dramatic change in the low intensity character of the area, 
impacting both atmosphere and view." 

• "All of these impacts should be minimized or eliminated by a 
scaled back, perhaps one-story, retail center with adequate 
surface parking." 

• "It is therefore the considered judgement of the Zoning 
Administrator that the proposed project is not proper in relation 
to adjacent uses or the development of the community and the 
various elements and objectives of the General Plan and all 

• 1 Case Nos. ZA 88-0435 (PP) and CDP 88-012, Letter of Darryl L. Fisher AZA, dated July 27, 1988 at p. 5. 
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applicable specific plans, and that the project will be materially 
detrimental to the character of the development in the immediate 
neighborhood." 52 

o In 1988, when the City first considered parking at the Project Site, it 
required the applicant to provide one space for each 250 square feet of 
floor area, except it had to provide one space for every 150 square feet of 
"professional offices of doctors, dentists or similar professions." 53 

o It is incomprehensible that, in 2017, a Project, more than twice as large 
and double in height of the 1988 project, with fewer than 60% of the 
parking spaces (110) proposed in 1988, could now be found "consistent" 
with the surrounding neighboring development, given that, in 1988, a 
28,300 square-foot, two-story building, was soundly rejected for creating 
a "materially detrimental" impact on the community due to traffic, 
congestion, noise, parking, and impact on views. 

o The 1988 decisions are precedent for the proper evaluation of the 
Project in 2017 and must be followed. Absolutely nothing has changed 
in the zoning or the Community Plan to justify ramrodding an obscenely
oversized and parking-space deficient eyesore on the same lot! 

V. 
AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT IS REQUIRED BECAUSE 

THE PROJECT IS NOT EXEMPT FROM CEQA 

Given the Developer's failure to substantiate so many of its contentions and 
conclusions, and the numerous erroneous and misleading statements and omissions of 
material facts, an EIR is essential before issuance of any permitting any of the 
Developer's applications. This is especially important because of the certain or highly
likely significant adverse consequences on the environment. If nothing else, it is 
incumbent on the City to issue a Negative Declaration that evaluates, addresses, and 
conditions any permits on compliance with a wide variety of conditions that drastically 
reduce the size, scale and height of the Project- and that would specifically address 
and materially mitigate each of the concerns stated in this Opposition. 

• "The Legislature has made clear that an EIR is 'an informational document' 
and that '[t]he purpose of an environmental impact report is to provide public 
agencies and the public in general with detailed information about the effect 
which a proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways in 
which the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to 
indicate alternatives to such a project.'" (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. 

52 All underlining and boldface type in the quoted material in this Section was added for emphasis. 
53 Case Nos. ZA 88-0435 (PP) and CDP 88-012. 

35 
Supplemental Opposition by Jonathan and Maria Klar to Applications by 

Palisades Drive L.P. for Permits at 1525 N. Palisades Drive November 3, 2017 



v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376,391; Guidelines,§ 
15002.) 

• "The EIR is the primary means of achieving ... the policy of this state to 'take 
all action necessary to protect, rehabilitate, and enhance the environmental 
quality of the state.' The EIR is therefore 'the heart of CEQA.' An EIR is an 
'environmental "alarm bell" whose purpose it is to alert the public and its 
responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached 
ecological points of no return.' The EIR is also intended 'to demonstrate to an 
apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered 
the ecological implications of its action.' Because the EIR must be certified or 
rejected by public officials, it is a document of accountability. If CEQA is 
scrupulously followed, the public will know the basis on which its responsible 
officials either approve or reject environmentally significant action, and the 
public, being duly informed, can respond accordingly to action with which it 
disagrees. The EIR process protects not only the environment but also 
informed self-government.'' (Laurel Heights, supra, 47 Cal.3d at p. 392.)" 

• In a decision involving another Pacific Palisades project incorrectly approved 
by the City of Los Angeles, the California Supreme Court ruled: "[S]ince the 
preparation of an [environmental impact report] is the key to environmental 
protection under [CEQA], accomplishment of the high objectives of that act 
requires the preparation of an [environmental impact report] whenever it can 
be fairly argued on the basis of substantial evidence that the project may 
have a significant environmental impact. (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles 
13 Cal.3d 68 at p. 75 (emph. added); accord, Citizens for Responsible 
Equitable Environmental Development v. City of San Diego Redevelopment 
Agency (2005) 134 Cal.App.4th 598, 609). 

VI. 
THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION DOES NOT SATISFY ALL 

REQUIREMENTS OF THE COASTAL ACT AND SHOULD BE DENIED 

The foregoing demonstrates that the City should deny a City development permit 
because the City cannot reasonably find that the Project conforms to the requirements 
of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act, as set forth in the Public Resources Code 
and interpreted in the Los Angeles County (South Coast Region) Regional Interpretive 
Guidelines ("RIGS"), for the following reasons. The Coastal Act requires that a new 
development must do all the following; not just most of the following; and not just some 
of the following: 

• PRC 30240. The Project is adjacent to parks and recreation areas and 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. However, due to its overwhelming size, 
design and use, the Project would violate Public Resources Code Section 30240 
because, as sited and designed, the Project would not prevent impacts that would 
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significantly degrade those areas and would not be compatible with the continuance 
of those habitat and recreation areas. See the discussion on Lack of Compliance 
and Compatibility, discussed in detail above. 

• PRC 30251. The Project would violate Public Resources Code Section 30251: 

o Due to its oversized height, mass and incongruent design, the Project would 
destroy, rather than preserve and protect, views to the ocean and in this scenic 
coastal area. Without limitation, it would destroy views of parties driving to 
access Topanga State Park from nearby trail heads on Vereda de la Montura 
and Michael Lane. 

o Due to its oversized height, mass and incongruent design, the Project is not 
visually compatible with the surrounding areas. See the discussion on Lack of 
Compliance and Compatibility, discussed in detail above. 54 

• PRC 30253 (a): Minimize Risk to Life and Property in Areas of High Geologic, 
Flood and Fire Hazard. 

o As has been thorough detailed in this Opposition, the Project has been 
designated as a "Very High Severity Fire Hazard Zone," posing extreme risk to 
helpless seniors. It is also in a Liquefaction Zone, a Landslide Zone, and is 
subject to floods. There is no practical means to evacuate all 96 residents in case 
of natural disaster; and they have no place to go. It is incomprehensible that the 
Developer would brush off these concerns with a claim that the residents could 
merely "shelter in place" during a conflagration. A month ago, such claims might 
have been seen merely as silly. After what happened last month in Santa Rosa, 
Sonoma and Mendocino, such callous disregard for risk is reprehensible. 

o There is no way in or out of the facility if Palisades Drive is closed by flooding, 
landslides, liquefaction, accidents, or rockslides. 

o The Project significantly increases geologic risks to Vereda de la Montura due to 
plans to excavate more than 19,300 cubic yards of compacted fill that abut and 
support Vereda de la Montura. 55 

o The Project is located on a steep Hillside lot, which compounds the geologic risk. 

o The Developer offers no credible plan to mitigate these risks to a reasonable 
level. 

54 See photos on pages 3, 7, 8 and 20. 
55 As detailed in section II, point 4 of this Brief, the likely excavated material will be more than double the 
Developer' s claims. 
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• PRC 30253: (b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or the destruction of 
the Site or the surrounding area. 

o There is no showing that the Property has been adequately or appropriately 
studied for geologic risks. 

o The massive excavation of compacted fill will inevitably erode the surrounding 
canyon, risking undermining and shutting down Vereda de la Montura, and 
threatening mudslides on the small building next door, especially during heavy 
rains or flooding conditions. 

• PRC 30253 (d): Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. 

o The Project will accomplish exactly the opposite. There is no bus service in the 
Highlands, and the nearest bus stop is 2.4 miles distant. The facility will operate 
3 shifts daily, 24/7/365. Public transportation cannot transport employees, staff, 
visitors, vendors, contractors, et al., all of whom will be forced to drive their cars 
and trucks to the Site. 

o There are no doctor or dental offices anywhere in the Highlands; and the nearest 
medical offices are six miles away in Palisades Village. The nearest hospitals are 
much further away, in Santa Monica; and the nearest trauma center is even 
farther at UCLA Westwood. This will add to already-high levels of traffic 
congestion and wasted fuel. The Developer does not plan to use alternative 
energy, such as solar panels. 

o The massive hauling operation will consume tens of thousands of gallons of 
diesel fuel, idling their engines on the Site, and then hauling the excavated earth 
42 miles to Moorpark and back each trip. The Project will need at least 30 tractor 
trailer rigs, loading at a rate of 6 per hour, five days a week for more than 9 
weeks, if not even longer! 

o In response, the Developer offers one lame mitigation measure - it will 
encourage employees to bike to and from work. 

• PRC 30253 (e): Where appropriate, protect special communities and 
neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular 
visitor destination points for recreational uses. 

o The Developer's reply is found in its response to Coastal Development 
Permit Project Impacts Questions no. 9, which asks: "Is the development 
proposed near parks or recreation areas or sensitive habitat areas? How 
will the project design prevent adverse environmental impacts on these 
areas?" 
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• The Developer responds, "Project site is in proximity to Santa Ynez Canyon Park. 
The Project site, however, is almost completely void of vegetation, has no 
waterways or wetlands and supports no sensitive habitat or wildlife migration 
path. Access to and from the site is via existing established roads and all 
infrastructure needed to service the Project is already in place." 

• The Project Site borders Santa Ynez Canyon Park and is less than 300 feet 
east of the boundary of Topanga State Park, its wilderness lands and 76 
miles of trails, which go unmentioned.56 The entire Santa Monica Mountains 
area is a flyway for birds of all sorts, and Santa Ynez Canyon is a particularly 
attractive environment for threatened Monarch butterflies. Two species listed 
as endangered are found only 200 feet away, according to the Developer's 
own environmental analysis; and the Santa Monica Mountains National 
Recreation Area has begun a restoration effort to return the famous Jumping 
Frogs of Caiaveras County to Topanga Staie Park. Noise, dust, and diesel 
exhaust pollution from two years of construction with large tractor trailer rigs 
and heavy equipment, guarantee to significantly impair visitors' enjoyment of 
Topanga State Park, as well as consume all visitors' street parking spaces 
along Vereda de la Montura, just steps away from the Santa Ynez Trail 
entrance to the park. And, these are just some of the adverse environment 
consequences. 

• PRC 30620 requires the Coastal Commission to prepare and disseminate 
interpretive guidelines designed to assist local governments in determining 
how the polices in the Coastal Act will be applied in the Coastal Zone prior to 
certification of their Local Coastal Programs. 

o In the absence of an adoptive local coastal program, the Community Plan serves 
as a functional equivalent. Therefore, the application for a Coastal Development 
Permit is subject to the guidance provided by the Coastal Act, the Interpretive 
Guidelines, and the Community Plan in making its determinations. 

o Section 111 of this Opposition identifies at least 14 separate violations of the 
Community Plan that would occur if the Project were to be approved. Any one of 
these violations would be sufficient to deny the CDC. 

• The Project Violates Numerous Coastal Regional Interpretive Guidelines 
("RIGS"): 

o RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec A.2(g) - New commercial ... and residential 
developments of 10 or more dwelling units in the Santa Monica Mountains 

56 The photos on pages 3 and 7. 
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must dedicate access trails and parking areas for visitors to Topanga State 
Park (interpreting PRC 30210, 30213 and 30212.5). The Project offers no 
such dedications. 

o RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec A.2(i)-The density of new residential 
development must be limited to a maximum of 24 units per acre (interpreting 
PRC 30250 and 30252). The Project would contain 82 units. 

o RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec B.1-Commercial establishments should be 
public recreation and recreation supportive or otherwise coastally related 
facilities (interpreting PRC 30222 and 30255). The Project contains no such 
facilities. 

o RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec C.1-Views to Santa Monica Mountains from 
public roads should be preserved and protected (interpreting PRC 30251 and 
30211 ). The high-rise Project would obscure views of the Santa Monica 
Mountains from Palisades Drive. 57 

o RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec C.2-Development adjacent to Santa Monica 
Mountains Parks must protect views from trails (interpreting PRC 30251 and 
30210). The incongruous high-rise Project would be clearly visible from 
several trails in the park and many vista points.58 

o RIGS-Appendix-Alteration of Landforms-In all cases, grading should be 
minimized (interpreting PRC 30251, 30253 and 30240). The Project would 
require the export of approximately 20,000 cubic yards of soil, if not more 
than double that number. 

VII. 
THE PROJECT VIOLATES ZONING LIMITS IN MULTIPLE RESPECTS 

The Project appears to violate many zoning requirements of Los Angeles Municipal 
Code sections 12.03, 12.13, and 12.21.1. to 12.21.4, among others. Consider the 
following: 

• Violation of Floor Area Ratio. The Code states that the total floor area "shall not 
exceed one-and-one-half times the buildable area of the lot." 59 This is a simple 
arithmetical calculation. The Parcel Profile Report on the Site states, as do 
ZIMAS and multiple other file documents, that the lot is 43,033.2 square feet in 
size, which, when multiplied by 1.50, allows a maximum of 64,549 square feet. 
However, the Developer has applied to build a structure of 64,646 square feet, 
some 97 square feet more than 64,549 square feet. Because the Developer did 

57 See photo on page 20. 
58 See photo on page 7. 
59 LAMC 12.21.lA (1) 
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not seek a variance, the permits must be denied outright. 

• Violates LAMC 12.13C (4): The Site is in a Hillside Commercial zone (C1-1-H). 
Section 12.13C (4) States: "[W]here the lot is in the "H" Hillside or Mountainous 
Area, there shall be not more than one dwelling unit for each 5,000 square feet of 
lot area." The Developer has consistently promoted the Project as an 82-unit 
"RESIDENTIAL CARE FACILITY FOR THE ELDERLY." Of the more than 1,700 
structures in the Highlands, all are R-1 single-family homes or R-3 townhomes, 
except one - 99.94%! The Developer has claimed that the building is really 82 
units of residential housing for "vibrant and healthy" seniors - a sort of retirement 
residential community; and that these 82 "residential" units are "compatible" with 
"developments in the surrounding community and neighborhood" (among the 
many requirements of the Community Plan and the Coastal Act). The Developer 
relies on this exception because a residential eldercare facility is permitted in a 
C1 commercial zone. The Developer's problem is that the Site is also in a Hillside 
zone (hence, C1-1-H), which imposes a limit of 8 units, based on one unit per 
5,000 feet of lot area. 

• Setbacks Reduce Permissible Buildable Area by at Least 7,200 Feet. LAMC 
section 12.03 defines "Buildable Area" as "that portion of a lot located within the 
proper zone for the proposed main building, excluding those portions of the 
lot which must be reserved for ... building line setback space .... " The 
Developer plans to provide a setback of 10 feet along Palisades Drive and about 
7 feet along Vereda de la Montura and the rear boundaries of the lot to the south 
and southwest sides.60 Assuming that the perimeter of the 43,033-foot lot is 
slightly more than 800 feet (the square root of 43,033 is about 207, which, when 
multiplied by 4 would equal 828), with a mean average Code setback of 8 feet, 
the Buildable Area of the Site would be reduced by more than 6,400 square feet 
(8 x 800), leaving a Buildable Area of 36,433 square feet. Applying a 1.50 FAR, 
the Developer would be limited to 54,650 square feet (36,433 x 1.50), 12,000 feet 
less than the 64,646 sought by the Developer. 

• Vereda de la Montura Should Be Designated the "Principal Street" for All Zoning 
Determinations. The basic rule stated in section 12.03.C is that the "front lot line 
of a corner lot shall be the line separating the lot from the principal street upon 
which it abuts." 61 In respect to the Project, Vereda is undoubtedly the principal 
street that the Project abuts, for the following reasons: (1) The majority of the 

60 As stated earlier, Opponents have established that much wider setbacks are legally required under the Palisades 
Community Plan section 2-3.1 and other plan requirements, which are incorporated into the Coastal Act 
requirements to render the Project fully "compatible" with surrounding developments and the neighborhood. 
• 1 A secondary rule gives preference to "front yard" naming rights to the side along a highway, but that was 
obviously intended only when the entrances to the buildings are on the same highway. In any event, the City's first 
Community Plan, adopted on July 13, 1977, formally changed Palisades Drive's status from that of a "scenic 
highway" to that of a "major scenic road," following an earlier decision by the City to terminate Palisades Drive in 
the Highlands, rather than extend it north across the mountains to connect with Reseda Boulevard in Tarzana . 
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Project is situated along, and oriented to face, Vereda de la Montura; (2) the 
length of the Project lying along Vereda de la Montura is nearly double that of the 
portion along Palisades Drive; (3) the front and only entrance to the facility is 
immediately off the most westerly side of the Site along Vereda de la Montura -
some 200+ feet west of Palisades Drive; (4) there is no walk-in or visitors 
entrance along Palisades Drive; (5) there is no vehicle entrance along Palisades 
Drive; 62 (6) the only surface and underground parking entrances will be located 
on far west side at Vereda, removed as far as possible from Palisades Drive; (7) 
all service entrances are on the far west side off of Vereda; (8) the street address 
for business purposes must be on Vereda to reduce confusion; and (9) Vereda 
will be required for the majority of vehicles that rely on GPS or Google Maps to 
locate the precise location of the facility - use of a Palisades Drive address 
would inevitably lead them to the small commercial building immediately to the 
south, thereby directing traffic to park in that building's undersized lot. In this 
case, the "principal street" is undoubtedly Vereda de la Montura.63 

• Prohibited Uses in Violation of Code. LAMC 12.13.A.2(b )(2) requires that, "All 
activities [must be] conducted wholly within an enclosed building, except 
that ground floor restaurants may have outdoor eating areas." This means that 
the 1,700 square-foot "Generations Courtyard" must either be (A) a Code 
violation - i.e., an illegal activity; or (B) modified to become part of the "enclosed 
building," with its square footage added to the Developer's 64,646 feet of floor 
area - thereby rendering the Project's FAR that much greater than the 1.50 
allowed. Additionally, the 11,000 square-foot, third-level roof deck violates the 
same Zoning limitation for the same reasons. 64 

• Harris Leven Correctly Found that 15,700 Feet of Common Areas Were Not 
Counted in FAR. In addition to the code violations described above, Harris Leven 
has detailed in his recently filed "Supplemental Testimony" why this Project has 
unique requirements that effectively turn a partly-outdoors locked and enclosed 
common areas into floor space for purposed of computing FAR, despite its being 
somewhat open to the sky. Opponents agree with Mr. Leven's compelling 
reasoning, given the complexity of eldercare operations, which are a mixed 
residential-commercial use. "Whenever any unusual situation or design of 
building exists so that it is difficult to determine the precise application of 

62 On October 23, 2017, the Developer told the 15 or so members of the Pacific Palisades Community Council, 
which held a public hearing regarding the Project attended by about 100, mostly opponents of the Project, that the 
P-1 Plan showing an entry and an exit on the driveway at Palisades Drive was in error, and that only an exit would 
be provided at that point, not an entry. The Developer then stated that the Plans would be amended accordingly 
to correct the erroneous inclusion in the Plans of an entry from Palisades Drive. 
63 LAMC Section 12.03.C provides that, when a dispute occurs, "the Zoning Administrator shall determine which 
street is the principal street." 
64 See Harris Leven Supplemental Testimony, which explains these additional areas of about 15,700 feet. 
Opponents do not object to these uses provided they are included in the FAR computation. The facility should be 
scaled back by 14,000 square-feet to include room for these activities within the "enclosed building," as the Code 
requries. In any event they increase the FAR to over 1.80, which is absolutely prohibited . 
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those provisions, the Department of Building and Safety shall make such 
determinations in a manner to carry out the indicated purpose and intent 
hereof."65 This is precisely one such situation; and the 15,700 square feet of 
common area should be added to the 64,646 square feet sought by the 
Developer in determining non-compliance with the 1.50 FAR limit. 

• Project Exceeds Height Limits When Exposed P1 Garage Exit is Included. LAMC 
section 12.03 states that, the "Height of Building or Structure -- is the vertical 
distance above grade measured to the highest point of the roof, structure or the 
parapet wall, whichever is highest." The Code also states that, "Grade (Adjacent 
Ground Elevation) -- is the lowest point of elevation of the finished surface of the 
ground, paving or sidewalk within the area between the building and the property 
line, or when the property line is more than 5 feet from the building, between the 
building and a line 5 feet from the building." In this case, the lowest point is along 
Palisades Drive at the southeast corner of the Site, where the elevation of the 
Grade at the P1 garage level is approximately 12 to 14 feet lower than along 
Vereda de la Montura. The effective height of the Project, when viewed from the 
many residences on Palisades Drive facing west towards the Site on Palisades 
Drive, will be approximately 53 feet from the P1 driveway side of the building. 66 Of 
course, these height calculations do not even count the 14-foot high rooftop 
elevator shaft and stairway structures or the massive array of rooftop, 24/7 
commercial HVAC equipment. Similar violations of the 45-foot limit would occur 
along the entire southern and southwesterly boundaries of the Project. 

• Violations of Transitional Height Limits. If Vereda de la Montura is correctly 
treated as the "principal street," rather than Palisades Drive, there are also 
violations of the transitional height limits of 30 feet within 15 feet of the front of 
the Site along Vereda de la Montura67

, and the same 30-foot height limit within 30 
feet of the Site's southerly and southwesterly sides, as required by the Palisades 
Community Plan68

• The statutory 10-foot minimum setback along Vereda would 
also be required, as well as an 8-foot minimum setback along Palisades Drive. 69 

65 LAMC section 12.21.A (6) . 
66 This assumes that the 45-foot high building will be built exactly on the current grade of the Site - now six feet 
lower than Vereda de la Montura . 
67 Vereda de la Montura is, in substance, the true "front" of the property and the southerly and southwesterly 
property lines comprise the "rear" of the property. The Developer has designated Palisades Drive as the front of 
the of the property to create the fiction that the unbuildable triangular strip at the western end could be 
designated the side required to meet "transitional height" restrictions, rather than either Palisades Drive or Vereda 
de la Montura, which each have stark towering facades facing all of the nearby residences. 
66 Community Plan section 2-3.1. 
69 An 8-foot setback would then be required along Palisades Drive. LAMC Sec. 12.21.1 (A){8) states that "[i]n 
determining the number of stories, any basement conta ining habitable rooms shall be considered a story." The 
Project' s Wellness Center, theater, and break room are located on the P-1 garage level, increasing the four-story 
building to five stories. This means that the side yard setback along Palisades Drive must be eight feet, not seven . It 
is also a second reason to measure the building's height from the base of level Pl. 
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VIII. 
SITE PLAN REVIEW CLAIMS DO NOT SATISFY REQUIRED 

FINDINGS OF COMPLIANCE OR COMPATABILITY 

The nature of the Project obligates the Developer to obtain Site Plan Review approval. 
To issue the approval, the City must make the two findings listed below, which the City 
cannot do, based on the facts, documents, and evidence before it. 

• REQUIRED FINDING--COMPLIANCE: The Project must be in substantial 
compliance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan, 
applicable Community Plan (i.e., the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community 
Plan) and any applicable specific plan. The Project would NOT be in substantial 
compliance, for many reasons, including the following: 

o Community Plan Sec 111-28 requires that "senior citizen housing projects [be 
located] in neighborhoods within reasonable walking distance of health 
and community faci lities, services and public transportation." No such 
health or community facilities exist anywhere in the Highlands - and most 
certainly not within "walking distance." Worse still, there is no bus service 
anywhere in the Highlands, and the nearest bus stop is 2.4 miles away on 
Sunset. The isolated nature of the Site makes it an inappropriate candidate for 
use as senior citizen housing. 

o The Project violates Community Plan requirements that (1) the Project "preserve 
existing views in hillside areas," and (2) "new development [be] adjacent to 
or in the viewshed of State parkland ... [and] protect views from public 
lands and roadways." On the contrary, the Project obliterates or significantly 
impairs views from all residences that face the Project Site, and for motorists and 
pedestrians along Palisades Drive, Vereda de la Montura, and Michael Lane. 

o The Project ignores Sec. 2-1.3 of the Community Plan that specifically mandates 
that commercial projects "be designed and developed to achieve a high level 
of quality, distinctive character, and compatibility with existing uses and 
development." The five-story above grade Project is entirely incompatible with 
the neighborhood, the existing two-story commercial development next door, and 
the homes and townhouses located throughout the Highlands. 

o Community Plan Section 2-.3.3 requires that "commercial projects achieve 
harmony with the best of existing development." 

• No structure anywhere in the Highlands, whether commercial, 
condominium, or single-family home, exceeds three stories; and most are 
only two stories, with some one-story single-family homes. 
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• All other structures in the Highlands adhere to the 30-foot height limit in 
the Palisades Village Plan and in the Sec 2-3.1 of the Community Plan. 

• The proposed ?-foot setbacks of the Project are much smaller than the 
prevailing setbacks in the neighborhood. 

• There are no underground garages in the Highlands. 

• Finally, as discussed below, there are no structures that remotely 
approach the size, scale, density, or height of the Project. 

o The appalling lack of landscaping violates the Community Plan requirement that 
"landscape corridors should be created and enhanced," not obliterated. (See 
Community Plan Sec 2-4.4.) Setbacks in the neighboring townhouses are at least 
20 feet and range up the 50 feet in some spots. They are extensively 
iandscaped, and the setbacks siope upwards. Virtuaily ail townhomes are 
grouped, 3 or 4 together side-by-side, with landscaped walkways and corridors 
separating each of these small groups of homes. The Project's 45-foot 
monumental fa,;:ade, set almost on the sidewalk, is a true eyesore. 

o The Project conflicts with Section 5-1.1 that mandates, "Permitted development 
shall be sited and designed ... to minimize the alteration of natural land 
forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
and where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in the visually 
degraded areas." For the many reasons discussed earlier, the Project would do 
the opposite! 

o Community Plan Section 17-1.2 is emphatic about its Policy to "Protect and 
preserve archaeological sites of Native Americans." The Project application 
documents omit any mention of the history of Native Americans throughout the 
Palisades and Malibu, and on the Project Site, facts that were previously found 
very relevant in 1988 when this same Site came up for a hearing. 

o Community Plan Section V-3 mandates that, "no structures should exceed 30 
feet in height within 15 feet and 30 feet of front and rear property lines." 

• The Project violates both limits. It calls for a 45-foot height along Vereda 
and Palisades Drive with a paper-thin ?-foot setback. 

• On the south and west sides, large portions of the 2-story, so-called 
"subterranean" parking garage are exposed, making the entire structure 
appear up to 65-feet, top to bottom. 

• The enormous scale of the Project will be clearly visible to drivers coming 
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north on Palisades Drive, to park visitors at the Santa Ynez Trail entrance 
to Topanga State Park, and all nearby homes. 

o Items 5 and 6 in Community Plan Section V-4 require the "screening of 
mechanical and electrical equipment" and "all rooftop equipment and 
building appurtenances from public view." While that might be done to a 
degree, it would require at least at least 6 to 8 feet of sound and visual screening, 
which would render the true height of the facility from a front view well over 50 
feet above ground on the north and east sides, and up to 70 feet above ground 
on the south and west sides. 

o "The Surface Parking Landscape" requirement in Community Plan Section V-4 
requires the developer to provide "a landscaped buffer along public streets or 
adjoining residential uses." Obviously, the Project's spartan 7-foot strip along 
Vereda is not what was ever envisioned, given the 15-foot minimum setback 
requirements in Community Plan Section V-3. 

• REQUIRED FINDING-COMPATIBILITY: The Project must consist of an 
arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, bulk and setbacks), 
off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash 
collection, and other such pertinent improvements, that is or will be 
compatible with existing and future development on adjacent properties and 
neighboring properties. The Project would NOT be compatible for many reasons: 

o Height: The Project would have 5 stories above-grade when viewed from 
Palisades Drive, or 4 stories when viewed from Vereda de la Montura-45 feet 
above grade on Vereda, plus elevator extensions and stairwell exits on roof. 

• No building in the Highlands or the Palisades (other than high rise condos 
at PCH) has 4 stores, let alone 5 stories). 

• Buildings in the new Palisades Village project, in the heart of Palisades 
business district, are mostly single-story and under 30 feet in height. 

o Bulk: The Project would have over 64,500 sf on less than one acre of land, for a 
huge floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.50, and would have an occupancy ratio of 96 
residents, plus staff, per acre. 

• The adjacent small commercial property has an FAR of approximately 
0.27, which is less than 115th of the Project. 

• The townhomes in the community have an FAR of less than approximately 
0.70 - the Project's FAR is more than double. 
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• Palisades Village, in the heart of the Palisades business district, has a 
FAR of only approximately 0.90 - the Project's FAR is 78% greater. 

• The 17.9 square miles of open space adjacent to the Site has an FAR of 
0.00. 

• The Project's rooftop appurtenances exacerbate the massive high-rise 
nature of the Project by placing the building, with its straight, unarticulated 
4 to 5 story fa9ades, immediately facing both Palisades Drive and Vereda 
de la Montura; while the townhomes all have stepped back, articulated, 
and heavily landscaped facades. 

• As previously explained, the Developer has understated the total square 
footage of the Project, so that the true FAR of the Project exceeds 1.50. 

.. The occupancy density of 96 residents per acre, plus staff and visitors, is 
more than DOUBLE to TRIPLE the typical occupancy densities of the 
neighborhood residential properties. 

o Setback: The Project has proposed miniscule setbacks of only 7 feet, and adds 
insult to injury by planning to plant trees into the adjacent sidewalks. 

• The residential properties in the neighborhood have beautifully 
landscaped setbacks areas of 20 to 25 feet and more. 

o Design: 

• The modern, unattractive, flat-roof design of the Project, with an array of 
elevator shafts, staircases, and HVAC equipment towering up to an 
additional 14 feet higher, is completely out of character with the 
Mediterranean and rustic design of the residential projects and the small 
commercial project that are proximate to the Site - where all rooftop 
appurtenances are placed out of sight, beneath sloping rooflines. 

• No other building in the Highlands has subterranean parking. 

• No other building in the Highlands is elevator served. 

o Use: The continuous 24/7 uses of the Project as a high-rise health care facility, 
with attendant frequent emergency vehicle visits, 3 shifts per day staff changes, 
numerous private care providers and visitors, and food service, equipment and 
other deliveries, are completely incompatible with the quiet, semi-rural residential 
and open-space recreational character of the Highlands generally and the 
immediately neighborhood specifically. 
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IX. 
CONCLUSION 

The undersigned have lived in the Highlands, at our present address, for approximately 
the past 39 years and 37 years, respectively. We have hiked each of the trails 
mentioned in this Opposition; and we have personally seen all the different wildlife listed 
in the Introduction, save for mountain lions. Thus, we know the Highlands and truly 
appreciate its unique environment, and the great need to preserve the precious 
parklands that surround it. 

The City of Los Angeles has been charged with the solemn duty to protect this 
irreplaceable environment for current generations and for all those generations to follow. 
As the Coastal Act mandates at PRC section 30251: 

"The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall 
be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic 
coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where 
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas." 

It is unimaginable that, after any objective review of the facts and the photographic 
evidence, the City would permit this horrific and ill-conceived Project to scar the beauty, 
tranquility, and scenic values available to all who reside in, or visit, this stunning 
environmental treasure in the middle of the protected Coastal Zone. 

We remain confident and optimistic that the City will carry out its fiduciary duty to protect 
and preserve this magnificent environmental gem for all to enjoy, and that the City will 
soundly reject the Developer's applications entirely. 

Respectfully submitted by, 

Jonathan Klar and Maria Klar 
Jonathan Klar and Maria Klar 
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1525 Palisades Drive 
1 message 

City of Los Angeles Mail - 1525 Palisades Dri-.e 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Diane Bleak <dbleak@roadrunner.com> Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 12:11 PM 
To: "debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org" <debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org>, "councilmember. bani n@lacity.org" 
<councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "Henry. Chu@lacity.org" < Henry. Chu@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr Chu 

Please gh,e the emfronment a \Oice in the process of this building! This building in inappropriate for this area! We must 
protect our last open space of Los Angeles. This building betrays the commitment that previous residents of LA promised 
future generations! 
Mr Chu, the environment has NO \Oice. Please defend those who ha-.e NO \Oice! 
Future generations deser-.e a Los Angeles where you can hike, picnic, and enjoy the outdoors WITHOUT the 
encroachment of inappropriate commercial buildings that WILL HARM the wildlife of the Topanga State Park. 
PLEASE PROlECT OUR ENVIRONMENT from o-.ersized, inappropriate commercial buildings (1525) from de-.elopers 
who only care about money! 

Thank Mr Chu! 

Mrs Diane Bleak and a family 
1355 A-.enida de Cortez 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
310 - 428 8533 

Sent from my iPhone 

https://rnail.google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js-.er=ZOgYGg\FjfY.en.&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th=15f834be3ad306a6&siml=15f834be3ad306a6 1/1 



11/8/2017 

FW: 1525 Palisades Drive 
1 message 

Gordon Gerson <gordgerson@aol.com> 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 
Cc: Courtney.Shum@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: 1525 Palisades Dri-.e 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 11 :15 AM 

Below is an email I sent to council member Mike Bonin regarding the proposed Elder Care facility. I 
think it should be part of your record . 

Gordon Gerson 

1567 Palisades Dr. 

From: Debbie Dyner Harris (mailto:debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, Nowmber 2, 2017 5:17 PM 
To: gordgerson@aol.com 
Subject: 1525 Palisades Dri-.e 

Hello Mr. Gerson, thank you for reaching out to Councilmember Bonin on this issue. I will be sure to let him know of your 
concerns. 

Debbie 

"Mike, I am a homeowner and resident of Michael Lane Villas in the Palisades Highlands . I v0ted for you in the 

last election and applaud the work you ha1.e been doing in behalf of the district. I ha-.e been informed that you 

support the proposed Elder Care facility at 1525 Palisades Dr. which is across the street from us . I hope this is 

not true, as it would be -.ery detrimental to the neighborhood and risky for elderly patients/residents there. This 

opinion is shared by at least 90% of my neighbors. We hope that you will inform the Department of City Planning 

that this should not go forward. This action will show that you place the welfare of your constituents abo-.e that of 

outside de-.elopers." 

https://mail .goog le.com'mai l/u/O/?ui=2&i k=585fadeab5&js-.er=ZOg YGg\.FjfY.en.&'AfNFpt&search=inbox&th= 15f831802e69a242&sim= 15f831802e69a242 1/2 



11/8/2017 City of Los Angeles Mail - Case#ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

Con eel 
a t e 

ollabo. te 

Case #ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1 message 

mary allwright <singmary@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

RE: - Case #ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1525 Palisades Driw Elder Care Project 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 10:55 AM 

I haw serious concerns about the proposed Elder Care project cited abo-.e and it is my hope that you will not support the 
project. 

First and foremost, I am concerned about Hospital accessibility for the patients. As I am sure you are aware, the closest 
hospitals are in Santa Monica. While the mileage is not great, considerations such as frequently congested traffic and 
limited accessibility due to narrow roads through the state parks, contribute to an unacceptably long dri-.e time. This in 
tum, takes precious minutes away from lifesa1,,1ng protocols. 

The Palisades Highlands is bordered on all sides by two mountainous state parks and residents ha-.e recei-.ed evacuation 
orders in the past, due to a natural disaster such as a fire. Evacuating patients with Alzheimer's Disease is no easy task, 
which would be seriously complicated and compromised in the urgency of a natural disaster. 

The proposed structure is a stark contrast to the architectural style of the Highlands, does not ha-.e proper setbacks and 
greenery that conforms to the neighborhood standard, and is disproportionately monolithic in style, blocking 1,,1ews of the 
surrounding terrain and presenting a discordant note in the architectural style of the community. 

I urge you to I consider the concerns of the community with regards to this proposed Elder Care project. And I would also 
ask that you consider the burden this facility, located so far from needed medical seNces, would place on the patients 
themsel-.es. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Allwright 
833 Radcliffe A-.e. 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

Sent from my iPad 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mai I/w'O/?ui= 2&ik=585fadeab5&js-.er=ZOg YGg 1,f"jfY.en.&\4ew=pt&search=inbox&th= 15f8305cc 77191a3&sini= 15f8305cc 77191 a3 1/1 
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Connect 
a t e 

ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Case No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; Proposed Project at 1525 North Palisades 
Drive 
1 message 

Harris Leven <harris.lewn@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 10:31 AM 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org, Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr. Chu, Ms. Shum: 

Attached for filing in the abow referenced matter is my Supplemental Testimony. On September 29, 2017, I filed 
testimony in the same matter addressing sewral of the major defects in the proposed project and urging that approvals 
and permits for the project be denied or that substantial modifications to the proposed structure be required. In this 
Supplemental Testimony, I focus on three additional defects or points: 

1) When realistically measured, the proposed structure will haw owr 80,000 of floor space and a floor area ratio ("FAR") 
of owr 1.8. That is 20% more than the ailowable FAR of 1.5; 

2) The side-yard set-back is one foot too narrow because pursuant to LAMC 12.21A(7) the proposed structure is fiw 
stories, not four as the dewloper has used for determining set-backs. Also, the front-yard set-back should be along 
Vereda De La Montura, not Palisades Driw because of the way the proposed structure is configured; and 

3) As you undoubtedly know, since purchasing the lot in 2013, the dewloper in one form of legal entity or another has 
held all the approvals and permits necessary to build a condominium complex consisting of eight, large, luxury free
standing townhouses. That is not a perfect project for the neighborhood, but is the project the dewloper should build. 

Thank you for your attention to my concerns. 

Very truly yours, 

Harris S. Lewn 

V:J Supplemental Testimony of Harris S. Leven.pdf 
16844K 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js-.er=ZOgYGg\.FjfY.en.&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th=15f82f075d6289af&siml=15f82f075d6289af 1/1 



Supplemental Testimony of Harris S. Leven 
Regarding Proposed Project at 1525 North Palisades Drive 

Department of City Planning Case No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
California Environmental Quality Act No. ENV-2017-2171-CE 

To the Los Angeles Department of City Planning and the Honorable Associate Zoning 
Administrator: 

My name is Harris S. Leven, and my wife and I are the owners and half-year residents of 1674 
Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, California 90272, which is in the Michael Lane VilJas, a complex 
of townhouse condominiwns directly across Vereda De La Montura from the site of the proposed 
project. On or about September 28, 2017, I filed testimony in the above styled cases. 
Subsequently, statements attributed to Mr. Rony Shram, who is part of the management of 
Palisades Drive, LP (all of which will collectively be referred to as "the Developer"1

) or its 
representatives in various pubiic forums raised issues that need to be addressed. Therefore, I 
respectfully request leave from the Associate Zoning Administrator to file this Supplemental 
Testimony. 

After further review of the site plans and filings of the Developer for a "four-story" building at the 
comer of Palisades Drive and Vereda De La Montura in the Pacific Palisades Highlands, I continue 
to strenuously oppose the project. Below are additional key points why the Developer's proposed 
elder care facility for up to 65 residents in assisted living and up to 31 in memory care should be 
rejected by the Department of City Planning. Facts, data, and further discussions supporting these 
key points follow. 

• When properly viewe4 the floor plans for the proposed structure show a structural density 
or floor area ratio ("FAR") in excess of the 1.5 allowable. In fact, the building's effective 
FAR is greater than 1.8. 

• The Developer has erred in its calculations of the set-backs for the proposed structure. The 
side-yard set-back is at least one foot too narrow, and the front and side-yards should be 
reversed. 

• The Developer currently holds, and has held since purchasing the lot at 1525 Palisades 
Drive in 2013, approvals from the Department of City Planning to build a condominium 
project consisting of eight large, luxury single-family units and common areas on the site. 
In fact, the Developer has applied for and received an extension of those approvals. There 
is simply no reason why the Department should also approve the current proposal to build 
an office-building type structure that is incompatible both in size and style with the adjacent 

1 Technically, Mr. Rony Shram is the Manager of Minos, LLC, which is the General Partner of Palisades Drive, 
LP. However, ownership documents filed with the Department of City Planning and available online from the 
California Secretary of State show that since 2013 the lot at 1525 Palisades Drive has been owned and/or 
controlled by Mr. Rony Shram and/or his father, Mr. Moshe Shram, through an array oflimited partnerships and 
companies and a family trust. 
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city and state parks, the neighboring condominium complexes, and the Pacific Palisades 
Highlands as a whole. 

l A) The courtyard on the ground floor at the center of the proposed structure would be an 
essential part of the memory care unit and must be included in the building's common area 
floor space and total floor space computations. 

Generally, one would not include a courtyard, patio, roof deck, pool or areas outside the walls of 
a building in the computation of floor space for a typical office or apartment building. See Los 
Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC") Sec. 12.21.1 A(5). However, the proposed structure is not a 
typical building; it is an elder care facility for Seniors in memory care and assisted living units, for 
whom the amenities on-site, but outside the walls of the structure, will be just as important, if not 
more important, than the common area spaces inside the walls.2 As discussed below, the design 
of the proposed elder care facility, its location in an isolated area, and the projected extremely low 
staffing for the facility present a unique situation that requires the courtyard and certain decks of 
the building to be included in the floor space computations. See LAMC Sec. 12.21.1. A(6). 

I am not an architect and currently I don't have access to architectural computer software, but 
looking closely at the Developer's architectural drawings and using the scales provided on the 
various sheets of the Palisades Drive RCFE design and site plan submittals to the Department of 
City Planning, it is clear that the "Generations Courtyard"3 on the ground floor of the proposed . 
structure has not been included in the common area or the total area of the ground floor. It must 
be included in those computations because that courtyard is integral to the memory care unit and 

2 Ironically, a literal reading of the same section of the Mwiicipal Code that allows elder care facilities to be 
built in C 1 Zones (see LAMC Sec. 12.13. A(2)(a)(30) and (31 )) would prohibit the operator of the elder care 
facility from conducting any activities outside of the walls of the building (see LAMC Sec. 12.13 A(2)(b)(2)). 
That incongruous result can't be what the ordinances intended or what the City's policy should be, but it does 
present an "usual situation" to which LAMC Sec. 12.21.l. A(6) applies. Alternatively, ifLAMC Sec. 12.13 
A(2Xb )(2) must be applied, the Developer should preserve the planned amenities for the residents of the elder 
care facility and structurally enclose the courtyard, the first level and pool deck, and the third level roof deck. 
Of course, doing so would not cure the violation caused the fact that the proposed structure has a floor area ratio 
greater than the allowable 1.5. To cure that violation, the Developer should eliminate the top floor of the 
building, which also should be done for the reasons discussed in my initial testimony, and make small changes 
elsewhere. In addition, eliminating the top floor would cure the err in the calculation of the side-yard set-back 
discussed in Section 2 of this Supplemental Testimony. 

3 See Sheet A2.03 of the design and site plan submittals. "Generations" and "Generations Neighborhood" are 
terms Integral Senior Living, LLC ("ISL"), an operator of elder care facilities, uses in conjunction with its 
memory care units. The Developer consulted with ISL on this project, and ISL spoke on the Developer's behalf 
at the October 4, 2017 hearing. The use of the label "Generations Courtyard" denotes that the courtyard is 
dedicated to the use of the memory care residents. 
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will be the only outdoor area to which unattended memory care residents will have access. Under 
California State law, the memory care unit must be secure (i.e., locked and monitored) for the 
safety of the memory care residents. See generally California Health and Safety Code Sec. 
1569 .698. Thus, the "Generations Courtyard" will be accessible to the memory care residents, 
some of the facility's staff, and the memory care residents' private caregivers and visitors, but it 
will not be available to assisted living residents or others in the building although some rooms for 
assisted living residents will overlook that courtyard. 

One of the ailments that individuals with Alzheimer's or dementia often suffer is "sundown 
syndrome" or "sundowning" whereby there is an increase in confusion, agitation and mood swings, 
fatigue, and/or tremors parallel to a decrease in sunlight. The cure, of course, is to allow the 
individual with sundowning greater access to sunlight, and indeed California Health and Safety 
Code Sec. 1569.7 provides: 

Residential care facilities for the elderly that serve residents with Alzheimer' s 
disease and other forms of dementia should include information on sundowning as 
part of the training for direct care staff, and should include in the plan of operation 
a brief narrative description explaining activities available for residents to decrease 
the effects of sundowning, including, but not limited to, increasing outdoor 
activities in appropriate weather conditions. 

The Developer's design and site plan submittals show that the memory care unit in the proposed 
structure will have 23 "suites" of which the 8 semi-private rooms4 will face east, 6 private rooms 
will face north and be below the street level ofVereda De La Monrura and the sidewalk, 5 private 
rooms will have windows onto the courtyard, and only 4 private rooms will face south or southwest 
and therefore receive direct sunlight during the afternoon and evening hours. Also, because the 
Developer's filings explicitly state that there will be only 20 staff members on site at any given 
time5 to serve the up to 3 I residents in memory care and up to 65 residents in assisted living, it is 

4 Two of the semi-private rooms, those labeled MC-S2 on the desigQ and site plan submittals, would be the 
smallest semi-private rooms I have ever seen in my twenty-five years of visiting and researching elder care 
facilities on behalf of family members. Indeed, the individual room plans on Sheet No. A2.10 show only one 
bed in those rooms. Beyond that, it is apparent that memory care residents would get the "short straw" in the 
project due to the tenement-house design of the proposed elder care facility. Because of that design and the 
orientation of the building even the "Generations Courtyard" will hardly be inviting as it will be bounded on its 
east and north sides by 42 to 45 foot (or more depending on the placement of the building' s mechanical 
equipment) walls of glass, metal, and concrete, and the balconies of the assisted living residents' rooms on the 
upper floors, and on its southwest side by a two-story blank wall that may have artwork or plantings (see Sheet 
No. L-5 of the design and site plan submittals) above which are to be planters with fruit trees adjacent to activity, 
meeting, and eating areas for assisted living residents on the third level roof deck (see Sheet No. L-6). 

5 In my testimony filed September 29, 2017 in this case, I characterized the Developer' s 20-person per shift 
staffmg as "absurd" based on my experience and research regarding memory care and assisted living facilities. 
After my filing, and perhaps because of it, in public forums, the Developer' s representatives have stated higher 
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extremely doubtful that the staff assigned to the memory care unit will be able to organize and 
monitor much in the way of activities outside the building for the memory care residents. Thus, 
the "Generations Courtyard" will become the primary area for memory care residents to obtain 
sunlight and that courtyard will be as much a part of the memory care section of the building as 
would be the memory care living and dining rooms. Hence, the courtyard needs to be included as 
common area space and as total area space in the building's square footage computations. I 
calculate the size of the "Generations Courtyard" to be no less than 1,700 square feet. 

1B) The first level and pool deck and the third level roof deck would become essential to the 
wellbeing of the assisted living residents and also must be included in the building's common 
area floor space and total floor space computations. 

In his December 5, 2017 letter to some of the residents of the Highlands, Mr. Rony Shram 
described his project as an "assisted living community for healthy and vibrant seniors" and later 
in that same paragraph stated that the "residents [ of the facility] are generally healthy" and also 
that "they [the assisted living residents] do not drive." See the Attachments to this Supplemental 
Testimony, page 3. For most Americans, it is perhaps just a fleeting moment in time when they 
are both healthy and vibrant, but do not drive. Regardless, the reasonably healthy assisted living 
residents will undoubtedly seek venues outside their small rooms in which to spend their time. As 
discussed in my initial testimony, there are no services, such as places of worship, libraries, 

, community centers, retail shops, banks, grocery or drug stores, coffee shops, etc. that the residents 
could enjoy closer than 2.3 miles down Palisades Drive from the facility other than one modest 
size restaurant, nor is there any public transportation. As also discussed in that testimony, with 
the exception of about 200 feet along Vereda De La Montura, the sidewalks near the proposed 
structure have steep slopes and are not attractive to casual ~alking. And again, as stated in the 
Developer's filings, there will be a staff of no more than 20 at any one time for the entire elder 
care facility, which strongly suggests that there will not be anyone dedicated to providing 
transportation to the residents. Therefore, the venues available to the assisted living residents to 
enhance their quality of life, which is crucial for such residents, will have to be in the building 
itself. Those venues will include the ten-seat theatre and the wellness center in the P-1 level of the 

numbers for the staff on-site during the morning hours and have implied that the overall number of staff will be 
greater than 60. Nonetheless, in at least two places in its Application package, the Developer has attested to the 
20/60 numbers. See the Attachments to this Supplemental Testimony, page 1 (page 7 of 11 of the Environmental 
Assessment Fonn (CP-1204)) and page 2 (page 3 of3 of the Eldercare Facility Unified Permit Form (CP-7820)). 
If the Developer seeks to amend its filing package through oral statements, it should likewise amend its filings 
regarding on-site parking requirements and added traffic in the Highlands to use realistic estimates for staff, 
visitors, private duty caregivers, and delivery vehicles rather than relying on the minimums derived from the 
formulas provided by the Department of City Planning and others. 
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garage, the dining room, lounge, and bistro on the ground level, the first level and pool deck, and 
the third level roof deck. 6 

Looking closely at the Developer's architectural drawings and using the scales provided on the 
various sheets of the design and site p]an submittals it can be determined that the ten-seat theatre 
and the wellness center (plus a "break" room) in the P-1 level of the garage and the dining room, 
lounge, and bistro on the ground level have been included in the calculations of common area 
space and total area square footage, but that the first level and pool deck, other than a restroom, 
and all of the third level roof deck, other than two restrooms and a small art and multi-purpose 
room, have not. These two decks must be included in the computations because they will be the 
most attractive areas available to the assisted living residents and undoubtedly will get daily use. 

The landscaping plan for the first level and pool deck shows that it is supposed to have tables for 
dining under shade trees, an area of lounge furniture, and typical chaise lounges and umbrellas 
around the pool. See Sheet L-4 of the design and site plan submittals. The plan for the third -level 
roof deck shows that this deck is supposed to have tables for dining and parties under a steel trellis 
next to a fireplace feature wall and adjacent to an outdoor kitchen with a BBQ, sink, countertops, 
and bar; an activity area under a beam trellis with a TV monitor, countertop, and a bar; a central 
lawn area for exercise, yoga, lawn games, movies, or group activities; an area of lounge furniture 
under a trellis with retractable shade cloth; a raised garden; and a fence-enclosed dog park. See 
Sheet L-6. If the Developer actually spends the money to install what its landscape architect 
designed, the third level roof deck would be the most humane area of the building and given the 
generally pleasant weather in the Highlands, it clearly will be the most used common area in the 
assisted living unit with the possible exception of the regular dining room. 

Without doubt, the Developer and whoever operates the elder care facility will use the views of 
Santa Ynez Park and Topanga State Park in their wild and natural states to the south and west of 
the proposed building as a selling point for the assisted living unit Yet, only 12 of the 59 "suites" 
planned for the assisted living unit face outward and south, southwest, or west and those are mostly 
studio rooms. Another 5 "suites," again, the majority studio rooms, will overlook the "Generations 
Courtyard" and may have partial or obstructed views to the south or west. The indoor dining room 
and lounge face southwest, but views from those areas will be obstructed by the plantings and 
furniture on the first level and pool deck. Thus, for more than 70% of the assisted living residents 
the most enjoyable views from the proposed elder care facility, and maybe the only reason to even 
consider moving to the facility, can only be obtained from. the first level and pool deck and the 
third level roof deck. Clearly, those decks are an essential part of the planned assisted living unit 
and need to be included in the building' s common area floor space and total floor space 
computations. 

6 There is also a small second level deck, but that deck appears to serve only as the balcony for four studio rooms 
on the second level. 
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I calculate the first level and pool deck to be no less than 3,000 sq. ft., and I calculate the third 
level roof deck to be no less than 11,000 sq. ft. These decks and the "Generations Courtyard" 
together with the other identified common areas total no less than 38,498 sq. ft. With the square 
footage of the residents' rooms in the memory care and assisted living units, the total floor area of 
the building is no less than 80,346 sq. ft. As a result, given the intended. use of the building as an 
elder care facility, the building's isolation from normal community services, and the stated 
staffing, the residents can be expected to heavily utiliz.e the building's recreational spaces, and 
thus, the true structural density or FAR of the proposed facility will be in excess of 1.8. This is 
not to argue that the courtyard for the memory care unit and the decks for the assisted living unit 
should be removed; far from that. The calculations simply point out that the true size of the 
building is 20% greater than the rote application of architectural software makes it seem. Even at 
an allowable FAR of 1.5, the proposed structure would be too large for its lot, have two to six 
times the floor area ratio of anything else in the Highlands, and as discussed in my initial testimony, 
it would be incompatible in size, height, and design with the neighboring condominium complexes, 
the one existing commercial structure, and with the 99.94% purely residential nature of the 
Highlands. In short, the Department of City Planning should deny the approvals and permits for 
the proposed oversized project. 

2) The Developer has erred in its calculations of the set-backs for the ·proposed structure. 

The Developer's site plans and submittals to the Department of City Planning show a ten-foot set
back (front yard) from Palisades Drive and a seven-foot set-back (side yard) from Vereda De La 
Montura for the proposed structure. The side-yard set-back is at least one foot too narrow, and the 
front and side-yards should be reversed. 

LAMC Sec. 12.13 C(2)(a) requires a side yard along every comer lot in the Cl Zone and 
Subdivision C(2)( c) specifies that for "all portions of buildings erected and used for residential 
purposes" 7 the side lot "need not exceed five feet ... [p ]rovided, however, that one foot should be 
added to the width of the required side yard for each additional story above the second story." The 
Developer has established a side yard of seven feet, apparently on the assumption that the building 
is four stories high. However, LAMC 12.21 A(7) provides that "[i]n determining the number of 
stories, any basement containing habitable rooms shall be considered a story." The Developer's 
plans show a ten-seat theatre, its much-touted wellness center, and a break room in the P-1 level 
of the garage under the proposed building. These are clearly habitable rooms that will be used by 
the assisted living residents and the facility's staff. Thus, by law, the proposed building is five 

7 The Developer's proposed building has become the chameleon of developments; that is, the building is 
described as commercial when it is advantageous to the Developer to describe it as such, and it is described as 
residential when it advantageous to the Developer to do that. For purposes of determining set-backs and yards 
the residential description should be applied. Indeed, if there were no set-backs or yards, the rooms for 22 of the 
3 l residents in the memory care unit would abut the sidewalks, with six rooms being below sidewalk and street 
levels. 
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stories high, not four, and the side yard set-back must be eight feet, not seven. The Developer has 
erred and needs to reconfigure its proposed building accordingly. 

The Developer has put the front lot line of the proposed project along, but not parallel to, Palisades 
Drive, as might be common practice. See also LAMC Sec. 12.13 C. However, the front of the 
building does not face Palisades Drive, and in fact, there is no pedestrian entry to the building on 
Palisades Drive although there is an ingress/ egress for cars to/ from the P-1 level of the parking 
garage, which takes advantage of the steep slope of the street downward and to the south. The true 
entry to the proposed building will be at its northwest corner just off Vereda De La Montura and 
some distance from Palisades Drive, and the driveway to the building also will come off of Vereda 
De La Montura. In addition, the architectural design of the proposed building will emphasize the 
northwestern part of the structure along Vereda De La Montura and the entryway. Realistically, 
the front of the building is along Vereda De La Montura and the IO-foot set-back and front yard 
should be on that side or the building, while the 8-foot set-back and side yard should be along 
Palisades Drive. 

In the alternative, one could argue that the front of the building faces west, that the area along 
Vereda De La Montura should be a side yard with an 8-foot set-back, and that the area along 
Palisades Drive is a rear yard that requires a depth of not less than 15 feet. LAMC Sec. 12.13 
C(3)(b). But regardless of how they are imposed, 8 and 10-foot set-backs (yards) are about half 
of the existing set-backs throughout the Highlands. As stated in my initial testimony, set-backs of 
15 and 20 feet need to be imposed on the building (along with other conditions) if the proposed 
elder care facility is to be at all compatible with the neighborhood. 

3) The Developer bas approvals from the Department of City Planning to build a 
condominium complex on its lot at 1525 Palisades Drive, and there is no need for the 
Department to issue -any approvals or permits for the currently proposed elder care facility. 

As the Department of City Planning and the Associate Zoning Administrator know, the Developer 
currently holds all the approvals and permits necessary to build an 8-unit residential condominium 
complex of 2 to 3-floor structures, 35 feet in height from average finished grade, on the current 
project's site. The 8 units are to be large (4000+ sq. ft. each exclusive of garage), luxury, free
standing townhouses with two units facing Vereda De La Montura and six units arrayed around 
the south and southwest perimeters of the site facing outward and accessible from a curved 
driveway off Vereda De La Montura. Also, the complex is to contain a small pool area and service 
building. In many respects, the complex will be like the small gated communities off Chastain 
Parkway near the top of the Highlands. 

In 2007, an entity unaffiliated with the current Developer applied for approvals and permits for the 
8-unit residential condominiwn project. On November 18, 2008, an AZA approved the Coastal 
Development Permit in Case No. ZA-2007-468l(CDP)(MEL) and adopted the Mitigated Negative 
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Declaration issued under Case No. ENV-2007-4682-MND. On August 23, 2010, the then 
applicant filed for an extension of time stating that it was unable to obtain construction financing 
due to the current state of the economy. That extension was granted on November 10, 2010. 
Meanwhile, in a decision dated March 6, 2003 in Case No. TT-53622, the Department's Advisory 
Agency had approved the Tentative Tract for the site and project in conjunction with a prior zoning 
administration case for essentially the same condominium complex. 

Per the Los Angeles County Office of the Assessor's Internet site, in December 2013, the current 
Developer in one of its iterations purchased the 0.99-acre parcel that is the site of the proposed 
elder care project. In conjunction with that purchase, the Developer obtained all the approvals and 
permits in Case No. TT-53622, Case No. ZA-2007-4681-CDP-MEL, and Case No. ENV-2007-
4682-MND. Then, in early 2014, the Developer applied and received an extension until March 6, 
2018 in Case No. TT-52622. See the Attachments to this Supplemental Testimony, pages 4 
through 7. A table on the second page of the April 1, 2014 approval for the extension of time 
shows that the approvals and permits granted under Case No. ZA-2007-4681-CDP-MEL have also 
been extended until December 4, 2017. The Developer may have received further extensions, but 
currently they do not appear on the Department of City Planning's ZIMAS site. In any event, since 
purchasing the site the Developer has had, and presently has, the necessary approvals and permits 
to construct a perfectly viable luxury condominium project. 

Rather than proceeding with its approved project, the Developer began proposing ever larger 
projects for the site. In August 2014, some Highlands residents, a representative from the Pacific 
Palisades Community Council, and the District Director for Councilmember Mike Bonin attended 
a meeting in which the Developer presented a plan to build 33 single level condominiums of 
between 1600 to 2200 sq. ft. each in two three-story buildings and one two-story building with 
roof decks on all three buildings, plus over 4,300 sq. ft. of common facilities and a two-level 
underground parking garage for about 100 cars. See the Attachments to this Supplemental 
Testimony, pages 8 to 11. In total, the project was to have 64,548 sq. ft. , exclusive of the roof 
decks and garage, and a floor area ratio of 1.5. That proposed project was welcomed by those who 
are usually pro-any kind of development, but it was met by a hailstorm of objections from a great 
number of homeowners and residents in the Highlands. The main objections to the project were 
that its buildings were completely out of scale and character with the surrounding residential area; 
that the most visible two buildings were effectively four-stories in height and thus higher than 
anything else in the Highlands; that there were not adequate setbacks for the buildings, especially 
along Vereda De La Montura; and that there was no consideration given to the traffic and noise 
that would be generated due to the density of the complex. In any event, because of what Mr. 
Rony Shram stated as a ''requisite zone change process" that "proved too lengthy and 
unpredictable," the Developer never filed for approvals and permits for the project. See 
Attachments to this Supplemental Testimony, page 3. 

The progeny of the Developer's 2014, 33-condominiums plan is the current elder care facility 
project totaling over 80,000 sq. ft. of floor area (see Sections IA and 18, above), which as Mr. 
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Rony Shram himself states in his September 5, 2017 letter "[utilizes] much of the same general 
building envelope and aesthetic" as the previous, heavily opposed 33-condominium proposal. See 
Attachments to this Supplemental Testimony, page 3. However, this time around the Developer 
did not attempt to gather wide-spread community input, but prepared its plans in the Spring of 
2017, filed with the Department of City Planning on June 1, 2017, and then met with the Palisades 
Highlands Presidents' Council in late June. Most owners and residents in the Highlands had no 
knowledge of the current project until they received Mr. Shram's letter or the Department's Notice 
of Hearing in September. Even now, many people in the Highlands who are outside the 500-foot 
notice radius and were not deemed "interested parties" are unaware of the project Also, the 
Developer waited until almost the last possible day before the Hearing to post the required notices 
on the project's site, and those notices are of the minimal size and hardly visible to those in cars 
traveling 35+ mph down Palisades Drive. Yes, t11e foregoing is a complaint about the Developer' s 
gamesmanship, but those facts are emblematic of the Developer's disrespect for the Highland's 
neighborhood as is also reflected by the size, design, and character of the current proposed 
structure. 

Interestingly, on October 3, 2017, the Developer's attorney fi)ed the Developer's market study 
prepared by HCMA-Portland ostensibly to buttress the proposition that an elder care facility would 
supply needed Senior housing. But there is no need to buttress that proposition as need already 
has been ordained by the City. See LAMC Sec. 14.3.1 A. And because the 1525 Palisades Drive 
site was an input to the marketing study, not an output, the study does not say that the project site 
is the only or best place for an elder care facility, or even that it is a good place for such a facility. 
In fact, when carefully read, the study shows just the opposite, as it first points out that ''there are 
many existing senior housing communities in Santa Monica and in the western portion of Los 
Angeles." Thereafter, the study's analysis of six existing elder care facilities in Santa Monica and 
one in Pacific Palisades shows that those successful elder care facilities are located close to 
services and urban infrastructure that the residents and the facilities' operators can utilize and rely 
on. What the study does say expressly is that there are, and will be by the year 2020, very wealthy, 
older residents in the Malibu, Topanga, and Pacific Palisades ZIP Codes - hardly a surprising 
conclusion - and that some of those residents may at some time move to elder care facilities. 
However, there are no demographics on the Highlands itself, nor any attempt to determine the 
number of Seniors or families in the Highlands who would be served by an elder care facility on 
the project's site. Indeed, the true focus of the study is on "private pay capacities," and you can 
envision the author of the study drooling as he reports that the "market area [the three ZIP Codes] 
demographics are one-of-a-kind special" and that there are, or will be, a significant percentage of 
Seniors or households in those three ZIP Codes that can "pay (high) private pay rates for senior 
housing services and accommodations." In short, the Developer' s proposed project is in no way 
guided by the City' s desire for additional Senior housing; it is simply about money. 

It may be commonplace for developers to hold multiple approvals and permits from the 
Department of City Planning for disparate projects on the same parcel of land. But, while it has 
held approvals and permits for an 8-unit condominium project that is certainly acceptable and 
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doable, the Developer has for the past three years proceeded to harass and vex the owners and 
residents of the Highlands, particularly the neighbors to the 1525 Palisades Drive site, with over
sized and incompatible project proposals. Stated another way, the Developer has its "bird in the 
hand"; it now wants the "two in the bush." However, there is a sincere belief among some residents 
of the Highlands, which I share, that regardless of its market study, the proposed elder care project 
is just a "stalking horse" and that the Developer's true objective is to obtain approvals and permits 
for its 33-condominiums project or· some variant thereof That is, if the Developer can obtain 
approvals and permits for its current elder care proposal without substantial modifications, the 
Developer will then file for a 64,000 sq. ft. or larger condominium project reasoning that due to 
traffic considerations the residents of the Highlands will support the condominium project as the 
lesser of two evils. There is also the concern that, worse yet, the Developer will begin construction 
of an elder care facility and then at some point claim that the facility is not viable and propose that 
the partially built structure be reconfigured into condominiums, thereby leaving the residents of 
the Highlands with a choice between an undesirable condominium project or having to deal with 
the unfinished shell of a building. The Department of City Planning should spare the City's 
residents and owners from such machinations and reject the Developer's current application for 
approvals and permits to build an elder care facility. 

Conclusion. 

I urge the Department of City Planning to reject the Developer's proposed project primarily 
because it is incompatible in scale, height, floor area ratio, and design with the nearest structures, 
with the general residential tone of the Highlands, and with the surrounding city and state parks. 
In my initial testimony, I also stated that barring rejection of the application, the Department should 
require the Developer to scale back and change the style of the building, increase the setbacks on 
the site, and make changes to the underground parking garage including, perhaps, increasing its 
size after a realistic assessment of the facility's parking requirements. While that alternative plea 
is still valid, there truly is no reason for the Department to approve the application in any form or 
issue permits, even with conditions. The Developer already has the approvals and permits 
necessary to construct a viable project. 

Thank you for considering this Supplemental Testimony. 

Respectfully submitted, 

JJ~x1L 
Harris S. Leven 
harris. leven@gmail.com 
713-851-9895 ( cell) 



iv. Days of operation. -'E""'v""e"-'-.::.d=ca.,__ _________________________ _ 

Hours of operation. _2"""4_h.;..;;o"'u"'"rs;;....p.;.e_r d-'-a~y'-------------------------

v. Special Events. Will there be special events not normally associated with a day-to-day operation (e.g. 

fund raisers. pay-for-view events. parent-teacher nights, athletic events. graduations)? 0 YES 0 NO 

If YES. describe events and how often they are proposed ________________ _ 

vi. Occupancy Limit. Total Fire Department occupancy limit: ...:i'-'-A-'-6::..:3=----------

a. Number of fixed seats or beds "'9_7""'b'""'e""d"'s ______ _ 

b. Total number of patrons/students .... N.;;.;/A-'---------

c. Number of employees per shift 20 • number of shifts .::.3 _______ _ 

d. Size of largest assembly area (residents' dining room) 1.800 square feet 

v. Security. Describe security provisions for the project locks. lighting and alarms. 

4. SELECTED INFORMATION 

A. Circulation. Identify by name all arterial road types (i.e. Boulevard I, 11, Avenue l. 11, Ill) and freeways within 

1,000 feet of the proposed Project; give the approximate distances (check htto.llnaviaatela.lacily.oro for this 

information). Palisades Drive fronting property - Designated Avenue I: Vereda De La Montura fronting 

.property - Designated Collector; Michael Lane 66 feet north - Designated Collector: Palisades Circle 

270 feet southwest - Designated Collector; Avenida De La Herradura 850 feet northeast - Designated 

Collector: Avenida De Cortez 955 feet southeast - Designated Local Street-Standard 

8. Green building certification. Will the project be LEED-certified or equivalent? 0 YES @ NO 

If YES, check appropriate box: 

D Certified D Equivalent 0 Silver • Gold 

C. Fire sprinklers. Will the Project include fire sprinklers? 

CP-1204 [11 .10.2016] Em~ronmental Assessment Form Application 

D Platinum . 0 Other ______ _ 

0 YES 0 NO 
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4. Will the project provide reduced parking spaces, pursuant to Section LAMC Section 12.21-A,4(u)? 
0 Yes 181 No If Yes, indicate below how the additional parking spaces otherwise required by the 
Code will be provided should the development cease to qualify as an Eldercare Facility: 

a. If by construction of new parking spaces, indicate the sheet number on the plans which shows 
where the spaces would be provided: _______ _ 

b. If by other methods, describe how Code required parking would be achieved (for example 
reduction in number of units through consolidation). 

:S. Will there be special transportation (e.g. buses, vans) provided for the residents? IE! Yes • No 
If Yes, where they will be stored or parked? On site subteTTBnean garage If on site, 
indicate the sheet number on the plans which shows where they will be parked ___ A_2_._01_+ __ _ 

6. What will be the maximum number of staff at the facility at any given time? 20 
Will any of the staff/facility operators reside on the premises? D Yes 181 No 
If Yes, how many? 

7. Will there be nurses and/or doctors visiting the facility? 181 Yes D No 
If Yes, how many? 2 ; and how often? Weekly 

s. Will there be nurses and/or doctors residing on the premises? • Yes IE! No 
If Yes, how many? ____ _ 

CP-7820 eldercare [revised 4/28/2014] 
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Dear Neighbor, 

12207 Vfllshire 81\.•oi - ~-::~ /\n g=ie-5, C.4 90025 
{:;2:;J 38i::-5090 ~ n:n1).:~': ~hi:: ;-;-,de·•!f:opr,1~nt . .:c,:n 

September 5, 2017 

Since acquiring the lot on the comer of Palisades Drive and Verada de la Montura in 2013, we have proactively 
communicated our development plans. I wanted to share the latest details with you: · 

We presented several ideas for this property, among which was a condominium building of 33 residences. While a 
vast majority of the Highlands supported the project through PHPC votes and extensive association surveys, the 
requisite zone change process proved too lengthy and unpredictable. Ultimately, we found alternative uses for the 
site compatible with the existing commercial zoning. 

After conducting several land use and market analyses w~ arrived at a project that would (a} folly comply with Hie 
Cl-IH zoning of the parcel; (b) conform to the quiet nature of the Highlands, while fulfilling the community' s 
desires for a residential project on that site; and (c) be minimally invasive and harmonious with the neighborhood. 
Meeting these criteria, we are currently entitling the site for senior Hving. 

While it is residential in nature, senior living is allowable in commercial zones. Our architects have modified the 
plans for the previously proposed condominium structure, utilizing much of the same general building envelope and 
aesthetic, as presented at several meetings held at The Summit Club. The contemporary design utilizes wood, glass 
and stone, in homage to the natural topography of the Highlands and strives to blend seamlessly into the surrounding 
hillside. 

The proposed project would be a world-class assisted living community for healthy and vibrant seniors with a full 
wellness spa, pool, gym and personal training, It is not a nursing home for those in need of constant medical 
supervision- and emergency hospital vishs. As such, the environmental impact of the project is minimal: residents 
are generally healthy, so there are no frequent ambulance trips inherent to nursing homes; they do not drive, thus 
generating virtually no traffic; and staff would be transported mostly via shuttle. We designed the building with 
underground loading docks that only accommodate small vans, so there will be no large trailers serving the building. 
Deliveries will be neither visible nor audible. This project would generate significantly less traffic, noise and 
parking impacts than nearly any other residential or commercial alternative. 

The decision to pursue senior living was made with feedback we received from some members of the Highlands 
community who expressed a lack of options for older adults who wish to age in place. These sentiments were 
echoed by two independent market studies showing that Los Angeles in general and the Palisades in particular lack 
adequate housing for seniors, trailing nearly every major metropolitan area in the country. We intend to offer 
preferential terms exclusive to Highlands residents in hopes of serving the immediate community. 

The city wil1 tentatively be holding a public hearing on this project in the coming weeks. We plan to break ground 
sometime in 2018. I want to establish a communication channel with you as construction moves forward, in order to 
make the process as smooth and unobtrusive as possible. Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not 
hesitate to contact me by phone or email. We look forward to being good neighbors and business owners in the 
Highlands for years to come. 

Many Thanks, 

Rony Shram 
Palisades Drive, L.P. 
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DEPARTMENT OF 
CITY PLANNING CITY OF LOS ANGELES EXECUTIVE OFFICES 

MJCHAEL J. lOGRANDE 200 N. SPRING STRUT, ROOM 525 
Los ANGtlES. CA 90012-4801 

AIID 
6262 VAN Nuvs 81.vo. SUM 351 

VAN Nuvs, CA 91-401 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

RENEE DAKE WII.SON 
PIIISIOE>lr 

DANA M. PERLMAN 
VICH'Ri51DfNT 

ROBERT LAHN 
DAVID H. J. AMBROZ 

MARIA CAIIILOO 
CAROUNECHOE 
RICHARD KATZ 
JOHNW. MACIC 
MARTA SEGURA 

JAMES K. WILLIAMS 
COMMli'$lOflEXEOl1MASmJAHTU 

(213) 978-1300 

Moshe Shram 
Palisades Drive, LP 
2321 Stratford Circle 
Los Angeles, CA 90077 

CALIFORNIA 
OlllICTOft 

(2l3) 978-1271 

ALAN BElL AICl' 
DCl'UN OlttCfOR 

(213) 978-1272 

USA M. WEBBER. A!CP 
D! PIIIVD!REOOR 

(213) 978-1274 

ERIC GARCETTI 
FVA YUAN·MCDANIEL 

Ot FUTY ODtECTOR 
{213) 978-U73 MAYOR 

April 1, 2014 

FAX: (2.13} 978-1275 

INFORMATION 
www.plannlngJacity.org 

RE: TT-53622 
1525 N. Palisades Dr 
Community Plan: Brentwood - Pacific 
Palisades 
C.D. : 11 
CEQA: ENV-2000-3071-MND 
Related Case: ZA-2007-4681-CDP
MEL 
Zone: C1-1-H 

EXTENSION OF TIME 

On March 6, 2003, the Deputy Advisory Agency conditionally approved TT-53622 for the 
construction of a 8 unit condominium map. In accordance with the provisions of Section 
66452.6(e), Article 2, Chapter 3 of the Government Code, and Section 17.07 or 17.56-A of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Deputy Advisory Agency hereby grants a 6 year extension 
from the decision date for the recording of the final map for TT-53622 at 1525 N. Palisades Dr in 
the Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan. On March 13, 2006, the Deputy Advisory 
Agency approved a 5-year extension, granting a new expiration date of March 6. 2011 

Pursuant to AB 333, all maps are automatically granted an additional two years as long as those maps 
were still valid on July 15, 2009 and will expire before January 1, 2012. 

Pursuant to AB 208, all maps are automatically granted an additional· two years as long as those maps 
were still valid on July 15, 2011 and will expire before January 1, 2014. · 

Pursuant to Aa 116, all maps are automatically granted an additional two years as long as those maps 
were approved after January 1, 2000 and has not expired on or before July 11, 2013. 

Therefore, the new expiration date for the subject map is March 6, 2018 and no further 
extension of time to record a final map can be granted. 

MICHAEL J . LOGRANDE 
Director of Planning 

DAVID WEINTRAUB 
Deputy Advisory Agency 
MJL:DW:HLA:ms 
cc: Councilman Mike Bonin 

Eleventh Council District 

NOTE: IF THERE IS A RELATED CASE WITH 
YOUR TRACT / PARCEL, THIS EXTENSION 
WILL NOT EXTEND THE RELATED CASE 
APPROVAL. 
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City of Los Angeles - Department of C,ty Planning 

APPLICANT INFORMATiON 

Applicant's Name: _M_o_s_h_e_S_h_ra_m _________ Company: Palisades Drive, LP 

Address: 2321 Stratford Circle Telephone: 310471-0171 

Los Angeles, CA 90077 E-mail: moshe@mosheshram.com 

PROJECT ADDRESS: 1525 N. Palisades Dr ENVIRONMENTAL CASE#: ENV-2007-4682-MND 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

8 Unit Condominium 

• TT-53622 Chap 1 5 year extension granted on 3/13/06 

... ZA-2007-4681-CDP-MEL- Chap 1 1 year extension granted on 11/10/10 

Subdivision Case No. Effective Date Original Expiration 
(if applicable): of Approval: Date*: 

TT-53622 * 3/6103 3/6/06 

Approval Case No: Effective Date Original Expiration 
of Approval: Date": 

ZA-2007-4681-CDP-MEL •• 12/04/08 12/04/10 

Approval Case No: I Effective Date Original Expiration 
! of Approval: Date•: 

I 
Approval Case No: Effective Date Original Expiration 

of Approval: Date•: 

Approval Case No: Effective Date Original Expiration 
of Approval: Date•: 

I 
• may be eligible for an additional discretionary extension per lAMC 

DISCLAIMER 

New Expiration Date: 

3/6/18 

New Expiration Date: 

12/04/17 

New Expiration Date: 

New Expiration Date: 

New Expiration Date: 

i 

This Time Extension does not grant a vested right to proceed. If your project has not been vested, then your 
project may be subject to new zoning ordinances adopted after your project was approved. A new discretionary 
land use approval and updated environmental documentation may be required in order to issue the necessary 
permits from the Department of Building and Safety. 

C?-77~5.1 (08!06/13} P~ge 1 of 2 
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CEQA ADEQUACY'"" 

• No 0 Yes 

• No 0 Yes 

Does the current project substantially conform to the project as approved? 

Did the subject discretionary approval consider significant aspects of the 
project? 

If ~veS-, which significant aspects were considered? 

0 Building Location D Height 0 Density 0 Use • Parking D Access 

0 Other: wildlife cooridor, grading 

• No 0 Yes 

0 NIA • No 0 Yes 

Was the environmental documentation for the project completed in compliance 
with the City's CEQA Guidelines? 

For projects without a Categorical Exemption, did the EIR, MND, ND, or other 
environmental document consider significant aspects of the project? 

If uv es", which significant aspects were considered? 

0 Building Location • Height 0 Density 0 Use D Parking • Access 

0 Other: wildlife cooridor, grading 

I 
If any of the four questions can be answered "No", then the prior discretionary 1· 

approval and environmental review did not consider significant aspects of the 
approved project and the existing environmental documentation under CEQA 

1 is not adequate for the issuance of the extension. ! 

Director's Written Finding: The prior discretionary approval and environmental review considered 
significant aspects of the approved project and the existing environmental documentation under 
CEQA is adequate for the issuance of the extension. 

~YES 

Date: If Director's Written Findi ~YES" Stam 

f 
- Time Extensions for subdivisions do not need to make the CEQA , 
......,. If "NO•, the Director of Planning may require additional environmental review or documentation. 

lf"No• 
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DEPARTMENT OF 
CITY PLANNING 

200 N. Si'RING STRID, RooM 525 
Los ANG£US, CA 90012-4801 

AND 
6262 VAN Nl/\'S BLVD_ SUITT 351 

VAN Nuvs, CA 91401 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

DAVID H.J.AMBROZ 
PR£SlDENT 

RENEE DAKE WllSON 
VJCE~ 

ROBERT LAHN 
MARIA CABllOO 
CAROUNE CHOE 
RICHARD KATZ 
JOHNW.MAOC 

DANA M, PERLMAN 
MARTA SEGURA . 

JAMES IC. Wll.l.lA.MS 
COMMISSlO>< lX£C\lllllf ASSISTANT n 

(213) 978-1300 

Palisades Drive LP (O)(A) 
2321 Stratford Circle 
Los Angeles, CA 90077 

CITY OF Los ANGELES EXECUTIVE OFFICES 

MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE 
ll!R!CTOll 

CALIFORNIA 

(213) 978-1271 

USA M. WEBBER. ,KP 
OlPUTYD!RlOOR 

(213) 978-1274 

JAN ZATORSKI 
WUT\'DIRKJOR 
(213) 978-1273 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

FAX: (213) 971!-1275 

INFORMATION 
www.planning.lacity.org 

May 12, 2014 

RE: CASE NO. TT-53622 
Related case: ZA-2007-4681-CDP-MEL 
EXTENSION OF TIME 
1525 North Palisades Drive 
Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community 
Planning Area 
Zone: C1-1-H 
D. M.: 138A113 
C.D.: 11 
CEQA : ENV-2007-4682-MND 
LegalOescription: Lot 3 TR 31070 
EXTENSION OF TIME 

On March 6, 2003, the Deputy Advisory Agency conditionally approved TT -53622 for a maximum of 8 
residential condominiums. In accordance with the provisions of Section 66452.6(e), Article 2, Chapter 3 of 
the Government Code, and Section 17.07 or 17.56-A of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Deputy 
Advisory Agency hereby grants a five-year extension for the recording of the final map for TT-53622 at 
1525 North Palisades Drive in the Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan. 

Pursuant to AB 333, all maps are automatically granted an additional two years as long as those maps 
were still valid on July 15, 2009 and will expire before January 1, 2012. 

Pursuant to AB 208, all maps are automatically granted an additional two years as long as those maps 
were still valid on July 15, 2011 and will expire before January 1, 2014. 

Pursuant to AB 116, an map::s are automatically granted an additional two years as long as those maps 
were approved after January 1, 2000 and has not expired on or before July 11, 2013. 

Pursuant to Chapter 1 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), in conjunction with a Subdivision 
Approval pursuant to these multiple entitlement procedures may be extended for the full time limit of the 
Subdivision Approval, Including time extension pursuant to Article 7 of the LAMC, for the purpose of 
recordation of an approved map. Therefore, the new expiration date for the subject map is March 6, 2018, 
and no further extension of time to record a final map can be granted. 

MICHAEL J . LOGRANDE 
Director of Planning 

DAVID WEINTRAUB F /JJ f 
Deputy Advisory Agency ~ 4 ~ / 
MJL:DW:HLA:amv J , 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin, 

Beventh Council District 
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City of Los Angeles Mail - CASE# ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 1525 Pal isades Driw Elder Care Project 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

CASE# ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 1525 Palisades Drive Elder Care Project 
2 messages 

Eric <eric@fitnessbythesea.com> Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 9:18 AM 
To: "Henry.Chu@lacity.org" <Henry.Chu@lacity.org>, "Courtney.Shum@lacity.org" <Courtney.Shum@lacity.org>, 
"Debby.Dynerharris@lacity.org" < Debby.Dynerharris@lacity.org> 

Hi There, 
I am witing in regards to CASE# ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 1525 Palisades Drive Elder Care Project. I 
have lived at 1541 Palisades Drive in the Highlands for the past 14 years and live directly across the street 
from the proposed 1525 Palisades Drive Elder Care Project. 

I OPPOSE the project for the following reasons: 

*Project size tota I ly inappropriate. Inappropriate for a suburban residential community that is located in the middle of the 
Topanga State Park and Santa Inez State Park entrances . 

* Height and mass - grossly oversized for our community. If built as planned it will be 10 feet higher than fil!Y. building in the 
entire Palisades . 

* Lack of adequate setbacks and greenery to blend in with community. It will be enormous and fill the entire lot with a solid 4 
story building and only a 7 'set back from the sidewalk. 

* Lack of any architectural continuity or harmony with the Highlands in general and specifically with the Spanish/ 
Mediterranean architectura I style of the residences up and down Palisades Drive and adjoining streets. 

* It will block views of the mountains . Not only from nearby residents but from people driving up and down Palisades Drive 
and Pal is a des Circle and those hi king the trai Is . 

* Too high a density ratio and not compatible with current density for the area . Excessive number of units and residents. 

* Will add substantial traffic, including parking to Palisades Drive and Vereda de la Montura from comings and goings of pick 
ups, deliveries, emergency vehicles, staff and visitors. 

* Will be dangerous for the evacuation of older and some memory challenged residents in case of earthquakes, fires and 
medical emergencies. They may need to Shelter in Place. 

Thank you, 

Eric Colton, Owner 
Fitness by the Sea, Inc. 
310-459-2425 tel 
310-459-2415 fax 

https://mail .google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik:=585fadeab5&js-.er=ZOgYGg\FjfY.en.&1.1ev.=pt&search=inbox&th=15f82c29647c439a&siml=15f82ad9fd2c2cfc&siml=1 ... 1/2 
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www.fitnessbythesea.com 

D 
"Fitness by the Sea is the safest beach camp I have ever seen." 

• Chief oflA County Lifeguards 

Eric <eric@fitnessbythesea.com> Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 9:41 AM 
To: "Henry.Chu@lacity.org" <Henry.Chu@lacity.org>, "Courtney.Shum@lacity.org" <Courtney.Shum@lacity.org> 

(Quoted text hidden] 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&jswr=ZOgYGg\.FjfY.en.&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th=15f82c29647c439a&siml=15f82ad9fd2c2cfc&siml=1.. . 2/2 
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Connect 
ate 
ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT - Additional comments on 
1525 Palisades Drive 
1 message 

Vicki Warren <\1cki90272@aol.com> Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 12:23 AM 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 
Cc: Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org>, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, Debbie.Dynerharris@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Chu, 
Attached is a copy of my letter in opposition to the proposed project at 1525 Palisades Driw, which I originally sent to 
Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill in September. 

I also haw the following additional comments, based on further community discussion since my original letter: 

Traffic Impact: 
1 liw in Palisades HOA #1 (aka the "Upper Woodies") which is the first townhouse complex to the south of the proposed 
project on the west side of Palisades Driw. Our complex includes 46 townhomes (condominiums), each with a two-car 
garage. Two of the four driwways leading to garage areas in our complex are located north of the lower Palisades Circle 
intersection in the area where Palisades Driw has a center di"1der. In order to access these two driwways (or to park on 
the street along the northern half of our complex), residents and "1Sitors arri"1ng northbound on Palisades Driw typically 
make a U-tum at Vereda de la Montura and then driw southbound past the existing Highlands Plaza (Casa Nostra 
restaurant) until we reach our complex on the right. According to discussion at the recent Pacific Palisades Community 
Council, the proposed project may require the addition of a traffic signal at the intersection of Vereda de la Montura and 
Palisades Driw. In addition, there would be a driwway entrance and/or exit to the parking garage of the proposed project 
on the west side of Palisades Driw just south of Vereda de la Montura. 

The additional traffic for the proposed facility, the new signal, and the cars entering and/or exiting the new parking garage 
driwway will haw a significant impact on the Upper Woodies residents and "1Sitors who make a U-tum and pass through 
that area ewry time they come home to the Upper Woodies. Southbound traffic on Palisades Driw in that area often 
trawls at speeds well in excess of the 35-mph limit. Making the U-tum requires good reflexes and caution ewn with the 
current lewls of traffic. The addition of residents , employees, deliwries and "1Sitors of the proposed complex will add 
significantly to the traffic load at that tricky intersection and delay our routine turnaround on the way home. 

Because of the short duration of the red light on the existing traffic signal at Palisades Circle and Palisades Driw (right in 
the same area) I haw found that driwrs and pedestrians crossing Palisades Driw with a green light must use extra 
caution because it is not unusual for driwrs on Palisades Driw to go right through a red light, assuming the signal will 
change to green when their whicle registers on the sensors. After seeing (and experiencing) near misses there, I no 
longer cross at that signal as a pedestrian. The additional traffic for the proposed facility, and the additional traffic signal 
would add to the danger and the delay of passing through the existing intersections. 

Palisades Highlands Presidents' Council : 
Apparently the PHPC has written a letter to the City in support of the proposed project at 1525 Palisades Driw. I think it 
is wry important that you understand that the PHPC does not represent the opinion of the entire Highlands community in 
the way that may be implied. My HOA, for exaJl1)1e, is no longer a m!mber of the Presidents' Council and did not participate in 
any poll or vote regarding the proposed project. According to comrrents on the comnrunity forum Next Door, other Highlands 
hom!owners are apparently unaware of the Presidents' Council, its relationship to individual HOA's, and its support of the project. 
One of the nearby HOA's on Michael Lane apparently did not have representation at the Presidents' Council m!etings (though this 
HOA was a PC m!ni>er) until after this letter was written. The Presidents ' Council m!ets only quarterly and typically handles such 
issues as administration of the private security contract for the area, funding for maintenance ofroad m!dians , brush clearance 
along Palisades Drive, and donations to the local fire station. I am familiar with this due to my 6 years of service on my HOA board 
during years in which the Upper Woodies did belong to the Presidents ' Council (approximately 2006-2012). There is not, to my 
knowledge, a formal or rigorous process by which the Presidents ' Council polls the homeowners in its m!mber HOA's for such 
issues as expressing an opinion regarding land developm!nt or :zoning. 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ika=585fadeab5&jswr=Z0g YGg 1.FjfY.en.&1.1ew=pt&search=inbox&th= 15f80c3a1526da0a&siml= 15f80c3a1526da0a 1/2 
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Although I live in the townhouse HOA that is the nearest south of the proposed development on the west side of Palisades Drive, I 
and the other members ofmy HOA did not receive any conmunication from the developer or the City regarding the proposed 
project. The information I have learned about the project comes from connnunity discussion on the Next Door online forum, my own 
research, and my conversations with neighbors who have attended meetings such as the City hearing downtown and the Pacific 
Palisades Connnunity Council meeting. I feel strongly that the proposed project is not an appropriate use for the 1525 Palisades 
Drive property for reasons including emergency preparedness , traffic, and lack of compatibility with the surrounding developed and 
natural areas . I urge you to reject this project in its current fomt Yes , the 1525 Palisades Drive property is zoned for 
commercial development. But surely when the Highlands was originally developed back in the early 1970's, the intent of the 
commercial zoning of that property was to provide for a small office and/or retail center similar in scale and style to the adjacent 
Highlands Plaza. 

Best regards, 

Victoria K. Warren 
1431 Palisades Drive 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

~ VKW Letter Opposing Senior Project Sept 2017.pdf 
66K 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&jswr=ZOg YGg \FjfY.en.&1.1ew=pt&search=inbox&th= 15f80c3a1526da0a&siml= 15f80c3a1526da0a 2/2 



VICTORIA K. WARREN 

1431 PALISADES DRIVE 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

September 25, 2017 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL 
PERMITS 

Project Site: 
Re: Case No.: 
CEQA No.: 
Date: 
Time: 

1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Oct. 4, 2017 
11:30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill; 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal 
Permits. 

The proposed Project site is not an appropriate location for an eldercare 
facility. Earthquake expert Kate Hutton's studies have indicated that in the 
event of a major earthquake, Palisades Drive could be unusable for an 
extended period of time due to its location in a stream bed subject to 
liquefaction. Highlands residents (and all Los Angeles residents) are strongly 
encouraged by officials and the media to prepare for the anticipated "big 
one" quake, while at the same time someone is planning to build a large 
eldercare facility in a remote area that is expected to be without services for 
days or weeks after this quake? That makes no sense! 

The entire Highlands is also a very high risk area for brush fires, with only 
one road in or out. Again, not appropriate for a senior care facility filled with 
nearly 100 residents with significant medical needs. 

Aside from the safety risks from earthquakes and fires, the size and scale of 
the project is not appropriate for this location. The increased traffic from 
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visitors, employees, and service providers would put more burden on 
Palisades Drive, which is already well-known for dangerous driving and fatal 
accidents. The nearest public transportation is two miles away. 

There are numerous reasons why this is not an appropriate location for a 
senior care facility. In addition to my thoughts above, I include below some 
additional analysis of the proposed development and the compelling reasons 
why it is not appropriate for the Highlands. 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL 
DANGER TO SENIORS. There is no contesting that seniors need more and better 
assisted living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will seriously 
endanger their lives for many reasons: 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon 
designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City 
(DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means to evacuate 
100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can 
rage through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or 
mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' 
LIVES. The Project is distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The 
nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, and the two 
closest general hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can 
take 45 minutes to reach in traffic which is far too long in cases of 
emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN 
THE HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources anywhere in the Highlands, 
and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be transported to Santa Monica, 
Westwood and beyond for routine, non-urgent care. The proposed residents 
would require assisted living support and/or dementia care with frequent and 
chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE and no operator 
to run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the 
application documents reflect the responses of novices, not professionals who 
must be licensed and experienced to operate these facilities. Given the folly 
of locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is 
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difficult to believe that any reputable operator would agree to assume this 
responsibility and liability. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY nestled in the pristine 
wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga 
State Park -- one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A 
smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the 
proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the 
SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

The area is home to wildlife including deer, coyotes, mountain lions, rattlesnakes, and 
scorpions. It is frequented by a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, joggers,· 
hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who enjoy 
the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the 
many hiking trails that connect Highlands neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area. The adjacent Topanga State Park boasts 76 miles 
of hiking trails and is the largest State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United 
States. 

THE PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL 
BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH 
THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 
square-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to 
Topanga State Park on Vereda de la Montura, adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on 
its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, 
HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

THE OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades 
community plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business 
district which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border 
Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT 
IS 36% HIGHER! Even worse, the first-floor parking garage will be clearly 
visible from the south, thereby effectively making the Project appear as a 5-
story, 55-foot high monument. This would be some 67% higher than 
caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 
116,000 square feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square 
feet of building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S 
PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each 
square foot of lot - nearly double the density that the City granted Caruso in 
the Palisades central business district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT 
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INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in the TWO-STORY PARKING 
GARAGE. 

• The last approval for the proposed Project site was a hearing in 2003 to build 
8 town homes. Previous applications to build more town homes on this site 
were rejected. A project of 8 town homes or a small-scale retail/office 
development like the plaza next to the site would be much more consistent 
with current development in the Highlands. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force 
dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and 
park visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting the 
residents daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park? There will be UPS, FedEx and US 
Postal vehicles; as well as garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry 
suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, 
cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, and others. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require 
the removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a 
"Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of 
approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be 
traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out Pacific Coast Highway to a dumpsite in 
Moorpark, 42 miles away. This has the potential for significant problems: 

• The potential of increased auto/truck accidents and injuries on Palisades 
Drive, which is well-known for speeding and fatal accidents. 

• Damage to the surface of Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, 
AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbation of already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on 
Sunset Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural 
amphitheater, allowing noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be 
disturbed by noise from emergency vehicle sirens as well as the required backup 
beeping from commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have 
consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted 
living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of 
constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to 
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asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even 
back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. It would be a long, steep, and dangerous 
bicycle ride from the proposed Project site to public transportation or any business 
district. In reality, about 60 employees would need transportation back and forth all 
over the greater Los Angeles area in three shifts. The 100 residents would need routine 
transport to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE 
AND NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS 
DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES 
IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY - AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE -
ALL TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the 
planning application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of 
"neighboring property owners in support of" the Project, but THE LIST OF 
"SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

In summary, there are numerous and valid reasons why the proposed senior 
care facility is not appropriate for this location. Hundreds of neighbors have 
already voiced their strenuous opposition to this ill-conceived project, and 
more opponents are being added daily as the word spreads. Your job is to 
represent the voices of your constituents, to uphold the law, and to enhance 
the safety of the citizens of Los Angeles. I urge you to reject this project. 

Sincerely yours, 

Victoria K. Warren 
1431 Palisades Drive 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin, Ezra Gale, and Lisa Cahill 
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Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Opposition to 1525 Palisades Drive Proposed Eldercare Project (Case No: ZA-2017-
2170-ELD-CDP-SPR) 
1 message 

Kerner, Lucy <LKemer@intemational.ucla.edu> Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 12:09 AM 
To: "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org>, "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org>, 
"lisa.cahill@lacity.org" <lisa.cahill@lacity.org> 

To: Mr. Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
Via email: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 

Ref: Elder Care Facility 
1525 North Palisades Drive 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

Let me introduce myself. My name is Lucy A. Kerner and I am (as well as my family) is a long-time 
resident of Palisades Highlands. We have lived here since 1984. 

I am writing in regard of the construction project at 1525 Palisades Drive in the Highlands, deemed to 
accommodate senior citizens who need assistance and some of whom suffer from Alzheimer's 
disease, Parkinson and dementia. I read quite a few letters of those who oppose and support the 
project and attended some neighborhood and association meetings where different issues related to 
pros and cons of this construction were discussed. 

I do not want to spend your time on the arguments of both sides, I am sure that you've heard enough. I 
just want to touch upon an issue that, to my surprise, was not duly discussed, though it should be a 
prime concern of all Highlands' residents and of our leadership, that is, our safety. 

While the arguments regarding the project's enormity and corresponding pollution of local scenery, 
both visual and auditory, endangerment of local flora and fauna, etc. are valid and should be taken into 
consideration during the project's discussions, they are still secondary, in comparison with the 
dangers that the project presents to the safety and actually to survival of all Highlands' residents. 

Let me briefly explain the problem that we, the Highlanders, face. As you know, Palisades Highlands 
is an area that is a part of Santa Ynez National forest. It is surrounded by the mountains covered with 
trees, bushes and high grasses, and is situated along the canyon, which is our Palisades Drive. This 
means several things: we have windier climate than people in the village and on the beach; we have 
more sun than in other areas of Pacific Palisades and when it is cold and foggy in the village, we have 
bright sun. This means that we have drier weather than in other localities of the Palisades area. This, 
in its tum, means that Palisades Highlands prone to brush fires. Having Palisades Drive as the only 
way that leads to and from the Highlands means that we are all (the Highlanders) are hostages to 
Mother Nature. 
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Brush fires are not the only threat to us. We have rock and mud slides that could (and it had happened 
not once) block Palisades Drive and make it impossible to either leave or enter the area. But of 
course brush fires present the worst danger. For example, in 1992 there was a Topanga Canyon fire. It 
sounds like it was quite far away but in reality, with wind transferring fires with 70-80 MPH speed we 
saw flames from the windows of our houses, and when fire moved to the other side of our canyon, at 2 
a.m. the authorities announced evacuation. At that time many people had already left the area and 
those few who decided to follow the order could leave. Several years later though we had rock slide 
and Palisades Drive was blocked. Thus, we had to go up the hill where Palisades Drive ended and 
we drove along a fire trail, which was a narrow, one lane unpaved winding road on the top of the 
summit, usually closed with a gate. Only one car can move along this lane, with speed no more than 3-
5 MPH. Imagine how many casualties there might be when an emergency that involves brush fire 
happens! And now please think how these casualties will increase when in addition to local residents 
approximately 160 patients plus service personnel (another 100 people) with additional 50-60 cars 
attempt to leave the area using this fire trail. 

I do not want to elaborate further on other dangers that await us in case of emergency. I, as well as 
other numerous residents of the Highlands, strongly believe that the information above will help our 
leaders, those who make final decision regarding the 1525 Palisades Dr. project and who, we 
believe, care about our survival make it right and will not allow the project to increase fatalities 
amongst the Highlanders in case of emergency. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Lucy A. Kerner 
Editor-in-Chief 
Communist and Post-Communist Studies 
University of California, Los Angeles 
Center for European and Eurasian Studies 
405 Hilgard Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90095-1446 
Fax: 310-206-3555 
E-mai I: lkemer@i nternational.ucla .ed u 
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Connect 
ate 

ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Fwd: [External] Re: Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de 
la Montura 
1 message 

Malissa Javed <malissajaved1@gmail.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 
Cc: Saad Javed <saadjaved@me.com> 

From: Saad Javed <saadjaved@me.com > 

Sent: Friday, November 3, 2017 8:19:49 PM 

To: Chu, Henry, M.D.; Courtney Shum; councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

Cc: Malissa Javed 

Mon, Nov 6, 2017 at 9:26 AM 

Subject: [External] Re: Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la l\t1ontura 

I am Malissa Javed's husband & a resident of 1529 Michael Lane. 

I am writing in opposition to this completely inappropriate development proposed directly in front of our front 
door! 

Please take into account that the old adage of "One size fits all" does not apply to the Palisades 
Highlands! 
The entire Highlands is a maximum of 3 stories high building. 
How then does a 6 stories high structure fit in to the neighborhood? 
Attempts like this development are prevalent in 3rd wor1d countries, not in a ci~lized nation like ours! 
Please let the Palisades Highlands remain a quiet, tranquil & serene residential neighborhood! 

Please do not let all the political influence & campaign re-election $$ donated by the 1525 developers 
representing attorney's law firm dictate how this project is being expedited without the necessary oversight. 

Please allow the California Coastal Commission that oversees this parcel of land, & California 
En~ronmental Quality Authority (CEQA) do their necessary analysis before issuing a judgement. 

Please take into account that some 15 years ago, this land was not approved for development by the city 
for a 28,000 sf. project with far less of a footprint than the one proposed now. 
What then may I ask behooves the city to consider green lighting a project that is 250% larger in scope? 
Has our neighborhood grown 250%, may I ask? 
The answer is NO! 
Has the land that the Highlands is laid out on increased in size? 
The answer is NO! 
Are the residents of the Palisades Highlands in support of such a monster sized development? 
The answer is "Hell NO"!! 

Mr. Chu; I request that you please take my opposition & thoughts in consideration while delivering a 
decision on this project. 

Respectfully, 

Saad Javed. 
1529 Michael Lane. 

On Nov 3, 2017, at 10:51 PM, Malissa Javed <malissajaved1@gmail.com> wrote: 
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To: 

• Mr Henry Chu, Zoning Administration, City of Los Angeles henry.chu@lacity.org 

Application References: 

• Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr. ; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
• Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
• CEQA No. : ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Copies (sent via email): 

• Councilmember Mike Bonin councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
• PPCC President Mayram Zar maryamzarjd@yahoo.com 
• All community members of HUG, including Robert Flick & Jonathan Klar 

Dear Mr Chu, 

We wrote to you about a month ago. Thank you for providing the extended the public 
comment time frame. 

You haw receiwd letters from Robert Flick Esq (our neighbor and fellow HUG \Olunteer}, from 
Jonathan Klar Esq (our neighbor and fellow HUG \Olunteer), and from Marc and Veronique 
Jackson (our neighbors and HUG leadership). My husband, Saad Jawd, and I second all the 
points raised by Robert, Jonathan, Marc and Veronique in all of their detailed correspondence 
with you so far, so please count us each individually when you tally community opposition to 
this project. 

l'w provided a picture from our upper balcony of what the Shrams are calling a highly 
urbanized area. The proposed building will be right where you can see the small patch of dead 
grass at the wry bottom and to the left extending to the street. 
My family (me, my husband, boy/girl twin 3 year olds and our 5 year old) mowd here to enjoy 
these beautiful mountains and trails. We were looking to escape the urban feel of the city. 
We face having this large facility literally in our faces, with loud ambulances, 24 hour lighting, 
a driw way directly in front of our front door and dangerous traffic. 
<image1 .jpeg> 

As a registered nurse of almost 20 years and a long term caregiwr of the elderly, I cannot 
stress enough how inappropriate the location is for this type of facility. 

Thank you for your time and service, 
Sincerely, 

Malissa M. Johnson, MSN, RN 
1529 Michael Lane 

IMPORTANT WARNING: This message is intended for the use of the person or entity to which it is 
addressed and may contain information that is privileged and confidential, the disclosure of which is 
gowmed by applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or 
agent responsible for deliwring it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 
distribution or copying of this information is strictly prohibited. Thank you for your cooperation. 
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Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Fw: 17.1103.1230pm Klar Supp Brief to CHU Final 1.7.pdf 
1 message 

Donna Galvin <DonnaGal"1n@msn.com> 
To: "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

- Original Message -
From: Donna Gal"1n 
To: henry.chu@lacity.com ; councilmember.bonin@lacity.org ; debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org 
Sent: Friday, No\ember 3, 2017 2:40 PM 
Subject: 17.1103.1230pm Klar Supp Brief to CHU Final 1. 7.pdf 

See attachment 

Sun, Nov 5, 2017 at 8: 13 PM 

We enthusiastically and totally agree with this exceptionally well researched and written position of the Klars in 
opposition to this ill concei\ed and horrendous project. 
This proposed project would irreparably and pennanently harm the Pacific Palisades Highlands. 

Michael Lane Villas HOA Board, 
Donna Gal"1n 
1558Michael Lane 
Board Member and Secretary of Michael Lane Villas HOA 

2 attachments 

~ 17.1103.1230pm Klar Supp Brief to CHU Final 1.7.pdf 
2521K 

• ATT00001.txt 
1K 
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Connect 
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1525 Palisades Drive project 
1 message 

Donna Galvin <DonnaGalvin@msn.com> 
To: "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

henry.chu@lacity.com (henry.chu@lacity.com) 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Sun, Nov 5, 2017 at 8:11 PM 

Your message wasn't delivered. Despite repeated attempts to deliver your message, the recipient's 
email system refused to accept a connection from your email system. 

Contact the recipient by some other means (by phone, for example) and ask them to tell their email 
admin that it appears that their email system is refusing connections from your email server. Give 
them the error details shown below. It's likely that the recipient's email ad min is the only one who can 
fix this problem. 

For Email Admins 
No connection could be made because the target computer actively refused it. This usually results 
from trying to connect to a service that is inactive on the remote host - that is, one with no server 
application running. For more information and tips to fix this issue see this article: 
https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?Linkld=389361 

Mr. Chu, 
We enthusiastically and totally agree with this exceptionally well researched and 
written position of the Jonathan and Maria Klar they wrote to you in opposition to this ill 
conceived and horrendous project. 
This proposed project would irreparably and permanently harm the Pacific Palisades 
Highlands. 

Michael Lane Villas HOA Board, 
Donna Galvin 
1558 Michael Lane 
Board Member and Secretary of Michael Lane Villas HOA 
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Connect 
ate 

ollabo. le Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Application References: Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 
Vereda de la Montura Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA No.: ENV-2017-
2171-CE 
1 message 

Gina Ladinsky <gladinsky@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 4, 2017 at 1:43 PM 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, maryamza~d@yahoo.com, courtney.shum@lacity.org, info@hugpali.org 

Dear Mr. Chu, 
I am in opposition to the proposed project at 1525 Vereda de la Montura because it is inappropriate in 
size, scope, and usage for the corrrnmity. I live at 17420 Vereda de la Montura, Pacific Palisades , 90272 and 
have lived here for 31 years. There are "near-miss" car accidents daily at Michael Lane and Vereda daily, 
exactly where the proposed project plans on putting its entrance and exit. The proposed project will 
huge cause traffic problems. 

The nurrbers the developer has presented are far from correct. My mom was in Atria Assisted li"1ng in the 
Palisades, and there were more well than 20 staff members. And Atria is the smallest assisted you will find. There are 24 
assisted li"1ng residents, far less than the de-.eloper is proposing. 

There's reception, admin, housekeeping, the acti"1ty director, the dri-.er to take residents to appointments, the chef, 
ser-.ers, dish washers, also 24 hr. building maintenance, billing staff, the nurse, and the sales/tour person. 
There is the day shift and the night shift. 

The staffing alone will represent a huge traffic impact. 

There are also daily \1sits from Home Health Ser\1ces. For example if a wound needs to be changed, the state requires 
Home Health Ser\1ces to come in. Ewn the RN, who should be on 24 hours, is not allowed to dress wounds. In fact, 
Home Health Ser\1ces come in to attend to the medical needs of the residents for many reasons besides wounds. In 
addition, there are physical therapists and occupational therapists. 

Guests \1Sit frequently to see their lowd ones as I did, and mom and I most often left Atria to shop, again, more traffic. 
Visitors definitely all haw cars, where will they park? 

Some Atria residents driw. My mom had a private care giwr who drow her to errands and doctors appointments daily. 
Thus my mom had a car and parking place at Atria. Do not assume residents don't need parking. 

And many, many Atria residents haw private care gi\.ers for extra care as my mom did. Where will they park? They 
definitely need to be counted for traffic impact. 

So do not think the residents won't be creating traffic. And the number of residents for the proposed project is jokingly 
ridiculous. How big will the apartments for each resident be? 

Also there are school kids who \1sit often to perform for the residents as well as various speakers. The awrage is once or 
twice a week. More traffic. More parking. 

Whatever goes in should NOT have Its exit/entrance at Michael Lane and Vereda = catastrophic. You don't need 
to be a rocket scientist to figure that out. 

In addition there are family nights where multiple family members come for a dinner celebration with loud liw music. They 
were are attended. Why loud? Many residents are deaf or hard of hearing. 

As far as fire, each resident is allowed a microwaw and coffee maker. Ask me how often the elevator broke down at 
Atria? It was too often and one reason we mowd to Ocean House. But the REALITY of carrying wheelchair bound elders 
down stairs to evacuate is terrifying. 
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The selected location is not appropriate for assisted li\1ng. It does not fit the neighborhood for many reasons. One main 
reason is size. I own a home on Vereda and I have one home on one acre. The proposed project does not meet the 
population density here. 

Lastly, there is no need for assisted li\1ng on the west side. I looked at many of them for my mom and there are 
wonderful, lovely assisted li\1ng facilities all over Santa Monica. Plus Atria is never full. The proposed project has to fulfill 
many state requirements and it is destined to fail. 

My entire homeowner's association enters and exits on Vereda going past the proposed project daily. We have around 70 
homes. It is our only entrance and evacuation route. If there were a catastrophic fire or earthquake, there is no way the 
proposed project could safely evacuate the number of residents it has proposed to house. You would be allowing the 
developer to create a death trap for the elderly residents . 

Please do not approve the project as is currently being presented. And be sure to do your due diligence rather than to 
accept the figures the developer is gi\1ng you regarding traffic and parking. 

Thank you, 

Gina Ladinsky 
17420 Vereda de la Montura 
Pacific Palisades , 90272 

V 
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1525 Palisades Drive project 
1 message 

Maxilud <maxilud@aol.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 

City of Los Angeles Mail - 1525 Palisades Dri-.e project 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Sat, Nov 4, 2017 at 12:16 PM 

Cc: courtney.shum@lacity.org, councilmemberbonin@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

please, consider this mail as a strong support message for the content of the letter, you'\e recei\ed from Marc and 
Veronique Jackson, in refusal to accept the decision of allowing to build an assisted li\.ing and dementia care facility at 
the abo\e shown location. 
As member of the Pacific Palisade Highlands community, we are \ery worried about the consequences of that project, if 
built, to the precariously peaceful en\.ironment where we ha\e chosen to li\e in. 
Therefore, help us in rejecting the proposal for that facility using all the tools at your disposal. Thank you in advance. 

Respectfully, 

Massimo and Stefanella Ludo\.isi 
1287 Calle de Madrid 
Palisades Highlands 

https://mail .goog le.com'rnai l/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js\el'=ZOg YGg \FjfY.en.&1.18\\=pt&search=inbox&th= 15f8876687e70226&si ml= 15f8876687e70226 1/1 



11/8/2017 City of Los Angeles Mail - 1525 Pacific Palisades dri-.e medical facility 

Connect 
ate 
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1525 Pacific Palisades drive medical facility 
1 message 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Marie Claude Ranes <mclranes@hotmail.com> Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 11:41 PM 
To: "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org> 
Cc: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org>, "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" 
<councilmember.bonin@lacity.org> 

I strongly oppose the project for the reasons already presented to you which I totally support. 

I thank you in adVance for listening to our community, and considering the impact such a project would ha'le on the 
whole neighborhood, considering also the safety of the patients of this facility which would be in a fire sensitiw area, not 
to mention the possibility of earthquake emergency, on a two miles dead end road. 

I should mention that our HOA located below the commercial center along Palisades Driw is not part of the President 
Council , nor was contacted by the dewloper. 
Respectfully, 

Marie Claude Ranes 
HOA no.1 the Upperwoodies 
1435 Palisades Driw 
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Opposition to 1525 Palisades Drive Project 
1 message 

Douglas J Smith <dougjsmith226@gmail.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 

Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 10:27 PM 

Dear Mr. Chiu, 
Please register my complete and total opposition to this project, as more completely detailed by our neighborhood 
opposition group, "HUG". Thank you for your consideration. 
Very truly yours, 
Douglas J. Smith 
1587 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades CA 90272 
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OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR PERMITS 
1 message 

Horvath, Steve <SHorvath@mednet.ucla.edu> Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 9:42 PM 
To: "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org> 
Cc: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "maryamzarjd@yahoo.com" 
<maryamzarjd@yahoo.com>, "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

To: 

• Mr Henry Chu, Zoning Administration, City of Los Angeles henry.chu@lacity.org 

Application References: 

• Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 

• Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

• CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Copies (sent via email): 

• Councilmember Mike Bonin councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

• PPCC President Mayram Zar maryamzarjd@yahoo.com 

Dear Mr Chu, 

1. We vehemently oppose the City's suggestion (and that of any other City-related body such as the Pacific 
Palisades Community Council, or "PPCC") that the 1525 proposal is somehow appropriate or consistent under 
zoning codes and under related state law or local law governing developments of this kind on this lot. We 
beliew that the 1525 de-.elopment, both as an intensiw sel'\1ce business operation that has no direct commercial benefit 
to the majority of Highlands or Palisades-Brentwoods households and at the mass height and dewlopment scale 
proposed, \10lates the intent and spirit of, as well as many specific pro\1sions of: (i) the Coastal Act, (ii) the California 
En\1ronmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and (iii) the current Brentwood Pacific Palisades Community Plan. E-.en the PPCC, 
while knowingly disregarding the legal requirements of CEQA in their recent analysis (referring to the letter you receiwd 
from Maryam Zar), stated that the height, mass and other neqati-.e impacts of 1525 are not appropriate as planned. 
Further, you haw before you se-.eral highly relevant historical City ZA precedents for the lot at 1525 that we belie-.e you 
should follow. HUG members are truly shocked that the City has not done more to guide and redirect 1525's de-.eloper
owner to propose uses that are legally permissible and acceptable to the community! 
2. We would like you to take Into account the flagrant misrepresentations made by 1525's developer that 
several HUG members have carefully documented for you. The most flagrant are: (i) their highly significant 
underestimation of transportation. traffic and parking disruption - both during the construction and operational phases of 
1525 - especially the underestimation of the total number of daily employees and care-related \1Sits during the 
operational phase of the project, which underestimation appears to be enormous; we estimate (based on HUGs intel'\1ews 
with multiple eldercare/dementia care pro\1ders and customers) at least 200 people coming and going to ser\1ce 100 
patients on a daily basis -.s. the de-.eloper's claim of 25-35 employees per day for 100 patients; (ii) their claim of CEQA 
exemption from an en\1ronmental impact evaluation which is patently false and \10lates City ZA precedent for this lot; and 
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(iii) that the dewloper misrepresents that they obtained shows of community support when they haw wry little credible 
support and in fact made inadequate attempts in a timely manner to reach out to the community affected by 1525. Many 
are also extremely concerned by the lack of dewloper's relevant track record in dewlopment of any kind - let alone for a 
complex project of this kind. We find it hard to beliew that the City does not insist on operating at a higher standard of 
care with regard to pre-qualification and guidance of dewloper submissions - especially in light of some many factual 
errors! 
3. We note with great dismay that the developer-owner of 1525 has possessed since acquiring the property in 
2013 a conditionally approved plan that would allow for 8 housing units- a land use that would likely be 
found to be consistent and appropriate, as well as acceptable by neighboring property owners. The dewloper 
since acquiring this lot has sought only to propose projects which greatly surpass what is legally permissible, in an 
attempt to make ewn more profit than the 8 housing units would prm.1de; noting that the 8 unit project would clearly be 
profitable to this dewloper. We beliew this shows bad faith on the part the 1525's dewloper, and we are increasingly 
shocked that the City is not doing more to encourage the dewloper to proceed with this 'Aable, conditionally-approwd 
land use! 
4. We would like you to recognize that if the City allows this 1525 project to go forward at even 50% or 75% of 
its proposed scale (i.e., size, mass, operational scope), then this developer will attempt and may succeed at a 
project which will have the effect of transferring significant real property value and property enjoyment value 
to the detriment of a large number of adjacent property owners in favor of this one owner and developer. If 
this project is ewr found to be illegal, then a context fa'vOring valid lawsuits would surely arise. We beliew you haw an 
extra duty of care to evaluate the owrall legal context and to a'vOid a situation that allows this type of illegal transfer of 
value from one group in fa'vOr of another group. We urge you to consider this context right now, and do ewrything in your 
power to protect all parties and a'vOid neighborhood conflict! 
5. We note with great concern the developer has publicly stated (most recently at the LUC/PPCC public 
meetings on October 26) that if they are required to reduce the scope in any way - for instance by following 
the height and mass reduction recommendations made by the PPCC - that the project's future service 
business would not attain adequate operational scale to be economically or financially viable. This means that 
ewn at the scale and size proposed, this project is right at the lower limit of economic \1ability. They haw stated this 
repeatedly when asked formally by sewral parties, including when asked wry specifically by Maryam Zar in front of the 
entire community during last month's PPCC meeting. We beliew that you must decline the 1525's permit request based 
on this statement by the dewloper which shows that even at the scale proposed, this project may not be viable. If 
you allow the project to proceed - as-is or with conditions - and knowing full well that it has such a high risk of financial 
failure either midway through construction or during its post-construction operational phase, then the City would be 
responsible for ewn more harm to our community as it attempts to mitigate public damage from such a devastating 
failure. For this reason, you should refuse it categorically! 

We believe that for all of the reasons we have provided over the past two months, that you - the acting City 
ZA for this case - have a moral, ethical and legal duty to refuse the 1525 developer's request and to send them 
back to the drawing board in search of a permissible and legal land use. 

Thank you for your time and seNce, 
Sincerely, 

Stew Horvath and Lora Bagryanova 
homeowners at 1571 Palisades Dr 

UCLA HEALTH SCIENCES IMPORTANT WARNING: This email (and any attachments) is only intended for the use of the 
person or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged and confidential. You, the 
recipient, are obligated to maintain it in a safe, secure and confidential manner. Unauthorized redisclosure or failure to 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&i~585fadeab5&js118r=Z0g YGgl.FjfY.en.&IAew=pt&search=inbolt&th= 15f85564e68a1ec8&sirn= 15f85564e68a1ec8 213 



11/8/2017 

Connect 
ate 

ollabo. te 

City of Los Angeles Mail - OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR PERMITS 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR PERMITS 
1 message 

Lora Bagryanova <l_bagryanova@yahoo.com> Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 9:37 PM 
Reply-To: Lora Bagryanova <l_bagryanova@yahoo.com> 
To: "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org> 
Cc: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "courtney.shum@lacity.org" 
<courtney.shum@lacity.org>, "maryamzarjd@yahoo.com" <maryamzarjd@yahoo.com> 

To: 

• Mr Henry Chu, Zoning Administration, City of Los Angeles henry.chu@lacity.org 

Application References: 

• Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
• Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
• CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Copies (sent via email): 

• Councilmember Mike Bonin councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
• PPCC President Mayram Zar maryamzarjd@yahoo.com 

Dear Mr Chu, 

1. We vehemently oppose the City's suggestion (and that of any other City-related body such as the Pacific 
Palisades Community Council, or "PPCC") that the 1525 proposal is somehow appropriate or consistent 
under zoning codes and under related state law or local law governing developments of this kind on 
this lot. We beliew that the 1525 dewlopment, both as an intensiw sel"\Ace business operation that has no direct 
commercial benefit to the majority of Highlands or Palisades-Brentwoods households and at the mass height and 
dewlopment scale proposed, 'IAolates the intent and spirit of, as well as many specific pro1Asions of: (i) the Coastal 
Act, (ii) the California En'IAronmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and (iii) the current Brentwood Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan. Ewn the PPCC, while knowingly disregarding the legal requirements of CEQA in their recent 
analysis (referring to the letter you receiwd from Maryam Zar), stated that the height, mass and other negatiw 
impacts of 1525 are not appropriate as planned. Further, you haw before you sewral highly relevant historical City 
ZA precedents for the lot at 1525 that we beliew you should follow. HUG members are truly shocked that the City 
has not done more to guide and redirect 1525's dewloper-owner to propose uses that are legally permissible and 
acceptable to the community! 

2. We would like you to take into account the flagrant misrepresentations made by 1525's developer that 
several HUG members have carefully documented for you. The most flagrant are: (i) their highly significant 
underestimation of transportation, traffic and parking disruption - both during the construction and operational 
phases of 1525 - especially the underestimation of the total number of daily employees and care-related 'AS its 
during the operational phase of the project, which underestimation appears to be enormous; we estimate (based 
on HUGs inteNews with multiple eldercare/dementia care pro'IAders and customers) at least 200 people coming 
and going to sel"\Ace 100 patients on a daily basis vs. the dewloper's claim of 25-35 employees per day for 100 
patients; (ii) their claim of CEQA exemption from an en1Aronmental impact evaluation which is patently false and 
'IAolates City ZA precedent for this lot; and (iii) that the dewloper misrepresents that they obtained shows of 
community support when they haw wry little credible support and in fact made inadequate attempts in a timely 
manner to reach out to the community affected by 1525. Many are also extremely concerned by the lack of 
dewloper's relevant track record in dewlopment of any kind - let alone for a complex project of this kind. We find 
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it hard to beliew that the City does not insist on operating at a higher standard of care with regard to pre
qualification and guidance of dewloper submissions - especially in light of some many factual errors! 

3. We note with great dismay that the developer-owner of 1525 has possessed since acquiring the property 
in 2013 a conditionally approved plan that would allow for 8 housing units - a land use that would likely 
be found to be consistent and appropriate, as well as acceptable by neighboring property owners. The 
dewloper since acquiring this lot has sought only to propose projects which greatly surpass what is legally 
permissible, in an attempt to make ewn more profit than the 8 housing units would pro'Ade; noting that the 8 unit 
project would clearly be profitable to this dewloper. We beliew this shows bad faith on the part the 1525's 
dewloper, and we are increasingly shocked that the City is not doing more to encourage the dewloper to proceed 
with this 'Aable, conditionally-approwd land use! 

4. We would like you to recognize that if the City allows this 1525 project to go forward at even 50% or 75% 
of its proposed scale (i.e., size, mass, operational scope), then this developer will attempt and may 
succeed at a project which will have the effect of transferring significant real property value and 
property enjoyment value to the detriment of a large number of adjacent property owners in favor of 
this one owner and developer. If this project is ewr found to be illegal, then a context fa\Oring valid lawsuits 
would surely arise. We beliew you haw an extra duty of care to evaluate the owrall legal context and to a\Oid a 
situation that allows this type of illegal transfer of value from one group in fa\Or of another group. We urge you to 
consider this context right now, and do ewrything in your power to protect all parties and a\Oid neighborhood 
conflict! 

5. We note with great concern the developer has publicly stated (most recently at the LUC/PPCC public 
meetings on October 26) that if they are required to reduce the scope in any way - for instance by 
following the height and mass reduction recommendations made by the PPCC - that the project's future 
service business would not attain adequate operational scale to be economically or financially viable. 
This means that ewn at the scale and size proposed, this project is right at the lower limit of economic 'Aability. 
They haw stated this repeatedly when asked formally by sewral parties, including when asked wry specifically by 
Maryam Zar in front of the entire community during last month's PPCC meeting. We beliew that you must decline 
the 1525's permit request based on this statement by the dewloper which shows that even at the scale 
proposed, this project may not be viable. If you allow the project to proceed - as-is or with conditions - and 
knowing full well that it has such a high risk of financial failure either midway through construction or during its 
post-construction operational phase, then the City would be responsible for ewn more harm to our community as 
it attempts to mitigate public damage from such a devastating failure. For this reason, you should refuse it 
categorically! 

We believe that for all of the reasons we have provided over the past two months, that you - the acting City 
ZA for this case - have a moral, ethical and legal duty to refuse the 1525 developer's request and to send them 
back to the drawing board in search of a permissible and legal land use. 

Thank you for your time and seNce, 
Sincerely, 

Lora Bagryanova and Stew Horvath 
homeowners at 1571 Palisades Dr 
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Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR PERMITS 
1 message 

manolov@gmail.com <manolo\@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 8:50 PM 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, maryamzarjd@yahoo.com, courtney.shum@lacity.org, Savina Rizova 
<rizova@gmail.com> 

To: 

• Mr Henry Chu, Zoning Administration, City of Los Angeles henry.chu@lacity.org 

Application References : 

• Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
• Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
• CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Copies (sent via email): 

• Councilmember Mike Bonin councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
• PPCC President Mayram Zar maryamzarjd@yahoo.com 

Dear Mr Chu, 

1. We vehemently oppose the City's suggestion (and that of any other City-related body such as the Pacific 
Palisades Community Counci l, or "PPCC") that the 1525 proposa l is somehow appropriate or consistent 
under zoning codes and under related state law or local law governing developments of this kind on 
this lot. We belie-.e that the 1525 de-.elopment, both as an intensi-.e sel""1ce business operation that has no direct 
commercial benefit to the majority of Highlands or Palisades-Brentwoods households and at the mass height and 
de-.elopment scale proposed, violates the intent and spirit of, as well as many specific provisions of: (i) the Coastal 
Act, (ii} the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and (iii) the current Brentwood Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan. E-.en the PPCC, while knowingly disregarding the legal requirements of CEQA in their recent 
analysis (referring to the letter you recei-.ed from Maryam Zar), stated that the height, mass and other negati-.e 
impacts of 1525 are not appropriate as planned. Further, you ha-.e before you se-.eral highly relevant historical City 
ZA precedents for the lot at 1525 that we beliew you should follow. HUG members are truly shocked that the City 
has not done more to guide and redirect 1525's dewloper-owner to propose uses that are legally permissible and 
acceptable to the community! 

2. We would like you to take into account the flagrant misrepresentations made by 1525's developer that 
several HUG members have carefully documented for you. The most flagrant are: (i) their highly significant 
underestimation of transportation, traffic and parking disruption - both during the construction and operational 
phases of 1525 - especially the underestimation of the total number of daily employees and care-related visits 
during the operational phase of the project, which underestimation appears to be enormous; we estimate (based 
on HUGs interviews with multiple eldercare/dementia care providers and customers) at least 200 people coming 
and going to service 100 patients on a daily basis w. the de-.eloper's claim of 25-35 employees per day for 100 
patients; (ii) their claim of CEQA exemption from an environmental impact evaluation which is patently false and 
violates City ZA precedent for this lot; and (iii) that the de-.eloper misrepresents that they obtained shows of 
community support when they ha-.e -.ery little credible support and in fact made inadequate attempts in a timely 
manner to reach out to the community affected by 1525. Many are also extremely concerned by the lack of 
de-.eloper's relevant track record in dewlopment of any kind - let alone for a complex project of this kind. We find 
it hard to beliew that the City does not insist on operating at a higher standard of care with regard to pre
qualification and guidance of dewloper submissions - especially in light of some many factual errors! 
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3. We note with great dismay that the developer-owner of 1525 has possessed since acquiring the property 
in 2013 a conditionally approved plan that would allow for 8 housing units - a land use that would likely 
be found to be consistent and appropriate, as well as acceptable by neighboring property owners. The 
developer since acquiring this lot has sought only to propose projects which greatly surpass what is legally 
permissible, in an attempt to make even more profit than the 8 housing units would provide; noting that the 8 unit 
project would clearly be profitable to this developer. We believe this shows bad faith on the part the 1525's 
developer, and we are increasingly shocked that the City is not doing more to encourage the developer to proceed 
with this viable, conditionally-approved land use! 

4. We would like you to recognize that if the City allows this 1525 project to go forward at even 50% or 75% 
of its proposed scale (i.e., size, mass, operational scope), then this developer will attempt and may 
succeed at a project which will have the effect of transferring significant real property value and 
property enjoyment value to the detriment of a large number of adjacent property owners in favor of 
this one owner and developer. If this project is ever found to be illegal, then a context fav0ring valid lawsuits 
would surely arise. We believe you have an extra duty of care to evaluate the overall legal context and to a"°id a 
situation that allows this type of illegal transfer of value from one group in fa"°r of another group. We urge you to 
consider this context right now, and do everything in your power to protect all parties and a"°id neighborhood 
conflict! 

5. We note with great concern the developer has publicly stated (most recently at the LUC/PPCC public 
meetings on October 26) that if they are required to reduce the scope in any way - for instance by 
following the height and mass reduction recommendations made by the PPCC - that the project's future 
service business would not attain adequate operational scale to be economically or financially viable. 
This means that even at the scale and size proposed, this project is right at the lower limit of economic viability . 
They have stated this repeatedly when asked formally by several parties, including when asked very specifically by 
Maryam Zar in front of the entire community during last month's PPCC meeting. We believe that you must decline 
the 1525's permit request based on this statement by the developer which shows that even at the scale 
proposed, this project may not be viable. If you allow the project to proceed - as-is or with conditions - and 
knowing full well that it has such a high risk of financial failure either midway through construction or during its 
post-construction operational phase, then the City would be responsible for even more harm to our community as 
it attempts to mitigate public damage from such a devastating failure. For this reason, you should refuse it 
categorically! 

We believe that for all of the reasons we have provided over the past two months, that you - the acting City 
'ZA for this case - have a moral, ethical and legal duty to refuse the 1525 developer's request and to send them 
back to the drawing board in search of a permissible and legal land use. 

Thank you for your time and service, 
Sincerely, 

Julian Manolov & Savina Rizova, 
homeowners at 1602 Michael Lane 
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Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR PERMITS 
1 message 

Bernard De Wulf <bemarddewulf@mac.com> Fri , Nov 3, 2017 at 8:40 PM 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, maryamzarjd@yahoo.com, courtney.shum@lacity.org, info@hugpali.org 

To: 

• Mr Henry Chu, Zoning Administration, City of Los Angeles henry.chu@lacity.org 

Application References: 

• Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
• Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-FLD-CDP-SPR 
• CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Copies (sent via email): 

• Councihnember Mike Bonin councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
• PPCC President MayramZar maryamzarjd@yahoo.com 
• All community members of HUG, including Robert Flick & Jonathan Klar 

Dear Mr Chu, 

Much has e\Olwd as we find out more about the abow reference case - especially since you wisely and graciously 
extended the public comment period. 

You haw receiwd many indi"1dual letters and update letters, from people like Robert Flick Esq (neighbor and fellow HUG 
\Olunteer) and from Jonathan Klar Esq (neighbor and fellow HUG \Olunteer). My wife and I second all the points raised by 
Robert and Jonathan in all of their detailed correspondence with you so far, so please count us indi"1dually when you tally 
community opposition to this project. 

Please note that: 

1. We oppose the City's suggestion (and that of any other City-related body such as the Pacific Palisades 
Community Council, or "PPCC") that the 1525 proposal is somehow appropriate or consistent under 
zoning codes and under related state law or local law governing developments of this kind on this lot. 
We beliew that the 1525 dewlopment, both as an intensiw seNce business operation that has no direct 
commercial benefit to the majority of Highlands or Palisades-Brentwoods households and at the mass height and 
dewlopment scale proposed, "1olates the intent and spirit of, as well as many specific pro"1sions of: (i) the Coastal 
Act, (ii) the California En"1ronmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and (iii) the current Brentwood Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan. Ewn the PPCC, while knowingly disregarding the legal requirements of CEQA in their recent 
analysis (referring to the letter you receiwd from Maryam Zar), stated that the height, mass and other negatiw 
impacts of 1525 are not appropriate as planned. Further, the City has before it sewral highly relevant historical 
City -zA. precedents for the lot at 1525 that we beliew should be followed. Could the city in fact do more to guide 
and redirect 1525's dewloper-owner to propose uses that are legally permissible and acceptable to the 
community? 

2. It appears to us that the 1525's developer made several misrepresentations that several HUG members 
have documented for you. The most flagrant are: (i) their highly significant underestimation of transportation. 
traffic and parking disruption - both during the construction and operational phases of 1525 - especially the 
underestimation of the total number of daily employees and care-related "1sits during the operational phase of the 
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project, which underestimation appears to be significant; we estimate (based on HUGs inter.1ews with multiple 
eldercare/dementia care pro"1ders and customers) at least 200 people coming and going to seNce 100 patients on 
a daily basis vs. the dewloper's claim of 25-35 employees per day for 100 patients; (ii) their claim of CEQA 
exemption from an en"1ronmental impact evaluation which is false and "1olates City 'ZA precedent for this lot; and 
(iii) that the dewloper misrepresents that they obtained shows of community support when they haw wry little 
credible support and in fact made inadequate attempts in a timely manner to reach out to the community affected 
by 1525. We are also concerned by the lack of dewloper's relevant track record in dewlopment of any kind - let 
alone for a complex project of this kind. Could the City insist on more rigorous pre-qualification and guidance of 
dewloper and operator submissions? 

3. We note that the developer-owner of 1525 has possessed since acquiring the property in 2013 a 
conditionally approved plan that would allow for 8 housing units - a land use that would likely be found 
to be consistent and appropriate, as well as acceptable by neighboring property owners. The dewloper 
since acquiring this lot has sought to propose projects which greatly surpass what is legally permissible. Would 
the 8 unit project not be profitable enough to this dewloper? Could the City be doing more to encourage the 
dewloper to proceed with this "1able, conditionally-approwd land use? 

4. Could the City consider the fact that if it allows this 1525 project to go forward at even 50% or 75% of its 
proposed scale (i.e., size, mass, operational scope), then this developer will attempt and may succeed 
at a project which will have the effect of transferring significant real property value and property 
enjoyment value to the detriment of a large number of adjacent property owners in favor of this one 
owner and developer. If this project is ewr found to be illegal, then a context fa\Oring valid lawsuits would surely 
arise. Could the City evaluate the owrall legal context to a\Oid a situation that allows this type of illegal transfer of 
value from one group in fa\Or of another group? Should the City do ewrything in its power to protect all parties and 
a\Oid neighborhood conflict? 

5. We note with concern the developer has publicly stated (most recently at the LUC/PPCC public 
meetings on October 26) that if they are required to reduce the scope in any way -for instance by 
following the height and mass reduction recommendations made by the PPCC - that the project's future 
service business would not attain adequate operational scale to be economically or financially viable. 
Does this mean that ewn at the scale and size proposed, this project is right at the lower limit of economic 
"1ability? They haw stated this repeatedly when asked formally by sewral parties, including when asked wry 
specifically by Maryam Zar in front of the entire community during last month's PPCC meeting. Should the City 
decline the 1525's permit request based on this statement by the dewloper which shows that even at the scale 
proposed, this project may not be viable? If the City allows the project to proceed - as-is or with conditions -
and knowing full well that it has such a high risk of financial failure either midway through construction or during its 
post-construction operational phase, then would the City be responsible for ewn more harm to our community as 
it attempts to mitigate public damage from such a devastating failure? 

Last, we are concerned about ambulance traffic and the related noise impact. We chose the Palisades Highlands as a 
residential community that offered peace and quiet, with some minimum commercial acti"1ty that was also peaceful and 
quiet. While a facility such as proposed by the dewloper should be welcomed in the general Pacific Palisades area, 
could the City find a way to locate it outside of an area which is, by far, mostly residential. 

Thank you for your time, seNce and consideration, 
Sincerely, 

Bernard and Estela De Wulf, renters at 1486 Palisades dri-.e, Pacific Palisades, CA, 90272 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/u/Ol?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js\ef=ZOg YGg\FjfY.en.&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th= 15f851de07a68fbd&siml= 15f851de07a68fbd 2/2 



11/8/2017 City of Los Angeles Mail - 1525 Palisades Driw 90272 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

1525 Palisades Drive 90272 
1 message 

Brian Martin <briandouglasmartin@gmail.com> 
To: Henry.chu@lacity.org 

Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 8:06 PM 

Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, Maryamzarjd@yahoo.com, Courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Dear Mr Chu, 

I could write a many page long letter in opposition to 1525 palisades dri\€ project but I will just keep it \€ry simple. I am 
100% against this project and agree with all the opposition points of the HUG group. I Ii\€ in the Country Estates 
immediately next to the lot and dri\€ by twice a day. This de\€lopment will destroy the \iiews and beauty of the Santa 
Monica Mountains. The mountains will become totally obscured and impossible to admire if this en\iironmental disaster 
is built. Please don't allow the Shram de\€loper to swoop in surprise attack us and take serious advantage of our 
beautiful community and destroy our natural setting permanently. It's scary and unethical what this SLEE2Y group of 
inexperienced in\€stors is proposing. Please protect us and the Santa Monica Mountains and wildlife. 

Brian Martin 
17535 Camino De Yatasto 
90272 
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Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

from John Wild - COMMUNITY OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR PERMITS 
1 message 

Homes90272@aol.com <Homes90272@aol.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 
Cc: courtney.shum@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

To whom it may concern: 

Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 7:38 PM 

I (and my partner Sharon) are long time residents, homeowners and residential real estate agents here in the Palisades 
Highlands. 

We have been top full time agents with Coldwell Banker for 34+ years and specialize in the Palisades Highlands. Our 
office is next to the Casa Nostra restaurant which is next to the proposed development. 

It is our professional opinion that this proposed "elder care facility" is NOT in keeping with the residential en1,1ronment and 
setting that is the Highlands. 

We are NOT an "urban" area - we are a strictly residential area that is 3 miles up a canyon road and surrounded by State 
parkland. 

If this development is allowed to be built, it will negatively affect the entire Highlands - and especially the 24 townhome 
properties that are in close proximity to it. 

It will devalue their property value .......... by a minimum of 10-15% !!! 

This is our professional opinion based on our 34+ years of residential expertise here in the Highlands. 

Please consider ha1,1ng the developers re-structure their property into possibly ...... . 
a 2-story condominium project or a 14 or so townhome project. As you may know, it originally had approval for 8 single 
family homes. 

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. 

Respectfully submitted & In real estate veritas, 

John Wild & Sharon Schammel 
(310) 573-7737 

Coldwell Banker - Palisades Highlands 
www.PALISADESHOMES.com 

Subject: COMMUNITY OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR PERMITS 
To: "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org> 
Cc: courtney.shum@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

To: 

• Mr Henry Chu, Zoning Administration, City of Los Angeles henry.chu@lacity.org 

Application References: 
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• Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
• Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
• CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Copies (sent \lia email): 

• Councilmember Mike Bonin councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
• PPCC President Mayram Zar maryamzarjd@yahoo.com 

Dear 
Mr Chu, 

We 
wrote to you a month or so ago, but much has changed as we find out more about 
the abow reference case - especially since you wisely and graciously extended 
the public comment period. 

You 
haw recei-.ed many indi\lidual letters and update letters, from people like 
Robert Flick Esq (our neighbor and fellow HUG -.olunteer) and from Jonathan Klar 
Esq (our neighbor and fellow HUG -.olunteer). My 
wife and I second all the points raised by Robert and Jonathan in all of their 
detailed correspondence with you so far, so please count us indi\lidually when 
you tally community opposition to this project. 

My 
wife and I are also part of the -.olunteer leadership team of the ad hoc 
community organization called Highlanders United for Good (or "HUG" for short) 
and notably we are actiw in polling our many new members. 

HUG 
formed spontaneously when Mr Shram made his first formal outreach efforts 
announcing the 1525 project in mid-September to the Highlands community. We now 
haw 650+ signatures on a 
petition opposing the 1525 Eldercare/Dementia care facility project 
("1525"), and our HUG member roster now has a majority of homeowners in 
both the Highlands Villas (71 homes) and Michael Lane Villas (110 homes) 
associations which are directly across the street from the 1525 lot, as 
well as many other homeowners and residents from across the Pacific Palisades 
Highlands. 

We 
would now like to speak on behalf of the many HUG members we haw actiwly 
polled o-.er the last month: 

1. We 
vehemently oppose the City's suggestion (and that of any other City-related 
body such as the Pacific Palisades Community Council, or "PPCC") that the 1525 
proposal is somehow appropriate or consistent under zoning codes and 
under related state law or local law governing developments of this kind on 
this lot. We 
at HUG beliew that the 1525 de-.elopment, both as an intensiw ser\lice 
business operation that has no direct commercial benefit to the majority of 
Highlands or Palisades-Brentwoods households and at the mass height and 
de-.elopment scale proposed, \liolates 
the intent and spirit of, as well as many specific pro\lisions of: (i) the 
Coastal Act, (ii) the California En\lironmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and (iii) 
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the current Brentwood Pacific Palisades Community Plan. Even the PPCC, while 
knowingly disregarding the legal requirements of CEQA in their recent analysis 
(referring to the letter you received from Maryam Zar), stated that the 
height, mass and other negative impacts of 1525 are not appropriate as 
planned . Further, you have before you several highly relevant historical 
City ZA precedents for the lot at 1525 that we believe you should follow. HUG 
members are truly shocked that the City has not done more to guide and 
redirect 1525's developer-owner to propose uses that are legally permissible 
and acceptable to the community! 

2. We 
would like you to take into account the flagrant misrepresentations made by 
1525's developer that several HUG members have carefully documented for 
you. 
The most flagrant are: (i) their highly significant underestimation of 
transportation. traffic and parking disruption - both during the 
construction and operational phases of 1525 - especially the underestimation 
of the total number of daily employees and care-related visits during the 
operational phase of the project, which underestimation appears to be 
enormous; we estimate (based on HUGs interviews with multiple eldercare/dementia care providers and 
customers) at least 200 
people coming and going to ser.nce 100 patients on a daily basis vS. the 
developer's claim of 25-35 employees per day for 100 patients ; (ii) their claim of 
CEQA exemption from an 
environmental impact evaluation which is patently false and violates City ZA 
precedent for this lot; and (iii) that the developer 
misrepresents that they obtained shows of community support when they have 
very little credible support and in fact made inadequate attempts in a timely 
manner to reach out to the community affected by 1525. Many HUG supporters are 
also extremely concerned by the lack of developer's relevant track record in 
development of any kind - let alone for a complex project of this kind. We at 
HUG find it hard to believe that the City does not insist on operating at a 
higher standard of care with regard to pre-qualification and guidance of 
developer submissions - especially in light of some many factual 
errors! 

3. We 
note with great dismay that the developer-owner of 1525 has possessed since 
acquiring the property in 2013 a conditionally approved plan that would allow 
for 8 housing units - a land use that would likely be found to be consistent 
and appropriate, as well as acceptable by neighboring property 
owners. 
The developer since acquiring this lot has sought only to propose projects 
which greatly surpass what is legally permissible, in an attempt to make even 
more profit than the 8 housing units would provide; noting that the 8 unit 
project would clearly be profitable to this developer. We at HUG believe this 
shows bad faith on the part the 1525's developer, and we are increasingly 
shocked that the City is not doing more to encourage the developer to proceed 
with this viable, conditionally-approved land use! 

4. We 
would like you to recognize that if the City allows this 1525 project to go 
forward at even 50% or 75% of its proposed scale (i.e., size, mass, 
operational scope), then this developer will attempt and may succeed at a 
project which will have the effect of transferring significant real property 
value and property enjoyment value to the detriment of a large number of 
adjacent property owners in favor of this one owner and 
developer. 
If this project is ever found to be illegal, then a context fa\Oring valid 
lawsuits would surely arise. We at HUG believe you have an extra duty of care 
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to evaluate the owrall legal context and to a\Oid a situation that allows 
this type of illegal transfer of value from one group in fa\Or of another 
group. We at HUG urge you to consider this context right 
now, 
and do ewrything in your power to protect all parties and a\Oid neighborhood 
conflict! 

5. We 

We 

note with great concern the developer has publicly stated (most recently at 
the LUC/PPCC public meetings on October 26) that if they are required to 
reduce the scope in 
any way 
- for instance by following the height and mass reduction recommendations 
made by the PPCC - that the project's future service business would not 
attain adequate operational scale to be economically or financially viable. 
This 
means that ewn at the scale and size proposed, this project is right at 
the lower limit of economic \iability. 
They 
haw stated this repeatedly when asked formally by sewral parties, including 
when asked wry specifically by Maryam Zar in front of the entire community 
during last month's PPCC meeting. We at HUG beliew that you must decline the 
1525's permit request based 
on this statement by the dewloper which shows that even at the scale proposed. this 
project may not be viable. 
If you allow the project to proceed - as-is or with conditions - and knowing 
full well that it has such a high risk of financial failure either midway 
through construction or during its post-construction operational phase, then 
the City would be responsible for filfil1 
more harm 
to our community as it attempts to mitigate public damage from such a 
devastating failure. For this reason, you should refuse it 
categorically! 

at HUG believe that for all of the reasons we have provided over the past two 
months, that you - the acting City ZA for this case - have a moral, ethical 
and legal duty to refuse the 1525 developer's request and to send them back 
to the drawing board in search of a permissible and legal land use. 

Thank 
you for your time and ser-.ice, 
Sincerely, 

Homeowners 
and \Olunteer 
community leaders at HUG www.hugpali.org 
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1525 North Palisades Dr project 
1 message 

OLVA SAVTCHENKO <forolya@yahoo.com> 
Reply-To: OLYA SAVTCHENKO <forolya@yahoo.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Fri , Nov 3, 2017 at 7:34 PM 

I am writing this letter to \Oice my opinion against construction of the elder care facility in Palisades Highlands, case 
#ZA-2014-2170-eld-cdp-spr. 

I would like to in..,;te you to ..,;sit Palisades Highlands and see for yourself why majority of residents are against of this 
project. Palisades Highlands is a peaceful residential community surrounded by nature, we lo-.e the fact that it is far 
enough from the major traffic and business areas, it does feel like a resort area where people take kids out, walk dogs, 
take hikes to enjoy outside li..,;ng. All of this might change if the project is appro-.ed. It will change landscape, bring traffic 
and accidents, sirens, ser...;ce -.ehicles from the fire department, hospice, mortuaries and supply pro...;ders . I am talking 
from my own experience, my mother in law spent her last three years in the similar facility in Santa Monica, where my 
husband and I would ..,;sit her together and separately a few time a weeks and sometimes a day. During that time she 
was taken to emergency a few times and at the end we'-.e met with hospice rep at the facility and she passed away 
before mo..,;ng out. 

In my opinion the approval this horrendous de-.elopment in a middle of quiet family neighborhood could only happened if 
decision making people ha-.e a personal gain from it. I would like to ask you to be on the side of residents and use your 
power to stop it and your name will be associated with the reason and the consideration. 

Thank you in advance. 

Olya Savtchenko 
6 months resident of Palisades Highlands 
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Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

1525 Verada de la Montura Pacific Palisades Highlands eldercare project 
1 message 

Dianne <familymutts@gmail.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Chu, 
I haw liwd in the Palisades Highlands for owr forty years. 
I mowd there because it is a unique, tranquil emkonment to reside in. 

Fri , Nov 3, 2017 at 7:21 PM 

I am greatly opposed to the building of an eldercare facility at 1525 Verada de la Montura in the Palisades Highlands. 
The proposed building is so out of character in our beautiful neighborhood. 
It is much too large! 

The height will obstruct the beautiful canyon ~ews for those who haw chosen to liw here. 

Many of the residents were not ewn aware of the plans for this building .. 
My HOA Palisades Country Estates, did not bother to inform our residents about the site. 

I assure you that had we been informed, there would be much more opposition regarding this building. 

It is my understanding that the builder is now planning to change the entrance to his building from Palisades Driw to 
Vereda de la Montura. This is situated wry close to the entrance to our HOA's entrance gate .. 
This will create a large bottleneck and traffic jam in the morning, while trying to get out of our gated community. 
We haw owr sixty homes in the Country Estates .. 
As it is , People who liw on Michael Lane do not look to their right where we are located and where the eldercare 
entrance will be, before turning left onto Palisades Driw. 

There haw been many close calls and accidents on Verada de la Montura and Palisades Driw. 
Palisades Driw slopes downhill and people tend to speed at that intersection. 

There is also a concern for fires in our canyon. I remember how close the fire came in 1993. I was forced to evacuate my 
home. Verada de la Montura is situated near a hiking trail that is lined with pine trees and other foliage. 
The Palisades Country estates is surrounded by pine trees and is in a bowl shaped area. 
Ha~ng the new entrance of the eldercare site so close to our community will put our residents at risk. 
Who will the fireman help first? 

How do we determine whose liws are more important to saw? How do you chose? 
Will the Fire Dept. ewn be able to reach any of us ? We haw only one access road that is one lane abow Palisades 
Driw. This road is suppose to seNce owr one thousand residents. Who is to say that a fire may not block that little 
road.? 
I hope that you will consider these points before allowing this project to go forward. 
Kind Regards, 
Dianne Silwra 
1565 Calle Del Estribo 
Pacific Palisades , Ca 90272 
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We are depending on you! 
1 message 

City of Los Angeles Mail - We are depending on }OU! 

Miriam Schulman <miriamschulman@hotmail.com> 
To: "Henry.Chu@lacity.org" <Henry.Chu@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 7:19 PM 

Please gi-.e the em,fronment a \Oice in the process with regard to the proposed building in the highlands next to Topanga 
State park and Santa Ynez Park. The building is inappropriate for this area! 
We need to protect one of the last open spaces in Los Angeles. 

Mr Chu, please keep the commitment that pre"1ous residents of LA promised future generations! 

Mr Chu, the en"1ronment has NO \Oice. Please defend the wild spaces and the wild animals with whom we share our 
community. 

Future generations deserve a Los Angeles where you can still hike, picnic, and enjoy the outdoors WITHOUT the 
encroachment of inappropriate commercial buildings that WILL HARM the wildlife of the Topanga State Park. 

PLEASE PROTECT OUR PRECIOUS ECOSYSTEM•~ ... ! ·~ 
Thank you, 

Miriam Schulman 

Mobile: 310.413.83331 Email : miriamschulman@hotmail.com 
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Opposition to planning application ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1 message 

Benjamin Wallfisch <bwallfisch@mac.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 
Cc: melissa.wallfisch@gmail.com 

Dear Mr Chu, 

RE: Application References: 

• Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr. ; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
• Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
• CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

I write on behalf of my wife Missy and myself in reference to the application listed abow. 

We whole-heartedly oppose this application for numerous reasons as listed below: 

Safety: lack of fast access to major ER facilities 

Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 7:06 PM 

n absolutely pre-requite for an Elder Care facility is fast emergency access to a major hospital. The nearest hospital is in 
Santa Monica. At best a journey there takes 20 minutes. Howewr, ewry week-day during the two rush hour peaks, this 
same journey can take from 60-90 minutes. This again would endanger the liws of the elderly in the ewnt of a medical 
emergency. It is no coincidence that ewry other Elder Care facility in Los Angeles is within an actual urbanized area, 
close to a major hospital. The Highlands are far from urbanized, and are deliberately cut off from the downtown areas 
which haw hospital facilities. People choose to liw here precisely because it is so isolated, and we all do so at our own 
risk. 

Safety: Evacuation in the event of a natural disaster 

The proposed location is an isolated area, and is rated by the local authorities as a "Very High Fire Danger" zone. As 
recently as two months ago there were wild fires in neighboring Topanga Canyon and it is a danger we all liw with in this 
neighborhood. Building an Elder Care facility in such an isolated and high fire risk area is a major human tragedy just 
waiting to happen. Evacuation of elderly people is a slow process. Wild fire spreads at lightening speed. It is completely 
incomprehensible that a supposedly reputable dewloper would consider putting so many older people in jeopardy like 
this. The point of an elder care facility is to ensure a safe and secure em,fronment for highly wlnerable older people to liw 
out their years. This facility would be the exact opposite. 

Development totally incompatible with its surroundings 

The architecture and use of this proposed dewlopment is absolutely not in keeping with the surrounding residential 
property. The height, look and sheer monstrous size of this building simply wouldn't fit. It is simply not appropriate to put 
a 24 hour ser.1ce facility right in the middle of an exclusiwly residential area, with unique natural beauty. 

One should also consider the quality of life of the elderly residents of such a facility. There is simply no space for them to 
go outside, and indeed no sidewalks wide enough for assistant walking in the immediate ~cinity of the site. It is also 
extremely hilly. As young people in our 30s we find it wry strenuous to go on walks around here. Elderly people need, flat 
and open spaces to go on walks, with ample sidewalk space. That simply doesn't exist. 

Misrepresentation of the age demographic of The Highlands 

My wife and I are a young couple in our 30s about to haw our first baby. It is completely inaccurate to call the Highlands 
an 'aging' community. We haw many friends here who are in our age demographic and it is a young and ~brant area to 
liw in. As well as wry quiet and safe. 

https://rnail .g oog le.com'mai l/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&jswr=ZOg YGg 1,f'jfY.en.&1,1ev,c:pt&search=inbox&th= 15f84c 7eae23c9d2&siml= 15f84c7eae23c9d2 1/2 



11/812017 City of Los Angeles Mail - Opposition to planning application ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

In summary, much more appropriate would be either a condo building, so independent people with cars would be able to 
quickly evacuate in the ewnt of a natural catastrophe, or a shopping facility, which indeed 1525 Palisades Dri-.e is 
currently zoned for. 

It is unquestionable that this application should be rejected out of hand. An eldercare facility in the Highlands would 
constitute a danger to the liws of the highly wlnerable elderly people who would be resident in such a facility, for the 
reasons mentioned abow. It would also be completely out of place in this area. Please deny and disapprow the owner's 
permit and approval applications. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

All the best, 

Benjamin and Melissa Wallfisch 
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Fwd: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1 message 

Leah Cox <coxperry97@gmail.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 

-- Forwarded message --
From: Leah Cox <coxperry97@gmail.com> 
Date: Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 2:04 PM 
Subject: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 6:26 PM 

Please see the attached letter in support of the above referenced case which is a parcel at 1525 Palisades Drive. If you 
have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 1-310-600-5571 . 

Please confirm receipt. Thank you. Leah Cox 

~ 1525 PALISADES DRIVE.PDF 
197K 
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City of Los Angeles Mail - COMMUNITY OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR PERMITS 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

COMMUNITY OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR PERMITS 
2 messages 

Marc Jackson <marc@seahom.net> Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 12:06 PM 
To: "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org> 
Cc: courtney.shum@lacity.org, "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, Robert Flick 
<rllick@flicklaw.com>, "<jklarfaw@aol.com>" <jklarfaw@aol.com>, "info@hugpali.org" <info@hugpali.org>, Veronique 
Jackson <wronique@seahom.net> 

To: 

• Mr Henry Chu, Zoning Administration, City of Los Angeles henry.chu@lacity.org 

Application References: 

• Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
• Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
• CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Copies (sent \Aa email): 

• Councilmember Mike Bonin councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
• PPCC President Mayram Zar maryamzarjd@yahoo.com 
• All community members of HUG, including Robert Flick & Jonathan Klar 

Dear Mr Chu, 

We wrote to you a month or so ago, but much has changed as we find out more about the abow reference case -
especially since you wisely and graciously extended the public comment period. 

You haw receiwd many indi\Adual letters and update letters, from people like Robert Flick Esq (our neighbor and fellow 
HUG \Olunteer) and from Jonathan Klar Esq (our neighbor and fellow HUG \Olunteer). My wife and I second all the points 
raised by Robert and Jonathan in all of their detailed correspondence with you so far, so please count us indi\Adually 
when you tally community opposition to this project. 

My wife and I are also part of the \Olunteer leadership team of the ad hoc community organization called Highlanders 
United for Good (or "HUG" for short) and notably we are actiw in polling our many new members. 

HUG formed spontaneously when Mr Shram made his first formal outreach efforts announcing the 1525 project in mid
September to the Highlands community. We now haw 650+ signatures on a petition opposing the 1525 
Eldercare/Dementia care facility project ("1525"), and our HUG member roster now has a majority of homeowners in 
both the Highlands Villas (71 homes) and Michael Lane Villas (110 homes) associations which are directly across 
the street from the 1525 lot, as well as many other homeowners and residents from across the Pacific Palisades 
Highlands. 

We would now like to speak on behalf of the many HUG members we haw actiwly polled owr the last month: 

1. We vehemently oppose the City's suggestion (and that of any other City-related body such as the Pacific 
Palisades Community Council, or "PPCC") that the 1525 proposal Is somehow appropriate or consistent 
under zoning codes and under related state law or local law governing developments of this kind on 
this lot. We at HUG beliew that the 1525 dewlopment, both as an intensiw ser.1ce business operation that has 
no direct commercial benefit to the majority of Highlands or Palisades-Brentwoods households and at the mass 
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height and de\€lopment scale proposed, \4olates the intent and spirit of, as well as many specific pro\4sions of: (i) 
the Coastal Act, (ii) the California En-.4ronmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and (iii) the current Brentwood Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan. E\€n the PPCC, while knowingly disregarding the legal requirements of CEQA in their 
recent analysis (referring to the letter you recei\€d from Maryam Zar), stated that the height. mass and other 
negati\€ impacts of 1525 are not appropriate as planned. Further, you ha\€ before you se\€ral highly relevant 
historical City "ZA precedents for the lot at 1525 that we belie\€ you should follow. HUG members are truly 
shocked that the City has not done more to guide and redirect 1525's de\€loper-owner to propose uses that are 
legally permissible and acceptable to the community! 

2. We would like you to take into account the flagrant misrepresentations made by 1525's developer that 
several HUG members have carefully documented for you. The most flagrant are: (i) their highly significant 
underestimation of transportation, traffic and parking disruption - both during the construction and operational 
phases of 1525 - especially the underestimation of the total number of daily employees and care-related \4sits 
during the operational phase of the project, which underestimation appears to be enormous; we estimate (based 
on HUGs inter-.4ews with multiple eldercare/dementia care pro\4ders and customers) at least 200 people coming 
and going to ser-.4ce 100 patients on a daily basis vs. the de\€loper's claim of 25-35 employees per day for 100 
patients; (ii) their claim of CEQA exemption from an en\4ronmental impact evaluation which is patently false and 
\4olates City "ZA precedent for this lot; and (iii) that the de\€loper misrepresents that they obtained shows of 
community support when they ha\€ \€ry little credible support and in fact made inadequate attempts in a timely 
manner to reach out to the community affected by 1525. Many HUG supporters are also extremely concerned by 
the lack of de\€loper's relevant track record in de\€lopment of any kind - let alone for a complex project of this 
kind. We at HUG find it hard to belie\€ that the City does not insist on operating at a higher standard of care with 
regard to pre-qualification and guidance of de\€loper submissions - especially in light of some many factual errors! 

3. We note with great dismay that the developer-owner of 1525 has possessed since acquiring the property 
in 2013 a conditionally approved plan that would allow for 8 housing units - a land use that would likely 
be found to be consistent and appropriate, as well as acceptable by neighboring property owners. The 
de\€loper since acquiring this lot has sought only to propose projects which greatly surpass what is legally 
permissible, in an attempt to make e\€n more profit than the 8 housing units would pro-.4de; noting that the 8 unit 
project would clearly be profitable to this de\€Ioper. We at HUG belie\€ this shows bad faith on the part the 1525's 
de\€loper, and we are increasingly shocked that the City is not doing more to encourage the de\€loper to proceed 
with this \4able, conditionally-appro\€d land use! 

4. We would like you to recognize that if the City allows this 1525 project to go forward at even 50% or 75% 
of its proposed scale (i.e., size, mass, operational scope), then this developer will attempt and may 
succeed at a project which will have the effect of transferring significant real property value and 
property enjoyment value to the detriment of a large number of adjacent property owners in favor of 
this one owner and developer. If this project is e\€r found to be illegal, then a context fa\Oring valid lawsuits 
would surely arise. We at HUG belie\€ you ha\€ an extra duty of care to evaluate the O\€rall legal context and to 
a\Oid a situation that allows this type of illegal transfer of value from one group in fa\Or of another group. We at 
HUG urge you to consider this context right now, and do e\€rything in your power to protect all parties and a\Oid 
neighborhood conflict! 

5. We note with great concern the developer has publicly stated (most recently at the LUC/PPCC public 
meetings on October 26) that if they are required to reduce the scope in any way - for instance by 
following the height and mass reduction recommendations made by the PPCC - that the project's future 
service business would not attain adequate operational scale to be economically or financially viable. 
This means that e\€n at the scale and size proposed, this project is right at the lower limit of economic \4ability. 
They ha\€ stated this repeatedly when asked formally by se\€ral parties, including when asked \€ry specifically by 
Maryam Zar in front of the entire community during last month's PPCC meeting. We at HUG belie\€ that you must 
decline the 1525's permit request based on this statement by the de\€loper which shows that even at the scale 
proposed, this project may not be viable. If you allow the project to proceed - as-is or with conditions - and 
knowing full well that it has such a high risk of financial failure either midway through construction or during its 
post-construction operational phase, then the City would be responsible for e\€n more harm to our community as 
it attempts to mitigate public damage from such a devastating failure. For this reason, you should refuse it 
categorically! 

We at HUG believe that for all of the reasons we have provided over the past two months, that you -- the 
acting City ZA for this case - have a moral, ethical and legal duty to refuse the 1525 developer's request and 
to send them back to the drawing board in search of a permissible and legal land use. 
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Thank you for your time and ser.1ce, 
Sincerely, 

Marc & Veronique Jackson 
1520 Michael Lane, homeowners and 
\Olunteer community leaders at HUG www.hugpali .org 

Marc Jackson 
Seahorn Capital Group 
Los Angeles I San Francisco 
+1 (310) 980-2600 
marc@seahom.net 

This message and any files transmitted with it are confidential and for the sole use of the intended recipients . Any 
unauthorized use, disclosure, distribution or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. 

Joseph <joebrownlaw@gmail.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 
Cc: courtney.shum@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, info@hugpali.org 

Mr. Chu - Please see the letter below from Marc Jackson which I endorse and adopt. 

Joseph R. Brown 

1700 Palisades Dri-..e 

Pacific Palisades , CA 90272 

Law Office of Joseph R. Brown 

13808 Ventura Bl\d. Second Floor 

Sherman Oaks, CA 91423 

Phone: 818-907-0880 

Facsimile: 818-907-1918 

e-mail: joebrownlaw@gmail.com 

To: 

• Mr Henry Chu, Zoning Administration, City of Los Angeles henry.chu@lacity.org 

Application References : 

• Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr. ; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
• Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
• CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171 -CE 

Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 6:08 PM 
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Copies (sent via email): 

• Councilmember Mike Bonin councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
• PPCC President Mayram Zar maryamza~d@yahoo.com 
• All community members of HUG, including Robert Flick & Jonathan Klar 

Dear Mr Chu, 

We wrote to you a month or so ago, but much has changed as we find out more about the abow reference case -
especially since you wisely and graciously extended the public comment period. 

You haw receiwd many individual letters and update letters, from people like Robert Flick Esq (our neighbor and fellow 
HUG -.olunteer) and from Jonathan Klar Esq (our neighbor and fellow HUG -.olunteer). My wife and I second all the points 
raised by Robert and Jonathan in all of their detailed correspondence with you so far, so please count us individually 
when you tally community opposition to this project. 

My wife and I are also part of the -.olunteer leadership team of the ad hoc community organization called Highlanders 
United for Good (or "HUG" for short) and notably we are actiw in polling our many new members. 

HUG formed spontaneously when Mr Shram made his first formal outreach efforts announcing the 1525 project in mid
September to the Highlands community. We now haw 650+ signatures on a petition opposing the 1525 
Eldercare/Dementia care facility project ("1525"), and our HUG member roster now has a majority of homeowners in 
both the Highlands Villas (71 homes) and Michael Lane Villas (110 homes) associations which are directly across 
the street from the 1525 lot, as well as many other homeowners and residents from across the Pacific Palisades 
Highlands. 

We would now like to speak on behalf of the many HUG members we haw actiwly polled owr the last month: 

1. We vehemently oppose the City's suggestion (and that of any other City-related body such as the 
Pacific Palisades Community Council, or "PPCC") that the 1525 proposal is somehow appropriate or 
consistent under zoning codes and under related state law or local law governing developments of 
this kind on this lot. We at HUG beliew that the 1525 dewlopment, both as an intensiw service business 
operation that has no direct commercial benefit to the majority of Highlands or Palisades-Brentwoods households 
and at the mass height and dewlopment scale proposed, violates the intent and spirit of, as well as many 
specific provisions of: (i) the Coastal Act, (ii) the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and (iii) the 
current Brentwood Pacific Palisades Community Plan. Ewn the PPCC, while knowingly disregarding the legal 
requirements of CEQA in their recent analysis (referring to the letter you receiwd from Maryam Zar), stated 1!la!. 
the height, mass and other negatiw impacts of 1525 are not appropriate as planned. Further, you haw before 
you sewral highly relevant historical City ZA precedents for the lot at 1525 that we beliew you should follow. 
HUG members are truly shocked that the City has not done more to guide and redirect 1525's dewloper-owner to 
propose uses that are legally permissible and acceptable to the community! 

2. We would like you to take Into account the flagrant misrepresentations made by 1525's developer 
that several HUG members have carefully documented for you. The most flagrant are: (i) their highly 
significant underestimation of transportation, traffic and parking disruption - both during the construction and 
operational phases of 1525 - especially the underestimation of the total number of daily employees and care
related visits during the operational phase of the project, which underestimation appears to be enormous; we 
estimate (based on HUGs interviews with multiple eldercare/dementia care providers and customers) at least 200 
people coming and going to service 100 patients on a daily basis w. the dewloper's claim of 25-35 employees 
per day for 100 patients; (ii) their claim of CEQA exemption from an environmental impact evaluation which is 
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patently false and violates City ZA precedent for this lot; and (iii) that the dewloper misrepresents that they 
obtained shows of community support when they haw wry little credible support and in fact made inadequate 
attempts in a timely manner to reach out to the community affected by 1525. Many HUG supporters are also 
extremely concerned by the lack of dewloper's relevant track record in dewlopment of any kind - let alone for a 
complex project of this kind. We at HUG find it hard to beliew that the City does not insist on operating at a 
higher standard of care with regard to pre-qualification and guidance of dewloper submissions - especially in 
light of some many factual errors! 

3. We note with great dismay that the developer-owner of 1525 has possessed since acquiring the 
property in 2013 a conditionally approved plan that would allow for 8 housing units - a land use that 
would likely be found to be consistent and appropriate, as well as acceptable by neighboring property 
owners. The dewloper since acquiring this lot has sought only to propose projects which greatly surpass what 
is legally permissible, in an attempt to make ewn more profit than the 8 housing units would provide; noting that 
the 8 unit project would clearly be profitable to this dewloper. We at HUG beliew this shows bad faith on the part 
the 1525's dewloper, and we are increasingly shocked that the City is not doing more to encourage the 
dewloper to proceed with this viable, conditionally-approwd land use! 

4. We would like you to recognize that if the City allows this 1525 project to go forward at even 50% or 
75% of its proposed scale (i.e., size, mass, operational scope), then this developer will attempt and 
may succeed at a project which will have the effect of transferring significant real property value and 
property enjoyment value to the detriment of a large number of adjacent property owners in favor of 
this one owner and developer. If this project is ewr found to be illegal, then a context fa\Oring valid lawsuits 
would surely arise. We at HUG believe you haw an extra duty of caie to evaluate the owrall legal context and to 
a\Oid a situation that allows this type of illegal transfer of value from one group in fa\Or of another group. We at 
HUG urge you to consider this context right now, and do ewrything in your power to protect all parties and a\Oid 
neighborhood conflict! 

5. We note with great concern the developer has publicly stated (most recently at the LUC/PPCC 
public meetings on October 26) that if they are required to reduce the scope in any way - for instance 
by following the height and mass reduction recommendations made by the PPCC - that the project's 
future service business would not attain adequate operational scale to be economically or financially 
viable. This means that ewn at the scale and size proposed, this project is right at the lower limit of economic 
viability. They haw stated this repeatedly when asked formally by sewral parties, including when asked wry 
specifically by Maryam Zar in front of the entire community during last month's PPCC meeting. We at HUG 
beliew that you must decline the 1525's permit request based on this statement by the dewloper which shows 
that even at the scale proposed, this project may not be viable. If you allow the project to proceed - as-is 
or with conditions - and knowing full well that it has such a high risk of financial failure either midway through 
construction or during its post-construction operational phase, then the City would be responsible for ewn more 
harm to our community as it attempts to mitigate public damage from such a devastating failure. For this reason, 
you should refuse it categorically! 

We at HUG believe that for all of the reasons we have provided over the past two months, that you - the 
acting City ZA for this case - have a moral, ethical and legal duty to refuse the 1525 developer's request and 
to send them back to the drawing board in search of a permissible and legal land use. 

Thank you for your time and sen.1ce, 
Sincerely, 

Joseph R. Brown 

1700 Palisades Driw 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
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Law Office of Joseph R. Brown 

13808 Ventura Blvd. Second Floor 

Sherman Oaks, CA 91423 

Phone : 818-907-0880 

Facsimile : 818-907-1918 

e-mai I: joebrownlaw@gmail.com 

https://mail .google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&jswr=ZOgYGg\.FjfY.en.&1.1ev.c=pt&search=inbox&th=15f8492c579cl4254&siml=15f834760b2ad964&sim=.. . 616 



11/812017 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Palisade Highlands Project 

C nnect 
ate 

ollabo. te 

Palisade Highlands Project 
1 message 

Cathy Stallings <catherinestallings@hotmail.com> 
To: "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr Chu: 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Fri , Nov 3, 2017 at 5:37 PM 

I live directly across the street from the lot at 1525 Palisades Drive. Much of the community, as you 
heard, is very passionate about this project (one way or the other). I do feel some of my neighbors 
have been overly emotional about the project but I also firmly believe the developer is not presenting 
it's plans in a thorough, transparent and honest way. I do think they are not giving the community the full 
picture in the effects construction and the end look/build of their center on the community. 

Looking across the street, I honestly don't understand the choice of project for the area. I think the 
developer purchased this land and clearly did not do their homework and sadly we are going to pay in 
our quality of life for their lack of thorough due diligence. There are many many issues that have been 
raised as you know. I can't put the environment in my top three-but quality of life for the community and 
safety and ultimately who will be liable for certain issues has to be major issue. 

Building this on the side of a hill into the canyon is unwise. I am hoping they have done a longterm 
survey on the ground surrounding the site. I am assuming you do know about the construction/safety 
issues that Marquez Charter School has had to deal with the last three years? The lower yard, built on 
the side of hill into a canyon, had become unstable and they had to remove classroom buildings due to 
the collapse of part of the lower yard into the canyon. 

Being across the street from the lot, and knowing people who are across the street from the Caruso project 
in the Palisades Village, I am not looking forward to our quality of life even during the construction period. 
The process of putting in an underground parking is loud, long and damaging. I have friends by Caruso who 
now have cracks in their walls due to the pounding and digging to put in the underground parking. 

The Highlands are not made for slow walks down the road. If you have visited this part of Pali Drive the 
site is on- it's very steep and we already have a very bad speeding problem on this stretch of 
Palisades Drive. 

My kids do not ride bikes around here due to the very steep incline on our part of Palisades drive yet 
they are going to have a community of elderly people, some in wheel chairs, taking walks? Of course, 
the developer has the right to build but where will the liability lie when the things that are being pointed 
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out now come to fruition. Accidents, damage to nearby residences, unstable surrounding grounds. I 
want to ensure all these factors are being seriously considered and the listening period isn't merely a 
"courtesy'' to residents and voters. 

I understand the developers want to make their money back (after a poorly researched buy), but 

I have aging parents who will need assistance in the very near future . But I would not put them in a 
home in this area. It might be convenient to have them close, but honestly, I do not feel Shram has 
properly thought all the factors and potential adverse effects on its neighbors and the future inhabitants 
of its facility. 

Many thanks for your time, 

Catherine Stallings 
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Connect 
ate 
ollabo9te 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Reference case#ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 1525 Palisades Dr elder care project 
1 message 

Victoria Romer <\1ctoria.romer@ymail.com> 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.Bonin@lacity.org 

68 yr resident Pacific Palisades born n raised Pac Pal. My current address is : 
Victoria Romer RN MSN PHN 
1543 Palisades Driw 
Pacific Palisades.Ca 90272 

Dear Sirs & Madams, 

Fri , Nov 3, 2017 at 4:25 PM 

Please be aware that I am whemently opposed to this project for the following reasons. 1) I am a senior myself & enjoy 
the peace & serenity I haw surrounding my home. Howewr, I do suffer from multiple problems Asthma,COPD,Lupis& 
degeneratiw disc disease. There for to ewn walk on a flat surface area I haw to get in my car& driw to the beach. I don't 
think this area is optimal for those seniors that may want to get out for a walk or a stroll in a wheelchair!! & for those with 
dementia & alzhelmers It is a writable nightmare!!! When they get out & they will they face speeding traffic & preditorial 
animals . They don't stand a Chanch. They can not go anywhere on there own & there is no public transit available 
here.this project is totally inappropriate for suburban residential community in the middle of topanga state park& Santa 
Inez state park! 
2) Project size is inappropriate & architecture is wry modem & totally out of Sind with all the Spanish architecture in the 
area.height & mass are grossly owrsized for community 10 ft higher then any existing building in the entire Palisades! 
Looks absurd & totally out of place. 
3) those of us li'-1ng across from project will become writable prisoners in our home ha1,,1ng to use A/C 24-7 just to be able 
to breath. I am on a fixed income under HUD& can not afford to mow nor pay for 24/7 A/C because of a ridiculous project 
someone dreamed up only to make 6 money always the motivating factor. There are already 2 senior projects in the 
Palisades one at the end of Palisades driw& one on Sunset bl-.d in the 1,,1llage( where it is realistic for there seniors to get 
out walk & enjoy the things around them) impossible with this planned project! 
3) Lack of architectural continuity & adequate setbacks landscaping minimal for size of building to blend with community. 
( Spanish Mediterranean style. 
4) all the beautiful 1,,1ews we all share and paid 
Plenty for will all be gone. There will be lights noise traffic 24-7 going on at this faci lity.it is to high density due to large 
number of units & residents. ALL mountain 1,,1ews will be a thing of the past. 
It will add substantial traffic to the area including parking ewrywhere( we already haw a problem with that) to add to that I 
just can't imagine. We will haw comings n goings of trash trucks deliwry trucks emergency whicles and to that add staff 
& 1,,1sitors at the rate of 3 shifts a day. 
5)Most concerning of all are the new regulations put forth for convalescent facilities since the multiplicity of deaths in both 
Huston Tx & in Florida. Facilities by law must store at least one weeks worth of propane -gas - or LP gas to keep 
generators working at all time for A/C lights Med equipment refrigeration & must store a large quantity of Oxygen tanks. 
In all cases this tan amounts to one huge BOMB directly across the street from me & the residents of Michael lane 
Villas. An earthquake is ine1,,1table in the area in the near future & fire is an ewryday concern here. Ha1,,1ng the elderly here 
would cause a huge problem in any and all evacuation situations. 
6) the short of all this is that this is something not for the good of the elderly but nearly the good of the builder. It does not 
fit in the area & will become a writable prison for those li\1ng here. It will not be as marketed. As far as bike parking goes 
-you haw to be a 20 yr old mountain bike rider in the greatest shape of your life to take any bike out up here. Nothing 
but hills& is completely un walkable. Absolutely does not belong here!!! 

Sincerely , Victoria Romer 
Sent from my iPad 
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Connect 
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ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

ZA-2017-2170 1525 Palisades Drive--Opposition Petitions 
1 message 

Robert Flick <rflick@flicklaw.com> 
To: Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 
Cc: Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org>, debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org 

Mr. Chu: 

Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 4:15 PM 

Please see my attached letter, which encloses petitions containing signatures of o\er 650 people who oppose the 
project. 

Regards, 

Bob Flick 

Law Office of Robert Flick 

15332 Antioch Street, No. 202 I Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
v 310.573.0300 I efax 424.644.2554 I m 310.989.5681 

Real Property Law Solutions SM 

This electronic mall transmission may contain confidential or privileged information. If you believe you have received this message in error, please 

notify the sender by reply transmission and delete the message without copying or disclosing it. 

This firm does not provide tax advice. Nevertheless, if any advice or communication provided by this firm ls determined to constitute or contain tax 

advice, the following notice shall apply: 

U.S. Treasury Circular 230 Notice: Any tax advice contained In this communication (including any attachments) was not Intended or written to be 

used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (a) avoiding penalties that may be Imposed under the Internal Revenue Code or by any other applicable 

tax authority; or (b) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any tax-related matter addressed herein. We provide this disclosure on 

all outbound e-malls to assure compliance with new standards of professional practice, pursuant to which certain tax advice must satisfy 

requirements as to form and substance. 

~ 1525 Palisades Drive RTF LETTER TO ZA with petitions v1 EXEC 10.04.17.pdf 
1647K 
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1525 Palisades Drive--ZA-2017-2170--Required Conditions 
1 message 

Robert Flick <rflick@flicklaw.com> 
To: Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 12:03 PM 

Cc: Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org>, debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org 

Mr. Chu: 

Please see my letter, attached, containing conditions that must be imposed on the project in the ewnt the dewloper's 
applications are approwd by your office. 

Also, please confirm that you are closing the public record today for the October 4 hearing on this matter. 

Thanks. 

Regards, 

Bob Flick 

Law Office of Robert Flick 

15332 Antioch Street, No. 202 I Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
v 310.573.0300 I efax 424.644.2554 I m 310.989.5681 

Real Property Law Solutions SM 

This electronic mail transmission may contain confidential or privileged information. If you believe you have received this message in error, please 

notify the sender by reply transmission and delete the message without copying or disclosing it. 

This firm does not provide tax advice. Nevertheless, if any advice or communication provided by this firm is determined to constitute or contain tax 

advice, the following notice shall apply: 

U.S. Treasury Circular 230 Notice: Any tax advice contained in this communication (Including any attachments) was not Intended or written to be 

used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (a) avoiding penalties that may be imposed under the Internal Revenue Code or by any other applicable 

tax authority; or (b) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any tax-related matter addressed herein. We provide this disclosure on 

all outbound e-mails to assure compliance with new standards of professional practice, pursuant to which certain tax advice must satisfy 

requirements as to form and substance. 

~ 1525 Palisades Drive R Flick Conditions Letter to ZA exec 11.03.17.pdf 
211K 
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Law Offices of Robert Flick 

15SS2 ANTIOCH STREET, #202 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CALIFORNIA 90272 

VOICE Sl0.57S.OSOO 

FAX 424.644.2554 

e mail: rflick@flicklaw.com 
Internet: www.flicklaw.com 

Real Property Law Solutions 

Via Email (henry.chu@lacity.org) 

November 3, 2017 

Mr. Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
Los Angeies Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Required Project Conditions-
ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR/ENV-2017-2171-CE 
1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades ("Property") 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

I have previously written to express my strong opposition to the highly inappropriate eldercare 
project ("Project") proposed by Moshe and Rony Shram for 1525 Palisades Drive. 

I have not relented from my opposition to the Project and reaffirm it here. Nevertheless, I want to 
provide my input on conditions that must be imposed on the Project in the event it is approved by 
your office. Notwithstanding my transmission to you of the following conditions, I reserve my 
right to oppose and appeal any approvals that might be granted concerning the Project. 

The following conditions must be imposed on the Project if developer's requested approvals are 
granted: 

• Limited Permitted Uses and Extensive Use Prohibitions: Property use must be limited 
to a duly licensed residential eldercare facility with a maximum of 96 residents, 20% 
memory care 80% assisted living and supporting uses only. No other uses or shift in 
percentages of use. Without limitation, the following uses shall be expressly 
prohibited: student housing, health club, day spa, massage, nail salon, hair care, 
cosmetology, adult or child day care, skilled nursing care, hospice, hostel, hotel, short 
term residential rental units such as AirBnB, hospital, outpatient surgical care, 
homeless shelter, homeless services, medical office, substance abuse clinic, 
rehabilitation residence, halfway house for convicted criminals, apartments, retail, 



Law Offices of Robert Flick 

Mr. Henry Chu 
Associate Zoning Administrator 
Re: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR/ENV-2017-2171-CE 

1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades 
November 3, 2017 
Page 2 

cannabis vending and distribution, self-storage, office, animal shelter, animal kennel or 
boarding, veterinary clinic, and film, video and music production. 

• Additional Property Use Limitations: 
o No smoking on property or adjacent sidewalks or streets. 
o No illumination or use of outdoor decks prior to 9:00 AM or after 5:00 PM. 
o No amplified music or sound can be generated, either outside or within the 

Property improvements, that can be perceived outside of the Property boundaries 
o No outdoor cooking or food preparation. 
o No leasing or donation of use of any facilities by any third parties for social 

events or any other purposes 
o No wireless communications facilities installations on roof or elsewhere on site, 

except for small "repeater" installations that serve to preserve/enhance signal for 
surrounding properties, subject to design approval by Palisades Estates, Highlands 
Villas, Michael Lane Villas and HOA #3 homeowners associations. 

o Food service ventilation system must contain treatment systems that eliminate 
food and cooking odors from reaching exterior air. 

o Staff, residents and visitors shall not loiter on sidewalks, streets or vehicles. 
o No use of rooftop for decks or other purposes, other than limited mechanical 

equipment and limited wireless communications facilities as provided above. 
Without limitation, no elevated solar panels or equipment shall be allowed. 

o No "light pollution"-no bright security lights, no lights directed to shine outside 
of Property boundaries, all windows and doors to have window treatments and/or 
shades that are closed at night to limit light emissions. 

o No use of property balconies. 
o All doors and windows facing Palisades Drive or Vereda de la Montura shall be 

closed at all times between 6:00 PM and 9:00 AM. 
o Exterior of improvements and landscaping must be maintained in good condition. 

• Improvement Restrictions: 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Design must be architecturally consistent with the neighborhood, as approved by 
Construction must be steel frame type M-1 , not wood frame, and must be 
designed to meet all facility licensing requirements. 
Mechanical equipment on the roof shall not exceed 60" height above roof 
membrane and shall not be sited closer than 15 feet from building roof perimeter. 
Limit number of stairwell exits on roof and require location at least 20 feet away 
from building roof perimeter. 
All mechanical equipment must be contained in soundproof enclosures and 
screened with architecturally consistent and appropriate materials. 
Signage lights limited to 8 inches in height and 36 inches in width, installed with 
the op level not exceeding 48 inches above street grade level, no monument signs, 
low level external illumination only, and placed only to designate garage 
entrances and exits and main building entrance only. No parapet signage or 
outdoor advertising. No "shrink wrap" or projected signs, logos or images. 



Mr. Henry Chu 
Associate Zoning Administrator 
Re: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR/ENV-2017-2171-CE 

1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades 
November 3, 2017 
Page 4 

Law Offices of Robert Flick 

responsible for, and indemnify local residents against, all power or water 
interruptions. 

• Common Area Costs: 
o Owner or Operator must contribute 20% of the total cost of common area security 

incurred by all participating HOAs in the Highlands, which common area security 
will be in addition to operator's own dedicated security. 

o Owner or Operator will pay 20% of the aggregate of all HO As' common area 
landscape expenses in maintaining Palisades Drive and adjacent areas. 

In addition to imposing the foregoing items as conditions of issuance of the Coastal 
Deveiopment Permit and the Site Deveiopment Pian approval, the City must require that aii of 
the foregoing shall be set forth in restrictive Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions to be 
recorded against the Property prior to the start of any construction, which CCRs shall state that 
they run with the land and benefit each homeowner in each of Palisades Estates, Highlands 
Villas, Michael Lane Villas and HOA #3 association areas. The CCRs shall contain private rights 
of enforcement and shall be in form acceptable to those HOA boards and all interested residents. 

Sincerely, 

!Ut✓-~ 
Robert T. Flick 

cc: Councilperson Mike Bonin 
Highlanders United for Good 
Pacific Palisades Residents Association 
Luna & Glushon-Robert Glushon, Esq. and Kristina Kropp, Esq. 
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Additionally, all signs must be approved by the Pacific Palisades Community 
Council, and the immediately adjacent HOAs, which may approve signage, but 
will not have authority to allow larger or more signage. 

• Parking and Traffic Restrictions: 
o Traffic Signal with protected left tum arrow must be installed at developer's cost 

at intersection of Palisades Drive and Vereda de la Montura 
o Speed bumps must be installed just below lower intersection of Michael Lane and 

A venida de la Herradura. 
o No vehicle parking by employees, staff, contractors, vendors, service personnel or 

visitors, even short-term, on Vereda de la Montura, Michael Lane or Palisades 
Drive. All such vehicles must have decals and park only in garage, and be subject 
to parking tickets for parking on city streets. 

o If parking is not 100% sufficient at all times, owner or operator must procure 
remote off-site lot and provided shuttle service at their cost. 

o Facility must have at least 24/7 dedicated parking garage security guard, and a 
second one in the dementia care section. 

o No pick-ups or deliveries to or from the facility except between 10 am and 3 pm, 
except in case of emergencies. 

o Must provide separate parking on-site for ambulances and transport shuttles in 
area with best available industry sound baffling. 

o No delivery trucks larger than vans will be permitted near or on premises for any 
reason [ with strict penalty for violation] . 

o All loading/unloading of passengers and cargo to occur only in underground 
parking and loading area. 

• Construction: 
o No construction staging or construction office trailers shall be placed on Vereda 

de la Montura or on Palisades Drive above Vereda de la Montura. 
o All construction fencing must be at least 3/4" inch thick plywood or better 

material, at least 10 feet high to disperse sound and dust from construction site. 
o No more than one dump truck at a time will be allowed to park on streets while 

awaiting loading of excavated soil. All parked trucks on or off site must tum off 
engines while waiting. 

o Posting every 100 feet on outside of construction fence the name, number, and 
address of the persons to whom any aggrieved resident may direct a complaint of 
any kind regarding construction. 

o Developer must hire qualified archaeologist at all times during the excavation 
period to look for artifacts, and archaeologist must be authorized to stop 
excavation immediately upon discovery of any likely artifact. 

o Developer must have specific approval from City DWP that it has sufficient 
excess power and water available to service the facility without any risk to lack of 
water pressure, water pressure surges, or power interruptions. Operator shall be 



Law Offices of Robert Flick 

15882 ANTIOCH STREET, #202 
PACIFIC PALISADES, CALIFORNIA 90272 

VOICE 810.578.0800 

FAX 424.644.2554 
e mail: rflick@flicklaw.com 
Internet: www.flicklaw.com 

October 4, 2017 

VIA EMAIL AND PERSONAL DELIVERY 

Mr. Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

Re: Signed Opposition Petition 
ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR/ ENV-2017-2171-CE 
1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades ("Property") 

Attached are copies of a signed petition (12 pages total) from owners and residents in 
the community opposing the project. 

Very;z;;✓. ~ 

Robert T. Flick 



PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

SITE PLAN REVIEW APPPROVAL AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. ZA 2017-2170 

We, the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
otherwise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
("Project"), present this Petition in Opposition to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los 
Angeles and request that the Department reject and disapprove the owner's application for the above
referenced permits and approval for the Project. 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SIGNATURE 

Petition Opposing Permits and Approval ZA 2017-2170 
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PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

SITE PLAN REVIEW APPPROVAL AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. ZA 2017-2170 

We, the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
otherwise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
("Project;, present this Petition in Opposition to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los 
Angeles and request that the Department reiect and disapprove the owner's application for the above
referenced permits and approval for the Project. 

NAME ADDRESS DATE 

Petition Opposing Permits and Approval ZA 2017-2170 



PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

SITE PLAN REVIEW APPPROVAL AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. ZA 2017-2170 

We, the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
otherwise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
("Project'). present this Petition in Opposition to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los 
Angeles and request that the Department reject and disapprove the owner's application for the above
referenced permits and approval for the Project. 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SIGNATURE 

Petition Opposing Permits and Approval ZA 2017-2170 



PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

SITE PLAN REVIEW APPPROVAL AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. ZA 2017-2170 

We, the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
otherwise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
("Project"), present this Petition in Opposition to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los 
Angeles and request that the Department reject and disapprove the owner's application for the above
referenced permits and approval for the Project. 

Petition Opposing Permits and Approval ZA 2017-2170 



PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

SITE PLAN REVIEW AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. ZA 2017-2170 

We, the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
otherwise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
("Project"), present to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los Angeles this petition and request 
that the Department reject and disapprove the owner's application for the above-referenced permits and 
approvals for the Project. 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SIGNATURE 

Petition Opposing Permits and Approval ZA 2017-2170 



PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

SITE PLAN REVIEW AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. ZA 2017-2170 

We, the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
otherwise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
("Project"), present to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los Angeles this petition and request 
that the Department reject and disapprove the owner's application for the above-referenced permits and 
approvals for the Project. 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SIGNATURE 

Petition Opposing Permits and Approval ZA 2017-2170 

f 
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PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

SITE PLAN REVIEW APPPROVAL AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. Z.A 2017-2170 

We, the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
otherwise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
("Project;, present this Petition in Opposition to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los 
Angeles and request that the Department reiect and disapprove the owner's application for the above
referenced permits and approval for the Project. 

' 
NAME ADDRESS DATE SIGNATURE 
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PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

SITE PLAN REVIEW AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. ZA 2017-2170 

We, the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
otherwise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
("Project"), present to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los Angeles this petition and request 
that the Department reject and disapprove the owner's application for the above-referenced permits and 
approvals for the Project. 

NAME ADDRESS DATE ·SIGNATURE 

Petition Opposing Permits and Approval ZA 2017-2170 



PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

SITE PLAN REVIEW AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. ZA 2017-2170 

We, the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
otherwise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
(-Project"), present to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los Angeles this petition and request 
that the Department re,iec:t and disapprove the owner's application for the above-referenced permits and 
approvals for the Project. 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SIGNATURE 
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Connect 
ate 

ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION to1525 Palisades Drive Project: Case # ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1 message 

Edith <sunstars@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 3:55 PM 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org, Courtney.Shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org, Debby.Dynerharris@lacity.org, James Kinloch 
<jecazak@gmail.com> 

1525 Palisades Drive Project 

Case# ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

Dear Mr. Henry Chu, 

Please consider these issues in making your decision on 1525 Palisades Drive project: 

1525 Building and Use Incompatible with Palisades Highlands. We are long time Palisades Highlands 
homeowners. We chose the Highlands because it is one of the few areas that prm.1des sanctuary and some respite from 
busy Los Angeles, with mountain "1ews, natural vegetation and wildlife such as deer, coyotes and mountain lions. This 
contradicts the developer's characterization of the the area as a highly urbanized area in which his building and its end 
use will fit and be compatible. The Highlands is in the Santa Monica mountains, surrounded by State park lands. It is 
NOR urbanized in any manner! Many people hike the trails, enjoy the natural surroundings in peace, quiet and serenity. 
Putting a six story eldercare facility (4 above and 2 below ground) that operates 24/7 will totally change the character of 

the Highlands, significantly increase traffic, parking noise and lights and raise serious en\1ronmental concerns . The 
DENSllY of units and people far exceeds anything in the areas and even the Caruso development in Palisades \1llage. 
Additionally the HEIGHT RESTRICTION in Palisades "1llage is 30 feet and along Sunset is 35 feet. It makes no sense for 
City to permit a 45 ft+ tall building in the Highlands. Los Angeles neighborhoods will hopefully retain their character, or all 
will become homogenized and be neither fish nor fowl. The negative impacts of Intrusion of urbanization on sensitive, 
precious natural en\1ronments is irreversible. 

Safety Concerns: Highlands Residents and Elderly Clients of 1525 Palisades Drive. We learned recently at an 
earthquake preparedness session that there is a liquefaction zone through the canyon underneath Palisades Drive, the 
one road that connect the Highlands with the world besides a small road for emergency responders. Over the years we 
have had several rock slides during / after rainstorms and fires that have either closed or partially closed Palisades Drive. 
Palisades Drive may be impassable in the event of a Big One, soresidents must be able to survive for days to weeks 
without outside help. This will be dangerous for the 3200+ Highlands resident, it would be foolhardy to place a 
concentration of elderly patients, many with memory deficits where survival and evacuation present significant challenges 
even for those who are able bodied and of strong mind. 

Parking Concerns. ViabiUty of 2-Story Subterranean Garage? The developer claims there will be more than enough 
parking to cover the needs of elderly residents, "1sitors and support staff but the reality is there will be substantial overflow 
parking on adjacent streets that are already over-parked due to proximity of a nearby restaurant and some offices, nearby 
homes and the entrance of hiking trails in Topanga State Park. 

https://mail .google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js-..er=ZOgYGgl.FjfY.en.&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th=15f8419aab62c796&siml=15f8419aab62c796 1/3 
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A neighbor who almost closed escrow on the property in the 'B0's when he was planning to build a restaurant and 
property on 1525 Palisades Dri\€ stated that LADBS informed him that no subterranean stories, or at least no 2 story 
underground floors would be permitted because there is an underground ri\.er in the vicinity. Indeed, "WAlERCOURSE" is 
noted on Zimas maps ofall the the lots around 1525 Palisades Dri\€. This bears in\.estigation because de\.eloper Shram 
is planning to build a 2-story subterranean garage. 

Highlands Residents Position on Eldercare Project Misrepresented! We and most other Highlands homeowners 
had NO knowledge of the 1525 project until a few days before your October 4 hearing on the project. Our HOA president 
ne\.er mentioned the project. Fortunately, you postponed decision-making on the project. Since then, we learned that 
the Palisades Highlands President's Council (PHPC) chair represented to you in a letter dated October 2 that 
Highlands homeowners support the eldercare project. FALSE, see letter below. 

By a show of hands at the 10/26 Land Use Committee Meeting (LUC), Howard Robinson estimate that 
OPPOSITION TO THE PROJECT IS OVERWHELMING, by a ratio of around 4.5 to 1. A poll taken on Nextdoor 
shows 5.5 to t opposition to the project. The position of Highlands residents has for some reason been badly 
represented by HOA presidents. 

We trust that you and others will carefully weigh your decisions on the eldercare project. We, like so many others, are 
OPPOSED TO THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT. We belie\€ that it would be better suited for an area that is closer to 
emergency medical care and other amenities in Santa Monica and environs. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 

Edith Kinloch, Ph.D., MBA 

James Kinloch 

1305 A\.enida de Cortez 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

Email from Santa Ynez HOA president John Stutsman to you stating that the PHPC does NOT represent Santa Ynez 
HOA homeowners on the eldercare project. All indications are that Santa Ynez HOA members OPPOSE THE 
ELDERCARE PROJECT. 

From: johnm.stutsman@gmail.com 
Subject: Elder Care Facility Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
Date: October 26, 2017 at 3:34:59 PM PDT 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 
Cc: Courtney.Shum@lacity.org, Councilmember.Bonin@lacity.org, Lisa Cahill 
<Lisa.Cahill@lacity.org>, Ezra.Gale@lacity.org, MaryamZarJD@yahoo.com, Luc.ppcc@gmail.com 

To: 

Mr. Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 

Via email: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mai l/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js..er=Z0g YGg~jfY.en.&1.1ew=pt&search=inbo>r&th= 15f8419aab62c796&siml= 15f8419aab62c796 2/3 
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Ref: Elder Care Facility 

1525 North Palisades Drive 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Cc. Courtney.Shum@lacity.org 

Council member.Bonin@lacity.org 

Lisa.Cahill@lacity.org 

Ezra. Gale@lac ity. org 

MaryamZar JD@yahoo.com 

Luc.ppcc@gmail.com 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

I am writing to you about the proposed Elder Care Facility referenced above. I am President of the Santa 
Ynez HOA (SYHOA) and a homeowner and resident at 17161 Avenida de Santa Ynez . I represent 193 
members of the SY HOA on the Presidents Council (PHPC) that consists of 21 HOA's in the Palisades 
Highlands. I am informing you of the following: 

1. Developer Mr. Rony Shram presented his eldercare project to PHPC members at a meeting on 
June 26, 2017. The PHPC did NOT take a position on the eldercare project after his presentation. 
To my surprise, PHPC chair Da'lnd Dwyer sent a letter to you for the October 4, 2017 hearing 
wherein he expressed support, as PHPC chair, for the Shram eldercare Project. 
That representation of support by the Council would be invalid because the HOA presidents were not 
polled nor were most HOA members of the 21 member HOA's. The PHPC does not speak for the 
SYHOA homeowners on the Elder Care Facility. 

2. SYHOA board \Oted 3 against and 2 neutral on the eldercare project at its board meeting on 
October 25 

3. SYHOA members in attendance at the meeting (11} \Oted overwhelmingly against the eldercare 
project. 

Very truly yours, 
John Stutsman 
President, Santa Ynez HOA 

https://rreil .google.com'rreil/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js-.er=ZOgYGg\FjfY.en.&\ifN-l=pt&search=inbox&th=15f8419aab62c796&siml=15f8419aab62c796 313 
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Connect 
ate 

ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

1525 Palisades Drive, Elder Care Project 
1 message 

James Margellos <jmargellos@gmail.com> 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org, Courtney.Shum@lacity.org, Debby.Dynerharris@lacity.org 

Reference - CASE # ZA-201 7-21 70-ELD-CDP-SPR 

AS an owner and resident of Michael Lane Villas, I think the proposed project is a terrible idea. 
The remoteness of such a facility is asking for problems 

Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 3:50 PM 

Among other things there is no public transit from Sunset Blw, which will create problems for 1,1sitors and staff that rely 
on it. 
Palisades driw is full of pot holes and getting worse, 
God forbid an earthquake occurring which could close Palisades Driw and subject the patients to no chance of 
emergency assistance. 
It's location does not offer any lewl areas for care patients to walk or exercise in any way. 
I wouldn't want a friend or relatiw residing in such a remote location. 
And the size of it would be so far out of place in our pleasant little community. 
Please don't let it happen 
Sincerely, 
James Margellos 
1646 Michael Lane, 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&jswr=ZOg YGg I.FjfY.en.&\iew= pt&search=inbox&th= 15f84144773ac22d&siml= 15f84144773ac22d 1/1 
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Connect 
ate 

ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

FW: Re: Case No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1 message 

David <info@dsquareconstruction.com> 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 

Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 3:27 PM 

Cc: Rony Shram <rony@shramdewlopment.com> 

Mr. Chu 

I haw been told that my pre~ous letter and documents may haw been remowd from the file by the opponents of the 
dewlopment while re~ewing the folder at the planning department. 

I am re- submitting my letter of support to ensure that you haw it for the file. 

*****************Email Confidentiality Footer**************** Pri~leged/Confidential or Information may be contained in, or 
attached to, this message. If you are not the addressee indicated in this message (or responsible for deliwry to such 
person) you may not copy, forward, disclose, deliwr or otherwise use this message or any part of it in any form 
whatsoewr. In such case, you should destroy this message and please notify us immediately. Notification may be giwn 
by replying to this message, or by contacting Da~d R Dwyer 

~ Dave Dwyer Planning Letter final.docx 
19K 
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Connect 
ate 

ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

FW: proposed development 1525 vereda de la montura, Case No. ZA2917-2170-
ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
1 message 

Geoffrey Symcox <symcox@history.ucla.edu> 
To: "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr Chu: 

I am forwarding this message to you to express my wife's and my opposition to this project. 

Geoffrey Symcox 

From: Geoffrey Symcox 
Sent: Friday, Nowmber 03, 2017 2:24 PM 
To: 'coouncilmember.bonin@lacity.org' <coouncilmember.bonin@lacity.org> 

Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 2:33 PM 

Subject: FW: proposed dewlopment 1525 wreda de la montura, Case No. ZA2917-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA No. 
ENV-2017-2717-CE 

From: Geoffrey Symcox 
Sent: Friday, Nowmber 03, 2017 2:18 PM 
To: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
Cc: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Subject: proposed dewlopment 1525 wreda de la montura, Case No. ZA2917-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA No. ENV-
2017-2717-CE 

Dear Councilmember Bonin: 

We are writing to reaffirm our "1gorous opposition to the plan for an Elder Care facility at 1525 Vereda de la Montura, in 
Pacific Palisades. We liw at 1565 Palisades Dri1.e , in the area that will be directly affected by this de1.elopment if it is 
allowed to go through. We are copying Councilmember Bonin's office to ensure that he hears our "1ews. We attended the 
hearing on Oct 4 before Henry Chu, and we haw attended all the meetings of the PPCC and LUC since then. Our 
objections are as follows : 

1. We were told by the dewloped at the PPCC meeting that there is a graw need for elder care facilities. 
But we dispute whether the proposed site is the right place for such a facility. It is remote, a long way from 
medical facilities, reached by a single road without altematiw access. In the ewnt of an emergency (fire, 
earthquake), evacuating the residents - owr 90 according to the dewloper - would be highly problematic. 
The only road, Palisades Driw, could be blocked by landslides or fire. It is also subject to liquefaction in an 
earthquake, since much of it is built on fill. This area is designated a zone of Extreme Fire Hazard. 
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2. The dewloper claims that the area (Palisades Highlands) is an aging community that needs such a 
facility. Statistics cited by objectors in the PPCC and LUC meetings disputed this. In fact the Highlands is 
attracting numbers of younger residents, shifting the demographic profile significantly. Furthermore: would 
the dewloper reseM places in the proposed facility for local residents? When asked, he demurred and 
dodged the question. We wry much doubt that he would earmark places for local residents . 

3. The building, as proposed, does not fit the local em,ironment. It does not match the surrounding buildings 
either in style or scale. It would also abut onto the State Park, and area of outstanding natural beauty, and 
block the ',,iew of the hills behind it for local residents. 

4. The proposed facility would seriously increase traffic in the immediate area. Visitors, deliwries, staff, 
medical and technical specialists, would arriw at all times of the day. The turning from Palisades Driw onto 
Vereda de la Montura is dangerous because of whicles speeding up and down Palisades Driw, and not 
slowing down for the intersection. We liw close to the intersection, and haw witnessed numerous accidents 
when cars try to tum left onto Vereda de la Montura. 

5. The parking proposed by the dewloper for the facility is totally inadequate. , ewn if (as he claims) it is 
accordance with building codes. 67 spaces for a facility of 82 rooms does not make arithmetical sense. 
Parking on Vereda de la Montuyra and the adjacent area of Michael Lane (directly opposite the entrance to 
the proposed facility) is already hea',,ily used by local residents. Without public transport all the staff would 
haw to come in their own cars. Where would they park? On weekends the parking problem is further 
exacerbated by the hikers who use the trail into the State Park, at the dead end of Vereda de la Montura. 
The proposed facility, with its minimal parking, would cause sewre owrcrowding of the existing street 
parking. Local residents would be the losers. 

To sum up: we oppose the proposed Elder Care facility because it is out of character with the surrounding area; its site is 
unsuitable for such a facility, due to its remoteness and the difficulty of access in an emergency; its serious impact on 
traffic and parking; the false claims made by the dewloper about the need for elder care in this area and the implication 
that the proposed facility would meet that need. 

Yours sincerely, Geoffrey and Linda Symcox 

1565 Palisades Driw 

Pacific Palisades 

CA 90272 
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Connect 
ate 

ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

CASE # ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR, 1525 Palisades Drive Project 
2 messages 

Harvey Miller <hjmesq2@aol.com> 
To: Debby.Dynerharris@lacity.org, Henry.Chu@lacity.org, Courtney.Shum@lacity.org 

Reference - CASE # ZA-201 7-21 70-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1525 Palisades Drive Project 

Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 2:11 PM 

*Project size totally inappropriate. Inappropriate for a suburban residential 
community that is located in the middle of the Topanga State Park and 
Santa Inez State Park entrances. 

* Height and mass - grossly oversized for our community. If built as planned 
it will be 10 feet higher than anybuilding in the entire Palisades. 

* Lack of adequate setbacks and greenery to blend in with community. It 
will be enormous and fill the entire lot with a solid 4 story building and only a 
7 ' set back from the sidewalk. 

* Lack of any architectural continuity or harmony with the Highlands in 
general and specifically with the Spanish/ Mediterranean architectural 
style of the residences up and down Palisades Drive and adjoining streets. 

* It will block views of the mountains. Not only from nearby residents but 
from people driving up and down Palisades Drive and Palisades Circle and 
those hiking the trails. 

* Too high a density ratio and not compatible with current density for the 
area. Excessive number of units and residents. 

* Will add substantial traffic. including parking to Palisades Drive and Vereda 
de la Montura from comings and goings of pick ups, deliveries, emergency 
vehicles, staff and visitors. 

Harvey Miller <hjmesq2@aol.com> Fri, Nov 3, 2017 at 2:16 PM 
To: Debby.Dynerharris@lacity.org, Henry.Chu@lacity.org, Courtney.Shum@lacity.org 

I live in the Michael Lane Villas and I am on the Board of Directors of that 
association. I oppose the above referenced development for the following 
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*Project size totally inappropriate. Inappropriate for a suburban 
residential community that is located in the middle of the Topanga 
State Park and Santa Inez State Park entrances. 

* Height and mass - grossly oversized for our community. If built as 
planned it will be 10 feet higher than anybuilding in the entire 
Palisades. 

* Lack of adequate setbacks and greenery to blend in with 
community. It will be enormous and fill the entire lot with a solid 4 story 
building and only a 7 ' set back from the sidewalk. 

* Lack of any architectural continuity or harmony with the Highlands in 
general and specifically with the Spanish/ Mediterranean architectural 
style of the residences up and down Palisades Drive and adjoining 
streets. 

* It will block views of the mountains. Not only from nearby residents 
but from people driving up and down Palisades Drive and Palisades 
Circle and those hiking the trails. 

* Too high a density ratio and not compatible with current density for 
the area. Excessive number of units and residents. 

* Will add substantial traffic. including parking to Palisades Drive and 
Vereda de la Montura from comings and goings of pick ups, deliveries, 
emergency vehicles, staff and visitors. 

Harvey J. Miller, Esq. 
Law Offices of Harvey J. Miller 
11845 West Olympic Blvd., Suite 530 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
Tel: (310) 696-0245 
Fax: (310) 696-0247 
e-mail: hjmesq2@aol.com 

https://mail .google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&jswr=ZOgYGg\.FjfY.en.&\iew=pt&search=inbolt&th=15f83bddc3a3f7Qa&siml=15f83b9e50ec1ff2&siml=1.. . 2/3 



11/8/2017 City of Los Angeles Mail - From Judge Cohen re Senior De\elopment in Palisades Highlands 

Connect 
ate 
ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

From Judge Cohen re Senior Development in Palisades Highlands 
1 message 

Steven Cohen <scohen@litigationbusters.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

Mon, Nov 6, 2017 at 9:50 AM 

I am a retired Administratiw Law Judge. I currently seM on numerous state and federal panels as an arbitrator/mediator 
as well as \Olunteer my time to hear senior financial abuse cases for FINRA. I am also a qualified Real Estate and 
Forensic Construction Defects expert and I haw dewloped properties in the past in Santa Monica. 

! write to you because as much as ! am in complete support of creating assisted li"1ng (I am 65 years old myself), placing 
such a facility in the Highlands, in my opinion, creates a dangerous en\.1ronment for its residents. 

1 - The closest hospitals are St. Johns, Santa Monica and Santa Monica UCLA. The backup hospital would be Reagan 
UCLA in Westwood. Simply put, an ambulance cannot seNce the Highlands in fast enough time and transport an 
injured person to the ER in much less than 30 to 40 minutes round trip depending upon route, time of day or night and 
traffic. This presents the first of many challenges in placing an assisted li"1ng facility in the Highlands. 

2 - The site where the facility would be placed has an extremely steep grade. As such, ewn those who might be 
ambulatory will not likely be able to walk up the hills that surround the facility. As I am sure you agree, walking is the 
wry life-force that extends one's life. There is substantial research supporting walking as a necessary requirement for 
one to maintain health as they age. Unfortunately, walking is something that will not be reasonably possible due to the 
hills and natural grades. 

3 - Access to shopping and or entertainment. As I am sure you are also aware, the site that has been proposed is just 
owr two miles through a dark canyon with no infrastructure for lighting. There is no public transportation and with the 
exception of a wry small strip center with one restaurant, there is "1rtually no source for marketing, shopping, drugstore, 
or much of anything else without dri"1ng down to the intersection of Sunset Bl\d. and Palisades Driw. 

4 - Isolation during "acts of God". I am one of 30 members of the Pacific Palisades Radio Emergency Net. This is a 
group of Ham radio operators originally put together by Flo Elfant for the purpose of pro"1ding emergency communication 
when power is lost, during heavy rains or when any other emergency occurs that disrupts power and telephone 
communication. We use a network of\Olunteer Ham radio operators, batteries, generators, etc. to keep in touch with the 
Police and Fire Department in the ewnt of an emergency. Due to the isolation of the Highlands, I firmly beliew that 
appro"1ng an assisted li"1ng care facility along with a memory loss section actually places the residents in serious 
potential danger in almost any emergency that cuts off the Highlands from contact. 

In conclusion, as much as I am fully supportiw of a senior care facility, I beliew that placing such a facility in the upper 
Highlands will only lead to seriously endangering its residents. 
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Sincerely, 

Cityoflos Angeles Mail - From Judge Cohen re Senior De\elopment in Palisades Highlands 

Ste-.en Cohen, Retired Administrati-.e Law Judge 

HON. STEVEN G. COHEN, (Retired) 

Mediation . Arbitration . Litigation Consulting 

COHEN & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

A Dispute Resolution Practice 

2530 Wilshire Blvd., 3rd Floor Santa Monica, CA 90403 

Email scohen@litigationbusters.com 

Phone 310-701-1950 Fax310-315-5408 

Website www.litigationbusters.com 

CONFIDENTIALITY and WAIVER OF LEGAL ADVICE NOTICE: This e-mail message, including any 
attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and/or 
privileged information. Any review, use, disclosure, or distribution by unintended recipients is 
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy 
all copies of the original message. 

Further, this message is NOT intended as providing LEGAL ADVICE. It is the duty of the recipient to 
discuss the contents of this message with their own Legal Counsel. Unless specifically stated in the 
header, NO ATTORNEY CLIENT relationship shall be formed by receipt of this message. Thank You. 
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Dear Ms. Shum: 

RE: Re: Case No. ZA-201 7-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

I am a 45-year Palisades resident, I lived in the Highlands for 12 years and own a town home here 
for the last 16 years. I have served on the board of the HOA where my property is located for 
the last 13 years as well as serving as its president for 12 years. In addition, I have been 
chairman of the Palisades Highlands Presidents Council (PHPC) for the last 10 years. 

The PHPC is a well organized incorporated group of 19-22 individual HOA' s which includes 1574 
homes, clubs and commercial developments depending how you count them. It has been in its 
formal format since about 1991. The purpose of th~ PHPC is to consider and act upon matters of 
concern to the community, to facilitate and enter into contracts with the 24-hour armed 
security, the beautification of the various areas of the community, clean the canyons of trash 
and debris where possible and deal with all major issues that may affect the overall living 
cond it ions and safety of the neighborhood. 

I was first introduced to the Shram Family in November of 2013 as they were looking to acquire 
the commercially zoned property at 1525 Palisades Drive. The Sh ram family reached out to our 
Highlands Council due to our members being the president of each HOA Board of directors with 
us being the direct pathway to each of the individual homeowners within their respective 
associations. As Chair of the Palisades Highlands Presidents' Council, I worked with the 
homeowner's associations presidents or representatives at our quarterly meetings and through 
discussions over the years to benefit the community with the hope that a project of a residential 
nature would be developed on that parcel by anyone who were to purchase it. In the PHPC' s 
opinion there already was one shopping center and the community did not need another, the 
parcel was not right for an office building either. Residents preferred mainta ining the area's 
quiet residential nature and were willing to support a zone change. On November 21 st, 2014, I 
issued a letter on behalf of the Presidents Council stating that we would be interested in a 
condominium project of 33 residences and would likely support a zone change. We insisted on 
single-level condos choice to provide options for the many seniors, residents who live in multi
story dwellings and wanted to age in the community. These were the requests made by our 
constituents, many of whom had lived in the community since its inception. 

In September 2014 the Sh rams came to a meeting and presented their ideas for the condo 
project. The Presidents' Council members voted 13-1 in favor of supporting the condo 
development and requisite zone change. The president of Michael Lane Villas, the association 
now opposed to development, had voted for the project with much of the other associations. 
The Sh rams made an additional presentation to the Presidents' Council in the spring of 2015 and 
held a community-wide event in September of that year, attended by over 100 residents-both 
supporters and opponents of the project. The developers also attended multiple Palisades 
Community Council meetings with our involvement. In addition, they hosted several HOA 
Presidents (including Michael Lane Villas President Fritz Kastner) and then president of 
Highlands Villas Leah Cox at their architects' offices to ensure their concerns were being 
addressed. 



By mid-2015, the developer still did not have Councilman Bonin office's support to obtain a zone 
change, despite multiple meetings. Allegedly, some opponents of the Condo project had 
contacted the office to suggest that further discussions were necessary. Chris Robertson, the 
land use deputy for Mike Bonin at the time, had suggested that each individual homeowner's 
association be polled to determine whether the community would prefer a commercial by-right 
project or a condominium building as proposed by the developer and requiring a zone change. 

It took most of 2015 to get nearly every association to submit their polling. The results revealed 
that the majority of those who voted in the survey in the Highlands preferred the 64,000-square 
foot residential structure proposed by the developer. Despite these results, the Sh rams still did 
not have the endorsement of Councilman Bonin office and began considering alternatives. 

At the Presidents' Council Meeting for July 2016, the subject was broached yet again, as the 
developer was showing signs of abandoning the residential project. Paul Fuller of Palisades HOA 
#5 motioned to make an additional attempt with Councilman Bonin. The motion was seconded 
and passed by a majority. Kastner notably abstained. 

The PHPC held its quarterly meeting on June 26, 2017. That is when the developer made the 
presentation informing our group of the Eldercare project and direction they are taking with the 
parcel. They addressed multiple questions and offered to present to any homeowners or 
individual associations who might be interested in hearing more details and left business cards 
with contact information on the table. Being a residential type building with occupants of the 
facility residing and being mostly indoors would be better than the possibility of a large 
commercial development. The PHPC members discussed the proposed Eldercare facility and felt 
that it was a residential setting consistent with the condo plan previously approved by the 
survey of the community associations, the building conformed to the by right entitlements, land 
use regulations and zoning ordinances for the parcel and concluded that additional redundant 
voting was not warranted . 

In summary, the Highlands Council believe the developers have worked very closely with the 
member associations through the PHPC for the past several years to understand and address 
the concerns brought to them by those who chose to be engaged in the process when the 
Shrams asked for input from the community. I believe the current direction the Sh ram 
development has taken may be the best for our community when compared with other 
commercial projects proposed. During their most recent presentation to the PHPC it was 
pointed out that they expect very little traffic coming in and out of the proposed Eldercare 
facility, the expected residents aren't loud and the residences are mostly self-contained. It's 
basically the same residential condo building previously presented and widely supported but 
without individual owners with roof top terraces and outside entertainment areas, parking 
issues, potentially loud neighbors and traffic. The developers stated that ambulances do not 
frequent eldercare communities as commonly as some people tend to believe. 



There is a substantial population of older residents who have lived in the Palisades Highlands or 
adjacent neighborhoods for decades and dread the prospects of having to move away, 
particularly those in town homes with many stairs. This project provides an option for them to 
remain in the community since there is only one facility in the Palisades village near Gelsons. It 
also allows some of the younger crowd living here to bring their parents closer to them. It is our 
responsibility as a society to house the elderly in the very same neighborhoods in which they 
had lived for many years, rather than callously pushing them out of the community that they 
know and love. 

As Chairman of the Palisades Highlands Presidents Council, I can confidently conclude that this 
project shall be positive for our community. The developer has taken every step possible to 
demonstrate their sincerity in serving the needs of the community and addressing the concerns. 

I request that the LA City Council support and that you approve the pending application in its 
present form . 

Thank you 

David Dwyer 
Chairman PHPC 



November 2, 2017 

Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

Via email to: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I have lived in Pacific Palisades since 1984 and the Highlands since 1997. In the Highlands, I 
lived in Highlands Villas Association from 1997 until recently. I just purchased a house on 
Avenida de ia Herradura this month and am part of that Association. While at Highlands Villas 
Association, I served on the Board from 1998 to 2006 as Secretary and from 2006 to 2016 as 
President. I have been active in the Palisades Highlands President Council for the past 10 years 
as the Vice Chair. I have also been involved in the Pacific Palisades Community Council as the 
2nd Alternate for the Highlands, Area 2. 

As Vice Chair of the PHPC, I am very familiar with Mr. Shram's project, the Eldercare Facility, 
to be located at 1525 Palisades Dr. We had multiple discussions about the project at the PHPC 
meetings with the Shram's. The two Associations that are directly affected by the development 
at 1525 Palisades Drive are Michael Lane Villas and Highlands Villas Association. Both Michael 
Lane Villas, represented by Fritz Kastner, and Highlands Villas Association, represented by me, 
we actively involved in those meetings and discussion. I have multiple emails going back to 
2014, between Fritz Kastner and myself involving issues presented by our associations to the 
Shram's. The issues that were brought to the Shram's attention - setback issues, staggering the 
units, putting in more parking, eliminating roof terraces on the Vereda de la Montura side, and 
larger vegetation, were all areas that the Shram's were willing to address and did make changes 
based on those recommendations. 

There recently has been some criticism of the PHPC and its efforts in this development. The 
PHPC has made every effort to involve the community over the past three years with multiple 
meetings, presentations and discussions. The PHPC always presented updates at meetings 
and continually asked the various President's their opinions and recommendations. The 
Shram's have also attended multiple PHPC meetings to show renderings of various plans both 
mixed use commercial and residential. After meetings PHPC with presentations by the Shram's, 
the PHPC was asked in April 2015, to poll our residents to find out whether or not there was a 
preference for a commercial development or a residential development, which we did. 
Highlands Villas Association and Michael Lane Villas are directly affected by the development. 
Fritz Kastner polled the residents at Michael Lane Villas' 11 0 units and only 35.5% responded 
indicating 7 wanted residential, 5 wanted commercial and 27 wanted the land to be left vacant. I 
polled the residents at Highlands Villas Association's 71 units and 66.2% responded indicating 
33 wanted residential, 12 wanted commercial and 2 wanted the land to be kept vacant. The lot 
has been vacant for over 50+ years and resident generally prefer to keep it that way. 



My personal opinion is that this Eldercare Facility will be a very welcome and valuable 
community amenity. The Shram's have incorporated into the design the issues raised by the 
PHPC. All lot of the concerns about traffic, density and noise will be mitigated by having 
residents who do not drive. Unfortunately, the majority of those against the development simply 
do not want anything developed on the property. Many of my friends who had to care for elderly 
parents and relatives with limited mobility had trouble locating facilities in Santa Monica and 
beyond. This provides a well needed venue that is close, convenient and available. I have seen 
the architectural renderings and believe that this structure fits in beautifully into the environment. 

I urge the LA City Council to approve the pending application in its present form. 

Yours truly, 

2 
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Connect 
ate 
ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Shram Highlands Elder Care Project/ Case #ZA=2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1 message 

Jane Frey <janefrey@mac.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 

Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 10:58 PM 

Cc: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

November 2, 2017 

Subject: 

Not Opposed 

Shram Highlands Elder Care Project 

1525 North Palisades Drive 

Case #ZA=2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

I am resending the following letter that I submitted at the hearing to emphasize that there are many residents in the 
Palisades and in the Highlands who will welcome an eldercare facility into the community. 

I am a resident of the Highlands and have lived here for 14 years on Palisades Circle, a 5 minute walk from the proposed 
development. I am also an active member on the Board of HOA #5. I have listened to many different arguments from both 
sides . I have asked a lot of questions not only of the people on both sides of the issue but of people in the community such 
as a fireman from Station 69 and an Executive at Atria Park Pacific, the Senior Assisted Living, facility located on Sunset 
Boulevard in the Palisades . After reviewing all the facts I could gather, I have come to the conclusion that I do not oppose 
the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for the following reasons: 

Argument #1: Seniors are at no greater risk to Fire Hazards and F.mergency Evacuations due to F.arthquakes or 
other natural disasters than anyone else who lives up here: One of the main arguments by those who oppose the 
project is that it is situated in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. ALL the Highlands homes are in this Hazard Zone and 
the seniors are no more at risk than the existing homeowners . When I spoke with the fireman at Station 69 and told him 
that people were opposed to the project because they feared the seniors at the facility would be at greater risk he told me, 
"they (those opposed) must be grasping at straws." If you assume that a facility such as this must by law, have evacuation 
plans in place and because they will already be in possession of a large number of vans to shuttle the people out, they will 
actually be more prepared than 95% of homeowners who have no plans in place at all. 

Argument #2: There are many potential medical options for the seniors at the proposed facility: Another argument 
I've heard is that there are no medicai dental or other urgent care facilities in the Highlands and that Seniors will need to be 
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transported to Santa Monica and Westwood. That is just not true. There is an urgent care facility on Vm de la Paz in the 
Palisades. There are many doctors and dentists who attend to the seniors in the Palisades or Santa Monica area. I asked the 
Sales Director at Atria Park Pacific, an Alzheimer and assisted-living facility, how their residents handled their medical care. 
They said that doctors either came to the facility, were attended to by an on:..staff nurse or went for doctor visits to the 
Palisades or Santa Monica. I emailed the developer, Mr. Shram, and he said that at his proposed facility the plan was to 
have an on-staff doctor, nurses for residents to see as well as shuttles if they need to make an off-site visit. Bottom line, the 
residents will not need to be transported all the time, as claimed by opponents, off-site for routine and non-urgent care, a 
significant reduction to the potential traffic load. 

Argument #3 / Noise and Ambulances 24/7: Some opponents have also voiced concerns that there will be endless noise 
and ambulances 24/7. Again, I asked the Sales Director of Atria if they had good relations with the neighbors and were 
there ever noise complaints about ambulances coming and going at all hours. Her response? She couldn't remember the last 
time an ambulance was called. Bottom line, the proposed facility is not an ER trauma unit with ambulances 24/7 and fears 
of and endless stream of ambulances are unfounded. 

Argument #4 / License to Operate: I checked with a lawyer. You cannot obtain a license to operate if you have not even 
built the building so it is a false claim when opposing groups cite the lack of a license as a reason to not allow the granting 
of permits. 

Argument #5 / F.nvironment: ALL of THE HIGHLANDS development is next to the park. Every single person living up 
in the Highlands, and I am one of them, is living in an area whose creation and development in the 70s was strongly 
opposed by conservationists, naturalists and nature lovers etc ... So I do not buy the environmental argument against this 
particular proposal because that train has long ago left the station. Just by choosing to live up here we are ALL encroaching 
on the wildlife. The lot zoned is not a part of Topanga State Park and it is disingenuous to say that it is an encroachment. 
This project will not increase by any noticeable degree, the damage that has already been done environmentally to this 
canyon. 

This is commercially zoned land set aside by the original developers with the idea that the residents of the Highlands might 
actually want some amenities up the canyon so they wouldn't have to drive down for every carton of milk. 

A senior care facility is a very good option for the community considering the developer could have created something 
much denser and more congested than what he is proposing now and it will also have a lot less traffic than most other 
proposals because most of the seniors won't drive. 

We should try to work with the developer and see what he can bring to the community, not just view it as a negative that 
diminishes our neighborhood. Would I like to see the development a bit smaller? Yes . Would I like to see some small shops 
added to the proposed idea? Yes . For example a small pharmacy that could benefits all residents of the community, a small 
grocery story, even a ride share with vans where perhaps the community could pay a small fee to ride a van into town. 
Each of these ideas would save time, lighten the traffic load and help the environment. We need to collaborate not divide 
and obstruct. 

Best regards, 

Jane Frey 

Letter to Council RE- Development_Mr Chu.docx 
129K 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/u'Ol?ui=2&i ~585fadeab5&jsloel'=Z0g YGg I.FjfY.en.&1.1ew=pt&search=inbox&th= 15f8075f79f767f4&sirn= 15f8075f79f767f4 2/2 



11/8/2017 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR and ENV-2017-2171-CE -- Re: 1525 N. Palisades Driw, Pacific Palisades, 90272 

Connect 
ate 

ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR and ENV-2017-2171-CE -- Re: 1525 N. Palisades Drive, 
Pacific Palisades, 90272 
1 message 

info@pacpalicc.org <info@pacpalicc.org> Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 11 :03 PM 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 
Cc: tricia.keane@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, rflick@flicklaw.com, KKM@jmbm.com, rony@shramde\elopment.com, 
kkropp@lunaglushon.com, luc.ppcc@gmail.com 

Dear Mr. Chu, please see attached the PPCC statement of position with respect to the abo\e referenced matter. 

Maryam Zar 
Chair 

Chris Spitz 
Chair/President Emeritus 
Assisting with Admin 

'=I 1525 Palisades Drive - Eldercare 2017.pdf 
79K 
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PACIFIC PALISADES COMMUNITY COUNCIL 

November 2, 2017 

Herny Chu 
Associate Zoning Administrator 
City of L.A., Dept of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR and ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Dear Zoning Administrator Chu: 

Via email: heruy.chu@lacity.org 

On October 26, 2017, the Pacific Palisades Community Council (PPCC) took up the matter of the eldercare 
center proposed in the Highlands neighborhood, on 1525 N. Palisades Drive. As the most broad-based 
organization in Pacific Palisades, PPCC has been the voice of our community since 1973. 

Our Land Use Committee took the matter up first, producing an advisory opinion to the PPCC. The full board of 
the PPCC then discussed the matter, having been informed by the findings of the LUC, and passed the motion 
below, after hearing a presentation from both sides and more testimony from residents. 

Following discussion by the board and a robust exchange with both the developer and the opposition group 
comprised of community members, the PPCC moved as follows: 

PPCC finds that the proposed eldercare facility is an appropriate use. We note community concerns about 

height, safety, access, noise, disruption and proximity to zoned open space. The developer assures us that the 
Palisades Dr. driveway will be modified to exit only. Further, the developer assures us that he will be 
responsive to complaints about outdoor light. 

The developer also offered to review the building's height in response to concerns expressed by nearby 
residents. 

Thank you for your attention to our findings, and for your thoughtful consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Maryam Zar 
Chair, Pacific Palisades Community Council 

cc (via email): 
Robert Flick: rflick@flicklaw.com, Kevin McDonnell: KKM@jmbm.com, Rony Shram: rony@shramdevelopment.com, 
Kristina Kropp: kkropp@lunaglushon.com, PPCC LUC Chair:luc.ppcc@gmail.com; and a copy to Council District 11 

Post Office Box 1131, Pacific Palisades, California 90272, info@pacpal icc .org pacpalicc.org 
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Proposed Eldercare Facility--1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades 
1 message 

Gerlach, Jeff@ Beverly Hills <Jeffrey.Gerlach@cbre.com> 
To: "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 5:39 PM 

Henry, 

I submitted the below letter to Courtney Shum on 9/29 and would like to also submit to your attention. Thank you for 
your consideration. 

I would like to -.oice my unconditional support for this project - I rarely get in-.olved in these meetings but our town needs 
this project. I am a longtime resident of Pacific Palisades (pre\1ously li\1ng in the Highlands) and can tell you that there 
are no quality options for our seniors to live and with such a low impact on the community (low traffic impact, low noise 
impact, etc) I cannot think of a better use for this piece of property. This would give our community a great place for our 
seniors to live - keeping them nearby to our families. 

Feel free to call me directly if I can be of any help. This would be a GREAT project for our community. 

Thank you, 

Jeff 

JEFFW. GERLACH ILIC #01942825 

CBRE I Advisory & Transaction Services - Office Properties 

1840 Century Park East, 9th Floor I Los Angeles , CA90067 
0 310 .550.2507 IC 310 .739 .1948 IF 310.203.9624 
jeff.gerlach@cbre.com I www.cbre.com 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

This email may contain information that is confidential or attorney-client privileged and may constitute inside information . The contents of this email 

are intended only for the recipient(s) listed above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are directed not to read , disclose, distribute or 

otherwise use this transmission . If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender irrvnediately and delete the transmission . 

Delivery of this message is not intended tow aive any applicable privileges . 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/Ol?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js-.er=ZOgYGg\FjfY.en.&l.ie.v=pt&search=inbox&th=15f7f5162ba2fc92&siml=15f7f5162ba2fc92 1/1 
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Retirement Development Highlands 
1 message 

Sandra Froley <sandfrol@yahoo.com> 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 12:39 PM 

Please be advised that my husband and I, Highlands residents of many years, are very much in fa\Or of the Retirement 
Community planned for our neighborhood. 
We are retired, as are many of our neighbors both single and coupled, and are considering community living. Over the 
last two years or so, my husband and I have made a thorough search and inventory of acceptable retirement communities 
in California from La Jolla to Santa Barbara to Northern California. 
How wonderful it would be if we could move to a planned community, stay in our own neighborhood, and not have to 
disrupt our lives, adjusting to a new environment, new doctors, new shopping, recreation, etc., and most importantly, 
remain close to friends and family. 
We believe a planned community in the Highlands would be a huge contribution and service to the current and 
increasingly ageing population residing here and in adjacent neighborhoods. 
Please consider our enthusiastic fa\Or for the planned Retirement Development in the Highlands. 

Sandra and George Fraley 
2006 Palisades Drive 
Pacific Palisades Highlands 
Sent from my iPhone 

https://rnail .goog le.com'mai l/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js-.er=ZOg YGg\FjfY.en.&1.1ev.=pt&search=inbox&th= 15f7e3e833f2b72d&siml= 15f7e3e833f2b72d 1/1 



November 2, 2017 

Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

Via email to: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

Dear Ms. Shum: 
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I have lived in Pacific Palisades since 1984 and the Highlands since 1997. In the Highlands, I 
lived in Highlands Villas Association from 1997 until recently. I just purchased a house on 
Avenida de la Herradura this month and am part of that Association . While at Highlands Villas 
Association, I served on the Board from 1998 to 2006 as Secretary and from 2006 to 2016 as 
President. I have been active in the Palisades Highlands President Council for the past 10 years 
as the Vice Chair. I have also been involved in the Pacific Palisades Community Council as the 
2nd Alternate for the Highlands, Area 2. 

As Vice Chair of the PHPC, I am very familiar with Mr. Shram's project, the Eldercare Facility, 
to be located at 1525 Palisades Dr. We had multiple discussions about the project at the PHPC 
meetings with the Shram's. The two Associations that are directly affected by the development 
at 1525 Palisades Drive are Michael Lane Villas and Highlands Villas Association. Both Michael 
Lane Villas, represented by Fritz Kastner, and Highlands Villas Association, represented by me, 
we actively involved in those meetings and discussion. I have multiple emails going back to 
2014, between Fritz Kastner and. myself involving issues presented by our associations to the 
Shram's. The issues that were brought to the Shram's attention - setback issues, staggering the 
units, putting in more parking , eliminating roof terraces on the Vereda de la Montura side, and 
larger vegetation, were all areas that the Shram's were willing to address and did make changes 
based on those recommendations. 

There recently has been some criticism of the PHPC and its efforts in this development. The 
PHPC has made every effort to involve the community over the past three years with multiple 
meetings, presentations and discussions. The PHPC always presented updates at meetings 
and continually asked the various President's their opinions and recommendations. The 
Shram's have also attended multiple PHPC meetings to show renderings of various plans both 
mixed use commercial and residential. After meetings PHPC with presentations by the Shram's, 
the PHPC was asked in April 2015, to poll our residents to find out whether or not there was a 
preference for a commercial development or a residential development, which we did. 
Highlands Villas Association and Michael Lane Villas are directly affected by the development. 
Fritz Kastner polled the residents at Michael Lane Villas' 110 units and only 35. 5% responded 
indicating 7 wanted residential, 5 wanted commercial and 27 wanted the land to be left vacant. I 
polled the residents at Highlands Villas Association's 71 units and 66.2% responded indicating 
33 wanted residential , 12 wanted commercial and 2 wanted the land to be kept vacant. The lot 
has been vacant for over 50+ years and resident generally prefer to keep it that way. 



My personal opinion is that this Eldercare Facility will be a very welcome and valuable 
community amenity. The Shram's have incorporated into the design the issues raised by the 
PHPC. All lot of the concerns about traffic, density and noise will be mitigated by having 
residents who do not drive. Unfortunately, the majority of those against the development simply 
do not want anything developed on the property. Many of my friends who had to care for elderly 
parents and relatives with limited mobility had trouble locating facilities in Santa Monica and 
beyond. This provides a well needed venue that is close, convenient and available. I have seen 
the architectural renderings and believe that this structure fits in beautifully into the environment. 

I urge the LA City Council to approve the pending application in its present form. 

Yours truly, 

~mty 
Leah M. Cox 
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September 30, 2017 

Subject: 

Not Opposed 
Shram Highlands Elder Care Project 

1525 North Palisades Drive 

Case #ZA=2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEOA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin and Ms. Cahill: 

I am a resident of the Highlands and have lived here for 14 years on Palisades Circle, a 5 

minute walk from the proposed development. I am also an active member on the Board of 

HOA #5. I have listened to many different arguments from both sides. I have asked a lot of 

questions not only of the people on both sides of the issue but of people in the community 

such as a fireman from Station 69 and an Executive at Atria Park Pacific, the Senior Assisted 

Living facility located on Sunset Boulevard in the Palisades. After reviewing all the facts I 

could gather, I have come to the conclusion that I do not oppose the above application for 

Development and Coastal Permits for the following reasons: 

Argument #1: Seniors are at no greater risk to Fire Hazards and Emergency 
Evacuations due to Earthquakes or other natural disasters than anyone else who lives 
up here: One of the main arguments by those who oppose the project is that it is situated 

in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. ALL the Highlands homes are in this Hazard Zone 

and the seniors are no more at risk than the existing homeowners. When I spoke with the 

fireman at Station 69 and told him that people were opposed to the project because they 

feared the seniors at the facility would be at greater risk he told me, "they (those opposed) 

must be grasping at straws." If you assume that a facility such as this must by law, have 

evacuation plans in place and because they will already be in possession of a large number 

of vans to shuttle the people out, they will actually be more prepared than 95% of 

homeowners who have no plans in place at all. 

Argument #2: There are many potential medical options for the seniors at the 
proposed facility: Another argument I've heard is that there are no medical, dental or other 

urgent care facilities in the Highlands and that Seniors will need to be transported to Santa 

Monica and Westwood. That is just not true. There is an urgent care facility on Via de la Paz 

in the Palisades. There are many doctors and dentists who attend to the seniors in the 

Palisades or Santa Monica area. I asked the Sales Director at Atria Park Pacific, an Alzheimer 

and assisted-living facility, how their residents handled their medical care. They said that 

doctors either came to the facility, were attended to by an on-staff nurse or went for doctor 

visits to the Palisades or Santa Monica. I emailed the developer, Mr. Sh ram, and he said that 

at his proposed facility the plan was to have an on-staff doctor, nurses for residents to see 

as well as shuttles if they need to make an off-site visit. Bottom line, the residents will not 

need to be transported all the time, as claimed by opponents, off-site for routine and non

urgent care, a significant reduction to the potential traffic load. 



Argument #3 / N oise and Ambulances 24/7: Some opponents have also voiced concerns 

that there will be endless noise and ambulances 24/7. Again, I asked the Sales Director of 

Atria if they had good relations with the neighbors and were there ever noise complaints 

about ambulances coming and going at all hours. Her response? She couldn't remember 

the last time an ambulance was called . Bottom line, the proposed facil ity is not an ER 

trauma unit with ambulances 24/7 and fears of and endless stream of ambulances are 

unfounded. 

Argument #4 / License to Operate: I checked with a lawyer. You cannot obtain a license 

to operate if you have not even built the bu ilding so it is a false cla im when opposing 

groups cite the lack of a license as a reason to not allow the grant ing of permits. 

Argument #5 / Environment: ALL of THE HIGHLANDS development is next to the park. 

Every single person living up in the Highlands, and I am one of them, is living in an area 

whose creation and development in the 70s was strongly opposed by conservationists, 

naturalists and nature lovers etc .. . So I do not buy the environmental argument against this 

particular proposal because that train has long ago left the station . Just by choosing to live 

up here we are ALL encroaching on the wildlife. The lot zoned is not a part of Topanga 

State Park and it is disingenuous to say that it is an encroachment. This project w ill not 

increase by any noticeable degree, the damage that has already been done environmentally 

to this canyon. 

This is commercially zoned land set aside by the original developers with the idea that the 

resid ents of the Highlands might actually want some amenities up the canyon so they 

wouldn 't have to drive down for every carton of milk. 

A senior care facility is a very good option for the community considering the developer 

could have created something much denser and more congested than what he is proposing 

now and it will also have a lot less traffic than most other proposals because most of the 

seniors won't drive. 

We should try to work with the developer and see what he can bring to the community, not 

just view it as a negative that diminishes our neighborhood. Would I like to see the 

development a bit smaller? Yes. Would I like to see some small shops added to the 

proposed idea? Yes. For example a small pharmacy that could benefits all residents of the 

community, a small grocery story, even a ride share with vans where perhaps the community 

could pay a small fee to ride a van into town . Each of these ideas would save time, lighten 

the traffic load and help the environment. We need to collaborate not divide and obstruct. 



Law Offices of Robert Flick 

15332 ANTIOCH STREET, #202 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CALIFORNIA 90272 

VOICE 310.573.0300 

FAX 424.644.2554 

e mail: rflick@flicklaw.com 
Internet: www.flicklaw.com 

October 4, 2017 

VIA EMAIL AND PERSONAL DELIVERY 

Mr. Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles,. CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

Re: Signed Opposition Petition--Online 
ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR/ENV-2017-2171-CE 
1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades ("Property") 

Attached is a print out of signatures received online on change.org on a petition 
opposing the project. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert T. Flick 



My Name is David Dwyer I am the current chair of the Palisades Highlands Presidents Council. 

The PHPC is a representative council. 

The PHPC is a well-organized incorporated group of 19-22 individual HOA' s which includes 
1574 homes, clubs and commercial developments depending how you count them. It has been in 
its formal format since about 1991. The purpose of the PHPC is to consider and act upon matters 
of concern to the community, to facilitate and enter into contracts with the 24-hour armed 
security, the beautification of the various areas of the community, clean the canyons of trash and 
debris where possible and deal with all major issues that may affect the overall living conditions 
and safety of the neighborhood. 

As Chair of the Palisades Highlands Presidents' Council, I worked with the PHPC homeowner's 
associations presidents or representatives at our quarterly meetings and through discussions over 
the past 3 years to benefit the community with the hope that a project of a residential nature 
would be developed on that parcel by anyone who were to purchase it. In the PHPC' s opinion 
there already was one shopping center and the corrununity did not need another, the parcel was 
not right for an office building either. Residents appeared to prefer maintaining the area's quiet 
residential nature and were willing to support a zone change. 

On November 21st, 2014, I issued a letter on behalf of the Presidents Council stating that we 
would be interested in a condominium project of 33 residences and would likely support a zone 
change. (here are the supporting letters from the neighborhood hoa's) 

We preferred single-level condos as a choice to provide options for the many seniors and other 
residents who live in multi-story dwellings and wanted to age in the community. These were the 
requests made by our constituents, many of whom had lived in the community since its 
inception. 

In September 2014 the Shrams came to a PHPC meeting and presented their ideas for the condo 
project. The Presidents' Council members voted 13-1 in favor of supporting the condo 
development and requisite zone change. The president of Michael Lane Villas, the association 
now opposed to development, had voted for a residential project with much of the other 
associations. The Shrams made an additional presentation and held a community-wide event in 
August 12 of that year, attended by over 100 residents-both supporters and opponents of the 
project. The developers also attended Palisades Community Council meetings with the 
involvement of supporters and opposition as noted in the local newspaper report. Additional 
visits to the community were in the spring of 2015, in addition, they hosted several HOA 
Presidents (including Michael Lane Villas President Fritz Kastner) and then president of 
Highlands Villas Leah Cox at their architects' offices to ensure their concerns were being 
addressed which are noted in the minutes of 3/15 



The PHPC held its quarterly meeting on June 26, 2017. That is when the developer made the 
presentation informing our group of the Eldercare project and direction they are taking with the 
parcel. They addressed multiple questions and offered to present to any homeowners or 
individual associations who might be interested in hearing more details and left business cards 
with contact information on the table. 

In conclusion the structure being a residential type building with occupants of the facility 
benefitting seniors residing in a residential neighborhood and being mostly indoors would be 
better than the possibility of a large commercial development with no knowledge or control over 
the type of businesses which may lease the floor space. 

The PHPC members discussed the proposed Eldercare facility and felt that it was a residential 
setting consistent with the condo plan found previously appealing by the survey of the 
community associations. 

David Dwyer 

Chair PHPC 



Dear Ms. Shum: 

RE : Re: Case No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

I am a 45-year Palisades resident, I lived in the Highlands for 12 years and own a townhome here 
for the last 16 years. I have served on the board of the HOA where my property is located for 
the last 13 years as well as serving as its president for 12 years. In addition, I have been 
chairman of the Palisades Highlands Presidents Council (PHPC) for the last 10 years. 

The PHPC is a well organized incorporated group of 19-22 individual HOA' s which includes 1574 
homes, clubs and commercial developments depending how you count them. It has been in its 
formal format since about 1991. The purpose of the PHPC is to consider and act upon matters of 
concern to the community, to facilitate and enter into contracts with the 24-hour armed 
security, the beautification of the various areas of the community, clean the canyons of trash 
and debris where possible and deal with all major issues that may affect the overall living 
conditions and safety of the neighborhood. 

I was first introduced to the Shram Family in November of 2013 as they were looking to acquire 
the commercially zoned property at 1525 Palisades Drive. The Shram family reached out to our 
Highlands Council due to our members being the president of each HOA Board of directors with 
us being the direct pathway to each of the individual homeowners within their respective 
associations. As Chair of the Palisades Highlands Presidents' Council, I worked with the 
homeowner's associations presidents or representatives at our quarterly meetings and through 
discussions over the years to benefit the community with the hope that a project of a residential 
nature would be developed on that parcel by anyone who were to purchase it. In the PHPC' s 
opinion there already was one shopping center and the community did not need another, the 
parcel was not right for an office building either. Residents preferred maintaining the area's 
quiet residential nature and were willing to support a zone change. On November 2l5t, 2014, I 
issued a letter on behalf of the Presidents Council stating that we would be interested in a 
condominium project of 33 residences and would likely support a zone change. We insisted on 
single-level condos choice to provide options for the many seniors, residents who live in multi
story dwellings and wanted to age in the community. These were the requests made by our 
constituents, many of whom had lived in the community since its inception. 

In September 2014 the Sh rams came to a meeting and presented their ideas for the condo 
project. The Presidents' Council members voted 13-1 in favor of supporting the condo 
development and requisite zone change. The president of Michael Lane Villas, the association 
now opposed to development, had voted for the project with much of the other associations. 
The Shrams made an additional presentation to the Presidents' Council in the spring of 2015 and 
held a community-wide event in September of that year, attended by over 100 residents-both 
supporters and opponents of the project. The developers also attended multiple Palisades 
Community Council meetings with our involvement. In addition, they hosted several HOA 
Presidents (including Michael Lane Villas President Fritz Kastner) and then president of 
Highlands Villas Leah Cox at their architects' offices to ensure their concerns were being 
addressed. 



By mid-2015, the developer still did not have Councilman Bonin office's support to obtain a zone 
change, despite multiple meetings. Allegedly, some opponents of the Condo project had 
contacted the office to suggest that further discussions were necessary. Chris Robertson, the 
land use deputy for Mike Bonin at the time, had suggested that each individual homeowner's 
association be polled to determine whether the community would prefer a commercial by-right 
project or a condominium building as proposed by the developer and requiring a zone change. 

It took most of 2015 to get nearly every association to submit their polling. The results revealed 
that the majority of those who voted in the survey in the Highlands preferred the 64,000-square 
foot residential structure proposed by the developer. Despite these results, the Shrams still did 
not have the endorsement of Councilman Bonin office and began considering alternatives. 

At the Presidents' Council Meeting for July 2016, the subject was broached yet again, as the 
developer was showing signs of abandoning the residential project. Paul Fuller of Palisades HOA 
#5 motioned to make an additional attempt with Councilman Bonin. The motion was seconded 
and passed by a majority. Kastner notably abstained. 

The PHPC held its quarterly meeting on June 26, 2017. That is when the developer made the 
presentation informing our group of the Eldercare project and direction they are taking with the 
parcel. They addressed multiple questions and offered to present to any homeowners or 
individual associations who might be interested in hearing more details and left business cards 
with contact information on the table. Being a residential type building with occupants of the 
facility residing and being mostly indoors would be better than the possibility of a large 
commercial development. The PHPC members discussed the proposed Eldercare facility and felt 
that it was a residential setting consistent with the condo plan previously approved by the 
survey of the community associations, the building conformed to the by right entitlements, land 
use regulations and zoning ordinances for the parcel and concluded that additional redundant 
voting was not warranted. 

In summary, the Highlands Council believe the developers have worked very closely with the 
member associations through the PHPC for the past several years to understand and address 
the concerns brought to them by those who chose to be engaged in the process when the 
Shrams asked for input from the community. I believe the current direction the Shram 
development has taken may be the best for our community when compared with other 
commercial projects proposed. During their most recent presentation to the PHPC it was 
pointed out that they expect very little traffic coming in and out of the proposed Eldercare 
facility, the expected residents aren't loud and the residences are mostly self-contained. It's 
basically the same residential condo building previously presented and widely supported but 
without individual owners with roof top terraces and outside entertainment areas, parking 
issues, potentially loud neighbors and traffic. The developers stated that ambulances do not 
frequent eldercare communities as commonly as some people tend to believe. 



There is a substantial population of older residents who have lived in the Palisades Highlands or 
adjacent neighborhoods for decades and dread the prospects of having to move away, 
particularly those in town homes with many stairs. This project provides an option for them to 
remain in the community since there is only one facility in the Palisades village near Gelsons. It 
also allows some of the younger crowd living here to bring their parents closer to them. It is our 
responsibility as a society to house the elderly in the very same neighborhoods in which they 
had lived for many years, rather than callously pushing them out of the community that they 
know and love. 

As Chairman of the Palisades Highlands Presidents Council, I can confidently conclude that this 
project shall be positive for our community. The developer has taken every step possible to 
demonstrate their sincerity in serving the needs of the community and addressing the concerns. 

I request that the LA City Council support and that you approve the pending application in its 
present form. 



November 1st, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N . Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZAlOl 7-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's pennit and approval applications. 

My reasons for opposing the Project include: 

/ 

• 

• 

• 

The Project puts both the existing Highlands residents like myself, and the proposed senior residents of the 
new facility at risk. This is a high fire danger and landslide risk area, and evacuations will be more difficult 
for all with the increased density at such a critical point on the main exit route, Palisades Drive. 
The Project isn't suitable for assisted living and dementia patients given its location. They will be very 
remote from all services, including medical care facilities. In addition, there is nowhere to walk that is safe 
for these proposed residents that isn 't dangerous given the significant traffic on Palisades Drive and the 
wilderness areas adjacent. Do we want a dementia patient to wander off and get hit by a car or lost in 
Topanga State Park? 
The Project is completely unsuitable for the neighborhood, and will cause significant erosion to the quality 
of life for those of us already living here. The Highlands is a very unique area providing a sanctuary from 
the noise, congestion, traffic, and crime of many more typical urban and commercial areas in Los Angeles. 
We, any many other Highlands residents, purchased a home here for that reason. The Project puts that 
sanctuary at risk, with significant increases in noise and traffic at all hours of the day and night, greatly 
increased congestion from the residents and the multitude of caregivers and service personnel, and the risk 
of increased crime from a continuous steam of non-residents entering the Highlands at all hours. In short, 
the Project results in a material adverse change in our living circumstances and a probable decline in our 
property value. 

Sincerely, 

Erin Selleck 
1736 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 
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1525 Palisades Drive Project 
1 message 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Erin Selleck <erinselleck@hotmail.com> Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 9:42 AM 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org>, "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org>, 
"councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org>, "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" 
<councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 

November 1st, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

Expedited Processing Section 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 

Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 

1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&jswr=ZOgYGgl.FjfY.en.&l.iEMFpt&search=inbox&th=15f7d9cdcaafeece&siml=15f7d9cdcaafeece 1/3 
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My reasons for opposing the , . oject include: 

• • The Project puts both the existing Highlands residents like myself, and the proposed senior 
residents of the new facility at risk. This is a high fire danger and landslide risk area, and 
evacuations will be more difficult for all with the increased density at such a critical point on the main 
exit route, Palisades Drive. 

• • The Project isn't suitable for assisted living and dementia patients given its location. They will be 
very remote from all services, including medical care facilities . In addition, there is nowhere to walk 
that is safe for these proposed residents that isn't dangerous given the significant traffic on Palisades 
Drive and the wilderness areas adjacent. Do we want a dementia patient to wander off and get hit by 
a car or lost in Topanga State Park? 

• • The Project is completely unsuitable for the neighborhood, and will cause significant erosion to 
the quality of life for those of us already living here. The Highlands is a very unique area providing a 
sanctuary from the noise, congestion, traffic, and crime of many more typical urban and commercial 
areas in Los Angeles. We, any many other Highlands residents, purchased a home here for that 
reason. The Project puts that sanctuary at risk, with significant increases in noise and traffic at all 
hours of the day and night, greatly increased congestion from the residents and the multitude of 
caregivers and service personnel, and the risk of increased crime from a continuous steam of non
residents entering the Highlands at all hours. In short, the Project results in a material adverse 
change in our living circumstances and a probable decline in our property value. 

Sincerely, 

Erin Selleck 

1736 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

and Mr. Ezra Gale 

1645 Corinth Ave., #201 

Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Email: councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 

https:llmail .g oog le.com'mail/u/Ol?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&jswr=ZOg YGg IFjfY.en.&1o1eY,Fpt&search=inbox&th= 15f7d9cdcaafeece&siml= 15f7d9cdcaafeece 
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Connect 
ate 
ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Reference - CASE# ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 1525 Palisades Drive Elder Care 
Project. 
1 message 

Lev Altshuler <lev_altshuler@yahoo.com> Wed, Nov 1, 2017 at 8:45 PM 
Reply-To: Lev Altshuler <lev_altshuler@yahoo.com> 
To: "Henry.Chu@lacity.org" <Henry.Chu@lacity.org>, "Courtney.Shum@lacity.org" <Courtney.Shum@lacity.org>, 
"Debby.Dynerharris@lacity.org" < Debby.Dynerharris@lacity.org> 

Re: CASE # ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

1525 Palisades Drive Project 

From Lev Altshuler and Dina Gordon. 

We are Pacific Palisades Highlands residents and we are strongly opposed to 
the project for many reasons. 

Here are some of them: 

1. Project size totally inappropriate. Inappropriate for a suburban residential 
community that is located in the middle of the Topanga State Park and 
Santa Inez State Park entrances. 

2. Height and mass - grossly oversized for our community. If built as planned it 
will be 10 feet higher than QilY. building in the entire Palisades. 

3. Lack of adequate setbacks and greenery to blend in with community. It 
will be enormous and fill the entire lot with a solid 4 story building and only a 
7 ' set back from the sidewalk. 

4. Lack of any architectural continuity or harmony with the Highlands in 
general and specifically with the Spanish/ Mediterranean architectural 
style of the residences up and down Palisades Drive and adjoining streets. 

5. It will block views of the mountains. Not only from nearby residents but 
from people driving up and down Palisades Drive and Palisades Circle and 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/Ol?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&jsver=ZOgYGg-.FjfY.en.&1o1ew=pt&search=inbox&th=15f7ad5f8ae968cO&siml=15f7ad5f8ae968cO 1/2 
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those hiking the trails. 

6. Too high a density ratio and not compatible with current density for the 
area. Excessive number of units and residents. 

7. Will add substantial traffic, including parking to Palisades Drive and 
Vereda de la Montura from comings and goings of pick ups, deliveries, 
emergency vehicles, staff and visitors. 

8. Will be dangerous for the evacuation of older and some memory 
challenged residents in case of earthquakes, fires and medical emergencies. 
They may need to Shelter in Place. 

https://mail .google.com'mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js-..er=ZOgYGg\FjfY.en.&-..;ew=pt&search=inbox&th=15f7ad5f8ae968cO&siml=15f7ad5f8ae968c0 2/2 
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Connect 
ate 
ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Reference - CASE# ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 1525 Palisades Drive Project 
1 message 

Palisadespt <palisadespt@aol.com> Wed, Nov 1, 2017 at 8:10 PM 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org, Courtney.Shum@lacity.org, Debby.Dynerharris@lacity.org 

Hello Folks: 

I am writing you in STRONG support of the senior center proposed in the Pacific Palisades Highlands. 

I ha\e li\ed in the Highlands for 35 years. During that time the size of the Highlands has doubled. Those of us who li\e 
here, lo\e it. It is a wonderful place to li\e. I ha\e been a licensed physical therapist for 40 years. I came to this area when 
UCLA recruited me to operate their rehabilitation programs. While there I helped set up many senior programs. They ha\e 
ne\er been a problem in the community. Look at Pacific Palisades. We ha\e a senior center on Sunset in the village. It 
has NEVER been a problem. Most of the people who mo\e there ha\e li\ed in the Palisades most of their life. (It was 
going to be a Burger King) We ALL get old at sometime and often times require assistance. 

This land has been under de\elopment the entire time I ha\e li\ed here. 35 years ago it was going to be an expansion of 
the shopping center. The neighbors raised hell. Then a few years it was going to be a condo complex and the neighbors 
raised hell. Now they want to put in a senior center and the neighbors raise hell. By the way I ha\e talked to many of the 
folks who li\e up in the Highlands and it is a few loud minority who are yelling and saying don't build it. 

They complain about the traffic. First we ha\e two lanes going up and down Palisades Dri\e. It was going to connect to 
the valley when it was first built. Of course we again has people yelling. It is a much better road then Tapanga Canyon or 
Malibu Canyon. Some say it should be a park! Who is going to pay for that park? The Highlands already has a park that 
allows dogs to run free two hours in the morning and e\ening. 

I could go on and on. I am tired a few loud neighbors running our community. The rest of us run our li\es and someday 
will need a center like this. 

Da\e Powers, PT, DPT, MA, MBA 
CHEAR Physical Therapy 
881 Alma Real Dri\e, Suite 211 
Pacific Palisades, California 90272 
Office 310-454-0060 
Fax 310-454-0065 
Cell 310-871-8210 
Email Palisadespt@aol.com 
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Connect 
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Palisades Highlands Proposed Development 
1 message 

Peggy Holter <peggyholter@hotmail.com> 
To: "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Wed, Nov 1, 2017 at 6:10 PM 

I am a 40 year resident of the Highlands. I live just down the street from the proposed elder care 
development. 

I am writing to urge you to consider how completely ill-conceived this project is. The building is 
outsized and not at all like anything else in the Highlands, and, as many have pointed out, taller than 
any structure in the Palisades. 

It will destroy the character and the surroundings. The traffic up and down Palisades Drive will be 
overwhelming and dangerous. 

The road is in such terrible shape right now, it can barely handle residential traffic. 

The number of nurses, food preparers, janitors, doctors, security guards required to serve the dozens 
of proposed residents will create 

a traffic and parking nightmare. And that's not even counting ambulances, family and friends. 

The owner suggests that he is creating this so that Palisades families can have their elderly relatives 
close by. That is poppycock. 

The location, so far from hospitals, is dangerous for residents as well. 

Others have detailed the legal and environmental problems, so I will not repeat them. Please, please 
do not approve this project. 

Peggy Holter 
https://mail.google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js1.er=ZOgYGg\FjfY.en.&~ev,c=pt&search=inbox&th=15f7a4776427a996&siml=15f7a4776427a996 . 1/2 
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1327 Palisades Drive 
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Connect 
ate 
ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Reference - CASE# ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 1525 Palisades Drive Elder Care 
Project 
1 message 

Angela Kaye <angelakaye35@yahoo.com> Wed, Nov 1, 2017 at 6:07 PM 
Reply-To: Angela Kaye <angelakaye35@yahoo.com> 
To: "Henry.Chu@lacity.org" <Henry.Chu@lacity.org>, "Courtney.Shum@lacity.org" <Courtney.Shum@lacity.org>, 
"Debby.Dynerharris@lacity.org" < Debby. Dynerharris@lacity.org> 

Dear Sir and Madam: 

As a resident of the Palisades Highlands, I write to you to express my deep concern and opposition to 
the above referenced project for the following reasons: 

The project will add substantial traffic to Palisades Drive, including parking issues. 

The danger for the evacuation of older and challenged seniors should there be wildfires, earthquakes 
or landslides. 

The inappropriate size of the project located in Topanga State Park and Santa Inez State Park 
entrances. 

The lack of architectural continuity with the rest of the Mediterranean style residences of the 
community. 

I hope you will agree that this project is entirely inappropriate for the location and land use. 

Regards, 

Angela Kaye 

https://mail .google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js1.er=ZOgYGg\,fjfY.en,&.\iew=pt&search=inbo>r&th=15f7a45011b338f8&siml=15f7a45011b338f8 1/1 
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Highlands Project 
1 message 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Highlands Project 

Brook, Young Angels Of America <brook@youngangelsofamerica.org> 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org, Courtney.Shum@lacity.org, Debby.Dynerharris@lacity.org 

Dear LA City, 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Wed, Nov 1, 2017 at 5:50 PM 

As the executiw director of a Palisades youth organization and a resident of the Palisades Highlands, I just wanted to 
drop you a note to express my thoughts about the proposed facility. 

While it's admirable to care for our elderly, it's also necessary to present a moral role model for the young entrepreneurs 
in our community, for they are our future. 

If you look at how carefully Mr. Caruso took into account the wishes of the neighborhood, you will see an example of a 
dewloper who knows how to balance both the need for profit and local approval. He has a history of success for a 
reason. 

If the real estate dewlopment style of a city is branded as greedy and inconsiderate, (which seems to often be the case 
in LA), financing and support may become less easy to acquire for future more forward-thinking projects. 

For those of us who support and inwst in commercial growth, it makes it so much nicer when the city advances projects 
and dewlopers that succeed and gamer neighborhood approval. 

I look forward to cheerleading the many good works you are shepherding. 

Kind regards , 

Brook Dougherty, 
Co-Founder/CE 0 
www.youngangelsnetwork.org 
310.266. 7171 

https://rrrail .goog le.com'rrrail/u/0/?11i=2&ik=585fadeab5&js-.er=ZOg YGglFjfY.en.&'Aew=pt&search=inbol<&lh= 15f7a35b2eb8c4e3&siml= 15f7a35b2eb8c4e3 1/1 



11/2/2017 City of Los Angeles Mail - Case No: ZA-2017-2170-EL'"' -oP-SPR 

Con ect 
ate 

ollabo. te 

Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1 message 

Roberta Hollander <robertahollander@gmail.com> 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org, Debby.Dynerhanis@lacity.org 

Re: Elder Care Facility @ 1525 North Palisades Drive 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No: ENV- 2017-2171-CE 

To My Dear City Officials: 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Wed, Nov 1, 2017 at 5:25 PM 

I am writing in strong opposition to this "Elder Care Facility" proposed for the 
Palisades Highlands. 

Who am I? I am a retired 35-year CBS Network News producer. My husband is 
a CBS News cameraman. We live in Michael Lane Villas across the street from the 
proposed nightmare project. 

First off: I'm appalled that in the smarmy letter the developer wrote to us 
residents, he disingenuously omitted a glaring fact he included in his filing with the 
city: that of 97 residents in the facility, about 29 of them will be dementia 
care/ Alzheimer's patients. Great! 

One of the reasons I live here is because the Palisades Highlands were built right 
IN Topanga State Park, and I'm a hiker. The proposed elder care facility is only a 
couple of hundred feet from the entrance to the Santa Inez Trail. This trail winds 
its way through the woods in these Santa Monica Mountains all the way up to 
Trippett Ranch. So let's see: Alzheimer's patients wandering down the street 
running right in front of their facility and right onto the trail? I can hear the rescue 
helicopters now. (I was going to talk about mountain lions and coyotes, but you 
get the picture.) 

But wait, there's more . 
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Even apart from the nois'-, the dirt, the eyesore, the fact .. nat there's not enough 
street parking as it is, and the profound disconnect between the proposed 
architecture and the aesthetic of the Highlands, etc. etc. - there's another glaring 
safety issue . 

This place is pretty much a box canyon - one way in and one way out. That one way 
is Palisades Drive. As we were warned in recent earthquake preparedness discussions, "Palisades Drive 
is subject to liquefaction. If Palisades Drive is cut off (highly likely) during a major EQ, there is only one 
other road out or in for us and emergency responders." Ditto for fires: one way in, one way out for 
the 1800 residents who live in the Highlands and emergency personnel and equipment. We need a 
huge construction site with big trucks blocking passage like a hole in the head. We need arrt>ulances 
shuttling elderly patients like a hole in the head. We need this project like a hole in the head, 
period. 

PLEASE do something refreshingly different and act in favor of your 
constituents, not the business interests. Please don't let this wrong-headed 
project go forward. 

Roberta Hollander 

robertahollander@gmail.com 

1536 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades 90272 

From: Fritz W. Kastner [ mailto:fkastner@s-and-k.com] 
Sent: Monday, Septerrt>er 25, 2017 1:54 PM 
To: Courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org; Lisa.cahill@lacity.org; ezra.gale@lacity.org 
Subject: FW: HOA letter to the Assoc. Zoning Administrator 

Michael Lane Villas Home Owners Association 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/LVOl?ui=2&ik=585facleab5&js-..er=Z0g YGglof':jfY.en.&IAem=pt&search=inbox&th= 15f7a1f3db8f11c2&sim= 15f7a1f3db8f11c2 2/6 
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To: 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 

City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

200, Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Ref: Elder Care Facility 

1525 North Palisades Drive 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No: ENV- 2017-2171-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

September 25, 2017 

Via: e-mail: 

{213) 978-1916 

I am writing to you on behalf of the Michael Lane Villas Home Owners Association ( MLV HOA) a 
community of 110 homes located directly across from the proposed project. We are very concerned about 
this project, both in terms of its design and proposed use. These concerns relate to the construction as well as the 

permanent impact of the completed facility on our community. These concerns have reached such a level that a new Association 
has been formed ( unrelated to our MLV HOA) which is likely to ultimately include members of al I 22 HOA's in the Palisades 
Highlands. 

We understand this project is subject to approvals including site plan review, coastal development permit 
and Condition of Approval. I ask that you consider the following concerns: 

Permanent Impacts: 

1. We are concerned about the wisdom of locating an Elder Care facility in this location. While everyone 
appreciates the need and benefit of such facilities, we believe the location is problematic. Our community is isolated 
from adjacent communities and accessible only by a 2 mile long road along the Santa Monica mountains park area, 
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which is likely to become clo!>~..1 and impassable in the event of a wildfire ore ... , chquake. It is highly likely that in case 
of such calamities, power and water may not be available for a significant amount of time. In addition, even under 
normal circumstances, the facility will be at a significant distance from medical facilities . We wonder if the City of Los 
Angeles should permit that use under these conditions . At a mini mum, we request that the developer demonstrate how 
the facility wil I meet these issues and be required to address these safety concerns. 

2. The project height is proposed to be 45 feet, with 4 residential levels above grade. Among the approx. 1,500 
homes in the Palisades Highlands, there is not a single structure of 4 floors . The project is out of scale with the 
surrounding environment. Its scale is urban and in conflict with the suburban character of this neighborhood. In 
addition, the 4 story building wil I completely obstruct the View Corridor of some of our residences . We request that the 
project height be brought in conformance with the scale of this neighborhood and restricted to 3 levels above grade. 

3. The building setback from the property line does not reflect the standard of the surrounding neighborhood. All 
residences in the immediate vicinity of the project are set back at least 20 ft. These set backs are not private front 
yards, but common area . These set back areas are heavily landscaped and are planted with large trees . The proposed 
project is set back only about 7 ft, which will not provide sufficient room to landscape in front of the building in a 
comparable manner. As a result, the building will not be sufficiently screened butfully exposed to the street. We 
request thatthe developer be required to provide additional set backs to allow significant landscaping including large 
trees to soften the impact on the community. 

4. We are very concerned about the additional traffic this facility wi II generate. In addition to the 20 care givers, 
there will be other required personnel, including administrative, housing, kitchen and maintenance staff. Compared to 
similar facilities, we believe that permanent staff on site wi II be far in excess of the nursing staff. This wi 11 generate 
significant additional traffic . We ask that the developer prepare a traffic study identifying how he intends to mitigate 
this impact. 

5. Current plans provide a total of 66 parking stalls. We are concerned that the parking provided by the project is 
insufficient to accommodate all tenants, personnel and visitors . At present, there is almost no excess street parking 
avai I able in the vicinity of the project. Earlier projects of this developer showed on site parking for 83 and up to 99 
cars, so the latest plan is a significant reduction from earlier designs. We ask that the project be required to provide on 
site parking for all traffic generated by it and that the developer prepare a parking study identifying the number of all 
people this facility will generate and how the necessary parking can be accommodated on site. 

6. The project design shows a significant number of condensing units for their HVAC system located on the roof. 
We ask that the project be required to install sound protection around these units to prevent noise pollution, which 
will negatively impact adjacent properties . 

Construction Impacts: 

7. The project will require the disposal of at least 20,000 cubic yards of mass excavation, resulting in a minimum 
of 2,000 dump truck trips. This wi II result in significant additional traffic. We requestthat trucking activities be 
restricted to non peak traffic periods and truck staging areas be assigned which will not impact currenttraffic. In 
addition, the idling of engines while holding in the staging areas should be restricted. 

8. Operation of construction equipment on the project site should be limited from 8.30 AM to 5.00 PM, week days 
only, to minimize the impact on adjoining res idents . 
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9. Al I construction equipment sha II be required to have sound attenuation sufficient to prevent negative impacts 

on adjacent properties . Perimeter fencing shall be designed to facilitate additional sound attenuation . 

10. Construction vehicles shall be parked in areas not affecting the existing Ii mited parking in the immediate project 
area and to avoid impact on existing, operating businesses adjacent to the development. The developer shall be 
required to identify and commit to where construction workers will park and how they wi II be transported to the site. 

11. The developer should be responsible for the repair of damage to Palisades Drive resulting from construction 
operations, between the project site and Sunset Boulevard. Palisades Drive has already significant damage as a result 
of heavy community traffic . We are concerned that this damage will be exacerbated to an unacceptable level as a result 
of the construction traffic. 

We ask that the developer be required to submit the additional information requested. Under the 
circumstances, we ask that the approval of this project be continued to allow the developer to submit this 
additional information and the community to respond. Absent the resolution of these concerns, we object to the 

approval of this project in the strongest possible terms. 

We appreciate your consideration and action in response to these community concerns. 

Thank you. 

Fritz Kastner 

President 

Michael Lane Villas HOA 

1528 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

1310383 6070 direct 

fkastner@s-and-k.com 

Copies to: 

LA City Council Member Mike Bonin councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

Lisa Cahill lisa.cahill@lacity.org 
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Ezra Gale ezra.gale@lacity.org 

MLV HOA Board of Directors 

Gordon Gerson / MLV HOA news letter 
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September 28, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email : courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

1. Proposed project 

--6 story (4 above grade, 2 below}, 
--64,000 sf, jammed onto a lot of less than 1 acre . 
--45' high Alzheimers/assisted living facility 30% Alzheimers/70% Assisted Living. 
--82 units , 97 total residents 

2. Too many issues to list all of them there, but here are a few: 

--Bad location to put fragile seniors--this location is in a location rated "Very High Fire Danger" that is prone to 
earth movement. II is also remote from medical care providers and hospitals and other community amenities 
and would prove to be a horrible location in the event Palisades Drive becomes closed . It would amount to the 
creation of a warehouse for the residents . 
--To make room for the underground levels, over 20,000 cubic yards of dirt must be hauled away. That will 
require one large dump truck every 10 minutes, 5 hours per day, 5 days per week, for over 2 months. Over 30 
trucks per day, 2,000 trucks total. 
--No other building in the Highlands has 4 stories 
--Current design calls for setbacks from street of only 7 feet, so no real room for landscaping, and no real . 
Design is modernistic with flat roof, no real reliefs to break up the facade, completely out of character with the 
community . This design was undoubtedly used to save money, since it is essentially the same as the 33 unit 
condo project the developer previously proposed that was shot down . 
--Substantial additional traffic and hazards, including an entry/exit shown on Palisades Drive . 
--Parking overload--underground parking will only have about 60 spaces . 
--Proposed structure will have a floor area ratio ("FAR") or structural density of 1.50. By comparison , the one 
other commercial property in the Highlands has a FAR or 0.27, and the condominium complexes that house the 
nearest neighbors to the Developer's site have FARs of 0.50 to 0.72 . 
--To obtain necessary approvals, the developer characterizes the neighborhood as a "highly urbanized area"-
ridiculous, just another indicator of his lack of credibility. 
--Adverse change in nature and number of who is in the neighborhood on a daily and nightly basis . 



-On a personal note, My grandmother was in an assisted living facility and had dementia that progressed to 
Alzheimer's Disease. As you can imagine it is a very difficult disease for the individual and for the family . My 
grandmother did not like living in an assisted living facility. As her condition worsened , she would scream out, 
fight with members of the staff, and try and break out of the facility . I cannot tell you how many calls my mother 
received about my grandmother or how many times we visited her. She begged us to help her escape or put 
her out of her misery. She was not the "healthy and vibrant senior" Mr. Shram describes in his letter and I'm 
sure there will be people in this proposed facility that may not want to be there. 
There is a need for housing for our senior citizens, but not in the Palisades Highlands. There is nothing up 
here. NO shops, only 1 restaurant, NO place for them to walk, NO ocean breeze, lots of traffic, drivers that do 
not obey the speed limit, coyotes, rattlesnakes, shall I go on? Please do not allow this structure to be built on 
this lot. It will benefit no one but Mr. Shram. 

Sincerely, 

MaryKate Burke 

Name: MaryKate Burke 

Address: 1563 Palisade.s Drive 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
Michael Lane Villas 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 
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Connect 
ate 
ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Opposition to Proposed Eldercare Project: 1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades 
1 message 

carleen24@msn.com <car1een24@msn.com> Wed, Nov 1, 2017 at 4:25 PM 
To: "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org> 
Cc: "councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org>, "debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org" 
<debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org> 

November 1, 2017 

Mr. Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 

Office of Zoning Administration 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

200 North Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Email: henry.chu@lacity.org 

Re:Proposed Eldercare Project 

1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

We oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Sincerely, 

Name: Carleen L Duque 

and Mark A Smith 
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Address : 1645 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Com1cilmember Mike Bonin 

and Ms. Debbie Dyner Harris 

1645 Corinth Ave., #201 

Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Email: councilm anm ike.bonin@lacity.org 

de bbie.dynerharris@lacity.org 
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Proposed Eldercare Project@ 1525 Palisades Drive 
1 message 

JW <jon.winokur@gmail.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 
Cc: Councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, Debbie.Dynerharris@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Wed, Nov 1, 2017 at 3:22 PM 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove 
the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Sincerely, 

Jon Winokur 
1601 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 902782 
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Connect 
ate 

ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Fwd: The Development at 1525 Palisades Drive 
1 message 

Steve Dickey <stew@dickey.com> 
To: councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org, debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org, Henry.Chu@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 

1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

Wed, Nov 1, 2017 at 1 :55 PM 

I support the Project as presented. Please pass and appro-.e the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Sincerely, Stephen Dickey 

Name: Stephen Dickey 

Address: 1631 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

and Ms . Debbie Dyner Harris 
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Eldercare project 
1 message 

Nancy <nancy.fhwines@gmail.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Eldercare project 

1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisade5i CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Wed, Nov 1, 2017 at 1:32 PM 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disappro\e the owner's pem,it and approval applications. 

Sincerely, 
Nancy Saloff 

Name: Nancy & Da\.1d Saloff 

Address : 
1589 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades , CA 90272 

cc : Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Ms . Debbie Dyner Harris 
1645 Corinth A\€., #201 
Los Angeles , CA 90025 
Email: councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org and debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org 

***************************************** 
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1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades 
1 message 

Janis Gallo <janismgallo@gmail.com> 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 
Cc: Councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Wed, Nov 1, 2017 at 11:23 AM 

First of all as someone who has worked in these facilities as a former Registered 
Occupational Therapist, this is a very poor location for such a facility for elder residents. 
There is no opportunity for socialization in the community with but one restaurant next 
door. It is almost 3 miles to the Palisades Village where there are stores, a theater 
(coming), a park, etc. There is no public transportation for residents or staff, and no 
place to walk for the elderly as it is all uphill or downhill no matter where you try to walk. 
Maintaining the ability to be ambulatory in the community with a walker or not would be 
a plus for the patients. How will staff get to the location with no bus transportation? 
Frequently the aides in these facilities are minimum wage earners and certainly will not 
live in the area nor be inclined to drive great distances. If you want to isolate the elderly 
who cannot drive, this location is perfect. The developer said it is a "highly urbanized" 
setting. That is ridiculous we often get sightings of bobcats, coyotes and even mountain 
lions approaching the housing area and crossing Palisades Drive. 

Furthermore, in a natural disaster these Elder residents would be in peril. There is one 
road out of the canyon which we have recently learned is a liquefaction zone in an earth 
quake, and it would be an evacuation nightmare for everyone in the Highlands if we 
have to evacuate for a brush fire or earthquake with 80 residents in buses. Certainly 
buses would have a nightmare trying to get up the canyon if the road collapses or there 
are rock slides (which happen frequently after a rainstorm) and such a situation would 
put the rest of the residents in a dangerous traffic situation. Walking out may be the 
only way to be evacuated. Staff and visitors would also be impacted. 

Secondly I understand a traffic study was done on a Tuesday morning at 10 Am on the 
street near the site. Many residents, who work, park their cars on that street but are 
gone to work at 10 AM. Our biggest traffic days are the weekends, as that is when 
people park their car in front of 1525 as the only location to park a car to hike the park 
trails off of this street. 

Thirdly, the size of the project is completely out of proportion to the amount of land 
available to build such a massive structure. The height of the project will destroy views 
for many tax paying and voting members of this community. The design is also not in 
keeping with the surrounding Mediterranean architecture. It does not comply with the 
height and setbacks that the community has throughout the Palisades. I deeply object to 
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any special variances that Lne planning commission might bt:, considering or have given. 
The project is higher that the Caruso project in the Village. 

Fourthly, we have an Assisted Living facility in the Palisades Village plus a number of 
elder care private homes close to the village. These facilities have easy access to 
doctors and other socialization opportunities, including walking on level sidewalks. And 
they have safe evacuation routes. 

Lastly, the Highlands Community is not "an aging community" at all, in our driveway of 
just 8 town houses, 5 of them have school aged children. The price of homes near the 
village is so high that the Highlands is the only place in the Palisades that a young 
family can afford to buy or rent in order to send children to our excellent Palisades 
schools. 

Referring to my last comment, the best use of the land at 1525 Palisades Drive would 
be for the city to buy out this developer via Eminent Domain and provide a safe and 
available park for residents and children so residents could enjoy a community space 
and playground. That would be a move that would have excellent community and 
political impact for the City Council. 

Janis Gallo, Home Owner, 1545 Palisades Drive. 

Janis Gallo 
janismgallo@gmail .com 
jgallo@worthnewyork.com 
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Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Proposed Elder Care facility in Pacific Palisades Highlands 
1 message 

John Maxwell <john.maxwell@dbtlaw.org> Wed, Nov 1, 2017 at 10:52 AM 
To: "Henry.Chu@lacity.org" <Henry.Chu@lacity.org> 
Cc: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org>, "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" 
<councilmember.bonin@lacity.org> 

Mr. Chu, 

As a resident of the Highlands in the Palisades, I just wanted to write and express my opposition to the planned elder 
care facility in Pacific Palisades. The planned facility seems completely at odds with the neighborhood, will drastically 
change the feel of this community, and will create all manner of traffic and parking problems as well as significantly 
increase the likelihood of sewre accidents. 

I am wry farniliar with residential care facilities. I represent many of them and haw visited many of the facilities. Most 
commonly I deal with smaller 100 bed facilities. Typically they are located in residential areas near urban centers and 
busy streets. The facilities bring significant noise and traffic to the area. This is not as significant, if the location is 
already a high traffic area but the location in question is purely residential with the only traffic consisting of residents 
commuting to work and shopping et al. 

The planned facility is a wry large facility and the traffic it will bring to this area is mind boggling. There will be a constant 
flow of employees of the facility to care for the residents 24 hours per day. There will be physicians, rehab specialists , 
nutritionists, clergy and others constantly coming to the area and needing someplace to park. I am certain the number of 
family and visitors suggested by the dewloper is vastly underestimated. 

In addition, there will be a constant flow of large truck wndors that are extremely noisy. More noisy will be the steady 
stream of emergency response whicles that will wake this bedroom community on a regular basis. I strongly suspect 
that the direct neighbors may NEVER AGAIN haw an uninterrupted night's sleep. 

The intersection before the facility and the planned driwway exiting the facility are located on a steep bending hill with a 
blind curw where the driwrs notoriously greatly exceed the speed limit. There haw been horrendous accidents on parts 
of Palisades Driw in the past and I predict that if this plan mows forward we will see fatalities from whicle and/or 
pedestrian accidents at this location, whether or not a traffic light is installed at this intersection. 

I frankly cannot imagine a more disruptiw plan for the neighborhood that what has been proposed. I strongly recommend 
that this project not be approwd and the character and safety of our neighborhood preserwd. 

Thank you. 

John 
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Jolin r[. ;M~e[[, 'Esq. 

Dummit, Buchholz & Trapp 

11755 Wilshire Blvd., 15th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025 

tel: (310) 479-0944 

cell: (650) 714-3168 

fax: (310) 312-3836 

john .maxwell@dbtlaw.org 

This is a privileged and confidential communication intended only 

for the above-named recipient. Receipt 

of this communication by another does not constitute waiver oft he 

attorney-dient and attorney work product 

privileges. Any dissemination, copy or disclosure, other than by the 

intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. 

If you have received this communication in error, please 

immediately notify us via return e-ma il and delete thi s 

communicanon without making any copies. Thank you for your 

cooperation. 

This document may contain information covered under the privacy 

act , 5 use 552(a), health insurance portability 

and accountability act, public law 104-191, and dod directive 

6025.18. It must be protected in accordance 

with those provisions. 
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Con ect 
ate 

ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Development project proposed for Pacific Palisades Highlands 
1 message 

Alice Lynn <alicelynn@me.com> 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 
Cc: courtney.shum@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

Wed, Nov 1, 2017 at 10:37 AM 

I haw been a resident in the Pacific Palisades Highland Community for 25 years and am writing now to share my 
perspectiw on the proposed senior facility to be built close to my home. 

I am strongly opposed to the proposal for the reasons cited below. 

I purchased my home because of the quietness, and the proximity to the surrounding parklands and walking trails. The 
one commercial site, prm.1des residences with a wonderful restaurant and other services. The senior facility will not in 
any way add to our community. 

I am deeply concerned, as a family therapist in private practice in Santa Monica for owr 40 years , what the isolation 
would be like for any senior. There is no opportunity for the residents to walk anywhere as we liw in the hills, with steep 
streets. There is only one restaurant in walking distance. There is no transportation available, which would necessitate 
vans to be pro'l.1ded and thus more traffic and noise for the current residents. 

One of my main concerns , is the number of emergencies that will arise, giwn the aging population for the proposed site. 
This will mean more emergency whicles coming up and down Palisades Driw, and each time they do, the sirens 
rewrberate throughout the area. 

Of all the proposed ideas for dewloping the area, the least desirable in terms of building in our community would be a 
senior facility. Those residents would be totally isolated, unlike the center I know exists in the Pacific Palisades on 
Sunset, and the many throughout Santa Monica-all these haw access to transportation and many opportunities for 
seniors to become imolwd. We haw no such facilities here in the Highlands. 

Please do reconsider the building of such a facility in our parkland area, and how much it would impact not only the 
seniors for whom it is being built, but the current residents who will be greatly inconwnienced by such a building adjacent 
to open spaces. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Alice Lynn 
17209 Awnida de la Herradura 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
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1525 Palisades Drive Project 
1 message 

Peter Shakarian <bedros63@gmail.com> 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 

Mr. Chu, 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Tue, Oct 31, 2017 at 9:34 PM 

In regards to this project which has had more opposition because of the enom,ous size and "out of place" character 
please consider making a wise and calculated decision. These type of businesses belong in close proximity to hospitals 
and not designated to be placed near state parks. I am a owner of two properties in the Highlands, one being at 1524 
Michael Lane and 1842 Palisades Driw in wry close proximity to this project and I whemently oppose the construction. 
Please haw the owner of this property reconsider building townhomes that fit more in line with the rest of the community. 
This project is like putting a square peg in a round hole ...... it just doesn't fit. 

Your a wise Chinese man and I can hope a wise decision can be made on our behalf. 

Respectfully 

Peter Shakarian 
310-663-3633 
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Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura Re: Case 
No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 
2 messages 

John Mucia <outlook_5E1075E7105FB72B@outlook.com> Tue, Oct 31, 2017 at 5:12 PM 
To: "Henry.Chu@lacity.org" <Henry.Chu@lacity.org>, "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org>, 
"councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org> 

John Mucia <outlook_5E1075E7105FB72B@outlook.com> Tue, Oct 31, 2017 at 5:31 PM 
To: "Henry.Chu@lacity.org" <Henry.Chu@lacity.org>, "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org>, 
"councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org> 

I wanted to register my strong opposition to the proposed eldercare facility as addressed above. This is 
strongly out of character with the highlands community & would be an adverse development for both the 
residents of the community as well as the proposed elders. 

Having many elderly patients residing up in the highlands with poor access here to shopping and services 
does them no good. The marked increases in traffic will further hurt the already bad traffic in the area. Also 
all the ambulances that will be called every time they are sick or fall & get injured will increase noise 
pollution and traffic flow up here. Also long transport times to nearest hospital in Santa Monica won;t be 
good for the elderly guests or PCH traffic . As a ER worker I see all the demented & elderly folks living in 
these facilities often & every time there is a fall or injury there is an ambulance called BOTH to transport 
the person to the hospital & to return hem home if not hospitailized. No medical resources at all in the 
community here to be of help to them!! 

Also the development is out of character with this rural park=like community and such a large urban 
development is out of character with the park-like community that the highlands is. Large structures, elderly 
dependent adults in large number and high noisy traffic that ensues will make an adverse change in the 
character of this community. 

Additionally there has been little ability for this local community to input & was mainly presented to us as a 
done deal. The developers who head the President's council sought no input from their HOA residents but 
only their developer/contractor presidents & officers who side with their developer buddies. Much effort has 
been made to quash any discussion of the ramifications of this large development. 

I strongly urge the denial of this project as out of character with and resulting in a marked damage to the 
community in the Highlands 
John Mucia 
17117 Palisades Circle 
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• • Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

1525 Palisades Dr., Pacific Palisades eldercare project 
1 message 

Barbara Parker <bshulg@gmail.com> 
To: Henry.chu@lacity.org 

Zoning Administration Division of Los Angeles City Planning Departrrent 

Hello Henry Chu, 

Tue, Oct 31 , 2017 at 4:31 PM 

I am among a number of very unhappy Pacific Palisades Highlands residents who are up in arms with the prospect that a 
65,000 
square foot eldercare facility is proposed for an utterly inappropriate site in the Highlands. 
The lot abuts open space and public lands , is surrounded by a quiet residential neighborhood with just one 
small quiet restaurant and 3,000 quiet residents. 

The density here 191 people per square mile. This is not the spot for such a huge building. 
The building is 45 feet high. The commercial height limit for buildings in the Palisades village is 30 feet. 
Why should higher buildings be allowed in an ahnost completely residential are? It makes no sense. 

If this is built, this quiet, no traffic area will have trucks of supplies coming up and down 
the drive, which is the only paved road in and out of the Highlands . 
Nurses, nurses aides, kitchen staff, entertainers, physical therapists, visiting family rrembers (each in separate cars, llX>st 
probably), will corre up a road that has been closed as least twice in the last four years . 
During those closedowns, I could not get into my horre. And we haven 't even 
had a serious earthquake or rockslide during that period . Imagine how long the road might be closed under true disaster 
circurns tances . 
Able bodied residents will have enough trouble in an errergency. Who is going to help the old and infum? Rerrember who died 
during Katrina in New 
Orleans? The old and infinn 

Sirens will go at all hours to say nothing of the fact that, in traffic, the hospital is a 40-minute ride away. 
Good luck to any elderly resident needing to get to rredical care in an errergency. 
There is no public transportation. How will staff, living far from here, get up the hill? 
The elderly housed in such a facility would be completely isolated from the life that a far better site, like Santa 
Monica, with public transportation and hospitals and llX>vie theaters and shopping, could provide. 

The developer has spun this project as a "service" for the people of the Highlands citing the 
supposed "graying" of the Palisades . The dellX>graphics of the Highlands are different from the rest of 
the Palisades, which includes the Sunset-Riviera area, the village and the Castellarnare area. 
At around 10%, the Highlands over-65 population is actually lower than the national average of 14.5%. 
(Florida is up around 19%.) We do not need an eldercare facility in the Highlands . Approximately 36 
people over the age of85 live in the Highlands . Where are the eldercare residents going to corre from? Not here. 

But llX>re obvious is the fact that this huge building does not belong at this site. 
Yes, the developers have rret the zoning criteria and, as such the PPCC and LUC have deerred 
eldercare an "appropriate use for the site," but without considering any environrrental factors at all. 
I am certain that you know that the character, population, density and environrrent of the Highlands are 
very different from those of Brentwood, a high density area, and 
substantially different from the Pacific Palisades village. Tall apartrrent buildings line Sunset in the lower Palisades . 
We don't have that in the Highlands. And an existing, successful eldercare facility, Atria, fits perfectly in the village. The one 
proposed 
by Rony Shram does not fit in the bucolic, wildlife-filled Highlands . This is not a case of a developer 
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who specializ.es in eldercare, who is pab_ ,,mate about this niche, No, this is the case ofa 0 ~y who made an 
investment that he can 't seem to monetize sufficiently to suit his profit desires, The community 
did not want 33 condos on this site. That was too dense. 
Based on responses at meetings, it feels as if the community would approve eight to 12 condos on the site, 
a use that would fit with the surrounding area . Five years from now such a project would look like it had always been there . 
A 65,000 square foot building will never look like it belongs in the Highlands. The entire Highlands has one traffic light. 
That 's how little traffic there is up here. 

I and many others will continue to personally fight this building tooth and nail in the quest to maintain the character of our 
community. 
lfyou truly care about Los Angeles maintaining its widely diverse character, I hope that you will recognize the 
blatant inappropriateness of this project and help us fight it, too. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 
Barbara Parker 
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Dean Grinsfelder 

October 31, 2017 

To: City of Los Angeles 

16886 Avenida De Santa Ynez 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

Tel (310) 874-1344 

Department of City Planning 
200 Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attention: Mr. Henry Chu 
Associate Zoning Administrator 
via e-mail: Henry.chu@lacity.org 

Ref: Elder Care Facility 
1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
Case No: ZA 2017 -2170 (ELD)(CDP)(SPR) 
CEQA No: ENV - 2017 - 2171 - CE (Class 32) 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

My family resides two blocks from the above-reference project, and I work in the 
adjacent commercial building at 1515 Palisades Drive. We believe that the 
development's height, density, scale, setbacks and overall aesthetics are 
inappropriate and inconsistent with the surrounding neighborhood, and that it will 
have severe negative impacts on both the quality of life and property values in the 
surrounding community. We are also very concerned about what appears to be 
misleading and incomplete information provided by the developer to date. 

I urge you to reject the developer's current proposal and consider the feedback and 
input from the neighboring residents such as myself. We are not asking for the 
developer to forgo his right to build on his property, but to change the development 
plan to be more sensitive to the project's impact on his neighbors. 

Sincerely, 

Dean Grinsfelder 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin, councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org 
and Ms. Debbie Dyner Harris, debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201, Los Angeles, CA 90025 



THE ASHRAFI FAMILY 
BOBBY & ELENA ASHRAFI 
1605 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
(310) 849-8870 
bobbyashrafi@gmail.com 

VIA EMAIL ONLY 

October 31, 2017 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

FRANK & FARIBA ASHRAFI 
16589 Calle Victoria & 
1345 Avenida de Cortez 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
(310) 454-6364 
f_ ashrafi@msn.com 

BENNO & TIFFANY ASHRAFI 
1350 Avenida de Cortez 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
(310) 956-2594 
b _ ashrafi@hotmail.com 

Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Via email: henry.chu@lacity.org 

Via email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Copies via email: Mike Bonin, Councilmember, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
Lisa Cahill, Field Deputy, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 
Ezra Gale, Field Deputy, ezra.gale@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Project: Elder Care Facility 
Location: 1S25 North Palisades Drive; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
Case No: ZA 2017 - 2170 (ELD)(CDP)(SPR) 
CEQA No: ENV - 2017 - 2171 - CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

We, Frank and Fariba Ashrafi ("hereinafter, "we"), and our children Bobby and Benno and their 
respective spouses, Elena and Tiffany, are the owners of four (4) homes in the Pacific Palisades 
Highlands. We write to express our strong opposition, to voice the opposition of Bobby, Elena, 
Benno, and Tiffany, whose signatures are below, and to assert that most of the residents of the 
Highlands are opposed to the above-referenced proposed project. Any recommendation you receive 
other than a total opposition to the project does not represent the view of most of the Highlands 
community residents. 

We are 38-year residents of Pacific Palisades. The first 18 of those years, we lived in the village, close 
to the park, library and commercial areas. Bobby and Benno are now attorneys and have their separate 
lives and residences in the Highlands. We decided to move to the Highlands twenty years ago to enjoy 
the peace and quiet of this resort like area. This area is built for nature lovers. People that want to get 
away from the noisy and busy part of our lovely town move here. 

A very small portion of the Highland area is designated as a commercial area that has one restaurant 
that is very popular, and Highland residents use it regularly. I am aware that the piece of land on 1525 
Palisades Drive has commercial zoning. Another restaurant or a couple of shops that could serve our 



area will be welcomed by the residents of the Highlands. However, the proposed project is out of 
character, not compatible, and not harmonious with the existing neighborhood. It has no place in this 
the remote, secluded area of the Santa Monica Mountains, which is almost exclusively a single family 
home community. 

The proposed b~ilding will serve 96 elderly people. Some will have Alzheimer and most will be in 
need of doctors and hospitals regularly. To run an efficient elder care business for 90 people, they need 
to hire many nurses and care givers, cleaners, cooks, etc. They will need to feed 90 patients breakfast, 
lunch, dinner, and snacks. Diapers, clean sheets and towels, medication and many other supplies will 
be needed to run this business. This means truck after truck will be delivering different things and 
other trucks will be coming by to pick up dirty towels, sheets and garbage, daily. 

The 90 elderly people will be in need of a hospital regularly. When there is no rush hour traffic, the 
nearest hospital is 25 minutes away. Ambulances will be going up and down our hill to serve these 
elderly patients. 

The building is proposed to be 45-feet high, 4 stories tall, which is 15 feet taller than any commercial 
building in the Pacific Palisades. It will be built lot line to lot line with only a 7-foot set back. This is 
definitely not compatible with the natural look, and peace and quiet of our area. 

You have received many letters that make strong points in opposition to this proposed project. We 
hope you consider our strong concerns and deny the permit for this huge and out of place business 
project. 

Thank you very much for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

_j~Jf~·aJ,..f. 3--11-Jrµ. 
Fariba Hariri Ashrafi Frank Ashrafi 

Benno Ashrafi Tiffany Ashrafi 

~Jµ __ _ 
Bobby Ashrafi 

~~ 
Ele~ -· 
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Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

1525 Palisades Drive Elder Care project (Case n. ZA-217-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR) 
1 message 

Maxilud <maxilud@aol.com> Tue, Oct 31, 2017 at 9:41 AM 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org, henry.chu@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org, luc.ppcc@gmail.com 

To: Mr. Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

RE: Case ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA # ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Project Site: 1523 and 1533 Palisades Dr., 17319 and 17320 West Vereda De La Montura 

For any citizen that has experienced v.siting a relative or a friend in one of this kind cf facilities , it is easy to understand 
that this is a very poor location for elderly residents. There is no opportunity for socialization in the community with, but 
just one restaurant next door. They will need to be taken elsewhere by caretakers, increasing car traffic and possibly 
discomfort for them. 

There is no public transportation to travel around with and no place to walk for an elderly person because, wherever you 
want to walk, is all uphill or downhill. Furthermore, in a natural disaster these residents would be in peril. There is one 
road out of the canyon which we have recently learned is a liquefaction zone in an earthquake, and it would be an 
evacuation nightmare for everyone in the Highlands ifwe have to evacuate for a brush fire with 80 residents in buses. 
Certainly buses and/or ambulances would have a impossible time trying to get quickly up the canyon if the road 
collapses or there are rock slides (which happened various times after a serious rainstorm). Such a situation would put 
the rest of the residents in a dangerous traffic situation. Staff and ..;sitars of the facility would also be impacted. 

Secondly as I understand, a traffic study was done on a Tuesday morning at 10 Am on the street near the site, which is 
ridiculous and unacceptable, because many residents , who are not retired, which park their cars on that street, are 
gone to work at 10 AM. Furthermore, our biggest traffic days are the weekends as people park their car here as the only 
location to hike the Topanga Park trails off of this street. 

Thirdly, the size of the project is completely out of proportion to the amount of land available to build such a massive 
structure. The height of the project will destroy ..,;ews for many tax paying and \Oting members of this community. The 
design is also not in keeping with the surrounding Mediterranean landscape. It does not comply with the height and 
setbacks that the community has throughout. 

Fourthly, we have an Assisted u..,;ng facility in the Palisades Village plus a number of elder care private homes close to 
the ..,;11age. These facilities have easy access to doctors and other socialization opportunities , including walking on level 
sidewalks. And they have safe evacuation routes. 

Lastly, the Highlands Community is not "an aging community" at all, but it is full of families with school aged children. 
The price of homes closer to the ..,;11age is so high that the Highlands is the only place in the Palisades that a young 
family can afford to buy or rent in order to send children to our excellent Palisades schools 

My honest opinion is that the best use of the land at 1525 Palisades Drive would be for the city to buy out this developer 
..;a Eminent Domain and pro..;de a safe and available park for residents and children so residents could enjoy a 
community space and playground. That would be a move that would have excellent community and political impact for 
the City Council. 

Respectfully, 

Massimo and Stefanella Ludo..;si , Home Owners, 1287 Calle de Madrid, Pacific Palisades 
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PLEASE No Senior Residence@ 1525 Palisades Drive 
1 message 

Nancy Beach <fine1mouche@gmail.com> 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Tue, Oct 31 , 2017 at 2:37 AM 

This 1525 Palisades Dri-...e proposal plops a senior residence virtually within a wilderness State Park with a single access 
road in and out. 

Considering the high number of senior citizen deaths in the recent Santa Rosa/Calistoga/Tubbs fires, along the with need 
for quick evacuation as witnessed in the Sunland-Tujunga-La Tuna fire, the prospect of allowing a dedicated Senior 
Residence in this Palisades community is dangerously irresponsible, in our opinion as residents of Palisades Dri-...e. 

Thank you for your serious, considered review of this proposed de\elopment in light of these extenuating environmental 
circumstances. 

Nancy Beach & Henry Gwiazda 
1461 Palisades Dri\e 
Pacific Palisades , California 90272 

310.454.0482 
Beach cell phone: 310.569.8719 
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Palisades Highlands Development 
1 message 

richard malatt <nnalatt@gmail.com> 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

Mr. Chu, 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Mon, Oct 30, 2017 at 9:54 PM 

I will be brief in expressing opposition to the proposed Eldercare facility proposed for the Palisades Highlands site: 
Simply, come take a look. The proposed facility is completely out of character with this quiet residential neighborhood. 
I support the de-.eloper's right to get some use for the property. A two story condominium project, like most 
EVERYTHING ELSE in the immediate vicinity, would probably be appropriate. But really, this is not e-.en a close call. 
Thanks for listening. 

Richard Malatt 
16772 Calle Arbolada 
Pacific Palisades CA 90272 

This communication may be privileged and confidential and is intended only for the individual or entity named abo-.e and 
others who ha-.e been specifically authorized to recei\€ it. If you are not the intended recipient, please do not read, copy, 
use or disclose this communication to others; also, please notify the sender by replying to this e-mail or by telephone at 
(213) 368-5000, and then delete the e-mail and any copies of it. 
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Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Alzheimer facility - Development on 1525 Palisades Dr. 
1 message 

ella portnoy <amgee88@outlook.com> Mon, Oct 30, 2017 at 7:57 PM 
To: "Henry.chu@lacity.org" <Henry.chu@lacity.org>, "Courtney.shum@lacity.org" <Courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr. Chu and Ms. Shum! 

I hope you will make the right and honest decision and reject the proposal for this monstrous development. 

My family, among all my neighbors, extremely opposes this Project for the many reasons - here 
are just a few: 

• EXTREME DANGER TO FRAGILE SENIORS: exposes eldercare/dementia residents 

to life-threatening risk in case of wildfires, earthquakes, landslides and flooding; seniors 

will be isolated, cut-off from vital medical care without any practical means of evacuation. 

• Totally unappropriated environment for seniors - our streets, which are few, are all 

steeply uphill/downhill so there is no way they can walk or be taken in a wheelchair for a 

stroll. No shops, no infrastructure, no public transportation to keep them socially engaged. 

This place will be a terrible trap for them 

• EXTREME DANGER TO ALL RESIDENTS - ONE and ONLY 3 miles mountain 

Palisades Dr. road leads to this remote enclave which is purely residential. In case of 

fire or earthquake we will be all trapped for weeks - that was a strong warning from 

Earthquake Preparedness presentation . 

• 
• DESTROYS ENVIRONMENT: Many rare birds, animals, frogs will be destroyed. 

Excavation on unbelievable scale will destroy the geological balance and may lead to huge

scale disaster. Eviscerates vie\NS and scenic corridors of this state park-protected 

wilderness areas and denigrates enjoyment of our precious natural bounty, by residents, 

visitors and nature lovers for generations to come! 

• TRAFFIC NIGHTMARES: 2-years of major subterranean construction and hauling, 

followed by operations which drastically increase vehicle congestion and parking 

shortages from 24/7staff, visitors, large commercial deliveries, ambulances, doctors and 

service visits; potential accidents on Palisades Drive (and/or additional red lights); high 

levels of noise. 
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• MONSTROSITY: 45 ft-nigh, 4-stories; 65,000 sq ft on a 4'+,000 sq ft lot- 2/3rds the size 

of Caruso Palisades Village on 113rd the land, twice the height ... on hillside fill! Crazy. 

• DESTROYS ENVIRONMENT: Many rare birds, animals, frogs will be destroyed. 

Excavation on unbelievable scale will destroy the geological balance and may lead to huge

scale disaster. Eviscerates views and scenic corridors of this state park-protected 

wilderness areas and denigrates enjoyment of our precious natural bounty, by residents, 

visitors and nature lovers for generations to come! 

THANKS! 
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Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

elder care 65,000 sq. feet building in the Highlands (Pacific Palisades) 
1 message 

Hratch Andonian <hro@tires55inc.com> Mon, Oct 30, 2017 at 6:43 PM 
To: "Henry.chu@lacity.org" <Henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr. chu 

I am writing to you in opposing the project submitted for elderly care in the highlands of Pacific Palisades .(1525 
Palisades Dr. 

As you know the community's majority is in opposition of this project for variety reasons ( am sure you have heard 
about), compatibility, safety, en~ronmental , transportation , traffic , noise (of fire trucks and ambulances etc ... 

I have done some research about the locations of other elderly care and I have found that almost all of them are near or 
very close to a medical center or a hospital. FOR GOOD REASON!!! 

This location is on a good day is 30 minutes to the nearest hospital (saint John in Santa Monica). On a traffic day on 
either Sunset Bl\d. or PCH its 45-1 hour. 

Among the many reasons pro~ded to you for apposing this project this project will do disseNce to the elderlies when 
they are in an emergency situation that they need to be transported to a hospital. .. imagine going up the hill through 
residential street (Palisades drive and then down hill all the way to Saint . 

This project does not belong in this dense residential area. I hope you'll listen to the community. 

Thank you, 

Hratch Andonian 

3685 Motor Ave. Suite 150 

Los Angeles California 90034 

323-785-6699 

E mail: hro@tires55inc.com 
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1525 Palisades Drive Elder Care Project 
1 message 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Jane dubovy <njdubovy@yahoo.com> Mon, Oct 30, 2017 at 3:17 PM 
Reply-To: jane dubovy <njdubovy@yahoo.com> 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org>, "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org> 
Cc: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org>, 
"lisa.cahill@lacity.org" <lisa.cahill@lacity.org>, "luc.ppcc@gmail.com" <luc.ppcc@gmail.com> 

(Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR) 

Mr. Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 

njdub ovy@yahoo.com 

Jane DuBovy 
1415 Avenida de Cortez, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

I am not in favor of the proposed Elder Care Project referenced above. As a homeo'M1er in the area and particularly as 
one 'M'lose home backs onto Palisades Drive, I am not in favor of this facility due to the traffic and noise it wll bring to 
the area. Already, there are sirens that travel up and do'M1 Palisades Drive on a daily basis, I cannot imagine 'M'lat this 
type of facility wth the number of rooms to be built, plus the visitor traffic, the height of the project and the lack of public 
transportation wll do to the already busy road that is Palisades Drive. Perhaps, you should come and sit for the day on 
the site and see the number of cars that use this road and the number of firetrucks and ambulances that travel this only 
access. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 

N Jane DuBovy A2Z Educational Ad-..ocates (310) 573-1430 
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1525 North Palisades Drive, Elder Care Facility 
1 message 

Melanie Bouer <mwbbmw@-.erizon.net> 
To: Henry.chu@lacity.org 

October 30, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attention: Mr. Henry Chu 
Associate Zoning Administrator 

Ref: Elder Care Facility 
1525 North Palisades Drive 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
Case No: ZA 2017 - 2170 (ELD)(CDP)(SPR) 
CEQA No: ENV - 2017 - 2171- CE (Class 32) 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

The Palisades Highlands is a quiet, peaceful and safe neighborhood. 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Mon, Oct 30, 2017 at 1 :29 PM 

Putting a 24/7 business in the middle of a bedroom community will negatively impact hundreds of families. 

There will be more than 100 extra vehicles traveling Palisades Dr. and going to the assisted living facility 
daily including patient staff, cooks, administrators, maintenance staff, cleaning staff, gardeners, shuttle 
drivers, ambulances, hospice people, patient visitors, garbage trucks, entertainers, clergy, beauticians, 
manicurists to name a few. 

According to the facility design there are two entrances and exits, one on Palisades Dr. and one on Vereda 
de la Montura. As a result there will be at least 100 additional U-turns and left turns to get into the facility 
at an already dangerous intersection with may accidents. 

In addition to all that extra congestion there are safety issues such as increased robberies which occur 
during and after a large construction projects as reported by the Sheriff's department, increased noise, and 
increased air and light pollution due to congestion and 24/7 business activities. This project will 
significantly and negatively impact views resulting in decreased property values and potentially reduced 
property taxes to the city. 

This project is not "minimally invasive and harmonious with the neighborhood" as the developer keeps 
advertising. It's an institutional looking eye soar that will forever change the look and feel of the Palisades 
Highlands. 

As I said, lO0's of families will be negatively impacted so one person can make a hugh amount of money 
and that's not fair. The developer has several alternatives such as reducing the number of floors to three, 
reconfiguring the design, building condos already approved by the city, etc. He has admitted these 
alternatives are not as lucrative. 

We need your help to help preserve the beautiful parklands and tranquility the Pacific Palisades Highlands. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js-.er=19n8NI.MEael.en.&-..e\l\Fpt&search=inbox&th=15f6ef95c936aa9b&siml=15f6ef95c036aa9b 1/2 
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Sincerely yours, 

Melanie Bouer 
Treasurer 
Michael Lane Villas 

~ ''Vof Los Angeles Mail - 1525 North Palisades Dri-.e, Elq,,~r.are Facility 
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Connect 
ate 
ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Opposition to 1525 Palisades Drive Proposed Eldercare Project (Case No: ZA-2017-
2170-ELD-CDP-SPR) 
1 message 

Alex Kerner <Alex.Kemer@car1isleit.com> Mon, Oct 30, 2017 at 11:32 AM 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org>, "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org> 
Cc: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org>, 
"lisa.cahill@lacity.org." <lisa.cahill@lacity.org> 

To: 

Mr. Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 

Via emaii: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 

Ref: Elder Care Facility 

1525 North Palisades Drive 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

I am a resident of Highlands since 1984. 

Since 1984 we lived through several brush fires, several earthquakes, mud slides, 
rock slides. 

We also experienced couple of evacuations. When in November 1992 fire was 
raging on the ridge just above a proposed construction site we had to evacuate 
using a fire trail which is a narrow winding road on the top of the summit. 

At the time of fire Palisades Drive was blocked and one can imagine congestion on 
the fire trail. 

Bringing elderly people and placing them in the "brush fire" rated area is like 
signing their "death sentence" as there is no way they can be evacuated in a 
timely manner. 

https://mail .goog le.com'mai I/u'O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js-.er= 19n8NI.M Eael.en.&\iew=pt&search=inbo"8.th= 15f6e8e0a4df097a&siml= 15f6e8e0a4df097a 1/2 
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Further, an attempt to eva\.,uate them and their support pt::,sonnel will create traffic 
jam that will lead to a "fire trap" for the seniors and other members of the 
community, including families with small children. 

I am puzzled with our fire authorities' positive response to this development, 
especially due to a fact that Fire Insurance Companies require owners who live near 
a proposed site to pay PREMIUM as it is "fire hazard' rated area. 

In view of our recent experiences with raging fires in California with catastrophic 
results to properties and life, by placing elderly and handicapped people in this 
location, while knowing that they will be in mortal danger is simply criminal. 

Further, the earthquake preparedness authorities stated that in case of an 
earthquake it is highly probable that Palisades Drive, the only road leading to 
Highlands may be blocked by rock slides and therefore residents shall expect to be 
isolated without access to water, food, supplies and medical care. 

In conclusion, I would like to state that allowing construction of this facility will put its 
future patients as well as whole Highland community to mortal danger. 

Therefore, I along with many members of our and other Highland HOAs 
categorically against this construction. 

Alex Kerner 

16887 Avenida De sanatynez 

Pacific palisades CA 90272 

Export Notice: This email may contain technical data controlled under the lnternationa I Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) by the U.S. Department of 
State (22 CFR 120-130) or under the U.S Export Administration Regulations (EAR) by the Department of Commerce (15 CFR 730-744). Violations of these 
export laws are subject to severe criminal penalties . 
Legal Notice: This electronic message contains information from Carlisle Interconnect Technologies that may be privileged and confidentia I. The 
information is intended to be for the use of the individua l(s) or entity named above. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, 
copying, distribution or use of the contents of this information is prohibited . If you have received this electronic message in error, please notify us by 
telephone or e-mail (to the numbers or address above) immediately. 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mail/u/Ol?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js1.er= 19n8N\M Eael.en.&\1ew=pt&search=i~th= 15f6e8e0a4df097a&siml= 15f6e8e0a4df097a 2/2 



Law Offices of Robert Flick 

Via Email (henry.chu@lacity.org) 

October 28, 2017 

15882 ANTIOCH STREET, #202 
PACIFIC PALISADES, CALIFORNIA 90272 

VOICE 810.578.0800 
FAX 424.644.2554 

e mail: rflick@flicklaw.com 
Internet: www.flicklaw.com 

Real Property Law Solutions 

Mr. Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Supplemental Statement of Objections and Opposition 
ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR/ENV-2017-2171-CE 
1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades {"Property") 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

I am writing to supplement my statement of objections and opposition dated September 29, 2017 
concerning the highly inappropriate eldercare project ("Project") proposed by Moshe and Rony Shram for 
1525 Palisades Drive ("Site"). I believe that the objections set forth in this letter are shared by 
Highlanders United for Good, which also strongly opposes the Project, as well as the more than 600 
people who have signed petitions to express opposition to the Project. 

INTRODUCTION. The developer is asserting that its development of the Project is "by right" under the 
applicable City of Los Angeles zoning ordinance, implying that no City or other approvals are required. 

That is not the case. To develop the Project, developer must comply with numerous applicable laws, not 
just the generic City zoning ordinance. The Project does NOT comply, and therefore the Zoning 
Administrator should NOT approve or issue the permits and approvals sought be developer. 

For the development to proceed BYLAW ("by right" is necessary but NOT SUFFICIENT), developer 
must satisfy the following: 

• Environmental Review under California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") 
• Obtain a Coastal Development Permit under the California Coastal Act 
• Obtain Site Plan Review Approval under the City of LA Community Plan for Brentwood'-Pacific 

Palisades ("BPPCP") 

A. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW. Developer is seeking a complete exemption from environmental 
review under CEQA, but developer does not meet all of the requirements for such exemption-the 
failures include the following. None of the previous application for projects proposed for the Site were 
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allowed to be processed with a CEQA categorical exemption. The Zoning Administrator should insist that 
the Project be subjected to proper environmental review scrutiny. Given the size and nature of the project, 
the review should be an EIR. 

1. The Site is not "substantially surrounded by urban uses". 
• Developer's exemption application classifies the Site as being located in a "highly urbanized 

area". This is one of developer's many misrepresentations concerning the Project. 
• In fact, like the rest of the Highlands, the Site is broadly surrounded by 17.9 square miles of 

Topanga State Park. 
• The two parcels that abut the Site comprise approximately 26 acres, of which 25 acres (96%) 

comprise Santa Ynez Canyon Park and are owned by the City of LA and zoned "open space", 
with Topanga State Park only 400 feet west of the Site, envelopes the rest of the Highlands. 

• The Site comprises part of the Wildlands Interface for the area where human habitation meets 
wildland area, so it is not reasonably possible to conclude that the Site is substantially 
surrounded by urban uses, or highly urbanized. 

• Palisades Drive, the only road in and out of the Highlands, is a designated "scenic highway". 

2. The Project would have a significant impact on the environment. 
• The huge building would be built on a steep hillside that comprises part of the Wildlands 

Interface, so it is a particularly environmentally sensitive area. 
• No adequate evaluation has been performed concerning the effect of the construction and 

operation of the Project on the topography, drainage, appearance, flora and fauna of the area. 
It should be presumed to be significate and highly detrimental, unless demonstrated 
otherwise. 

3. The Site has value for endangered, rare or threatened species. 
• The State of California lists approximately 65 species of amphibians, insects, and birds that 

are classified as "threatened" or "endangered". 
• Developer's consultant performed a cursory inspection of the Site and concluded "we did not 

see anything". 
• Due to the varied terrain of the Site and the adjacent and surrounding Wildlands areas, which 

encompasses everything from riparian watershed to mountaintops, the Site could easily have 
value for one or more endangered, rare or threatened species. A proper environmental review 
needs to be conducted to determine whether or not such value exists. 

4. The Project will have a significant effect on traffic and noise. 
• NOISE: The Project will have the following significant effects upon noise, among others: 

o At outset, per developer's haul route information, construction will export one 
truckload of dirt, on average, every 10 minutes, 5 hours per day, 5 days per week, for 
over 2 months, plus trucks will idle and back with loud beeping sound. Moreover, I 
believe developer's export estimate may be substantially understated. 

o Developer had one inadequate sound check performed at one time of day, which 
concluded Project would not exceed ambient sound level. It also essentially ignored 
the oppressive noise that would emanate from onsite excavation and construction 
equipment, particularly given the need to excavate the entire lot to a depth of nearly 
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50 feet and then to build supports to protect the site from sliding into the steep 
canyon below. The report does not specify the time of day, but it likely was 
conducted during daylight hours. The ambient sound level is substantially lower at 
night, and the sound produced by the project could exceed night time ambient levels. 
Also, a substantial increase in noise emergency vehicles and delivery vehicles would 
occur. Further noise evaluation is required. 

o Commercial HV AC equipment will run 24/7, serving the equivalent of a medium size 
hotel. Developer justifies it by saying, effectively, that other properties in the area 
have HV AC, so no one will notice. In fact, some homes do not have HV AC, and 
most do not operate their units most of the year, preferring to use fresh air ventilation 
through open windows. 

• TRAFFIC: Developer cited generic data to the effect that daily trips generated by dementia 
care/assisted living projects fall below the LA Department of Transportation minimum traffic 
impact analysis threshold, but CEQA does not follow that standard. The Project will have the 
following significant traffic impacts, among others, that must be carefully evaluated: 

o Dangerous left turns from Palisades Drive onto Vereda de la Montura. 
o Dangerous ingress/egress to/from Project subterranean parking directly onto 

Palisades Drive, where downhill speeds frequently exceed 50 mph, well in excess of 
the posted speed limit. 

o Material increase in emergency vehicles using Palisades Drive, a winding mountain 
road. 

o Material increase in delivery vehicles using Palisades Drive. 
o Material increase in personal care assistants and visitors, many of whom will be 

elderly drivers . 
o Substantial additional burden on neighborhood and Topanga State Park trailhead 

visitors, which is already in short supply. 
o Substantial additional burden on parking on lower Palisades Drive, which is 

presumably where Project staff will park in order to be taken by vans up to the 
Project, 3 shifts per day. 

5. The Project is not consistent with applicable general plan (and, therefore, the BPPCP) 
designation and policies. See the discussion on Lack of Compliance and Compatibility, below. 

6. State Policy favors more environmental review, not less. In a decision involving another 
Pacific Palisades project, the California Supreme Court explained, "[S]ince the preparation of an 
[environmental impact report] is the key to environmental protection under [CEQA], accomplishment of 
the high objectives of that act requires the preparation ofan [environmental impact report] 
whenever it can be fairly argued on the basis of substantial evidence that the project may have a 
significant environmental impact. (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles 13 Cal.3d 68 at p. 75, ( emph. 
added); accord, Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of San Diego 
Redevelopment Agency (2005) 134 Cal.App.4th 598, 609). 

B. COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT. Developer has applied for a required Coastal 
Development Permit ("CDP") since the Site is in the Coastal Zone. The Project cannot qualify for a CDP 
because the City cannot reasonably find that the development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act (contained in the California Public Resources Code and interpreted in the Los 
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Angeles County (South Coast Region) Regional Interpretive Guidelines ("RIGS"), for many reasons, 
including the following: 

1. PRC 30240. The Project is adjacent to parks and recreation areas and environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas but due to its overwhelming size, design and use. The Project would violate Public 
Resources Code Section 30240 because as sited and designed, the Project would not prevent impacts that 
would significantly degrade those areas and would not be compatible with the continuance of those 
habitat and recreation areas. See discussion on Lack of Compliance and Compatibility, below, for further 
details. 

2. PRC 30251. The Project would violate Public Resources Code Section 30251 : 
• Due to its oversized height, mass and incongruent design, the Project would destroy, rather 

than preserve and protect, views to the ocean and in this scenic coastal area. Without 
limitation, it would destroy views of parties driving to access Topanga State Park from 
nearby trail heads on Vereda de la Montura and Michael Lane. 

• Due to its oversized height, mass and incongruent design, the Project is not visually 
compatible with the surrounding areas. See the discussion on Lack of Compliance and 
Compatibility, below. 

3. PRC 30253. The Project would violate Public Resources Code Section 30253: 
• The Project does not minimize risk to life and property in an area of high fire hazard, as 

required ofnew development by PRC 30253(a)-the Site is located in a Very High Severe 
Fire Hazard Zone, with very limited evacuation alternatives. 

• The Project does not minimize risk to life and property in an area of high geologic hazard, as 
required of new development by PRC 30253(a)-the Site is located in a liquefaction zone. 

• The Project does not minimize energy consumption or vehicle miles traveled as required of 
new development by PRC 30253( d), as it is located many miles from the nearest medical 
offices, hospitals. Also, the closest public transportation (bus stop) is over 2 miles away. 

• The Project does not protect a special neighborhood that is a destination point for visitors 
enjoying Topanga State Park, as required of new development by PRC 30253(e). 

4. PRC 30620 mandates that the Project comply with the Brentwood-Palisades Community 
Plan: 

• Coastal Act Section 30620 requires the Coastal Commission to prepare and disseminate 
interpretive guidelines designed to assist local governments in determining how the polices in 
the Coastal Act shall be applied in the Coastal Zone prior to certification of their Local 
Coastal Programs. In the absence of an adoptive local coastal program, the local Community 
Plan serves as a functional equivalent. Pacific Palisades does not have an adopted Local 
Coastal Program, so the BPPCP must be utilized. 

• All of the Project's violations of the BPPCP described below equally violate the Coastal Act. 

5. RIGS. The Project would violate the RIGS in the following respects: 
• RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec A.2(g)-New commercial ... and residential developments of 

IO or more dwelling units in the Santa Monica Mountains must dedicate access trails and 
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parking areas for visitors to Topanga State Park (interpreting PRC 30210, 30213 and 
30212.5). The Project offers no such dedications. 

• RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec A.2(i)-The density of new residential development must be 
limited to a maximum of 24 units per acre. (interpreting PRC 30250 and 30252) The Project 
would contain 82 units. 

• RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec B.1-Commercial establishments should be public recreation 
and recreation supportive or otherwise coastally related facilities . (interpreting PRC 30222 
and 30255) The Project contains no such facilities. 

• RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec C.1-Views to Santa Monica Mountains from public roads 
should be preserved and protected. (interpreting PRC 30251 and 30211 ). The high rise 
Project would obscure views of the Santa Monica Mountains from Palisades Drive. 

• RIGS-Pacific Palisades Sec C.2-Development adjacent to Santa Monica Mountain Park 
must protect views from trails . (interpreting PRC 30251 and 30210). The incongruous high 
rise Project would be clearly visible from several trails in the park. 

• RIGS-Appendix-Alteration of Landforms-In all cases, grading should be minimized. 
(interpreting PRC 30251, 30253 and 30240). The Project would require the export of 
approximately 20,000 cubic yards of soil, if not more. 

Local Coastal Program Adoption Prejudice. In addition to the foregoing violations, any one of which 
is sufficient for the denial of the Coastal Development Permit, the Project would prejudice the ability of 
the City of Los Angeles to prepare a Local Coastal Program in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Ac and therefore should be denied. If allowed to proceed as proposed, the Project will serve as precedent 
for further incompatible development. "Community character," as relevant to the analysis of compatibility 
under the Coastal Act, is a classic cumulative impacts issue, and any and all "outlier" incompatible 
development allowed in this neighborhood will serve, in combination with other past, current and 
probably future projects, as a structure against which future projects are measured. Accordingly, if 
allowed to proceed, this Project's adverse precedent will prejudice the ability to adopt a Local Coastal 
Program that protects community character. 

C. SITE PLAN REVIEW/LACK OF COMLIANCE AND COMPATIBILITY. The nature of the 
Project obligates developer to obtain Site Plan Review approval. To issue the approval, the City must 
make the two findings listed below, which the City should not make, based upon the actual applicable 
facts. 

1. REQUIRED FINDING-COMPLIANCE: The Project must be in substantial compliance 
with the purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan, applicable community plan (i.e., the 
BPPCP) and any applicable specific plan. The Project would NOT be in substantial compliance, for 
many reasons, including the following: 

• BPPCP Sec III-28 requires that "senior citizen housing projects [be located] in 
neighborhoods within reasonable walking distance of health and community facilities, 
services and public transportation." No such health or community facilities exist 
anywhere in the Highlands - and most certainly not within "walking distance." Worse still, 
there is no bus service anywhere in the Highlands, and the nearest bus stop is 2.4 miles 'away 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

on Sunset. The isolated nature of the Site makes it an inappropriate candidate for use as 
senior citizen housing. 
The Project violates BPPCP requirements that (1) the Project "preserve existing views in 
hillside areas," and (2) "new development [be] adjacent to or in the viewshed of State 
parkland ... [and] protect views from public lands and roadways." On the contrary, the 
Project significantly impairs the views from all homes and townhouses that face the Project 
site, and for motorists and pedestrians along Palisades Drive, V ereda de la Montura, and 
Michael Lane. 
The Project ignores Sec. 2-1 .3 of the BPPCP that specifically mandates that commercial 
projects "be designed and developed to achieve a high level of quality, distinctive 
character, and compatibility with existing uses and development." The five-story above 
grade Project is entirely incompatible with the neighborhood, the existing two-story 
commercial development next door and the homes and townhouses located throughout the 
Highlands. 
BPPCP Section 2-.3.3 requires that "commercial projects achieve harmony with the best 
of existing development." 

o No structure anywhere in the Highlands, whether commercial, condominium, or 
single-family home, exceeds three stories; and most are only two stories, with some 
one-story single-family homes. 

o All other structures in the Highlands adhere to the 30-foot height limit in the 
Palisades Village Pla!!..,and in the Sec 2-3.1 of the BPPCP. 

o The proposed 7 foot setbacks of the Project and much smaller than the prevailing 
setbacks in the neighborhood. 

o There are no underground garages in the Highlands. 
o Finally, as discussed below, there are no structures that remotely approach the size, 

scale or height of the Project. 
The appalling lack of landscaping violates the Community Plan requirement that "landscape 
corridors should be created and enhanced," not obliterated. (See BPPCP Sec 2-4.4.) 
Setbacks in the neighboring townhouses are at least 20 feet and range up the 50 feet in some 
spots. They are extensively landscaped, and the setbacks slope upwards. All townhomes are 
grouped, 3 or 4 together side-by-side, with landscaped walkways and corridors separating 
each of these small groups of homes. The Project's 45-foot monumental fa;:ade, set almost on 
the sidewalk, is a true eyesore. ..Jcv {iv C. •s-r 
The Project conflicts with Section 5-1 .1 that mandates, "Permitted development shall be 
sited and designed ... to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and where feasible, to restore and 
enhance visual quality in the visually degraded areas." For the many reasons discussed 
earlier, the Project would do the opposite! 
BPPCP Section 17-1.2 is emphatic about its Policy to "Protect and preserve archaeological 
sites of Native Americans." The Project application documents omit any mention of the 
history of Native Americans throughout the Palisades and Malibu, and on the Project site, 
facts that were previously found very relevant in 1988 when this same site came up for a 
hearing. 
BPPCP Section V-3 mandates that, "no structures should exceed 30 feet in height within 
15 feet and 30 feet of front and rear property lines." 
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o The Project violates both limits. It calls for a 45-foot height along Vereda and 
Palisades Drive with a paper-thin 7-foot setback. When viewed from Palisades Drive, 
a total of five levels (four building stories plus parking exit) can be seen, for a total 
height of approximately 57 feet. 

o The enormous scale of the Project will be clearly visible to drivers coming north on 
Palisades Drive, to park visitors at the Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State 
Park, and all nearby homes. 

• Items 5 and 6 in BPPCP Section V-4 require the "screening of mechanical and electrical 
equipment" and "all rooftop equipment and building appurtenances from public view." 
While that might be done to a degree, it would require at least at least 6 to 8 feet of sound and 
visual screening, which would render the true height of the facility from a front view well 
over 50 feet above ground on the north and east sides, and up to 70 feet above ground on the 
south and west sides. 

• "The Surface Parking Landscape" requirement in BPPCP Section V-4 requires the developer 
to provide "a landscaped buffer along public streets or adjoining residential uses." 
Obviously, the Project's spartan 7-foot strip along Vereda is not what was ever envisioned, 
given the 15-foot minimum setback requirements in BPPCP Section V-3. 

2. REQUIRED FINDING-COMPATIBILITY: The Project must consist ofan arrangement 
of buildings and structures (including height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, 
loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements, that 
is or will be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent properties and 
neighboring properties. The Project would NOT be compatible for many reasons, including the 
following: 

• Height: The Project would have 5 levels above-grade when viewed from Palisades Drive, 4 
stories above-grade when viewed from Vereda de la Montura--45 feet above grade on 
Vereda, and approximately 57 feet on Palisades Drive, plus elevator hut and stairwell exits on 
roof. 

o No building in the Highlands or the Palisades ( other than high rise condos at PCH) 
has 4 stores, let alone 5 stories) 

o The buildings in the new Caruso project, in the heart of Palisades business district, 
are limited to only 30 feet in height. 

• Bulk: The Project would have over 64,500 sf on less than one acre of land, for a huge floor 
area ratio (FAR) of 1.50, and would have an occupancy ratio of 9§ residents, plus staff, per 
acre. 

o The adjacent small commercial property has an FAR of approximately 0.27, which is 
less than 115th of the Project. 

o The townhome properties in the vicinity of the Site have an FAR of not more than 
approximately 0.70, which is less than one-halfofthe Project. 

o The new Caruso project, in the heart of the Palisades business district, has an FAR of 
only approximately 0.83, which just over half of the Project. 

o The 17.9 square miles of open space adjacent to the Site has an FAR of0.00. 
o The Project exacerbates the massive high-rise nature of the Project by placing the 

main building with a straight, unarticulated 4 to 5 story fa~ade immediately adjacent 
to the street, while the residential buildings generally have stepped back and 
articulated facades . 
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o It is possible that developer has understated the total square footage of the Project, so 
that the true FAR of the Project exceeds 1.50. 

o The occupancy density of 96 residents per acre, plus staff and visitors, is substantially 
more than DOUBLE the typical occupancy density of the neighborhood residential 
properties. 

• Setback: The Project has proposed miniscule setbacks of only 7 feet, and adds insult to 
injury by planning to put trees into the adjacent sidewalks. 

o The residential properties in the vicinity of the Site have beautifully landscaped 
setback areas of 20 to 25 feet. 

• Design: 
o The modem, unattractive design of the Project is completely out of character with the 

Mediterranean and rustic design of the residential projects and the small commercial 
project that are proximate to the Site. 

o No other building in the Highlands and subterranean parking. 
o No other building in the Highlands is elevator served. 

• Use: The continuous 24/7 use of the Project as a high-rise health care facility, with attendant 
frequent emergency vehicle visits, 3 shifts per day staff changes, numerous private care 
providers and visitors, and food service, equipment and other deliveries are completely 
incompatible with the quiet, semi-rural residential and open-space recreational character of 
the Highlands generally and the immediately neighborhood specifically. 

CONCLUSION. 

Development is not a right, it is a privilege. Applicable laws and requirements must be observed and 
obeyed. Based on the foregoing, the Project does not and cannot comply with all applicable laws and 
requirements. Accordingly, the Zoning Administrator should not issue or approve developer's requested 
CEQA Categorical Exemption, Coastal Development Permit or Site Plan Approval 

Sillce~✓-~ 
Robert T. Flick 

cc: Councilperson Mike Bonin 
Highlanders United for Good 
Pacific Palisades Residents Association 
Luna & Glushon-Robert Glushon, Esq. and Kristina Kropp, Esq. 



Michael Lane Villas Home Owners Association 

To 

City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

200 Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attention: Mr. Henry Chu 

Associate Zoning Administrator 

Ref: Elder Care Facility 

1525 North Palisades Drive 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

Case No: ZA 2017 - 2170 (ELD)(CDP)(SPR) 

CEQA No: ENV - 2017 - 2171- CE (Class 32) 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

October 27, 2017 

via e-mail: Henry.chu@lacity.org 

I would like to follow up on my letters of Sept. 25, 2017 and Oct. 17, 2017 and bring another issue to 

your attention regarding the 

Elder Care Facility: At a meeting of the Palisades Highlands Presidents Council ( PHPC) on Oct. 23, 2017, 

the Fire Marshal responsible for the Palisades Highlands made a presentation regarding fire prevention 

and safety in our community. I specifically raised the question of fire safety and survivability of the 

residents of the proposed Elder Care facility and the possibility to "shelter in place " . The FM agreed that 

this is a viable approach, but he would require the facility to be of fire resistive construction, specifically 

Type 1 construction. Therefore, we request that the City make Type 1 construction a Condition of 

Approval for this project. 

Additional Concerns: The applicant presented his project on 10.26.2017 to the Pacific Palisades 

Community Council, ( PPCC ) seeking endorsement from this citizens advisory group. Significantly, the 

PPCC refused to endorse the project as designed, expressing, among a series of other issues, concerns 

about building height and building size, as well as safety in a fire or earthquake situation. 

As already stated in our previous letters, our HOA shares these concerns of the projects incompatibility 

with the surrounding neighborhood. Most importantly, while the project falls within the height 

restriction of the Cl zoning, it is in conflict with the existing height restrictions for other commercial 

developments in the Palisades, such as Palisades Village, currently under construction by Caruso 

Development. This project is restricted to 30 feet, which is a reasonable and acceptable standard for our 

community. This reinforces the fact that the proposed project height of 4 stories is incompatible with 

the character of the Palisades Highlands. 

MLV - 1525 Zoning Issues 2 FWK 



We therefore suggest that the allowable building height of 4 stories violates the environmental 

conditions of the Palisades Highlands and should be reduced to no more than 3 stories. 

Given the above concerns, we continue to object to the approval of this project as currently designed 

in the strongest terms. 

Fritz Kastner 

President 

Michael Lane Villas HOA 

1528 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades CA 90272 

1 310 383 6070 direct 

fkastner@s-and-k.com 

Copies to: 

LA City Council Member Mike Bonin councilmember.bonin@la.org 

Courtney Shum Courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Lisa Cahill Lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

MLV HOA Board of Directors 

Gordon Gerson/ MLV HOA news letter 
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Elder Care Facility Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1 message 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

johnm.stutsman@gmail.com <johnm.stutsman@gmail.com> Thu, Oct 26, 2017 at 3:34 PM 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 
Cc: Courtney.Shum@lacity.org, Councilmember.Bonin@lacity.org, Lisa Cahill <Lisa.Cahill@lacity.org>, 
Ezra.Gale@lacity.org, MaryamZarJD@yahoo.com, Luc.ppcc@gmail.com 

To: 

Mr. Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 

Via email: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 

Ref: Elder Care Facility 

1525 North Palisades Driw 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Cc. Courtney.Shum@lacity.org 

Council member.Bonin@lacity.org 

Lisa.Cahill@lacity.org 

Ezra.Gale@lacity.org 

MaryamZar JD@yahoo.com 

Luc. ppcc@gmail .com 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

I am writing to you about the proposed Elder Care Facility referenced abow. I am President of the Santa Ynez HOA 
(SYHOA) and a homeowner and resident at 17161 A\-enida de Santa Ynez . I represent 193 members of the SYHOA on 
the Presidents Council (PHPC) that consists of 21 HOA's in the Palisades Highlands. I am informing you of the 
following: 

1. Dewloper Mr. Rony Shram presented his eldercare project to PHPC members at a meeting on June 26, 2017. 
The PHPC did NOT take a position on the eldercare project after his presentation. To my surprise, PHPC chair Da'Ad 
Dwyer sent a letter to you for the October 4, 2017 hearing wherein he expressed support, as PHPC chair, for the Shram 
eldercare Project. That representation of support by the Council would be invalid because the HOA presidents were not 
polled nor were most HOA members of the 21 member HOA's. The PHPC does not speak for the SYHOA homeowners 
on the Elder Care Facility. 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/u/Ol?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&jswr= 19n8NIM Eael.en.&1,1ev,cpt&search=inbax&th= 15f5ad319c97b66a&siml= 15f5ad319c97b66a 1/2 
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2. SY HOA board \Oted 3 against a,,_ 1. neutral on the eldercare project at its boa, . . neeting on October 25 

3. SYHOA members in attendance at the meeting (11) \Oted o\€rwhelmingly against the eldercare project. 

Very truly yours, 
John Stutsman 
President, Santa Ynez HOA 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js-..er=19n8N\.MEael.en.&1.1ew=pt&search=inbox&th=15f5ad319c97b66a&siml=15f5ad319c97b66a 2/2 
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Connect 
ate 
ollabo. te Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Case ZA-2017-21-ELD-CDP-SPR. 1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades 
90272 
1 message 

Donna Galvin <gal"1nrodedesign@msn.com> Mon, Oct 9, 2017 at 9:13 PM 
To: "Henry.Chu@lacity.org" <Henry.Chu@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

I have lived in the Michael Lane Villas for almost 24 years, am an Interior Design 
Professional and am a member of the Board of Directors of the 110 unit Michael 
Lane Villas. No one on our Board or in our complex was made aware of this project 
until approximately 3 1/2 weeks ago when Rony Shram, the developer, sent out 
letters to some area residents . As a homeowner directly affected by this proposed 
project I want to voice my strong opposition to this project. 

I don't know if you are familiar with the Palisades Highlands but it is a very special 
residential community. This proposed building is totally incompatible in design, 
size, scale, building materials and colors to the homogeneous architecture of the 
area. We are a series of mostly planned developments of predominantly 
Mediterranean or Rustic style townhomes and single family homes. This proposed 
building's jarring design and massive scale deliberately displays complete 
insensitivity and disregard for the surrounding cohesive architectural styles and the 
setting in which it is located. 

The Highlands is a residential community situated in the beautiful and scenic Santa 
Monica Mountains State Park. This building would obliterate the view corridors of 
the mountains and hillsides from residents and passers by. It would also loom over 
and dwarf the small restaurant and offices that are located next to the site in addition 
to all the surrounding townhouses. 

This proposed building has the uninspired appearance of a large office building that 
one would find in a commercial urban area, not in a residential community. It is 
totally lacking even a hint it would house a "residential" facility for the elderly and for 
Alzheimer's patients . Shram and his architects have made no attempt to design a 

hltps://mail .goog le.com'mai l/li0/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&jswr=~U FNOKniXg .en.&~eNFpt&search= inbox&th= 15f047cb0d80cldcf&siml= 15f047cb0d80ddcf 1/3 
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building in a design style , , 1d scale that would be comp&. Ae and appropriate to our 
community and the Highlands mountain area setting. 

The developer's approach has been to keep this project a secret from most area 
residents until the very last minute and without any community input, except for 
those very select and self interested few, a couple of whom do not even live in the 
area, who back them. That could be because the last project Shram proposed 
several years ago on this piece of property experienced such overwhelming 
rejection from the community. 

This is in stark contrast to the very professional, inclusive and sensitive approach 
taken by Rick Caruso in guiding his project the Palisades Village. He spent months 
and months getting input and ideas from the community which resulted in wide 
support for his extremely popular and appropriately designed project. 

In addition to all of the reasons that have been voiced by others in opposition to this 
inappropriate project regarding increased traffic, lack of adequate parking, 
inaccessibility of those elderly resident to shops and services, safety of the elderly 
residents in case of dangerous wildfires, earthquakes, and appropriate escape and 
rescue routes, the proposed building is an insult to our community. 

The developers should be ashamed to propose such an eyesore and blight on our 
beautiful area. They have shown no interest in working with the residents to design 
a project that would be appropriate and accepted by the residents of this 
community. 

There had been no consideration for or input from our residents who would be 
forced to live with this design disaster long after the developers have sold this 
project, made their profit, and gone. 

I hope you will reject this project. 

Thank you, 

Donna Galvin 

1558 Michael Lane 
https://mail .g oog le.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js-.er=~U FNOKniXg .en.&l.iew=pt&search=inbox&th= 15f047cb0d80ddcf&sim= 15f047cb0d80ddcf 2/3 
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Paqific Palisades, CA 9, _ 72 
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Law Offices of Robert Flick 

15332 ANTIOCH STREET, #202 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CALIFORNIA 90272 

VOICE 310.573.0300 

FAX 424.644.2554 

e mail: rflick@flicklaw.com 
Internet: www.flicklaw.com 

October 4, 2017 

VIA EMAIL AND PERSONAL DELIVERY 

Mr. Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Signed Opposition Petition 
ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR/ENV-2017-2171-CE 
1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades ("Property") 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

Attached are copies of a signed petition (12 pages total) from owners and residents in 
the community opposing the project. 

Robert T. Flick 

[ 8 /I{ (rµJ !J 
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PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

SITE PLAN REVIEW APPPROVAL AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. ZA 2017-2170 

We, the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
otherwise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
("Project"), present this Petition in Opposition to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los 
Angeles and request that the Department reject and disapprove the owner's application for the above
referenced permits and approval for the Project. 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SIGNATURE 

Petition Opposing Permits and Approval ZA 2017-2170 
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PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

SITE PLAN REVIEW APPPROVAL AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. ZA 2017-2170 

We, the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
other.vise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
("Project"), present this Petition in Opposition to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los 
Angeles and request that the Department re(ect and disapprove the owner's application for the above
referenced permits and approval for the Project. 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SIGNATURE 

Petition Opposing Permits and Approval ZA 2017-2170 



PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

SITE PLAN REVIEW APPPROVAL AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. ZA 2017-2170 

We, the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
otherwise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
("Projecr), present this Petition in Opposition to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los 
Angeles and request that the Department reject and disapprove the owner's application for the above
referenced permits and approval for the Project. 
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PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

---- ✓ 

SITE PLAN REVIEW AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. ZA 2017-2170 

We, the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
otherwise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
("Project"), present to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los Angeles this petition and request 
that the Department reject and disapprove the owner's application for the above-referenced permits and 
approvals for the Project. 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SIGNATURE 

Petition Opposing Pennits and Approval ZA 2017-2170 



PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

SITE PLAN REVIEW AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. ZA 2017-2170 

We, the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
otherwise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
("Project"), present to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los Angeles this petition and request 
that the Department reject and disapprove the owner's application for the above-referenced permits and 
approvals for the Project. 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SIGNATURE 

,t-~ 
Petition Opposing Permits and Approval ZA 2017-2170 
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PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

SITE PLAN REVIEW APPPROVAL AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. ZA 2017-2170 

We , the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
otherwise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
("Project;, present this Petition in Opposition to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los 
Angeles and request that the Department reject and disapprove the owner's application for the above
referenced permits and approval for the Project. 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SIGNATURE ----
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PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

SITE PLAN REVIEW AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. ZA 2017-2170 

We, the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
otherwise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
("Project"), present to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los Angeles this petition and request 
that the Department reject and disapprove the owner's application for the above-referenced permits and 
approvals for the Project. 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SIGNATURE 

Petition Opposing Permits and Approval ZA 2017-2170 



PETITION IN OPPOSTION OF 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT, 

SITE PLAN REVIEW AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
1525 PALISADES DRIVE, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FILE NO. ZA 2017-2170 

We, the undersigned, who are either property owners or occupants of the Palisades Highlands or are 
otherwise interested in the development project proposed in the referenced permit applications 
("Project"}, present to the Department of City Planning of the City of Los Angeles this petition and request 
that the Department reject and disapprove the owner's application for the above-referenced permits and 
approvals for the Project. 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SIGNATURE 
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In Support of 1525 Palisades Drive Development 
1 message 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Janette Flintoff <jhflintoft@gmail.com> Tue, Oct 10, 2017 at 6:10 PM 
To: henry.chu@lacity.org, Lisa.cahill@lacity.org, CouncilMember.bonin@lacity.org, luc.ppcc@gmail.com, 
nicholas.hendricks@lacity.org, courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Greetings, 

I am writing in support of the 82 unit eldercare facility at the property located at 1525 Palisades Dri\E. As children of aging 
parents it is heartening to know that a facility will be in place close to home for them if desired and gi\Es us the s·ecurity 
of different options for us one day. We do not see any O\Erwhelming impacts other that usual project based nuisances 
that occur with new construction. Moreo\Er, ha~ng li'-Ed in the Highlands for O\Er 20 years, we welcome a tasteful 
addition to the neighborhood o\Er the vacant empty lot. 

Thank you. 

Janette and Gerry Flintoft 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mai l/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js1.er= ld'IU FN OKniXg .en.&1.1eYFpt&search= inbox&th= 15f08fb5779b1 lx:b&siml= 15f08fb5779b1 lx:b 1/1 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 
1 message 

Bonnie Zucker <bonniez90@gmail.com> Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 1 :13 PM 
To: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org, courtney.shum@lacity.org 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Ve red a de la Montura 

Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Date: Oct. 4, 2017 

Time: 11 :30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles , CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the following 
reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL 
DANGER TO SENIORS ... there is no contesting that seniors need more and better assisted living 
and dementia care options, but THE SH RAM PROJECT will seriously endanger their lives for 
many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon 
designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 
6/1 /17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ 
seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage through the 
canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' 
LIVES. The Project is distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest 
trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, and the two closest general 



• 
I Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA no. ENV02017-2717-CE 
1 message 

Sharon L. Keller <estateattorney@earthlink.net> 
Reply-To: "Sharon L. Keller'' <estateattorney@earthlink.net> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org 

September 25, 2017 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum Planning 
Assistant Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 12:47 PM 

We oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Sincerely, 

Sharon and Randall Keller 
1908 Palisades Drive 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember .bonin@lacity.org ezra.gale@lacity.org 
cou 



To~ Vicki Warren <vicki90272@aol.com> 
Bee: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Good Afternoon Vicki, 

Thank you for the email. I understand that you have concerns about the proposal and happy to discuss them with you. 
Although this proposal is different than the one the property owner originally brought forward, please note that it does not 
seek to deviate from, or circumvent, the zoning regulations or planning code in any way. 

Thank you for sharing your comments with Courtney Shum (courtney.shum@lacity.org), the case planner for the project 
with the Department of City Planning. If you would like to review the case file, please work with Courtney to arrange a 
time and location. Additionally, if you would like to discuss the proposal and the associated City process, please call me at 
your convenience. 

Best, 

MfKE BONJN 

Ezra Gale 
Senior Planner 
Councilmember Mike Bonin 
City of Los Angeles 
213-473-7011 I www.llthdistrict.com 

LA Cl'r"'ICOUNCILMfMg[f!. 

C ~,"'"''•"' "' _J Sign lJp for Mike's Email Updates 

Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphonesl 
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• Damage to the surface of Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbation of already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset Boulevard and Pacific 
Coast Highway. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural amphitheater, allowing noise to 
travel great distances, residents can expect to be disturbed by noise from emergency vehicle sirens as well as the 
required backup beeping from commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have consistently misrepresented various 
aspects of the project from claiming that assisted living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without 
"the need of constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to asserting that the 
patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. It would 
be a long, steep, and dangerous bicycle ride from the proposed Project site to public transportation or any business 
district. In reality, about 60 employees would need transportation back and forth all over the greater Los Angeles area in 
three shifts. The 100 residents would need routine transport to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT 
FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS 
NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY - AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - All TO 
UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning application form also asked 
Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring/property owners in support of" the Project, but THE UST OF 
"SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

In summary, there are numerous and valid reasons why the proposed senior care facility is not appropriate 
for this location. Hundreds of neighbors have already voiced their strenuous opposition to this ill
conceived project, and more opponents are being added daily as the word spreads. Your job is to represent 
the voices of your constituents, to uphold the law, and to enhance the safety of the citizens of Los Angeles. 
I urge you to reject this project. 

Sincerely yours, 

Victoria K. Warren 

1431 Palisades Drive 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin, Ezra Gale, and Lisa cahill 

~ VKW Letter Opposing Senior Project Sept 2017.pdf 
66K 

Ezra Gale <ezra.gale@lacity.org> Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 12:20 PM 



THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY nestled in the pristine wilderness of the Santa Monica 
Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park -- one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the 
Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the proposed 
development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD 
LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

The area is home to wildlife including deer, coyotes, mountain lions, rattlesnakes, and scorpions. It is frequented by a 
constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, joggers, hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other 
nature lovers who enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the many 
hiking trails that connect Highlands neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area. The 
adjacent Topanga State Park boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and is the largest State Park within a city's limits anywhere in 
the United States. 

THE PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, 
AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 
65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park on Vereda 
de la Montura, adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS 
DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

THE OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community plan and all other 
developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district which, notably, is not in 
the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S 
PROJECT IS 36% HIGHER! Even worse, the first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible from the south, 
thereby effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. This would be some 
67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 square feet on 3.18 
acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building for each square foot of caruso's lot, a flat pad. 
SH RAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of lot -
nearly double the density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And that 
IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in the TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE. 

• The last approval for the proposed Project site was a hearing in 2003 to build 8 town homes. Previous 
applications to build more town homes on this site were rejected. A project of 8 town homes or a small-scale 
retail/office development like the plaza next to the site would be much more consistent with current 
development in the Highlands. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens of cars and trucks headed 
to the facility to compete with current residents and park visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting the residents daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park? There will be UPS, FedEx and US Postal vehicles; as well as 
garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, 
security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, and others. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the removal of 19,308 cubic 
yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ 
WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be traveling up 
and down Palisades Drive and out Pacific Coast Highway to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away. This has the 
potential for significant problems: 

• The potential of increased auto/truck accidents and injuries on Palisades Drive, which is well-known for 
speeding and fatal accidents. 



The proposed Project site is not an appropriate location for an eldercare facility. Earthquake expert Kate 
Hutton's studies have indicated that in the event of a major earthquake, Palisades Drive could be unusable 
for an extended period of time due to its location in a stream bed subject to liquefaction. Highlands 
residents {and all Los Angeles residents) are strongly encouraged by officials and the media to prepare for 
the anticipated "big one" quake, while at the same time someone is planning to build a large eldercare 
facility in a remote area that is expected to be without services for days or weeks after this quake? That 
makes no sense! 

The entire Highlands is also a very high risk area for brush fires, with only one road in or out. Again, not 
appropriate for a senior care facility filled with nearly 100 residents with significant medical needs. 

Aside from the safety risks from earthquakes and fires, the size and scale of the project is not appropriate 
for this location. The increased traffic from visitors, employees, and service providers would put more 
burden on Palisades Drive, which is already well-known for dangerous driving and fatal accidents. The 
nearest public transportation is two miles away. 

There are numerous reasons why this is not an appropriate location for a senior care facility. In addition to 
my thoughts above, I include below some additional analysis of the proposed development and the 
compelling reasons why it is not appropriate for the Highlands. 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS. There is no 
contesting that seniors need more and better assisted living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will 
seriously endanger their lives for many reasons: 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon designated "Hillside" and a 
"Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical 
means to evacuate 100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage through 
the canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if Palisades Drive is blocked by 
rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• · LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is distant 
from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, 
and the two closest general hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to 
reach in traffic which is far too long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by 
accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. There 
are no medical resources anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be transported 
to Santa Monica, Westwood and beyond for routine, non-urgent care. The proposed residents would require 
assisted living support and/or dementia care with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE and no operator to run an assisted living or 
dementia care facility. Statements made in all the application documents reflect the responses of novices, 
not professionals who must be licensed and experienced to operate these facilities. Given the folly of locating 
an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is difficult to believe that any reputable 
operator would agree to assume this responsibility and liability. 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Opposition to Application for Development & Coastal Permits (Case # ZA-2017-2170-
ELD-CDP-SPR) 
2 messages 

Vicki Warren <vicki90272@aol.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 12:18 PM 

Please see my letter below and attached regarding the proposed project at 1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, 
CA 90272. 

Best regards, 

Victoria K. Warren 
1431 Palisades Drive 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

September 25, 2017 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 

Expedited Processing Section 

200 Spring St. Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT /COASTAL PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 

Re: case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Date: Oct. 4, 2017 

Time: 11:30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 

200 North Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill; 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits. 



Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN 
SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

Sincerely, 

Heather Littell 

1583 Micheal Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

310-993-8330 

Ezra Gale <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 
To: Heather Littell <HALittell@hotmail.com> 
Bee: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Good Morning Heather, 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 11:57 AM 

Thank you for the email. I understand that you have concerns about the proposal and happy to discuss them with you. 
Although this proposal is different than the one the property owner originally brought forward, please note that it does not 
seek to deviate from, or circumvent, the zoning regulations or planning code in any way. 

Thank you for sharing your comments with Courtney Shum (courtney.shum@lacity.org), the case planner for the project 
with the Department of City Planning. If you would like to review the case file, please work with Courtney to arrange a 
time and location. Additionally, if you would like to discuss the proposal and the associated City process, please call me at 
your convenience. 

Best, 

Ezra Gale 
Senior Planner 
Councilmember Mike Bonin 
City of Los Angeles 
213-473-7011 Iwww.Jlthdistrict.com 

Sign Up for Mike's Email Updates 

Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphonesl 
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[Quoted text hidden] 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

I oppose 1525 Palisades Drive Elder Care Project 
2 messages 

Heather Littell <HALittell@hotmail.com> Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 11:48 AM 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: "councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org>, "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 

September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

Expedited Processing Section 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn : Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 

1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and 
WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, 
EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE HIGHLANDS 
COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet 
from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park on Vereda and adjoins the Santa 



convenience. 

Best, 

I 

Ezra Gale 
Senior Planner 
Councilmember Mike Bonin 
City of Los Angeles 
213-473-7011 I www.1 I thdistrict.com 

~ 
\, .. _ __ • • _ _!!- J, u , ,. , " ,1 ___ _ Sign Up for Mike's Email Updates 

Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphonesl 
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• 
I Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
2 messages 

Lorena C Craven <lorenaccraven@yahoo.com> Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 11 :43 AM 
Reply-To: Lorena C Craven <lorenaccraven@yahoo.com> 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: "councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org>, "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 

September 25, 2017 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn : Ms. Courtney Shum Planning 
Assistant Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

Lorena C Craven 
1672 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org ezra.gale@lacity.org 

Ezra Gale <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 
To: Lorena C Craven <lorenaccraven@yahoo.com> 
Bee: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Good Morning Lorena, 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 11 :44 AM 

Thank you for the email. I understand that you have concerns about the proposal and happy to discuss them with you. 
Although this proposal is different than the one the property owner originally brought forward, please note that it does not 
seek to deviate from, or circumvent, the zoning regulations or planning code in any way. 

I have shared your comments with Courtney Shum (courtney.shum@lacity.org), the case planner for the project with the 
Department of City Planning. If you would like to review the case file, please work with Courtney to arrange a time and 
location. Additionally, if you would like to discuss the proposal and the associated City process, please call me at your 



SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping 
from all commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications 
have consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming 
that assisted living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" 
without "the need of constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA 
environmental impact findings, to asserting that the patients and staff "would be 
transported mostly via shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 10 
BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would need transportation back and 
forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine transport of the 
residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A 
WHOLE AND NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE 
PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 
DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY - AND NONE AT ALL TO 
THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - ALL TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME 
TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning application form also asked 
Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring property owners in 
support of' the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY 
BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

For all of these reasons I join my neighbors in my opposition to the project as 
proposed. HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR 
STRENUOUS OPPOSITION TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE 
OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

For all these and a host of more detailed legal reasons associated with the details 
related to developing a project such as this, HUG is OPPOSED TO THIS 
PROJECT. If you have any questions please direct them to: www.hugpali.org 
email: hugpalisades@gmail.com 

Thank you for your careful consideration of these important neighborhood 
concerns! 

Regards, 



• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of 
about 116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 
square feet of building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. 
SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of 
building for each square foot of lot - nearly double the density that the 
City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And that 
IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in 
the TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will 
force dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current 
residents and park visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting 
their very ill relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US 
Postal; or the garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry 
suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security 
personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate 
here, with TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will 
require the removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR 
MORE -- in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ 
WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS 
in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a 
dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks 
solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries 
on Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT 
TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on 
Sunset and PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and 
the logjam at Sunset and the 405. . 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a 
natural amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can 
expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE 



Westwood, and the two closest general hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA 
Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too 
long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by 
accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENT AL OR OTHER URGENT CARE 
FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the 
anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be 
transported to Santa Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, 
non-urgent care; and all are assisted living and/or dementia impaired 
with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community 
plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central 
business district, which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does 
not border Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. 
SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher] WORSE yet, from the south, the 
first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby effectively . 
making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 
67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. THE SHRAM 
PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -- to 
run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all 
the application documents reflect the responses of novices, not 
professionals who must be licensed and experienced to operate these 
facilities. Given the folly of locating an assisted living/dementia care 
facility so remote from help, it is difficult to believe that any reputable 
operator would agree to assume this liability and responsibility. 

• THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in 
the pristine wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded 
on three sides by Topanga State Park -- one the largest and most 
heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa 
Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the proposed 
development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as 
the SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO 
BELIEVE. 

• PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING 
NATURAL BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY 
OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The 
towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building is only 
400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State 
Park on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south 
side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, 
HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 



James and Kirsten Ellis 
17589 Camino De Yatasto 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
(310) 459-6293 

September 25, 2017 

Ms. Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedite Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

Councilmember Mike Bonin 
1645 Corinth Ave., No. 201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Via US Mail and Email 
courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Via US Mail and Email 
councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL 
PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
Case No. : ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for 
all the following reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES A DANGER TO 
SENIORS ... there is no contesting that seniors need more and better assisted 
living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will seriously 
endanger their lives for many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep 
canyon designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no 
practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their 
caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage through the 
canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, 
especially if Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by 
liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS 
SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is distant from medical facilities and 
trauma centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in 



Department of City Planning. If you would like to review the case file, please work with Courtney to arrange a time and 
location. Additionally, if you would like to discuss the proposal and the associated City process, please call me at your 
convenience. 

Best, 

MrKE BONfN 
11' Cln'COllM ll"-HMP-Jr , 

\ __ -~".:!' ,. t ,., , • • • 

Ezra Gale 
Senior Planner 
Councilmember Mike Bonin 
City of Los Angeles 
213-473-7011 Iwww.Ilthdistrict.com 

Si2n Up for Mike's Email Updates 

Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphonesl 
--
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TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the removal of 19,308 
cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE - in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks 
daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The 
trucks will be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away 
(the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on Palisades Drive 
and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO 
WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and PCH, 
especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural amphitheater, 
allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady 
stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, as well as the required backup 
beeping from all commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have consistently 
misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted living/dementia care patients are 
"healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA 
environmental impact findings, to asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via 
shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would need 
transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine transport of the 
residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND NO MEANINGFUL 
SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE 
COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY -AND NQN.E. AT ALL TO THE 
HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE -ALL TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this 
secrecy, the planning application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring 
property owners in support of' the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY BLANK. Not 
one signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION TO THIS ILL
CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

For all these and a host of more detailed legal reasons associated with the details related to developing a 
project such as this, I am strongly OPPOSED TO THIS PROJECT. 

Thank you for your time. 

Best, 

Eric Magnuson 

Ezra Gale <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 
To: Bonnie Zucker <bonniez90@gmail.com> 
Bee: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Good Morning Bonnie, 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 11 :07 AM 

Thank you for the email. I understand that you have concerns about the proposal and happy to discuss them with you. 
Although this proposal is different than the one the property owner originally brought forward, please note that it does not 
seek to deviate from, or circumvent, the zoning regulations or planning code in any way. 

I have shared your comments with Courtney Shum (courtney.shum@lacity.org), the case planner for the project with the 



non-urgent care; and all are assisted living and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic 
medical care needs. 

• THE SH RAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -- to run an 
assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the application documents reflect 
the responses of novices, not professionals who must be licensed and experienced to operate 
these facilities. Given the folly of locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from 
help, it is difficult to believe that any reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and 
responsibility. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine wilderness of the Santa 
Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park -- one the largest and most heavily 
visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern 
boundary of the proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SH RAM 
PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

1 
HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, joggers, hikers, rock 
climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and 

1 
streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods 
to the entire Santa Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation Area -who take FULL active advantage of 
this precious resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and is the LARGEST 

' State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United States. 
I 

, PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, EVISCERATES 
· SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-

. · story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail 
; entrance to Topanga State Park on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND 

DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

1 OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community plan and all other 
1 developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, which, 
notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-
foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the south, the first-floor parking 
garage will be clearly visible, thereby effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot 
high monument. Some 67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 sq. feet on 
3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building for each square foot of Caruso's 
lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for 
each square foot of lot - nearly double the density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades 
central business district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square 
feet in the TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens of cars and 
trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park visitors for the very limited street 
parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very ill relatives 
daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the garbage 
trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, 
security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with TRAFFIC 
CONGESTION GALORE. 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 
2 messages 

Bonnie Zucker <bonniez90@gmail.com> Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 11 :02 AM 
To: Bonnie Zucker <bonniez90@gmail.com> 
Cc: courtney.shum@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 

Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Date: Oct. 4, 2017 

Time: 11:30am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the following reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS ... 
there is no contesting that seniors need more and better assisted living and dementia care options, but THE 
SHRAM PROJECT will seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon designated 
"Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile 
Report). There is no practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their caregivers in 
event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of 
minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if Palisades Drive is 
blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. The Project 
is distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical 
Center in Westwood, and the two closest general hospitals - St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica 
Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too long in cases of emergency. And what if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN THE 
HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the 
Palisades. Seniors must be transported to Santa Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, 



• a1 
Re: MY OPPOSITION TO THIS PROJECT. 
1 message 

Ezra Gale <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 
To: DICKRAN KETENJIAN <dk_freedm@hotmail.com> 
Bee: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Good Morning Dickran, 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 9:51 AM 

Thank you for the email. I understand that you have concerns about the proposal and happy to discuss them with you. 
Although this proposal is different than the one the property owner originally brought forward, please note that it does not 
seek to deviate from, or circumvent, the zoning regulations or planning code in any way. 

I have shared your comments with Courtney Shum (courtney.shum@lacity.org), the case planner for the project with the 
Department of City Planning. If you would like to review the case file, please work with Courtney to arrange a time and 
location. Additionally, if you would like to discuss the proposal and the associated City process, please call me at your 
convenience. 

Best, 

MIKE BONIN 
I A. nn COIJNCIIMfM~fP. ~~ . ""• I•.:!! • I. •:J!!.! __ _ 

Ezra Gale 
Senior Planner 
Councilmember Mike Bonin 
City of Los Angeles 
213-473-7011 Iwww.Jlthdistrict.com 

Si,:;n Up for Mike's Email UJ>dates 

Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphonesl 
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On Fri, Sep 22, 2017 at 9:56 PM, DICKRAN KETENJIAN <dk_freedm@hotmail.com> wrote: 



seek to deviate from, or circumvent, the zoning regulations or planning code in any way. 

I have shared your comments with Courtney Shum (courtney.shum@lacity.org), the case planner for the project with the 
Department of City Planning. If you would like to review the case file, please work with Courtney to arrange a time and 
location. Additionally, if you would like to discuss the proposal and the associated City process, please call me at your 
convenience. 

Best, 

MfKE BONJN 
LA. CITYCOUNCILMlM~tR 

Ezra Gale 
Senior Planner 
Councilmember Mike Bonin 
City of Los Angeles 
213-473-7011 Iwww.Ilthdistrict.com 
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NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural 
amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be 
disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of 
the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks 
servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have 
consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted 
living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of 
constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to 
asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even back 
and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would need 
transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine 
transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND 
NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED 
AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE 
IMMEDIATE VICINITY - AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - ALL TO 
UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning 
application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring 
property owners in support of" the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS 
COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION 
TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY 
AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

Best regards, 

Lora Bagryanova 

Horvath, Steve <SHorvath@mednet.ucla.edu> Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 9:33 AM 
To: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "lisa.cahill@lacity.org" <lisa.cahill@lacity.org>, 
"courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Steve Horvath 

UCLA HEALTH SCIENCES IMPORTANT WARNING: This email (and any attachments) is only intended for the use of the 
person or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged and confidential. You , the 
recipient, are obligated to maintain it in a safe, secure and confidential manner. Unauthorized redisclosure or failure to 
maintain confidentiality may subject you to federal and state penalties. If you are not the intended recipient, please 
immediately notify us by return email , and delete this message from your computer. 

Ezra Gale <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 
To: eric <eric_magnuson@roadrunner.com> 
Bee: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Good Morning Eric, 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 10:02 AM 

Thank you for the email. I understand that you have concerns about the proposal and happy to discuss them with you. 
Although this proposal is different than the one the property owner originally brought forward, please note that it does not 



Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill , 

I am a resident of the Highlands area in Pacific Palisades and I strongly oppose the above 
application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the following reasons: 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine 
wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga 
State Park -- one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A 
smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the 
proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a " highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM 
PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THE SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, 
EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE 
HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot 
building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park 
on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL 
OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community 
plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, 
which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, was 
restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the 
south, the first-floor parking garage will be clearly vis ible, thereby effectively making the 
Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 67% higher than Caruso's 
new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 11 6,000 
sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building for each 
square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or 
nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of lot - nearly double the density 
that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And that 
IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in the TWO-STORY 
PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force 
dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park 
visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends vis iting their very ill 
relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the 
garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, 
therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, 
hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, w ith 
TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 



• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on Palisades Drive and 
Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO 
WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and PCH, 
especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural amphitheater, allowing 
loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady stream of 
EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, as well as the required backl!P beeping from all 
commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have consistently misrepresented 
various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant 
seniors" without "the need of constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact 
findings, to asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even back and 
forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would need transportation back and forth all 
over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine transport of the residents to their regular doctors 
and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND NO MEANINGFUL 
SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE 
COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY -AND NONE AT ALL TO THE 
HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - ALL TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, 
the planning application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring property 
owners in support of' the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one 
signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION TO THIS ILL
CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

For all these and a host of more detailed legal reasons associated with the details related to developing a project 
such as this, I am strongly OPPOSED TO THIS PROJECT. 

Thank you for your time. 

Best, 

Eric Magnuson 

Lora Bagryanova <l_bagryanova@yahoo.com> Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 9:27 AM 
Reply-To: Lora Bagryanova <l_bagryanova@yahoo.com> 
To: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "lisa.cahill@lacity.org" <lisa.cahill@lacity.org>, 
"courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Date: Oct. 4, 2017 
Time: 11 :30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 



• THE SH RAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -- to run an 
assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the application documents reflect the 
responses of novices, not professionals who must be licensed and experienced to operate these 
facilities. Given the folly of locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is 
difficult to believe that any reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and responsibility. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine wilderness of the Santa 
Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park -- one the largest and most heavily 
visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern 
boundary of the proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM 
PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, joggers, hikers, rock 
climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and 
streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to 
the entire Santa Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this 
precious resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and is the LARGEST State 
Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC 
VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft 
high, 82-unit, 65,000 squa;e-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga 
State Park on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER 
HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community plan and all other 
developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, which, 
notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-
foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the south, the first-floor parking 
garage will be clearly visible, thereby effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high 
monument. Some 67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 sq. feet on 
3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, 
a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each 
square foot oflot - nearly double the density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central 
business district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in the 
TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens of cars and trucks 
headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park visitors for the very limited street parking 
spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very ill relatives 
daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the garbage trucks, 
food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security 
personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with TRAFFIC 
CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the removal of 19,308 
cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks 
daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks 
will be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the 
shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 



ail Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 
4 messages 

eric <eric_magnuson@roadrunner.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Sun, Sep 24, 2017 at 10:14 PM 

Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 

Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Date: Oct. 4, 2017 

Time: 11 :30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the following reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS ... 
there is no contesting that seniors need more and better assisted living and dementia care options, but THE 
SHRAM PROJECT will seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon designated 
"Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). 
There is no practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a 
rapidly-moving fire that can rage through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if Palisades Drive is 
blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is 
distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center 
in Westwood, and the two closest general hospitals - St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, 
can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades 
Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. 
There are no medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors 
must be transported to Santa Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; 
and all are assisted living and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 
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Ezra Gale <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 
To: Jie Ren <jrenics@gmail.com> 
Bee: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Good Morning Jie, 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 10:00 AM 

Thank you for the email. I understand that you have concerns about the proposal and happy to discuss them with you. 
Although this proposal is different than the one the property owner originally brought forward, please note that it does not 
seek to deviate from, or circumvent, the zoning regulations or planning code in any way. 

I have shared your comments with Courtney Shum (courtney.shum@lacity.org), the case planner for the project with the 
Department of City Planning. If you would like to review the case file , please work with Courtney to arrange a time and 
location. Additionally, if you would like to discuss the proposal and the associated City process, please call me at your 
convenience. 

Best, 

MJKE BONIN 
I,.,. CITYCOllNCIIMrMIHR 

Ezra Gale 
Senior Planner 
Councilmember Mike Bonin 
City of Los Angeles 
213-473-7011 Iwww. llthd istri ct.com 
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employees would need transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in 
three shifts as well, as routine transport of the residents to their regular doctors 
and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE 
AND NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS 
DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES 
IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY - AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE -
ALL TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the 
planning application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of 
"neighboring property owners in support of" the Project, but THE LIST OF 
"SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS 
OPPOSITION TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING 
ADDED DAILY AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

As such, I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal 
Permits. 

Sincerely Yours, 

Jie Ren 

17286 Avenida De La Herradura 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

310-259-0416 

Ezra Gale <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 
To: John Jenkins <jocajenkins@gmail.com> 
Bee: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Good Morning John, 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 9:59 AM 

Thank you for the email. I understand that you have concerns about the proposal and happy to discuss them with you. 
Although this proposal is different than the one the property owner originally brought forward, please note that it does not 
seek to deviate from, or circumvent, the zoning regulations or planning code in any way. 

I have shared your comments with Courtney Shum (courtney.shum@lacity.org), the case planner for the project with the 
Department of City Planning. If you would like to review the case file, please work with Courtney to arrange a time and 
location. Additionally, if you would like to discuss the proposal and the associated City process, please call me at your 
convenience. 

Best, 

Ezra Gale 
Senior Planner 
Councilmember Mike Bonin 
City of Los Angeles 
213-473-7011 Iwww.1lthdistrict.com 



• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 
116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of 
building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 
64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot 
of lot - nearly double the density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades 
central business district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 
40,000 more square feet in the TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING : The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will 
force dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current 
residents and park visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their 
very ill relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g ., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or 
the garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, 
nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa 
attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, 
with TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION : The Sh ram Project will 
require the removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -
in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate 
of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will 
be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 
miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on 
Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND 
DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset 
and PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at 
Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS : Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a 
natural amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can 
expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE 
SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from 
all commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP : Their communications 
have consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that 
assisted living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the 
need of constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact 
findings, to asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via 
shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 



• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN 
THE HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the anywhere in the 
Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be transported to Santa 
Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; and all 
are assisted living and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic 
medical care needs. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -
- to run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all 
the application documents reflect the responses of novices, not professionals 
who must be licensed and experienced to operate these facilities. Given the 
folly of locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, 
it is difficult to believe that any reputable operator would agree to assume this 
liability and responsibility . 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine 
wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga 
State Park -- one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A 
smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the 
proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the 
SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, 
joggers, hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers 
who enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock 
outcroppings, and the many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to 
the entire Santa Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL 
active advantage of this precious resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 
76 miles of hiking trails and is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits anywhere 
in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL 
BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER 
WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 
65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail 
entrance to Topanga State Park on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park 
on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, 
HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades 
community plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business 
district, which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border 
Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 
36% higher! WORSE yet, from the south, the first-floor parking garage will be 
clearly visible, thereby effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-
foot high monument. Some 67% higher than Caruso's new center in the 
Village. 



For all these and a host of more detailed legal reasons associated with the details related to 
developing a project such as this, HUG is OPPOSED TO THIS PROJECT. If you have any 
questions please direct them to: www.hugpali.org email: hugpalisades@gmail.com 

John Jenkins 
1559 Palisades 
310.897.9989 

Jie Ren <jrenics@gmail.com> Sun, Sep 24, 2017 at 8:51 PM 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL 
PERMITS 

Project Site: 
Re: Case No.: 
CEQA No.: 
Date : 
Time: 

1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Oct. 4, 2017 
11:30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all 
the following reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN 
EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS ... there is no contesting that seniors need 
more and better assisted living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM PROJECT 
will seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon 
designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City 
(DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means to evacuate to 
evacuate 100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire 
that can rage through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. 
The Project is distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest 
trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, and the two closest 
general hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 
minutes to reach in traffic, far too long in cases of emergency. And what if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 



therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, 
hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with 
TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the 
removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special Grading 
Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, 
at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and 
out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks 
solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on Palisades 
Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND 
DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and 
PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset and the 
405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural 
amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be disturbed by 
noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, 
as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have consistently 
misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted living/dementia care 
patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of constant medical supervision," to 
minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to asserting that the patients and staff "would be 
transported mostly via shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine .. . 
about 60 employees would need transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three 
shifts as well, as routine transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care 
visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND 
NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED 
AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE 
IMMEDIATE VICINITY - AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - ALL TO 
UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning 
application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring property 
owners in support of' the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY 
BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION 
TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY AS 
THE WORD SPREADS. 



• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if Palisades 
Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. 
The Project is distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest trauma 
center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood , and the two closest general hospitals -- St. 
Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too 
long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by accidents or 
slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN THE 
HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, and few 
in the Palisades. Seniors must be transported to Santa Monica and Westwood - and 
beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; and all are assisted living and/or dementia 
impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -- to 
run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the application 
documents reflect the responses of novices, not professionals who must be licensed and 
experienced to operate these facilities. Given the folly of locating an assisted 
living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is difficult to believe that any reputable 
operator would agree to assume this liability and responsibility. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community 
plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, which, 
notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, was 
restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the 
south, the first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby effectively making the 
Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 67% higher than Caruso's 
new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 sq. 
feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.) , or about 0.84 square feet of building for each square 
foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 
square feet of building for each square foot of lot - nearly double the density that the City 
granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES 
NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more sguare feet in the TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE 
under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens of 
cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park visitors for the 
very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very ill 
relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the 
garbage trucks, food suppliers , contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 
4 messages 

John Jenkins <jocajenkins@gmail.com> Fri, Sep 22, 2017 at 6:46 PM 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Ve red a de la Montura 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQANo.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, Mr. Gale, and Ms. Cahill, 

Following a fairly lengthy letter I am sending tomorrow for you all to read , below is an extended 
description. This is my formal response for opposing this development. 

I / We strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the 
following reasons: 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine wilderness 
of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park - one the 
largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez 
Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the proposed development. Our neighborhood 
is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE 
THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, joggers, 
hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who enjoy the 
Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the many hiking 
trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica Mountains National 
Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this precious resource. Adjacent 
Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and is the LARGEST State Park within a 
city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, 
EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE 
HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building 
is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park on Vereda and 
adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS 
DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL 
DANGER TO SENIORS ... there is no argument that seniors need assisted living and dementia 
care, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. 

• The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon designated "Hillside" and a "':Jm_ 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is 
no practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of 
a rapidly-moving fire that can rage through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of 
minutes. 



Ezra Gale <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 
To: Melanie Bouer <mwbbmw@verizon.net> 
Bee: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Good Morning Melanie, 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 9:56 AM 

Thank you for the email. I understand that you have concerns about the proposal and happy to discuss them with you. 
Although this proposal is different than the one the property owner originally brought forward, please note that it does not 
seek to deviate from, or circumvent, the zoning regulations or planning code in any way. 

I have shared your comments with Courtney Shum (courtney.shum@lacity.org), the case planner for the project with the 
Department of City Planning. If you would like to review the case file, please work with Courtney to arrange a time and 
location. Additionally, if you would like to discuss the proposal and the associated City process, please call me at your 
convenience. 

Best, 

MIKE BONIN 
l ~ CITYC":OIJNCllMfMMP 

.-..,~••~~'-•l • '.' ~ J •• _,t 

Ezra Gale 
Senior Planner 
Councilmember Mike Bonin 
City of Los Angeles 
213-473-7011 1www.llthdistrict.com 

Sign Up for Mike's Email Updates 

Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphonesl 

AN D ~ OIO t,PP' Ot.i 

~ Google play 

[Quoted text hidden] 



therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, 
hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with 
TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the 
removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil- OR MORE -- in a "Special Grading 
Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, 
at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and 
out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks 
solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on 
Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND 
DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and 
PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset and 
the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural 
amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be disturbed by 
noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, 
as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SH RAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have consistently 
misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted living/dementia care 
patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of constant medical supervision," to 
minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to asserting that the patients and staff "would be 
transported mostly via shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... 
about 60 employees would need transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three 
shifts as well, as routine transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care 
visits. 

THER~ WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND 
NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED 

· AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE 
IMMEDIATE VICINITY - AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - ALL TO 
UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning 
application form also asked Sh ram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring property 
owners in support of the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY 
BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION 
TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY AS 
THE WORD SPREADS. 

Melanie Bouer 
1596 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, 90272 



documents reflect the responses of novices, not professionals who must be licensed and 
experienced to operate these facilities. Given the folly of locating an assisted 
living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is difficult to believe that any 
reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and responsibility. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine wilderness 
of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park -- one the 
largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez 
Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the proposed development. Our neighborhood 
is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE 
THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, joggers, 
hikers, rock climbers , mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who enjoy the 
Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets , its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the many hiking 
trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica Mountains National 
Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this precious resource. Adjacent 
Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and is the LARGEST State Park within a 
city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, 
EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE 
HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building 
is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park on Vereda and 
adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS 
DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community 
plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, 
which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, was 
restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from 
the south, the first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby effectively making 
the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 67% higher than 
Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 
sq . feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.) , or about 0.84 square feet of building for each 
square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or 
nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of lot - nearly double the density 
that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And that 
IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more sguare feet in the TWO
STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens of 
cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park visitors for the 
very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very ill 
relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the 
garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, 



i I Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

IN OPPOSITION TO THE SHRAM HIGHLANDS ELDERCARE PROJECT 
2 messages 

Melanie Bouer <mwbbmw@verizon.net> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Sun, Sep 24, 2017 at 3:47 PM 

Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

THE SHRAM HIGHLANDS ELDERCARE PROJECT 
Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Ve red a de la Montura 
Re:Case No: ZA-2017-2170.:ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Hearing Date: Oct. 4, 2017 
Time: 11 :30 am 
Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the following 
reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL 
DANGER TO SENIORS .. . there is no contesting that seniors need more and better assisted living 
and dementia care options, but THE SH RAM PROJECT will seriously endanger their lives for 
many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon 
designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 
6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ 
seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage through the 
canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' 
LIVES. The Project is distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest 
trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, and the two closest general 
hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to reach 
in traffic, far too long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by 
accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN 
THE HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, 
and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be transported to Santa Monica and Westwood -
and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; and all are assisted living and/or dementia 
impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SH RAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -
to run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the application 



property owners in support of" the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS 
COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION 
TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY 
AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

Best regards, 

Savina Rizova 

Ezra Gale <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 
To: rizova@gmail.com 
Bee: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Good Morning Savina, 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 11 :30 AM 

Thank you for the email. I understand that you have concerns about the proposal and happy to discuss them with you. 
Although this proposal is different than the one the property owner originally brought forward, please note that it does not 
seek to deviate from, or circumvent, the zoning regulations or planning code in any way. 

I have shared your comments with Courtney Shum (courtney.shum@lacity.org), the case planner for the project with the 
Department of City Planning. If you would like to review the case file, please work with Courtney to arrange a time and 
location. Additionally, if you would like to discuss the proposal and the associated City process, please call me at your 
convenience. 

Best, 

MIKE BONIN 
l.A c1n· coUNCILMEMPtlR 

Ezra Gale 
Senior Planner 
Councilmember Mike Bonin 
City of Los Angeles 
213-473-7011 Iwww. Ilthdistri ct.com 

Sii:n Up for Mike's Email Updates 

Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphones/ 

t.NO~OIO APP Otoi 

~ ( :003lc p'ay 

From: "S R" <rizova@gmail.com> 
Date: Sep 23, 2017 10:56 PM 
Subject: 1525 North Palisades Dr. 
To: <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, <lisa.cahill@lacity.org>, <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: 
[Quoted text hidden) 



INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force 
dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park 
visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very 
ill relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the 
garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, 
therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, 
hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with 
TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the 
removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special 
Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 
trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down 
Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) 
AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on 
Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND 
DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and 
PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset 
and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural 
amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be 
disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of 
the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks 
servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have 
consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted 
living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of 
constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to 
asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even back 
and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would need 
transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine 
transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND 
NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED 
AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE 
IMMEDIATE VICINITY -AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE -ALL TO 
UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning 
application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring 



dementia care, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will seriously endanger their lives for many 
reasons. 

• The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon designated "Hillside" and a 
"Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile 
Report). There is no practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their 
caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage through the canyons next 
to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. 
The Project is distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest 
trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, and the two closest general 
hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to 
reach in traffic, far too long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is 
blocked by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACiLITIES iN THE 
HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, 
and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be transported to Santa Monica and 
Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; and all are assisted living 
and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -- to 
run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the 
application documents reflect the responses of novices, not professionals who 
must be licensed and experienced to operate these facilities. Given the folly of 
locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is difficult 
to believe that any reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and 
responsibility. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community 
plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, 
which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, 
was restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, 
from the south, the first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby 
effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 
67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 
sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building for each 
square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or 
nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of lot - nearly double the 
density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And 
that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in the 
TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

1525 North Palisades Dr. 
2 messages 

S R <rizova@gmail.com> Sat, Sep 23, 2017 at 10:56 PM 
To: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org, courtney.shum@lacity.org 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Date: Oct. 4, 2017 
Time: 11 :30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

PERMITS 

I am a resident of the Highlands area in Pacific Palisades and I strongly oppose the above 
application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the following reasons: 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine 
wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga 
State Park -- one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A 
smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the 
proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM 
PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, 
joggers, hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who 
enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the 
many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica 
Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this 
precious resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and 
is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, 
EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE 
HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot 
building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park 
on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL 
OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL 
DANGER TO SENIORS ... there is no argument that seniors need assisted living and 



Proposed land use in Palisades Highlands 
1 message 

merdepacpal9@gmail.com <merdepacpal9@gmail.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

I totally oppose the project in every way. I know a letter is being submitted 
by occupants in the surrounding area of the project and completely agree 
with every aspect of their objection. 
Melinda Ramm 
1656 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades,, Ca. 

Sent from my iPad 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Fri, Sep 22, 2017 at 4:50 PM 



Ezra Gale <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 
To: ralphwg@mindspring.com 
Bee: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Good Morning Ralph, 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 11 :29 AM 

Thank you for the email. I understand that you have concerns about the proposal and happy to discuss them with you. 
Although this proposal is different than the one the property owner originally brought forward, please note that it does not 
seek to deviate from, or circumvent, the zoning regulations or planning code in any way. 

I have shared your comments with Courtney Shum (courtney.shum@lacity.org), the case planner for the project with the 
Department of City Planning. If you would like to review the case file, please work with Courtney to arrange a time and 
location. Additionally, if you would like to discuss the proposal and the associated City process, please call me at your 
convenience. 

Best, 

/\ TKE BONIN 
t A c1n Cot l~CllMIMMP. 

_. :," •I l , • • • t. , , 

Ezra Gale 
Senior Planner 
Councilmember Mike Bonin 
City of Los Angeles 
213-473-7011 Iwww. 1lthdistri ct.com 

~ 
Si~n Up for Mike's Email Updates 

Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphonesl 

t..~,or..010 ,\PP o~~ 
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I Oowr.loid on the 

• AppStore 

i From: "Ralph W Gidwitz" <ralphwg@mindspring.com> 
I Date: Sep 22, 2017 4:17 PM 
, Subject: Proposed Elder Car Facility on Vereda de la Montura 

1 
To: <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: <clouncilmemberbonin@lacity.org>, <lisa.cahill@lacity.org> 

' [Quoted text hidden] 



and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would need 
transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine 
transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. Shram's 
misleading claims is a strong indicator of his organization's probable dishonesty. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND 
NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED 
AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE 
IMMEDIATE VICINITY - AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - ALL TO 
UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning 
application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring 
property owners in support of' the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS 
COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION 
TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY 
AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

We reside at 1626 Michael Lane and will be directly impacted both financially, and as to our 
living conditions if Shram's proposal is approved. For all of the above reasons we add our 
voices of strong opposition to the proposed eldercare facility as described in their 
proposal. 

Sincerely, 

Karen C and Ralph W Gidwitz 

1626 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 

90272-2031 

Landline: (310) 310-3991 

Mobile: (312) 961-3700 

FAX: (310) 310-2608 

Email: ralph@capitalresults.net 

The information contained in this message and any attachment may be proprietary, confidential , and privileged or subject to the work product 

doctrine and thus protected from disclosure. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient , or an employee or agent responsible for 

delivering this message to the intended recipient , you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is 

strictly prohibited . If you have received this communication in error, please notify me immediately by replying to this message and deleting it and all 

copies and backups thereof. Thank you. 



thereby effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high 
monument. Some 67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 
116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building 
for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 
square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of lot -
nearly double the density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central 
business district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 
more square feet in the TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force 
dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park 
visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their 
very ill relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or 
the garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, 
nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa 
attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, 
with TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the 
removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special 
Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 
trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down 
Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) 
AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on 
Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, 
AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset 
and PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at 
Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural 
amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be 
disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of 
the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks 
servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have 
consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted 
living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of 
constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to 
asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even back 



building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park 
on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL 
OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL 
DANGER TO SENIORS ... there is no argument that seniors need assisted living and 
dementia care, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will seriously endanger their lives for many 
reasons. 

• The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon designated "Hillside" and a 
"Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile 
Report). There is no practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and 
their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage through the 
canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' 
LIVES. The Project is distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The 
nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, and the two closest 
general hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 
minutes to reach in traffic, far too long in cases of emergency. And what if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN 
THE HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the anywhere in the 
Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be transported to Santa Monica 
and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; and all are assisted 
living and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator 
-- to run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the 
application documents reflect the responses of novices, not professionals who 
must be licensed and experienced to operate these facilities. Given the folly of 
locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is difficult 
to believe that any reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and 
responsibility. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community 
plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business 
district, which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga 
State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! 
WORSE yet, from the south, the first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Proposed Elder Car Facility on Vereda de la Montura 
2 messages 

Ralph W Gidwitz <ralphwg@mindspring.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: clouncilmemberbonin@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

Fri, Sep 22, 2017 at 4:17 PM 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 

Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Date: Oct. 4, 2017 

Time: 11 :30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 

200 North Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

We strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the 
following reasons: 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine 
wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga 
State Park -- one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A 
smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the 
proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a ''highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM 
PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, 
joggers, hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who 
enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the 
many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica 
Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this 
precious resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and 
is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, 
EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE 
HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot 
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Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Re: 1525 Palisades Drive--Widespread Community Opposition 
1 message 

Ezra Gale <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 
To: Robert Flick <rflick@flicklaw.com> 
Bee: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Good Afternoon Robert, 

Fri, Sep 22, 2017 at 4:15 PM 

Thank you for the email. I understand that you have concerns about the proposal and happy to discuss them with you. 
Although this proposal is different than the one the property owner originally brought forward, please note that it does not 
seek to deviate from, or circumvent, the zoning regulations or planning code in any way. 

I have shared your comments with Courtney Shum (courtney.shum@lacity.org), the case planner for the project with the 
Department of City Planning. If you would like to review the case file, please work with Courtney to arrange a time and 
location. Additionally, if you would like to discuss the proposal and the associated City process, please call me at your 
convenience. 

Best, 

Ezra Gale 
Senior Planner 
Councilmember Mike Bonin 
City of Los Angeles 
213-473-7011 Iwww.llthdistrict.com 

Si2n Up for Mike's Email Updates 

Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphonesl 

ANDl=iOID ,-.PP O~~ 

;.. ( :oogk play 
I Oownloid on the 

• App Store 

On Fri, Sep 22, 2017 at 11 :20 AM, Robert Flick <rflick@flicklaw.com> wrote: 
I Mr. Gale: 

I
, I live at 1516 Michael Lane, which is located about 200 feet from the proposed Eldercare Project at 1525 Palisades 

Drive. 
I i I understand that you are the land use person in Councilman Bonin's office who is advising the Councilman and 
i planning staff regarding the project. 

i You should know that there is very substantial and widespread community concern and opposition to the project as 

1 
presented for Zoning Administrator approval. Numerous individuals and HOAs in the area, as well as land use counsel 
that I have retained individually, will be providing you with their objections in the next few days, but I did want to give 

! you a heads up that there is not widespread support for the project, and if a few HOA association presidents, or the 
: chair of the Highlands Presidents Council , have told you there is widespread support, they speak from ignorance or are 
· actively misrepresenting what is actually happening "on the ground". 

Sincerely, 

Robert Flick 

i -
i Law Office of Robert Flick 



AS AN OWNER AND RESIDENT OF THIS COMMUNITY, I RESPECTFULLY REQUEST THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
TO REJECT THIS PROJECT. 

David Mahal 

1676 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 



• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very ill relatives 
daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the garbage trucks, 
food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security 
personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with TRAFFIC 
CONGESTION GALORE. 

8. TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the removal of 
19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 
30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS 
in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 
miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on Palisades Drive and 
Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO 
WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and PCH, 
especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset and the 405. 

9. NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural amphitheater, 
allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady 
stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, as well as the required backup 
beeping from all commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

10. MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have consistently 
misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted living/dementia care patients 
are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA 
environmental impact findings, to asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via 
shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would need 
transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine transport of the 
residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

11 . THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND NO 
MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL 
ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY - AND NONE AT 
ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - ALL TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. 
Despite this secrecy, the planning application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures 
of "neighboring property owners in support of' the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS 
COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION TO THIS ILL
CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY AS THE WORD SPREADS. 



4. THE PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO 
SENIORS ... there is no argument that seniors need assisted living and dementia care, but THE SH RAM 
PROJECT will seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. 

• The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means to 
evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage 
through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if Palisades Drive is 
blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is 
distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center 
in Westwood, and the two closest general hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, 
can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades 
Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. 
There are no medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors 
must be transported to Santa Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; 
and all are assisted living and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

5. THE SH RAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -- to run an assisted living 
or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the application documents reflect the responses of 
novices, not professionals who must be licensed and experienced to operate these facilities. Given the 
folly of locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is difficult to believe that 
any reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and responsibility. 

6. THE OVERSIZED SH RAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community plan and 
all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, which, 
notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-
foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the south, the first-floor parking 
garage will be clearly visible, thereby effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high 
monument. Some 67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 sq. feet on 
3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, 
a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each 
square foot of lot - nearly double the density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central 
business district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in the 
TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

7. INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens of cars and 
trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park visitors for the very limited street 
parking spaces. 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 
1 message 

David Mahal <dgmahal@outlook.com> Fri, Sep 22, 2017 at 2:55 PM 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "lisa.cahill@lacity.org" <lisa.cahill@lacity.org> 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 

Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No.: 

Date: 

Time: 

ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Oct. 4, 2017 

11:30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 

200 North Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

Please be advised that I, as a resident of Pacific Palisades Highlands, strongly oppose the above application for 
Development and Coastal Permits for all the following reasons: 

1. THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY •.. nestled in the pristine wilderness of the 
Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park - one the largest and 
most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs 
along the southern boundary of the proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized 
area" as the SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

2. THE HIGHLANDS IS HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, 
joggers, hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who enjoy the 
Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the many hiking trails that 
connect Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation Area 
- who take FULL active advantage of this precious resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 
miles of hiking trails and is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

3. THE PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, 
EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE HIGHLANDS 
COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from the 
popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon 
Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, 
AND DENSITY. 



HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION 
TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY 
AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

Thank you for considering my comments, 

Jane Miller 

Vienna, IL 62995 



visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very 
ill relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the 
garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, 
therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, 
hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with 
TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the 
removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special 
Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 
trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down 
Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) 
AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on 
Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND 
DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and 
PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset 
and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural 
amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be 
disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of 
the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks 
servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have 
consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted 
living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of 
constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to 
asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even back 
and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would need 
transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine 
transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND 
NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED 
AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE 
IMMEDIATE VICINITY - AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - ALL TO 
UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning 
application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring 
property owners in support of" the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS 
COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 



Report). There is no practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their 
caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage through the canyons next 
to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. 
The Project is distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest 
trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, and the two closest general 
hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to 
reach in traffic, far too long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is 
blocked by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN THE 
HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, 
and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be transported to Santa Monica and 
Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; and all are assisted living 
and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -- to 
run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the 
application documents reflect the responses of novices, not professionals who 
must be licensed and experienced to operate these facilities. Given the folly of 
locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is difficult 
to believe that any reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and 
responsibility. 

• Recent studies have linked dementia to how long an individual has lived on or near 
a busy roadway. These seniors will be safer from developing or increasing 
dementia in this location. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community 
plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, 
which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, 
was restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, 
from the south, the first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby 
effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 
67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 
sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building for each 
square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or 
nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of lot - nearly double the 
density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And 
that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more sguare feet in the 
TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force 
dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 

Miller Jane <mannclanjj@gmail.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Thu, Sep 21, 2017 at 12:11 PM 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

ENV-2017-2171-CE CEQA No.: 
Date: Oct. 4, 2017 
Time: 11 :30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the 
following reasons: 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine 
wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga 
State Park -- one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A 
smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the 
proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM 
PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, 
joggers, hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who 
enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the 
many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica 
Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this 
precious resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and 
is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, 
EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE 
HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot 
building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park 
on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL 
OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL 
DANGER TO SENIORS ... there is no argument that seniors need assisted living and 
dementia care, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will seriously endanger their lives for many 
reasons. 

• The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon designated "Hillside" and a 
"Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile 



Overall , each scenario here is beyond grim, with the potential loss of life indeed being very real. Being also very 
unnecessary, we would urge you to deeply consider this wholly devastating prospect and how it can be completely 
mitigated by not allowing this poorly thought-out venture to proceed. 

Together with the environmental concerns discussed above, we can only hope that we have provided enough insight here 
for you to appreciate that the devastating extent of the loss of the quality of life - for both Highlands residents AND the 
patients - completely outweighs any purported benefit that Shram may claim this project provides. 

Sincerely, 
Michael & Emily Dreeling - 1532 Michael Lane. 



• al 
RE: Case No. ZA-2017-2170 
1 message 

Emily Dreeling <edreeling@gmail.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Ms. Courtney Shum, 
Planning Assistant, 
Expedited Processing Station, 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Case No. ZA-2017-2170 

Dear Ms. Shum, 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Thu, Sep 21, 2017 at 11 :20 AM 

We are writing with regard to the proposed construction of an Eldercare/Dementia Facility located at 1525 Palisades Drive 
by Shram. 

Having just recently become aware of this project (just within this past week), we are more than extremely concerned by 
what this intended development entails. 

Being relatively new residents, we purchased our new home here in the Highlands a little over a month ago, being 
ultimately attracted by the area's wholly unspoiled, untouched, beauty. To provide some background, both my wife and I 
were born and raised in the Irish countryside. And so, when we began viewing properties in and around L.A. County, we 
were in awe of the similarly pristine - yet utterly unique - environment that we found here in the Palisades. It's a gem in 
every sense of the word. Rare and stunningly beautiful, we feel the City must do all in its power to preserve it - sharing in 
the sheer pride each and every resident, and visitors alike, feel just by virtue of the fact that there's really very few places in 
the world like it. 

Having witnessed, firsthand, the utterly devastating, negative, environmental effect of innumerable ill-conceived 
construction projects throughout the years of the Irish "Celtic Tiger'' boom - we are wholly sensitive to the fact that certain 
precious landscapes, once gone, are truly lost forever. And, with the proposal here aiming to situate an epically scaled 45 
foot high, 64,646 square foot building on this extremely tight parcel, there is no question the project will completely destroy 
the at-present breathtaking aesthetic - especially given its highly conspicuous location. 

With our house situated within 500 feet of the site, this will be ALL, in fact, the ONLY, view both ourselves and our 
neighbors would then see - being quite literally a looming shadow on all of our doorsteps. Yet, this blight will not be 
contained within the immediate neighborhood itself. With the plot also being highly visible from the gorgeous hiking 
trailheads above - the proposed elevations, in not being any way in keeping with the character of the surrounding properties 
- will effectively stick out like the proverbial sore thumb. In short, the project will be seen from all angles, both far and wide -
with each and every one of these perspectives becoming a catastrophic detraction from the area's unrivaled natural 
beauty. 

With that all said, however, we also have an even more pressing concern as regards this development - in that we are 
highly disturbed by the danger its proposed elderly inhabitants would find themselves in, should they come to reside here. 
The Highlands is an incredibly high risk area to live in - with fire, flood, and earthquake, posing a very real threat to our day
to-day safety. Being a fact reflected by the immense difficulty to secure house insurance here purely because of its 
precarious location, we are deeply troubled by the fact these widely recognized real life threats are being blatantly 
overlooked in the case of those most vulnerable in our society i.e. mentally and/or physically incapacitated seniors. 

As such, we feel this facility cannot, in any way, claim to be a center of care for these most deserving of patients - with this 
remote location being an outright logistical nightmare for ambulances and rescue teams should any of the above natural 
disasters inevitably occur. In the event that any on-site rescue would be successful, bear in mind the 45 minute drive (at 
peak) to the closest of Santa Monica hospitals would still have to be factored in. In addition, and also worthy to note, as 
these patients will be unable to drive, they would not be in a position to evacuate of their accord. 



Sincerely, 

Laura and Theodore Jung 

Highlands residents 

Sent from my iPhone 

Sent from my iPhone 

Ezra Gale <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 
To: laurajjung@hotmail.com 
Bee: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Good Morning Laura, 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 9:46 AM 

Thank you for the email. I understand that you have concerns about the proposal and happy to discuss them with you. 
Although this proposal is different than the one the property owner originally brought forward, please note that it does not 
seek to deviate from, or circumvent, the zoning regulations or planning code in any way. 

I have shared your comments with Courtney Shum (courtney.shum@lacity.org), the case planner for the project with the 
Department of City Planning. If you would like to review the case file, please work with Courtney to arrange a time and 
location. Additionally, if you would like to discuss the proposal and the associated City process, please call me at your 
convenience. 

Best, 

MIKE BONIN 
LA CITY COUNCILMlM![R 

' ' >, ,1,..,,h 1 .. ~ -------

Ezra Gale 
Senior Planner 
Councilmember Mike Bonin 
City of Los Angeles 
213-473-7011 I www.1lthdistri ct. com 

Sien Up for Mike's Email Updates 

Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphonesl 

t.l'-.;QROIU t ,PP ON 

;,.. <. :ooglc play 

From: Laura Jung <laurajjung@hotmail.com> 
Date: Thu, Sep 21 , 2017 at 3:20 AM 
Subject: Opposition to 1525 Palisades Drive Development 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: Ted Jung <tjung5 14@yahoo.com>, "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, 
"lisa.cahill@lacity.org" <lisa.cahill@lacity.org> 
[Quoted text hidden] 



THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. 
There are no medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors 
must be transported to Santa Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; 
and all are assisted living and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -- to run an assisted 
living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the application documents reflect the 
responses of novices, not professionals who must be licensed and experienced to operate these 
facilities. Given the folly of locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is 
difficult to believe that any reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and responsibility. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community plan and all other 
developments in the Highlands. 

Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, which, notably, 
is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. 
SH RAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the south, the first-floor parking garage will be 
clearly visible, thereby effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. 
Some 67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 
acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat 
pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square 
foot of lot - nearly double the density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business 
district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in the TWO
STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens of cars and trucks 
headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park visitors for the very limited street parking 
spaces. 

Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very ill relatives daily 
find parking? 

Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the garbage trucks, 
food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security 
personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with TRAFFIC 
CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the removal of 19,308 
cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks 
daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks 
will be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the 
shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on Palisades Drive and 
Vereda. 

Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO 
WHEELS. 

Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and PCH, especially at 
the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural amphitheater, allowing 
loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady stream of 
EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from all 
commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have consistently misrepresented 
various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant 
seniors" without "the need of constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact 
findings, to asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even back and 
forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would need transportation back and forth all 
over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine transport of the residents to their regular doctors 
and/or hospital care visits. 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Opposition to 1525 Palisades Drive Development 
2 messages 

Laura Jung <laurajjung@hotmail.com> Thu, Sep 21, 2017 at 3:20 AM 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: Ted Jung <tjung514@yahoo.com>, "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, 
"lisa.cahill@lacity.org" <lisa.cahill@lacity.org> 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

ENV-2017-2171-CE CEQA No.: 
Date: Oct. 4, 2017 
Time: 11 :30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

My husband and I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the 
following reasons: 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine wilderness of the Santa 
Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park - one the largest and most heavily 
visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern 
boundary of the proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM 
PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, joggers, hikers, rock 
climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and 
streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to 
the entire Santa Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this 
precious resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and is the LARGEST State 
Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC 
VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft 
high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga 
State Park on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER 
HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS ... 
there is no argument that seniors need assisted living and dementia care, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will 
seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. 

The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means to 
evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage 
through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if Palisades Drive is 
blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is 
distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center 
in Westwood, and the two closest general hospitals - St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, 
can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades 
Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 



Thank you for the email. I understand that you have concerns about the proposal and happy to discuss them with you. 
Although this proposal is different than the one the property owner originally brought forward, please note that it does not 
seek to deviate from, or circumvent, the zoning regulations or planning code in any way. 

I have shared your comments with Courtney Shum (courtney.shum@lacity.org), the case planner for the project with the 
Department of City Planning. If you would like to review the case file, please work with Courtney to arrange a time and 
location. Additionally, if you would like to discuss the proposal and the associated City process, please call me at your 
convenience. 

Best, 

MIKE BONIN 
I A c1n COUNC'IU,tiMMR 

( __ ~•'- '"' '· ,, . I .. . _ _j 

Ezra Gale 
Senior Planner 
Councilmember Mike Bonin 
City of Los Angeles 
213-473-7011 1www.1lthdistrict.com 

Si~n Up for Mike' s Email Updates 

Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphonesl 

Af',;0~ 010 J',PP Or-./ 

~ Coo3kpl2y 

I 

1 From: Sylvia Yim <sylviaryim@gmail.com> 
1 Date: Thu, Sep 21, 2017 at 1 :03 AM 
' Subject: Fwd: Opposition to 1525 palisades dr 
, To: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org> 

I 
' 

: RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 
' Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr. ; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
1 Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
I CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 
i Date: Oct. 4, 2017 

1 
Time: 11 :30 am 

i 
Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 

200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

; Dear Mr. Bonin , 
, [Quoted text hidden] 

! 

: Sylvia Yim 



must be licensed and experienced to operate these facilities . Given the folly of locating an assisted living/dementia care 
facility so remote from help, it is difficult to believe that any reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and 
responsibility. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community plan and all other 
developments in the Highlands. 
Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, which, notably, is not in the Coastal 
Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! 
WORSE yet, from the south , the first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby effectively making the Project 
appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138 ,330 sq. ft.) , 
or about 0.84 square feet of building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SH RAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 
square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of lot - nearly double the density that the City 
granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 
more square feet in the TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 
INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens of cars and trucks 
headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 
Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very ill relatives daily find parking? 
Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g. , UPS, FedEx and US Postal ; or the garbage trucks, food suppliers, 
contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa 
attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 
The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 
TVVO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the removal of 19,308 cubic 
yards (1 ,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ 
WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all . The trucks will be traveling up 
and down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 
weeks solid. 
The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on Palisades Drive and Vereda. 
Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 
Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and PCH, especially at the intersections 
of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset and the 405. 
NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural amphitheater, allowing loud 
noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY 
VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks 
servicing the Project. 
MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have consistently misrepresented 
various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" 
without "the need of constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings , to asserting that 
the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. 
Imagine ... about 60 employees would need transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as 
well , as routine transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits . 
THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND NO MEANINGFUL 
SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY 
WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY -AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A 
WHOLE -ALL TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning 
application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring property owners in support of' 
the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 
HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION TO THIS ILL
CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

Thank you 

Sylvia Yim 

Ezra Gale <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 
To: sylviaryim@gmail.com 
Bee: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Good Morning Sylvia , 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 9:45 AM 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Opposition to 1525 palisades dr 
2 messages 

Sylvia Yim <sylviaryim@gmail.com> 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 
Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
Re: Case No. : ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Date: Oct. 4, 2017 
Time: 11 :30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, 

Thu, Sep 21, 2017 at 1:02 AM 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the following reasons: 
THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine wilderness of the Santa Monica 
Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park - one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the 
Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the proposed 
development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and 
WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 
HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, joggers, hikers, rock climbers, 
mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its 
spectacular rock outcroppings, and the many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa 
Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this precious resource. 
Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits 
anywhere in the United States. 
PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC 
VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft 
high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State 
Park on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS 
DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 
PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS ... 
there is no argument that seniors need assisted living and dementia care, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will seriously 
endanger their lives for many reasons. 
The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by 
the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their 
caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides 
or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is distant from medical 
facilities and trauma centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, and the two closest 
general hospitals - St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too long in 
cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 

THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. There are no 
medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be transported to Santa 
Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; and all are assisted living and/or dementia impaired 
with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator - to run an assisted living or dementia 
care facility. Statements made in all the application documents reflect the responses of novices, not professionals who 



there is no need for this kind of commercial for profit development and operation. Respectfully I ask that you oppose 
the project as well. 

Thank you, 

Hratch Andonian 

3685 Motor Ave. Suite 150 

Los Angeles California 90034 

323-785-6699 

E mail: hro@tires55inc.com 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Re: Elderly Care development project 1525 Palisades Drive pacific Palisades 
1 message 

Ezra Gale <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 
To: hro@tires55inc.com 
Bee: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Good Afternoon Hratch, 

Wed, Sep 20, 2017 at 3:04 PM 

Thank you for the email. I understand that you have concerns about the proposal and happy to discuss them with you. 
Although this proposal is different than the one the property owner originally brought forward, it does not seek to deviate 
from, or circumvent, the zoning regulations or planning code in any way. 

I have shared your comments with Courtney Shum (courtney.shum@lacity.org), the case planner for the project with the 
Department of City Planning. If you would like to review the case file, please work with Courtney to arrange a time and 
location. Additionally, if you would like to discuss the proposal and the associated City process, please call me at your 
convenience. 

Best, 

I 
I 

'"-" -"- ""- ' " , __ J 

Ezra Gale 
Senior Planner 
Councilmember Mike Bonin 
City of Los Angeles 
213-473-7011 I www.1lthdistrict.com 

Sign Up for Mike's Email Updates 

Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphonesl 

A~~OhOID ,"..P~ ON 

-;,. ( ;ooglc- r,i!ay 

' From: Hratch Andonian <hro@tires55inc.com> 
· Date: Wed, Sep 20, 2017 at 2:17 PM 
· Subject: Elderly Care development project 1525 Palisades Drive pacific Palisades 

To: "lisa.cahill@lacity.org" <lisa.cahill@lacity.org> 

1 Councilman Mike Bonin 

I 
1645 Corinth Avenue, No. 201 

, Los Angeles, CA 90025 
1 

Attn: Ms. Lisa Cahil 

; Dear Mr Bonin, 

I would like to express my opposition to the for profit Development of the facility being proposed in our neighborhood. 

' There are many reasons that have the community's concern including traffic, noise , added fire truck sirens , 
: ambulance sirens and additional environmental concerns with additional traffic. . In this primarily dense residential area 
! 



The proposed builders bought the property for $3 million. If the City could turn this into a new PARK for the 
Highlands, I'm sure the various HOA could help the City fund the purchase of the property and purchase of 
the new PARK facilities. 

Sincerely, 

Steven M. Buchanan 

1514 Palisades Drive, CA, 90272 

BuchananEngineer@gmail.com 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Proposed Eldercare Facility - 1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades - ZA-2017-2170 
1 message 

Steven Buchanan <buchananengineer@gmail.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Ms. Courtney Shum - Planning Assistant 

Expedited Processing Section 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

200 North Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA, 90025 

Wed, Sep 20, 2017 at 1 :29 PM 

September 20, 2017 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Facility- 1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades - ZA-2017-2170 

Dear City of Los Angels People, 

This proposed Eldercare facUity should not be build in the Palisades Highlands for the following 
three reasons. 

1) Safety for the elderly. 

Housing elderly people in a four story building in the Highlands which has with only one way out would be 
deadly for those seniors when they have to be evacuated during a fire in this City designated Extreme Fire 
Hazard area. Evacuating 82 dementia / eldercare seniors would require 82 ambulances driving into the 
Highlands trying to load them in a small single circular driveway when everyone else in the Highlands is 
trying to evacuate and the Fire Department is trying to come in. This Eldercare Facility would result in 
massive traffic jams, long delays and probable death for dozens of seniors. 

2) This HUGE Eldercare FacUity is not compatible with the Highlands. 

The Highlands is a pristine private single family home community of Townhomes and Custom homes since 
1974. The only welcome exception is a restaurant and Real Estate offices which provides very positive 
services to the Highlands community. This area already has high weekend traffic due to being the main 
entrance to the hiking trails. Any additional traffic due to dozens of 24n care givers, laundry services, 
cooks, food deliveries and senior visitors would tremendously overload this already overloaded area. 

3) The Highlands needs a beautiful friendly PARK. The various Highlands Homeowner Associations 
(HOA) have Pool and Tennis Courts for their people. However. there is no PARK in the Highlands. This 
one acre site would make a perfect PARK for the Highlands residents. It could also provide off-street 
parking for the PARK guests during the week and off-street parking for the hikers during the weekends. It 
also would ease the current parking problem on Veranda De La Montero on the weekends. 



go unchecked. I would advise consultation with an geriatric specialist from UCLA and the Council for the Aging for input into wh 

ether this isolated community which is devoid of shopping, medical care, arts, library, etc is an appropriate setting for an eldercar 

e facility. 

Thank you, 

Marilou Terpenning, M.D., F.A.C.P. 

Marilou Terpenning MD 



Re: Case No. ZA-2017-2170 , 1525 Palisades Drive 
1 message 

mterpennning+smhoc.net <mterpenning@smhoc.net> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Mon, Sep 18, 2017 at 4:54 PM 

Ms. Courtney Shum Planning Assistant Expedited Processing Section Los Angeles Department of City Planning 200 N. Spring St 

reet, Room 763 Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I have reviewed the plans for the proposed eldercare/dementia center at 1525 Palisades Drive and oppose this plan forseveral reas 

ons. 

The location is accessible only by vehicle and on steep terrain making local walking difficult for elderly citizens. There isno publi 

c transportation for 3 miles. The remoteness of the location makes it a poor choice for seniors and those with limited mobility. The 

re is no grocery store or pharmacy closer than 3 miles. It is more than 5 miles to a doctor's office and 8 miles to a hospital. This lo 

cation is isolating for older, less mobile residents. Furthermore, in addition to Fall risk, there is risk from the surrounding wild env , 

ironment. Topanga State Park and the Santa Monica Mountains surround the small developed area. Rattlesnakes are found frequen , 

tly in this residential area as are coyotes. Mountain lions are seen regularly as are bobcats. This is an isolated community within a • 

wilderness with no access to stores for necessities or for medical care without private transportation. Planning to build an eldercar 

e center here is elder abuse which would leave the elderly isolated from their core needs and from the community. This goes again 

st all contemporary guidelines for assisting older individuals to age in place or at least close to in place and to address their need t 

o preserve their dignity by facilitating independence as much as possible. This plan, to the contrary, isolates elder citizens inexplic 

ably and is not in their best interest. 

It appears from the transition in the plan from a condominium complex to an eldercare facility, that a zoning rule for that type of c 1 

ommunity living is being used to circumvent the zoning laws. Again, the intent is a form of elder abuse, to use more frail citizens 

to advance a developers investment plans. 

There are other issues to raise related to increased traffic, appearance of the proposed structure that will be raised andrightly so by 1 

close neighbors, however, as an advocate for the intended residents, I'm sharing my professional opinion that this site would be a 

very poor selection for an eldercare facility for the reasons above. It would serve the profit motive of the developer and should not 



Case No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1 message 

JW <jon.winokur@gmail.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: 
Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. : ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Mon, Sep 18, 2017 at 4:15 PM 

As I'll be unable to attend the public hearing on October 4th, I'm writing to express my opposition to the four-story, 65,000-
square-foot eldercare facility proposed for the lot at 1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades. It would be too big for the 
neighborhood (it would interfere with views for hundreds of residents), it would produce too much traffic and parking 
scarcity (ambulances, employees, service vehicles, visitors) and in flouting the Extreme Fire Hazard and Hillside zones 
designation, the facility would pose a potential danger to residents in the event of a brush fire or earthquake. With 
Palisades Drive impassable, how could they safely evacuate or care for the residents? 

Thank you, 

Jon Winokur 
1601 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

Please acknowledge receipt of this email. 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1 message 

John Mucia <jjmmd2003@roadrunner.com> Mon, Sep 11 , 2017 at 5:39 PM 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

I am against building an eldercare facilty at this location. It is a tall building that will detract from the 
residential nature of the community. 

With a large number of elderly demented patients there will be inevitable increase in 
paramedic/911 and fire department call with sirens and noise. 

All the visitors & staff will generate a large increase in traffic in this quiet community. There are no 
facilities or groceries or anywhere to walk to so will need shuttles which are also against the 
residential nature of the community. 

I think this will significantly and negatively affect this community & should not be allowed in this 
location 

Thanks 

John Mucia 

17117 Palisades Circle 

Pacific Palisades CA 90272 

310-773-9722 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn : Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2 I 70-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner' s permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

(Cbic~t/ 
I 

Name: 41/4. c )b/,u 2rt 

Address: h>I ~ k/ cYJ~ 
-~ fa. 1,:,.-,;;cks, a 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #20 I 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1S25 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA20 17-2 170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-27 17-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

---------~ {2_ 
/ "- . 

. ........ __,,, .,.. ... - ... - .- .,·· 
l_.,,.,/'( -- ·---- - -~ -± -

C: . ;,, 

... . ·-") . 

Name: '1•&r L .· /2!,✓ 

Address: /66 7 ,A.'//c~.Ar"c L,;,,.fL 
·:-] :-) . 

I ,(klF,r- I "'US"-4~- ~ ('i,4 9t)272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #20 I 
Los Angeles. CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1S2S Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

Name: :fV\so~ ~~sl I 
Address: / ( J °t /y11 C ~~el L ~.,,, -I? 

f,,,_L:c-'-- r-Ai.-~~.s CJJ- 907.7z 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #20 I 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
)525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

Name: Ah\ 1 tll.e. ~ K: ra:tt
Address: JG3q Ht Oba e,A ln., 

'J?a.01,·, 'llik:So.dtS,. CA C/OJ.7i<._ 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #20 I 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email : councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #20 I 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-27 17-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

Name, {:/lo euit?O'j 
Address: I 6 'I J fl) i cit Ct cl. 

Par:ib't Pa.f,gcu/~ 
([ qoJ1J 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #20 I 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email : councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #20 I 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

Name: Gum/~ c ¼6hJ l \/r,. 
Address: ./£5I A/tch~e/ kr 

P«c;/;; ,&,0-~ C,4 Yl)2J2 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #20 I 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



Arkady Portnoy 
Ella Portnoy 
Joyce Straciyan 
Amelie Barratt 
Jason Schall 
Robert Ivey 

Thank you. 

Best, 

Veronique Jackson 

~ Opposition Letters.pdf 
544K 



The Highlands community is residential and home to wildlife; this project goes against my belief of sustainable 
development and protection of our already endangered environment. 

It will be a 24/7 non-stop operated facility: constant traffic, noise, and lighting without talking about the construction issues 
that we will be enduring. We are not in an urban part of town, but in a quiet and preserved rural community. 

Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Sincerely, 

Name: __ Veronique Jackson. ____ _ 

Address: _ 1520 Michael Lane ____ _ _ 

_ Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 __ _ 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

and Mr. Ezra Gale 

1645 Corinth Ave., #201 

Los Angeles , CA 90025 

Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra .gale@lacity.org 

Veronique Jackson 
Seahorn Capital Group 
Los Angeles/San Francisco 
+1 (310) 663-9960 
veronique@seahorn.net 

Veronique Jackson <veronique@seahorn.net> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

Dear Ms. Shum, 

Wed, Sep 27, 2017 at 10:26 AM 

I am forwarding letters of opposition to the above project on behalf of the signers at their request. 

You will find attached the letters of the following concerned residents : 

Conrad R. Solum Jr 
Alli Solum 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

opposition to Application for Development/Coastal Permits - 1525 Palisades Dr. 
Pacific Palisades, CA 
2 messages 

Veronique Jackson <veronique@seahorn.net> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

September 27, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

Expedited Processing Section 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn : Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 

Email : courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 

1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I strongly oppose the Project as presented for several main reasons. 

Wed, Sep 27, 2017 at 10:05 AM 

First of all, I truly believe that putting people already in need of assistance in the Highlands is an aberration if we only just 
consider the extreme fire hazard, earthquakes evacuation issues and lake of medical facilities because of the isolated 
location of the development. 



1587 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272-2025 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on 
Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES 
AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on 
Sunset and PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the 
logjam at Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a 
natural amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect 
to be disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at 
all hours of the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from all 
commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have 
consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted 
living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of 
constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to 
asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even 
back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would 
need transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as 
routine transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A 
WHOLE AND NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE 
PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 
DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY -AND NONE AT ALL TO 
THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE -ALL TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME 
TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning application form also asked Shram 
to include the names and signatures of "neighboring property owners in support of' the 
Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one 
signature was submitted! 

For the reasons listed above, please register my complete opposition to this project. 

Very truly yours, 

Douglas J. Smith, a nearby resident 

4 



1587 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272-2025 

on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, 
HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades 
community plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business 
district, which , notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border 
Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT 
IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the south, the first-floor parking garage will 
be clearly visible, thereby effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 
55-foot high monument. Some 67% higher than Caruso's new center in the 
Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 
116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of 
building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT 
is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square 
foot of lot - nearly double the density that the City granted Caruso in the 
Palisades central business district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT 
INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in the TWO-STORY PARKING 
GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force 
dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and 
park visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their 
very ill relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; 
or the garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, 
physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, 
cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, 
with TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will 
require the removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -
in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of 
approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be 
traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 
miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

3 



1587 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272-2025 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS 
SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is distant from medical facilities and trauma 
centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, 
and the two closest general hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica 
Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too long in cases of 
emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE 
FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the 
anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be 
transported to Santa Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non
urgent care; and all are assisted living and/or dementia impaired with frequent 
and chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no 
operator -- to run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements 
made in all the application documents reflect the responses of novices, not 
professionals who must be licensed and experienced to operate these 
facilities. Given the folly of locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so 
remote from help, it is difficult to believe that any reputable operator would 
agree to assume this liability and responsibility. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... located in the pristine 
wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga 
State Park -- one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A 
smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the 
proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the 
SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, 
joggers, hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers 
who enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, 
and the many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa 
Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage 
of this precious resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking 
trails and is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United 
States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL 
BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER 
WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 
65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance 
to Topanga State Park on Vereda de la Montura, adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park 
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1587 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272-2025 

September 25, 2017 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL 
PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR Re: Case No.: 

CEQA No. : ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Date: Oct. 4, 2017 
Time: 11 :30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill: 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the 
following reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN 
EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS ... there is no contesting that seniors need more 
and better assisted living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will 
seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep 
canyon designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by 
the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means to 
evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly
moving fire that can rage through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of 
minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, 
especially if Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction 
or mudslides? We are currently conducting an ongoing series of 
neighborhood meetings to prepare ourselves for "sheltering in place", 
because it is a "given" that LAFD and LAPD will be unable to reach us in the 
event of a major earthquake or fire. 

1 



Please review the attached letter which provides additional details that list my concerns and objections. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Douglas J . Smith 

1587 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades CA 90272-2025 

~ 1525 Opposition Letter.docx 
29K 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION TO THE SHRAM HIGHLANDS ELDERCARE PROJECT 
1 message 

Doug Smith <dougjsmith226@gmail.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 

Expedited Processing Section 

200 Spring St. Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 

Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. : ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Date: Oct. 4, 2017 

Time: 11 :30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 

200 North Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill : 

Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 6:48 PM 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the following reasons, more 
completely discussed in the attached letter: 

• It is unsafe for its residents. The site is located in a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone". 

• The area could be rendered inaccessible by mudslide or severe earthquake. 

• Lack of proximity to medical resources 

• Thus far, the developer appears to be unlicensed to operate such a facility. 

• The Highlands is not a "Highly urbanized area". It is located in a wilderness area surrounded by parklands. 

• It is home to many wild animal species. 

• The facility is grossly oversized for the proposed site. 

• There will be inadequate parking both on and offsite. 

• The two-year construction period will be noisy, dirty and highly disruptive. 



Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedited Processing Section 
September 26, 2017 

PCH as it will take me 40 minutes to get to and from the edge of Santa Monica, 
not to mention UCLA or similar trauma center. 

While I do care about seniors and practice in the area of elder law, this site is more like 
a trail head than a community with access to any services, stores or entertainment or 
anything that would be ·convenient or bring comfort to an older person, much less 
socialization or safety. The promotional letter I received is a joke as they stated there 
were going to be healthy vibrant adults but they wouldn't have cars. It makes no sense 
to have this residential facility where it is proposed. Palisades Drive has multiple traffic 
fatalities as people travel 65 miles an hour on a 4 lane, hill road . I can only imagine. If in 
fact they are talking about employee bicycle travel up Palisades Drive, it is a sick joke. 

Additionally, there is no good parking areas for anyone except those areas that serve as 
parking for the Santa Inez Trail head. Those fill up on weekends. With the advent of less 
controls on granny units at the townhomes, the residents that live there already have to 
park farther away from home and walk in. It will not be easy to fit in any kind of 65,000-
foot facility with employees, residents, doctors, therapists, etc. Right now, we have one 
restaurant and a few offices in the same very, small development. This area is definitely 
not urbanized by any stretch of a creative imagination. It is a small pocket up a canyon 
that is prone to fires with hiking and wildlife. 

Even the Caruso commercial shopping center project, miles away, which has been 
placed where there was already a small, small shopping center is dwarfed by this 
project. 

Our neighborhood is very quiet so at night all you hear are frogs , a rustle from deer and 
crickets. This is a dramatic change with no precedent. While I have empathy, and don't 
want to be the NIMBY type, this project is frightening. I can just wait to have our elders 
trapped in a fire or isolated and stuck away in a new form of jail. 

While I know the developer is entitled to make some use of the property I would thank 
you for considering the seniors instead of the money to be generated for the developer. 
They can't be thinking. 

SitJcere..JY1 
-~(7X:. 

~ onica Ariel Mihell 
cc: Councilmember, Mike Bonin by email: 

councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
ezra .gale@lacity.org 
lisa.cahill@lacity.org 



Mihe11 
LOW 

September 26, 2017 

Via email only to: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 

Project Site: 
Re: Case No.: 
CEQANo.: 
Date: 
Time: 

1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Oct. 4, 2017 
11:30 am 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin and Ms. Cahill, 

I oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for the following 
reasons: 

• I have lived through several fires in Topanga State Park and have watched 
the news as Malibu and other areas of our city and the Western United States 
have burned. Every single time, I grow concerned that I will never see my 
home again. On one occasion, the Fire Department and LAPD barricaded 
Palisades Drive for a fire started close to Palisades Drive. I had to park in the 
Marquez area. I was forced to walk about 4 miles uphill to get home. It took 
several hours for the Fire Department to clear the road and allow traffic 
through. There have been several near forced evacuations since I have lived 
there. If Palisades Drive is closed, there is no way in or out except one locked 
fire road. I do not even know where that is or how I would access the road in 
an emergency so I do not know if anyone could get in or out especially with 
emergency equipment deployed. 

• I have also had 2 sons who have epilepsy and have required ambulances to 
be dispatched to my home. There is no medical center that is close and none 
that will avoid travel on Pacific Coast Highway. Without fail, during the 
summer months and during morning and evening "rush" hours, I will avoid 

Phone: (424)252-4729 
Email: mlhelllaw@gmall.com 

Office: 401 Wilshire Boulevard, 12th Floor 
Santa Monica, Callfomla 90401 



J;, Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

The information contained in this e-mail and any appended attachments is only for the personal and confidential use of 
the sender and recipient named above. This message may be an attorney client communication and/or attorney work 
product which is privileged and confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have 
received this message in error and that any review, dissemination, copying or distribution is strictly prohibited. If you have 
received this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately by e-mail and delete or destroy the original 
message, all copies and any attachments. 

~ 1525 Palisades Drive Ltr 9.26.2017.pdf 
414K 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

1525 Palisades Drive Development set for Hearing October 3, 32017 
1 message 

Monica A. Mihell <mihelllaw@gmail.com> 
To: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org , ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 
Cc: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Dear Fellows, 

Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 5:37 PM 

Please consider the attached correspondence from a neighbor and home owner at 1625 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, 
CA. 

Essentially, I think the placement of this community is simply unwise for our elders, aside from the extreme change of use, 
trauma and disruption to the neighborhood. i have lived through severai emergencies in the 10 plus years i have been 
there, have had the need for emergency medical services and been stranded. Only one road out and in that has been 
blocked due to fire. 

From a personal point of view, it is already difficult to find parking for our cars, despite a garage, for our 3 bedroom 
townhome. The fires are a continual threat with more to come. 

From an eider's point of view, despite the potential scenery, it is an isolated community that will not allow for emergency 
transportation, shopping, socialization and getting out with no bus service, stores, movies, essentially anything up there to 
go to. In an emergency they will be trapped (as we will be but. .. ). 

Anyway, thank you for your consideration, thoughtfulness, time and patience, Monica 

Mihe11 
Law 
Monica Ariel Mihell , Esq. 
Mihelllaw 
401 Wilshire Boulevard , 12th Floor 
Santa Monica, California 90401 

mihelllaw@gmail .com 
(424) 252-4729 (telephone) 
(424) 252-4806 (facsimile) 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Proposed development at Palisades Dr. an.Od Vereda de la Montura Pacific 
Palisades Highlands 

Clarke Howatt <cthowatt1@gmail.com> Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 4:49 PM 
To: lisa.cahill@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Putting an Assisted Living facility at this location would be a huge mistake for a number of reasons. We are Highlands 
residents at 1311 Palisades Drive. 

I spend a good deal of time assisting an elderly woman who is a resident at Sunrise Assisted Living at 1312 15th Street 
in Santa Monica so have been able to observe the operation. There is a good deal of traffic coming and going from 
Sunrise that includes family and visitors, residents being taken to and from appointment with doctors, labs, and multiple 
medical centers. Many of these trips are to facilities in Santa Monica or UCLA hospital both of which involve a 5-10 mile 
drive in heavy traffic regardless of time of day. The only way out of the Highlands is via PCH or Sunset which involves 
dealing with immense congestion most of the time. 

An important part in caring for assisted living residents is the opportunity for outside walks. The steep grades of 
sidewalks surrounding the proposed location would make taking residents for walks in wheelchairs almost impossible. 
The grades on the sidewalks certainly are not acceptable for walking of the elderly. 

From what I understand is being proposed the building would be considered a "high-rise" compared to the typical two 
story living units in the highlands. It would likely be an eyesore. There is only one small two story commercial building 
near the proposed project. There is no drug store, grocery store, convenience stores nearby or personal service 
businesses. 

Associated with the proposed location there are a number of natural problems because of it being located in the 
mountains. Having a singular road for access creates a potential danger. We've had slides in the canyon that has shut 
down the access road (Palisades Drive). Wild fires are always a threat. Wildlife also create issues. It just isn't a good 
location for people who have limited or in some cases, no mobility. 

It's hard to imagine when all the factors that are so important in maintaining an assisted care facility with all the senior 
citizens, many of whom are severely handicapped, would believe this is a suitable location for such a facility. 

Please give this application very, very serious consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Clarke and Janelle Howatt 
310-459-4325 



Senior Citizen Monstrosity in Pacific Palisades 
1 message 

Patty Detroit <patty@pattydetroit.com> 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: Mike Bonin <mike@11thdistrict.com> 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 4:24 PM 

This is a monstrosity, it should not be built in a wilderness area, one of the last ones left and it should not be built in a 
remote location that is unsafe for the elderly. There are no hospitals nearby, there is always traffic getting to the hospitals. 

It would also create a terrible burden on this community already burdened by the new Caruso project. 

There are only three ways into the neighborhood, Sunset, Chautauqua and Temescal Canyon, all of which already have 
terrible traffic. Sunset and Chautauqua are winding dangerous roads. It now takes over an hour to get from the 
Palisades Village past the 405, if you leave after 2:30 in the afternoon, which is the direction I go, there are similar traffic 
jams on the other two streets. it's just unacceptabie. it wouid further ruin our quality of life. We are locked in. Put the 
home somewhere appropriate, not here and leave the poor animals alone, they have nowhere else to go. 

This community is in constant construction. Leave the last little bit of wilderness alone. 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
1 message 

Batsheva Spector <batspector7@gmail.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org 

September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles , CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 4:13 PM 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval applications. 
Safety for the elderly and the lack of public transportation for the employees is highly irresponsible. Today, 
the Corona Fire should be a serious consideration for how fast and furious the fires in our local mountains 
can be. This plan for the elderly in the middle of the Highlands is in the middle of a dangerous fire district. 
In addition in case of an earthquake, we residents of the Highlands are warned to have at least 3 weeks worth 
of medicine, food and water ready for each individual. This proposed plan is extremely irresponsible on the 
part of the developer, not taking into account the needs of others who are dependent. 

Sincerely, 

Name: _Batsheva Spector ____________ _ 

Address: 1530 Michael Lane -------------
Pacific Palisades ------------

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Shram's 1525 Palisades Drive L.P. 
1 message 

Adrian Maizey <amaizey@hotmail.com> Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 4:04 PM 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org>, "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" 
<councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org>, "lisa.cahill@lacity.org" 
<lisa.cahill@lacity.org> 

Dear Courtney -

I am the owner of two properties in the Palisades Highlands as well as a tenant in the office building at 1515 Palisades 
Drive. On the two properties I own, I pay approximately $100,000 annually in property taxes and the rent I pay to the 
owner of the 1515 Palisades office building further generates income for the state and city, on top of any income taxes I 
pay. 

My wife and I and our two young children love this safe. quiet, peaceful, non-congested, and isolated part of town and 
are saddened to hear that the city in considering approving construction of an assisted living/dementia care facility that 
will dramatically change our home and community for the worse, whether that be through increased traffic, transient 
visitors and workers, etc. on top of all the reason you have most certainly already heard from the community. 

I recognize that you do not live in the Highlands so it is more difficult for you to appreciate the deterioration or destruction 
of our neighborhood that such a development will bring, but I appeal to your sense of empathy and kindly request that you 
please do not facilitate the urbanization and congestion of one of the few remaining uncongested parts of the city by 
allowing this development to proceed. 

Please do not approve the developer's attempt to make a buck at the expense of the Highlands' residents , including its 
children. 

Sincerely, 

Adrian Maizey, owner of properties at 16715 Monte Alto Place and 1181 Piedra Morada Drive, Pacifica Palisades, CA 
90272 

Adrian Maizey 

1181 Piedra Morada Drive 

Pacific Palisades, CA 
90272 
USA Tel: +1 203-489-2032 

RSA Tel: +27 (0) 84-657-8118 (after 3pm RSA time only) 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Please consider my carefully considered position 
1 message 

Tom Meade <gotom@me.com> Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 3:43 PM 
To: "Courtney Shum, City Planner" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Ve red a de la Montura 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Hello, 

Dear Councilman Bonin and City Planner Shum, 

I'll spare you another rendition of a form letter, however for all the 
reasons included in the hundreds of other emails I am in opposition 
to the development project in its current form. 

At 81 I am certainly I certainly fit - or soon will - the demographic 
the project's aimed at. But after beholding the vision of it - in all its 
enormity - while descending Michael Lane toward the site, I was 
repelled by the prospect. 

It's too much out of character for the area, plopped down as it is · 
among homes characterized by low density occupancy it stands 
out like a hotel or medical center. Indeed, it shares many of the 
characteristics of each. 

The thought of putting seniors who may well have mobility issues 
in the middle of a fire area at the end of a single street - with the 
only escape route essentially commandeered by the fire department -
is not good planning, in my humble opinion. I can't imagine people 
putting up good - and big money - for the purpose of isolating 
themselves at a time in their lives when support has become all 
the more important. What for - the views? Selling this to a reputable, 
successful operator will take a major sales job. 

No, this would be - if successful - a going concern out of its element. 
It should be very expensive, extensive townhomes to befit its setting. 
As it is - it may well be a candidate for replacement by an unknown 
type of business - or it might attract operators who want to operate 
on a shoestring - as a category laggard. 

Thank you very much for your consideration of my position. 

Sincerely, 

PERMITS 



TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the 
removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special 
Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 
trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down 
Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) 
AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on 
Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND 
DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and 
PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset 
and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural 
amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be 
disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at ail hours of 
the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks 
servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have 
consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted 
living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of 
constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to 
asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even back 
and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would need 
transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine 
transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND 
NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED 
AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE 
IMMEDIATE VICINITY -AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE -ALL TO 
UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning 
application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring 
property owners in support of" the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS 
COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION 
TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY 
AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

Thank you, 

Allison Kim 



smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the 
proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM 
PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, 
joggers, hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who 
enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the 
many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica 
Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this 
precious resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and 
is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, 
EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE 
HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot 
building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park 
on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL 
OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community 
plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, 
which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, 
was restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, 
from the south, the first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby 
effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 
67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 
sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building for each 
square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or 
nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of lot - nearly double the 
density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And 
that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more sguare feet in the 
TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force 
dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park 
visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very 
ill relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the 
garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, 
therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, 
hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with 
TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION TO 1525 PALISADES DRIVE DEVELOPMENT 
1 message 

allison kim <allison2la@yahoo.com> Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 3:22 PM 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the 
following reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL 
DANGER TO SENIORS ... there is no contesting that seniors need more and better assisted 
living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will seriously endanger their 
lives for many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon 
designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 
6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means to evacuate to evacuate 
100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage 
through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. 
The Project is distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest 
trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, and the two closest general 
hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can tal(e 45 minutes to 
reach in traffic, far too long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is 
blocked by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN THE 
HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, 
and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be transported to Santa Monica and 
Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; and all are assisted living 
and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -- to 
run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the 
application documents reflect the responses of novices, not professionals who 
must be licensed and experienced to operate these facilities. Given the folly of 
locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is difficult 
to believe that any reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and 
responsibility. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine 
wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga 
State Park -- one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A 



(no subject) 
1 message 

Evan Fisher <evanfisher@mac.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ***ezra.gale@lacity.org 

September 26, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

Expedited Processing Section 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 

Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 

1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear .f'i!ls.: Shum: 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 2:22 PM 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Evan Fisher, Ph.D., L.M.F.T. 

17667 Camino de Yatasto, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

and Mr. Ezra Gale 

1645 Corinth Ave., #201 

Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Email : councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have 
consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted 
living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of 
constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to 
asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even back 
and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would need 
transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine 
transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND 
NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED 
AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE 
IMMEDIATE VICINITY - AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - ALL TO 
UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning 
application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring 
property owners in support of' the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS 
COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION 
TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY 
AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

For all these and a host of more detailed legal reasons associated with the details related to 
developing a project such as this, HUG is OPPOSED TO THIS PROJECT. If you have any 
questions please direct them to: www.hugpali.org email: hugpalisades@gmail.com 



• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, 
which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, 
was restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, 
from the south, the first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby 
effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 
67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 
sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building for each 
square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or 
nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of lot - nearly double the 
density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And 
that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in the 
TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force 
dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park 
visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very 
ill relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the 
garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, 
therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, 
hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with 
TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the 
removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special 
Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 
trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down 
Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) 
AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on 
Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND 
DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and 
PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset 
and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural 
amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be 
disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of 
the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks 
servicing the Project. 



100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage 
through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. 
The Project is distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest 
trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, and the two closest general 
hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to 
reach in traffic, far too long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is 
blocked by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN THE 
HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, 
and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be transported to Santa Monica and 
Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; and all are assisted living 
and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -- to 
run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the 
application documents reflect the responses of novices, not professionals who 
must be licensed and experienced to operate these facilities. Given the folly of 
locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is difficult 
to believe that any reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and 
responsibility. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine 
wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga 
State Park -- one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A 
smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the 
proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM 
PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, 
joggers, hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who 
enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the 
many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica 
Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this 
precious resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and 
is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, 
EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE 
HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot 
building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park 
on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL 
OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community 
plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 



THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND NO MEANINGFUL 

SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE 

COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY - AND NONE AT ALL TO THE 

HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - ALL TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this 

secrecy, the planning application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring 

property owners in support of' the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY BLANK. Not 

one signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION TO THIS ILL

CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

For all these and a host of more detailed legal reasons associated with the details related to developing a 

project such as this, HUG is OPPOSED TO THIS PROJECT. If you have any questions please direct them to: 

www.hugpali.org email: hugpalisades@gmail.com 

Paul Clark 
1293 Piedra Morada Drive 
Pacific Palisades 
CA 90272-1904 

paulclark39@gmail.com 
Cell# 1-310-666-3378 
Home # 1-310-310-2532 

kim sungeun <seikon1220@yahoo.com> Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 7:29 PM 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org>, 
"lisa.cahill@lacity.org" <lisa.cahill@lacity.org> 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Ve red a de la Mon tu ra 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the 
following reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL 
DANGER TO SENIORS ... there is no contesting that seniors need more and better assisted 
living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will seriously endanger their 
lives for many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon 
designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 
6/1 /17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means to evacuate to evacuate 



And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in the TWO-STORY 

PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens of cars and 

trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park visitors for the very limited street 

parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very ill relatives daily 

find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the garbage trucks, food 

suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, 

cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with TRAFFIC 

CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the removal of 

19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special Grading Area," which 

requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 

TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite 

in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on Palisades Drive and 

Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and PCH, especially at 

the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural amphitheater, 

allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady 

stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, as well as the required 

backup beeping from all commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have consistently 

misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted living/dementia care patients 

are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of constant medical supervision," to minimizing 

CEQA environmental impact findings, to asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported 

mostly via shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees 

would need transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine 

transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 



transported to Santa Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; and all are 

assisted living and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -- to run an assisted 

living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the application documents reflect the responses of 

novices, not professionals who must be licensed and experienced to operate these facilities. Given the 

folly of locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is difficult to believe that 

any reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and responsibility. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine wilderness of the Santa 

Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park -- one the largest and most heavily 

visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern 

boundary of the proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SH RAM 

PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, joggers, hikers, rock 

climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and 

streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods 

to the entire Santa Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this 

precious resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and is the LARGEST 

State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC 

VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft 

high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga 

State Park on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER 

HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community plan and all other 

developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, which, notably, is 

not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. 

SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the south, the first-floor parking garage will be 

clearly visible, thereby effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 

67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 

acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad 

. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of 

lot - nearly double the density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! 
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The Palisades Project 
1 message 

Jimk528467 <jimk528467@aol.com> 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Chu, 

City of Los Angeles Mail - The Palisades Projf"'' 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 9: 19 AM 

I and my wife haw li~d in the Palisades Highlands for 15 years. We are strongly opposed to the planned project to build 
a multistory rest home facility on Palisades Dr. Please haw the dewloper redesign his plan before it is too late. 

Jim Keefe, M.D. 
Leslie Keefe 

2020 Palisades Ori\€ 
Pacific Palisades, California 

https://rrrail.google.com'rrrail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&jswr=ZOgYGg\FjfY.en.&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th=15f7d876c9443203&siml=15f7d876c9443203 1/1 
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1525 Palisades Drive Proposed Project 
1 message 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Kurt Holland <kurt.holland@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 2, 2017 at 6:46 AM 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org, henry.chu@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org, 
councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

Nowmber 1st, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

Expedited Processing Section 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles , CA 90012 

Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 

Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 

1525 Palisades Drive , Pacific Palisades, CA 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprow the owner's permit and approval applications. 

My reasons for opposing the Project include: 

• The Project puts both the existing Highlands residents like myself, and the proposed senior residents of the new 
facility at risk. This is a high fire danger and landslide risk area, and evacuations will be more difficult for all with the 
increased density at such a critical point on the main exit route, Palisades Driw. 

• The Project isn't suitable for assisted li1,1ng and dementia patients giwn its location. They will be wry remote from all 
seNces, including medical care facilities. In addition, there is nowhere to walk that is safe for these proposed residents 
that isn't dangerous giwn the significant traffic on Palisades Driw and the wilderness areas adjacent. Do we want a 
dementia patient to wander off and get hit by a car or lost in Topanga State Park? 

https://mail .google.com1mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js-.er=ZOgYGgl.FjfY.en.&'Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=15f7cfb9890b6f83&siml=15f7cfb9890b6f83 1/2 
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• The Project is completely unsur._ 1le for the neighborhood, and will cause sign, .. ~ant erosion to the quality of life for 
those of us already li"1ng here. The Highlands is a very unique area pro"1ding a sanctuary from the noise, congestion, 
traffic, and crime of many more typical urban and commercial areas in Los Angeles. We, any many other Highlands 
residents, purchased a home here for that reason. The Project puts that sanctuary at risk, with significant increases in 
noise and traffic at all hours of the day and night, greatly increased congestion from the residents and the multitude of 
caregivers and seNce personnel, and the risk of increased crime from a continuous steam of non-residents entering the 
Highlands at all hours. In short, the Project results in a material adverse change in our li"1ng circumstances and a 
probable decline in our property value. 

Sincerely, 

Kurt Holland 

1736 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

and Mr. Ezra Gale 

1645 Corinth Ave., #201 

Los Angeles , CA 90025 

Email: councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra. gale@lacity.org 

Kurt Holland 
Text: 310 429 0164 

:.- --

KH 1525 Palisades Drive Proposal.jpeg 
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November 1st, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney .shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 

KH 1525 Pal isades Dri -.e Proposal.jpeg 

1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval applications. 

My reasons for opposing the Project include: 
• The Project puts both the existing Highlands residents like myself, and the proposed senior residents of the 

new facility at risk. This is a high fire danger and landslide risk area, and evacuations will be more difficult 
for all with the increased density at such a critical point on the main exit route, Palisades Drive. · 

• The Project isn't suitable for assisted living and dementia patients given its location. They will be very 
remote from all services, including medical care facilities. In addition, there is nowhere to walk that is safe 
for these proposed residents that isn' t dangerous given the significant traffic on Palisades Drive and the 
wilderness areas adjacent Do we want a dementia patient to wander off and get hit by a car or lost in 
T opanga State Park? 

• The Project is completely unsuitable for the neighborhood, and will cause significant erosion to the quality 
of life for those of us already living here. The Highlands is a very unique area providing a sanctuary from 
the noise, congestion, traffic, and crime of many more typical urban and commercial areas in Los Angeles. 
We, any many other Highlands residents, purchased a home here for that reason. The Project puts that 
sanctuary at risk, with significant increases in noise and traffic at all hours of the day and night, greatly 
increased congestion from the residents and the multitude of caregivers and service personnel, and the risk 
of increased crime from a continuous steam of non-residents entering the Highlands at all hours. In short, 
the Project results in a material adverse change in our living circumstances and a probable decline in our 
property value. 

Sincere!~, / 

/ f ·· l,{t/41 
Kurt Holland L 
1736 Michael Lane ,,,,,.,.- ., 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email : councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mail/u/Ol#inbc»d15f7cfb9890b6f83?projector= 1 1/1 
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Project at 1525 Palisades Drive Elder Care 
1 message 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

donna galvin <donnagal"1n01@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 1, 2017 at 9:39 PM 
To: Henry.Chu@lacity.org, courtney.shum@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, debby.dynerharris@lacity.org 

As a resident of the Michael Lane Villas in Pacific Palisades Highlands, I am writing 
to express my strong opposition to the proposed Elder Care Project at 1525 
Palisades Drive . 

Along with others who live here, I moved to the Highlands to enjoy a unique 
residential community in this beautiful natural setting in the Santa Monica Mountains. 

This proposed project will have an extremely negative impact on our community and 
is completely inappropriate for our community for a multitude of reasons. Here are 
just a few of my, and many of my neighbors', reasons. 

It is enormous in scale, height and mass. At 45 feet and 4 stories tall it is higher by 
10 feet than any other building in the Pacific Palisades and along Sunset Blvd. 

Its setbacks are woefully inadequate to blend in with the surrounding neighborhood 
and would not allow for planting of trees, bushes, flowers and other vegetation 
around the perimeter as we have in the rest of the Highlands. 

The only trees they are showing would be in the middle of the sidewalks!!! 

Even if the elderly residents were able to navigate our hilly sidewalks, how would 
they deal with that obstacle course?? 

Its inappropriate and incompatible architectural style clashes horribly with the 
Mediterranean/Spanish style residential architecture of the town houses and homes 
that surround it and make up our community. Its design is of an unattractive 
commercial building that belongs in a city, not a Spanish/Mediterranean residential 
style that would blend in with our residential state parks setting . 

Its design is monolithic, with no variations in elevations, roof lines and facade. It will 
be a solid structure built lot line to lot line on tis piece of property to maximize 
number of rooms, residents and therefore profits. 

https://mail .goog le.com'mai l/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&jsl.ef'=ZOg YGg\FjfY.en.&-..ew=pt&search=inbox&lh= 15f7b06f075a1cf1 &siml= 15f7b06f075a1 cf1 1/3 
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With 90 residents and auu1tional nurses, caregivers and ~Jpport staff that will be 
there at all times the density will be over twice as great as anything in the Highlands. 
It is totally out of line with the rest of our area. This will pose a serious negative 
impact on traffic and parking in the area. 

The impact on our views and the view corridor will be tremendous. It will not only 
eviscerate the mountain and hillside views of the neighboring town homes but will 
negatively impact the views of all those who walk or drive up and down Michael 
Lane, Vereda de la Montura, Palisades Drive and Palisades Circle daily as well as 
visitors to our state parks and hiking trails. 

Have the developers, the Shrams, even considered the dangers posed to its 
elderly and memory impaired residents by the remote location of the Highlands? 
We are in a high fire danger zone and without a real possibility of "Sheltering in 
Place" during a raging firestorm. If an earthquake should occur we were told by the 
fire dept. representative that it could take weeks for help to reach us a·nd for vital 
services to be restored. Palisades Drive is a liquefaction zone. Our unique location 
is far from emergency medical care for these vulnerable seniors. 

The unfortunate zoning designation made over 40 years ago when the Highlands 
was originally plotted out was righted by a 1988 ruling by the city that rejected a 
TWO STORY, 28,000 square foot project that was proposed for this site. That 
project was almost 2 ½ times smaller than what is now being considered by the city. 

Why would such a proposed behemoth almost three times larger with much higher 
density be allowed now? This is a travesty. 

See 1988 case #s ZA-88-0435 (PP) and CDP 88-012. "Such an intensity of 
development goes far beyond not only the plan but also beyond that ever 
anticipated by the community" 

Because of lack of transparency by the builder, most residents of the Highlands 
were and many may still be unaware of this project. It was only a month and a half 
ago that those of us within the required 500 foot zone were notified of its existence. 
That gave us little time to evaluate the project. The builder's drawings do not show 
the building's true size and bulk. It will loom over and dwarf the small commercial 
building that sits below it and destroy the continuity of the beauty of the Highlands .. 

https://mail .google.com'mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&jswr=ZOgYGgl.FjfY.en.&-.;ew=pt&search= inbox&th=15f7b06f075a1cf1&siml=15f7b06f075a1cf1 2/3 
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Even those residents whv may not be paying attention nLv,1 will scream, carry on 
and protest loudly once they see it being built. That will be too late. The building 
department and those who gave it the green light will be blamed. 

I ask you to please reject this project. 

Thank you, 

Donna Galvin 

1558 Michael Lane 

https://mail .google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js~r=ZOgYGgl.f'jfY.en.&1.1ew=pt&search=inbox&th=15f7b06f075a1cf1&siml=15f7b06f075a1cf1 3/3 
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Project - Elder Care facility at 1525 Palisades Drive. 
1 message 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Norman <nendrg@msn.com> Wed, Nov 1, 2017 at 8:57 PM 
To: "henry.chu@lacity.org" <henry.chu@lacity.org>, "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org>, 
"councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "debby.dynerharris@lacity.org" 
<debby.dynerharris@lacity.org> 

Case# ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

To All Concerned 

As a resident of Michael Lane Villas in Pacific Palisades Highlands, I am voicing my 
total opposition to this proposed Elder Care project at 1525 Palisades Drive. 

I am opposed to the massive size, height, mass and scale of the building. It will be 10 
feet higher than any of the other buildings in the Palisades and along Sunset Blvd. 

The inappropriate office-like architectural style should be in a dense urban location, 
not in a residential area where all the surrounding architecture is Spanish/ 
Mediterranean in design. The building should be Spanish/Mediterranean also to blend 
in with the surrounding townhomes and houses and substantially reduced in size. It 
needs variations in its height, rooflines and facades. 

This building will be built up within seven feet of the lot lines and therefore lack 
adequate set backs and vegetation. 

Views will be lost by surrounding residents and all other residents who pass by and 
those who visit the state parks in which we are located. 

The density is too high - over twice that of any of the other buildings in our community. 
Too many units and too many people. 
It will increase traffic and parking in our area. 

There is also the evacuation dangers for the elderly in case of fires or earthquakes. 

It will be an eyesore and our community will suffer the aftereffects. Please do not ok 
this disastrous project 

Sincerely, 
https://mail.google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=585fadeab5&js-.er=ZOgYGgl.FjfY.en.&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th=15f7ae03795aa742&siml=15f7ae03795aa742 1/2 
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N. E. Neofotist 
Michael Lane Villas 
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HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION 
TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY 
AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

Paul Clark <paulclark39@gmail.com> Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 2:17 PM 
To: Courtney.shum@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr. ; 17310-17320 Yereda de la Montura Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No.: Date: Time: 

ENV-20 17-2171-CE Oct. 4, 20 17 

11 :30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 

200 North Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the following reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS ... 

there is no contesting that seniors need more and better assisted living and dementia care options, but THE 

SH RAM PROJECT will seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon designated "Hillside" 

and a" Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no 

practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving 

fire that can rage through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if Palisades Drive is blocked 

by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is distant 

from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in 

Westwood, and the two closest general hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 

45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked 

by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. There 

are no medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be 



• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very 
ill relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the 
garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, 
therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, 
hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropri_ate here, with 
TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the 
removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special 
Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 
trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down 
Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) 
AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on 
Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND 
DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and 
PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset 
and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural 
amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be 
disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of 
the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks 
servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have 
consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted 
living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of 
constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to 
asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even back 
and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would need 
transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine 
transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND 
NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED 
AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE 
IMMEDIATE VICINITY - AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - ALL TO 
UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning 
application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring 
property owners in support of" the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS 
COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 



• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -- to 
run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the 
application documents reflect the responses of novices, not professionals who 
must be licensed and experienced to operate these facilities. Given the folly of 
locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is difficult 
to believe that any reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and 
responsibility. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine 
wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga 
State Park -- one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A 
smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the 
proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM 
PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, 
joggers, hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who 
enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the 
many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica 
Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this 
precious resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and 
is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, 
EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE 
HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot 
building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park 
on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL 
OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community 
plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, 
which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, 
was restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, 
from the south, the first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby 
effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 
67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 
sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building for each 
square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or 
nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of lot - nearly double the 
density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And 
that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more sguare feet in the 
TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force 
dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park 
visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 



i I Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 
3 messages 

kenneth galanis <kenneth.galanis@gmail.com> Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 1 :52 PM 
To: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, courtney.shum@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

ENV-2017-2171-CE CEQA No.: 
Date: Oct. 4, 2017 
Time: 11 :30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the 
following reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL 
DANGER TO SENIORS ... there is no contesting that seniors need more and better assisted 
living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will seriously endanger their 
lives for many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon 
designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 
6/1 /17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means to evacuate to evacuate 
100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage 
through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. 
The Project is distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest 
trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, and the two closest general 
hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to 
reach in traffic, far too long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is 
blocked by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN THE 
HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, 
and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be transported to Santa Monica and 
Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; and all are assisted living 
and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 



to be a horrible location in the event Palisades Drive becomes closed. It would amount to the creation of a warehouse for 
the residents. 

--To make room for the underground levels, over 20,000 cubic yards of dirt must be hauled away. That will require one 
large dump truck every 10 minutes, 5 hours per day, 5 days per week, for over 2 months. Over 30 trucks per day, 2,000 
trucks total. 

--No other building in the Highlands has 4 stories 

--Current design calls for setbacks from street of only 7 feet, so no real room for landscaping, and no real . Design is 
modernistic with flat roof, no real reliefs to break up the facade, completely out of character with the community. This 
design was undoubtedly used to save money, since it is essentially the same as the 33 unit condo project the developer 
previously proposed that was shot down. ' 

--Substantial additional traffic and hazards, including an entry/exit shown on Palisades Drive. 

--Parking overload--underground parking will only have about 60 spaces. 

--Proposed structure will have a floor area ration ("FAR") or structural density of 1.50. By comparison, the one other 
commercial property in the Highlands has a FAR or 0.27, and the condominium complexes that house the nearest 
neighbors to the Developer's site have FARs of 0.50 to 0.72. 

--To obtain necessary approvals, the developer characterizes the neighborhood as a "highly urbanized area"-ridiculous, 
just another indicator of his lack of credibility. 

-Adverse change in nature and number of who is in the neighborhood on a daily and nightly basis. 

Sincerely, 

Name: Robert Brady 

Address: 1680 Michael Ln 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Council member Mike Bonin 

and Mr. Ezra Gale 

1645 Corinth Ave., #201 

Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra. gale@lacity.org 



ail Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Proposed Eldercare Project 1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
1 message 

Robert Brady <rfbrady@me.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org 

September 26, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

Expedited Processing Section 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 

Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 

1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 1 :29 PM 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval applications. 

As for justifications for opposing the project, there are many. 

1. P~oposed project 

--6 story (4 above grade, 2 below), 

--64,000 sf, jammed onto a lot of less than 1 acre. 

--45' high Alzheimers/assisted living facility 30% Alzheimers/70% Assisted Living. 

-82 units, 97 total residents 

2. Too many issues to list all of them there, but here are a few: 

-Bad location to put fragile seniors--this location is in a location rated "Very High Fire Danger" that is prone to earth 
movement. It is also remote from medical care providers and hospitals and other community amenities and would prove 



PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 
DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY -AND NONE AT ALL TO 
THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE -ALL TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME 
TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning application form also asked Shram 
to include the names and signatures of "neighboring property owners in support of' 
the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one 
signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS 
OPPOSITION TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE 
BEING ADDED DAILY AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

Thank you, 

Donna Galvin 

1558 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, 90272 



PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for 
each square foot of lot - nearly double the density that the City granted 
Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And that IMMENSE SIZE 
DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more sguare feet in the TWO-STORY 
PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will 
force dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current 
residents and park visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

*Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting 
their very ill relatives daily find parking? 

*Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US 
Postal; or the garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors , laundry suppliers, 
physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, 
cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

*The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate 
here, with TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will 
require the removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1 ,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -
in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate 
of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will 
be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 
miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

*The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on 
Palisades Drive and Vereda de la Montura. 

*Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT 
TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

*Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on 
Sunset and PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the 
logjam at Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a 
natural amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can 
expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE 
SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping 
from all commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SH RAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have 
consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted 
living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of 
constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to 
asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even 
back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would 
need transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, 
as routine transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A 
WHOLE AND NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE 



transported to Santa Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, 
non-urgent care; and all are assisted living and/or dementia impaired with 
frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no 
operator -- to run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements 
made in all the application documents reflect the responses of novices, not 
professionals who must be licensed and experienced to operate these 
facilities. Given the folly of locating an assisted living/dementia care facility 
so remote from help, it is difficult to believe that any reputable operator 
would agree to assume this liability and responsibility. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the 
pristine wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by 
Topanga State Park -- one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los 
Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern 
boundary of the proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly 
urbanized area" as the SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE 
CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, 
joggers, hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers 
who enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock 
outcroppings, and the many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to 
the entire Santa Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL 
active advantage of this precious resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone 
boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits 
anywhere in the United States. The Highlands is a hilly community. If any of the 
residents has mobility issues it will be very difficult for them to go for walks around the 
area because there are no flat streets. Also there aren't any shops/stores in the 
Highlands within walking distance. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL 
BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER 
WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 
65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail 
entrance to Topanga State Park on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park 
on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN 
SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SH RAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades 
community plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

*Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business 
district, which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border 
Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S 
PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the south, the first-floor 
parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby effectively making the Project 
appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 67% higher than 
Caruso's new center in the Village. 

*Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 
116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of 
building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

IN OPPOSITION TO THE SHRAM HIGHLANDS ELDERCARE PROJECT 

Donna Galvin <galvinrodedesign@msn.com> Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 12:22 PM 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org>, "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" 
<councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org>, "lisa.cahill@lacity.org" 
<lisa.cahill@lacity.org> 

Subject: IN OPPOSITION TO THE SHRAM HIGHLANDS ELDERCARE PROJECT 

THE SHRAM HIGHLANDS ELDERCARE PROJECT 
Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura · 
Re:Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Hearing Date:Oct. 4, 2017 
Time: 11 :30 am 
Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all 
the following reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN 
EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS .. . there is no contesting that seniors need 
more and better assisted living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM 
PROJECT will seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. 

EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep 
canyon designated "Hillside" and a 'Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" 
by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means 
to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a 
rapidly-moving fire that can rage through the canyons next to the facility in a 
matter of minutes. 

WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, 
especially if Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by 
liquefaction or mudslides? 
The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, and the 
two closest general hospitals - St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica 
Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too long in cases of 
emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 

THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE 
FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources 
anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Eldercare project 
1 message 

Nancy Forman <nancy@languageliaison.com> 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 

September 25, 201 7 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn: Ms . Courtney Shum Planning 
Assistant Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 12:13 PM 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and 
approval applications. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. & Mrs. David Saloff 
1589 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave. , #201 Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bon in@lacity.org ezra.gale@lacity.org 



Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN 
SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce Littell 

1583 Micheal Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

310-489-4946 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

I oppose 1525 Palisades Drive Elder Care Project 
1 message 

Bruce Littell <bwlittell@gmail.com> Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 10:06 AM 
To: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, courtney.shum@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org 

September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

Expedited Processing Section 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn : Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 

1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and 
WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, 
EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE HIGHLANDS 
COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet 
from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park on Vereda and adjoins the Santa 



and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would need 
transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine 
transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND 
NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED 
AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE 
IMMEDIATE VICINITY - AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - ALL TO 
UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning 
application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring 
property owners in support of' the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS 
COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION 
TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY 
AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

Sincerely, 

Joie Marie Gallo 
1472 Palisades Drive 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 



thereby effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high 
monument. Some 67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 
116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building 
for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 
square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of lot -
nearly double the density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central 
business district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 
more sguare feet in the TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force 
. dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park 

visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their 
very ill relatives daily find parking? 

e Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or 
the garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, 
nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa 
attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, 
with TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the 
removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special 
Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 
trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down 
Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest ro.ute) 
AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on 
Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, 
AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset 
and PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at 
Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural 
amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be 
disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of 
the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks 
servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have 
consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted 
living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of 
constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to 
asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even back 



• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' 
LIVES. The Project is distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The 
nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, and the two closest 
general hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 
minutes to reach in traffic, far too long in cases of emergency. And what if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN 
THE HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the anywhere in the 
Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be transported to Santa Monica 
and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; and all are assisted 
living and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator 
-- to run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the 
application documents reflect the responses of novices, not professionals who 
must be licensed and experienced to operate these facilities. Given the folly of 
locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is difficult 
to believe that any reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and 
responsibility. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine 
wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga 
State Park -- one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A 
smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the 
proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM 
PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, 
joggers, hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who 
enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the 
many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica 
Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this 
precious resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and 
is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, 
EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE 
HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot 
building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park 
on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL 
OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community 
plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business 
district, which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga 
State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! 
WORSE yet, from the south, the first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
1 message 

Gallo, Joie <Joie.Gallo@roll.com> Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 10:02 AM 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org>, 
"lisa.cahill@lacity.org" <lisa.cahill@lacity.org> 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 

Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Date: Oct. 4, 2017 

Time: 11 :30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 

200 North Spring Street, Room 763 · 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the 
following reasons: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL 
DANGER TO SENIORS ... there is no contesting that seniors need more and better assisted 
living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will seriously endanger their 
lives for many reasons. 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon 
designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City 
(DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means to evacuate to 
evacuate 100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that 
can rage through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Subject: Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
1 message 

NICOLAS BEAUVY <nbeauvy@coldwellbanker.com> 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 

September 26 , 2017 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum Planning 
Assistant Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 7:38 AM 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I vehemently oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's 
permit and approval applications. This project makes absolutely no sense in this 
particular location. There is a deep history behind this developer and rather than 
working with the Highlands community, the developer wants to disrupt the area. The 
Highlands is a maximum 2-story residential community surrounded by nature on all 
sides and this type of project would be environmentally destructive. I smell a 'rat' in 
regards to how far this project is 'in the works.' Please listen to the community and not a 
'money-grabbing' developer! 

Sincerely, 

Nicolas Beauvy 
310-573-7473 office direct 
310-691-9595 cell 
nbeauvy@coldwellbanker.com 



ail Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Re: Case No.: ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA NO. ENV-2017-2717-CE 
1 message 

Keith Craven <kbcraven01@yahoo.com> Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 10:07 PM 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: "councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org>, "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org> 

September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum Planning Assistant Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Sincerely, 

Keith Craven 
1672 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org ezra.gale@lacity.org 



ail Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Opposition to Application for Developmental/ Coastal Permits - 1525 North 
Palisades Dr., Pacific Palisades 
1 message 

Ann Dee Sutton <anndee.sutton@gmail.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles , CA 90012 

Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 
Planning Assistant 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQANo. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 6:28 PM 

I oppose the Project at 1525 N. Palisades Drive as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

The site is highly inappropriate for an eldercare facility given its secluded and inaccessible location. Difficulty of 
evacuation in the event of natural disaster such as fire or earthquake ( unfortunately not unlikely in the area) poses a real 
danger to elderly residents, as well as all of the current residents of the Highlands who would be forced to use a single 
two-lane road in the event of an evacuation. In addition to the real safety risks, the site is highly rural and does not have 
easy access to the neighborhood resources that would be helpful to an elderly community: coffee shops, grocery stores, 
urgent care facilities, pharmacies, retail, etc. The site is far from a lively, urban environment as stated by site's developers. 

Besides the dangers posed to residents of the facility, the proposed structure is entirely out of keeping with the very 
natural environment of the site. At four stories, it would tower over all other neighboring structures in its prominent 
comer location, and severely detract from the neighborhood's mountainous feel/ aesthetic. In both size and design, is 
entirely inconsistent with its location within a quiet, highly residential community at the edge ofTopanga State Park. 

Thank you very much in advance for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Ann Dee Sutton 

1533 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

and Mr. Ezra Gale 

1645 Corinth Ave., #201 



Finally, the proposed structure is completely out of character in relation to the adjacent buildings. Its wood and 
glass design would not harmonize with their Mediterranean style facades and roofs. Its 4 stories - and the 
machinery and screening on the roof, which would in fact form a 5th story -- would dwarf the nearby 2 and 3 story 
townhouses. To maximize use of the site, the proposed design includes minimal set-back from the street; the 
townhouses have ample, landscaped setback. The proposed structure, if built, would be an intrusive eyesore, 
aesthetically out of keeping with its surroundings. 

For these reasons we oppose the proposed elder care facility. We are copying this message to Councilmember Bonin and 
Ezra Gale to make our views known to them. This project should not be allowed to go ahead. 

Respectfully, 

Dr Geoffrey Symcox 

Dr Linda Symcox 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

proposed development 1525 palisades drive, pacific palisades 
1 message 

Geoffrey Symcox <symcox@history.ucla.edu> 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org>, "councilmember."<bonin@lacity.org> 

Dear Ms Shum: 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 6:08 PM 

My wife and I reside at 1565 Palisades Drive. We wish to express our vehement opposition to the proposed development 
of an elder care facility at 1525 Palisades Drive, just a few yards from our condominium. Reference is: 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

We oppose this project because: 

It is entirely unsuited to this area. An elder care facility requires quick and easy access to medical facilities in 
case of emergencies. The proposed site is a very long way - 45 minutes at least in light traffic - from the nearest 
hospitals (St Johns Santa Monica, and even further from UCLA). In the event of fire or earthquake, evacuation of 
the 82 or more residents - some in dementia care - would be highly problematic. Getting these elderly people 
out of the proposed 4-story building in a hurry would be very difficult, or rather impossible. Sole access to the 
proposed site is via Palisades Drive, which might well be blocked. (As has occurred due to rockslides and 
flooding in the past). 

The proposed facility will cause a massive increase in traffic and in the demand for parking. The facility is to be 
located on Vereda de la Montura, a cul-de-sac off Palisades Drive leading to one of the entrances to Topanga 
State Park. Parking on Vereda de la Montura and in the vicinity will be affected very negatively. The developer's 
proposed allocation of 62 parking spaces is ridiculously inadequate in proportion to the number of residents, staff 
and medical personnel, let alone the numerous visitors who wpuld come to the facility each day, and delivery 
vehicles larger than a van, which the proposed parking cannot accommodate. Parking on Vereda de La Montura 
and the cross-street Michael Lane is already tight, and even more so on weekends when hikers come to Topanga 
State Park. The proposed elder care facility would make local traffic and parking infinitely worse. The developer 
claims that staff would be able to reach the facility using "shuttles." This is nonsense. Staff would have to come 
by car, severely exacerbating traffic and the already overcrowded parking in the area. 

The developers mischaracterize the nature of the site. It is not located in a "densely urbanized area" as they 
falsely assert. It is surrounded by trees and chaparral, and faces onto a steep ravine. The wildlife in the area 
includes coyotes and deer, in addition to smaller animals and reptiles. The site is rustic, which means there are 
none of the amenities normally found near to an elder care facility: cafes, shopping and so on. There is one 
restaurant close by, but apart from that, the nearest cafes and (very limited) shopping are 2 miles away at the 
bottom of Palisades Drive. There is no public transportation to allow residents access to these amenities. If they 
could not drive, as it is to be expected would be true for most of them, they would be totally isolated in the facility. 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Proposed Eldercare Project - Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

Sylvie Rokab <sylviero@gmail.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org 

Ref: Proposed Eldercare Project - 1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 4:29 PM 

I am a member of the Highlands Villa Association disaster preparedness committee and oppose the Project 
referenced above. Having an elderly parent (my mother is 82 years old) and having studied the high risks that 
come from living in our isolated Highlands community, bringing additional elderly people to the Highlands will 
highly endanger their lives when a large earthquake hits. 

Some points to keep in mind for when a large earthguake hits: 

1. The main road to the Highlands - Palisades Dr. - is a liquefaction zone. Most likely, it will not be 
drivable. 

2. The large gas pipe from So Cal Gas that services the Highlands is underneath that same road, 
Palisades Dr., and its breakage will likely ignite fires in our neighborhoods which will likely turn into bush fires, 
further closing off exit o~tions (the fire road is surrounded by ignitable vegetation). 

3. When a large earthquake hits, first responders prioritize areas of high density to save as many lives 
as possible. The Highlands is one of the lowest density areas in the Los Angeles county, which creates an 
uncertainty in terms of how many responders will be able to arrive here fast. 

A facility designed for the elderly should never be built on a land with such levels of isolation and 
danger. As it is, many us who are younger are deep in study on how to protect ourselves in case of a large 
earthquake given this dire situation (that's why we're forming committees) - let alone put this level of risk and 
stress on the lives of elderly people - who have the most fragile lives compared than any other age group. 

I urge you to please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Sincerely, 

Sylvie Rokab 
1569 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
P. 310-459-3842 
C. 310-570-7374 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

and Mr. Ezra Gale 

1645 Corinth Ave., #201 



ail Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Rony Shram Eldercare Facility: Pali Highlands 
1 message 

Alan Goldsmith <alan@bikesterusa.com> 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Alan Goldsmith 706 Palisades Dr. Pacific Palisades CA 90272 
6562 alan@bikesterusa.com 

25 September 2017 

Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

Via email to: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 3:45 PM 

310-459-

I have lived in SeaRidge at Pacific Palisades (Highlands) since 1997. Prior to that, I lived at 3 different addresses in the 
northern section of Highlands. Today is actually the 40th anniversary of my original move here. I have been involved in 
various community activities most of this time. I am currently a member of the Sea Ridge HOA Board of Directors and 
have served 6 terms as Pres or Vice Pres. I was also a director of my previous HOA, Homeowners #4, at 1724 Palisades 
Drive. 

Finally, I have served as an alternate representative from Dist #3 (Highlands) on the PPCC for the last 3 years. 

I am familiar with Mr. Shram's project, the Eldercare Facility, to be located at 1525 Palisades Dr. In my opinion, this wiil 
be a very welcome and valuable community amenity. The Highlands is relatively remote and frequently subject to isolation 
from the rest of LA due to traffic gridlock. I have known many Highlands residents who cared for elderly and limited 
mobility parents located at various facilities in Santa Monica and beyond. It's logical that they would prefer to take care of 
their parents in a nearer and more convenient venue. I believe that the additional traffic and people this would bring to 
Highlands is extremely minimal and acceptable. I have seen the architectural renderings and there can be no doubt that 
this structure fits in beautifully and probably improves property values. 

I urge the LA City Council to approve the pending application in its present form. 



Marlena DuRon 

Address: 1455 Palisades drive, 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin and Mr. 
Ezra Gale 

1645 Corinth Ave., #201 Los Angeles, CA 
90025 

Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org; 
ezra.gale@lacity.org 
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12K 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Proposed Eldercare facility in the Palisades Highlands 

Marlena DuRon <mduron@att.net> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org 

September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles Department of City 
Planning Expedited Processing Section 200 N. 
Spring Street, Room 763 Los Angeles, CA 
90012 

Re: 

Attn : Ms. Courtney Shum 
Planning Assistant 

Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA Case No. 
ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-
CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 3:32 PM 

I firmly oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Sincerely, 

Name: 



Barry DuRon 

Address: 1455 Palisades drive 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin and Mr. 
Ezra Gale 

1645 Corinth Ave., #201 Los Angeles, CA 
90025 

Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org ; 
ezra.gale@lacity.org 
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Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Assisted living & Dementia center in Pacific Palisades Highlands 
1 message 

Barry DuRon <b.duron@verizon.net> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org , ezra.gale@lacity.org 

September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles Department of City 
Planning Expedited Processing Section 200 N. 
Spring Street, Room 763 Los Angeles, CA 
90012 

Re: 

Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 
Planning Assistant 

Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA Case No. 
ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-
CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 3:23 PM 

I firmly oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Sincerely, 

Name: 



non peak traffic periods and truck staging areas be assigned which will not impact current traffic. In addition, the idling of 
engines while holding in the staging areas should be restricted. 

8. Operation of construction equipment on the project site should be limited from 8.30 AM to 5.00 PM , week days only, 
to minimize the impact on adjoining residents. 

9. All construction equipment shall be required to have sound attenuation sufficient to prevent negative impacts on 
adjacent properties. Perimeter fencing shall be designed to facilitate additional sound attenuation. 

10. Construction vehicles shall be parked in areas not affecting the existing limited parking in the immediate project area 
and to avoid impact on existing, operating businesses adjacent to the development. The developer shall be required to 
identify and commit to where construction workers will park and how they will be transported to the site. 

11 . The developer should be responsible for the repair of damage to Palisades Drive resulting from construction 
operations, between the project site and Sunset Boulevard. Palisades Drive has already significant damage as a result of 
heavy community traffic. We are concerned that this damage will be exacerbated to an unacceptable level as a result of 
the construction traffic. 

We ask that the developer be required to submit the additional information requested. Under the circumstances, we ask 
that the approval of this project be continued to allow the developer to submit this additional information and the 
community to respond. Absent the resolution of these concerns, we object to the approval of this project in the 
strongest possible terms. 

We appreciate your consideration and action in response to these community concerns. 

Thank you. 

Fritz Kastner 

President 

Michael Lane Villas HOA 

1528 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

1 31 O 383 6070 direct 

fkastner@s-and-k.com 

Copies to: 

LA City Council Member Mike Bonin councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 



facility on our community. These concerns have reached such a level that a new Association has been formed ( unrelated 
to our MLV HOA ) which is likely to ultimately include members of all 22 HOA's in the Palisades Highlands. 

We understand this project is subject to approvals including site plan review, coastal development permit and Condition of 
Approval. I ask that you consider the following concerns: 

Permanent Impacts: 

1. We are concerned about the wisdom of locating an Elder Care facility in this location. While everyone appreciates the 
need and benefit of such facilities, we believe the location is problematic. Our community is isolated from adjacent 
communities and accessible only by a 2 mile long road along the Santa Monica mountains park area, which is likely to 
become closed and impassable in the event of a wildfire or earthquake. It is highly likely that in case of such calamities, 
power and water may not be available for a significant amount of time. In addition, even under normal circumstances, the 
facility will be at a significant distance from medical facilities. We wonder if the City of Los Angeles should permit that use 
under these conditions. At a minimum, we request that the developer demonstrate how the facility will meet these issues 
and be required to address these safety concerns. 

2. The project height is proposed to be 45 feet, with 4 residential levels above grade. Among the approx. 1,500 homes 
in the Palisades Highlands, there is not a single structure of 4 floors. The project is out of scale with the surrounding 
environment. Its scale is urban and in conflict with the suburban character of this neighborhood. In addition, the 4 story 
building will completely obstruct the View Corridor of some of our residences. We request that the project height be 
brought in conformance with the scale of this neighborhood and restricted to 3 levels above grade. 

3. The building setback from the property line does not reflect the standard of the surrounding neighborhood. All 
residences in the immediate vicinity of the project are set back at least 20 ft. These set backs are not private front yards, 
but common area. These set back areas are heavily landscaped and are planted with large trees. The proposed project 
is set back only about 7 ft, which will not provide sufficient room to landscape in front of the building in a comparable 
manner. As a result, the building will not be sufficiently screened but fully exposed to the street. We request that the 
developer be required to provide additional set backs to allow significant landscaping including large trees to soften the 
impact on the community. 

4. We are very concerned about the additional traffic this facility will generate. In addition to the 20 care givers, there will 
be other required personnel, including administrative, housing, kitchen and maintenance staff. Compared to similar 
facilities, we believe that permanent staff on site will be far in excess of the nursing staff. This will generate significant 
additional traffic. We ask that the developer prepare a traffic study identifying how he intends to mitigate this impact. 

5. Current plans provide a total of 66 parking stalls. We are concerned that the parking provided by the project is 
insufficient to accommodate all tenants, personnel and visitors. At present, there is almost no excess street parking 
available in the vicinity of the project. Earlier projects of this developer showed on site parking for 83 and up to 99 cars, so 
the latest plan is a significant reduction from earlier designs. We ask that the project be required to provide on site parking 
for all traffic generated by it and that the developer prepare a parking study identifying the number of all people this facility 
will generate and how the necessary parking can be accommodated on site. 

6. The project design shows a significant number of condensing units for their HVAC system located on the roof. We 
ask that the project be required to install sound protection around these units to prevent noise pollution, which will 
negatively impact adjacent properties. 

Construction Impacts: 

7. The project will require the disposal of at least 20,000 cubic yards of mass excavation, resulting in a minimum of 
2,000 dump truck trips. This will result in significant additional traffic. We request that trucking activities be restricted to 



• 
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FW: HOA letter to the Assoc. Zoning Administrator 
1 message 

Fritz W. Kastner <fkastner@s-and-k.com> 
To: Courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Mon, Sep 25, 2017 at 1:54 PM 

Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org , Lisa.cahill@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org 

Michael Lane Villas Home Owners Association 

To: 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 

City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

200, Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Ref: Elder Care Facility 

1525 North Palisades Drive 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No: ENV- 2017-2171-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

September 25, 2017 

Via : e-mail : 

(213) 978-1916 

I am writing to you on behalf of the Michael Lane Villas Home Owners Association ( MLV HOA) a community of 11 O 
homes located directly across from the proposed project. We are very concerned about this project, both in terms of its 
design and proposed use. These concerns relate to the construction as well as the permanent impact of the completed 



THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND 
NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED 
AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE 
IMMEDIATE VICINITY -AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE -ALL TO 
UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning 
application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring property 
owners in support of' the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY 
BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION 
TO THIS ILL-CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY AS 
THE WORD SPREADS. 

For all these and a host of more detailed legal reasons associated with the details related to 
developing a project such as this, I am strongly OPPOSED TO THIS PROJECT. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 
Bonnie Zucker 



• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 
sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building for each 
square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SH RAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or 
nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of lot - nearly double the density 
that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And that 
IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in the TWO
STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens of 
cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park visitors for the 
very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very ill 
relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the 
garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, 
therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, 
hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with 
TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the 
removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special Grading 
Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, 
at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and 
out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks 
solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on 
Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND 
DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and 
PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset and 
the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural 
amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be disturbed by 
noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, 
as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have consistently 
misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted living/dementia care 
patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of constant medical supervision," to 
minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to asserting that the patients and staff "would be 
transported mostly via shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... 
about 60 employees would need transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three 
shifts as well, as routine transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care 
visits. 



hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to reach 
in traffic, far too long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by 
accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN 
THE HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, 
and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be transported to Santa Monica and Westwood -
and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; and all are assisted living and/or dementia 
impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SH RAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -
to run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the application 
documents reflect the responses of novices, not professionals who must be licensed and 
experienced to operate these facilities. Given the folly of locating an assisted 
living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is difficult to believe that any 
reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and responsibility. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine wilderness 
of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park -- one the 
largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez 
Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the proposed development. Our neighborhood 
is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE 
THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, joggers, 
hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who enjoy the 
Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the many hiking 
trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica Mountains National 
Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this precious resource. Adjacent 
Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and is the LARGEST State Park within a 
city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, 
EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE 
HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building 
is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park on Vereda and 
adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS 
DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community 
plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, 
which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, was 
restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from 
the south, the first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby effectively making 
the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 67% higher than 
Caruso's new center in the Village. 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

Name: t:, /l'P/1 Pearf ,e,q,., 

Address: / tz J.. 1 1vf I vh a e ( '4 17 e 

Pa c·,{,c ~ l·,-1 t1d.1:1r c 1/ c;-ol 7?-

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #20 I 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2l70-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

Name: 

Address: 

/hrt-f (t11 ts l vi,, V, Al 
liu/ l)'\~~ ~ 

P~- P~, cA ~i()z-r-i--

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #20 I 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

Name: G L L-.i...A-~£.:T ,-/ 

Address: less-~ '('v"\., c.. l""'I ~~c..... '-~ 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
I 525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

J~J-/¾:b) 
Name: _)_+1_1 L_I _P_---=A--=L.fo----=M_.:;__ __ _ 

Address: l \l SI M. I CH.,\.£L l ,Q t-.1£ 

PA-l1 fie.. ~~J A-Of-.r, CA qo'L1J..-

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely. 

&1 .. f'i~~ 
Name: :c;s...__b.12. \ «....._ ~ -.....i l<t .iqi vn.,___.,__ 

Address: IS '--5 (h; c.-h.u2 I L>-=c::::! 

Q(l..v<~<:.. (?c::ic...\ : -s -4'i. c A ~o;;.... f.).. . 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #20 I 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney .shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1S2S Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner' s permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

,,. .-

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #20 I 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



i I Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

opposition to Application for Development/Coastal Permits - 1525 Palisades Dr. 
Pacific Palisades, CA 
1 message 

Veronique Jackson <veronique@seahorn.net> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org; ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

Dear Ms. Shum, 

Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 7:49 AM 

I am forwarding letters of opposition to the above project on behalf of the signers at their request. 

You will find attached the letters of the following concerned residents : 

Ted Jung 
Isabel Radan Kliegman 
Philip Alford 
Elisabeth Haljun 
Art Peartman 
Eillen Peartman 
Marco Diaz 
Pamela Gray 

Thank you. 

Best, 

Veronique Jackson 

~ Opposition Letters 09 27 2017.pdf 
523K 



(no subject) 
1 message 

Saad Javed <saadjaved@me.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org 

September 26, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

Expedited Processing Section 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 

Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 

1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 12:01 AM 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Sincerely, 

Name: SAAD JAVED 

1529 Michael Lane, 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

and Mr. Ezra Gale 

1645 Corinth Ave., #201 

Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Email: councilmanmike.bonin@lacity.org 



This facility lacks any space for required setbacks or greenery, it blocks 
mountain and park views that are an essential part of the appeal of the Highlands; 
and, as proposed, would be rejected soundly if proposed in the Palisades Village. 
Certalnly, It will prove an even greater eyesore in the Highlands, which is 
bordered on the east and north by Will Rogers State Park and the west and north 
by Topanga State Park. There are four entrances to these parks In the Highlands, 
and the huge new structure will be visible from almost every trail leading into and 
out of the Highlands. 



1 0. Lack of Proximity to Medical Resources Endangers Lives. The proposed 
facility is far from regional medical centers and trauma facilities. St. Johns and 
UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, and even nearby medical offices, can easily 
require 45 minutes to reach--far too long in cases of emergency. Reaching 
UCLA's Westwood Medical Center is even more problematic, often taking up to 
an hour. 

11. Will Strain Already Overworked Emergency Medical Services. Because of the 
facility's demands on emergency LAFD paramedic services, current residents 
will, in many cases, be forced to wait longer for help to arrive. It is unfair and 
dangerous to locate a care facility for elderly frail and ill residents in the remote 
Highlands, distant from their doctors and hospitals. It is possible, if not probable, 
that the State will reject licensing of the facility on those grounds alone. 

12. Guarantees More Auto Accidents and Injuries. Palisades Drive and Vereda are 
accident-prone streets. Palisades Drive descends steeply from the hills above, 
and drivers frequently exceed the 35-mph limit by 20-30 mph, and morel This has 
led to numerous serious accidents, including many fatalities over the years. The 
facility will be located at the intersection of Michael Lane and Vereda, one that is 
at the top of a steep, blind hill that rises from the gated community. Residents 
from Michael Lane and above turning left onto Vereda already have difficulty 
seeing cars coming up Vereda-a hazard that has led to many near misses and a 
few accidents. A large proposed facility with a frequently-used vehicle entrance 
and exit skewed at a sharp angle on Vereda, such as the one proposed, can only 
guarantee a huge increase in mishaps. 

13. No Practical Means to Evacuate Residents. This is a high fire risk danger 
zone, and the facility will butt up against highly flammable fuel in the park only a 
few steps away. Who will evacuate 82 - 164 patients In case of fire? What about 
earthquakes? There's no medical care nearby to treat the acute medical needs of 
these patients. These risks present additional impediments to the developer ever 
obtaining a license to operate. 

14. Homeowners' Properties Will Plummet in Value. It is a fact of life that no one 
is going to buy a property across the street from a large 24/7 four-story semi
medical facility, especially one that lacks the 10 to 20-foot greenbelt setbacks that 
have been required throughout the entire Highlands. Residents who choose to 
sell, or must sell, will see their market values plummet and their home equity 
dissipate into thin air. 

15. Destroys a Unique Parklike Setting. The Highlands environment is unique-
one of expansive mountains, trees, and greenery. The area has always been 
marketed to those Southern Californians who have sought to avoid the hustle and 
bustle, and noise and congestion, of the "flatlands" of LA. For that, we sacrifice 
being able to walk to stores and restaurants and spend more time "getting there." 



parking spaces for 64,646 square feet - only one space for each 1,000 square 
feet. By comparison, Caruso is providing four times the parking per square foot •· 
384 parking spaces for 100,000 square feet of buildings - one space for each 264 
square feet. It is apparent that the new facility will need at least double, if not 
triple, the 64 spaces. 

5. Noise at All Hours. Traffic and noise pollution are additional concerns, given 
the very serious health conditions of the Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living 
occupants. Highlands homeowners can expect a steady stream of paramedics, 
ambulances and fire trucks at all hours of the day and night, as well as sirens and 
the required backup beeping from each emergency vehicle and commercial truck. 
Importantly, the mountains surrounding the Highlands act like an amphitheater, 
which amplifies loud noises over great distances. Sirens, truck engines and the 
like coming up Palisades Drive are easily heard a mile or two away, and are 
especially annoying during the nighttime hours. 

6. Cannot Trust the Developer's Promises. The developer makes the ludicrous 
claim that these Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living patients are "healthy and 
vibrant seniors." Any developer that would make such a preposterous statement 
cannot be trusted with any other promise made to the City. 

7. No Real Plan to Transport Residents or Staff. The developer states that the 
patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle." Insofar as 30-40 full 
and part time staff members - or more - would be required for this 24ll facility, 
the notion that dozens of shuttles will be driving all over the greater Los Angeles 
area to pick them up and take them home is preposterous. Theoretically, these 
"shuttles" would be In addition to ongoing transport for the 82 - 164 patients, 
who will require regular doctor and/or hospital care for a variety of conditions 
that affect virtually all facility residents. Most such visits will be 10 miles or more 
each way, often in stifling traffic. 

8. Absolutely No Public Transportation in the Highlands. Pacific Palisades has 
virtually no public transportation, and the Highlands has NONE at all, with the 
nearest bus stop on Sunset 2.5 miles away. Staff living in the central LA region 
will, at a minimum, need at least one bus transfer and 1.5 hours to arrive at the 
bus stop closest to the facility. Thereafter, it's a 2.5Mmile uphill walk to get to 
work. 

9. Creates a Traffic Nightmare in the Palisades. The streets in the Palisades are 
clogged during most morning and afternoon rush hours. There are ONLY two 
ways in and out of the area - Sunset and Pacific Coast Highway. Traveling the 10-
mile distance on Sunset from facility to the 405 is often a challenge, with traffic 
backed up several miles. The PCH alternative is no better. During peak hours, 
traffic is backed up at the PCH and Sunset signal, delaying westbound Sunset 
drivers for up to 15 minutes to turn onto PCH. The proposed facility promises to 
aggravate the growing traffic problem on the Westside even more. 



Reasons to Oppose Shram's Development on Vereda - Draft 2.4 

1. Introduction. The 4-story, 82-unit, 50-ft. high Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living 
structure is completely out of character with the community and the surrounding 
State Parks. The proposed structure is within 400 feet of the most popular 
Palisades entrance to Topanga State Park and will create significant parking 
problems and sight/noise pollution in our community. 

2. Grossly Oversized and Clashes with Existing Character of the Highlands. The 
size and use of this project are grossly inconsistent with the Palisades 
community plan. Compare it to Rick Caruso's project under construction in the 
heart of the Palisades Village central business district, which is not in the Coastal 
Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, the largest park in the Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area system. Whereas Caruso was 
permitted to build a 33-foot high complex, the Highland 
Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living structure will be about 50% higher, if not 
more. Moreover, Caruso was limited to constructing a single-story development 
of about 100,000 sq. feet on 2.77 acres (120,660 sq. ft.) or about 0.83 square feet 
of building for each square foot of lot on approximately 3 times the lot pad size of 
1525 Palisades Drive. The Highland's developer is attempting to construct 64,646 
square feet or about 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of lot. In 
short: two thirds more density than Caruso was permitted in the Palisades central 
business district! To make matters worse, this is a very steep hillside lot 
dropping into a canyon in the park, subject to seismic and hillside limitations, as 
well as very difficult evacuation risks of the elderly in case of fire or earthquake. 

3. No Limit on Numbers of Personnel. There is no stated limit on the number of 
occupants per unit or the number of full and part-time employees. At two 
beds/unit, there could be as many as 164 occupants requiring extensive 
caregiving, especially the Alzheimer/dementia patients, who would occupy nearly 
36% of the total units. Additional privately retained caregivers would drive up the 
number of employees up even more. 

4. Parking Nightmare. The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will 
force dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to fight with current 
residents for the very limited street parking spaces. Apart from the locals using 
Vereda de la Montura street parking on a regular basis, weekend visitors using 
Topanga State Park's popular entrance on Vereda make for even tighter parking, 
which typically extends on both sides of Vereda from the park entrance and often 
spills over onto to Michael Lane. Given these existing conditions, where will 
dozens of family/friends visiting their very ill relatives find parking? What about 
the cars of the dozens of employees? And what spaces remain for the numerous 
big box UPS, FedEx and USPS delivery trucks or the garbage trucks, food 
suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, 
podiatrists, private caregivers, hairdressers, etc.? Where will all the moving vans 
for residents of 82 units park? The proposed facility is providing a paltry 64 



Philip & Elizabeth Alford 
1551 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

(310)-254-5172 

Ms. Courtney Shum 
City Planner 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

September 25, 2017 

Re: Protest to LOT Development at 1525 & 1533 N. Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades 

Dear Ms. Shum 

We are very concerned about the proposed development of the above referenced property and its 
adverse impact on the surrounding residential community. Our Vote is a resounding NO to this proposal. 

We recently moved back to the Pacific Palisades Highlands and purchased our town home on Michael 
lane for close to $1m. Our prime reason was that we enjoy the quiet surroundings in the Santa Monica 
mountains and the relative unobstructed views. 

The Palisades Highlands has been developed first and foremost as a residential community from the 
time of its original concept in the 19701s. To now allow development of a major medical building in its 
core area is entirely out of context. There is no evidence the developer has any experience either 
developing or operating such a facility. 

The proposed development is also grossly oversized at 4 stories and 64,000 sq. ft. for the size for the lot. 
Its construction will be a nightmare with extra noise, dust and heavy traffic. 

It will create additional traffic and parking problems that exacerbate an already difficult situation on 
Palisades Drive given the speed of traffic and the need for public access to local trails and restaurant etc. 
We anticipate significant additional noise in the neighborhood from ambulances and visiting traffic 
which will disturb our quiet enjoyment on a daily basis. We believe it will significantly negatively impact 
the value of our property. We will seek property tax reduction. 

It looks like no one from Planning or the District has considered any of this. We believe that a more 
suitable residential development that is in context with the neighborhood and provides adequate onsite 
parking would be much more appropriate. This developer is clearly only motivated to exploit the 
property and neighborhood and does not care about the consequences. We therefore request that this 
proposal be rejected by the Department of Planning. 

§ ¢~A&) 
Philip & Elizabeth Alford 
cc: Mike Bonin, LA City Council, 11th District 



http://www.linkedin.com/in/alfordphilip 

"tB Protest Letter re Case ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR.pdf 
174K 



The proposed development is also grossly over sized at 4 stories and 64,000 sq. ft. for 
the size for the lot. Its construction will be a nightmare with extra noise, dust and heavy 
traffic. 

It will create additional traffic and parking problems that exacerbate an already difficult 
situation on Palisades Drive given the speed of traffic and the need for public access to 
local trails and restaurant etc.We anticipate significant additional noise in the 
neighborhood from ambulances and visiting traffic which will disturb our quiet 
enjoyment on a daily basis. 

We also believe it will significantly negatively impact the value of our property. We will 
seek property tax reduction. 

It looks like no one from Planning or the District has considered any of this. 

We believe that a more suitable residential development that is in context with the 
neighborhood and provides adequate onsite parking would be much more appropriate. 
This developer is clearly only motivated to exploit the property and neighborhood and 
does not care about the consequences. We therefore request that this proposal be 
rejected by the Department of Planning. 

Sincerely 

Philip & Elizabeth Alford 

1551 Michael Lane, 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

310-254-5172 

Philip Alford 
C 310-254-5172 
E alford.philip@gmail.com 
T philip_alford 



Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1 message 

Philip Alford <alford.philip@gmail.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

Ms. Courtney Shum 
25,2017 

City Planner 

200 North Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Wed, Sep 27, 2017 at 5:18 PM 

September 

Re: Protest to LOT Development at 1525 & 1533 N. Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

We are very concerned about the proposed development of the above referenced 
property and its adverse impact on the surrounding residential community. Our Vote is a 
resounding NO to this proposal. 

We recently moved back to the Pacific Palisades Highlands and purchased our town 
home on Michael Lane for close to $1 m. Our prime reason was that we enjoy the quiet 
surroundings in the Santa Monica mountains and the relative unobstructed views. 

The Palisades Highlands has been developed first and foremost as a residential 
community from the time of its original concept in the 1970's. To now allow development 
of a major medical building in its core area is entirely out of context. There is no 
evidence the developer has any experience either developing or operating such a 
facility. 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

PLEASE STOP 1525 Palisades Drive - IT'S A DISASTER 
1 message 

Liana P <lianacp@yahoo.com> Wed, Sep 27, 2017 at 12:52 PM 
Reply-To: Liana P <lianacp@yahoo.com> 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: Councilmember Bonin <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org>, 
"lisa.cahill@lacity.org" <lisa.cahill@lacity.org> 

Dear Ms. Shum 

I am a resident of the Pacific Palisades Highlands for 5 years. I live at 17535 Camino de Yatasto in the Country Estates 
right next to 1525 Palisades Dr. 

I STROGL Y OPPOSE this Project for several reasons: 

1) I drive by 1525 Palisades Drive on a daily basis/ multiple times a day with my children in the car. This intersection is 
already dangerous and busy enough. I often have to slam en my brakes to avoid cars that sheet cut of Michael Lane or 
oncoming cars from Palisades Drive as I make a left or right turn onto Palisades Drive. I am deeply concerned with the 
traffic impact this development will cause on the area. WITHOUT A DOUBT THERE WILL BE ACCIDENTS during the 
construction phase of this project. It will also increase the number of cars in the area long term that WILL increase the 
possibility of a car accident when making turns in this area. I beg you to drive or walk this area and see how there is 
already congestion and various times during the day. 

2) LOT SIZE - the lot on which this building would go on is TINY and SLOPEY. I don't know how ANYTHING could be 
built responsibly on this lot. The risk for a landside appears highly likely on this lot during a storm, erosion or earthquake. 
This area is a landslide just waiting to happen. 

3) SAFETY - how could anyone in their right mind and in good conscious place senior citizens that are totally dependent 
on others to take care of them in an area that is already in EXTREME high risk of fires or other natural disasters. WHO IS 
GOING TO SAVE THESE SENIORS in the event of an emergency? If someone gets sick or falls or has a heart attack it 
takes almost 10 minutes for emergency vehicles to reach this area. I'm already concerned about the safety of my own 
family in the event of an emergency and we are fully capable of quickly getting into a car to get to the hospital which is 
FAR AWAY unfortunately. I just don't see how this area is safe for seniors. What if one wondered out and FELL OF THE 
EDGE of the SIDEWALK that leads to the Country Estates!!! There is a huge edge right there that a dementia patient 
could EASILY FALL OFF if they slightly veered in the wrong direction. My own children almost fall off! I cant even 
imagine a poor senior citizen trying to stay on the sidewalk and the risk of injury or death is huge. PLEASE WALK this 
area so you can see for yourself what I am talking about! 

4)The highlands is surrounded by nature, mountains and trees. We live here because we want to live in and look at 
nature. This project will DESTROY DESTROY DESTROY our views of the mountains. It will also completely DESTROY 
our PROPERTY VALUES. 

An assisted living housing development does not fit into this area at all whatsoever. I cant believe they are proposing a 4 
story monster building in this neighborhood when there are no other building of this height in the area. It does not fit at 
all. This development is beyond OFFENSIVE to the residents of this area. 

Also, WHY?? Am I just learning of this project NOW? Where was the community discussion?! This developer did not 
consult the community even once for our input!! WHO are these awful and irresponsible people!!!!???? Why are they 
hiding and being so sneaky?! 

I agree with everything the CALL TO ACTION group is saying. PLEASE do not allow this horrible developer to destroy 
our neighborhood. 

Sincerely, 
Liana Martin 
310-867-3864 
17535 Camino de Yatasto 
Pacific Palisades CA 90272 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 

Monica A. Mihell, Esq. 
1625 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90271 
(424) 252-4729 

Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and 
approval applications. 

~ 
Monica A. Mihell 

Name: Monica A. Mihell 

Address: 1625 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave. , #201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 



of the Highlands residents supported the residential development in 
multiple rounds of voting and surveys. During the presentation by 
the developers to the PHPC it was pointed out that there is very 
little traffic coming in and out of the proposed Eldercare facility, 
residents aren ' t loud and the com1nunity is mostly self-contained. 
It's basically the same residential building previously presented but 
without roof top balconies and outside entertainment areas, parking 
issues, potentially loud neighbors and traffic. The developers stated 
that ambulances do not frequent eldercare communities. 
While they initially wanted to make this Eldercare Facility larger, 
the developer has kept the structure smaller with respect for our 
concerns. 

There is a substantial population of older residents who have lived 
here for decades and dread the prospects of having to move
particularly those in town homes with many stairs. This provides 
an option for them to remain in the community since there are 
limited facilities anywhere in the area. 

I support this project enthusiastically. 

Sincerely, 

Paul T. Glasgall 



Another meeting took place with the Councilman's previous 
planner where it was suggested that a survey of residents be done 
in the Highlands. This was done and time dragged on for nearly a 
year to complete those surveys. The results showed support for a 
condominium project of approximately 64,000 feet - the same 
building envelope and style that eventually evolved into this 
Eldercare project. 

At one of the next meetings of PHPC I reported on the project 
status, that given the time that had transpired and the ambivalence 
of residents the Shrams were dropping the condo project and 
would propose a commercial alternative for which the property 
was zoned. 

The PHPC held a quarterly meeting on June 26, 2017. That is 
when the developer made the presentation informing our group of 
the Eldercare project and direction they are taking with the parcel. 
The developers explained their parcel by code entitlements and the 
Presidents Council members considered the options and felt that 
the accommodations by the developers to address the community's 
concerns and this being a residential type building with occupants 
of the facility residing and being contained indoors would be better 
than the possibility of a large commercial development that they 
otherwise have a right to build. The HOA presidents approved this 
proposal. 

So in summary, the developers have worked very closely with the 
PHPC for the past several years to understand and address the 
concerns of the community. Short of leaving an empty lot, which is 
not likely to happen, I believe the current direction the Shram 
development has taken is the best for our community.:. 

The developers made multiple presentations for a luxury condo 
building and while there was some opposition to the project, many 



Ms. Courtney Shum 
Planning Assistant 
Los Angeles Dept. of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, Ca 90012 

Re: Case No. ZA-2017-2170 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I lived in the Highlands for over 30 years and served on the board 
of my HOA for many years as well as serving as its president for 6 
years. In addition, I was chairman of the Palisades Highlands 
Presidents Council (PHPC) for 1 7 years. I represented the 
Highlands as a representative on the Pacific Palisades Community 
Council (PPCC) for 20 years and sat on its Land Use Committee 
for several years. I have also been and still am a member of the 
Community Police Advisory Board, 20 years. 

The Shrams originally approached a group us in 2013 to see if we 
were pro a proposed Condominium project that would require a 
zoning change. We said it would be depending of course on the 
project details. Thus began a long series of meetings that first 
entailed a meeting with neighbors and of course the HOA 
presidents. 

We held another meeting in the usual format with the HOA 
presidents and the Shrams, along with their attorneys, presented 
detailed renderings of the condo project and answered many 
questions from those in attendance. There was a vote regarding 
support of the project that was unanimous with one abstention. 
That yes vote importantly included the HOA president of Michael 
Lane Villas, Fritz Kastner, which sits directly across the street. 
The discussion then went to the Palisades Community Council 
(PPCC) where disruptive neighbors made it impossible to get a 
fair, discernible hearing and presentation. 



MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have consistently 
misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted living/dementia care 
patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of constant medical supervision," to 
minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to asserting that the patients and staff "would be 
transported mostly via shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... 
about 60 employees would need transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three 
shifts as well, as routine transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care 
visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND 
NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED 
AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE 
IMMEDIATE VICINITY -AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE -ALL TO 
UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning 
application form also asked Sh ram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring property 
owners in support of' the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY 
BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

Best Regards, 
lulian Manolov 
1602 Michael Ln, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 



• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, which, 
notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, was 
restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the 
south, the first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby effectively making the 
Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 67% higher than Caruso's 
new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 sq. 
feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.) , or about 0.84 square feet of building for each square 
foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 
square feet of building for each square foot of lot - nearly double the density that the City 
granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES 
NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more sguare feet in the TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE 
under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens of 
cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park visitors for the 
very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very ill 
relatives daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g. , UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the 
garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, 
therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, cleaners , spa attendants, clergy, 
hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with 
TRAFFIC CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the 
removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special Grading 
Area ," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, 
at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and 
out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks 
solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on Palisades 
Drive and Vereda. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND 
DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and 
PCH, especially at the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset and the 
405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural 
amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be disturbed by 
noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, 
as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks servicing the Project. 



Profile Report). There is no practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and 
their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage through the canyons next to 
the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• Who will evacuate the patients in case of earthquakes, especially if Palisades Drive is 
blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• Lack of proximity to medical resources endangers seniors' lives. The Project is 
distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA 
Medical Center in Westwood, and the two closest general hospitals -- St. Johns and 
UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too long in 
cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 

• There are no medical, dental or other urgent care facilities in the Highlands.There 
are no medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. 
Seniors must be transported to Santa Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, 
non-urgent care; and all are assisted living and/or dementia impaired with frequent and 
chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator -- to 
run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the application 
documents reflect the responses of novices, not professionals who must be licensed and 
experienced to operate these facilities. Given the folly of locating an assisted 
living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is difficult to believe that any reputable 
operator would agree to assume this liability and responsibility. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine wilderness 
of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park -- one the 
largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez 
Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the proposed development. Our neighborhood 
is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE 
THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, joggers, 
hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who enjoy the 
Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the many hiking 
trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica Mountains National 
Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this precious resource. Adjacent 
Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and is the LARGEST State Park within a 
city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, 
EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE 
HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building 
is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park on Vereda and 
adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS 
DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community 
plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Opposition to Application for Development/Coastal Permits 
1 message 

manolov@gmail.com <manolov@gmail.com> Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 4:00 PM 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

September 28, 2017 

Opposition to Application for Development/Coastal Permits 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Date: Oct. 4, 2017 
Time: 11 :30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Room 763, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, Ms. Cahill and Mr. Gale 

I am a resident of the Pacific Palisades Highlands and I strongly oppose the above application for 
Development and Coastal Permits for all the following reasons: 

• The proposed 6 story building (4 stories above ground, 64000 square feet crammed 
onto a lot smaller than 1 acre) is enormous and doesn't fit the neighborhood. There is 
not a single building nearly as high and no building is 4 stories high in the entire 
Pacific Palisades Highlands. 

• Current design calls for setbacks from street of only 7 feet, so there is no real room for 
landscaping. The design is modernistic with flat roof, no real reliefs to break up the 
facade, completely out of character with the community. This design was undoubtedly 
used to save money, since it is essentially the same as the 33 unit condo project the 
developer previously proposed that was shot down. 

• Proposed structure will have a floor area ration ("FAR") or structural density of 
1.50. By comparison, the one other commercial property in the Highlands has a FAR or 
0.27, and the condominium complexes that house the nearest neighbors to the 
Developer's site have FARs of 0.50 to 0.72. 

• To obtain the necessary approvals, the developer characterizes the neighborhood as a 
"highly urbanized area" which absolutely not true and just another indicator of their lack of 
credibility. 

• Extreme Fire Hazard. The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon designated 
"Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel 



• 
I Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION TO THE SHRAM HIGHLANDS ELDERCARE PROJECT 
1 message 

josh gordon <gordon.joshb@gmail.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org , lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

Dear Ms. Shum, 

Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 3:49 PM 

As a resident of the Palisades Highlands, I write to voice my strong opposition to the proposed development at 1525 
North Palisades Dr. ; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura (Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR; CEQA No.: ENV-
2017-2171-CE). 

In addition to the many, cogent arguments made by community representatives and organizations, I want to emphasize 
the unique character of the Highlands community in which the development is proposed. This is a residential community 
at the foot of the Santa Monica mountains. People have invested their resources to live in the community because it is 
residential, quiet, and away from the bustle of the city. People walk their dogs in the evening; children play. It is residential 
to the core, and no place for the proposed development. 

What the community needs is open space, park space, and room for children to play safely. It does not need more traffic, 
tall buildings, and more congestion. It certainly does not need the proposed 4-story 65,000 foot development. Such a 
facility should not be imposed on a residential neighborhood with which it is entirely out of character and which it 
threatens to change dramatically. 

There are many other arguments against the development already articulated, all of which are strong. I also hope you will 
consider the fundamental nature of the neighborhood and the reasons its community members have chosen to live there. 

Thank you for your time. 

Respectfully, 

Josh Gordon 
1557 Palisades Drive 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

1525 North Palisades Drive - Case No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1 message 

Craig Tilson <craig.tilson@roadrunner.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Hi Courtney, 

Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 3:48 PM 

As a neighbor, I am opposed to the above development project. While I understand that the site is zoned for commercial uses, 
this project as proposed is out of character with the surrounding neighborhood. 

Immediate surroundings consist of a two-story retail/office center serving the local residential neighborhood. The surrounding 
residences in the area are two or three stories in height. This proposed four-story 64,000 square foot development is larger and 
taller than all surrounding developments. 

The proposed subterranean parking garage is also out of character with the residential neighborhood. Further, the proposed on
site parking of 66 spaces, or just 1.0 space per 1,000 square feet, is substandard. This substandard on-site parking will lead to 
greater congestion on surrounding streets. 

The proposed project needs to be scaled back dramatically in size, height and density. Further, adequate on-site parking must be 
provided. 

Thank you very much for your consideration, 

Craig Tilson 
17160 Palisades Circle 
Pacific Palisades CA 90272 
310-454-4094 
craig.tilson@roadrunner.com 



PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC 
VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft 
high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State 
Park on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS 
DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SHRAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community plan and all other 
developments in the Highlands. 

Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, which, notably, is not in the 
Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. SH RAM'S PROJECT IS 36% 
higher! WORSE yet, from the south , the first-floor parking garage will be clearly visible, thereby effectively making the 
Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. Some 67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 
sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 
64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of lot - nearly double the density that the 
City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 
40,000 more square feet in the TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 
INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens of cars and trucks 
headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very ill relatives daily find parking? 

Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the garbage trucks, food suppliers, 
contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa 
attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with TRAFFIC CONGESTION 
GALORE. 
TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the removal of 19,308 cubic 
yards (1 ,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ 
WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all . The trucks will be traveling up 
and down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 
weeks solid. 

The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on Palisades Drive and Vereda. 

Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and PCH , especially at the 
intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural amphitheater, allowing loud 
noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady stream of EMERGENCY 
VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks 
servicing the Project. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND NO MEANINGFUL 
SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY 
WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY -AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A 
WHOLE - ALL TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the planning 
application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring property owners in support of' 
the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 
Thank you, 

Richard and Anna Aaron 
1540 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, 90272 



• - I Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMIT 
APPLICATION ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1 message 

Richard Aaron <aarons42@roadrunner.com> Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 2:44 PM 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Date: Oct. 4, 201 7 
Time: 11:30am 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

We strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all the following reasons which were 
developed in whole by the Pacific Palisades Highlands community and with which we agree: 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS ... 
there is no contesting that seniors need more and better assisted living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM 
PROJECT will seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. 

EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon designated "Hillside" and a "Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means to evacuate 
to evacuate 100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can rage through the canyons next to 
the facility in a matter of minutes. 

WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if Palisades Drive is blocked by 
rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is distant from 
medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, and the two 
closest general hospitals - St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too 
long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 

THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. There are no 
medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be transported to Santa 
Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; and all are assisted living and/or dementia impaired 
with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine wilderness of the Santa Monica 
Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park - one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the 
Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the proposed 
development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and 
WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, joggers, hikers, rock climbers, 
mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its 
spectacular rock outcroppings, and the many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to the entire Santa 
Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this precious resource. 
Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits 
anywhere in the United States. 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

1525 Palisades Drive 
1 message 

Courtney Wyman <courtwyman@yahoo.com> Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 2:44 PM 
Reply-To: Courtney Wyman <courtwyman@yahoo.com> 
To: "Courtney.shum@lacity.org" <Courtney.shum@lacity.org> 
Cc: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org>, 
"lisa.cahill@lacity.org" <lisa.cahill@lacity.org> 

To Whom It May Concern, 
I have just been notified of the proposed development at 1525 Palisades Drive. 
As a longtime resident of Pacific Palisades and a homeowner in the Highlands, I want you to know 
that I am vehemently opposed to this development. 
My understanding of the location is that it was not zoned for a Senior Housing Development and 
furthermore, the timeline of notification of this project is suspicious. 
Please listen to the homeowners and residents in our community, do NOT approve this 
development to move forward. 
Thank you, 
Courtney Wyman 



Fwd: 1525 Palisades Drive - Senior Care Housing 
1 message 

Elizabeth Carlitz <ecraver86@gmail.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 2:18 PM 

Cc: ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

I am opposed to the 1525 palisades drive senior care housing project. This is a dangerous location for an elder care 
facility. 

Do NOT allow this project to go through! 

Elizabeth carlitz 
1316 avenida de Cortez 
Pacific palisades Ca 90272 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 



• 
I 

Proposed development at 1525 Palisades Drive 
1 message 

AC Culbertson <acculbertson78@gmail.com> 
To: Courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Courtney, 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 1 :41 PM 

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed development of an assisted living housing complex in the Pacific 
Palisades Highlands. My main concern is that the size of the complex will be a visible nuisance for residents of the 
Highlands. Also, for better or worse, the Highlands is somewhat of a quiet community, with essentially only one way in or 
out. The construction alone would change the community feel for the worse, not to mention the constant flow of 
ambulances carrying residents to and from medical facilities. Finally, additional impervious surface in the area will 
increase runoff of pollutants in surrounding waterbodies, including the ocean. Simply put, this assisted living community 
does not fit in the Palisades Highlands. I hope you and the planning staff will find it logical to also oppose the 
development. 

Best, 
Andrew Culbertson 
1659 Michael Ln 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
804-467-9882 



Proposed Eldercare Project 
1 message 

Giao <gqn12@yahoo.com> 
Reply-To: Giao <gqn12@yahoo.com> 
To: "courtney.shum@lacity.org" <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

September 28, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 1 :35 PM 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval applications. 
This is a highly inappropriate location for such a project because it is a remote location with a single access 
road and is far away from medical facilities. 

Sincerely, 

Giao & Thao Nguyen 
1542 Michael Ln 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

1525 palisades drive 
1 message 

Christopher JORGENSBORG <cjsk8@msn.com> Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 1 :07 PM 
To: "Courtney.shum@lacity.org" <Courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

To whom it may concern, 
This development is a terrible idea for our community. It does not benefit anyone in the situation except the 
developers/owners. Please do not allow this to be built. My family has lived in the palisades since 1952 and the 
highlands since 1979. This will have a negative impact on our community. Please, please, please, do not allow this. 

Chris Jorgensborg 



I appreciate your consideration and action in response to my concerns. 

Thank you . 

Gordon Gerson 



square foot of lot - nearly double the density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central 
business district I And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in 
the TWO-STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens of cars and 
trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park visitors for the very limited street 
parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very ill relatives daily 
find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the garbage 
trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, 
therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, 
hairdressers, etc.? 

• The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with TRAFFIC 
CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISTRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Sh ram Project will require the removal of 19,308 
cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks 
daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The 
trucks will be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out Pacific Coast Highway to a dumpsite in 
Moorpark, 42 miles away (the shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

• The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on Palisades Drive and 
Vereda de la Montura. 

• Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and PCH, especially at 
the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural amphitheater, 
allowing loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady 
stream of EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, as well as the required backup 
beeping from all commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SH RAM PARNTERNSHIP: Their communications have consistently 
misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted living/dementia care patients are 
"healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of constant medical supervision:' to minimizing CEQA 
environmental impact findings, to asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via 
shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would need 
transportation back and forth all over the greater LA area in three shifts, as well as routine transport of the 
residents to and from their regular doctor and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND NO MEANINGFUL 
SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY 
WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMEOWNERS AND RESIDENTS IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY -AND NO.NE AT ALL 
TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE -ALL TO UNDERMIINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite 
this secrecy, the planning application form also asked Sh ram to include the names and signatures of 
"neighboring property owners in support of" the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY 
BLANK. Not one signature was submitted I 



Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and is the LARGEST State Park within a city's limits 
anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC 
VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY. The towering 4-story, 45-ft 
high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to 
Topanga State Park on Vereda de la Montura and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND 
DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS ... I 
agree that some seniors need assisted living and dementia care, but THE SH RAM PROJECT will seriously 
endanger their lives for many reasons. 

• The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fjre 
Hazard Seyerjty Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means to 
evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can 
rage through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. During the 1993 
Topanga/Malibu fire the Palisades Highlands were evacuated for three days as a precaution. 
Thankfully the fire did not come this far but it did come very close. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES OR FIRE, especially if Palisades Drive is 
blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is distant 
from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest trauma center is the UCLA Medical Center 
in Westwood, and the two closest general hospitals - St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, 
can take 45 minutes to reach in traffic, far too long in emergencies. And what if Palisades Drive is 
blocked by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. There 
are no medical resources anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be 
transported to Santa Monica or Westwood - and beyond -for routine, non-urgent care; and all are 
assisted living and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SH RAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator- to run an assisted 
living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the application documents reflect the 
responses of novices, not professionals who must be licensed and experienced to operate these 
facilities. Given the folly of locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it 
is difficult to believe that any reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and 
responsibility. 

OVERSIZED SH RAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community plan and all other 
developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, which, notably, is 
n.Q1 in the Coastal Zone and does n.Q1 border Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot 
height. SH RAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higherl WORSE yet, from the south, the first-floor parking garage 
will be clearly visible, thereby effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high 
monument. Some 67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 
acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a 
flat pad. SH RAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each 



Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1 message 

Gordon Gerson <gordgerson@aol.com> 
To: Courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 1:02 PM 

Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, Lisa.cahill@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org 

To: 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 

City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

200, Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

September 28, 2017 

Via: e-mail : Courtney.shum@lacity.org 

(213) 978-1916 

Ref: Elder Care Facility 

1525 North Palisades Drive 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No: ENV- 2017-2171-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I am writing to in connection with the proposed Elder Care Facility referenced above. I am a homeowner and resident at 
1567 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades. My home is approximately 300 feet from the proposed project. I am vigorously 
opposed to the project and urge that any required permits be denied for the following reasons: 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY. .. nestled in the pristine wilderness of the Santa 
Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park - one of the largest and most 
heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the 
southern boundary of the proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the 
SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITYTO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, joggers, hikers, rock 
climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who enjoy the Highlands' spectacular rock 
outcroppings, and the many hiking trails that connect Highlands neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica 
Mountains National Urban Recreation Area, take FULL active advantage of this precious resource. Adjacent 
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1525 Palisades Drive Project 
1 message 

Gareth Davies <gareth.h.davies@gmail.com> 
To: Courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 12:33 PM 

Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org , ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

Hi -

I wanted to drop a quick note saying that I strongly oppose the proposed plans for 1525 Palisades Drive. With numerous 
hazard's (i.e. fire , earthquake) and lack of proximity to major medical centers makes this project very unsuitable for the 
proposed location. In addition, the community is residential with no other facilities of this type, making it likely to stick out 
like a sore thumb. In addition, the proposed site is nowhere near larger enough to support such a large structure and 
operation. 

I hope you and your office will dismiss this attempt to disrupt the Palisades Highlands and preserve the· beauty that both 
residents and outdoors enthusiasts enjoy. 

All the best, 

Gareth Davies 
Palisades Highlands resident 



findings, to asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even back and 
forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. Imagine ... about 60 employees would need transportation back and forth all 
over the greater LA area in three shifts as well, as routine transport of the residents to their regular doctors 
and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE AND NO MEANINGFUL 
SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE 
COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY -AND NONE AT ALL TO THE 
HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE - ALL TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, 
the planning application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring property 
owners in support of' the Project, but THE LIST OF "SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one 
signature was submitted! 

HUNDREDS OF PALISADIANS HAVE ALREADY VOICED THEIR STRENUOUS OPPOSITION TO THIS ILL
CONCEIVED PROJECT, AND MORE OPPONENTS ARE BEING ADDED DAILY AS THE WORD SPREADS. 

Malissa M. Johnson 
1529 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
Ph: 310-435-3538 

Malissa M. Javed 



THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ... nestled in the pristine wilderness of the Santa 
Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park -- one the largest and most heavily 
visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern 
boundary of the proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the SHRAM 
PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

HOME TO WILDLIFE AS WELL AS ... a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, joggers, hikers, rock 
climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and 
streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the many hiking trails that connect Highlands's neighborhoods to 
the entire Santa Monica Mountains National Urban Recreation Area - who take FULL active advantage of this 
precious resource. Adjacent Topanga State Park alone boasts 76 miles of hiking trails and is the LARGEST State 
Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United States. 

PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC 
VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft 
high, 82-unit, 65,000 square-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga 
State Park on Vereda and adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER 
HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

OVERSIZED SH RAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades community plan and all other 
developments in the Highlands. 

Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business district, which, notably, 
is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. 
SH RAM'S PROJECT IS 36% higher! WORSE yet, from the south, the first-floor parking garage will be 

clearly visible, thereby effectively making the Project appear as a 5-story, 55-foot high monument. 
Some 67% higher than Caruso's new center in the Village. 

Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 116,000 sq. feet on 3.18 
acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square feet of building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat 
pad. SHRAM'S PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each square 
foot of lot - nearly double the density that the City granted Caruso in the Palisades central business 
district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in the TWO
STORY PARKING GARAGE under it. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens of cars and trucks 
headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park visitors for the very limited street parking 
spaces. 

Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting their very ill relatives daily 
find parking? 

Where will the daily service vehicles park, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal; or the garbage trucks, 
food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security 
personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

The project is sure to become a beehive of activity, hardly appropriate here, with TRAFFIC 
CONGESTION GALORE. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require the removal of 19,308 
cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a "Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks 
daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks 
will be traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in Moorpark, 42 miles away (the 
shortest route) AND BACK for 9 weeks solid. 

The potential of increasing big-rig accidents, auto accidents and injuries on Palisades Drive and 
Vereda. 

Guaranteed to chew up Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, AND DAMAGE TO 
WHEELS. . 

Exacerbates already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on Sunset and PCH, especially at 
the intersections of Sunset and PCH and the logjam at Sunset and the 405. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural amphitheater, allowing 
loud noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady stream of 
EMERGENCY VEHICLE SIRENS at all hours of the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from all 
commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have consistently misrepresented 
various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant 
seniors" without "the need of constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

1525 Palisades DRIVE 
1 message 

Malissa Javed <malissajaved1@gmail.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 12:22 PM 

Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 

Project Site: 1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

ENV-2017-2171-CE CEQANo.: 
Date: Oct. 4, 2017 
Time: 11:30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill, 

I am strongly opposed to the placement of an elder care facility in the middle Highlands. There are many 
reasons that I feel this way, which are listed below. I recently moved to the area with my husband, 3 children and 
our dog in order to escape a highly urbanized area of Los Angeles. The selling point of our home was the quiet 
serenity of the highlands. We adore the area, a quiet space away from our very busy and stressful lives. I'm a 
registered nurse of many years and I know that this is the wrong place for such a place for many reasons, 
beyond my personal desires for peace and serenity. I have discussed these with my neighbors and all of those I 
have spoken to agree. Though The Hiqhlands is very pedestrian friendly, the hills are steep here and there is not 
flat land for elderly to walk or pushed m wheel chairs, if needed. The elderly living in this facility would be very 
isolated here. I also strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal Permits for all of the 
reasons below. 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL DANGER TO SENIORS ... 
there is no contesting that seniors need more and better assisted living and dementia care options, but THE 
SHRAM PROJECT will seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. 

EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon designated "Hillside" 
and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City (DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is 
no practical means to evacuate to evacuate 100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly
moving fire that can rage through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if Palisades Drive is 
blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or mudslides? 

LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' LIVES. The Project is 
distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center 
in Westwood, and the two closest general hospitals - St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, 
can take 45 minutes to reach in ~raffle, far too. long in cases of emergency. And what if Palisades 
Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 

THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN THE HIGHLANDS. 
There are no medical resources in the anywhere in the Highlands, and few in the Palisades. Seniors 
must be transported to Santa Monica and Westwood - and beyond - for routine, non-urgent care; 
and all are assisted living and/or dementia impaired with frequent and chronic medical care needs. 

THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE - and no operator - to run an assisted 
living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the application documents reflect the 
responses of novices, not professionals who must be licensed and experienced to operate these 
facilities. Given the folly of locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is 
difficult to believe that any reputable operator would agree to assume this liability and responsibility. 



1645 Corinth Ave., #201 

Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra .gale@lacity.org 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Opposition to Application for Developmental/ Coastal Permits - 1525 North 
Palisades Dr., Pacific Palisades 
1 message 

Jason Sutton <jts962@gmail.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 
Planning Assistant 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA.2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 11 :08 AM 

I oppose the Project at 1525 N. Palisades Drive as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit 
and approval applications. 

The site is highly inappropriate for an eldercare facility given its secluded and inaccessible location. Difficulty 
of evacuation in the event of natural disaster such as fire or earthquake ( unfortunately not unlikely in the 
area) poses a real danger to elderly residents, as well as all of the current residents of the Highlands who 
would be forced to use a single two-lane road in the event of an evacuation. In addition to the real safety risks, 
the site is highly rural and does not have easy access to the neighborhood resources that would be helpful to 
an elderly community: coffee shops, grocery stores, urgent care facilities, pharmacies, retail, etc. The site is 
far from a lively, urban environment as stated by site's developers. 

Besides the dangers posed to residents of the facility, the proposed structure is entirely out of keeping with 
the very natural environment of the site. At four stories, it would tower over all other neighboring structures 
in its prominent corner location, and severely detract from the neighborhood's mountainous feel/ aesthetic. 
In both size and design, is entirely inconsistent with its location within a quiet, highly residential community 
at the edge ofTopanga State Park. 

Thank you very much in advance for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Jason Sutton 

1533 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

and Mr. Ezra Gale 



I am at your disposal to help you both in any way I can. I trust that you will come to the right decision and reject this 
project as proposed - and instruct the developer to find alternative uses. 

Thank you for your time and attention. 
Kind regards, 

Marc Jackson 
Homeowner, 1520 Michael Lane 90272 
310-980-2600 

Marc Jackson 
Seahorn Capital Group 
Los Angeles I San Francisco 
+ 1 (310) 980-2600 
marc@seahorn.net 

This message and any files transmitted with it are confidential and for the sole use of the intended recipients. Any 
unauthorized use, disclosure, distribution or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

OPPOSITION to Shram Project Proposal // Inappropriate land use 
1 message 

Marc Jackson <marc@seahorn.net> Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 8:42 AM 
To: "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org>, courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "lisa.cahill@lacity.org" <lisa.cahill@lacity.org> 

Sent via email only, RE Case No. ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

Dear Ms. Shum (on behalf of LA City Planning) and Mr. Gale (on behalf of Councilmember Mike Bonin's office; cc'd to Ms. 
Cahill and Councilmember Bonin): 

Please register my opposition to the above referenced project. 

I am a homeowner and my property is within 500 feet of the proposed site. 

Honestly and with all due respect, I am shocked and appalled that City Planning and Mike Bonin have allowed this ill
conceived project to progress as far as it has without urging the developer (the· Shram organization) to explore other 
alternatives. I believe City Planning and our elected officials should reject this proposal for the following key reasons: 

1) The site (lot at 1525 Palisades drive) is a unique remaining lot in a very wilderness area, and deserves only to have 
certain kinds of small footprint development in keeping with the rest of the Highlands development. The area and lot in 
question are immediately adjacent the the Santa Monica Mountains and completely surrounded by Topanga State Park. 
This proposed project would radically impair the public's ability to enjoy and benefit from this unique wilderness area. 

2) The developer seems to be attempting maximizing profits on this development by proposing a facility which it knows be 
is gigantically out-of-proportion in scope, size and future operations - compared to the surrounding community - and the 
developer knows this project will be impractical (to build and operate) and that it is unfair to the many residents who live in 
this remote, non-commercial area. The developer took great risk in purchasing this property for which no other prior 
developer has found a viable use for. The developer is obviously and brazenly seeking to build the largest possible facility 
in order to maximize its profits without regard to the interests or rights of the surrounding neighbors or future residents of 
the facility. I believe the City of LA and our elected officials have a duty to protect us from this type of abusive 
profiteering ... and so far you have not shown that you are not fulfilling this critical duty. 

3) Mostly I am shocked and saddened that the City of LA and Mike Bonin seem to be advocating for this proposed 
development when it should be obvious to you and to any reasonable person that the site is not adapted for eldercare or 
dementia patients as an assisted living residential site. The site on two sides touches wilderness area and is categorized 
as extreme fire risk, in a area that has had many recent fast moving wildfires. The site is remote and surrounded on all 
sides by hills with no flat areas. All of the closest urban necessities and conveniences are miles and miles away and 
accessible only by vehicle over rough roads (with no options for seniors for either walking or biking to any commercial or 
urban areas). On an everyday basis, resident patients would not have easy access locally to any needed facilities or 
services, so would either need to be transported away or services would have to come to them - creating an 
extraordinary logistical challenge. In the event of any type of natural catastrophe such as a fire storm, earthquake and 
aftermath (landslide, roadway damage) or a flash flood - all of which are credible and known threats to this remote site -
the senior residents could easily become cut off from first-responders. This faciUty as proposed could ljteraUy trap and kiH 
seniors - and the City of LA and our elected officials should be aware of this situation and should be acting to discourage 
this use for the site. All good people - such as myself and my neighbors - would like to see more well-conceived options 
for senior living, in LA and the State of California. But simple common sense dictates that this site is obviously wrong for 
such a use. Please imagine a group of immobilized seniors and dementia patients in a nightmare evacuation scenario 
when you are weighing the merits and disadvantages of the Shram proposal. 

There are many other good reasons for the City to reject this proposed. As you have seen, the outpouring of opposition 
movements and declarations are growing fast - despite the very short notice and glaring lack of outreach with community 
members and homeowners by the City or the developer. I second all of these other opposition voices, and am personally 
working actively to organize this community opposition. Many of my neighbors are also actively organizing and we intend 
to continue mounting a strong and vocal resistance to this proposal and any other proposals for this site which do not 
respect the sites unique nature and attributes. 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades. CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #20 I 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 



September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA20l7-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

Address: -----''-"-=-25,_,__"-"-µ-=-l GHA;"-~_.,.,,,..,:EL=__.f,_,1,....)J.....,IE:,_ 

L -A . =102--12.. 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra.gale@lacity.org 
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The State of California 

County of Los An~ele~ § 

AFFIDA \'IT 

BEl·ORL Ml-:. the undcrsignt.::d nvtary public, this day personally appeared Hanis S Leven. whom 
being duly s,~-orn according to !av,. deposes and ~ays . 

.. My name is Harris S Leven I am oflegal age and an owner and resident of 1674 Mi <.:hael 

Lane, Pacific Palisades. California 90272 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the 

State of California that the foregoing testimony and the statements and opinions therein are true 

and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief" 

-- ~ ~ ( / .. dJ!~ , .xZ. 
Harris S. Leven 

On September 2l 2., I 7, before me ~J_ ~\. llr.\~r. 1 J'J ~~~ _ 8 ~t (L _ 

personally appeared I larris S Leven, who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be 
the person whose name is subscribed to the foregoing testi mony and acknowledged to me that he 
executed the same as shown by his signature 

I certi fy under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is tme and coJTect 

WITNESS my hand and official seal 

(_7~~- :::,,., 
7 ----



Testimony of Harris S. Le 1en 
Case No. ZA-2017-2 l 70-[LD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Page No. 9 

and operated. Thus, at a minimW11. the Developer's plans should be modified to create such a 
facility. 

Conclusion. 

l urge the Department of City Planning to reject the Developer's proposed project primarily 
because it is incompatible in scale, height, floor area ratio, and design v,rith the nearest structures, 
with the general re;!sidential tone of the Highlands, and with the sunounding Parks. The 
Developer's proposed structure is essentially that of an office building that might fit right in on 
some stretches of Wilshire or Sepulveda Boulevards, but it is totally out of place on Palisades 
Drive and Ver~da De La Montura in the Highlands. Barring rejection of the application, the 
Department should require the Developer to: J) reduce its proposed structure to three stories and 
no more than a height of 33 feet, which is the prevailing height of the neighboring structures; 2) 
change the architecture of the building to a Mediterranean style with a sloped tile roof and a roof 
that fully conceals the building's mechanical equipment; 3) increase the setbacks along Palisades 
Drive and Vereda De La Montura to 20 and 15 feet respectively; 4) increase the height of the P l 
level of the garage and install a loading dock to accommodate deliveries in ''box" trucks; and 5) 
add an additional level of underground parking if a realistic assessment of the parking requirements 
for staff, visitors, and private duty caregivers requires such parking even after the reduction in 
residents due to the elimination of a floor of the building. 

Thank you for considering this testimony. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Harris S. Leven 
bJn!s..l!::.\~o.~1,a1! c;nm 
713-851-9895 (cell) 
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S) The environmental impacts oo the adjacent park. land and the potential effects on the 
neighbors of the proposed facility 's site, particularly those who need to travel on Vereda De 
La Montura, during what could be a lengthy construction period need to be studied and 
add res ·ed. 

Other than documents re lated to the hauling of dirt and excavation materials from the proposed 
facility's site and some conclusory tatements regarding environmental impacts, I found nothing 
in the Developer' s filing related to the impacts of the construction itself (or I missed seeing it). 
While I don't know how long the construction would take, I doubt it would be a short-term event. 
Hence, there are the issues of noise and dust during the constmction process and impacts on the 
adjoining City park land that should be addressed. Also, because the proposed building· s footprint 
take up most of the flat area of the site, I u pect that pa.rt of Vereda De La Montura will end up 
being used for the layout of construction materials, parking for construction equipment, and 
parking for the construction worker . Thus, during the construction period, the primary access to 
my condominium complex and to the Highlands Villas complex on the other side of Michael Lane, 
and the only access to the subdivision of single family horn sat the end ofVereda De La Montura 
could be severely restricted. And. of course, all con truction equipment, materials, and workers 
will have to travel up Palisades Drive to get to the job site, and the workers will have to get back 
down each day. Hence, ome analysis needs to be done to gauge and address the impacts of the 
construction process before any approvals are granted. 

6) An elder care facili ty that already exists in Pacific Palisades demonstrates that a 
reasonably sized elder care facility can be appropriately located, built, and operated. 

Ironically. an elder care facility that could be compatible with the Highlands ·exists less than five 
miles away at 15441 West Sunset Boulevard,just west of"downtown'" Pacific Palisades. As can 
be seen in the attached pictures, Atria Park of Pacific Palisades run by Atria Senior Living is in a 
three-story, Mediterranean style structure with a sloped tile roof (see pages 4 and 5 of the 
attachments). Atria Park houses 43 residents (21 in memory care; 22 in assisted living) and has a 
total staff of 65. Atria ' s building does abut the sidewalk, but that is in keeping with the nearby 
structures and the ·'village center" tone of the area. Moreover. Atria· s facility provides enriched 
off-site services for its residents as it is served by two Metro bus lines, is across the street from a 
Gclson · s Market and within two blocks of multiple restaurants, a Starbucks, a CVS drugstore, 
salons, a barbershop. banks, retail shops. and about I 00,000 square feet of retail shopping space 
currently under development. 5 An elder care facility built in the Highlands will never provide the 
enriched off-site services of Atria"s facility , but Atria's facility shows that an elder care facility of 
a size, scope. and style that is in harmony with the existing structures in the Highlands can be built 

5 Also. the Los Angeles Fire Department·s Fire Station o. 69 is on West Sunset Boulevard. 0.4 mile eas t of 
Atria's elder care facility . 
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during the early morning to late evening, hours. And those 18-19 staff members do not include the 
kitchen and wait staffs, housekeeping and maintenance personnel, administrators, ancillary staff, 
or any others brought in to operate the salons shown on the Developer's building plans or to 
provide enrichment activities for the residents. If the Developer truly intends to operate a "world
class" elder care facility, it is far more likely that the facility will employ well over 100 equivalent 
full-time employees, the majority of whom must be on-site during the peak daylight hours. A 
realistic assessment of the on-site staff at any given time is important, because while the 66 
underground parking spaces in the proposed facility might be adequate for the staff and for the 
vans to provide transportation to the residents, that number of spaces would leave virtually no on
site parking for the residents' visitors or for the private duty caregivers that the families of memory 
care and assisted living residents often employ. With due respect to the Department of Planning' s 
minimum guidelines and absent requiring further study by the Developer, it seems most likely that 
contrary to the Developer's assertions the proposed elder care facility will result in substantial 
over-flow parking along both sides of Palisades Drive and Vereda De La Montura. 

In statements responding to Objective 13-1 related to the Site Plan Review Findings and in 
responses related to the necessary findings for an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit, the Developer 
states peak-hour trip numbers that apparently were generated through the application of the 
Institute of Transportation Engin ers Trip Generation Manual. I do not have '500-$900 to spend 
to buy that manual, nor would the days available between my receipt of the Notice of Public 
Hearing and the October 4, 2017 hearing have afforded me the time to learn and apply the manual's 
fonnulas, but I believe that the Developer's numbers are low given its under·tatemcnt of the 
staffing level for its proposed elder care facility . And remember that all traffic into the Highlands 
and to the proposed facility will travel on a single street, Palisades Drive. At the very least, the 
Developer's proposed pr~jcct should not be approved until a traffic impact analysis using realistic 
staffing levels and trips by private caregivers and visitors to the elder care facility·s residents is 
perfonned.4 

3 In his September 5. 2017 lelter, Mr. Shram touts that the assisted living unit would be for '·healthy and vibrant 
seniors.'' That parrots the "advertising speak'' of senior living facility operators and although it may be true at 
the outset, the fact is we all age. Sooner or later a resident in assisted living becomes better served in a higher 
care nursing facility, but he/she seldom moves to one. Rather, if resources pennit, the family of the resident 
simply augments the staff of the assisted living facility with private caregivers. Indeed, hiring private caregivers 

·. is often less costly than having the resident in a nursing facility. 

4 Paragraph Q of the Department of Planning' s Environmental Assessment form (CP-1204) provides that a 
traffic assessment review by the Department of Transportation may be required for apartment and condominium 
project<; that approach or exceed the thresholds of 40 and 48 units. respectively. Even if the Developer's numbers 
for the elder care facility·s staff arc accepted, the combination of trips by private caregivers. visitors. delivery 
vehicles. and staff can be e:-.pected to exceed the number of trips generated by the residents of 40 apar1ments or 
48 condominiums. 
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4) The Developer has asserted that the staff of the cider care facility will be 20 at any given 
time and that all deliveries of food and supplies to the facility will be in small \'ans. These 
arc totally unrealistic assertions and raise serious questions about the adequacy of the 
proposed structure's garage and on-site parking and the Developer's claim that no traffic 
assessment or study is needed. 

Jn a letter dated September 5. 20 l 7 sent to some owners and residents of the Highlands and mailed 
one day before the Department of Planning mailed its Notice of Public 1 lcaring, Mr. Shram stated, 
among other things that '"[t]he proposed project would be a world-class assisted living 
community," that "staff would be transported mostly via shuttle,'' and that "r w ]c designed the 
building with underground loading docks that only accommodate small vans, so there would be 
no large trailers serving the building"' ( ee page 3 of the attachments). Yet nowhere in the 
Developer's filing can I find a plan to shuttle staff to the building or an explanation of where the 
staff would park to use the shuttle service - there are no publically available parking lots in the 
area other than the undersized lot serving lhe small retail strip center at the foot of Palisades Drive. 
which is for customer use only, and the pay-to-park beach lots along the Pacific Coast Highway. 
Nor is there any explanation of how vendors supplying food and equipment to the elder care 
facility's kitchen, materials to the housekeeping staff, or medical supplies to the memory care w1it 
will be forced to use only small vans. More than likely the food and supplies will be delivered in 
medium to large "box" trucks that will have to be parked on Vcrcda De Le Montura for unloading. 
Finally, I find it difficult to visualize an underground garage that can accommodate only small 
van-size trucks as the Developer referenced in the quote above and in responses related to the 
required Site Plan Review Findings, while at the same time accommodating '·standard collection 
trucks" for trash and recycling removal as stated in those same responses. 

Tn materials related to the Eldcrcare facility Unified Permit filings the Developer states that there 
would only b a maximum of twenty staff at the facility at any given time (and hence, the facility 
would have no more than the equivalent of sixty full-time employees in total). For a "world-class 
assisted living·· facility. let alone a facility with a memory care unit, that is ahsurd. 2 In my 
experience, albeit limited, the ratio of caregiver staff to residents in memory care is I to 4 (one 
caregiver to every four residents) and the ratio in assisted living is 1 to 6 for a quality care facility. 
Thus, for the up to 31 residents in memory care and up to 65 residents in assisted living the 
proposed facility would require 18-19 caregiving staff, the bulk of whom would have to be on site 

1 Mr. Shram also asserts that a "vasl majority" of the Highlands residents supported his earlier ill-conceived 
project and that ·•some members·· of the Highlands community provided feedback that supported the building of 
an cider care facility in the Highlands. For what it is worth, Mr. Shram made no attempt to gather widespread 
community input for hi!> current project or to even broadly notify the community about it Wltil the last possible 
moment. 

1 Although the safety of the cider care facility's residents may not be within the scope of the Department uf 
Planning·s review. one wonders how twenty !.taff members can safely evacuate 3 l memory care residents and 
65 assisted living residents from a four-story building in the event of a fire, earthquake. or other potential disaster. 
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The Developer also is proposing to have a ten-foot setback along Palisades Drive for the building 
and a seven-foot setback along Vereda De La Montura. TI1 se setbacks are less than half of those 
fowid elsewhere in the Highlands as can readily be seen from the data on the County Assessor's 
Internet site and the aerial photography referenced above. The single major exception to the 15 to 
20+ foot setbacks found throughout the Highlands is the dining patio of a restaurant on the one 
other commercial prope11y. That patio abuts the sidewalk along the west side of Palisades Drive, 
but is separated by a low wood wall. TI1e patio is covered by a canvas roof, and side panels of 
canvas and clt:ar vinyl fill the space between the low wall and the roof when the weather requires 
it or when the restaurant is closed. While it may be preferable that the patio also be setback from 
the sidewalk, at least the patio is a one-story mostly soft-sided structure and not a four or five story 
glass and metallic high-rise building. 

3) Except for one restaurant, there arc no "enriched services" for the residents of the 
proposed elder care facility. 

The sole commercial facilities in the Highlands are two small, interconnected two-story buildings 
totaling 12.590 sq. ft. (per the County Assessor's data) on a 1.1 acre site just south of th proposed 
project's site. The two buildings are rustic in style with roofs of a standard slope, and they are 
very similar in color and character to a complex of tovvnhouses farther south on Palisades Drive. 
Contained within the buildings are a small day spa, the modest size restaurant, the offices of some 
residents in the area (e.g., the ofiice of a realtor living in my complex) and a couple of service 
businesses (e.g .. a tailor's shop). Other than the restaurant, there are no retail establishments in 
the two buildings that would bring people to the Highlands. 

There arc no places of worship, libraries, schools, civic centers, coflee shops, stores, or 
entertainment facilities (other than the steep hiking trails) in the Highlands. There is no bus or 
public transportation available to the Highlands other than taxicabs and the like. The Highlands 
is a "car dependent'" area and is likely to remain so for the foreseeable f uturc. The closest retail 
shopping is in a small strip center near the foot of Palisades Drive about 2.3 miles south of the 
Developer's proposed project site. In infonnation provided in response to the question in the 
Eldercare Facility Unified Pennit form asking about enriched services provided off-site and within 
1500 feet, the Developer could only reference the single restaurant and then state that the "property 
adjoins walkable streets through residential neighborhoods and open space area," but it neglected 
to mention that except for about 200 feet along Vereda De La Montura, the sidewalks along 
Palisades Drive and other nearby streets have a slope of about 1 to 10 (1 foot vertical rise per 10 
feet of horizontal distance) per USGS and Google Maps. Sidewalks with such slopes are unlikely 
to be of benefit to most residents of the proposed elder care facility. 
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of Santa Monka Mountain rural and well laid out suburban, but purely residential , neighborhoods 
and condominium complexes. 

At the very heart of the Highlands the Developer is proposing to incise a four story. flat-roofed. 
predominately glass and metallic (with some high-pressure oak laminate) high rise office building
style structure that will contrast sharply with the essentially Mediterranean / rustic style homes and 
townhouses of the community. Also, even though the proposed building site is at about 700 feet 
in elevation, because of the steep terrain of the l-Iighlands the Developer would need to completely 
screen and cover the building·s mechanical equipment to keep it from being visible from the homes 
and townhouses higher up on Palisades Drive and neighborhood streets. Thus, c en if a flat roofed 
building was deemed acceptable (which it shouldn't be), the Developers proposed building will be 
a fuU t o stories higher than any other structure in the Highlands because the stairwell and elevator 
columns and the screening for the building's mechanical equipment will essentially add a fifth 
story. Moreover, at its southeast corner the building will effectively be six stories because the Pl 
level of the parking garage will take advantage of the steep slope of Palisades Drive and being at 
or very near ground level at that point. the garage will be open for ingress and egress onto Palisades 
Drive. Interestingly, the Developer 's filings do not show artists/ architectural "views" or pictures 
of the building fi-om the southeast or east, but show only a carefully staged "view" from the 
northeast in which a tree that doesn ' t currently exist hides the southeast corner of the building and 
a '•view" from the northwest. In both "views" the building appears to be about three stories. That 
appearance of a shorter building is because the Developer' s building site is 6 or more feet below 
the sidewalks along Vercda De La Montura and part of Palisades Drive, which also means that 
about a quarter of the rooms for memory care residents will be below street level and the sidewalks. 

The Developer is proposing the highest possible floor area ratio (''FAR .. ) or structural density 
building (i.e .. square feet of tloor space to quare feet of the building' s site) with the least, or very 
close to the least, ameliorating features (e.g., required setbacks, off-street parkjng spaces) possible 
under the Department of Planning's guideiines. The proposed building will have 64,646 square 
feet of floor space on 43 ,124 square feet of land for a floor area ratio of 1.50. By contrast, the 
condominium complexes to north, east and southeast of the Developer's site have floor area ratios 
ranging from 0.50 to 0.72. The sole commercial property in the Highlands is just south of the 
Developer' s site and has a floor area ratio of0.27, which is about one-sixth of the structural density 
as the Developer's proposed project. What the Developer calls "open space" to the west of its site 
is a ravine that is part of the Santa Ynez Park, which , of course, has a floor area ratio of 0.00. In 
short, the Developer ' s proposed building will ha e between two to almost six times the floor area 
ratio or structural density of anything around it. 111cse figures arc not conjecture; they can readily 
be detem1ined by looking at maps and related sheets and pages publically available on the Los 
Angeles County Assessor' s Internet site. Thus. the Developer's statement in Item No. 4 related to 
the Eldercare Facility Unified Permit Findings that its proposed facility "is of similar overall size 
(height and floor area) as the condominiwn building [sic1 that make up the majority of the land 
use in the immediate neighborhood" is totally false . 
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project site is at the heart of the Highlands, 2.4 miles up Palisades Drive at an elevation of 700 
feet. 

The Highlands itself is made up of one and two-story single family homes and two and three story 
townhouse condominiums. The townhouse complexes that would be the proposed project's 
immediate neighbors are of a Mediterranean style with stucco exteriors painted white, natural 
colored clay tile roofs at a standard slope, and wood balconies and trim either painted dark brown 
or in natural cedar. The vast majority of the single-family homes and the other townhouse 
complexes in the area are also of a Mediterranean style or are mstic in nature, but all have roofs of 
a standard slope. The remaining homes vary, but are compatible with the predominate styles. All 
of this can readily be een by looking at mapping on the Los Angeles County Assessor's Internet 
site or on aerial maps available on the Google Maps and Microsoft Bing Internet site.:- such as are 
refer need on the Department of Planning's own site (see pages l (L.A. CoWlty Assessor's map 
of the west half of the Highlands) and 2 (Bing aerial view) of the attachments to this testimony). 

The Santa Ynez Park bisects part of the Highlands on the west, and in fact, the Developer's 
proposed project site is adjacent to that part of the park. The Santa Ynez Park also surrounds the 
Highlands to the south, and the remainder of the Highlands is surrounded by Topanga State Parle 
Besides the Temescal Ridge Trail, there are two other hiking trail entrances to Topanga State Park 
that happen to be about 450 feet and 2000 feet, respectively, from the proposed project site. Both 
the Santa Ynez and Topanga State Parks around the Highlands and outh of the Highlands along 
Palisades Drive arc of mountainous terrain covered by the dense vegetation in a wild state that is 
typical of the Santa Monica Mountains. The only exceptions are the hiking trails, the fire roads 
that generally are along the ridges of the mountains. and some civil infrastructure along Palisades 
Drive south of the Highlands (e .g .. fire hydrants and fenc ing to protect the street from rock slides). 
The Parks include wild life that is endemic to the area. In fact. when I walk my dogs in the late 
evening I am wary of coyotes a~ I occasionally see them within the cm mes of my condominium 
complex or strolling down Michael Lane. More pleasant arc the sounds of deer that on rare 
occasions clomp through th green belt in my complex and below my balcony in search of moist 
plants to eat. 

2) The Developer's propost•d structure would be totally out of sync in height, architectural 
style, and structural density with the neighboring structures in particular and the Highlands 
in general. 

In addressing the required findings for approval of a site plan review the Developer has stated that: 
"[t]he Project Site is located within a highly urbanized area of the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan. with commercial designated land uses" (emphasis added). If the Developer's 
concept of a suburban area is Death Valley. then yes, the Highlands is by comparison a "highly 
urbanized area." But tJ1c reality is that the Highlands is not even a pure suburban area; it is a blend 
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• ·1 he Developer is propo ·ing to build an elder care facility in a location that can provide no 
enriched services to assisted living and memory care residents other than a single. modest 
size restaurant. The Highlands is a totally ·'car dependent" area, and the nearest retail 
shopping is in a small strip center 2 .3 miles from the proposed facility near the foot of 
Palisades Drive at West Sunset Roulevard. 

• The Developer states that the maximum staffing of the elder care facility at any one time 
will be 20. TI1at number will have to include administrators, ancillary staff, kitchen and 
wait staff, and housekeeping and maintenance staff, which will leave virtually no one to 
provide direct care to the up to 65 assisted living residents and the up to 31 memory care 
residents. The Developer's absurd estimate of staffing raises serious questions about 
whether the planned on-site parking will be adequate and about the Devcloper·s contention 
that the proposed facility does not require a traffic assessment or further study. 

• Other than those related to the hauling away of excavated dirt, the Developer's filings do 
not address environmental concerns or the effect of large scale, probably multi-year 
construction on the adjoining park land or on the nearby residents. Those concerns and 
effects need to be addressed because all construction equipment, materials, and workers 
will have to travel on a single street, Palisades Drive, and use a single side street, Vereda 
De La Montura, to get to the construction site. 

• Less than fi ve miles from the proposed project site, at the western edge of the Pacific 
Palisades "downtown;' there is a three-story elder care facility housing 22 assisted living 
and 21 memory care residents with a total staff of 65. That facility is in harmony with its 
surrounding neighborhood and its location offers its rcsidcn s a full array of enriched 
services. That existing elder care facility in the Pacific Palisades demonstrates that in sharp 
contrast to the what the Developer is seeking to build, a reasonably designed and sized 
cider care facility can be appropriately located and operated. 

1) The Developer's proposed structure is totally incompatible with the character and tone of 
the Highlands and the surrounding city and state Parks. 

The only access to the Highlands is Palisades Drive. From West Sunset Boulevard, Palisades 
Drive travels north and then after about 0.4 mile enters an undeveloped canyon through the City's 
Santa Ynez Park. About 1.8 miles up Palisades Drive and at an elevation of approximately 500 
feet above sea level, the canyon opens up to the Highlands, a carefully planned residential 
development that continues north and east on Palisades Drive and Chastain Parkway to the 
Temescal Ridge Trail entrance to Topanga State Park, which is about 4.0 miles from Sunset 
Boulevard and at an elevation of almost 1500 feet. Smaller streets branch off Palisades Drive and 
Chastain Parkway to provide access to residential homes and townhouses. There is no level land 
within the Highlands except for brief stretches that are man-made. TI1e Developer's proposed 
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To the City of Los Angeles Department of Planning and the Honorable Associate Zoning 
Administrator: 

My name is Harris S. Leven, and my wife and I are the owners and residents of 1674 Michael 
Lane, Pacific Palisades, California 90272, which is in th Michael Lane Villas, a complex of 
townhouse condominiums di rectly across Vereda De La Montura from the site of the proposed 
project. I have. and have had, relatives in assisted living facilities and unfortunately in facilities 
for patients suffering from Alzheimer's and dementia ("memory care facilities") and am quite 
famil iar with the operations of those faci lities. Also, I am 70 years old. Consequently, I have 
taken a strong interest in the proposed project. 

After thoughtfully reviewing the si te plans and filings of Pali sad s Drive, LP and Mr. Rony Shram 
(collectively the "Developer'') for a four-. tory, 64,646 square foot facility for up to 65 residents in 
assisted living and up to 31 in memory care at the comer of Palisades Drive and Vereda De La 
Montura. I must strenuously oppose the pr~ject. An assisted living/ memory care (often referred 
to as "elder care") facility might be built in what is generally known as "the I Iighlands," but the 
Developer' s proposed building is totally incompatible with the character and tone of the Highlands 
community. Indeed, if the Developer merely wanted to put up a building that was hostile and an 
insult to the neighboring residences, it could not have proposed a better structure. 

Below is a summary of the key points why the Developer's proposed elder care facility should be 
rejected by the Department of Planning or if il is lo be approved, why substantial modifications 
are needed to make the structure compatible with its surroundings. Facts, data, and further 
discussions supporting these key points follow. 

• The Developer is proposing to huild in the Highlands what it describes as a four-story 
structure, but effectively is a five-story glass, metallic, and wood laminate, flat-roofed 
"office-style" structure in the heart of a neighborhood of one and two-story single-fam ily 
homes and two and three-story townhouses built predominately in a Mediterranean or 
rustic design with standard ·loped roofs. The Developer's building will be totally out of 
character with the Highlands and the natural mountain parkland that surrounds the 
Highlands. 

• The Developer is proposing a structure that will have a floor area ratio ("FAR") or 
stmctural density of 1.50. By comparison. the one other commercial property in the 
Highlands has a FAR or 0.27, and the condominium complexes that house the nearest 
neighbors to the Developer·s site have FARs of0.50 to 0.72. At a minimum, the structure 
should be reduced by one floor and have at least double the setbacks that the Developer 
proposes. 
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For all of these reasons, I ask that the Zoning Administrator deny this Project, as 
proposed. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert T. Flick 
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1. The development is not in conformity with Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act of 1976. 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act requires permitted development to be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas and require protection of 
communities and neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are 
popular visitor destination points for recreational uses: 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration 

· of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 
New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California 
Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 
California Coastal Act, §30251. 

Again, here, at its proposed scale, the within Project is far from being visually 
compatible with the character of its surrounding areas. Accordingly, it is not in 
conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act. 

2. The development will prejudice the ability of the City of Los 
Angeles to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act of 1976. 

This Project will prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to prepare a 
Local Coastal Program. If allowed to proceed as proposed, the Project will serve as 
precedent for further incompatible development. "Community character," as relevant to 
the analysis of compatibility under the Coastal Act, is a classic cumulative impacts issue, 
and all "outlier" incompatible development allowed in this neighborhood will serve, in 
combination with other past, current and probably future projects, as a structure against 
which future projects are measured. Accordingly, if allowed to proceed, this Project's 
adverse precedent will prejudice the ability to adopt a Local Coastal Program that 
protects community character. 

For all of the reasons set forth above, the Project is both visually and as a use at 
this proposed scale incompatible with the residential and open space neighborhood 
surrounding it. As such, it does not consist of an arrangement of buildings and 
structures, off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash 
collection, and other such pertinent improvements that is or will be ·compatible with 
existing and future development on adjacent properties and neighboring properties. 
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In reality, the Project is completely out of scale with the residential buildings 
along Palisades Drive and Vereda de la Montura and the open space to the west. 
Furthermore, an Eldercare Facility will generate traffic impacts associated with the 
healthcare needs of its residents. These will be incompatible with the neighborhood and 
will impair the existing neighborhood's transportation circulation patterns, creating 
grave public health, welfare, and safety concerns. 

Accordingly, the Project's location, size, height, operations and other significant 
features will not be compatible with and will adversely affect and further degrade 
adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, and public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

2. The Project will create an adverse impact on street access or 
circulation in the surrounding neighborhood; 

The Applicant's focus on the fact that the residents of the Eldercare Facility will 
not attribute to peak hour traffic is misplaced. As noted above, an Eldercare Facility will 
generate great traffic impacts associated with the healthcare needs of its residents. These 
impacts will be disproportionate to the existing emergency responder impacts in the 
neighborhood and must be taken into account when considering impact on street access 
or circulation in the surrounding neighborhood. 

3. The Project does not provide for an arrangement of uses, 
buildings, structures, open spaces and other improvements that are compatible with the 
scale and character of the adjacent properties and surrounding neighborhood; and 

The Project, as proposed, seeks to "max out the envelope" rather than provide 
for an arrangement of structures and open spaces that are compatible with the 
residential and open space uses surrounding it. 

The proposed size and scale of the building is unlike anything in this 
neighborhood. Due to the fact that the Project FAR is approximate 1.50, as compared to 
approximately 0.27 for the small commercial structure next door, 0.5 to 0.7 for residential 
properties and 0.00 for the City and State parklands, the Project will stick out like a sore 
thumb rather than blend in with the scale and character of its surrounding 
neighborhood. Therefore, the Project does not provide for an arrangement of uses, 
buildings, structures, open spaces and other improvements that are compatible with the 
scale and character of the adjacent properties and surrounding neighborhood. 

D. The Required Findings for a Coastal Development Permit Cannot be 
Made with Substantial Evidence 
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Project would have an FAR of 1.50, as compared to 0.27 for the adjacent 
small commercial development, 0.5 to 0.7 for residential areas and 0.00 for 
the massive parklands surrounding the Property. 

Require that any proposed development be designed to enhance and be 
compatible with adjacent development-the Project would detract from, and 
not be compatible with, adjacent development and open space .. 

Require that projects be designed and developed to achieve a high level of 
quality, distinctive character, and compatibility with existing uses and 
development-the Project has a harsh, institutional appearance due to high 
rise height and huge mass, flat roof, minimal setback, lack of architectural 
detail. 

Ensure that commercial projects achieve harmony with the best of existing 
development-the Project does not achieve harmony, and instead stands in 
distinct glaring and unsettling contrast with the existing development in 
proximity to the Property. 

2. Project Not Compatible. For reasons stated above, the Project is 
highly incompatible with development on adjacent and neighboring properties. 

3. Project Does Not Minimize Impacts. For reasons stated above, the 
Project does not minimize impacts on neighboring properties. 

C. The Required Findings for an Eldercare Facility Cannot be Made with 
Substantial Evidence 

1. The Project's location, size, height, operations and other significant 
features will not be compatible with and will adversely affect or further degrade 
adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety; 

At 64,646 square feet, the massive size of the proposed Project is completely 
incompatible to the residential uses to the east and the open space to the west. Indeed, 
the Applicant's proposed findings on this subject are devoid of any evidence of 
compatibility. Instead, they focus on the Project's compliance with the height, setback 
and density restrictions of the C-1 Zone. But that is not what is required by the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code for an Eldercare Facility. The Applicant has not addressed, at 
all, how the Project will be compatible with the adjacent properties and surrounding 
neighborhood. 
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substantially with the time of day, wind and humidity. Particularly at night, the area is 
very quiet, and any additional equipment operation, traffic trips, emergency vehicle 
trips, and even people talking, yelling and playing music on the proposed huge rooftop 
deck would resonate through the neighborhood. 

Developer also asserts in one of his submissions that the operation of HV AC and 
other equipment on the Property would not affect the neighborhood, since the 
residential units in the area also have HV AC. One of the substantial benefits of this 
neighborhood is the prevailing onshore air flow that moves up Santa Ynez Canyon and 
moderates the temperature. It is not necessary to run HV AC in residences the vast 
majority of the year, but an eldercare facility will need to run it 24 hours per day, 7 days 
per week. 

The noise information provided by Developer does not constitute substantial 
evidence that the Project would not have a substantial impact on noise in the community 
so the City cannot make this finding. 

B. Site Plan Review. Substantial Evidence Does Not Support the Required 
Findings. 

1. No Plan Conformance. 

The Project, on its face, is inconsistent with numerous elements of the 
Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan, including the following: 

Need to minimize grading, limit land use intensity, and preserve natural 
topography in hillside areas- The Project will require export of more than 
20,000 cubic yards of soil (taking assumed expansion into account, require 
a haul route approval) . 

Need to preserve open space and the natural character of mountainous 
areas- the high rise Project will "urbanize" what is now a mostly open 
space park area with pockets of suburban residential use. 

Preserving and enhancing the positive characteristics of existing residential 
neighborhoods while providing a variety of compatible new housing 
opportunities - Eldercare is not a compatible house opportunity, due to the 
distance from medical and community services, the very high fire danger 
area in which the Property is located and the risk of sustained isolation 
following an earthquake. 

To limit the intensity and density in hillside areas to that which can 
reasonably be accommodated by infrastructure and natural topography- the 
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--- - -- - -- ------- ---
Swallow, bank (Riparia riparia) 

Tern, California least ( Stem a anti/larum brown,) 

Towhee, Inyo California (Pipilo crissalis eremophilus) 
-- ·- --- ----

Vireo, Arizona Bell's (Vireo be/Iii arizonae) 
--
Vireo, least Bell's (Vireo be/Iii pusillus) 

Woodpecker, Gila (Melanerpes uropygialis) 

6. Required Finding-No Significant Effect Relating to Traffic, Noise, Air 
Quality or Water Quality. 

a. Traffic. Relying on generic traffic data published for this type of project, 
Developer asserts that no traffic study is required, because the Project will fall below the 
LADOT 500 trips per day threshold, It does not appear that such generic data takes into 
account the reality of use of an eldercare facility, which would also generate very 
substantial traffic from private caregivers, family and friends would travel to and from 
the Project frequently, if not daily. 

Also, "traffic" involves more than just traffic count. It includes safety and related 
issues, such as parking. The Project plans propose to have ingress and egress from an 
underground parking garage directly onto Palisades Drive, a four-lane divided road that 
experiences high speed use, which would create a chronic danger for vehicles and 
pedestrians. In addition, even if the Vereda de la Montura access is used, arriving parties 
will still need to make a dangerous left hand turn across 4 lanes of Palisades Drive in 
order to arrive at the Vereda entrance. 

Although Developer says that shuttles would be available to transport people to 
public transportation (to the nearest bus stop, which over two miles away), many staff, 
visitors and vendors to the Project would want to use street parking, due to the fact that 
the Project would only provide roughly 64 vehicle parking spaces on site. Street parking 
is in chronically short supply in the vicinity of the Property, and the Project would 
grossly overburden it. 

b. Noise. Developer's submission refers to a one-time measurement of noise 
at the Property, and asserts that the Project would not add substantially to the noise in 
the Project vicinity. 

The submission does not reference the time of day at which the measurements 
were taken, or the weather conditions. Ambient sound in the vicinity of the Property, 
which includes a natural amphitheater effect due to the proximate mountains, varies 
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skipper, Laguna Mountains (Pyrgus ruralis lagunae 

Birds 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Albatross, short-tailed (Phoebastria albatrus) 

Condor, California (Gymnogyps californianus) 

Crane, greater sandhill ( Grus canadensis tabida) 

Cuckoo, western yellow-billed (Coccyzus americanus occidenta!is) 

Eagle, bald (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 

Flicker, gilded northern ( Colaptes auratus chrysoides) 

Flycatcher, willow (Empidonax trail/ii) 

Flycatcher, southwestern willow (Empidonax trail/ii extimus) 

Gnatcatcher, coastal California (Polioptila californica californica) 

Goose, Aleutian Canada (RECOVERED) (Branta canadensis leucopareia) 

Hawk, Swainson's (Buteo swainsom) 

Murrelet, marbled (Brachyramphus marmoratus) 

Owl, great gray ( Strix nebulosa) 

Owl, northern spotted ( Strix occidentalis caurina) 

Owl, elf (Micrathene whitney1) 

Plover, mountain ( Charadrius montanus) 

Plover, western snowy (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus) 

Rail, California black (Lateral/us jamaicensis coturniculus) 

Rail, California clapper (Ralf us /ongirostris obsoletus) 

Rail, light-footed clapper (Ralf us longirostris /evipes) 

Rail, Yuma clapper (Ralf us longirostris yumanensis) 

Shrike, San Clemente loggerhead (Lanius ludovicianus mearns1) 

Sparrow, Belding's savannah (Passercu/us sandwichensis be/ding,) 

Sparrow, San Clemente sage (Amphispiza be/Ii clementeae) 
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Salamander, Scott Bar Plethodon asupak 

Salamander, Shasta Hydromantes shastae 
·- I-

Salamander, Siskiyou Mountains Plethodon stormi 

Salamander, Tehachapi Slender Batrachoseps stebbinsi 

Toad, Arroyo Anaxyrus (= Bufo) californicus 

Toad, Black 

Insects 

beetle, Delta green ground (E/aphrus viridis) 

beetle, Mount Hermon June (Polyphylla barbata) 

beetle, Ohlone tiger (Cicindela oh/one) 

beetle, valley elderberry longhorn (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus) 

butterfly, bay checkerspot (Euphydryas editha bayensis) 

butterfly, Behren's silverspot (Speyeria zerene behrensii) 

butterfly, Callippe silverspot (Speyeria callippe callippe) 

butterfly, El Segundo blue (Euphilotes battoides allyni) 

butterfly, Lange's metal mark (Apodemia mormo langei) 

butterfly, lotis blue (Lycaeides argyrognomon lotis) 

butterfly, mission blue (lcaricia icarioides missionensis) 

butterfly, Myrtle's silverspot (Speyeria zerene myrtleae) 

butterfly, Oregon silverspot (Speyeria zerene hippolyta) 

butterfly, Palos Verdes blue (Glaucopsyche lygdamus palosverdesensis) 

butterfly, San Bruno elfin (lncisalia (= Callophrys) mossii bayensis) 

butterfly, Smith's blue (Euphilotes enoptes smithi) 

checkerspot, Quino (Euphydryas editha quino) 

fly, Delhi Sands flower-loving (Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis) 
-
grasshopper, Zayante band-winged (Trimerotropis infantilis) 

moth, Kern primrose sphinx (Euproserpinus euterpe) 
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3. Required Finding-Project Must Be Substantially Surrounded by Urban 
Uses. The Property is NOT substantially surrounded by urban uses. It is located in the 
Santa Monica Mountains and is substantially surrounded by parklands and open space, 
with limited pockets of suburban, not urban, uses, located nearby. For example, the 
Property and the two immediately adjacent parcels together comprise approximately 27 
acres. Approximately 92% of the aggregate area of the three parcels is City-owned, open 
space parkland. Those parcels are in turn substantially surrounded by the massive 
Topanga State Park. In addition, the closest area that could be remotely characterized as 
an "urban" use is the main business district of Pacific Palisades, which is more than 5 
miles away. The bald assertion by Developer that the Property is substantially 
surrounded by urban uses is completely without merit or substantiation. 

5. Required Finding-Project Does Not Have Value for Endangered, Rare or 
Threatened Species. It is well known that the City and State Parklands in the Highlands 
are home to mountain lions, which are rare and threatened due to continuing 
diminution of habitat. 

In addition, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife lists the following 
species that have been identified as threatened or endangered by the State or the Federal 
Government. Due to the varied terrain of the Property and the surrounding area, which 
encompasses everything from riparian watershed to mountaintops, one or more of the 
species could be present on or about the Property, and Developer's statement to the 
effect that "we inspected the property and did not see anything" is not substantial 
evidence to confirm that none of the listed threatened or endangered species are not 
present, or that the Property does not have value for them. 

Amphibians 

- -·~ ·~ .. --------
Common Name Scientific Name 

Frog, California Red-legged Rana (aurora) draytonii 

Frog, Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Rana sierrae 

Frog, Southern Mountain yellow-legged Rana muscosa 

Salamander, California Tiger Ambystoma californiense 

Salamander, Desert Slender Batrachoseps (major) aridus 

Salamander, Kern Canyon Slender Batrachoseps simatus 

Salamander, Limestone Hydromantes brunus 

Salamander, Santa Cruz Long-toed Ambystoma macrodactylum croceum 
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and proximate to parks and open space. The Property abuts a City-owned open space 
parcel comprising over 25 acres, comprising part of Santa Ynez Canyon Park, and is 
located approximately 200 feet from the boundary of Topanga State Park. The dense 
occupancy Project would profoundly increase the likelihood of fire in the open space 
and parks (rated Very High Severity Fire Hazard Zone), and the proposed 
overwhelming mass and appearance would adversely affect the wildlife, topography, 
geosoils, drainage and appearance of the City and State properties. 

2. Required Finding-Project Must Be Consistent with Applicable Plan 
Designation. The City's General Plan includes the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan ("Community Plan"). The Project is not consistent with the 
Community Plan for many reasons, including the following: 

a. Senior housing projects are to be located in neigborhoods within 
reasonable walking distance of heal and community facilities, services and public transportation. 
No heath or community facilities are located within miles of the Property, which 
distance does not constitute reasonable walking distance, particularly for fragile seniors. 

b. Developments are required to preserve existing views in hillside areas 
and protect views from public lands and roadways. The 4 story awkward looking project 
would destroy those views. 

c. Commercial projects must be designed and developed to achieve a high 
level of quality, distinctive character and compatibility with existing uses. The Project, with its 
awkward modern design, would be completely incompatible with the rustic and 
Mediterranean character of the Highlands neigborhoods in the vicinity. 

d. Commercial projects must achieve harmony with the best of existing 
development. The Project's massive bulk, height, modern design and materials, flat roof 
and minimal setbacks and landscaping would not achieve harmony with the 
Mediterranean design, large setbacks, pitched tile roofs and substantial landscaping of 
the existing residences in the vicinity of the Property. 

e. No structures should exceed 30 feet in height within 15 feet and 30 feet 
of front and rear property lines. The plans submitted by Developer show a building height 
of 45 feet within 7 feet of the property line, not counting the mechanical equipment and 
stairwell exits on top of the building that increase the overall height even more. 

f. The Surface Parking Landscape requirement in V-4 of the Community 
Plan requires the Developer to provide "a landscaped buffer along public streets or adjoining 
residential uses. The proposed 7 foot setbacks and 45 foot high fac;ade do not allow for a 
meaningful landscape buffer. 
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3. Coastal Development Permit: The Property is located within the Coastal 
Zone, so a Coastal Development Permit is required for the Project. To issue a Coastal 
Development Permit, the City must find, among other facts, that (i) the development is 
in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976 ("Chapter 3") and (ii) 
the permitted development will not prejudice the City to prepare a Local Coastal 
Program in conformity with Chapter 3. 

For the reasons discussed below, the City cannot and should not make the 
required findings. 

4. Eldercare Facility Unified Permit: To obtain an Eldercare Facility Unified 
Permit, the City must find, among other facts, that (i) the Project's location, size, height, 
operations and other significant features shall be compatible with and shall not 
adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, 
or the public health, safety and welfare, (ii) the Project shall not create an adverse impact 
on street access or circulation in the surrounding neighborhood, (iii) the Project provides 
for an arrangement of uses, buildings, etc. that are compatible with the scale and 
character of the adjacent properties and surrounding neighborhood and (iv) the Project 
is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the General 
Plan and applicable Community Plan. 

For the reasons discussed below, particularly the facts that the Project is not 
compatible with, and is grossly out of proportion, style and character with adjacent 
properties and the neighborhood, and is not in the best interest of public health, safety 
and welfare (particularly the vulnerable senior citizen residents), and will have an 
adverse impact on circulation, the City cannot and should not make the required 
findings. 

III. DISCUSSION. 

A. CEQA: The Project Does Not Qualify for a Categorical Class 32 
Exemption or Other Exemption from Review Under the California Environmental 
Quality Act. 

In order to fit within a Class 32 exemption, numerous findings must be made. 
The findings discussed below cannot be made due to the lack of substantial supporting 
evidence and the existence of material contrary facts. The failure to make any one of the 
findings means that a Class 32 exemption is not available for the Project. We assert that 
Developer has not provided substantial evidence to support the required findings, and 
that none of the findings listed below should be made. 

1. Required Finding-No Significant Impact. The Project will have a 
significant effect on the environment due to the special circumstance of its location next 
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to proceed with development, each of which requires City Planning to make numerous 
factual findings before it can issue the Discretionary Approval in question. 

We strongly assert that the City, through its Department of City Planning and 
its Zoning Administrator, cannot make all of the required findings and we therefore 
ask the City to deny Developer's applications for the Discretionary Approvals for the 
Project. 

II. SUMMARY OF OBJECTIONS. 

1. CEQA: The Permits cannot be issued without the performance of an 
adequate environmental review that fully complies with the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). Developer asserts that the City should 
find that the Project is exempt from CEQA review by way of a "Class 32 Exemption". 

For the reasons discussed below, including without limitation the facts that the 
Property: (i) WILL have a significant effect on the environment due to the special 
circumstance of its location next and proximate to City and State parks and open space, 
(ii) is NOT consistent with the applicable plan designation, (iii) is NOT "substantially 
surrounded by urban uses" (v) DOES have value for endangered, rare or threatened 
species and (vi) WILL have a significant effect relating to traffic, noise, air quality and 
water quality, the City cannot and should not make the findings required for reliance 
upon a Class 32 Exemption from CEQA review. 

2. Site Plan Review: Site Plan Review approval is required, since the Project 
would, depending on characterization of the Project, either result in an increase of more 
than 50,000 gross square feet of non-residential floor area and result in an increase of 50 
or more dwelling units or guest rooms. To approve the Site Plan Review, the City must 
find, essentially that (a) the Project is in substantial conformance with the general plan 
and applicable community plan; (b) the Project will be compatible with existing and 
future development on adjacent properties and neighboring properties, and (c) the 
residential project provides service amenities on site and minimizes impacts off site on 
neighboring properties. 

For the reasons discussed below, including the facts that the Project (i) is 
inconsistent with numerous elements of the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades District Plan, 
including without limitation four story 45' height, excessive FAR, massive rooftop deck, 
subterranean parking and associated failure to minimize the alteration of natural land 
forms, visual incompatibility with the character of the surrounding areas, (ii) is highly 
incompatible with development on adjacent and neighboring properties, and (iii) does 
not minimize impacts on neighboring properties, the City cannot and should not make 
the required findings for Site Plan Review approval. 
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September 29, 2017 

VIA EMAIL AND PERSONAL DELIVERY 

Mr. Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

Statement of Objections and Opposition 
ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR/ENV-2017-2171-CE 
1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades ("Property") 

I am the owner of a home in Michael Lane Villas, which is located directly across 
the street from the proposed six-story (two levels subterranean), 64,646 square-foot 82 
unit, 97 resident dementia care and assisted living project at the Property ("the 
Project") . Myself, my family and many other owners and occupants in the community, 
as well as the fragile senior occupants of the Project itself, would be severely and 
adversely affected by the proposed Project if it is approved. Based on the copies of 
petitions and other communications from other community members that I have seen, it 
is safe to say that hundreds of other community members share my opposition to the 
Project, with good reason. 

I. INTRODUCTION; REQUEST FOR DENIAL. The current owner of the 
Property (the "Developer") has applied for the following permits and approvals 
(collectively, "Discretionary Approvals") concerning the Project (the Eldercare Facility 
Unified Permit, the Site Plan Review and the Coastal Development Permit are 
sometimes collectively referred to as the "Permits"): 

• CEQA Class 32 Exemption 
• Site Plan Review 
• Coastal Development Permit 
• Eldercare Facility Unified Permit 

Developer is asserting that the development of the Project is "by right". That is 
not a correct statement. Developer is still required to obtain the Discretionary Approvals 



collaborators would stoop to attacking Highlands residents that they don't know personally, on 
grounds about which they are entirely clueless. 

Moreover, many of the most active opponents of the Developer's Project are now in their 60's 
and 70's, including the undersigned; and a significant number of opponents will likely need 
eldercare in the future. So, we are not in any way unsympathetic to the elderly, but this is 
undoubtedly a terrible, impractical, and dangerous location for such a facility for all the reasons 
stated earlier. 

A more appropriate inquiry might be to ask why the presumed collaborators who support the 
Project are so adamant, especially when they live outside the Highlands or where they can't see 
or hear it. It is easy to speculate that, perhaps, financial self-interests may be discovered. 

Please appreciate that the undersigned do not seek to protect the beauty, tranquility, and scenic 
values of our open spaces and parks just for ourselves, but also for all Americans and world 
visitors, for many generations to come. Make no mistake: The Developer is no Mother Teresa; 
and it has no apparent concern for the many residents who do live here, or the environment. 
When its first plan was rejected, the Developer went back to the drawing board, consulted with 
its lawyers, and was advised that eldercare is the new hot item in City Hall - and would be most 
likely to gain some sympathy, especially if unsuspecting residents lacked the time, money and 
organization necessary to fight this environmental blight. 

In closing, it is particularly troubling that Mr. Gale sent out emails about 5 days ago to our 
residents and our neighbors who had already written to oppose the Project, telling them, in 
effect, that the matter had already been decided - long before the deadline for comments - as 
fully complying with all zoning regulations, and implying there was no legitimate basis to protest 
further or to appear personally at the October 4 hearing. 

We still remain confident and optimistic that the Planning Department will maintain a fair and 
open mind, given that the Project's flaws are so numerous, significant, and incontestable. 

In any event, please add our names to the list of speakers at the upcoming hearing on the 4th. 

We look forward to the matter receiving your complete, appropriate, and fair consideration. 

Respectfully submitted by, 

Jonathan Klar and Maria Klar 
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park. And, these are just some of the adverse environment consequences. 

• Section 30620 requires the Coastal Commission to prepare and disseminate 
interpretive guidelines designed to assist local governments in determining how the 
polices in the Coastal Act will be applied in the Coastal Zone prior to certification of 
their Local Coastal Programs. 

o In the absence of an adoptive local coastal program, the Community Plan serves as a 
functional equivalent. Therefore, the application for a Coastal Development Permit is 
subject to the guidance provided by the Coastal Act, the Interpretive Guidelines, and the 
Community Plan in making its determinations. 

o Section 111 of this Opposition identifies at least 14 separate violations of the Community 
Plan that would occur if the Project were to be approved. Any one of these violations 
would be sufficient to deny the CDC. 

VII . 
CONCLUSION 

The undersigned have lived in the Highlands, at our present address, for the past 39 years and 
37 years, respectively. Our home is only about 300 feet from the Project site. We have hiked 
each of the trails mentioned in this Opposition, and we have personally seen all the different 
wildlife listed in the Introduction, save for mountain lions. Thus, we are convinced that we know 
the Highlands and truly appreciate its unique environment, and the great need to preserve the 
precious parklands that surround it. 

The entire surrounding community, except for a few key insiders on the Palisades Highlands 
Presidents Council (PHPC), was shocked to receive the City's notice, on or about September 9, 
2017, that this hearing was set for October 4, 2017 - only 25 days later - and that this formal 
opposition was due on September 29, 5 days earlier. The Project was kept confidential from the 
community for many months, given that formal documents had been filed with the City as early 
as March 2017, if not before. This plan of secrecy was carried out deliberately by the 
collaborators on the PHPC in a concerted effort to make it impossible for the Community most 
directly affected by the Project to organize and exercise its legal rights to be heard. 

At least two of these PHPC collaborators are reported to live far from the Project site, even 
outside the Highlands altogether. But to our best knowledge, only a handful of Project 
supporters live in the 500-foot "blast zone" of interested parties to whom notice must be given , 
and we question if they are motivated by real estate, development, or construction interests. 

The Developer apparently kept its plans under lock and key to avoid its last experience in 2014 
with a similarly ill-conceived plan to build a massive, three-story condominium building on the 
same site. In that instance, the community quickly organized protests against the Developer, 
which caused it to withdraw the earlier project, and look for a "Plan B" - the Eldercare Project. 
The presumed collaborators have publicly and shamelessly attacked opponents of the horrific 
Project as being self-interested and not caring a whit about elders. 

For the record, one of the undersigned has a 96-year old mother; and both have lost one or both 
of their parents to debilitating illnesses. One parent suffered severe dementia requiring licensed 
care for nearly 10 years until dying in her mid-nineties. It is truly appalling that the PHPC 
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• Section 30253 (d): Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. 

o The Project will accomplish exactly the opposite. There is no bus service in the 
Highlands, and the nearest bus stop is 2.4 miles distant. The facility will operate 3 shifts 
daily, 24/7/365. Public transportation cannot transport employees, staff, visitors, 
vendors, contractors, et al., who will be forced to drive their cars and trucks to the site. 

o There are no doctor or dental offices anywhere in the Highlands; and the nearest 
medical offices are six miles away in Palisades Village. The nearest hospitals are much 
further away, in Santa Monica; and the nearest trauma center is even farther at UCLA 
Westwood. This will add to already-high levels of traffic congestion and wasted fuel. The 
Developer does not plan to use alternative energy, such as solar panels. 

o The massive hauling operation will consume tens of thousands of gallons of diesel fuel, 
idling their engines on the job site, and then hauling the excavated earth 42 miles to 
Moorpark and back each trip. The Project will need at least 30 tractor trailer rigs, loading 
at a rate of 6 per hour, five days a week for more than 9 weeks, if not even longer! 

o In response, the Developer offers one mitigation measure - it will encourage employees 
to bike to and from work. Is this a joke or a hoax, or both? 

• Section 30253 (e): Where appropriate, protect special communities and 
neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor 
destination points for recreational uses. 

o The Developer's reply is found in its response to Coastal Development Permit 
Project Impacts Questions no. 9, which asks: "Is the development proposed 
near parks or recreation areas or sensitive habitat areas? How will the 
project design prevent adverse environmental impacts on these areas?" 

• The Developer responds, "Project site is in proximity to Santa Ynez Canyon Park. 
The Project site, however, is almost completely void of vegetation, has no 
waterways or wetlands and supports no sensitive habitat or wildlife migration 
path. Access to and from the site is via existing established roads and all 
infrastructure needed to service the Project is already in place." 

• The Project site borders Santa Ynez Canyon Park and is less than 300 feet east of 
the boundary of Topanga State Park, its wilderness lands and 76 miles of trails , 
which go unmentioned. The entire Santa Monica Mountains area is a flyway for birds 
of all sorts, and Santa Ynez Canyon is a particularly attractive environment for 
threatened Monarch butterflies. Two species listed as endangered are found only 
200 feet away, according to the Developer's own environmental analysis; and the 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area has begun a restoration effort to 
return the famous Jumping Frogs of Calaveras County to Topanga State Park. 
Noise, dust, and diesel exhaust pollution from two years of construction with large 
tractor trailer rigs and heavy equipment, guarantee to significantly impair visitors' 
enjoyment of Topanga State Park, as well as consume all visitors' street parking 
spaces along Vereda, just steps away from the Santa Ynez Trail entrance to the 
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EIR process protects not only the environment but also informed self-government." 
(Laurel Heights, supra, 47 Cal.3d at p. 392.)" 

• In a decision involving another Pacific Palisades project incorrectly approved by the 
City of Los Angeles, the California Supreme Court explained, "[S]ince the preparation 
of an [environmental impact report] is the key to environmental protection under 
[CEQA], accomplishment of the high objectives of that act requires the preparation of 
an [environmental impact report] whenever it can be fa irly argued on the basis of 
substantial evidence that the project may have a significant environmental impact. 
(No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles 13 Cal.3d 68 at p. 75 (emph. added); accord , 
Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of San Diego 
Redevelopment Agency (2005) 134 Cal.App.4th 598, 609). 

VI. 
THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION DOES NOT SATISFY ALL 

REQUIREMENTS OF THE COASTAL ACT AND SHOULD BE DENIED 

The foregoing demonstrates that the City should deny a City development permit. But 
regardless of that application, a Coastal Development Permit must be denied because the 
Developer has not met the following specific additional requirements for a Coastal Development 
Permit. The Coastal Act requires that a new development must do fill the following , not just most 
of the following, and not just some of the following: 

• 30253 Section {a): Minimize Risk to Life and Property in Areas of High Geologic, Flood 
and Fire Hazard. 

o As has been thorough detailed in this Opposition, the Project has been designated as a 
"Very High Severity Fire Hazard Zone," posing extreme risk to helpless seniors. It is also 
in a Liquefaction Zone, and is subject to floods. There is no practical means to evacuate 
all 97+ residents in case of natural disaster; and they have no place to go. 

o There is no way in or out of the facility if Palisades Drive is shut down by flooding, 
landslides or rockslides. 

o The Project significantly increases geologic risks to Vereda due to plans to excavate 
more than 19,300 cubic yards of compacted fill that abut and support Vereda. 

o The Project is located on a steep Hillside lot, which compounds the geologic risk. 

o The Developer offers no credible plan to mitigate these risks to a reasonable level. 

• Section 30253: {b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or the destruction of the site 
or the surrounding area. 

o There is no showing that the Property has been adequately or appropriately studied for 
geologic risks. 

o The massive excavation of compacted fill will inevitably erode the surrounding canyon, 
risking undermining and shutting down Vereda, and threatening mudslides on the small 
building next door, especially during heavy rains or flooding conditions. 
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o In 1988, when the City first considered parking at the Project site, it required the 
applicant to provide one space for each 250 square feet of floor area, except it 
had to provide one space for every 150 feet of "professional offices of doctors, 
dentists or similar professions." 28 

o It is incomprehensible that, in 2017, a Project, more than twice as large and 
double in height of the 1988 project, with fewer than 60% of the parking spaces 
(110) proposed in 1988, could now be found "consistent" with the surrounding 
neighboring development, given that, in 1988, a 28,300 square-foot, two-story 
building, was soundly rejected for creating a "materially detrimental" impact on 
the community due to traffic, congestion, noise, parking, and impact on views. 

o Absolutely nothing has changed in the zoning or the Community Plan to justify 
ramrodding an obscenely-oversized and under-parked eyesore on the same lot! 

V. 
AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT IS REQUIRED BECAUSE 

THE PROJECT IS NOT EXEMPT FROM CEQA 

Given the Developer's failure to substantiate so many of its contentions and conclusions, and 
the numerous erroneous and misleading statements and omissions of material facts, an EIR is 
essential before issuance of any permitting any of the Developer's applications. This is 
especially important because of the certain or highly-likely significant adverse consequences on 
the environment. If nothing else, it is incumbent on the City to issue a Negative Declaration that 
evaluates, addresses, and conditions any permits on compliance with a wide variety of 
conditions that drastically reduce the size, scale and height of the Project - and that would 
specifically address and materially mitigate each of the concerns stated in this Opposition. 

• "The Legislature has made clear that an EIR is 'an informational document' and that 
'[t]he purpose of an environmental impact report is to provide public agencies and 
the public in general with detailed information about the effect which a proposed 
project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways in which the significant 
effects of such a project might be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to such a 
project.'" (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of 
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376,391; Guidelines,§ 15002.) 

• "The EIR is the primary means of achieving . . . the policy of this state to 'take all 
action necessary to protect, rehabilitate, and enhance the environmental quality of 
the state.' [Citation.] The EIR is therefore 'the heart of CEQA.' [Citations.] An EIR is 
an 'environmental "alarm bell" whose purpose it is to alert the public and its 
responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached ecological 
points of no return.' [Citations.] The EIR is also intended 'to demonstrate to an 
apprehensive citizenry that the agency has; in fact, analyzed and considered the 
ecological implications of its action.' [Citations.] Because the EIR must be certified or 
rejected by public officials, it is a document of accountability. If CEQA is scrupulously 
followed, the public will know the basis on which its responsible officials either 
approve or reject environmentally significant action, and the public, being duly 
informed, can respond accordingly to action with which it disagrees. [Citations.] The 

28 Case Nos. ZA 88-0435 (PP) and CDP 88-012. 
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o Requires Further Studies of Effects on Local Utilities. This Project will inevitably 
place a severe burden on local electrical, water, and sewer utilities, which are 
experiencing great difficulty meeting their current demands. 

IV. 
IN 1988 THE CITY REJECTED A PROPOSED STORE AND OFFICE BUILDING 

LESS THAN HALF THE SIZE AND SCALE THAT THE DEVELOPER PROPOSES TODAY 

• In 1988, in Case Nos. ZA 88-0435 (PP) and CDP 88-012, the City Evaluated a 
Proposal for a 2-Story, 28,300 Square-Foot Retail/Offices Building on the Project 
Site, and Concluded that the 1988 Project Posed Significant Environmental 
Problems and Went Far Beyond Any Use Ever Envisioned by the Community. 26 

o These are some of the City's most relevant findings in the 1988 case: 

• "Inspection of the subject and surrounding properties, however, reveal that 
there is already some spillover parking on adjacent and abutting public 
streets as a result of the existing retail center just southerly of the proposed 
project. While it is acknowledged that convenience retail (Neighborhood 
Commerce) was originally envisioned at this corner by the Community Plan, it 
appears the size and scale of the proposed project goes far beyond 
convenience retail with the second story proposed for offices for a total of 
28,300 square feet of floor area on the 43,095 square-foot lot. Such an 
intensity of development goes far beyond not only the plan but also 
beyond that ever anticipated by the community." 

• "This Intensity will most likely have the following adverse impacts on 
the neighborhood and community. 

- Substantial increase in traffic, congestion and noise; 

- Substantial increase in on-street parking due to most off-street 
parking being subterranean; 

- Dramatic change in the low intensity character of the area, impacting 
both atmosphere and view." 

• "All of these impacts should be minimized or eliminated by a scaled 
back, perhaps one-story, retail center with adequate surface parking." 

• "It is therefore the considered judgement of the Zoning Administrator 
that the proposed project is not proper in relation to adjacent uses or 
the development of the community and the various elements and 
objectives of the General Plan and all applicable specific plans. and that 
the project will be materially detrimental to the character of the 
development in the immediate neighborhood." 27 

26 Case Nos. ZA 88-0435 (PP) and CDP 88-012, Letter of Darryl L. Fisher AZA, dated July 27, 1988@ p. 5. 
27 All underlin ing and boldface type in the quoted material in this Section was added for emphasis. 
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night. The non-stop noise will be projected over far larger distances because the 
Highlands is both a natural amphitheater and echo chamber. The LA guidelines 
state: "If, however, the applicant cannot demonstrate to the City's satisfaction 
(pursuant to the evidentiary requirements of CEQA) that construction noise 
will be reduced to below-threshold levels (75 dBA) then a MND or EIR would be 
appropriate." 25 

o 6. Fails to Address Air and Dust Pollution from Hauling Operation . The export 
process will be much worse and polluting than claimed. The Developer claims only 
2,000 large, polluting diesel truck loads will be required, but that figure should also 
be increased by 25% to account for soil expansion. Also, each load will be hauled to 
a site in Moorpark, some 42 miles, and back. This will require, according to the 
Developer, 30 trucks hauling at a rate of six trucks per hour daily, many in heavy 
traffic, spewing cancer-causing diesel exhaust each mile - for more than 9 weeks 
straight. Diesel fumes from idling trucks will increase the pollution and worsen air 
quality. A full EIR is required to evaluate the horrific consequences to the air quality 
of the Highlands, and the surrounding parks, and the Los Angeles basin. 

o 7. Dust Lacks Solution. Dust clouds from the excavation process and the dumping of 
debris into trailer beds, and movement across the site, will turn the site into a local 
dust bowl. No containment at all is proposed for nights, weekends and holidays. How 
can the City possibly grant a CEQA exemption? 

o 8. Water Quality Effects Understated. The Developer's own Urban Infill Report by 
Meridian Consultants, at pp. 16 - 18, details significant water quality problems from 
solvents and other chemicals. The resulting mess will likely pollute groundwater and 
nearby streams, with soil erosion likely to follow. These problems cannot be 
effectively mitigated, and are enough to deny a CEQA Exemption. 

o 9. No Report on Impairment of Cell Service. The Project Threatens to Impair Cell 
Service in the Highlands, and an EIR Is Critical to Evaluate that Harm. Cell service is 
spotty to non-existent in many parts of the Highlands. Verizon customers often 
complain that there is no service; and AT&T customers complain about interference, 
dropped calls, and poor reception. Cell service is a lifeline for residents and business 
personnel, who need their cell phones at work and at home. The 45-fooot high steel 
and concrete structure can block cell transmission between the Santa Ynez area and 
the residents in the townhomes up and down Michael Lane. An EIR is required to 
address cell phone disruption resulting from the Project. 

o 10. Parking Entrances and Exits Are Dangerous. The two entrances and exits are in 
dangerous areas: (1) on a downhill southbound side of Palisades Drive, where 
drivers often hit speeds well in excess of 60 mph; and (2) On Vereda at the crest of a 
steep hill that creates a blind spot at Michael Lane. Because of downhill speeds, 
southbound Palisades has been the scene of numerous serious accidents, and 
Vereda has been the subject of fender-benders and near misses repeatedly. But 
entrances and exits on both stretches of roadway, within so short a distance, assure 
many more accidents if the Project is not significantly redesigned. 

25 City CP 7828 Class 32 CE Specialized Instructions, item (c) on pages 2-3. 
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~cplembcr 5. 2017 
lJear Neighbor. 

Since acquiring the lot on the comer of Palisades Drive and Verada de la Montura in 2013. we have proactive!) 
communicated our development plans. I wanted to share the latest details with you: 

We presented several ideas for this property. among which was a condominium building of 33 resid nccs. While a 
vast majority of the Highlands supported the prc~ject through PHPC votes and cxk:nsive association surveys. the 
requisite zone change process proved too lengthy and unpredictable. Ultimately. we found alternati\e uses for the 
site compatible with the exist ing commercial nming . 

.- , fo: .. 1 1..,v11J ucti1i0 severa l land us .... and ,i1~rkcr an:.ll) :;cs ·.-...: :.ir:-:,d .::1 ::i l'rq ;:::c: that ,·cu!d (a) ful ly comp!) ,.,ith !!, , 
Cl-lH zoning of the parcel: (b) conform to the quiet nature of the Highlands. whik fulfilling the community ·s 
desires for a residential project on that site; and (c) be min imally invasive and harmonious with the neighborhood. 
\1e ting these criteria. we are currently entitling the. ite for senior living. 

Whi le it is residential in nature. senior living is allowable in commercial zom:s . Our architccls ha e modified the 
plans for the previously proposed condom inium structure. utilizing much of the same general building envelope and 
aesthetic. as presented at several meetings held at The Summit Club. The contemporary design utilizes wood. glass 
and swne. in homag to the natural topography of the Highlands and strives to blend seamlessly into the surrounding 
hillside. 

The proposed project would be a world-clas assisted living community for healthy and vibrant seniors with a full 
wellness spa. pool. gyrn and personal training. It is not a nursing home for those in need of constant med ical 
supcrvi -ion and emergency hospita l visits. As such. the environmental impact of the project is minimal : res idents 
are generally healthy, so there are no frequent ambulance trips inherent to nursing homes; they do not drive. thu:, 
generating virtually no traffic; and staff would be transported mostly via shuttle. We designed the building with 
underground loading docks that only accommodate small vans. so there will be no large trailers serving the building. 
Deliveries will be neither visible nor audible. This project would generate significantly less traffic.:. noise and 
parking impacts than nearly any other residential or commercial alternative. 

I h,, ckc: i-;ion to ours11e ... ._.ninr livi1112 \vas made with feedback we received from some members of the Hi ghlands 
I - •-

community who expressed a lack of options fur older adults who wish to age in pl al:e . These sentim ents \\Crc 
echoed by two independent market studies showing that Los Angeles in general and the Palisades in pa11ic11lar lack 
adequate housing for seniors. trailing near ly every major metropolitan area in the ·ountry. We intend to offer 
preferential terms exclusive to Highlands residents in hopes of serving the immediate community. 

The city wil l tentatively be holding a public hearing on this project in the coming ""eeks. We plan to break ground 
ometime in 2018. I want to establish a communication channel with you as construction moves forward . in order to 

make the process as smooth and unobtrusive as possible. Should you have any questions or concerns. please do not 
hesi tate to conta t me by phone or email. We look forward to being good neighbors and business owners in the 
Highlands for yea rs to come. 

Many Thanks , 

Rony Shram 
l'ulisades Drive. L.P . 

(EST, (Y'f')~j( o-r Hf\~~I~ S' LivEt-) 
(1AS£ No ZA -Joi1 -:J, 7o -l<D•-C!)('- '')ff._ 
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September 29, 2017 

Jonathan and Maria Klar 
1526 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 
jklarlaw@gmail.com - jklarlaw@aol.com 

Ms. Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 
Via Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Copies to: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Ms. Lisa Cahill, Field Deputy 
Mr. Ezra Gale, Planning Deputy 
1645 Corinth Ave., No. 201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

lisa.cahill@lacity.org 
ezra.gale@lacity.org 

We are writing to express our Opposition to the project described below and 
located at 1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, California 90272, and we 
respectfully request that all applications by the Developer for any and all required 
permits be denied on each and all of the grounds set forth in our Opposition. 

Thank you for your diligent review of this Opposition and your serious 
consideration and careful evaluation of our arguments. 

Sincerely yours, 

Jonathan Klar and Maria Klar 
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OPPOSITION OF JONATHAN AND MARIA KLAR 
TO APPLICATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL PERMITS 

Project Site: 
Case No.: 

1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

I. 
THE HIGHLANDS - MOUNTAINS, CANYONS, PARKS AND WILDERNESS 

The Highlands is among the most magical, non-urban, mountain and canyon residential areas in 
all Los Angeles. Nestled in a wilderness area in the Santa Monica Mountain foothills, it is 
surrounded on three sides by Topanga State Park -- one the largest and most-visited parks in 
the Los Angeles area. A smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern 
boundary of the proposed development. The Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area 
website states that Topanga State Park, which has multiple trail entrances in the Highlands, is 
the largest state park within any city in the United States. featuring 76 miles of trails. 

• The neighboring wilderness area teems with wildlife, including mountain lions, bobcats, 
deer, coyotes, foxes, possums, rabbits, raccoons, rattlesnakes, frogs, birds, raptors and 
butterflies of every sort. Streams of pedestrians, dog walkers, joggers, hikers, rock 
climbers, and mountain bikers enjoy the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets. Its hiking 
trails are enjoyed by nature enthusiasts, wildlife photographers, ecotourists, and hikers, 
among others; and connect Highlands neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica 
Mountains National Urban Recreation Area, making the Highlands a treasured oasis for 
residents and visitors alike. This vast open space includes striking canyons, steep hills, 
and rock outcroppings, ablaze in colors. 

• The proposed 4-story, 65,646 square-foot assisted living/dementia care tower (the 
Project") of the Shram family partnership, Palisades Drive L.P. ("the Developer"), is a 
about 400 to 500 feet east of the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State 
Park on Vereda (and less than 250 feet east of the park boundary). Santa Ynez Canyon 
Park adjoins the Project site on the south side. Additionally, the Project is only about 
1,500 feet south of the equally popular Trailer Canyon Trail entrance on Michael Lane. 
The Project is massive in height, scale, and design, and completely out of character with 
the community and its natural surroundings. 

• About a mile north, just off Palisades Drive, is the Temescal Ridge Trail entrance. A 
fourth trail to Santa Ynez Canyon Park is about a half-mile south. A short walk south 
along Palisades Drive lie rugged rock formations, like those in Vasquez Rocks County 
Park and Joshua Tree, which attract climbers from miles away to test their skills. 

• Overflow street parking generated by the Project will most certainly create intense 
competition for the few available spaces on nearby streets, especially on weekends and 
holidays. Scenic mountain and wilderness views of residents, motorists, and visitors will 
be significantly comprised, and much greater traffic congestion, noise, air, trash, water, 
and other environmental pollution are sure to follow. 
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II. 
WHY RESIDENTS STRENUOUSLY OPPOSE THIS PROJECT AS PROPOSED 

1. The Project Will Endanger Seniors' Lives, Especially in a Fire, Earthquake, or Medical 
Emergency. There is no doubt that seniors need assisted living and dementia care, but this 
Project will seriously endanger their lives for many reasons. Consider the following: 

• Medical Care is Non-Existent in the Highlands and Inconvenient for Seniors. There are 
no medical or dental offices in the Highlands. The nearest full-service drug store is 6 miles 
away. The inconvenience, difficulty and delay in transporting residents to routine medical 
visits will inevitably lead to less care. The absence of local providers violates the Brentwood 
- Pacific Palisades Community Plan ("Community Plan"), which mandates that "senior 
citizen housing projects {be located1 in neighborhoods within reasonable walking 
distance of health and community facilities, services and public transportation."1 And, 
there is no bus service at all in the Highlands, with the nearest bus stop 2.4 miles away. 

• The Time to Reach a Trauma Center or Hospital Emergency Room Endangers 
Seniors' Lives. Seniors can suffer heart attacks, strokes, accidents, and life-threatening 
problems without warning. The extra minutes to reach emergency care are a matter of life 
and death. The Project is much too far from Hospitals. The closest trauma center - UCLA in 
Westwood -- often takes an hour to reach. The two closest hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA 
Santa Monica -- can easily take 45 minutes to reach -- far too long in an emergency. Local 
paramedic services engaged on other calls would delay response times even more. Who 
could possibly consider placing their loved ones so far from life-saving medical care? 

• Wildfires Pose a Serious Danger to the Lives of Seniors. The Project site is in a "Very 
High Severity Fire Hazard Zone," because it abuts thousands of acres of parkland, covered 
by highly flammable chaparral and tinder-dry vegetation that can ignite in seconds. 
Highlands residents are no strangers to the dozens of Santa Monica Mountain wildfires that 
have set nearby canyons and mountains ablaze, threatening structures in the Highlands. In 
1993, a major wildfire, swept out of Malibu, across Topanga Canyon, and began to race 
over the mountains separating Topanga Canyon from the Highlands, causing a mandatory 
evacuation order for the entire Highlands! Residents were spared catastrophe only by the 
heroic efforts of thousands of firefighters and water drops - and a last-minute wind shift. 
How will 97 assisted living/dementia care residents ever be evacuated in such a blaze? 

• Earthquakes Pose Another Danger to Seniors. Palisades Drive and the Project Site are 
built on compacted fill and are in a Liquefaction Zone. Experts have warned Highlands 
residents to prepare to be cut off from power, food, water, telecommunications, and medical 
services for up to three weeks following a major quake. Local experts also warn that such a 
quake will cause landslides, rockslides and flooding from liquefaction along Palisades Drive, 
the only road into or out of the Highlands. To place seniors needing special care at a facility 
with this level of heightened risk is unimaginable. The recent images of seniors languishing 
waist-deep in floodwaters in Houston following Hurricane Harvey and the eight deaths 
suffered by seniors in Florida in the wake of Hurricane Irma tell us that a terrible loss of lives 
can occur anytime, anywhere; and the Highlands is no exception. 

• Flash Floods Pose a Significant Risk to Seniors. The Highlands was carved out of Santa 
Ynez Canyon, but the runoff from rain in the surrounding mountains is channeled southward 

1 Community Plan at p. 47. 
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at high speed, along Palisades Drive and Michael Lane, toward the Project site. Because of 
its mountain locale, the Highlands frequently receives two-to three times the rainfall in Santa 
Monica, only a few miles away. Flash-flooding from past storms has washed cars parked on 
Palisades Drive downhill , causing damage to vehicles. Other torrential storms have sent 
water gushing down Michael Lane toward Vereda, covering the streets with water eight or 
more inches deep, then cascading onto the Project site. Another micro-burst caused a 
hillside to collapse in Trailer Canyon, sending mud flowing down Michael Lane onto the 
Project site. Given the predictable flood risk, the underground parking garage - and even 
the first floor of the Project -- face the same fate. 

• The Project Will Strain Already Overworked Emergency Medical Services . Because of 
the Project's demands on emergency LAFD paramedic services, elderly residents at the 
facility will be forced to wait longer for help to arrive. There is no report or analysis of the 
impact of the Project on local emergency services, and it is unclear if the Developer has 
ever consulted with LAFD about effective mitigation measures or its emergency resources. 

2. The Project is Grossly Oversized and Clashes with Existing Wilderness Character of 
the Highlands. The Project's massive size, scale and height violate the Community Plan and 
are totally out of character of all other Highlands developments. Compare it to Caruso's project 
in the heart of the Palisades Village, which is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border the 
stunning beauty of Topanga State Park. 

• Caruso's complex was limited to a height of 33-feet. By contrast, the Project will be at least 
45-feet high , about 36% higher. The view from the south side of the two-floor "underground" 
garage will be clearly visible, unmasking the true scale of the Project -- a 6-story, 65-foot 
high edifice when seen by northbound traffic on Palisades Drive, a "scenic highway," and 
the Country Estates homes southwest of the site. That 65-foot height will be about double 
that of both the small , building next door and Caruso's new Village center. 

• Caruso was limited to building a mostly single-story complex of about 125,000 sq. feet on 
3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.90 square feet of building for each square foot of 
Caruso's lot, a flat pad. By contrast, the Project will be 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 
square feet of building for each square foot of lot - virtually double the density allowed for 
Caruso in the Village! And, unlike Caruso's complex, the Project teeters on the edge of a 
steep canyon designated by the City as "Hillside," indicating it is likely unstable, difficult to 
build on, and prone to slides; and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone." 2 

• The Community Plan specifically warns that, "Development of land located in the hillside 
areas may be limited by the suitability of the geology of the area for development; and 
the steepness of the natural topography of the various parts of the area. "3 The Project 
is on compacted fill in a canyon with a slope much greater than 15%, and probably greater 
than 30%. The Developer intends to excavate the entire fill area for the parking garage. 

• This Project lacks setbacks or greenery, and it eviscerates mountain and park views, making 
it an eyesore visible throughout the Highlands, including nearby trails in adjacent parks. All 
Highlands condominiums are townhomes, with their own separate garages and entryways, 
surrounded by gardens, trees and 20-to-100-feet wide setbacks. These scenic assets and 
visual corridors are essential to the Highlands' unique appeal, enhancing its societal value 

2 DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report. 
3 Community Plan at page 17. 
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and resource for all City residents. The Project violates the Community Plan requirements to 
"preserve existing views in hillside areas," and (2) "protect views from public lands 
and roadways." (Sec. 1-3.2.) 

• The Highlands is unique and has attracted residents seeking to avoid the noise and 
congestion highly-urbanized life. For that, residents sacrifice being able to walk to stores 
and restaurants, in order to live next to nature. Sadly, the Project will be visible from and will 
blight every Highlands trail into Topanga State Park. It will also compromise views and 
scenic corridors for Highlands residents, as well stunning, public vista points. 

• The Project violates Sec. 2-1.3 of the Community Plan that mandates that commercial 
projects "be designed and developed to achieve a high level of quality, distinctive 
character, and compatibility with existing uses and development;" and Section 2-3.3, 
which requires that "commercial proiects achieve harmony with the best of existing 
development." One can't imagine any Project less compatible or less harmonious with the 
neighborhood and existing development. 

3. Inadequate Parking: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens 
of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and park visitors for 
the very limited street parking spaces, and will continually clog streets. Consider the following: 

• Caruso in the Village is providing four times the parking per square foot - 560 parking 
spaces for a 125,00 square-foot project - one for each 224 square feet. By contrast, the 
Project will have only 64 spaces for 64,646 square feet - one for each 1,010 square feet -
much less than one-fourth of what Caruso is providing. The Project's parking shortfall will be 
worsened by the absence of any bus service in the Highlands - where the nearest bus stop 
is 2.4 miles away on Sunset; and bus service to the Sunset bus stop is infrequent and 
impractical, especially for employees working overnight or on weekends. 

• Equally shocking is that only three spaces in the entire Project are designated "handicap" in 
a facility serving 100% assisted living and dementia residents, when at least 5 times that 
many spaces should be required for this vulnerable group! 

• Given the grossly-inadequate parking, where will dozens of private caregivers and 
family/friends visiting relatives park, especially on weekends, when park visitation peaks? 
The Developer's only solution to this terrible parking shortfall is laughable - it proposes that 
1 O employees ( one-half of total staff on any one shift) bike 10 - 30 miles to work, on a 24/7 
basis, at night and during peak times, up and down Sunset, PCH, and Palisades Drive, all 
hazardous streets for cyclists. The impractical solution exemplifies just one of the 
Developer's many assertions that are patently unrealistic and untenable. 

• How will already cramped street parking accommodate the package delivery vehicles that all 
park on the street, e.g., UPS, FedEx and US Postal ; or the garbage trucks, food suppliers, 
contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, private caregivers, 
security personnel, cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, etc.? 

• Where will all the large moving vans and box trucks park? They pose special problems, 
given that the Project will not accommodate those vehicles in its garage. And, during the 
two-year construction period, where will all the suppliers, bulldozers, trash bins, contractor 
pick-ups, excavation debris-haulers, etc., park? This is a true parking nightmare. 
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4. Exacerbates Existing Traffic Congestion in the Palisades and in Neighboring Areas. 
Palisades streets are clogged during morning and afternoon rush hours. Palisades Drive is the 
only route in and out of the Highlands, and there are ONLY two routes to Palisades Drive: 
Sunset and PCH . Moreover, the 7-mile distance from Palisades Drive to the 405 via Sunset 
often backs up several miles before the 405. The PCH alternative is no better. During peak 
hours, traffic is backed up at signal at PCH and Sunset, delaying westbound Sunset drivers for 
up to 15 minutes just to turn onto PCH. The Project will only make matters far worse. 

• Dirt Hauling Nightmare. The Developer warns that construction will require the removal of 
19,308 cubic yards (1 ,564 ,000 cubic feet) of soil in a "Special Grading Area." This will 
require 30 tractor-trailer rigs daily, each hauling 10-ton loads of debris, at a rate of one truck 
every 10 minutes. The trucks will travel down Palisades Drive and out PCH to a dumpsite in 
Moorpark, 42 miles away, and back for at least 9 weeks. The Developer incredibly denies 
that this massive hauling effort will significantly affect nearby intersections or roads. The 
Developer should be mandated to comply with all hauling requirements imposed on Caruso! 

• Heavy Equipment and Trucks Clogging Streets. In addition to the dirt hauling , large 
excavation and construction equipment, as well as numerous contractor trucks, SUVs, and 
other vehicles, will clog local streets during the two-year construction period , all while 
spewing cancer-causing diesel fumes to foul the air in the Headlands. 

• No Public Transportation Alternative. Because the Highlands has no bus service, no 
practical mitigation measure is even possible. The bike-to-work proposal is ludicrous. 

• Increased Auto Accidents and Injuries. Palisades Drive and Vereda are accident-prone 
streets. Palisades Drive descends steeply from the hills above, and drivers frequently 
exceed the 35-mph and 45 mph speed limits by 20-30 mph or more, leading to numerous 
serious accidents, including fatalities. The Project's two sets of entrances and exits will be 
located ( 1) on Vereda, about 150 feet west of Michael Lane, at the crest of a steep, blind hill 
that rises from the gated community; and (2) Palisades Drive above the Casa Nostra, where 
cars speeding downhill have already caused many accidents and the visibility will be 
hampered by street parking in both directions. Accidents can only increase markedly! 

5. Noise Pollution 24/7. Noise is a significant concern, given that traffic will be coming and 
going on a 24/7/365 basis, as will the Project's rooftop HVAC, which will generate more noise. 

• The mountains surrounding the Highlands act as an amphitheater, projecting sound over 
great distances. The industrial-size roof-top HVAC equipment will be grinding away 24/7. 
Truck engines and sirens, audible a mile or more away, are especially disruptive at night. 
Construction noise will be intolerable, given the deafening sounds of tractor-trailer rigs, non
stop soil hauling ; jackhammers; pile drivers; bulldozers; and diesel trucks lining Vereda, to 
say nothing of the shrill back-up beeping of delivery trucks and vans. 

6. Cannot Trust the Developer's Promises. The Developer's communications and 
development application make a stream of erroneous and misleading claims. 

• For example, Rony Shram's September 5, 2017 letter to nearby residents claims that 
assisted living/dementia care patients will be "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need 
of constant medical supervision." With no licensed facility operator or any operational 
background, how would he possibly know how sick the residents will be? But surely, they 
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will be anything but "healthy and vibrant." Of course, because the Developer has not even 
applied for multiple licenses the Project requires, it can always plead ignorance in defense. 

• Rony Shram also asserts that the Project is exempt from compliance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15332, although the application form clearly states that this exemption does not 
exempt Projects, such as this one, "that would result in any significant traffic, noise, air 
quality. or water quality impacts." These impacts will be significant and unavoidable. 
Moreover, the Developer's own Urban Infill Report, prepared by Meridian Consultants, 
spends a page and a half (pp. 16 - 18) detailing very significant water quality runoff, 
groundwater, and soil erosion certain to occur, and what appear to be insurmountable 
requirements to mitigate those problems. This one deficiency alone is justification to reject 
the Developer's claim to a section 15332 CEQA Exemption. 

• Anyone who has ever stepped foot on the Project site will find the Developer's "Urban Infill" 
claim patently absurd. The Project borders, and faces south and west, on tens of thousands 
of acres of virtually uninterrupted open space, canyons, mountains, and park wilderness. 
The small commercial building next door, barely one-fifth the Project's size and one-half its 
total height, cannot possibly render the Highlands as "highly-urbanized." The only way to 
transform the Highlands into a "highly-urbanized" area would be to build the Project. 

• The Developer also promises that residents "would be transported mostly via shuttle." What 
about the 60 employees coming and going 24/7 in three shifts. Are they all going to Uber to 
work? Or ride their bikes? Moreover, there is no evidentiary support for the Developer's 
claim that only 20 employees per shift can even serve 97 residents. 4 It is very likely that up 
to double that number will be needed during daytime hours. 

• Although the Developer has claimed widespread community support, how many true 
proponents are there and how many of them live within 500 feet of the Project - the area 
that is entitled to notice because it will be most-adversely impacted as a matter of law? The 
answer is that there may be one or two nearby, but nothing compared to the overwhelming 
opposition from the nearby neighbors. Finally, the application form also asked Shram to 
include the names and signatures of "neighboring property owners in support of' the 
Project, but the list was left completely blank. Not one was included! 5 

7. The Developer's Complete Lack of Eldercare Experience Increases Risk of Project 
Failure After Construction Has Begun. Lack of experience drastically increases the risk of 
Project failure, insolvency, and abandonment in mid-stream. 

• Earthquake, Fire and Flood Risks Make Insurance Unavailable or Prohibitively 
Expensive. Many insurers refuse to insure properties in the Highlands; and those that do 
will only issue policies at high premiums with large deductibles. Because the Project site 
borders thousands of acres of open space, it is designated as a "Very High Severity Fire 
Hazard Zone," making fire insurance difficult to obtain. Given the Developer's lack of 
construction experience in steep "hillside" areas, insurance companies may refuse to issue 
policies at all, or only at an unreasonable price. 

• Developer Has No Eldercare Experience or License. The Shram family has no track 
record or experience in building, managing or operating Eldercare facilities, and its 

4 Environmental Assessment Form Application at p. 7. 
5 DCP Planning Application at p. 8. 

Opposition by Jonathan and Maria Klar to 
Applications by Palisades Drive L.P. for Permits 

7 

September 29, 2017 



organization is not licensed by the State to do so either, nor has it even applied for one; and 
it may never be granted one. Nor is there any assurance that an experienced, reputable 
operator would ever accept the high risk of taking on this challenge. Without a reputable 
operator, what happens to the facility if it tanks in med-construction? Will it be a scar on the 
landscape? The Developer is an LLP, created solely for this one Project and to protect the 
Shrams from personal liability; and who knows how well capitalized it is, if at all? 

8. The Developer's Applications Are Replete with Factual Errors, Misleading Statements, 
and Material Omissions of Fact. In its zeal to exploit the property, the Developer, whose 
earlier efforts three years ago to build a massive, three-story apartment-style condominium 
building on the site, collapsed after overwhelming community opposition, has now embarked on 
the Eldercare facility as its "Plan B," hoping to exploit the City's more sympathetic treatment of 
Eldercare projects. But for "Plan B" to succeed, the Developer was forced to mischaracterize the 
Highlands as "Highly-Urbanized" and the site as "Urban Infill." 

• Falsely Asserts that the "Highly-Urbanized" Fiction. In its application, the Developer was 
required to disclose if the Project was within "500 feet of a sensitive use (e.g. school, park) ." 
!n response, the Developer failed to disclose that the Project was within 500 feet of not just 
one, but two parks -- Topanga State Park and the City's Santa Ynez Canyon Park. 6 The 
Developer's "non-disclosure" could not have been a mistake, given that it knew full well that 
the site's parks next-door and open space surroundings would render the "highly-urbanized" 
claim non-credible.7 

• Grossly Understates the Clash of the Project with All Existing Development. The 
Developer suggests the small commercial building nearby renders the area nearby "highly
urbanized" and "urban infill." First, that is the only commercial building in the entire 
Highlands, and it is one-fifth the size of the Project and half as high, housing a small 
neighborhood restaurant and a few offices, with no retail stores. Further, lushly-landscaped 
townhomes, set back 20 to 50 feet from the street, and more, face the Project on two sides; 
and the rest of the Project faces tens of thousands of acres of raw, untouched open space 
and wilderness parklands, including views of the mountains that rise up behind the 
townhomes and are visible from the Project site in all directions. 

• Mischaracterizes the Project's Enormous Size, Height and Scale. In its Eldercare 
Facility Unified Permit application, the Developer claims that, the "Project size and height 
are ... of similar scale with regards to height and overall size as the adjoining condominium 
buildings." 8 First, all condominiums in the Highlands are one-to- three-story townhomes with 
their own garages, and are grouped, side-by-side, three or four units to a building. Units 
range from about 1,600 to 2,500 square feet, meaning that the no attached townhome group 
will exceed 6,000 to 10,000 square feet. Heights range from about 18 feet up to 30 feet -
strictly adhering to the 30-foot height limit in the Community Plan and in the Palisades 
Village. No condominium building comes close to the height, size, scale, materials, or 
architectural style of the proposed Project. The Developer's claim that its proposed size, 
height and scale are similar to existing developments is as absurd as claiming a 150-foot 
yacht is similar in size, height and scale to that of a 24-foot sailboat. 

6 DCP Planning Application at p. 1. 
7 For example, see Environmental Assessment Form Application at p. 8. 
8 Eldercare Facility Unified Permit application at pp. 4-5. 
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• Falsely Claims that Project Landscaping and Setbacks are Comparable to 
Neighboring Properties. Landscaping setbacks in all existing developments range from 20 
feet to 100 feet or more. Large Monterey Pines, Eucalyptuses, Ficus, and other trees, 15 to 
50 feet tall, and lush landscaping abound everywhere, screening all Highlands structures, 
allowing them to blend into the wilderness surroundings. The townhomes are terraced to 
assure scenic, often spectacular, views for most residents. They are dramatically different in 
look, scale, and setting than the Project's monumental, institutional design and scale. 

• Conceals the Severe Impairment of Scenic Values and Park Views. The Project makes 
no apparent effort to screen its monumental and intrusive hulk by leaving room for extensive 
greenery and trees to camouflage its ugliness. Instead, the Developer's artist renderings 
deliberately deceive the viewer by placing a few trees in the middle of the sidewalk on 
Vereda (as if it owns the sidewalk} to mask the starkness of the design. But the City could 
not possibly allow sidewalk trees blocking the sidewalk and impede physically-challenged 
residents from using wheelchairs and walkers to venture out front This appalling lack of 
landscaping flies in the face of the Community Plan requiring that "landscape corridors 
should be created and enhanced," not obliterated. (See Sec 2-4.4.) 

• Understates the Adverse Impact on Surrounding Properties. The Eldercare Facility 
application also specifically required a statement that the Project "shall not adversely 
affect or further degrade surrounding properties [or] neighborhood." The certain 
degradation of, and severe adverse impact on, the surrounding parklands and the 
neighborhood is obvious given the following : view obliteration; blocking of multiple public 
scenic corridors and vistas (from hiking trails, sidewalks, streets and structures); lack of a 
greenbelt, landscaping and trees; grossly inadequate setback from the street compared with 
all surrounding residences; massive size and immense scale far exceeding all other 
properties; destruction of availability of street parking; and traffic congestion, especially near 
the Project's entrance, and on Michael Lane, Vereda de la Montura, and Palisades Drive. 

• Mischaracterizes the Significant Congestion that the Project Will Cause. The Eldercare 
Facility application glaringly omits a traffic study by citing a general report that the Project 
will only create between 14 and 21 peak hour trips, making the erroneous claim that "no 
significant impacts to street access or circulation can reasonably be expected with so few 
peak-hour trips." The assumed numbers of peak hour trips are not based on observation, 
and lack any mathematical or scientific credibility insofar as they seem to ignore morning, 
afternoon and overnight shift changes. The ignore the vast array of support vehicles 
required for 97 or so residents, a large staff and visitors of all kinds - UPS, FedEx and US 
Postal; or the garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, cleaning crews, 
physicians, nurses, physical therapists, hydro-therapists, mental health experts, 
gerontologists, podiatrists, private caregivers, hospice caregivers, clergy, hairdressers, etc. , 
to say nothing of the array of daily shuttles in and out? It is not credible to believe that all, or 
most, such vehicles will arrive and leave between 10:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m.? And, how 
much will peak hour trips exacerbate the already highly-congested traffic corridors along 
lower Palisades Drive, Sunset in both directions, and the always crowded PCH? 

• Misstates the Project's Compatibility with the Surrounding Parkland and Neighboring 
Residences. The Developer completely ignores, or gives a totally unsupported and 
conclusory responses to the Eldercare Facility Application's requirement of proof that, "The 
project provides for an arrangement of uses, buildings, structures, open spaces and other 
improvements that are compatible with the scale and character of the adjacent properties 
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and surrounding neighborhood." (Item 4 on page 5.) The Developer has no credible answer 
because there is none, so instead the Developer first asserts that "the Project is within 
applicable zoning requirements." But that is not what the question asked! 

• Falsely Equates the Size of the Project with the Next-Door Bui lding -- Only One-Fifth 
as Large. In the last part of its response to Item 4, the Developer reiterates the type of non
response it made to previous questions: "Situated in direct proximity to several residential 
condominium buildings and immediately next door to a restaurant development, the Project 
compliments [sic] the surrounding neighborhood with an appropriate and compatible land 
use as an Eldercare Facility and is of a similar overall size (height and floor area) as the 
condominium building [sic] that make up the majority of the land use in the immediate 
neighborhood." This is a bare conclusion, hardly a credible or convincing statement of fact. 

• Falsely Asserts that the Project Complies with the Community Plan. Item 5 on the 
Eldercare Facility Application form requires the Developer'to prove that the Project "is in 
substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the General 
Plan, applicable Community Plan, and with any applicable specific plan. " The 
Developer responds, in brief, that "The Project Site is located within a highly urbanized area 
of the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan, with commercial designated land uses 
... currently zoned Cl-1-H . . .. The adjoining C1-1-H zoned lot located immediately to the 
south of the Property is developed with a restaurant." The Community Plan is discussed in 
Section Ill, which will further demonstrate the falsity these and other claims. , . 

9. The Project Lacks Sensitivity to Environmental Concerns. It should surprise no one at 
this point that the Developer is unconcerned with saving greenhouse gases or using non
renewable energy. Indeed, the Project is not LEED certified. The Developer has done nothing to 
address community concerns or to mitigate the horrific scar that this Project will inflict on the 
beauty of the Highlands. 

Ill. 
THE PROJECT IS NOT EXEMPT UNDER CEQA -- AN EIR AND MND ARE REQUIRED 

• The Project Site Does Not Qualify for a CEQA Class 32 Categorical Exemption 
from Compliance Because It Is Not "Urban Infill." 

o The Project Site Is Surrounded by State and City Parks and Open Space. The 
location not "urban infill" because it is "not substantially surrounded by urban 
uses," as required by Guidelines Sec. 3(c) . For the City to conclude that the Project 
site is "urban infill ," the City must, in effect, find every undeveloped lot in the City to 
be "urban infill ," without regard to the surrounding lands or existing developments. 
The purpose of "urban infill" is to utilize vacant lots that are surrounded on all four 
sides by similar types of developments, so that idle land is put to better use. But the 
Class 32 Exemption was never intended to permit a mammoth eyesore next to tens 
of thousands of acres of parklands. 

o The Lack of Commercial Development in the Area Refutes Any Claim that the Site Is 
"Substantially Surrounded by Urban Uses." There is one small commercial building 
in the Highlands. It is 12,600 square feet in size and 30 feet high. The next closest 
one is a small shopping center on Sunset, two miles away. The next-door building is 
also surrounded on two sides by parkland and open spaces, just like the Project site. 
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The Project may be near homes, but it is false and preposterous to conflate a small 
development next door to evidence of being "surrounded by urban uses." 

• Even If the Site Were Found to Be "Urban Infill," the Regulations Bar the 
Developer from Relying on the Class 32 Exemption to CEQA. 

o The "Urban Infill" Class 32 Exemption from CEQA Does Not Apply Whenever a 
Project "may impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical 
concern where designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant 
to law by federal, state, or local agencies." (15300.2(a).) 

• The Developer's application for a Class 32 exemption from CEQA admits that 
"two threatened, endangered species, or rare species" - existing only 200 feet 

, from the Project site - are listed in the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB). I hey a're the Southern Sycamore Alder Riparia_n Woodland and the 
Two-Striped Garter Snake. Given this admission, the Project would be presumed 
to have a "significant effect" on habitat of "endangered, rare or threatened 
species." The Developer's claim that the Project will have "no effect on critical 
habitat" is otherwise pure speculation. The Class 32 Exemption does not apply in 
view of the CNDDB's designation of the species as endangered or threatened . 

• The Exemption Application also fails to mention a rare and threatened frog 
recently discovered in the Santa Monica Mountains. On March 22, 2017, the 
National Park Service announced the discovery of eggs of the "extremely rare 
and endangered California red-legged frogs, which were popularized by Mark 
Twain in the 1865 story, The Celebrated Jumping Frog of Calaveras County." 
These endangered frogs are listed as threatened under the Endangered Species 
Act, and the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area is working hard 
to save the species in this area . (See, Park website at 
https://www.nps.gov/samo/learn/news/rare-species-discovered-breeding-in
santa-monica-mountains.htm.) 

o The "Urban Infill" Class 32 Exemption from CEQA Does Not Apply When "there are 
unusual circumstances creating the reasonable possibility of significant 
effects." (15300.2(b).) 

• The previously-noted obliteration of scenic views and corridors, including the 
spectacular rock outcroppings in Topanga State Park along its ridges, would be 
devastating. Noise, traffic and parking congestion, diesel and dust pollution , etc., 
as previously detailed, will ruin visitors' park experiences and will compromise 
visitor access significantly. Damage to endangered species habitat is yet another 
significant effect. What more evidence could possibly be more compelling? 

o .A 1988 Mjt jgated Negative Declaration Regardjn51,_the Project Site Found 
Serious Adverse Impacts from a Proposed 28,300 Square Foot Commercial 
Building. These findings are as relevant today as they were in 1988: 9 

9 Negative Declaration, Case No. ZA 88-0435, Dated July 6, 1988 ("1988 MND") 

11 
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• "The ERG initial study prepared for the proposal indicates that possible 
environmental impacts could occur due to major landforms on the site." 10 

• "The ERG initial study also indicates that the property is potentially subject to 
flood hazards. " 11 

' 
• The MND also found that: (a) "The ERG initial study prepared for the proposal 

also indicated possible environmental impacts due to public facilities fire) ," and 
(b) "The ERG initial study prepared for the proposal a so in ,ca es that possible 
environmental impacts may occur due to the creation of additional demand for 
sewer service." 12 

• The MND, when later adopted stated, "Decision-maker, consider limiting 
height of project to 30 feet, as is done in the Palisades Village." 13 

• The MND also found that, "The ERG initial study prepared for the proposal also 

-I 
~ 

indicates that possible environmental impacts may occur due to the creation 
of additional demand for sewer service. However, if conditions dictate, the 
Bureau of Engineering may postpone new sewer connections for this project until 
system capactty ts adequate, thus mitigating this potential impact to a level of 
insignificance."14 Undoubtedly, 97 patients and dozens of Project's employees, 
staff and visitors, operating 24/7, will need far more sewer capacity than that 
needed by the drastically small complex proposed in 1988. Who will provide that 
extra capacity, and where will the water be found? 

o The "Urban Infill" Class 32 Exemption from CEQA Does Not Apply When "the 
project may result in damage to scenic resources, including, but not limited to, 
trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources, within an 
officially designated scenic highway." (15300.2(c).) 

• Palisades Drive was designated as a "scenic highway" allowing drivers to enjoy 
A• ,t' Ar\. spectacular views of mountains, canyons and rock outcroppings. These •.vr·, irreplaceable scenic resources will be badly impacted, especially for southbound 

l ~' ✓drivers descending from the upper Highlands, and they will be obscured for 
\v\ 0~ -~ / northbound drivers travelling uphill. And, the impact on the rare "jumping frogs of 
\ \ "':fY'J... ' Calaveras County" is not yet determined. 

~ o The Project application does not disclose the discovery of archeologically-

10 Id. at p.2. 
11 Id. 
12 Id . 
13 Id. at p.3. 
14 Id . 

significant artifacts in the Highlands, as recounted in the Community Plan: 

"The first inhabitants of the land were the Shoshonean-speaking tribe, the 
HISTORY Tongva. They had a highly organized culture that stretched from 
Orange County north to Topanga and beyond. Under the Spanish, they were 

12 
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brought into the mission system-specifically San Gabriel-and renamed 
Gabrielinos." 15 

o In 1988, the City's MND confirmed that the Project site was likely to contain, or 
be nearby, archaeological treasures of early tribes: 

~ ERG initial study prepared for the proposal al;o indicates p;ssible 
environmental impacts due to its location in an area 'likely to yield unrecorded 
archaeological sites. However, if any archaeological materials are encountered 
during the course of the project development, the project shall be halted. The 
services of an archaeologist shall be secured by contacting the Center for Public 
Archaeology - Cal State University, Northridge, or a member of the Society of 
Professional Archaeologists (S0PA), or a SOPA-qualified archaeologist to assess 
the resources and evaluate the impact. Copies of the archaeological survey, 
study or report shall be submitted to the UCLA Archaeological Information 
Center. (A covenant and agreement shall be recorded prior to obtaining a 
grading permit)."16 

o Importantly, the 1988 MND checked the "YES" box to the question, "Will the 
proposal result in the alteration of or the destruction of a prehistoric or historic 
archaeological site?" 17 The mass excavation of 19,300 cubic yards of fill at the 
Project site guarantees that these irreplaceable artifacts will be lost forever. 

o As the previous discussion demonstrates, the "Urban Infill" Class 32 Exemption from 
CEQA does not apply because "the project may cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of an historical resource." (15300.2(e).) 

• The Project Is Not Exempt from CEQA Because It is Not Consistent with the 
Community Plan and the City's General Plan. 

o The·City's guidelines for Exemption from CEQA require that the Project must be 
"consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable 
general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and 
regulations." The City's Instructions for a Class 32 "Urban Infill" Exemption from 
CEQA specifically require compliance with both the Community Plan and the City's 

, General Plan.18 The following exemplify the many violations of the Community Plan . 

• :.-. t7,~he Community Plan requires that "senior citizen housing projects (be locatedz'in 
\4 o ~ ~~ ~eighborhoods within reasonable walking distance of health and community 

, ~ ~ facilities, services and public transportation." 19 No such health or community 
V> f~i•- facilities exist anywhere in the Highlands - and most certainly not within 

7 "walking distance." Worse still, there is no bus service anywhere in the 
~ ✓ Highlands, and the nearest bus stop is 2.4 miles away on Sunset. 

15 Community Plan at sec. 111-28. 
16 CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration, MND 88-28Sa-C(PP), Case 88-0435. 
17 Negative Declaration, Case No. ZA 88-0435, Dated July 7, 1988, Question 21(a). 
18 See City's CP 7828 Class 32 CE Specialized Instructions, item (c) on page 3. 
19 Community Plan, sec. IV-2 at p. 47. 
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.... 

' 

o The Project violates Community Plan requirements that (1) the Project "preserve· 
existing views in hillside areas," and (2) "new development adjacent to or in the 
viewshed of State parkland ... protect views from public lands and 
roadways."20 On the contrary, the Project significantly impairs views for all park 
visitors, from all homes and townhouses that face the Project site, and for motorists 
and pedestrians along Palisades Drive, Vereda de la Montura, and Michael Lane. 

The Project ignores Community Plan Sec. 2-1.3 that mandates that commercial 
projects "be designed and developed to achieve a high level of quality, 
distinctive character, and compatibility with existing uses and development." It 
is ha.rd to imagine any Project that could be more incompatible with the 
neighborhood and the small, two-story commercial building next door or the one, two 
and three-story homes and townhouses throughout the Highlands. 

o Community Plan Section 2-.3.3 sets an even more stringent threshold that 
"commercial projects achieve harmony with the best of existing development." 
No structure anywhere in the Highlands, whether commercial, condominium, or 
single-family home, exceeds three stories; and most are only !'No stories, with some 
one-story single-family homes. All structures in the Highlands adhere to the 30-foot 
height limit in the Palisades Village Plan and in the Sec 2-3.1 of the Community Plan. 
There are absolutely no underground garages in the Highlands. Finally, there are no 
structures that remotely approach the size, scale, depth or height of the Project. 

o The appalling lack of landscaping violates the Community Plan requirement that 
"landscape corridors should be created and enhanced," not obliterated. (See Sec 
2-4.4.) Setbacks in the neighboring townhouses are between 20 and 50 feet, or more 
in some spots. They are extensively landscaped, and most setbacks are terraced 
upwards. All townhomes are grouped, 3 or 4 together side-by-side, with landscaped 
walkways and corridors separating each of these small groups of homes. The ,J..t t). 
Project's 45-foot monumental fac;;ade, set almost on the sidewalk, is a true eyesore. l~-, 

o The Project conflicts with Section 5-1. 1 that mandates, "Permitted development J f \ 
shall be sited and designed . .. to minimize the alteration of natural land forms. ~>{~ 
to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas. and where j). 4.• 
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in the visually degraded areas." ~.J:. 
For the many reasons discussed earlier, the Project would do exactly the opposite! JTll ~ 

o Section 17-1.2 of the Community Plan is emphatic about its Policy to "Protect and 
preserve archaeological sites of Native Americans."21 The Project application ✓ 
documents omit any mention of the history of Native Americans throughout the 
Palisades and Malibu, and on the Project site , facts that were previously found very 
relevant in 1988 when this same site came up for a hearing .22 • 

o Community Plan Section V-3 mandates that, "no structures should exceed 30 feet ~ 
'in height within 15 feet and 30 feet affront and rear property lines." The Project '{: O~.,,t') 
violates both limits. It calls for a 45-foot height along Vereda and Palisades Drive rf"
with a paper-thin 7-foot setback. On the south and west sides, large portions of the 

2° Community Plan Sec. 1-3.2. 
21 The history of the Tongva inhabitants of the area is discussed in sec. 111 -28 ofthe Community Plan. 
22 See, for example, CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration dated July 27, 1988, MND 88-28Sa-C(PP), Case 88-0435. 
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2-story, so-called "subterranean" parking garage are exposed, making the entire 
structure appear up to 65-feet, top to bottom. The enormous scale of the Project will 
be clearly visible to drivers coming north on Palisades Drive, to park visitors at the 
Santa Ynez Trail entrance to Topanga State Park, and all nearby homes. 

o Items 5 and 6 in section V-4 of the Community Plan require the "screening of 
mechanical and electrical equipmenf' and "a// rooftop equipment and building 
appurtenances from public view." While that might be done to a degree, it wc;>Uld olFD 
require at least at least 6 to 10 feet of rooftop sound and visual screening, which · I - · 
would render the true height of the facility from a front view well over 50 feet above 
ground on the north and east sides, and up to 70 feet above ground on the south 
and west sides. 

o "The Surface Parking Landscape" requirement in V-4 of the Community Plan 
requires the Developer to provide "a landscaped buffer along public streets or 
adjoining residential uses." Obviously, the Project's spartan 7-foot strip along V~ __ 'p 
Vereda is not what was ever envisioned, given the 15-foot minimum setback ~~l • 
requirements in Section V-3. l J,,IW.... rf ~ 

• The Developer's Claims to Be Exempt from CEQA Lack Evidentiary Support 

o 1. No Traffic Study. The Developer did not submit a traffic study, but relies on wild .,,,,r,,,-/r 
and unsupported conclusory statements that there will be no effect on traffic. 23 W 1 

o 2. Air Quality Study is Deficient. An air quality study is essential regardless of 
whether 19,300 cubic yards of soil export are at issue, or a significantly higher 
number, as opponents suggest. The guidelines indicate that if the "proposed project 
exceeds· [20,000 cubic yards of exported soil], an air quality assessment will be 
required . 24 Based on a 44,000-square foot lot, approximately 20,000 cubic yards 
would be excavated if the Developer on excavates down about 37 feet below grade. 

o 3. A Much Larger Parking Garage Will be Required. Because the garage is far too 
small , it is inevitable that a third-story underground will be required, which will ~ .. 
increase the excavation footprint and depth by at least another 50%. There's no ~ :- ..&.... 
doubt that either the parking garage must be greatly expanded or the building ~~ • 
drastically scaled back. t""' • .I- t: 

o 4. Soil Excavation Numbers Ignores Expansion. The excavated site is compacted fill. 
In measuring the amount of soil, at least 25% must be added to account for volume 
expansion during the excavation process. Thus, even if the Developer's 19,300 cubic 
yard estimate is correct (which is questionable), correcting that number for soil 
expansion by 25% gives a new figure of 24,125 cubic yards of soil for export. 

o 5. Noise Report Non-Credible. Noise will become intolerable to local residents during 
construction. Large bulldozers and excavation equipment will be digging', blasting 
and pounding all day; loud diesel trucks will line up along Vereda, with the 
excavation soil, rocks and other debris crashing into the trailer beds. Noise from 
rooftop mechanical and HVAC equipment will be constant and especially annoying at 

23 See City CP 7828 Class 32 CE Specialized Instructions, item (a) on page 2. 
24 Id. at page 2. 
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Opposition to eldercare facility at 1525 Palisades Dr 
1 message 

Jared Carlitz <jcarlitz@gmail.com> 
To: Courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 5:18 PM 

Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

Dear Ms. Shum, 

As a homeowner in the nearby Santa Ynez HOA, I would like to strongly express my opposition to the opposed eldercare 
facility that is being proposed for 1525 Palisades Dr. 

I believe the proposed facility is a danger to the patients and surrounding residents. It is located in a severe fire zone. 
There is only one road in and out, which is a risk to patients who need urgent care or who must evacuate due to fire or 
earthquake. It is not located near a hospital or urgent care - in fact, the nearest hospital can be over an hour drive during 
peak traffic times. It is also in a wildlife area where it is not uncommon to find coyotes, rattlesnakes and mountain lions. 

Additional concerns include the developer's extreme lack of outreach to the community. This proposal has been very 
secretive, which is incredibly concerning. 

The proposed development is four stories, and extremely large for the footprint of the space. It does not fit the 
neighborhood at all , and the traffic and noise from workers, residents and visitors will harm for this community. 

Finally, my understanding is that this developer has never developed an eldercare facility, nor is there a proposed 
operator to runt he facility. 

Thank you for your consideration of these points and the points made by hundreds of other residents of the Palisades 
Highlands who are extremely concerned about this proposal. 

Best regards, 

Jared Carlitz 
1316 Avenida de Cortez 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

1525 Palisades Drive Project 
1 message 

Jacqui Bell <jacquirenebell@gmail.com> Fri, Sep 29, 2017 at 9:01 AM 
To: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org, lisa.cahill@lacity.org, courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Hello, 
I am a long time resident of the Highlands and currently reside in Palisades Country Estates. My area is one which which 
will be significantly impacted by any project being built at 1525 Palisades Drive. 
While I feel that development is a positive thing I also believe that it needs to be relevant for the area and the lot as well 
as be safe for the area and it's residents. 
For these reasons I oppose the current project as is. The size of the project is considerably larger than should be allowed 
in the area and for that lot. The density as it pertains to both square footage and numbers of those it is housing and 
employing will put an undue burden on the area. 
Traffic, visibility and overall safety for our residents will be adversely affected. 
Please deny this project going forward until the size, scope and safety concerns have been mitigated. 
Thank you, 
Jacqui Bell 
1449 Calle del Jonella 

Sent from my iPhone 



Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

to City Planner/Zoning Administrator Ill re: Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1 message 

Roberta Hollander <robertahollander@gmail.com> 
To: Courtney.shum@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, Lisa.cahill@lacity.org, ezra.gale@lacity.org 

Re: Elder Care Facility 

1525 North Palisades Drive 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No: ENV- 2017-2171-CE 

To My Dear City Officials: 

Fri, Sep 29, 2017 at 9:33 AM 

I am writing in strong opposition to this "Elder Care Facility" proposed for the 
Palisades Highlands. 

Who am I? I am a retired 35-year CBS Network News producer. My husband is a 
CBS News cameraman. We live in Michael Lane Villas across the street from t he 
proposed nightmare project. -

First off: I'm appalled that in the smarmy letter the developer wrote to us residents, 
he disingenuously omitted a glaring fact he included in his filing with the city: that of 
97 residents in the facility, about 29 of them will be dementia care/Alzheimer's 
patients. Great! 

One of the reasons I live here is because the Palisades Highlands were built right IN 
Topanga State Park, and I'm a hiker. The proposed elder care facility is only a couple 
of hundred feet from the entrance to the Santa Inez Trail. This trail winds its way 
through the woods in these Santa Monica Mountains all the way up to Trippett Ranch. 
So let's see: Alzheimer's patients wandering down the street running right in front of 

their facility and right onto the trail? I can hear the rescue helicopters now. (I was 
going to talk about mountain lions and coyotes, but you get the picture.) 

But wait, there's more. 



Even apart from the noise, the dirt, the eyesore, the fact that there's not enough 
street parking as it is, and the profound disconnect between the proposed architecture 
and the aesthetic of the Highlands, etc. etc. - there's another glaring safety issue. 

This place is pretty much a box canyon - one way in and one way out. That one way is 
Palisades Drive. As we were warned in recent earthquake preparedness discussions, "Palisades Drive is 
subject to liquefaction. If Palisades Drive is cut off (highly likely) during a major EQ, there is only one 
other road out or in for us and emergency responders." Ditto for fires: one way in, one way out for 
the 1800 residents who live in the Highlands and emergency personnel and equipment. We need a 
huge construction site with big trucks blocking passage like a hole in the head. We need ambulances 
shuttling elderly patients like a hole in the head. We need this project like a hole in the head, period. 

PLEASE don't let this wrong-headed project go forward. 

Roberta Hollander 

robertahollander@gmail.com 

1536 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades 90272 

From: Fritz W. Kastner [ mailto:fkastner@s-and-k.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 1:54 PM 
To: Courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org; Lisa.cahill@lacity.org; ezra.gale@lacity.org 
Subject: FW: HOA letter to the Assoc. Zoning Administrator 

Michael Lane Villas Home Owners Association 



To: 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 

City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

200, Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ref: Elder Care Facility 

1525 North Palisades Drive 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No: ENV- 2017-2171-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

September 25, 2017 

Via : e-mail: Courtney.shum@lacity.org 

(213) 978-1916 

I am writing to you on behalf of the Michael Lane Villas Home Owners Association ( MLV HOA) a community of 110 
homes located directly across from the proposed project. We are very concerned about this project, both in terms of 
its design and proposed use. These concerns relate to the construction as well as the permanent impact of the 
completed facility on our community. These concerns have reached such a level that a new Association has been 
formed ( unrelated to our MLV HOA) which is likely to ultimately include members of all 22 HOA's in the Palisades 
Highlands. 

We understand this project is subject to approvals including site plan review, coastal development permit and 
Condition of Approval. I ask that you consider the following concerns: 

Permanent Impacts: 

1. We are concerned about the wisdom of locating an Elder Care facility in this location. While everyone 
appreciates the need and benefit of such facilities, we believe the location is problematic. Our community is 
isolated from adjacent communities and accessible only by a 2 mile long road along the Santa Monica 
mountains park area, which is likely to become closed and impassable in the event of a wildfire or 
earthquake. It is highly likely that in case of such calamities, power and water may not be available for a 
significant amount of time. In addition, even under normal circumstances, the facility will be at a significant 
distance from medical facilities. We wonder if the City of Los Angeles should permit that use under these 



conditions. At a minimum, we request that the developer demonstrate how the facility will meet these issues 
and be required to address these safety concerns. 

2. The project height is proposed to be 45 feet, with 4 residential levels above grade. Among the approx. 
1,500 homes in the Palisades Highlands, there is not a single structure of 4 floors. The project is out of scale 
with the surrounding environment. Its scale is urban and in conflict with the suburban character of this 
neighborhood. In addition, the 4 story building will completely obstruct the View Corridor of some of our 
residences. We request that the project height be brought in conformance with the scale of this 
neighborhood and restricted to 3 levels above grade. 

3. The building setback from the property line does not reflect the standard of the surrounding 
neighborhood. All residences in the immediate vicinity of the project are set back at least 20 ft. These set 
backs are not private front yards, but common area. These set back areas are heavily landscaped and are 
planted with large trees. The proposed project is set back only about 7 ft, which will not provide sufficient 
room to landscape in front of the building in a comparable manner. As a result, the building will not be 
sufficiently screened but fully exposed to the street. We request that the developer be required to provide 
additional set backs to allow significant landscaping including large trees to soften the impact on the 
community. 

4. We are very concerned about the additional traffic this facility will generate. In addition to the 20 care 
givers, there will be other required personnel, including administrative, housing, kitchen and maintenance 
staff. Compared to similar facilities, we believe that permanent staff on site will be far in excess of the nursing 
staff. This will generate significant additional traffic. We ask that the developer prepare a traffic study 
identifying how he intends to mitigate this impact. 

5. Current plans provide a total of 66 parking stalls. We are concerned that the parking provided by the 
project is insufficient to accommodate all tenants, personnel and visitors. At present, there is almost no 
excess street parking available in the vicinity of the project. Earlier projects of this developer showed on site 
parking for 83 and up to 99 cars, so the latest plan is a significant reduction from earlier designs. We ask that 
the project be required to provide on site parking for all traffic generated by it and that the developer prepare 
a parking study identifying the number of all people this facility will generate and how the necessary parking 
can be accommodated on site. 

6. The project design shows a significant number of condensing units for their HVAC system located on the 
roof. We ask that the project be required to install sound protection around these units to prevent noise 
pollution, which will negatively impact adjacent properties. 

Construction Impacts: 

7. The project will require the disposal of at least 20,000 cubic yards of mass excavation, resulting in a 
minimum of 2,000 dump truck trips. This will result in significant additional traffic. We request that trucking 
activities be restricted to non peak traffic periods and truck staging areas be assigned which will not impact 
current traffic. In addition, the idling of engines while holding in the staging areas should be restricted. 



8. Operation of construction equipment on the project site should be limited from 8.30 AM to 5.00 PM , 
week days only, to minimize the impact on adjoining residents. 

9. All construction equipment shall be required to have sound attenuation sufficient to prevent negative 
impacts on adjacent properties. Perimeter fencing shall be designed to facilitate additional sound 
attenuation. 

10. Construction vehicles shall be parked in areas not affecting the existing limited parking in the immediate 
project area and to avoid impact on existing, operating businesses adjacent to the development. The 
developer shall be required to identify and commit to where construction workers will park and how they will 
be transported to the site. 

11. The developer should be responsible for the repair of damage to Palisades Drive resulting from 
construction operations, between the project site and Sunset Boulevard. Palisades Drive has already 
significant damage as a result of heavy community traffic. We are concerned that this damage will be 
exacerbated to an unacceptable level as a result of the construction traffic. 

We ask that the developer be required to submit the additional information requested. Under the circumstances, we 
ask that the approval of this project be continued to allow the developer to submit this additional information and 
the community to respond. Absent the resolution of these concerns, we object to the approval of this project in the 
strongest possible terms. 

We appreciate your consideration and action in response to these community concerns. 

Thank you . 

Fritz Kastner 

President 

Michael Lane Villas HOA 

1528 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

1 310 383 6070 direct 

fkastner@s-and-k.com 



Copies to: 

LA City Council Member Mike Bonin councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

Lisa Cahill lisa.cahill@lacity.org 

Ezra Gale ezra.gale@lacity.org 

MLV HOA Board of Directors 

Gordon Gerson/ MLV HOA news letter 



LUNA & GLUSHON 
A Professional Corporation 

16255 VENTURA BOULEY ARD, SUITE 950 
ENCINO, CALIFORNIA 91436 
TEL: (818) 907-8755 
FAX: (818) 907-8760 

September 29, 2017 

VIA EMAIL AND PERSONAL DELIVERY 

Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoni.11g Administration 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

DENNIS R. L UNA 

(1946-2016) 

Centrny City Office 
1801 Century Park East, Suite 2400 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 

Re: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR/ ENV-2017-2171-CE 
1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades ("Property") 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

Our law firm represents Robert T. Flick, the owner of a home in Michael 
Lane Villas, which is located directly across the street from the proposed six
filQ!Y, 64,646 square-foot, 82 unit, 97 resident dementia care and assisted living 
project at the Property ("the Project"). Our client, together with many other 
owners, residents and stakeholders in the community, would be severely and 
adversely affected by the proposed Project, if approved. Based on the copies of 
petitions and other communications from other community members that will be 
provided to your office, it is clear that hundreds of other community members 
share his opposition to the Project. 

The Zoning Administrator should be aware that our clients are not 
opposed to a proposed eldercare facility at the Property. However, at the mass 
and scale proposed, the within Project is completely out-of-scale and 
inappropriate for this neighborhood. Additionally, adequate environmental 
review has not been conducted to assess its environmental impacts. 

For all of the reason set forth herein, and as will be presented at the 
hearing, we ask that the Zoning Administrator deny this Project, as proposed. 

1 



Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
September 29, 2017 
Page Two 

I. The Required Findings for an Eldercare Facility Cannot be Made 
with Substantial Evidence 

a. The strict application of the land use regulations on the 
subject property would not result in practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulations; 

The Applicant has applied for an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit 
pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code §14.3.1, but claims that the Project 
meets all of the use, area and height provisions of the C-1-1-H Zone in which it is 
located. This position makes no sense and would obviate the need to.make this 
legally required finding. 

Any hardship claimed by the Applicant in seeking the Eldercare Facility 
Permit is self-imposed and there is absolutely no evidence in the file of any 
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships associated with this proposed 
Project. Accordingly, this finding cannot be made with substantial (or any) 
evidence. 

b. The Project's location, size, height, operations and other 
significant features will not be compatible with and will adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or 
the public health, welfare, and safety; 

At 64,646 square feet, the massive size of the Project is completely 
incompatible to the residential uses to the east and the open space and parkland 
to the west. Indeed, the Applicant's proposed findings on this subject are devoid 
of any evidence of compatibility. Instead, they focus on the Project's compliance 
with the height, setback and density restrictions of the C-1 Zone. But that is not 
what is required by the Los Angeles Municipal Code. The Applicant has not 
addressed, at all, how the Project will be compatible with the adjacent properties 
and surrounding neighborhood. 

In reality, the Project is completely out of scale with the residential 
buildings along Palisades Drive and Vereda de la Montura and the open space 
and parkland to the west. Furthermore, an Eldercare Facility will generate traffic 
and noise impacts associated with the healthcare needs of its residents, as 
described below. These will be incompatible with the neighborhood and will 
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Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
September 29, 2017 
Page Three 

impair the existing neighborhood's transportation circulation patterns, creating 
grave public health, welfare, and safety concerns. 

Accordingly, the Project1s location, size, height, operations and other 
significant features will not be compatible with and will adversely affect and 
further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, and public 
health, welfare, and safety. 

c. The Project will create an adverse impact on street access or 
circulation in the surrounding neighborhood; 

The Applicant's focus on the fact that the residents of the Eldercare 
Facility will not attribute to peak hour traffic is misplaced. The proposed 
Eldercare Facility will generate great traffic impacts associated with the 
healthcare needs of its residents. The Project plans propose to have ingress and 
egress from an underground parking garage directly onto Palisades Drive, a four 
lane divided road that experiences high speed use, which would create a chronic 
danger for vehicles and pedestrians. Although shuttles are proposed to transport 
people to public transportation (the nearest bus stop is over two miles away), 
staff, visitors and vendors to the Project will undoubtedly use street parking, due 
to the fact that the Project would only provide roughly 66 vehicle parking spaces 
on-site. Street parking is already in short supply in the vicinity of the Property, 
and the Project would grossly overburden it. These impacts will be 
disproportionate to the existing emergency responder impacts in the 
neighborhood and must be taken into account when considering impact on street 
access or circulation in the surrounding neighborhood. 

d. The Project does not provide for an arrangement of uses, 
buildings, structures, open spaces and other improvements that are 
compatible with the scale and character of the adjacent properties and 
surrounding neighborhood; and 

The Project, as proposed, seeks to "max out the envelope" rather than 
provide for an arrangement of structures and open spaces that are compatible 
with the residential and open space uses surrounding it. 

The proposed size and scale of the building is unlike anything in this 
neighborhood. Due to the fact that the Project FAR is approximate 1.50, as 
compared to approximately 0.27 for the small commercial structure next door, 
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Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
September 29, 2017 
Page Four 

0.5 to 0.7 for residential properties and 0.00 for the City and State parklands, the 
Project, will stick out like a sore thumb rather than blend in with the scale and 
character of its surrounding neighborhood. Plus, its modern design would be 
completely incompatible with the rustic and Mediterranean character of the 
surrounding Highlands neighborhoods and achieve no harmony with the rest of 
the existing development. Additionally, its proposed guest parking allocation is 
not appropriate. Street parking is already in short supply in the vicinity of the 
Property, and the Project will grossly overburden it. 

Therefore, the Project does not provide for an arrangement of uses, 
buildings, structures, open spaces and other improvements that are compatible 
with the scale and character of the adjacent properties and surrounding 
neighborhood. 

e. The Project is in not substantial conformance with the 
purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan, applicable 
community plan, and with any applicable specific plan. 

The Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan provides the following 
.issues, goals and objectives: 

- Need to minimize grading1, limit land use intensity, and preserve 
natural topography in hillside areas. 

- Need to preserve open space and the natural character of mountainous 
areas. 

- Preserving and enhancing the positive characteristics of existing 
residential neighborhoods while providing a variety of compatible 
new housing opportunities. 

- To limit the intensity and density in hillside areas to that which can 
reasonably be accommodated by infrastructure and natural 
topography. 

1 Due to scale, the Project will require a haul route approval. 
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Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
September 29, 2017 
Page Five 

- Senior housing projects are to be located in neighborhoods within 
reasonable walking distance of heal and community facilities, services 
and public transportation. 

- Developments are required to preserve existing views in hillside areas 
and protect views from public lands and roadways. 

- Commercial projects must be designed and developed to achieve a 
high level of quality, distinctive character and compatibility with 
existing uses. 

- Commercial projects must achieve harmony with the rest of existing 
development. 

- Require that any proposed development be designed to enhance and 
be compatible with adjacent development. 

- Require that projects be designed and developed to achieve a high 
level of quality, distinctive character, and compatibility with existing 
uses and development. 

- Ensure that commercial projects achieve harmony with the best of · 
existing development. 

- Preserve community character, scale and architecture diversity. 

By proposing a development that is of such a great mass and scale that it 
is completely incompatible with the residential . and open space neighborhood 
surrounding it, the Project ignores all of these Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan issues, goals and objectives. The 4-story awkward Project 
would destroy the currently existing views and its modern design would be 
completely incompatible with the rustic and Mediterranean character of the 
surrounding Highlands neighborhoods and thus achieve no harmony with the 
rest of the existing development. 

The only way to reduce the impacts of the Project is to scale it down to an 
intensity and density which can reasonably be accommodated by the 
infrastructure and natural topography of the Project site and the character of the 
surrounding neighborhood. 
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Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
September 29, 2017 
Page Six 

II. The Required Findings for a Coastal Development Permit Cannot 
be Made with Substantial Evidence 

a. The development is not in conformity with Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act of 1976; and 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act requires permitted development to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas and require 
protection of communities and neighborhoods that, because of their unique 
characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses: 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall 
be .sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic 
coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where 
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 
New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the 
California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the 
Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be 
subordinate to the character of its setting. California Coastal Act, §30251. 

Again, here, at its proposed scale and design, the within Project is far from 
being visually compatible with the character of its surrounding areas. 
Accordingly, it is not in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act. 

b. The development will prejudice the ability of the City of Los 
Angeles to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in conformity with 
Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

This Project will prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to prepare 
a Local Coastal Program. If allowed to proceed as proposed, the Project will 
serve as precedent for further incompatible development. "Community 
character," as relevant to the analysis of compatibility under the Coastal Act, is a 
classic cumulative impacts issue, and all "outlier" incompatible development 
allowed in this neighborhood will serve, in combination with other past, current 
and probably future projects, as a structure against which future projects are 
measured. Accordingly, if allowed to proceed, this Project's adverse precedent 
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will prejudice the ability to adopt a Local Coastal Program that protects 
community character. 

III. The Required Findings for Site Plan Review Cannot be Made 
with Substantial Evidence 

a. The Project is not in substantial conformance with the 
purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan, applicable 
community plan, and any applicable specific plan; and 

For the reasons set forth above, the Project is inconsistent with the 
Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan. 

b. The Project does not consist of an arrangement of buildings 
and structures (including height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking 
facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and other 
such pertinent improvements, that is or will be compatible with existing 
and future development on adjacent properties and neighboring 
properties. 

For all of the reasons set forth above, the Project is both visually and as a 
use at this proposed scale incompatible with the residential and open space 
neighborhood surrounding it. As such, it does not consist of an arrangement of 
buildings and structures, off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, 
landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements that is or 
will be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent properties 
and neighboring properties. 

IV. The Categorical Exemption is Insufficient under the California 
Environmental Quality Act 

a. The Project Does Not Fit Within a Class 32 Exemption 

In order to fit within a Class 32 exemption, the Project must be consistent 
with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations; must 
occur within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantially 
surrounded by urban uses; have no value as habitat for endangered, rare or 
threatened species; not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air 
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quality, or water quality; and be adequately served by all required utilities and 
public services. These findings cannot be made for the within Project. 

As set forth above, the Project is inconsistent with the Brentwood-Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan, and, therefore, the City's General Plan of which the 
Community Plan is a part. Additionally, it is bounded, on one side, by open 
space, undeveloped mountainous land, not "urban uses." It is located in the 
Santa Monica Mountains and substantially surrounded by parklands and open 
space, with pockets of suburban, not urban, uses, located nearby. The Property 
and the two immediately adjacent parcels together comprise approximately 27 
acres. Approximately 92% of the aggregate area of the three parcels is City
owned, Open Space parkland. Those parcels are in turn substantially 
surrounded by the massive Topanga State Park. In addition, the closest area that 
could be remotely characterized as an "urban" use is the main business district of 
Pacific Palisades, more than 5 miles away. The assertion that the Property is 
substantially surrounded by urban uses is therefore completely without merit or 
substantiation. 

It is further well known that these City and State Parklands in the 
Highlands are home to mountain lions, which are rare and threatened due to 
continuing diminution of habitat, and that the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife lists many other species that have been identified as threatened or 
endangered by the State or the Federal Government. Therefore the finding that 
the Project would have no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened 
species is incorrect. 

Finally, there is not substantial evidence to support a conclusion that the 
Project will not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air 
quality, or water quality. The Project plans propose to have ingress and egress 
from an underground parking garage directly onto Palisades Drive, a four lane 
divided road that experiences high speed use, which would create a chronic 
danger for vehicles and pedestrians. Although shuttles are proposed to transport 
people to public transportation (the nearest bus stop is over two miles away), 
staff, visitors and vendors to the Project will undoubtedly use street parking, due 
to the fact that the Project would only provide roughly 66 vehicle parking spaces 
on-site. Street parking is already in short supply in the vicinity of the Property, 
and the Project would grossly overburden it. Similarly, the Projects' noise 
"analysis" is nothing more than a one-time measurement and does not reference 
the time of day the measurements were taken, or the weather conditions. 
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Ambient sound in the vicinity of the Property, which includes a natural 
amphitheater effect due to the proximate mountains, varies substantially with 
the time of day, wind and humidity. Particularly at night, the area is very quiet, 
and any additional equipment operation, traffic trips, emergency vehicle trips, 
and even people talking, yelling and playing music on the proposed huge 
rooftop deck would resonate through the neighborhood. 

b. Exceptions to Exemptions Apply 

All exemptions are inapplicable when the cumulative impact of successive 
projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant or the project 
which may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource. Here, there is no evidence to support the conclusion that the 
"cumulative impact" of the Project will not result in any potentially significant 
impacts. There are no other "reasonably foreseeable probably future projects" 
listed and none analyzed. 

Similarly, the City's review of a project proposed for the Property in 1988 
included a finding that the Property is located in an area likely to yield 
unrecorded archaeological sites. It is well known that Native Americans lived in 
the Palisades area for thousands of years, and there is a distinct possibility that 
the Property contains historically significant artifacts which cannot be ignored. 

Finally, a categorical exemption cannot 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." The "unusual circumstances" 
exception is established without evidence of an environmental effect upon a 
showing that the project has some feature that distinguishes it from others in the 
exempt class, such as its size or location. 

Here, the unusual circumstances exception is established by the Project's 
location next to an open space wildlife/mountain area. Again, the entire purpose 
behind a Class 32 Categorical Exemption is that the proposed development must 
occur within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantially 
surrounded by urban uses. As proposed, the Project will have a significant adverse 
effect on the environment due to this special circumstance of its location next and 
proximate to parks and open space. The Property abuts a City-owned open space 
parcel comprising over 25 acres, comprising part of Santa Ynez Canyon Park, 
and is located approximately 200 feet from the boundary of Topanga State Park. 
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The dense occupancy of the Project would profoundly increase the likelihood of 
fire in the open space and parks (rated Very High Severity Fire Hazard Zone), 
and the proposed overwhelming mass and appearance would adversely affect 
the wildlife, topography, geology/ soils, drainage and appearance of the City and 
State properties. 

Simply put, a Class 32 Categorical Exemption is wholly and completely 
inappropriate where located immediately adjacent to undeveloped, mountainous 
land where it will have biological impacts that need to be studied under CEQA. 
As such, the "unusual circumstances" exception is established and a categorical 
exemption is not appropriate for this Project site. 

For all of these reasons, we ask that the Zoning Administrator deny this 
Project, as proposed, and require the Applicant to revise the Project in compliance 
with the compatibility requirements of the LAMC and applicable land use plans, 
and complete adequate environmental review. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

LUNA & GLUSHON 
A Professional Corporation 

fo$k/4 
ROBERT L. GLUSHON 
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Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Letter concerning proposed development - Case #ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
1 message 

Benjamin Wallfisch <bwallfisch@mac.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

Dear Ms. Shum, 

Please find attached a letter concerning the above referenced case. 

Many thanks in advance for your attention to this matter. 

All best, 

Benjamin Wallfisch 

sent via email 

September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 
Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum, 

Fri, Sep 29, 2017 at 7:58 PM 

As residents local to this proposed development, I'm ,,,,,.iting to confirm that both my wife Melissa and I strongly oppose the above 
referenced Project as presented, for the following reasons: 

The proposed location is a highly isolated area, and is rated by the local authorities as a "Very High Fire Danger" zone. As recently as 
last month there were wild fires in neighboring Topanga Canyon and it is a danger we all live with in this neighborhood. Building an 
Elder Care facility in such an isolated and high fire risk area is a major human tragedy just waiting to happen. Evacuation of elderly 
people is a slow process. Wild fire spreads at lightening speed. It is completely incomprehensible that a supposedly reputable 
developer would consider putting so many older people in jeopardy like this. The point of an elder care facility is to ensure a safe and 
secure environment for highly vulnerable older people to live out their years. This facility would be the exact opposite. 

In addition, an absolutely pre-requite for an Elder Care facility is fast emergency access to a major hospital. The nearest hospital is in 
Santa Monica. At best a journey there takes 20 minutes. However, every week-day during the two rush hour peaks, this same journey 
can take from 60-90 minutes. This again would endanger the lives of the elderly in the event of a medical emergency. It is no 
coincidence that every other Elder Care facility in Los Angeles is within an actual urbanized area, close to a major hospital. The 
Highlands are far from urbanized, and are deliberately cut off from the downtown areas which have hospital facilities . People choose 
to live here precisely because it is so isolated, and we all do so at our own risk. 



Much more appropriate would be either a condo building, so independent people with cars would be able to quickly evacuate in the 
event of a natural catastrophe, or a shopping facility, which indeed 1525 Palisades Drive is currently zoned for. 

In short, it is unquestionable that this application should be rejected out of hand. An eldercare facility in the Highlands would 
constitute a danger to the lives of the highly vulnerable elderly people who would be resident in such a facility, for the reasons 
mentioned above. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Yours Sincerely, 

Benjamin Wallfisch 

cc: Council member Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 

~ Letter concerning 1525 Palisades Drive.pdf 
41K 



• 
I Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Opposition to 1525 Palisades (Assisted Living/Dementia Care Project 
1 message 

R Jereb <rejereb@gmail.com> 
To: courtney.shum@lacity.org 
Cc: Bart Jereb <bjereb@yahoo.com> 

Sun, Oct 1, 2017 at 3:41 PM 

Like many of my neighbors, my husband Bart Jereb and I are opposed to the application for Development and Coastal 
permits in the Highlands. 

The Shram Organization incorrectly calls this a "highly urbanized area." That is a falsehood. The Highlands is a quiet, 
non-urban neighborhood. 

The Shram Project will not fit into the surrounding natural beauty. At four stories and 45 feet high, with 82 units and 
covering 65,000 square feet it would be completely out of scale with the rest of the neighborhood, and most especially 
that particular site. 

As for the safety of seniors who would live theie, it would be pladng at least some people who are immobilized in an 
extreme fire hazard Severity Zone. Especially since there are no hospitals or medical facilities nearby. The ride to local 
hospitals could take as much as 45 minutes which would be dangerous for the proposed assisted living/dementia care 
residents. 

Evacuation during a fire or other emergency would be nearly impossible and would also put in jeopardy the ability of other 
Highlands residents from evacuating because of road congestion caused by the many concentrated residents and staff of 
such a large facility. The main road could easily be cut off by mudslides or rock slides. Which again is dangerous for the 
proposed assisted living/dementia care residents 

Compare this to the Caruso project, which is first of all downtown, not in a Coastal Zone and not bordering a state park. 
Caruso faced restrictions of 33 feet. This is 36 percent higher. With its visible first floor parking garage, it will appear from 
the south to be a five story building. This is also nearly double the density of that allowed Caruso's project. 

Sixty four parking spaces will not be nearly enough and the overflow will take spaces from residents and park visitors. 
There will not be nearly enough for resident visitors, family and friends, private caregivers every day. This is to say 
nothing of increased traffic of UPS, FedEx, postal , garbage trucks, food suppliers, laundry suppliers, nurses, therapists 
hairdressers and other service people increasing traffic and parking in the Highlands in order to maintain the facility. 

The project will require removal of 19,308 cubic yards of soil or more. That will amount to 30 trucks daily for more than 9 
weeks., 6 trucks per hour, or around 2,000 truckloads traveling up and down Palisades Drive to the PCH to a dumpsite in 
Moor Park, 42 miles away. The potential will increase for big rig and auto accidents. The traffic will erode the drive itself, 
causing potholes, flat tires, damage to wheels. 

Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural amphitheater, allowing loud noise to travel great 
distances, residents can expect to be disturbed by noise from a steady stream of Emergency vehicle sirens at all hours of 
the day and night, as well as the required backup beeping from all commercial trucks servicing the project. 

The Shram Partnership has consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted 
living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of constant medical supervision," to 
minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings , to asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via 
shuttle," or even back and forth from work on 10 bicycles. I highly doubt the staff would be willing to ride bicycle up the 
steep hill of Palisades Drive every day. About 60 employees would need transportation back and forth all over the greater 
LA area in three shifts as well, as routine transport of the residents to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

There was no communication with the highlands community as a whole and no meaningful support from residents. 
Instead, the project was dropped as a bombshell on the community with 25 days notice to homes in the immediate vicinity 
- and none at all to the highlands as a whole - appearing to undermine the community's time to organize. Despite this 
secrecy, the planning application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of "neighboring property 
owners in support or the Project. You will notice that the list of "supporters" was completely blank. Not one signature was 
submitted. 



Please do not allow this project as proposed to go forward. There are much better suited locations for such a project. 

Sincerely, 
Bart and Reena Jereb 
1287 Palisades Drive 



-i I 
Proposed Eldercare Project 
1 message 

Valerie Black <vblack90272@gmail.com> 
To: ezre.gale@lacity.org, courtney.shum@lacity.org 

September 25, 2017 

City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

Expedited Processing Section 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn: Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 

Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 

1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 

Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Courtney Shum <courtney.shum@lacity.org> 

Tue, Oct 3, 2017 at 7:34 AM 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and approval applications. 

Sincerely, 

Name: Valerie Black 

Address: 17759 Calle de Palermo, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 

and Mr. Ezra Gale 

1645 Corinth Ave., #201 



Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Email: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

ezra .gale@lacity.org 

Have a nice day! 

Valerie Black 
vblack90272@gmail .com 



September 15, 2017 

FROM: DR. CLAY BARRITT (LIVING WITHIN 500 FT OF PROPOSED PROJECT) 
1539 MICHAEL LANE 
PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
310.454.0947 

TO: COURTNEY SHUM, CITY PLANNER 
200 NORTH SPRING STREET, ROOM 763 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

PROJECT SITE: 1525 NORTH PALISADES DR, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA NO.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

The hearing for a proposed development of a 4-story Assisted Living facility in our residential 
neighborhood is scheduled for October 4, 2017. I am opposed to this type of large commercial 
development on a lot that is too small for this purpose, and in a location that will adversely 
affect the surrounding homes and families. 

I am a retired medical professional. I have lived in my townhouse, part of the Highland Villas 
Homeowners Association, since the 1970's. My home faces Vereda de La Montura. 

Reasons to Oppose proposes Development on Palisades Dr and Vereda 

1. Introduction. The 4-story, 82-unit, SO-ft. high Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living structure 
is completely out of character with the community and the surrounding State Parks. The 
proposed structure is within 400 feet of the most popular Palisades entrance to Topanga 
State Park and will create significant parking problems and sight/noise pollution in our 
community. The neighborhood is overwhelmingly residential townhomes and single family 
homes, with only one very small commercial building that has historically been under leased 
and containing businesses that operate on a very limited hours schedule. 

2. Grossly Oversized and Clashes with Existing Character of the Highlands. The size and use of 
this project are grossly inconsistent with the Palisades community plan. 

3. No Limit on Numbers of Personnel. There is no stated limit on the number of occupants per 
unit or the number of full and part-time employees. At two beds/unit, there could be as 
many as 164 occupants requiring extensive caregiving, especially the Alzheimer/dementia 
patients, who would occupy nearly 36% of the total units. 



4. Parking Nightmare. The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate not only for employees 
and contract workers such as occupational and physical therapists, nursing aides, but for the 
amount of family visitors and will force dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to 
fight with current residents for the very limited street parking spaces. 

5. Noise at All Hours. Traffic and noise pollution are additional concerns, given the very 
serious health conditions of the Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living occupants. Highlands 
homeowners can expect a steady stream of paramedics, ambulances and fire trucks at all 
hours of the day and night, as well as sirens and the required backup beeping from each 
emergency vehicle and commercial truck. Importantly, the mountains surrounding the 
Highlands act like an amphitheater, which amplifies loud noises over great distances. Sirens, 
truck engines and the like coming up Palisades Drive are easily heard a mile or two away, and 
are especially annoying during the nighttime hours. 

6. Cannot Trust the Developer's Promises. The developer makes the ludicrous claim that 
these Alzheimer/dement ia/assisted living patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors." Anyone 
familiar with this type of commercial health care solution would be aware of the level of care 
and health support services required for the clients. 

7. No Real Plan to Transport Residents or Staff. The developer states that the patients and 
staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle." Insofar as 30-40 full and part time staff 
members - or more - would be required for this 24/7 facility, the notion that dozens of 
shuttles will be driving all over the greater Los Angeles area to pick them up and take them 
home is preposterous. Theoretically, these "shuttles" would be in addition to ongoing 
transport for the 82 -164 patients, who will require regular doctor and/or hospital care for a 
variety of conditions that affect virtually all facility residents. Most such visits will be 10 miles 
or more each way, often in stifling traffic. 

8. Absolutely No Public Transportation in the Highlands. Pacific Palisades has virtually no 
public transportation, and the Highlands has NONE at all, with the nearest bus stop on Sunset 
2.5 miles away. 

9. Creates a Traffic Nightmare in the Palisades. The streets in the Palisades are clogged 
during most morning and afternoon rush hours. There are ONLY two ways in and out of the 
area - Sunset and Pacific Coast Highway. 

10. Lack of Proximity to Medical Resources Endangers Lives. The proposed facility is far from 
regional medical centers and trauma facilities. St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, 
and even nearby medical offices, can easily require 45 minutes to reach--far too long in cases 
of emergency. Reaching UCLA's Westwood Medical Center is even more problematic, often 
taking up to an hour. 

11. Will Strain Already Overworked Emergency Medical Services. Because of the facility's 
demands on emergency LAFD paramedic services, current residents will, in many cases, be 



forced to wait longer for help to arrive. It is unfair and dangerous to locate a care facility for 
elderly frail and ill residents in the remote Highlands, distant from their doctors and 
hospitals. It is possible, if not probable, that the State will reject licensing of the facility on 
those grounds alone. 

12. Guarantees More Auto Accidents and Injuries. Palisades Drive and Vereda are accident
prone streets. Palisades Drive descends steeply from the hills above, and drivers frequently 
exceed the 35-mph limit by 20-30 mph, and more! This has led to numerous serious 
accidents, including many fatalities over the years. The facility will be located at the 
intersection of Michael Lane and Vereda, one that is at the top of a steep, blind hill that rises 
from the gated community. Residents from Michael Lane and above turning left onto Vereda 
already have difficulty seeing cars coming up Vereda-a hazard that has led to many near 
misses and a few accidents. 

13. No Practical Means to Evacuate Residents. A presentation this week in the Highlands by a 
representative of the LAFD and 2 first responders made perfectly clear that we shouid be 
prepared to care for ourselves for 2 weeks on our own after a serious earthquake due to the 
inaccessibility of the area. This is a high fire risk danger zone, and the facility will butt up 
against highly flammable fuel in the park only a few steps away. Who will evacuate 82 - 164 
patients in case of fire? What about earthquakes? There's no medical care nearby to treat the 
acute medical needs of these patients. These risks present additional impediments to the 
developer ever obtaining a license to operate. 

14. Homeowners' Properties Will Plummet in Value. It is a fact of life that no one is going to 
buy a property across the street from a large 24/7 four-story semi-medical facility, especially 
one that lacks the 10 to 20-foot greenbelt setbacks that have been required throughout the 
entire Highlands. Residents who choose to sell, or must sell, will see their market values 
plummet and their home equity dissipate into thin air. 

15. Destroys a Unique Parklike Setting. The Highlands environment is unique--one of 
expansive mountains, trees, and greenery. The area has always been marketed to those 
Southern Californians who have sought to avoid the hustle and bustle, and noise and 
congestion, of the "flatlands" of LA. For that, we sacrifice being able to walk to stores and 
restaurants and spend more time "getting there." And we accept the risk of living in an area 
at risk for catastrophic fires. This facility lacks any space for required setbacks or greenery, it 
blocks mountain and park views that are an essential part of the appeal of the Highlands; 
and, as proposed, would be rejected soundly if proposed in the Palisades Village. Certainly, it 
will prove an even greater eyesore in the Highlands, which is bordered on the east and north 
by Will Rogers State Park and the west and north by Topanga State Park. 



September 15, 2017 

FROM: DR. CLAY BARRITT (LIVING WITHIN 500 FT OF PROPOSED PROJECT) 
1539 MICHAEL LANE 
PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
310.454.0947 

TO: COURTNEY SHUM, CITY PLANNER 
200 NORTH SPRING STREET, ROOM 763 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

PROJECT SITE: 1525 NORTH PALISADES DR, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA NO.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

The hearing for a proposed development of a 4-story Assisted Living facility in our residential 
neighborhood is scheduled for October 4, 2017. I am opposed to this type of large commercial 
development on a lot that is too small for this purpose, and in a location that will adversely 
affect the surrounding homes and families. 

I am a retired medical professional. I have lived in my townhouse, part of the Highland Villas 
Homeowners Association, since the 1970's. My home faces Vereda de La Montura. 

Reasons to Oppose proposes Development on Palisades Dr and Vereda 

1. Introduction. The 4-story, 82-unit, SO-ft. high Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living structure 
is completely out of character with the community and the surrounding State Parks. The 
proposed structure is within 400 feet of the most popular Palisades entrance to Topanga 
State Park and will create significant parking problems and sight/noise pollution in our 
community. The neighborhood is overwhelmingly residential townhomes and single family 
homes, with only one very small commercial building that has historically been under leased 
and containing businesses that operate on a very limited hours schedule. 

2. Grossly Oversized and Clashes with Existing Character of the Highlands. The size and use of 
this project are grossly inconsistent with the Palisades community plan. 

3. No Limit on Numbers of Personnel. There is no stated limit on the number of occupants per 
unit or the number of full and part-time employees. At two beds/unit, there could be as 
many as 164 occupants requiring extensive caregiving, especially the Alzheimer/dementia 
patients, who would occupy nearly 36% of the total units. 



4. Parking Nightmare. The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate not only for employees 
and contract workers such as occupational and physical therapists, nursing aides, but for the 
amount of family visitors and will force dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to 
fight with current residents for the very limited street parking spaces. 

5. Noise at All Hours. Traffic and noise pollution are additional concerns, given the very 
serious health conditions of the Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living occupants. Highlands 
homeowners can expect a steady stream of paramedics, ambulances and fire trucks at all 
hours of the day and night, as well as sirens and the required backup beeping from each 
emergency vehicle and commercial truck. Importantly, the mountains surrounding the 
Highlands act like an amphitheater, which amplifies loud noises over great distances. Sirens, 
truck engines and the like coming up Palisades Drive are easily heard a mile or two away, and 
are especially annoying during the nighttime hours. 

6. Cannot Trust the Developer's Promises. The developer makes the ludicrous claim that 
these Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors. " Anyone 
familiar with this type of commercial health care solution would be aware of the level of care 
and health support services required for the clients. 

7. No Real Plan to Transport Residents or Staff. The developer states that the patients and 
staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle." Insofar as 30-40 full and part time staff 
members - or more - would be required for this 24/7 facility, the notion that dozens of 
shuttles will be driving all over the greater Los Angeles area to pick them up and take them 
home is preposterous. Theoretically, these "shuttles" would be in addition to ongoing 
transport for the 82-164 patients, who will require regular doctor and/or hospital care for a 
variety of conditions that affect virtually all facility residents. Most such visits will be 10 miles 
or more each way, often in stifling traffic. 

8. Absolutely No Public Transportation in the Highlands. Pacific Palisades has virtually no 
public transportation, and the Highlands has NONE at all, with the nearest bus stop on Sunset 
2.5 miles away. 

9. Creates a Traffic Nightmare in the Palisades. The streets in the Palisades are clogged 
during most morning and afternoon rush hours. There are ONLY two ways in and out of the 
area - Sunset and Pacific Coast Highway. 

10. Lack of Proximity to Medical Resources Endangers Lives. The proposed facility is far from 
regional medical centers and trauma facilities. St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, 
and even nearby medical offices, can easily require 45 minutes to reach--far too long in cases 
of emergency. Reaching UCLA's Westwood Medical Center is even more problematic, often 
taking up to an hour. 

11. Will Strain Already Overworked Emergency Medical Services. Because of the facility's 
demands on emergency LAFD paramedic services, current residents will, in many cases, be 



forced to wait longer for help to arrive. It is unfair and dangerous to locate a care facility for 
elderly frail and ill residents in the remote Highlands, distant from their doctors and 
hospitals. It is possible, if not probable, that the State will reject licensing of the facility on 
those grounds alone. 

12. Guarantees More Auto Accidents and Injuries. Palisades Drive and Vereda are accident
prone streets. Palisades Drive descends steeply from the hills above, and drivers frequently 
exceed the 35-mph limit by 20-30 mph, and more! This has led to numerous serious 
accidents, including many fatalities over the years. The facility will be located at the 
intersection of Michael Lane and Vereda, one that is at the top of a steep, blind hill that rises 
from the gated community. Residents from Michael Lane and above turning left onto Vereda 
already have difficulty seeing cars coming up Vereda-a hazard that has led to many near 
misses and a few accidents. 

13. No Practical Means to Evacuate Residents. A presentation this week in the Highlands by a 
representative of the LAFD and 2 first responders made perfectly clear that we should be 
prepared to care for ourselves for 2 weeks on our own after a serious earthquake due to the 
inaccessibility of the area. This is a high fire risk danger zone, and the facility will butt up 
against highly flammable fuel in the park only a few steps away. Who will evacuate 82 - 164 
patients in case of fire? What about earthquakes? There's no medical care nearby to treat the 
acute medical needs of these patients. These risks present additional impediments to the 
developer ever obtaining a license to operate. 

14. Homeowners' Properties Will Plummet in Value. It is a fact of life that no one is going to 
buy a property across the street from a large 24/7 four-story semi-medical facility, especially 
one that lacks the 10 to 20-foot greenbelt setbacks that have been required throughout the 
entire Highlands. Residents who choose to sell, or must sell, will see their market values 
plummet and their home equity dissipate into thin air. 

15. Destroys a Unique Parklike Setting. The Highlands environment is unique--one of 
expansive mount ains, trees, and greenery. The area has always been marketed to those 
Southern Californians who have sought to avoid the hustle and bustle, and noise and 
congestion, of the "flatlands" of LA. For that, we sacrifice being able to walk to stores and 
restaurants and spend more time "getting there." And we accept the risk of living in an area 
at risk for catastrophic fires. This facility lacks any space for required setbacks or greenery, it 
blocks mountain and park views that are an essential part of the appeal of the Highlands; 
and, as proposed, would be rejected soundly if proposed in the Palisades Village. Certainly, it 
will prove an even greater eyesore in the Highlands, which is bordered on the east and north 
by Will Rogers State Park and the west and north by Topanga State Park. 
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September 15, 2017 

FROM: DR. CLAY BARRITT (LIVING WITHIN 500 FT OF PROPOSED PROJECT) 
1539 MICHAEL LANE 
PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
310.454.0947 

TO: COURTNEY SHUM, CITY PLANNER 
200 NORTH SPRING STREET, ROOM 763 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

PROJECT SITE: 1525 NORTH PALISADES DR, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA NO.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

The hearing for a proposed development of a 4-story Assisted Living facility in our residential 
neighborhood is scheduled for October 4, 2017. I am opposed to this type of large commercial 
development on a lot that is too small for this purpose, and in a location that will adversely 
affect the surrounding homes and families. 

I am a retired medical professional. I have lived in my townhouse, part of the Highland Villas 
Homeowners Association, since the 1970's. My home faces Vereda de La Montura. 

Reasons to Oppose proposes Development on Palisades Dr and Vereda 

1. Introduction. The 4-story, 82-unit, SO-ft. high Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living structure 
is completely out of character with the community and the surrounding State Parks. The 
proposed structure is within 400 feet of the most popular Palisades entrance to Topanga 
State Park and will create significant parking problems and sight/noise pollution in our 
community. The neighborhood is overwhelmingly residential townhomes and single family 
homes, with only one very small commercial building that has historically been under leased 
and containing businesses that operate on a very limited hours schedule. 

2. Grossly Oversized and Clashes with Existing Character of the Highlands. The size and use of 
this project are grossly inconsistent with the Palisades community plan. 

3. No Limit on Numbers of Personnel. There is no stated limit on the number of occupants per 
unit or the number of full and part-time employees. At two beds/unit, there could be as 
many as 164 occupants requiring extensive caregiving, especially the Alzheimer/dementia 
patients, who would occupy nearly 36% of the total units. 



4. Parking Nightmare. The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate not only for employees 
and contract workers such as occupational and physical therapists, nursing aides, but for the 
amount of family visitors and will force dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to 
fight with current residents for the very limited street parking spaces. 

5. Noise at All Hours. Traffic and noise pollution are additional concerns, given the very 
serious health conditions of the Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living occupants. Highlands 
homeowners can expect a steady stream of paramedics, ambulances and fire trucks at all 
hours of the day and night, as well as sirens and the required backup beeping from each 
emergency vehicle and commercial truck. Importantly, the mountains surrounding the 
Highlands act like an amphitheater, which amplifies loud noises over great distances. Sirens, 
truck engines and the like coming up Palisades Drive are easily heard a mile or two away, and 
are especially annoying during the nighttime hours. 

6. Cannot Trust the Developer's Promises. The developer makes the ludicrous claim that 
these Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors." Anyone 
familiar with this type of commercial health care solution would be aware of the level of care 
and health support services required for the clients. 

7. No Real Plan to Transport Residents or Staff. The developer states that the patients and 
staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle." Insofar as 30-40 full and part time staff 
members - or more - would be required for this 24/7 facility, the notion that dozens of 
shuttles will be driving all over the greater Los Angeles area to pick them up and take them 
home is preposterous. Theoretically, these "shuttles" would be in addition to ongoing 
transport for the 82-164 patients, who will require regular doctor and/or hospital care for a 
variety of conditions that affect virtually all facility residents. Most such visits will be 10 miles 
or more each way, often in stifling traffic. 

8. Absolutely No Public Transportation in the Highlands. Pacific Palisades has virtually no 
public transportation, and the Highlands has NONE at all, with the nearest bus stop on Sunset 
2.5 miles away. 

9. Creates a Traffic Nightmare in the Palisades. The streets in the Palisades are clogged 
during most morning and afternoon rush hours. There are ONLY two ways in and out of the 
area - Sunset and Pacific Coast Highway. 

10. Lack of Proximity to Medical Resources Endangers Lives. The proposed facility is far from 
regional medical centers and trauma facilities. St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, 
and even nearby medical offices, can easily require 45 minutes to reach--far too long in cases 
of emergency. Reaching UCLA's Westwood Medical Center is even more problematic, often 
taking up to an hour. 

11. Will Strain Already Overworked Emergency Medical Services. Because of the facility's 
demands on emergency LAFD paramedic services, current residents will, in many cases, be 



forced to wait longer for help to arrive. It is unfair and dangerous to locate a care facility for 
elderly frail and ill residents in the remote Highlands, distant from their doctors and 
hospitals. It is possible, if not probable, that the State will reject licensing of the facility on 
those grounds alone. 

12. Guarantees More Auto Accidents and Injuries. Palisades Drive and Vereda are accident
prone streets. Palisades Drive descends steeply from the hills above, and drivers frequently 
exceed the 35-mph limit by 20-30 mph, and more! This has led to numerous serious 
accidents, including many fatalities over the years. The facility will be located at the 
intersection of Michael Lane and Vereda, one that is at the top of a steep, blind hill that rises 
from the gated community. Residents from Michael Lane and above turning left onto Vereda 
already have difficulty seeing cars coming up Vereda-a hazard that has led to many near 
misses and a few accidents. 

13. No Practical Means to Evacuate Residents. A presentation this week in the Highlands by a 
representative of the LAFD and 2 first responders made perfectly clear that we should be 
prepared to care for ourselves for 2 weeks on our own after a serious earthquake due to the 
inaccessibility of the area. This is a high fire risk danger zone, and the facility will butt up 
against highly flammable fuel in the park only a few steps away. Who will evacuate 82 - 164 
patients in case of fire? What about earthquakes? There's no medical care nearby to treat the 
acute medical needs of these patients. These risks present additional impediments to the 
developer ever obtaining a license to operate. 

14. Homeowners' Properties Will Plummet in Value. It is a fact of life that no one is going to 
buy a property across the street from a large 24/7 four-story semi-medical facility, especially 
one that lacks the 10 to 20-foot greenbelt setbacks that have been required throughout the 
entire Highlands. Residents who choose to sell, or must sell, will see their market values 
plummet and their home equity dissipate into thin air. 

15. Destroys a Unique Parklike Setting. The Highlands environment is unique--one of 
expansive mountains, trees, and greenery. The area has always been marketed to those 
Southern Californians who have sought to avoid the hustle and bustle, and noise and 
congestion, of the "flatlands" of LA. For that, we sacrifice being able to walk to stores and 
restaurants and spend more time "getting there." And we accept the risk of living in an area 
at risk for catastrophic fires. This facility lacks any space for required setbacks or greenery, it 
blocks mountain and park views that are an essential part of the appeal of the Highlands; 
and, as proposed, would be rejected soundly if proposed in the Palisades Village. Certainly, it 
will prove an even greater eyesore in the Highlands, which is bordered on the east and north 
by Will Rogers State Park and the west and north by Topanga State Park. 

This project is a dangerous situation and not an appropriate development for the lot. 
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September 15, 2017 

FROM: DR. CLAY BARRITT (LIVING WITHIN 500 FT OF PROPOSED PROJECT) 
1539 MICHAEL LANE 

TO: 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
310.454.0947 

COURTNEY SHUM, CITY PLANNER 
200 NORTH SPRING STREET, ROOM 763 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

ffi)CK@CgOWIJ!m) 
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CITY PLANNING 
EXPEDITED PROCESSING SECTION 

PROJECT SITE: 1525 NORTH PALISADES DR, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA NO.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

The hearing for a proposed development of a 4-story Assisted Living facility in our residential 
neighborhood is scheduled for October 4, 2017. I am opposed to this type of large commercial 
development on a lot that is too small for this purpose, and in a location that will adversely 
affect the surrounding homes and families. 

I am a retired medical professional. I have lived in my townhouse, part of the Highland Villas 
Homeowners Association, since the 1970's. My home faces Vereda de La Montura. 

Reasons to Oppose proposes Development on Palisades Dr and Vereda 

1. Introduction. The 4-story, 82-unit, SO-ft. high Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living structure 
is completely out of character with the community and the surrounding State Parks. The 
proposed structure is within 400 feet of the most popular Palisades entrance to Topanga 
State Park and will create significant parking problems and sight/noise pollution in our 
community. The neighborhood is overwhelmingly residential townhomes and single family 
homes, with only one very small commercial building that has historically been under leased 
and containing businesses that operate on a very limited hours schedule. 

2. Grossly Oversized and Clashes with Existing Character of the Highlands. The size and use of 
this project are grossly inconsistent with the Palisades community plan. 

3. No Limit on Numbers of Personnel. There is no stated limit on the number of occupants per 
unit or the number of full and part-time employees. At two beds/unit, there could be as 
many as 164 occupants requiring extensive caregiving, especially the Alzheimer/dementia 
patients, who would occupy nearly 36% of the total units. 



4. Parking Nightmare. The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate not only for employees 
and contract workers such as occupational and physical therapists, nursing aides, but for the 
amount of family visitors and will force dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to 
fight with current residents for the very limited street parking spaces. 

5. Noise at All Hours. Traffic and noise pollution are additional concerns, given the very 
serious health conditions of the Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living occupants. Highlands 
homeowners can expect a steady stream of paramedics, ambulances and fire trucks at all 
hours of the day and night, as well as sirens and the required backup beeping from each 
emergency vehicle and commercial truck. Importantly, the mountains surrounding the 
Highlands act like an amphitheater, which amplifies loud noises over great distances. Sirens, 
truck engines and the like coming up Palisades Drive are easily heard a mile or two away, and 
are especially annoying during the nighttime hours. 

6. Cannot Trust the Developer's Promises. The developer makes the ludicrous claim that 
these Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors." Anyone 
familiar with this type of commercial health care solution would be aware of the level of care 
and health support services required for the clients. 

7. No Real Plan to Transport Residents or Staff. The developer states that the patients and 
staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle." Insofar as 30-40 full and part time staff 
members - or more - would be required for this 24/7 facility, the notion that dozens of 
shuttles will be driving all over the greater Los Angeles area to pick them up and take them 
home is preposterous. Theoretically, these "shuttles" would be in addition to ongoing 
transport for the 82 - 164 patients, who will require regular doctor and/or hospital care for a 
variety of conditions that affect virtually all facility residents. Most such visits will be 10 miles 
or more each way, often in stifling traffic. 

8. Absolutely No Public Transportation in the Highlands. Pacific Palisades has virtually no 
public transportation, and the Highlands has NONE at all, with the nearest bus stop on Sunset 
2.5 miles away. 

9. Creates a Traffic Nightmare in the Palisades. The streets in the Palisades are clogged 
during most morning and afternoon rush hours. There are ONLY two ways in and out of the 
area - Sunset and Pacific Coast Highway. 

10. Lack of Proximity to Medical Resources Endangers Lives. The proposed facility is far from 
regional medical centers and trauma facilities. St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, 
and even nearby medical offices, can easily require 45 minutes to reach--far too long in cases 
of emergency. Reaching UCLA's Westwood Medical Center is even more problematic, often 
taking up to an hour. 

11. Will Strain Already Overworked Emergency Medical Services. Because of the facility's 
demands on emergency LAFD paramedic services, current residents will, in many cases, be 



forced to wait longer for help to arrive. It is unfair and dangerous to locate a care facility for 
elderly frail and ill residents in the remote Highlands, distant from their doctors and 
hospitals. It is possible, if not probable, that the State will reject licensing of the facility on 
those grounds alone. 

12. Guarantees More Auto Accidents and Injuries. Palisades Drive and Vereda are accident
prone streets. Palisades Drive descends steeply from the hills above, and drivers frequently 
exceed the 35-mph limit by 20-30 mph, and more! This has led to numerous serious 
accidents, including many fatalities over the years. The facility will be located at the 
intersection of Michael Lane and Vereda, one that is at the top of a steep, blind hill that rises 
from the gated community. Residents from Michael Lane and above turning left onto Vereda 
already have difficulty seeing cars coming up Vereda-a hazard that has led to many near 
misses and a few accidents. 

13. No Practical Means to Evacuate Residents. A presentation this week in the Highlands by a 
representative of the LAFD and 2 first responders made perfectly ciear that we should be 
prepared to care for ourselves for 2 weeks on our own after a serious earthquake due to the 
inaccessibility of the area. This is a high fire risk danger zone, and the facility will butt up 
against highly flammable fuel in the park only a few steps away. Who will evacuate 82 - 164 
patients in case of fire? What about earthquakes? There's no medical care nearby to treat the 
acute medical needs of these patients. These risks present additional impediments to the 
developer ever obtaining a license to operate. 

14. Homeowners' Properties Will Plummet in Value. It is a fact of life that no one is going to 
buy a property across the street from a large 24/7 four-story semi-medical facility, especially 
one that lacks the 10 to 20-foot greenbelt setbacks that have been required throughout the 
entire Highlands. Residents who choose to sell, or must sell, will see their market values 
plummet and their home equity dissipate into thin air. 

15. Destroys a Unique Parklike Setting. The Highlands environment is unique--one of 
expansive mountains, trees, and greenery. The area has always been marketed to those 
Southern Californians who have sought to avoid the hustle and bustle, and noise and 
congestion, of the "flatlands" of LA. For that, we sacrifice being able to walk to stores and 
restaurants and spend more time "getting there." And we accept the risk of living in an area 
at risk for catastrophic fires. This facility lacks any space for required setbacks or greenery, it 
blocks mountain and park views that are an essential part of the appeal of the Highlands; 
and, as proposed, would be rejected soundly if proposed in the Palisades Village. Certainly, it 
will prove an even greater eyesore in the Highlands, which is bordered on the east and north 
by Will Rogers State Park and the west and north by Topanga State Park. 

This project is a dangerous situation and not an appropriate development for the lot. 
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Courtney Shum, City Planner 

200 North Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles,Ca. 9012 

RE: Case ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA # ENV-2017-2171-CE Hearing Date, October 4, 2017 

CITY PLANNING 
EXPEDITED PROCESSING SECTION 

Project Site: 1523 and 1533 Palisades Dr., 17319 and 17320 West Vereda De La Montura 

Since I will be out of the country at the time of the hearing and I am a property owner within 500 feet of 
this project, I would like to express my views on the proposal as it is now. 

First of all as someone who has worked in these facilities as a former Registered Occupational Therapist, 
this is a very poor location for such a facility for elder residents. There is no opportunity for socialization 
in the community with but one restaurant next door. There is no public transportation, and no place to 
walk for the elderly as it is all uphill no matter where you t ry to walk. Furthermore, in a natural disaster 
these residents would be in peril. There is one road out of the canyon which we have recently learned is 
a liquefaction zone in an earth quake, and it would be an evacuation nightmare for everyone in the 
Highlands if we have to evacuate for a brush fire with 80 residents in buses. Certainly buses would have 
a nightmare trying to get up the canyon if the road collapses or there are rock slides (which happen 
frequently after a rainstorm) and such a situation would put the rest of the residents in a dangerous 
traffic situation. Staff and visitors would also be impacted . 

Secondly I understand a traffic study was done on a Tuesday morning at 10 Am on the street near the 
site . Many residents who are not retired park their cars on that street but are gone to work at 10 AM. 
Our biggest traffic days are the weekends as people park their car here as the only location to hike the 
park trails off of this street. 

Thirdly, the size of the project is completely out of proportion to the amount of land available to build 
such a massive structure. The height of the project will destroy views for many tax paying and voting 
members of this community. The design is also not in keeping with the surrounding Mediterranean 
landscape. It does not comply with the height and setbacks that the community has throughout. 

Fourthly, we have an Assisted Living facility in the Palisades Village plus a number of elder care private 
homes close to the village. These facilities have easy access to doctors and other socialization 
opportunities, including walking on level sidewalks. And they have safe evacuation routes. 

Lastly, the Highlands Community is not "an aging community" at all, in our complex of just 8 town 
houses, 5 of them have school aged children. The price of homes near the village is so high that the 
Highlands is the only place in the Palisades that a young family can afford to buy or rent in order to send 
children to our excellent Palisades schools. 

Referring to my last comment, the best use of the land at 1525 Palisades Drive would be for the city to 
buy out this developer via Eminent Domain and provide a safe and available park for residents and 
children so residents could enjoy a community space and playground. That would be a move that would 
have excellent community and political impact for the City Council. 

Janis Gall~1;:;;r;isades Drive 



September 15, 2017 

FROM: AILEEN HAUGH (LIVING WITHIN 500 FT OF PROPOSED PROJECT) 
1537 MICHAEL LANE 
PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
310.454.4381 

TO: COURTNEY SHUM, CITY PLANNER 
200 NORTH SPRING STREET, ROOM 763 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

PROJECT SITE: 1525 NORTH PALISADES DR, PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 
Re: Case No.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA NO.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

The hearing for a proposed development of a 4-story Assisted Living facility in our residential 
neighborhood is scheduled for October 4, 2017. I am very much opposed to this type of 
commercial development for the reasons detailed below. 

I have lived in my townhouse, part of the Highland Villas Homeowners Association, since May 
1991. My home faces Vereda de La Montura. I own large dogs and spend a good part of my 
day outdoors walking my dogs in the neighborhood, so I am very familiar with the traffic, 
geography and character of this residential area. 

In addition to my knowledge of the nature of this neighborhood and my belief that this large 
development will devalue our properties and living conditions, I am very familiar with Assisted 
Living, Alzheimer and nursing facilities. My mother first entered a retirement and Assisted 
Living facility in 2008. During 2015 and 2016, I stayed with her one week of each month, helping 
out with her care. Running a company myself for many years, I have always been interested in 
how businesses function, and I got an up close and personal view of how this type of business 
operates. For those that need these services, it is a blessing. But it requires an army of 
employees, outside aides and services, operating 24 hours a day, to care for the clients. 

Reasons to Oppose proposes Development on Palisades Dr and Vereda 

1. Introduction. The 4-story, 82-unit, SO-ft. high Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living structure 
is completely out of character with the community and the surrounding State Parks. The 
proposed structure is within 400 feet of the most popular Palisades entrance to Topanga 
State Park and will create significant parking problems and sight/noise pollution in our 
community. The neighborhood is overwhelmingly residential townhomes and single family 
homes, with only one very small commercial building that has historically been under leased 
and containing businesses that operate on a very limited hours schedule. 



2. Grossly Oversized and Clashes with Existing Character of the Highlands. The size and use of 
this project are grossly inconsistent with the Palisades community plan. Compare it to Rick 
Caruso's project under construction in the heart of the Palisades Village central business 
district, which is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, the largest 
park in the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area system. Whereas Caruso was 
permitted to build a 33-foot high complex, the Highland Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living 
structure will be about 50% higher, if not more. Moreover, Caruso was limited to constructing 
a single-story development of about 100,000 sq. feet on 2.77 acres (120,660 sq. ft.} or about 
0.83 square feet of building for each square foot of lot on approximately 3 times the lot pad 
size of 1525 Palisades Drive. The Highland's developer is attempting to construct 64,646 
square feet or about 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of lot. In short: two 
thirds more density than Caruso was permitted in the Palisades central business district! To 
make matters worse, this is a very steep hillside lot dropping into a canyon in the park, 
subject to seismic and hillside limitations, as well as very difficult evacuation risks of the 
elderly in case of fire or earthquake. 

3. No Limit on Numbers of Personnel. There is no stated limit on the number of occupants per 
unit or the number of full and part-time employees. At two beds/unit, there could be as 
many as 164 occupants requiring extensive caregiving, especially the Alzheimer/dementia 
patients, who would occupy nearly 36% of the total units. Additional privately retained 
caregivers, would drive up the number of employees up even more. 

4. Parking Nightmare. The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force dozens 
of cars and trucks headed to the facility to fight with current residents for the very limited 
street parking spaces. Apart from the locals using Vereda de la Montura street parking on a 
regular basis, weekend visitors using Topanga State Park's popular entrance on Vereda make 
for even tighter parking, which typically extends on both sides of Vereda from the park 
entrance and often spills over onto to Michael Lane. Given these existing conditions, where 
will dozens of family/friends visiting their very ill relatives find parking? What about the cars 
of the dozens of employees? And what spaces remain for the numerous big box UPS, FedEx 
and USPS delivery trucks or the garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, 
physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, private caregivers, hairdressers, etc.? Where will all 
the moving vans for residents of 82 units park? The proposed facility is providing a paltry 64 
parking spaces for 64,646 square feet - only one space for each 1,000 square feet. By 
comparison, Caruso is providing four times the parking per square foot -- 384 parking spaces 
for 100,000 square feet of buildings - one space for each 264 square feet. It is apparent that 
the new facility will need at least double, if not triple, the 64 spaces. 

5. Noise at All Hours. Traffic and noise pollution are additional concerns, given the very 
serious health conditions of the Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living occupants. Highlands 
homeowners can expect a steady stream of paramedics, ambulances and fire trucks at all 
hours of the day and night, as well as sirens and the required backup beeping from each 
emergency vehicle and commercial truck. Importantly, the mountains surrounding the 



Highlands act like an amphitheater, which amplifies loud noises over great distances. Sirens, 
truck engines and the like coming up Palisades Drive are easily heard a mile or two away, and 
are especially annoying during the nighttime hours. 

6. Cannot Trust the Developer's Promises. The developer makes the ludicrous claim that 
these Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors." Anyone 
familiar with this type of commercial health care solution would be aware of the level of care 
and health support services required for the clients. 

7. No Real Plan to Transport Residents or Staff. The developer states that the patients and 
staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle." Insofar as 30-40 full and part time staff 
members - or more - would be required for this 24/7 facility, the notion that dozens of 
shuttles will be driving all over the greater Los Angeles area to pick them up and take them 
home is preposterous. Theoretically, these "shuttles" would be in addition to ongoing 
transport for the 82 -164 patients, who will require regular doctor and/or hospital care for a 
variety of conditions that affect virtually ail facility residents. Most such visits will be 10 miles 
or more each way, often in stifling traffic. 

8. Absolutely No Public Transportation in the Highlands. Pacific Palisades has virtually no 
public transportation, and the Highlands has NONE at all, with the nearest bus stop on Sunset 
2.5 miles away. Staff living in the central LA region will, at a minimum, need at least one bus 
transfer and 1.5 hours to arrive at the bus stop closest to the facility. Thereafter, it's a 2.5-
mile uphill walk to get to work. 

9. Creates a Traffic Nightmare in the Palisades. The streets in the Palisades are clogged 
during most morning and afternoon rush hours. There are ONLY two ways in and out of the 
area - Sunset and Pacific Coast Highway. Traveling the 10-mile distance on Sunset from 
facility to the 405 is often a challenge, with traffic backed up several miles. The PCH 
alternative is no better. During peak hours, traffic is backed up at the PCH and Sunset signal, 
delaying westbound Sunset drivers for up to 15 minutes to turn onto PCH. The proposed 
facility promises to aggravate the growing traffic problem on the Westside even more. 

10. Lack of Proximity to Medical Resources Endangers Lives. The proposed facility is far from 
regional medical centers and trauma facilities. St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, 
and even nearby medical offices, can easily require 45 minutes to reach--far too long in cases 
of emergency. Reaching UCLA's Westwood Medical Center is even more problematic, often 
taking up to an hour. 

11. Will Strain Already Overworked Emergency Medical Services. Because of the facility's 
demands on emergency LAFD paramedic services, current residents will, in many cases, be 
forced to wait longer for help to arrive. It is unfair and dangerous to locate a care facility for 
elderly frail and ill residents in the remote Highlands, distant from their doctors and 
hospitals. It is possible, if not probable, that the State will reject licensing of the facility on 
those grounds alone. 



12. Guarantees More Auto Accidents and Injuries. Palisades Drive and Vereda are accident
prone streets. Palisades Drive descends steeply from the hills above, and drivers frequently 
exceed the 35-mph limit by 20-30 mph, and more! This has led to numerous serious 
accidents, including many fatalities over the years. The facility will be located at the 
intersection of Michael Lane and Vereda, one that is at the top of a steep, blind hill that rises 
from the gated community. Residents from Michael Lane and above turning left onto Vereda 
already have difficulty seeing cars coming up Vereda-a hazard that has led to many near 
misses and a few accidents. A large proposed facility with a frequently-used vehicle entrance 
and exit skewed at a sharp angle on Vereda, such as the one proposed, can only guarantee a 
huge increase in mishaps. 

13. No Practical Means to Evacuate Residents. A presentation this week in the Highlands by a 
representative of the LAFD and 2 first responders made perfectly clear that we should be 
prepared to care for ourselves for 2 weeks on our own after a serious earthquake due to the 
inaccessibiiity of the area. This is a high fire risk danger zone, and the faciiity wiil butt up 
against highly flammable fuel in the park only a few steps away. Who will evacuate 82 - 164 
patients in case of fire? What about earthquakes? There's no medical care nearby to treat the 
acute medical needs of these patients. These risks present additional impediments to the 
developer ever obtaining a license to operate. 

14. Homeowners' Properties Will Plummet in Value. It is a fact of life that no one is going to 
buy a property across the street from a large 24/7 four-story semi-medical facility, especially 
one that lacks the 10 to 20-foot greenbelt setbacks that have been required throughout the 
entire Highlands. Residents who choose to sell, or must sell, will see their market values 
plummet and their home equity dissipate into thin air. 

15. Destroys a Unique Parklike Setting. The Highlands environment is unique--one of 
expansive mountains, trees, and greenery. The area has always been marketed to those 
Southern Californians who have sought to avoid the hustle and bustle, and noise and 
congestion, of the "flatlands" of LA. For that, we sacrifice being able to walk to stores and 
restaurants and spend more time "getting there." And we accept the risk of living in an area 
at risk for catastrophic fires. This facility lacks any space for required setbacks or greenery, it 
blocks mountain and park views that are an essential part of the appeal of the Highlands; 
and, as proposed, would be rejected soundly if proposed in the Palisades Village. Certainly, it 
will prove an even greater eyesore in the Highlands, which is bordered on the east and north 
by Will Rogers State Park and the west and north by Topanga State Park. 

In conclusion, this lot has sat undeveloped for 45 years precisely because of its small size, and 
inherent geographic difficulties accommodating a safe and complimentary structure. This 
proposal is a terrible and unsafe solution. 

Aileen Haugh q~ 17·-df} ( 7 



September 23, 2017 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
200 N. Spring St., Rm 763 
Los Angeles, Ca 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Re: Case#: ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA #: ENV-2017-20171-CE 

~[E:~D:~~ 
CITY PLANNING 

EXPEDITED PROCESSING SECTION 

I'm writing you regarding the proposed retirement, Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living structure being 
proposed for Vereda de Montura. 

I live at 1557 Michael Lane. I've gone through 3 years of my parents constantly going to Saint John's 
Hospital in Santa Monica via ambulance from our local fire station. They lived on Surfview Dr., in Pacific 
Palisades. What that entailed was fire trucks and ambulances with sirens each time they were called. 
The disturbance to the neighborhood was annoying but there was nothing we could do about it. 

This is not something we as a neighborhood can condone. We have enough sirens up here as it is only 
due to just being a neighborhood of homes. 

I understand that this builder whose name doesn't appear on any documentation I have has not built in 
our area before. He builds large buildings in the Hollywood and San Fernando Valley areas that are not 
In areas of family dwellings. So he is clueless. 
I also cannot condone a four story building this is ridiculous. I understand that in the event of an 
earthquake or fire there will be no one to help them get out. The fire department has made it clear not 
to count on them. So who will help these people? 

A building such as this needs to be near a hospital. We have one way in ad one way out except for 
the"fire trail" that is normally closed off. 

I hope that you all will come to your senses and not approve this building plan. IT IS NOT FOR THE 
HIGHLANDS. 

Also we have a parking problem up here and a four story building is going to make it WORSE without a 
doubt! We also have a parking ban from 8p.m. till maybe 8 a.m. on Vereda. You might want to check 
with parking enforcement. Homeowners here have attempted to get it rescinded to no avail. Good 
Luck There! 

The value of our homes here will plummet, which is not a good thing. If you think it is, then build this 
THING in your neighborhood. 

Also the claim that these patients are healthy and vibrant seniors is laughable. And if you buy that I 
have a castle in the dessert I'd like to sell you. You'll love it. 



/ 
( 

Come on board people use your common sense, this owner only wants to make money for himself, he's 
not interested in anything else let alone the people who might want to stay there. 

Please do not let these people fool you. 

Sincel ely 
.. .) ~ 

------- G-~\ 
Pamela Gray, 1557 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, Ca 90272 

Estella Sneider, 1555 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, Ca 90272 



September 23, 2017 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
200 N. Spring St., Rm 763 
Los Angeles, Ca 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Re: Case#: ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA #: ENV-2017-20171-CE 

I'm writing you regarding the proposed retirement, Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living structure being 
proposed for Vereda de Montura. 

I live at 1557 Michael Lane. I've gone through 3 years of my parents constantly going to Saint John's 
Hospital in Santa Monica via ambulance from our local fire station. They lived on Surfview Dr., in Pacific 
Palisades. What that entailed was fire trucks and ambulances with sirens each time they were called . 
The disturbance to the neighborhood was annoying but there was nothing we could do about it. 

This is not something we as a neighborhood can condone. We have enough sirens up here as it is only 
due to just being a neighborhood of homes. 

I understand that this builder whose name doesn't appear on any documentation I have has not built in 
our area before. He builds large buildings in the Hollywood and San Fernando Valley areas that are not 
In areas of family dwellings. So he is clueless. 
I also cannot condone a four story building this is ridiculous. I understand that in the event of an 
earthquake or fire there will be no one to help them get out. The fire department has made it clear not 
to count on them. So who will help these people? 

A building such as this needs to be near a hospital. We have one way in ad one way out except for 
the"fire trail" that is normally closed off. 

I hope that you all will come to your senses and not approve this building plan. IT IS NOT FOR THE 
HIGHLANDS. 

Also we have a parking problem up here and a four story building is going to make it WORSE without a 
doubt! We also have a parking ban from 8p.m. till maybe 8 a.m. on Vereda. You might want to check 
with parking enforcement. Homeowners here have attempted to get it rescinded to no avail. Good 
Luck There! 

The value of our homes here will plummet, which is not a good thing. If you think it is, then build this 
THING in your neighborhood. 

Also the claim that these patients are healthy and vibrant seniors is laughable. And if you buy that I 
have a castle in the dessert I'd like to sell you. You'll love it. 



Come on board people use your common sense, this owner only wants to make money for himself, he's 
not interested in anything else let alone the people who might want to stay there. 

Please do not let these people fool you. 

Sincerely 

Pamela Gray, 1557 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, Ca 90272 

Estella Sneider, 1555 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, Ca 90272 



Srptember 23, 2017 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
200 N. Spring St., Rm 763 
Los Angeles, Ca 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Re: Case#: ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA #: ENV-2017-20171-CE 

I'm writing you regarding the proposed retirement, Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living structure being 
proposed for Vereda de Montura. 

I live at 1557 Michael Lane. I've gone through 3 years of my parents constantly going to Saint John's 
Hospital in Santa Monica via ambulance from our local fire station. They lived on Surfview Dr., in Pacific 
Palisades. What that entailed was fire trucks and ambulances with sirens each time they were called. 
The disturbance to the neighborhood was annoying but there was nothing we could do about it. 

This is not something we as a neighborhood can condone. We have enough sirens up here as it is only 
due to just being a neighborhood of homes. 

I understand that this builder whose name doesn't appear on any documentation I have has not built in 
our area before. He builds large buildings in the Hollywood and San Fernando Valley areas that are not 
In areas of family dwellings. So he is clueless. 
I also cannot condone a four story building this is ridiculous. I understand that in the event of an 
earthquake or fire there will be no one to help them get out. The fire department has made it clear not 
to count on them. So who will help these people? 

A building such as this needs to be near a hospital. We have one way in ad one way out except for 
the"fire trail" that is normally closed off. 

I hope that you all will come to your senses and not approve this building plan. IT IS NOT FOR THE 
HIGHLANDS. 

Also we have a parking problem up here and a four story building is going to make it WORSE without a 
doubt! We also have a parking ban from 8p.m. till maybe 8 a.m. on Vereda. You might want to check 
with parking enforcement. Homeowners here have attempted to get it rescinded to no avail. Good 
Luck There! 

The value of our homes here will plummet, which is not a good thing. If you think it is, then build this 
THING in your neighborhood. 

Also the claim that these patients are healthy and vibrant seniors is laughable. And if you buy that I 
have a castle in the dessert I'd like to sell you. You'll love it. 



Come on board people use your common sense, this owner only wants to make money for himself, he's 
not interested in anything else let alone the people who might want to stay there. 

Please do not let these people fool you. 

Sincerely 

Pamela Gray, 1557 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, Ca 90272 

Estella Sneider, 1555 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, Ca 90272 



September 23, 2017 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
200 N. Spring St., Rm 763 
Los Angeles, Ca 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

Re : Case#: ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA #: ENV-2017-20171-CE 

I'm writing you regarding the proposed retirement, Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living structure being 
proposed for Vereda de Montura. 

I live at 1557 Michael Lane. I've gone through 3 years of my parents constantly going to Saint John's 
Hospital in Santa Monica via ambulance from our local fire station. They lived on Surfview Dr., in Pacific 
Palisades. What that entailed was fire trucks and ambulances with sirens each time they were called . 
The disturbance to the neighborhood was annoying but there was nothing we could do about it. 

This is not something we as a neighborhood can condone. We have enough sirens up here as it is only 
due to just being a neighborhood of homes. 

I understand that this builder whose name doesn't appear on any documentation I have has not built in 
our area before. He builds large buildings in the Hollywood and San Fernando Valley areas that are not 
In areas of family dwellings. So he is clueless. 
I also cannot condone a four story building this is ridiculous. I understand that in the event of an 
earthquake or fire there will be no one to help them get out. The fire department has made it clear not 
to count on them. So who will help these people? 

A building such as this needs to be near a hospital. We have one way in ad one way out except for 
the"fire trail" that is normally closed off. 

I hope that you all will come to your senses and not approve this building plan. IT IS NOT FOR THE 
HIGHLANDS. 

Also we have a parking problem up here and a four story building is going to make it WORSE without a 
doubt! We also have a parking ban from 8p.m. till maybe 8 a.m. on Vereda . You might want to check 
with parking enforcement. Homeowners here have attempted to get it rescinded to no avail. Good 
Luck There! 

The value of our homes here will plummet, which is not a good thing. If you think it is, then build this 
THING in your neighborhood. 

Also the claim that these patients are healthy and vibrant seniors is laughable. And if you buy that I 
have a castle in the dessert I'd like to sell you. You'll love it. 



O:>me on board people use your common sense, this owner only wants to make money for himself, he's 
not interested in anything else let alone the people who might want to stay there. 

Please do not let these people fool you. 

Sincerely 

Pamela Gray, 1557 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, Ca 90272 

Estella Sneider, 1555 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, Ca 90272 
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VICTORIA K. WARREN 

1 431 PALISADES DRIVE 

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA 90272 

R~t~e::~~ fl?"~ crrv· o~r ;r,.,,, M I" ~ I} J 
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OCT G 2 201? 

Courtney Shum, City Planner 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 Spring St. Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

RE: OPPOSITION TO APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT /COASTAL 
PERMITS 

Project Site: 
Re: Case No.: 
CEQA No.: 
Date: 
Time: 

1525 North Palisades Dr.; 17310-17320 Vereda de la Montura 
ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Oct. 4, 2017 
11:30 am 

Place of Hearing: Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Shum, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Cahill; 

I strongly oppose the above application for Development and Coastal 
Permits. 

The proposed Project site is not an appropriate location for an eldercare 
facility. Earthquake expert Kate Hutton's studies have indicated that in the 
event of a major earthquake, Palisades Drive could be unusable for an 
extended period of time due to its location in a stream bed subject to 
liquefaction. Highlands residents (and all Los Angeles residents) are strongly 
encouraged by officials and the media to prepare for the anticipated "big 
one" quake, while at the same time someone is planning to build a large 
eldercare facility in a remote area that is expected to be without services for 
days or weeks after this quake? That makes no sense! 

The entire Highlands is also a very high risk area for brush fires, with only 
one road in or out. Again, not appropriate for a senior care facility filled with 
nearly 100 residents with significant medical needs. 

Aside from the safety risks from earthquakes and fires, the size and scale of 
the project is not appropriate for this location. The increased traffic from 
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visitors, employees, and service providers would put more burden on 
Palisades Drive, which is already well-known for dangerous driving and fatal 
accidents. The nearest public transportation is two miles away. 

There are numerous reasons why this is not an appropriate location for a 
senior care facility. In addition to my thoughts above, I include below some 
additional analysis of the proposed development and the compelling reasons 
why it is not appropriate for the Highlands. 

PROPOSED ASSISTED LIVING/DEMENTIA CARE FACILITY POSES AN EXISTENTIAL 
DANGER TO SENIORS. There is no contesting that seniors need more and better 
assisted living and dementia care options, but THE SHRAM PROJECT will seriously 
endanger their lives for many reasons: 

• EXTREME FIRE HAZARD: The proposed site is on the edge of a steep canyon 
designated "Hillside" and a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" by the City 
(DCP 6/1/17 Parcel Profile Report). There is no practical means to evacuate 
100+ seniors and their caregivers in event of a rapidly-moving fire that can 
rage through the canyons next to the facility in a matter of minutes. 

• WHO WILL EVACUATE PATIENTS IN CASE OF EARTHQUAKES, especially if 
Palisades Drive is blocked by rockslides or closed by liquefaction or 
mudslides? 

• LACK OF PROXIMITY TO MEDICAL RESOURCES ENDANGERS SENIORS' 
LIVES. The Project is distant from medical facilities and trauma centers. The 
nearest trauma center at UCLA Medical Center in Westwood, and the two 
closest general hospitals -- St. Johns and UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, can 
take 45 minutes to reach in traffic which is far too long in cases of 
emergency. And what if Palisades Drive is blocked by accidents or slides? 

• THERE ARE NO MEDICAL, DENTAL OR OTHER URGENT CARE FACILITIES IN 
THE HIGHLANDS. There are no medical resources anywhere in the Highlands, 
and few in the Palisades. Seniors must be transported to Santa Monica, 
Westwood and beyond for routine, non-urgent care. The proposed residents 
would require assisted living support and/or dementia care with frequent and 
chronic medical care needs. 

• THE SHRAM PROJECT HAS NO LICENSE FROM THE STATE and no operator 
to run an assisted living or dementia care facility. Statements made in all the 
application documents reflect the responses of novices, not professionals who 
must be licensed and experienced to operate these facilities. Given the folly 
of locating an assisted living/dementia care facility so remote from help, it is 
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difficult to believe that any reputable operator would agree to assume this 
responsibility and liability. 

THE HIGHLANDS IS A UNIQUE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY nestled in the pristine 
wilderness of the Santa Monica Mountains, and surrounded on three sides by Topanga 
State Park -- one the largest and most heavily visited parks in the Los Angeles area. A 
smaller City park, Santa Ynez Canyon Park, runs along the southern boundary of the 
proposed development. Our neighborhood is NOT a "highly urbanized area" as the 
SHRAM PARTNERSHIP described it and WOULD LIKE THE CITY TO BELIEVE. 

The area is home to wildlife including deer, coyotes, mountain lions, rattlesnakes, and 
scorpions. It is frequented by a constant stream of pedestrians, dog walkers, joggers, 
hikers, rock climbers, mountain bikers, bird watchers and other nature lovers who enjoy 
the Highlands' wide sidewalks and streets, its spectacular rock outcroppings, and the 
many hiking trails that connect Highlands neighborhoods to the entire Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area. The adjacent Topanga State Park boasts 76 miles 
of hiking trails and is the largest State Park within a city's limits anywhere in the United 
States. 

THE PROPOSED SHRAM PROJECT INTRUDES ON THIS SURROUNDING NATURAL 
BEAUTY, EVISCERATES SCENIC VIEWS, AND IS TOTALLY OUT OF CHARACTER WITH 
THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY: The towering 4-story, 45-ft high, 82-unit, 65,000 
square-foot building is only 400 feet from the popular Santa Ynez Trail entrance to 
Topanga State Park on Vereda de la Montura, adjoins the Santa Ynez Canyon Park on 
its south side AND DWARFS ALL OTHER HIGHLANDS DEVELOPMENTS IN SIZE, 
HEIGHT, SCALE, AND DENSITY. 

THE OVERSIZED SH RAM PROJECT IS GROSSLY INCONSISTENT with the Palisades 
community plan and all other developments in the Highlands. 

• Rick Caruso's Project in the heart of the Palisades Village central business 
district which, notably, is not in the Coastal Zone and does not border 
Topanga State Park, was restricted to a 33-foot height. SHRAM'S PROJECT 
IS 36% HIGHER! Even worse, the first-floor parking garage will be clearly 
visible from the south, thereby effectively making the Project appear as a 5-
story, 55-foot high monument. This would be some 67% higher than 
Caruso's new center in the Village. 

• Caruso was limited to constructing a mostly single-story complex of about 
116,000 square feet on 3.18 acres (138,330 sq. ft.), or about 0.84 square 
feet of building for each square foot of Caruso's lot, a flat pad. SHRAM'S 
PROJECT is 64,646 square feet, or nearly 1.5 square feet of building for each 
square foot of lot - nearly double the density that the City granted Caruso in 
the Palisades central business district! And that IMMENSE SIZE DOES NOT 
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INCLUDE nearly 40,000 more square feet in the TWO-STORY PARKING 
GARAGE. 

• The last approval for the proposed Project site was a hearing in 2003 to build 
8 town homes. Previous applications to build more town homes on this site 
were rejected. A project of 8 town homes or a small-scale retail/office 
development like the plaza next to the site would be much more consistent 
with current development in the Highlands. 

INADEQUATE PARKING: The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will force 
dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to compete with current residents and 
park visitors for the very limited street parking spaces. 

• Where will dozens of staff, private caregivers, and family/friends visiting the 
residents daily find parking? 

• Where will the daily service vehicles park? There will be UPS, FedEx and US 
Postal vehicles; as well as garbage trucks, food suppliers, contractors, laundry 
suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, podiatrists, security personnel, 
cooks, cleaners, spa attendants, clergy, hairdressers, and others. 

TWO YEARS OF HIGHLY DISRUPTIVE CONSTRUCTION: The Shram Project will require 
the removal of 19,308 cubic yards (1,564,000 cubic feet) of soil - OR MORE -- in a 
"Special Grading Area," which requires 30 trucks daily, over 9+ WEEKS, at a rate of 
approximately 6 trucks per hour, at least 2,000 TRUCKLOADS in all. The trucks will be 
traveling up and down Palisades Drive and out Pacific Coast Highway to a dumpsite in 
Moorpark, 42 miles away. This has the potential for significant problems: 

• The potential of increased auto/truck accidents and injuries on Palisades 
Drive, which is well-known for speeding and fatal accidents. 

• Damage to the surface of Palisades Drive, causing POTHOLES, FLAT TIRES, 
AND DAMAGE TO WHEELS. 

• Exacerbation of already HEAVY TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND DELAYS on 
Sunset Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway. 

NOISE AT ALL HOURS: Because the mountains surrounding the Highlands are a natural 
amphitheater, allowing noise to travel great distances, residents can expect to be 
disturbed by noise from emergency vehicle sirens as well as the required backup 
beeping from commercial trucks servicing the Project. 

MISLEADING CLAIMS BY THE SHRAM PARTNERSHIP: Their communications have 
consistently misrepresented various aspects of the project from claiming that assisted 
living/dementia care patients are "healthy and vibrant seniors" without "the need of 
constant medical supervision," to minimizing CEQA environmental impact findings, to 



September 25, 2017 ~ Vctoria K. Warren~ Page 5 

asserting that the patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle," or even 
back and forth from work on 10 BICYCLES. It would be a long, steep, and dangerous 
bicycle ride from the proposed Project site to public transportation or any business 
district. In reality, about 60 employees would need transportation back and forth all 
over the greater Los Angeles area in three shifts. The 100 residents would need routine 
transport to their regular doctors and/or hospital care visits. 

THERE WAS NO COMMUNICATION WITH THE HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE 
AND NO MEANINGFUL SUPPORT FROM RESIDENTS. INSTEAD, THE PROJECT WAS 
DROPPED AS A BOMBSHELL ON THE COMMUNITY WITH 25 DAYS NOTICE TO HOMES 
IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY-AND NONE AT ALL TO THE HIGHLANDS AS A WHOLE -
ALL TO UNDERMINE THE COMMUNITY'S TIME TO ORGANIZE. Despite this secrecy, the 
planning application form also asked Shram to include the names and signatures of 
"neighboring property owners in support of" the Project, but THE LIST OF 
"SUPPORTERS" WAS COMPLETELY BLANK. Not one signature was submitted! 

In summary, there are numerous and valid reasons why the proposed senior 
care facility is not appropriate for this location. Hundreds of neighbors have 
already voiced their strenuous opposition to this ill-conceived project, and 
more opponents are being added daily as the word spreads. Your job is to 
represent the voices of your constituents, to uphold the law, and to enhance 
the safety of the citizens of Los Angeles. I urge you to reject this project. 

Sincerely yours, 

{J~\CWOMJr__ 
Victoria K. Warren 
1431 Palisades Drive 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin, Ezra Gale, and Lisa Cahill 
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City of Los Angeles 

Monica A. Mihell, Esq. 
1625 Michael Lane 

Pacific Palisades, CA 90271 
(424) 252-4729 

Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn : Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email: courtney.shum@lacity.org 

Re: Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

OCT O 2 2017 

I oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner's permit and 
approval applications. 

~ 
Monica A. Mihell 

Name: Monica A. Mihell 

Address: 1625 Michael Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 



John and Anita Jenkins 

1559 Palisades Drive 

Pacific Palisades, California 90272 

September 21, 2017 ~, 

Department of City Planning: Associate Zoning Admini, , ~@~O~ ~ 
Courtney Shum, City Planner SEP 'l '6 10\1 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 c1i'f PLAf~~SE.Cl\ON 
E,X?EO\'TE.D PROC 

CASE NO.: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 

CEQA NO.: ENV-2017-2171-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

I am writing you to vehemently oppose the recently proposed residential/commercial medical project at 

the corner of 1525 Paiisades Drive and Vereda De La iviontura. Consulting with many estabiished 

developers, practicing attorneys, and referencing the recent HOA meeting where the LAFD Fire Marshall 

mentioned the dangers of this proposed project, there is a consensus of dissent. Not of the 

development of the lot, but of the development of the lot with this proposed project by this developer. 

Being a 50 feet (at least) high, 82-unit, Alzheimer/Dementia/ Assisted Living structure is not only 

unnecessary, but out of place in our residential neighborhood. We are surrounded by nature (two State 

Parks) . My wife's mother passed away from Creutzfeldt Jakob Disease (think of rapid onset dementia) 7 

years ago, and the amount of care and attention was intense, and she was within a mile of a major 

hospital. This proposed project is less than 400 feet from a major State Park and will guarantee to 

increase noise and sight pollution, along with intense competition of limited parking availability. 

Looking at Rick Caruso's project and Shram's, this does not fit the Palisades community. In the Business 

District, maybe it makes sense. Comparing Rick Caruso's project constraints, data speaks volumes. 33 

feet high restrictions. Shram's proposal will be at least 50% higher. Single story restriction for Caruso's 

on 100,000 square feet on almost 2.8 acres (three times larger than 1525 Palisades lot) with .9 square 

feet of building/ square foot versus 1525 Palisades' 1.5 square feet of building/ square foot. Uncertain of 

whether you or the Committee has visited this lot, it is an extremely desolate steep hillside meeting a 

canyon into the State Park - subject to hillside limitations, evacuation risks of the elderly, and 

importantly, in the midst of "high" seismic activity and fire zone. 

Residents/patients aside, visitors, full and part-time employees, and retained caregivers create 

tremendous concern with uncertainty of exactly what limits there will be for the property. 

Sixty-six (66) parking spaces underground will not provide enough for who will be driving from outside 

of the area. This causes chaos and immense amounts of employee cars/trucks and support vehicles 

(firetrucks, ambulances, police officers, UPS/FedEx/USPS, food providers, refuse trucks, friends, 

relatives, physicians, nurses, specialists, and so on) to clog our limited number of spaces on Michael 

Lane, Vereda De La Montura, and Palisades Drive, respectively. Rick Caruso's development provides 1 

space per 264 square feet (384 spaces for 100k square feet) versus 1525 Palisades' 1 space per 1000 

square feet (66 spaces for 65k square feet) . Demand outweighs supply threefold. 



"Healthy and Vibrant Seniors" would be a perfect description for a proposed luxury residential two (2) 

story condominium / town home development. 8 or 10 units would be lucrative for the developer and 

the City alike with tax revenue and return on investment. But my wife's experience with her late mother 

is a terrible reminder of how absolutely incomprehensible it is to describe Alzheimer/dementia/assisted 

living patients as healthy and vibrant. That destroys credibility. 

Parking and other concerns aside, consider traffic and noise pollution when being experienced by 

mentally ill occupants. Paramedics, ambulances, fire trucks, and police sirens and federally mandated 

back up alerts from emergency and commercial vehicles will be a constant experience to everyone in 

the Highlands. Many of us have experienced this effect on Sunset in the Village where the existing 

Senior facility is located, and this is just in passing or when we are with our families walking around. 

A major point is transportation of staff and patients. With no viable public transportation in existence in 

the Highlands, transporting 30-40 full and part-time staff (conservative) will be necessary for a 24/7 

facility, adding dozens of shuttles to Sunset, PCH, other ancillary streets, and Palisades Drive (not 

including the transport requirements of up to 164 patients to hospitals for regular doctor visits that on

site services cannot aide). 

With no public transportation here in the Highlands and the nearest bus stop being 2.5 miles away, staff 

living in Los Angeles will at least one bus transfer and an hour and a half hours to arrive at the closest 

stop near the facility (verified by routes provided by the City of Los Angeles) . After that, it is only a 2.5 

mile walk uphill to get to their place of employment. 

There are two ways in and out of Pacific Palisades, and the Highlands - Sunset Boulevard and the Pacific 

Coast Highway. Peak hours are terrible, and the added vehicle traffic mentioned above will have a ripple 

effect far past the Highlands, especially when the alternative is the 405 to Sunset Boulevard. 

St. Johns and Santa Monica Hospitals and other nearby medical centers are a minimum of 45 minutes to 

reach - UCLA is an hour minimum. With constant emergencies to likely happen, this will spell disaster 

for all involved. 

The Highlands is a remote residential community. It makes no sense to develop a commercial medical 

facility for ill patients, as emergency LAFD Paramedic Services will be needed, and will then jeopardize 

current residents in their time of need should the seismic or fire hazards come true (think back to the 

1990s for the most recent disaster from Bel Air to Malibu (and everything in-between). Is this a fair risk 

to inflict upon us current and future residents? 

Recent speed traps aside, there is no real deterrent to the speeders on Palisades Drive (the only way in 

and out) . I have seen a text-while-driving driver slam into a parked car, and witnessed a terribly 

devastating accident at both intersections on the street. I can only imagine what the statisticians can 

provide me when thinking of the opportunity for more accidents considering increase pedestrian and 

vehicle traffic. The proposed exit and entrance is a sharp angle on Vereda De La Montura will be impact 

not only Michael Lane, but the blind-side, dangerous State Park entrance and Palisades Country Estate 

residents. 

Who will evacuate up to 164 patients and many more employees and visitors in the event of a disaster? 

With no medical care facilities nearby, this is a terrible thing to imagine. What about the impact on the 

State Parks with highly flammable fuel canisters output by the facility? 



Market values of current residents will plummet and equity built up will dissipate immediately, as the 

conditions this letter spells out by the 24/7 four story residential/commercial medical facility will cause 

this area to no longer be a sought-after area. 

In closing, the Highlands consists of mountains, trees, greenery, and upon its development in 1979 has 

been marketed to Californians who seek to avoid the busyness, congestion, noise, and other conditions 

of areas of Los Angeles down the hill . There is no option for us to walk to retail stores and restaurants, 

so we use more of our time to get to these places. The proposed facility would be rejected if it were to 

be built in the Palisades Village, as it will not have required setbacks or greenery. Those visitors in Will 

Rogers State Park and Topanga State Park will see a massive new medical "residential" facility in almost 

every trail end leading out of our beautiful Highlands community. Anita and 1100% are against this 

development, and would consider it should it be a shorter, fully residential (up to 10 units) luxury 

townhome/condominium project so to still provide massive return on investment to the developer, and 

sought-after tax revenue for the great City of Los Angeles. 

Respectfully, 

~-
John and Anita Jenkins 

Owners of 1559 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, California 90272 
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Philip & Elizabeth Alford 
1551 Michael Lane, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

(310)-254-5172 

SEP 2 9 2017 
CITY PL/1J-.i ~/ING DEPT. 
ZJ;,i:\!G ,'\C:.tJ:SlTlATION 

Ms. Courtney Shum 
City Planner 

September 25, 2017 

200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Case No: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No: ENV-2017-2171-CE 
Re: Protest to LOT Development at 1525 & 1533 N. Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades 

Dear Ms. Shum 

We are very concerned about the proposed development of the above referenced property and its 
adverse impact on the surrounding residential community. Our Vote is a resounding NO to this proposal. 

We recently moved back to the Pacific Palisades Highlands and purchased our town home on Michael 
Lane for close to $1m. Our prime reason was that we enjoy the quiet surroundings in the Santa Monica 
mountains and the relative unobstructed views. 

The Palisades Highlands has been developed first and foremost as a residential community from the 
time of its original concept in the 1970's. To now allow development of a major medical building in its 
core area is entirely out of context. There is no evidence the developer has any experience either 
developing or operating such a facility. 

The proposed development is also grossly oversized at 4 stories and 64,000 sq. ft. for the size for the lot. 
Its construction will be a nightmare with extra noise, dust and heavy traffic. 

It will create additional traffic and parking problems that exacerbate an already difficult situation on 
Palisades Drive given the speed of traffic and the need for public access to local trails and restaurant etc. 
We anticipate significant additional noise in the neighborhood from ambulances and visiting traffic 
which will disturb our quiet enjoyment on a daily basis. We believe it will significantly negatively impact 
the value of our property. We will seek property tax reduction. 

It looks like no one from Planning or the District has considered any of this . We believe that a more 
suitable residential development that is in context with the neighborhood and provides adequate onsite 
parking would be much more appropriate. This developer is clearly only motivated to exploit the 
property and neighborhood and does not care about the consequences. We therefore request that this 
proposal be rejected by the Department of Planning. 

~ ¢~A&) 
Philip & Elizabeth Alford 
cc: Mike Bonin, LA City Council, 11th District 



Reasons to Oppose Shram's Development on Vereda - Draft 2.4 

1. Introduction. The 4-story, 82-unit, 50-ft. high Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living 
structure is completely out of character with the community and the surrounding 
State Parks. The proposed structure is within 400 feet of the most popular 
Palisades entrance to Topanga State Park and will create significant parking 
problems and sight/noise pollution in our community. 

2. Grossly Oversized and Clashes with Existing Character of the Highlands. The 
size and use of this project are grossly inconsistent with the Palisades 
community plan. Compare it to Rick Caruso's project under construction in the 
heart of the Palisades Village central business district, which is not in the Coastal 
Zone and does not border Topanga State Park, the largest park in the Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area system. Whereas Caruso was 
permitted to build a 33-foot high complex, the Highland 
Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living structure will be about 50% higher, if not 
more. Moreover, Caruso was limited to constructing a single-story development 
of about 100,000 sq. feet on 2.77 acres (120,660 sq. ft.) or about 0.83 square feet 
of building for each square foot of lot on approximately 3 times the lot pad size of 
1525 Palisades Drive. The Highland's developer is attempting to construct 64,646 
square feet or about 1.5 square feet of building for each square foot of lot. In 
short: two thirds more density than Caruso was permitted in the Palisades central 
business district! To make matters worse, this is a very steep hillside lot 
dropping into a canyon in the park, subject to seismic and hillside limitations, as 
well as very difficult evacuation risks of the elderly in case of fire or earthquake. 

3. No Limit on Numbers of Personnel. There is no stated limit on the number of 
occupants per unit or the number of full and part-time employees. At two 
beds/unit, there could be as many as 164 occupants requiring extensive 
caregiving, especially the Alzheimer/dementia patients, who would occupy nearly 
36% of the total units. Additional privately retained caregivers would drive up the 
number of employees up even more. 

4. Parking Nightmare. The 64 parking spaces are woefully inadequate and will 
force dozens of cars and trucks headed to the facility to fight with current 
residents for the very limited street parking spaces. Apart from the locals using 
Vereda de la Montura street parking on a regular basis, weekend visitors using 
Topanga State Park's popular entrance on Vereda make for even tighter parking, 
which typically extends on both sides of Vereda from the park entrance and often 
spills over onto to Michael Lane. Given these existing conditions, where will 
dozens of family/friends visiting their very ill relatives find parking? What about 
the cars of the dozens of employees? And what spaces remain for the numerous 
big box UPS, FedEx and USPS delivery trucks or the garbage trucks, food 
suppliers, contractors, laundry suppliers, physicians, nurses, therapists, 
podiatrists, private caregivers, hairdressers, etc.? Where will all the moving vans 
for residents of 82 units park? The proposed facility is providing a paltry 64 



parking spaces for 64,646 square feet - only one space for each 1,000 square 
feet. By comparison, Caruso is providing four times the parking per square foot --
384 parking spaces for 100,000 square feet of buildings - one space for each 264 
square feet. It is apparent that the new facility will need at least double, if not 
triple, the 64 spaces. 

5. Noise at All Hours. Traffic and noise pollution are additional concerns, given 
the very serious health conditions of the Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living 
occupants. Highlands homeowners can expect a steady stream of paramedics, 
ambulances and fire trucks at all hours of the day and night, as well as sirens and 
the required backup beeping from each emergency vehicle and commercial truck. 
Importantly, the mountains surrounding the Highlands act like an amphitheater, 
which amplifies loud noises over great distances. Sirens, truck engines and the 
like coming up Palisades Drive are easily heard a mile or two away, and are 
especially annoying during the nighttime hours. 

6. Cannot Trust the Developer's Promises. The developer makes the ludicrous 
claim that these Alzheimer/dementia/assisted living patients are "healthy and 
vibrant seniors." Any developer that would make such a preposterous statement 
cannot be trusted with any other promise made to the City. 

7. No Real Plan to Transport Residents or Staff. The developer states that the 
patients and staff "would be transported mostly via shuttle." Insofar as 30-40 full 
and part time staff members - or more - would be required for this 24/7 facility, 
the notion that dozens of shuttles will be driving all over the greater Los Angeles 
area to pick them up and take them home is preposterous. Theoretically, these 
"shuttles" would be in addition to ongoing transport for the 82 - 164 patients, 
who will require regular doctor and/or hospital care for a variety of conditions 
that affect virtually all facility residents. Most such visits will be 10 miles or more 
each way, often in stifling traffic. 

8. Absolutely No Public Transportation in the Highlands. Pacific Palisades has 
virtually no public transportation, and the Highlands has NONE at all, with the 
nearest bus stop on Sunset 2.5 miles away. Staff living in the central LA region 
will, at a minimum, need at least one bus transfer and 1.5 hours to arrive at the 
bus stop closest to the facility. Thereafter, it's a 2.5-mile uphill walk to get to 
work. 

9. Creates a Traffic Nightmare in the Palisades. The streets in the Palisades are 
clogged during most morning and afternoon rush hours. There are ONLY two 
ways in and out of the area - Sunset and Pacific Coast Highway. Traveling the 10-
mile distance on Sunset from facility to the 405 is often a challenge, with traffic 
backed up several miles. The PCH alternative is no better. During peak hours, 
traffic is backed up at the PCH and Sunset signal, delaying westbound Sunset 
drivers for up to 15 minutes to turn onto PCH. The proposed facility promises to 
aggravate the growing traffic problem on the Westside even more. 



10. Lack of Proximity to Medical Resources Endangers Lives. The proposed 
facility is far from regional medical centers and trauma facilities. St. Johns and 
UCLA Santa Monica Hospitals, and even nearby medical offices, can easily 
require 45 minutes to reach--far too long in cases of emergency. Reaching 
UCLA's Westwood Medical Center is even more problematic, often taking up to 
an hour. 

11. Will Strain Already Overworked Emergency Medical Services. Because of the 
facility's demands on emergency LAFD paramedic services, current residents 
will, in many cases, be forced to wait longer for help to arrive. It is unfair and 
dangerous to locate a care facility for elderly frail and ill residents in the remote 
Highlands, distant from their doctors and hospitals. It is possible, if not probable, 
that the State will reject licensing of the facility on those grounds alone. 

12. Guarantees More Auto Accidents and Injuries. Palisades Drive and Vereda are 
accident-prone streets. Palisades Drive descends steeply from the hills above, 
and drivers frequently exceed the 35-mph limit by 20-30 mph, and more! This has 
led to numerous serious accidents, including many fatalities over the years. The 
facility will be located at the intersection of Michael Lane and Vereda, one that is 
at the top of a steep, blind hill that rises from the gated community. Residents 
from Michael Lane and above turning left onto Vereda already have difficulty 
seeing cars coming up Vereda-a hazard that has led to many near misses and a 
few accidents. A large proposed facility with a frequently-used vehicle entrance 
and exit skewed at a sharp angle on Vereda, such as the one proposed, can only 
guarantee a huge increase in mishaps. 

13. No Practical Means to Evacuate Residents. This is a high fire risk danger 
zone, and the facility will butt up against highly flammable fuel in the park only a 
few steps away. Who will evacuate 82 - 164 patients in case of fire? What about 
earthquakes? There's no medical care nearby to treat the acute medical needs of 
these patients. These risks present additional impediments to the developer ever 
obtaining a license to operate. 

14. Homeowners' Properties Will Plummet in Value. It is a fact of life that no one 
is going to buy a property across the street from a large 24/7 four-story semi
medical facility, especially one that lacks the 10 to 20-foot greenbelt setbacks that 
have been required throughout the entire Highlands. Residents who choose to 
sell, or must sell, will see their market values plummet and their home equity 
dissipate into thin air. 

15. Destroys a Unique Parklike Setting. The Highlands environment is unique-
one of expansive mountains, trees, and greenery. The area has always been 
marketed to those Southern Californians who have sought to avoid the hustle and 
bustle, and noise and congestion, of the "flatlands" of LA. For that, we sacrifice 
being able to walk to stores and restaurants and spend more time "getting there." 



This facility lacks any space for required setbacks or greenery, it blocks 
mountain and park views that are an essential part of the appeal of the Highlands; 
and, as proposed, would be rejected soundly if proposed in the Palisades Village. 
Certainly, it will prove an even greater eyesore in the Highlands, which is 
bordered on the east and north by Will Rogers State Park and the west and north 
by Topanga State Park. There are four entrances to these parks in the Highlands, 
and the huge new structure will be visible from almost every trail leading into and 
out of the Highlands. 



September 25 , 2017 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Expedited Processing Section 
200 N. Spring Street. Room 763 
Los Angeles. CA 90012 
Attn : Ms. Courtney Shum 

Planning Assistant 
Email : courtney. shum@lacity .org 

Re : Proposed Eldercare Project 
1525 Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades, CA 
Case No. ZA2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR 
CEQA No. ENV-2017-2717-CE 

Dear Ms. Shum: 

OCT D 2 2017 
CIW : .. ;3 OFPT. 
ZON!NL.,'" ..... ·-- :ilAfimj 

1 oppose the Project as presented. Please deny and disapprove the owner ' s permit and approval 
applications. 

Sincerely, 

~c?e,,0;.·f a.&~-
Name: /'l(Gf>£1ZIC k fr. [L 11-1<,j< 

Address : /&JD fi/c d/li) /? ~ 
{f 4 -jJa.L,,__,, Ci ,) _,,__.,, (! A- , '7 D 2 7 2-

cc: Council member Mike Bonin 
and Mr. Ezra Gale 
1645 Corinth Ave., #201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
Email : councilmem ber. bonin@laci ty. org 

ezra . gale@lacity.org 



LUNA & GLUSHON 
A Professional Corporation 

16255 VENTURA BOULEY ARD, SUITE 950 
ENCINO, CALIFORNIA 91436 
TEL: (818) 907-8755 
FAX: (818) 907-8760 

September 29, 2017 

VIA EMAIL AND PERSONAL DELIVERY 

Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

DENN IS R. LUNA 

(1946-2016) 

Century City Office 
1801 Century Park East, Suite 2400 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 

Re: ZA-2017-2170-ELD-CDP-SPR/ENV-2017-2171-CE 
1525 North Palisades Drive, Pacific Palisades ("Property") 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

Our law firm represents Robert T. Flick, the owner of a home in Michael 
Lane Villas, which is located directly across the street from the proposed six
~, 64,646 square-foot, 82 unit, 97 resident dementia care and assisted living 
project at the Property ("the Project"). Our client, together with many other 
owners, residents and stakeholders in the community, would be severely and 
adversely affected by the proposed Project, if approved. Based on the copies of 
petitions and other communications from other community members that will be 
provided to your office, it is clear that hundreds of other community members 
share his opposition to the Project. 

The Zoning Administrator should be aware that our clients are not 
opposed to a proposed eldercare facility at the Property. However, at the mass 
and scale proposed, the within Project is completely out-of-scale and 
inappropriate for this neighborhood. Additionally, adequate environmental 
review has not been conducted to assess its environmental impacts. 

For all of the reason set forth herein, and as will be presented at the 
hearing, we ask that the Zoning Administrator deny this Project, as proposed. 



Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
September 29, 2017 
Page Two 

I. The Required Findings for an Eldercare Facility Cannot be Made 
with Substantial Evidence 

a. The strict application of the land use regulations on the 
subject property would not result in practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulations; 

The Applicant has applied for an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit 
pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code §14.3.1, but claims that the Project 
meets all of the use, area and height provisions of the C-1-1-H Zone in which it is 
located. This position makes no sense and would obviate the need to make this 
legally required finding. 

Any hardship claimed by the Applicant in seeking the Eldercare Facility 
Permit is self-imposed and there is absolutely no evidence in the file of any 
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships associated with this proposed 
Project. Accordingly, this finding cannot be made with substantial (or any) 
evidence. 

b. The Project's location, size, height, operations and other 
significant features will not be compatible with and will adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or 
the public health, welfare, and safety; 

At 64,646 square feet, the massive size of the Project is completely 
incompatible to the residential uses to the east and the open space and parkland 
to the west. Indeed, the Applicant's proposed findings on this subject are devoid 
of any evidence of compatibility. Instead, they focus on the Project's compliance 
with the height, setback and density restrictions of the C-1 Zone. But that is not 
what is required by the Los Angeles Municipal Code. The Applicant has not 
addressed, at all, how the Project will be compatible with the adjacent properties 
and surrounding neighborhood. 

In reality, the Project is completely out of scale with the residential 
buildings along Palisades Drive and Vereda de la Montura and the open space 
and parkland to the west. Furthermore, an Eldercare Facility will generate traffic 
and noise impacts associated with the healthcare needs of its residents, as 
described below. These will be incompatible with the neighborhood and will 
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Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
September 29, 2017 
Page Three 

impair the existing neighborhood's transportation circulation patterns, creating 
grave public health, welfare, and safety concerns. 

Accordingly, the Project's location, size, height, operations and other 
significant features will not be compatible with and will adversely affect and 
further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, and public 
health, welfare, and safety. 

c. The Project will create an adverse impact on street access or 
circulation in the surrounding neighborhood; 

The Applicant's focus on the fact that the residents of the Eldercare 
Facility will not attribute to peak hour traffic is misplaced. The proposed 
Eldercare Facility will generate great traffic impacts associated with the 
healthcare needs of its residents. The Project plans propose to have ingress and 
egress from an underground parking garage directly onto Palisades Drive, a four 
lane divided road that experiences high speed use, which would create a chronic 
danger for vehicles and pedestrians. Although shuttles are proposed to transport 
people to public transportation (the nearest bus stop is over two miles away), 
staff, visitors and vendors to the Project will undoubtedly use street parking, due 
to the fact that the Project would only provide roughly 66 vehicle parking spaces 
on-site. Street parking is already in short supply in the vicinity of the Property, 
and the Project would grossly overburden it. These impacts will be 
disproportionate to the existing emergency responder impacts in the 
neighborhood and must be taken into account when considering impact on street 
access or circulation in the surrounding neighborhood. 

d. The Project does not provide for an arrangement of uses, 
buildings, structures, open spaces and other improvements that are 
compatible with the scale and character of the adjacent properties and 
surrounding neighborhood; and 

The Project, as proposed, seeks to "max out the envelope" rather than 
provide for an arrangement of structures and open spaces that are compatible 
with the residential and open space uses surrounding it. 

The proposed size and scale of the building is unlike anything in this 
neighborhood. Due to the fact that the Project FAR is approximate 1.50, as 
compared to approximately 0.27 for the small commercial structure next door, 
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Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
September 29, 2017 
Page Four 

0.5 to 0.7 for residential properties and 0.00 for the City and State parklands, the 
Project, will stick out like a sore thumb rather than blend in with the scale and 
character of its surrounding neighborhood. Plus, its modern design would be 
completely incompatible with the rustic and Mediterranean character of the 
surrounding Highlands neighborhoods and achieve no harmony with the rest of 
the existing development. Additionally, its proposed guest parking allocation is 
not appropriate. Street parking is already in short supply in the vicinity of the 
Property, and the Project will grossly overburden it. 

Therefore, the Project does not provide for an arrangement of uses, 
buildings, structures, open spaces and other improvements that are compatible 
with the scale and character of the adjacent properties and surrounding 
neighborhood. 

e. The Project is in not substantial conformance with the 
purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan, applicable 
community plan, and with any applicable specific plan. 

The Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan provides the following 
issues, goals and objectives: 

Need to minimize grading1, limit land use intensity, and preserve 
natural topography in hillside areas. 

Need to preserve open space and the natural character of mountainous 
areas. 

Preserving and enhancing the positive characteristics of existing 
residential neighborhoods while providing a variety of compatible 
new housing opportunities. 

To limit the intensity and density in hillside areas to that which can 
reasonably be accommodated by infrastructure and natural 
topography. 

1 Due to scale, the Project will require a haul route approval. 
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Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
September 29, 2017 
Page Five 

Senior housing projects are to be located in neighborhoods within 
reasonable walking distance of heal and community facilities, services 
and public transportation. 

Developments are required to preserve existing views in hillside areas 
and protect views from public lands and roadways. 

Commercial projects must be designed and developed to achieve a 
high level of quality, distinctive character and compatibility with 
existing uses. 

- Commercial projects must achieve harmony with the rest of existing 
development. 

Require that any proposed development be designed to enhance and 
be compatible with adjacent development. 

Require that projects be designed and developed to achieve a high 
level of quality, distinctive character, and compatibility with existing 
uses and development. 

Ensure that commercial projects achieve harmony with the best of 
existing development. 

Preserve community character, scale and architecture diversity. 

By proposing a development that is of such a great mass and scale that it 
is completely incompatible with the residential and open space neighborhood 
surrounding it, the Project ignores all of these Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan issues, goals and objectives. The 4-story awkward Project 
would destroy the currently existing views and its modern design would be 
completely incompatible with the rustic and Mediterranean character of the 
surrounding Highlands neighborhoods and thus achieve no harmony with the 
rest of the existing development. 

The only way to reduce the impacts of the Project is to scale it down to an 
intensity and density which can reasonably be accommodated by the 
infrastructure and natural topography of the Project site and the character of the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

5 



Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 
September 29, 2017 
Page Six 

II. The Required Findings for a Coastal Development Permit Cannot 
be Made with Substantial Evidence 

a. The development is not in conformity with Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act of 1976; and 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act requires permitted development to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas and require 
protection of communities and neighborhoods that, because of their unique 
characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses: 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall 
be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic 
coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where 
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 
New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the 
California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the 
Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be 
subordinate to the character of its setting. California Coastal Act, §30251. 

Again, here, at its proposed scale and design, the within Project is far from 
being visually compatible with the character of its surrounding areas. 
Accordingly, it is not in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act. 

b. The development will prejudice the ability of the City of Los 
Angeles to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in conformity with 
Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

This Project will prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to prepare 
a Local Coastal Program. If allowed to proceed as proposed, the Project will 
serve as precedent for further incompatible development. "Community 
character," as relevant to the analysis of compatibility under the Coastal Act, is a 
classic cumulative impacts issue, and all "outlier" incompatible development 
allowed in this neighborhood will serve, in combination with other past, current 
and probably future projects, as a structure against which future projects are 
measured. Accordingly, if allowed to proceed, this Project's adverse precedent 
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will prejudice the ability to adopt a Local Coastal Program that protects 
community character. 

III. The Required Findings for Site Plan Review Cannot be Made 
with Substantial Evidence 

a. The Project is not in substantial conformance with the 
purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan, applicable 
community plan, and any applicable specific plan; and 

For the reasons set forth above, the Project is inconsistent with the 
Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan. 

b. The Project does not consist of an arrangement of buildings 
and structures (including height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking 
facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and other 
such pertinent improvements, that is or will be compatible with existing 
and future development on adjacent properties and neighboring 
properties. 

For all of the reasons set forth above, the Project is both visually and as a 
use at this proposed scale incompatible with the residential and open space 
neighborhood surrounding it. As such, it does not consist of an arrangement of 
buildings and structures, off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, 
landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements that is or 
will be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent properties 
and neighboring properties. 

IV. The Categorical Exemption is Insufficient under the California 
Environmental Quality Act 

a. The Project Does Not Fit Within a Class 32 Exemption 

In order to fit within a Class 32 exemption, the Project must be consistent 
with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations; must 
occur within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantially 
surrounded by urban uses; have no value as habitat for endangered, rare or 
threatened species; not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air 
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quality, or water quality; and be adequately served by all required utilities and 
public services. These findings cannot be made for the within Project. 

As set forth above, the Project is inconsistent with the Brentwood-Pacific 
Palisades Community Plan, and, therefore, the City's General Plan of which the 
Community Plan is a part. Additionally, it is bounded, on one side, by open 
space, undeveloped mountainous land, not "urban uses." It is located in the 
Santa Monica Mountains and substantially surrounded by parklands and open 
space, with pockets of suburban, not urban, uses, located nearby. The Property 
and the two immediately adjacent parcels together comprise approximately 27 
acres. Approximatelv 92% of the aggregate area of the three parcels is Citv
owned, Open Space parkland. Those parcels are in turn substantially 
surrounded by the massive Topanga State Park. In addition, the closest area that 
could be remotely characterized as an "urban" use is the main business district of 
Pacific Palisades, more than 5 miles away. The assertion that the Property is 
substantially surrounded by urban uses is therefore completely without merit or 
substantiation. 

It is further well known that these City and State Parklands in the 
Highlands are home to mountain lions, which are rare and threatened due to 
continuing diminution of habitat, and that the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife lists many other species that have been identified as threatened or 
endangered by the State or the Federal Government. Therefore the finding that 
the Project would have no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened 
species is incorrect. 

Finally, there is not substantial evidence to support a conclusion that the 
Project will not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air 
quality, or water quality. The Project plans propose to have ingress and egress 
from an underground parking garage directly onto Palisades Drive, a four lane 
divided road that experiences high speed use, which would create a chronic 
danger for vehicles and pedestrians. Although shuttles are proposed to transport 
people to public transportation (the nearest bus stop is over two miles away), 
staff, visitors and vendors to the Project will undoubtedly use street parking, due 
to the fact that the Project would only provide roughly 66 vehicle parking spaces 
on-site. Street parking is already in short supply in the vicinity of the Property, 
and the Project would grossly overburden it. Similarly, the Projects' noise 
"analysis" is nothing more than a one-time measurement and does not reference 
the time of day the measurements were taken, or the weather conditions. 
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Ambient sound in the vicinity of the Property, which includes a natural 
amphitheater effect due to the proximate mountains, varies substantially with 
the time of day, wind and humidity. Particularly at night, the area is very quiet, 
and any additional equipment operation, traffic trips, emergency vehicle trips, 
and even people talking, yelling and playing music on the proposed huge 
rooftop deck would resonate through the neighborhood. 

b. Exceptions to Exemptions Apply 

All exemptions are inapplicable when the cumulative impact of successive 
projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant or the project 
which may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource. Here, there is no evidence to support the conclusion that the 
"cumulative impact" of the Project will not result in any potentially significant 
impacts. There are no other "reasonably foreseeable probably future projects" 
listed and none analyzed. 

Similarly, the City's review of a project proposed for the Property in 1988 
included a finding that the Property is located in an area likely to yield 
unrecorded archaeological sites. It is well known that Native Americans lived in 
the Palisades area for thousands of years, and there is a distinct possibility that 
the Property contains historically significant artifacts which cannot be ignored. 

Finally, a categorical exemption cannot 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." The "unusual circumstances" 
exception is established without evidence of an environmental effect upon a 
showing that the project has some feature that distinguishes it from others in the 
exempt class, such as its size or location. 

Here, the unusual circumstances exception is established by the Project's 
location next to an open space wildlife/mountain area. Again, the entire purpose 
behind a Class 32 Categorical Exemption is that the proposed development must 
occur within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantialht 
surrounded bu urban uses. As proposed, the Project will have a significant adverse 
effect on the environment due to this special circumstance of its location next and 
proximate to parks and open space. The Property abuts a City-owned open space 
parcel comprising over 25 acres, comprising part of Santa Ynez Canyon Park, 
and is located approximately 200 feet from the boundary of Topanga State Park. 
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The dense occupancy of the Project would profoundly increase the likelihood of 
fire in the open space and parks (rated Very High Severity Fire Hazard Zone), 
and the proposed overwhelming mass and appearance would adversely affect 
the wildlife, topography, geology/ soils, drainage and appearance of the City and 
State properties. 

Simply put, a Class 32 Categorical Exemption is wholly and completely 
inappropriate where located immediately adjacent to undeveloped, mountainous 
land where it will have biological impacts that need to be studied under CEQA. 
As such, the "unusual circumstances" exception is established and a categorical 
exemption is not appropriate for this Project site. 

For all of these reasons, we ask that the Zoning Administrator deny this 
Project, as proposed, and require the Applicant to revise the Project in compliance 
with the compatibility requirements of the LAMC and applicable land use plans, 
and complete adequate environmental review. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

LUNA & GLUSHON 
A Professional Corporation 

~~/4 
ROBERT L. GLUSHON 

IO 


	ZA-2017-2170 HN.pdf
	 Rebuttal Submissions - All written materials in response to the Appeal Recommendation Report and/or additional comments must be submitted no later than 48 hours before the public hearing.  Submissions, including exhibits, shall not exceed ten (10) p...

	ZA-2017-2170 Appeal 1 - Jonathan Klar.pdf
	application appeal of ZA 2017-2170
	Justification for ZA 2107-2170 appeal
	Case for appeal ZA 2017-2170

	JMBM.pdf
	A.pdf
	B_TM.pdf
	C.pdf




