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This yellow letter effectively says alot and | endorse it. As the only speaker who was
"shut up” by the bureaucracy at the Studio City meeting, | want to reiterate that you are
part of the problem already. If you can't see the necessity of open space in Los
Angeles, if open space means nothing as a concept already approved, then what are
you doing in a position to protect the public interest?

| have lived in Studio City for over 20 years and in Valley Village for six years. | have
seen the growth, noticed the increased use of the Fryman Canyon trail, the roads, the
markets, etc. We will not ever become a ghost town so why not take this opportunity to
start a serious renewed open space program. - with bucks behind it. Jack Weiss has a
$250,000 discretionary fund as a coouncilman, why not ask for a healthy portion of it?
Additionally, | am in favor of lots being kept open space in the area - to make us the
leaders in open space protection. You will see how it will catch on and people with
attribute the idea to you- fine with me.

Thank you.
Lisabeth Hush

12360 Riverside Drive 119
Valley Village, CA 91607
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3/4/02

Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

RE: Proposed development of Studio City Golf & Tennis facility at 4141 Whitsett Ave.

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

I am writing to express my deep concerns about the proposed senior housing development by
Homeplace of America at the Studio City Golf and Tennis property. The environmental impacts
to our community are staggering. This is no less than the largest development ever in Stndio
City. It would eliminate precious open space and create permanent negative environmental,
cultural and recreational impacts. The following is just a partial list of the impacts.

Land use impacts: This property is zoned Al Agricultural open space. It was downzoned by
the city and is designated in the General Plan as open space. This is also part of the LA River
master plan identified as a key in the creation of the LA River Park Space Nodes. This
development is in contrast with both the General Plan and LA River Master Plan. To upzone
this property is tantamount to building on parkland. This would set a precedent allowing
developers to build on all open space no matter what the zoning is.

Water and Geological impacts: That property is known to be above a low water table with
liquefaction soil. Homplace proposes building a 500 car, sub-terrainian-parking garage.
Their proposal does not address how they will prevent the ground water problems. Second,
this development will increase water usage, which is of great concern to the City. Not only
will there be 240 new units, but there will be multiple residents living in each unit, employees
of the center, medical and restaurant facilities using precious, limited water.

Aesthetic impacts: The multiple 60ft tall buildings would permanently ruin the beautiful
views of the mountains just one block to the south. They would cast shadows across the
entire remaining golf course. Countless old, 50ft. tall palm trees and other shade trees would
be removed, thereby impacting air quality to the immediate surrounding area.

Cultural impacts: The Studio City Golf and Tennis facility has been in operation in the
community for more than 50 years. The entire property, from the tennis courts and golf
course to the coffee shop is a safe destination place for families and children. This is a
defining cultural icon of Studio City. This facility is one of the primary attractions for
families to live in the city. Developing this open space would have an absolute, negative
impact on the social environment and property values of the entire Studio City area.

Recreational impacts: Studio City has already lost The Racquet Center, which was on the
comer of Vineland and Ventura Blvd. The Studio City Golf and Tennis facility is the only
remaining facility in the immediate Los Angeles area where tennis groups and schools can
‘block-book’ multiple tennis courts for tournament play. The City of Los Angeles tennis
courts do not allow block booking. Many Studio City schools including Harvard-Westlake,



Oakwood and Buckley use the Studio City Golf and Tennis facility for their school programs.
If these courts are destroyed, these school’s programs will be forced to shut down. Even the
“proposed” relocation of some courts by the developer will scatter the courts and make the
new courts fall under the jurisdiction of the City Park and Recreation. Not only will there not
be enough courts at the new locations for tournaments, but Park and Rec. would not allow
block booking anyway.

Additionally, the new residents and employees of the proposed development will invariably
render the remaining golf course too crowded for the other long-time players.

Traffic impacts: The most important thing the EIR for this project needs to consider are the
traffic impacts of this project with population density growth of the year 2005. The current
leaseholders have gone on record as refusing to vacate before their lease expires in 2005.
Traffic will surely be worse and to ignore this fact is doing the community a grave disservice.
In addition, these senior units are being marketed as very expensive units ‘right on a golf
course’. These new residents are also fully able and capable to own one or more vehicles.
This is precisely why they need the 500 car-parking garage. The developer has tried to claim
that the residents will not create any additional traffic, however, other similar senior centers
have proven otherwise.

In other Homplace senior facilities, they advertise the use of shuttle busses which take the
residents to shopping and banks all day long, every day of the week. They also use large
buses to take the residents on day trips regularly. Add to that the regular trucks bringing in
supplies, and ambulances, and that comer is a recipe for disaster.

There is a new strip mall currently under construction adjacent to the property at the comer of
Ventura Blvd and Whitsett Ave. This new mall has already increased the number of
accidents at that dangerous comer due to lack of visibility. I dare to ask, what will happen
with 500 new seniors walking and driving at that comer. The density of this housing
development cannot be denied.

Construction impacts: Based on the developers own admission, there will be truckloads of
dirt hauled out of this property for approximately 40 days, all day long. There will be cranes
and construction for almost two years to finish this project. The air quality and traffic
impacts are immeasurable. Additionally, the remaining golf course and tennis courts will
have to be shut down for the entire 2-year construction period, if not, players will be forced to
play under unsafe, noisy conditions.

Impact on City services: With the addition of so many new, elderly residents packed into this
dense space, there will be a negative impact on City services. From ambulances to police to
water and power, the EIR needs to focus on how this will impact the other long-time
residents.

Another consideration which is lost in this Public Scoping notice is the fact that the LA Fire
Department is in the process of appraising a one acre portion of this same property on the
south-east comer adjacent to the Valleyheart roadway. The LAFD has already surveyed the
parcel and is preparing to take it in eminent domain, if necessary. This is precisely where
Homplace planned to put the lobby building. How can all the impacts of this development
possibly be evaluated if we still do not know the entire scope of the project?



Finally, although there is no denying that there is a need for senior housing in Los Angeles,
destroying precious open space is not the way to make our city a better place to live. Even in
Studio City, there are two new senior assisted-living facilities currently under construction. Less
than a few blocks away, at the Riverside Hospital location on the comer of Whitsett and
Riverside, an almost 300 unit facility has been approved and is being renovated. This property
does not destroy open space and re-uses the existing building to it’s highest and best use. Also,
there is another 80 unit senior assisted-living complex under construction less than a mile away
on the comer of Coldwater Canyon and Hortense in Studio City. There were old apartment
buildings on that site, which again, does not destroy open space.

Our City Counsel representative, Jack Weiss has already met with private and State
representatives to explore other altematives to purchase this property and preserve the entire 17-
acre site as open space. Other City and State representatives including Zev Yaroslavsky, Bob
Hertzberg, Rocky Delgadillo, Mary Nichols and Sheila Kuehl have all gone on record as
opposing this development. Even if the Fire Dept. uses the one acre area, that will take
approximately three tennis courts, but it would still leave enough courts intact to allow school and
league tournaments. This development would permanently and negatively impact Studio City,
it’s residents and countless others who use the Studio City Golf and Tennis facility.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this most important matter.

Sincerely,
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Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator S
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 11 S
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

RE: Proposed development of Studio City Golf & Tennis facility at 4141 Whitsett Ave.

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

I am writing to express my deep concerns about the proposed senior housing development by
Homeplace of America at the Studio City Golf and Tennis property. The environmental impacts
to our community are staggering. This is no less than the largest development ever in Studio
City. it would eliminate precious open space and create permanent negative environmental,
cultural and recreational impacts. The following is just a partial list of the impacts.

e  Land use impacts: This property is zoned A1 Agricultural open space. It was downzoned by
the city and is designated in the General Plan as open space. This is also part of the LA River
master plan identified as a key in the creation of the LA River Park Space Nodes. This
development is in contrast with both the General Plan and LA River Master Plan. To upzone
this property is tantamount to building on parkland. This would set a precedent allowing
developers to build on all open space no matter what the zoning is.

e Water and Geological impacts: That property is known to be above a low water table with
liquefaction soil. Homplace proposes building a 500 car, sub-terrainian-parking garage.
Their proposal does not address how they will prevent the ground water problems. Second,
this development will increase water usage, which is of great concern to the City. Not only
will there be 240 new units, but there will be multiple residents living in each unit, employees
of the center, medical and restaurant facilities using precious, limited water.

®  Aesthetic impacts: The multiple 60ft tall buildings would permanently ruin the beautiful
views of the mountains just one block to the south. They would cast shadows across the
entire remaining golf course. Countless old, 50ft. tall palm trees and other shade trees would
be removed, thereby impacting air quality to the immediate surrounding area.

o  Cultural impacts: The Studio City Golf and Tennis facility has been in operation in the
community for more than 50 years. The entire property, from the tennis courts and golf
course to the coffee shop is a safe destination place for families and children. This is a
defining cultural icon of Studio City. This facility is one of the primary attractions for
families to live in the city. Developing this open space would have an absolute, negative
impact on the social environment and property values of the entire Studio City area.

¢ Recreational impacts: Studio City has already lost The Racquet Center, which was on the
comer of Vineland and Ventura Blvd. The Studio City Golf and Tennis facility is the only
remaining facility in the immediate Los Angeles area where tennis groups and schools can
‘block-book’ multiple tennis courts for tounament play. The City of Los Angeles tennis
courts do not allow block booking. Many Studio City schools including Harvard-Westlake,



Oakwood and Buckley use the Studio City Golf and Tennis facility for their school programs.
If these courts are destroyed, these school’s programs will be forced to shut down. Even the
“proposed” relocation of some courts by the developer will scatter the courts and make the
new courts fall under the jurisdiction of the City Park and Recreation. Not only will there not
be enough courts at the new locations for tournaments, but Park and Rec. would not allow
block booking anyway.

Additionally, the new residents and employees of the proposed development will invariably
render the remaining golf course too crowded for the other long-time players.

Traffic impacts: The most important thing the EIR for this project needs to consider are the
traffic impacts of this project with population density growth of the year 2005. The current
leaseholders have gone on record as refusing to vacate before their lease expires in 2005.
Traffic will surely be worse and to ignore this fact is doing the community a grave disservice.
In addition, these senior units are being marketed as very expensive units ‘right on a goif
course’. These new residents are also fully able and capable to own one or more vehicles.
This is precisely why they need the 500 car-parking garage. The developer has tried to claim
that the residents will not create any additional traffic, however, other similar senior centers
have proven otherwise.

In other Homplace senior facilities, they advertise the use of shuttle busses which take the
residents to shopping and banks all day long, every day of the week. They also use large
buses to take the residents on day trips regularly. Add to that the regular trucks bringing in
supplies, and ambulances, and that corner is a recipe for disaster.

There is a new strip mall currently under construction adjacent to the property at the comer of
Ventura Blvd and Whitsett Ave. This new mall has already increased the number of
accidents at that dangerous comer due to lack of visibility. I dare to ask, what will happen
with 500 new seniors walking and driving at that corner. The density of this housing
development cannot be denied.

Construction impacts: Based on the developers own admission, there will be truckloads of
dirt hauled out of this property for approximately 40 days, all day long. There will be cranes
and construction for almost two years to finish this project. The air quality and traffic
impacts are immeasurable. Additionally, the remaining golf course and tennis courts will
have to be shut down for the entire 2-year construction period, if not, players will be forced to
play under unsafe, noisy conditions.

Impact on City services: With the addition of so many new, elderly residents packed into this
dense space, there will be a negative impact on City services. From ambulances to police to
water and power, the EIR needs to focus on how this will impact the other long-time
residents.

Another consideration which is lost in this Public Scoping notice is the fact that the LA Fire
Department is in the process of appraising a one acre portion of this same property on the
south-east comer adjacent to the Valleyheart roadway. The LAFD has already surveyed the
parcel and is preparing to take it in eminent domain, if necessary. This is precisely where
Homplace planned to put the lobby building. How can all the impacts of this development
possibly be evaluated if we still do not know the entire scope of the project?



Finally, although there is no denying that there is a need for senior housing in Los Angeles,
destroying precious open space is not the way to make our city a better place to live. Even in
Studio City, there are two new senior assisted-living facilities currently under construction. Less
than a few blocks away, at the Riverside Hospital location on the comer of Whitsett and
Riverside, an almost 300 unit facility has been approved and is being renovated. This property
does not destroy open space and re-uses the existing building to it’s highest and best use. Also,
there is another 80 unit senior assisted-living complex under construction less than a mile away
on the comer of Coldwater Canyon and Hortense in Studio City. There were old apartment
buildings on that site, which again, does not destroy open space.

Our City Counsel representative, Jack Weiss has already met with private and State
representatives to explore other alternatives to purchase this property and preserve the entire 17-
acre site as open space. Other City and State representatives including Zev Yaroslavsky, Bob
Hertzberg, Rocky Delgadillo, Mary Nichols and Sheila Kuehl have all gone on record as
opposing this development. Even if the Fire Dept. uses the one acre area, that will take
approximately three tennis courts, but it would still leave enough courts intact to allow school and
league tournaments. This development would permanently and negatively impact Studio City,
it’s residents and countless others who use the Studio City Golf and Tennis facility.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this most important matter.
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JUDY GUTH
4136 Wilkinson Avenue
Studio City, CA 91604 _
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Maya Zaitzevsky,

Being residents of Studio City for over twenty years, we
are concerned with the proposed project on Whitsett Blvd. We
are concerned with the noise level and the increase in
traffic on Whitsett Blvd. The street can not handle an
increase of that magnitude. The corner of Whitsett and
Ventura will be congested enough due to the City National
Bank, any further ‘increase in traffic would make it impossible
for us to travel on Whitsett.

Sincerely,
7 i r o 7
Filebotn, & {Sa:”jﬁ;sz Kﬁ et

Nick and Barbara Konakas

4171 Sunswept Drive

Studio City, California
91604
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Maya Zaitzevsky . Ny

City of Los Angeles Planning Dept. MAR 27 e

200 North Spring Street ENVIRONMENTAL
Room 763 UNIT

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF STUDIO CITY GOLF & TENNIS FACIILITY
(@ 4141 Whitsett Avenue)

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

This letter serves to express my concerns regarding the proposed development of the land
currently occupied by Studio City Golf and Tennis. The Facility is a trademark of Studio City
ambiance and culture. Since the demolition of the Racquet Center (at Ventura/Vineland) there is
no other piace for public “block-book™ play; a feature that is imperative to high schoois’
tournament play and loved by golf and tennis enthusiasts. The Facility is also a lush, refreshing
feast for the soul.... You truly feel you are vacationing, getting away from the endless concrete
and industry of the growing city.

In addition, the geological impacts of the proposed construction are immense. Water usage
would sky rocket, which would in turn raise the rates of water for the residents in surrounding
areas (including the retirement residents!). The removal of the palm and shade trees would
decrease the air quality. In fact, examine how many places are trying to force trees to grow (the
median at Laurel Canyon and the 134 is a prime example) to help improve air quality and
aesthetics after they’ve removed trees unnecessarily from surrounding areas. Traffic would
inevitably increase as well, increasing air and noise pollution for the residents, for the long
construction period and well after.

We do not need retirement housing in this location. What we do need is to encourage outdoor
activity and continue to foster an enthusiasm for sports and recreation, particularly for the youths
—no one wants to play golf in the shadows of six-story buildings!

I urge you to find another location. Studio City Golf and Tennis must endure.

Sincerely,

Blog

Bree I.eMasters

Bree LeMasters
4126 Warner Blvd.

Apartment A

Toluca Lake, CA_91 505

\\‘m



March 23, 2002 RECEIVED
CITY OF LOS ANGELES
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Environmental Review Section MAR 25 2002
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 ENVIRONMENTAL
Los Angeles, CA 90012 UNIT

Re: 4141 Whitsett Avenue, Studio City, CA
Case No.: ENV-2001-1196

Dear Sirs:

Not mentioned at the scoping meeting held on March 6, 2002 was the affect
increased traffic will have on commuting and recreational cyclists. Los Angeles should
be encouraging cycle commuting by making streets safer, not by overcrowding more of
them with drivers who, as a result, become more antagonistic to cyclists and pedestrians.

Whitsett runs in between and parallel to Coldwater and Laurel Canyon
Boulevards. They are the only streets in the area that reach Ventura Boulevard. South of
the 101 Freeway, Coldwater and Laurel Canyon have already become almost unrideable,
at times even for experienced cyclists. If Whitsett starts carrying even more traffic, the
only remaining (now relatively safe) north/south route for cyclists needing to reach
Ventura or the proposed Los Angeles River Parkway will be eliminated.

The community is appreciative of your consideration. Please admit this
correspondence as part of the administrative record.

Name: Rhonda Levine

Address: 4229 Teesdale Ave.
Telephone: 818-846-5607

323/02d:\my documentsirhondalsc golf scoping doc
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Los Angeles City Planning Department

Environmental Review ‘%e tion RECEIV gfﬁ

200 N, ;‘%éé‘sz“iéag Street Room 763 CITY OF LOS ANGELES

¥ s St " {)( ¥ p

o8 Angeles, UA 90612 MAR 26 2007
§ A . . v AENTAL

{e: Home place Retirement Community  ENV-2601-1196 ENWR%?%L\M

This proposal wants to shoehorn a complex of six four-story buildings and an
administration building, inlo a residential area that has already seen more and more
single family units, with their air refreshing gardens and trees, demaolished in favor
of three or four story apartments or condominiums. This proposal will add nothing
valuable or useful to the community. Instead, it will cause additional loss of
neighborhood in the true sense of the word, and something even more precious,
valuable green space, s*@p?méiw it with greater population density, more and move

witomohiles, bringing with them more and more air pollution, traffic congestion,
&mi the accompanving noise to an already overloaded intersection.

In addition, putting a4 complex into this particular location will very likely fead 1o
friction and the inevitable law suits, as errant (méi balls ricochet off windows and the
sounds of early tennis games agitate elderly ears. The resulting conflict can only be
decided in favor of the complex, since it is now a {ait accompli, and it becomes quite
obvicus that the few remaining tennds courts will have to go. Followed soon after by
the golf course. Leaving room for more units,

YWhich brings up a question. Once the large complex is construcied and for some
o b H fas

reason or another, not enocugh seniors with suficient funds are attracted, what will

happen to the complex? Will the city be called upon to supplement the loss of

operating revenue or will a variance be requested to allow vounger, more affluent
tenants?

Finally, and most importantly, there is a senior housing center with assisted living
capabilities already in place in neighboring Sherman Oaks, much nearer an
emergency tacility at the Sherman Oaks Hospital, and only partially occupied,
Adding another such complex defies logic.

Flavia Perine Parke Perine
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Gilbert A Stayner Architect

March 25, 2002

City of Los Angeles Planning Department

I i:"rd\/‘ Ly .y i
ENVIRUniie N AL

c/o Maya Zaitzesky, Project Coordinator UNIT
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Proposed development at 4141 Whitsett Avenue, Studio City
Dear Ms. Zaitzesky,

As a commercial property owner in Studio City and a homeowner in Sherman Oaks, I urge the Planning
Department to deny the proposed development for the Studio City Golf and Tennis property. Once
destroyed, this facility cannot ever be replicated. There is simply no place to rebuild it and the modest
income from golf and tennis is inadequate to sustain a new facility. Please put the legitimate needs of the
current residents of this community ahead of the property owner’s short-sighted desire for profits.

Studio City Golf and Tennis is the last remaining place for many in the community enjoy our sports. It is a
provider of jobs, recreational activities, and critically needed open space, which will be destroyed by the
proposed development. These amenities are extremely important to the quality of life in Studio City. They
are essential components to this community. Please preserve this park-like public space.

Speaking as an Architect and Urban Designer, I believe the negative environmental impact of the proposed
development are obvious and unacceptable. Seventeen acres of extremely low intensity development will be
replaced by much higher density. Views, open space, jobs, recreational opportunities and a sense of
continuity with our past will be sacrificed—forever. The existing forest of trees, cool green lawns and other
landscaping-all available to the public—cannot co-exist with the inevitable construction and site
improvements required for the development. Housing can be accommodated in many more locations than
can tennis courts and golf courses.

Studio City Golf and Tennis is a well- maintained oasis of tranquility, in contrast to the din of traffic noise
along Whitsctt Avenue. [ am typical of its many customers: We are homecwners and renters. We are
parents, young singles and retirees. We are taxpayers who support the public parks we can seldom use,
preferring to pay for the safety, cleanliness and maintenance which this facility provides at a modest cost.

But we are not the rich, who have their own facilities or club memberships, just active members of this
community who will be losing an extremely important part of our quality of life if you allow it to be
urbanized. Please deny the developers proposal. Studio City Golf and Tennis provides an alternative to
public parks and private country clubs. It is so important-and it already exists1 Please do not destroy it.

Thank you. j
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The RIVER PROJECT

May 30, 2001

City of Los Angeles Planning Department
221 N. Figueroa, Suite 1500

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attn: Hadar Plafkin, Environmental Review

RE: MND # 2001-1196 MPR-SVR-ZV

Dear Mr. Plafkin:

The River Project has reviewed the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) for the proposed Senior Housing Project in Studio City on the
site of Studio City Golf and Tennis, immediately adjacent to the Los Angeles
River. We offer the following comments:

We maintain that preparation of a focused Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is
required to address the environmental issues associated with this project.
Currently key information is lacking or glossed over in order to meet CEQA
documentation with an MND. The public and decision-makers need to be
apprised of all the issues involved with this project and its impact on future plans
for the community and the County. Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines
clearly outlines the parameters of an Initial Study.

(a) Following preliminary review, the Lead Agency shall conduct an
Initial Study to determine if the project may have a significant effect
on the environment. If the Lead Agency can determine that an EIR
will clearly be required for the project, an Initial Study is not required
but may still be desirable.

(1) All phases of project planning, implementation, and operation must
be considered in the Initial Study of the project.

(2) To meet the requirements of this section, the lead agency may use
an environmental assessment or a similar analysis prepared
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act.

(3) An initial study may rely upon expert opinion supported by facts,
technical studies or other substantial evidence to document its
findings. However, an initial study is neither intended nor required to
include the level of detail included in an EIR.

(b) Results.

(1) If the agency determines that there is substantial evidence that any
aspect of the project, either individually or cumulatively, may
cause a significant effect on the environment, regardless of whether

-the overall effect of the project is adverse or beneficial, the Lead
Agency shall do one of the following:
(A) Prepare an EIR, . . .

111950 Ventura Blvd. #7 Studio City, CA 91604  818.9809.9660ph  818.980.0700fx
www.theRiverProject.org



The RIVER PROJECT MND # 2001-1196 MPR-SVR-ZV

This project is requesting no less than 6 variances, a modification to an existing
Conditional Use Permit, a General Plan Amendment, a Zone/Height district
change, and the taking of public land along the County right-of-way for private
use. This is clearly a project that will change the entire character of the
neighborhood. All the impacts and mitigation measures should be fully disclosed
in an EIR. Currently they are not.

Countywide planning for the greening of our rivers is and has been proceeding
for over six years. These plans include:
o [os Angeles River Master Plan (1996) LA County Department of Public
Works
e Los Angeles River Greenway, Sherman Oaks to Studio City, River
Community Enhancement Plan (2000) City of Los Angeles Dept. of
Recreation & Parks
e LA City General Plan
e Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake-Cahuenga Pass Community Plan

Further, this proposed project would be adjacent to the planned future Los
Angeles River State Parkway. Over the past year, the Governor and the
legislature of California have seen fit to designate more than $100 million for the
creation of the Los Angeles River State Parkway. In 1996, the Los Angeles
County Board of Supervisors approved the Los Angeles River Master Plan. The
intent of these actions has been the creation of a contiguous 52-mile public
parkway along the Los Angeles River.

Although these planning efforts are headed by different regional and local
agencies, all participants agree on the planned proposed future of this area — a
Los Angeles River Greenway linking all our communities for the entire 52-mile
stretch of the LA River. Since these planning efforts have been in process for
many years, future planned projects need to be consistent with these planning
efforts. The Municipal Code requires the City to find that the proposed
development "is or will be compatible with existing and future development on
neighboring properties.” (Municipal Code §16.05F .5, emphasis added). The
proposed development would remove several acres of land planned for inclusion
on the Parkway from the public domain and hence from the planned future
Parkway.

According to the Los Angeles River Master Plan, the Juan Batista de Anza
National Historic Trail currently planned by the National Park Service, runs
adjacent to the River through this area. The department must examine impacts
on all plans for the area. If this site, which has remained undeveloped since the
de Anza expedition, were to be built upon, it would mean the permanent
destruction of an historic resource. Historic Resources include not only those
already designated on lists (for instance, the National Register of Historic
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The RIVER PROJECT MND # 2001-1196 MPR-SVR-ZV

Places), but also those properties that are self-evidently "historic," regardless of
their being designated or not. (League for Protection of Oakland’s Architectural
and Historic Resources v. City Of Oakland, (Montgomery Ward) (1997) 52
Cal.App.4th 896) This portion of the Los Angeles River, as evidenced by the De
Anza Trail plan, is an "historic resource" under the Montgomery Ward decision,
and as such the project should undergo full environmental review to assess its
impact on historic resources. This land has never been developed. We include
for the record a copy of a local magazine article about the history of the site. (see
attached)

The senior housing project proposes to develop nearly a half a million square
feet on a property adjacent to the Los Angeles River that is currently zoned as
open space. The notion that any area currently zoned as open space could be
encouraged for development without overwhelming public support is
unacceptable. The notion that it could be encouraged to move forward under an
MND is unfathomable.

As you know, Los Angeles ranks dead last in park space per capita among the
major cities in this country. All relevant local planning documents refer to this
fact and seek to institute policies and programs to redress this lack.

According to the Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake-Cahuenga Pass
Community Plan (Community Plan), the area is deficient in the number of
neighborhood parks and can ill afford to sacrifice any existing uses.

The Community Plan’s Recreation And Park Facilities element seeks to:

e ‘conserve, maintain and better utilize existing recreation and park facilities
which promote the recreational experience....”

e ‘preserve the existing recreational facilities and park space.”

e “Increase accessibility to The Los Angeles River.”

» “... assure that properties adjacent to the river develop an integrated design
element to promote the use of the river as a recreational asset.”

(Community Plan, Page 27/28, sec. 4 through 4-1.2, emphasis added)

The Community Plan’s Open Space element seeks to “ preserve existing open

space resources and where possible develop new open space.” The Plan Map
designates areas for open space, “thus protecting them from encroachment of

more intense uses.”

(Community Plan, Page 28/29 5-1 through 5-1.2, emphasis added)

The applicant proposes to mitigate for the loss of open space by dedicating
parkland in lieu of Quimby fees. The logic here is curious, as the project will
irrefutably cause a net loss in open space. Whether or not the applicant
subsequently “dedicates” a lesser portion of the property is irrelevant as the
entirety of the propertyis already zoned and used as open space.

May 30, 2001 3



The RIVER PROJECT MND # 2001-1196 MPR-SVR-ZV

The construction of 12 additional new and 8 replacement tennis courts
represents a reduction in green space sorely needed in the County. Neither
facility can sustain the loss of that green area. The proponents are shoving
additional burdens on nearby parks and proposing mitigation that does not
mitigate for the loss of open space but subtracts from the available green space
that families now enjoy. This “mitigation crowding” leaves open space impacts
unmitigated and significant.

Studio City Golf and Tennis is the heart and soul of the adjacent residential
community. The accessibility and affordability of its recreational facilities are on a
par with public facilities. It provides a cross-generational social nexus the likes of
which have become quite rare in Los Angeles. It's snack bar serves as safe
haven for teenagers and senior citizens alike. Studio City Golf and Tennis
contributes to the overall health, safety, welfare and attractiveness of the
community.

“Desirable Open Space is land which possess open space characteristics which
should be protected and where additional development controls such as
proposed in this plan and the Open Space Plan are needed to conserve such
characteristics. These lands may be either publicly or privately owned.
Conservation of such characteristics is needed to ensure the usefulness, safety
and desirability of adjacent lands and to maintain the overall health, safety,
welfare and attractiveness of the community.”

(Community Plan, Page 56, emphasis added)

The MND quotes liberally from the SUSMP requirements but the prescription for
parking lot mitigation states clearly that the method presented is for parking lots
of “greater than or equal to 25 parking spaces but not more than 50 parking
spaces.” The project description states that there will be 61 surface parking
spaces for the existing golf course and 31 surface parking spaces for the senior
housing. That is a total of 91 parking spaces. The mitigation presented is not
valid. No mitigation is presented; the impacts are not reduced to insignificance.

Additionally, even if fuzzy math is applied and the parking spaces criteria is met,
the proponent has only one choice for the site drainage which is a single grating
catch basin with filter insert. An infiltration trench, presented as the second
choice, states clearly that an “infiltration trench must not be used if

» the project is located in the San Fernando Valley watershed,

e the groundwater table/depth beneath the site is less than 10 feet below
ground surface,

e the site soil lithology consists primarily of clay.”

e The project is located in the San Fernando Valley watershed. However, there
is no disclosure of the depth to groundwater, or the soil type in either the
geology or hydrology section. How are decision-makers to make an informed
decision when critical information is lacking?

May 30, 2001 4



The RIVER PROJECT MND # 2001-1196 MPR-SVR-ZV

The project proponent must disclose how they intend to meet SUSMP
requirements in this area and create subterranean parking for the 390
subterranean parking spaces (senior housing etc.) plus the 421 subterranean
parking spaces (existing golf and tennis courts) in an area adjacent to a major
river with a probable high groundwater table. In the presence of a major
waterway, high groundwater table, and a crowded project area how does the
project proponent expect these competing objectives to work? We suggest they
cannot. Again, the mitigation presented is not valid; the impacts are not reduced
to insignificance, in fact are quite significant.

\
The project description states that “eight new tennis courts will be provided next
to the golf course and 12 additional new tennis courts will be constructed at
nearby public facilities.” The courts both at this site and at the nearby public
facility represent additional impermeable surfaces that require compliance with
the SUSMP since they are part of the same project. s this area included in the
calculation for site drainage?

The MND has no identification of real conservation measures for either energy or
water. California is in the midst of the most challenging energy crisis ever
experienced anywhere in the country. The only mitigation measure states that “If
conditions dictate, the Department of Water and Power (DWP) may postpone
new power connections for this project until power supply is adequate.” This
single ‘mitigation measure * should cause any decision-maker to pause. At the
very least, a discussion of photovoltaic solar panels for energy generation should
be explored. Seniors on oxygen or other life sustaining systems should be
assured of a continuous source of reliable energy.

Similarly for local or regional water supplies, the MND states that, “If conditions
dictate, the DWP may postpone new water connections for this project until water
supply capacity is adequate.” The project proponent must identify the water
source for this project especially given the dire ‘mitigation measure’ stated in the
MND and the predicted drought facing California. We again suggest that for both
energy and water impacts no mitigation is presented; the impacts are not
reduced to insignificance.

As stated earlier, the cumulative impacts from this project are significant and
require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report. We propose the
preparation of a focused EIR. This EIR should examine the impacts of the
rezoning and removal of open space in the face of a number of planning efforts
to increase open space and expand the greenway as well as the other issues
outlined above. Alternatives analysis should avoid areas that would require
upzoning and look at appropriately zoned areas currently designated for multiple
family dwellings that would serve the purpose of senior housing.

May 30, 2001 5
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We at The River Project are dedicated to the vision of Greenways for Los

Angeles County residents. We currently have four projects associated with the

development of the L.A. River Greenway. These are:

¢ undertaking the design development for habitat restoration along the Los
Angeles River Parkway through Studio City,

e developing a hydrodynamic model within the Tujunga Wash to locate optimal
restoration opportunities,

e conducting a study on the potential impacts of contaminated groundwater on
proposed restored wetlands habitat within Taylor Yard, and

e leading the community battle to create a State Park at Taylor Yard.

We would welcome the opportunity to work with the Planning Department to find
alternative sites for this project.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments for consideration and
formally request copies of all future environmental documents. Please direct any
questions to me at (818) 980-9660.

Sincerely

Melanie Winter
Director, The River Project

cc: Studio City Residents Association
Mike Feuer, Councilmember
Zev Yaroslovsky, Supervisor
Paul Koretz, Assemby Member
Robert Hertzberg, Assembly Speaker
Sheila Kuehl, Senator
Rod Kubomoto, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Mary Nichols, Secretary of Resources
Rusty Areias, State Parks
Rick Harter, Los Angeles & San Gabriel Rivers Watershed Council
Mary Angle, The Rivers and Mountains Conservancy
Dennis Dickerson, Regional Water Quality Control Board
Tom Hayden, City Council Candidate
Jack Weiss, City Council Candidate
Dan O'Donnell

May 30, 2001 6



3/4/02 RECE
CITY OF LOS lANngELE?

Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator APR 0 1 2002
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 ENVIRSWENTAL

RE: Proposed development of Studio City Golf & Tennis facility at 4141 Whitsett Ave.

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

I am writing to express my deep concerns about the proposed senior housing development by
Homeplace of America at the Studio City Golf and Tennis property. The environmental impacts
to our community are staggering. This is no less than the largest development ever in Studio
City. It would eliminate precious open space and create permanent negative environmental,
cultural and recreational impacts. The following is just a partial list of the impacts.

e Land use impacts: This property is zoned Al Agricultural open space. It was downzoned by
the city and is designated in the General Plan as open space. This is also part of the LA River
master plan identified as a key in the creation of the LA River Park Space Nodes. This
development is in contrast with both the General Plan and LA River Master Plan. To upzone
this property is tantamount to building on parkland. This would set a precedent allowing
developers to build on all open space no matter what the zoning is.

e Water and Geological impacts: That property is known to be above a low water table with
liquefaction soil. Homplace proposes building a 500 car, sub-terrainian-parking garage.
Their proposal does not address how they will prevent the ground water problems. Second,
this development will increase water usage, which is of great concern to the City. Not only
will there be 240 new units, but there will be multiple residents living in each unit, employees
of the center, medical and restaurant facilities using precious, limited water.

o Aesthetic impacts: The multiple 60ft tall buildings would permanently ruin the beautiful
views of the mountains just one block to the south. They would cast shadows across the
entire remaining golf course. Countless old, 50ft. tail palm trees and cther shade trees would
be removed, thereby impacting air quality to the immediate surrounding area.

e Cultural impacts: The Studio City Golf and Tennis facility has been in operation in the
community for more than 50 years. The entire property, from the tennis courts and golf
course to the coffee shop is a safe destination place for families and children. This is a
defining cultural icon of Studio City. This facility is one of the primary attractions for
families to live in the city. Developing this open space would have an absolute, negative
impact on the social environment and property values of the entire Studio City area.

o  Recreational impacts: Studio City has already lost The Racquet Center, which was on the
comer of Vineland and Ventura Blvd. The Studio City Golf and Tennis facility is the only
remaining facility in the immediate Los Angeles area where tennis groups and schools can
‘block-book’ multiple tennis courts for tournament play. The City of Los Angeles tennis
courts do not allow block booking. Many Studio City schools including Harvard-Westlake,




Oakwood and Buckley use the Studio City Golf and Tennis facility for their school programs.
If these courts are destroyed, these school’s programs will be forced to shut down. Even the
“proposed” relocation of some courts by the developer will scatter the courts and make the
new courts fall under the jurisdiction of the City Park and Recreation. Not only will there not
be enough courts at the new locations for tournaments, but Park and Rec. would not allow
block booking anyway.

Additionally, the new residents and employees of the proposed development will invariably
render the remaining golf course too crowded for the other long-time players.

Traffic impacts: The most important thing the EIR for this project needs to consider are the
traffic impacts of this project with population density growth of the year 2005. The current
leaseholders have gone on record as refusing to vacate before their lease expires in 2005.
Traffic will surely be worse and to ignore this fact is doing the community a grave disservice.
In addition, these senior units are being marketed as very expensive units ‘right on a golf
course’. These new residents are also fully able and capable to own one or more vehicles.
This is precisely why they need the 500 car-parking garage. The developer has tried to claim
that the residents will not create any additional traffic, however, other similar senior centers
have proven otherwise.

In other Homplace senior facilities, they advertise the use of shuttle busses which take the
residents to shopping and banks all day long, every day of the week. They also use large
buses to take the residents on day trips regularly. Add to that the regular trucks bringing in
supplies, and ambulances, and that comer is a recipe for disaster.

There is a new strip mall currently under construction adjacent to the property at the comer of
Ventura Blvd and Whitsett Ave. This new mall has already increased the number of
accidents at that dangerous comer due to lack of visibility. I dare to ask, what will happen
with 500 new seniors walking and driving at that comer. The density of this housing
development cannot be denied.

Construction impacts: Based on the developers own admission, there will be truckloads of
dirt hauled out of this property for approximately 40 days, all day long. There will be cranes
and construction for almost two years to finish this project. The air quality and traffic
impacts are immeasurable. Additionally, the remaining golf course and tennis courts will
have to be shut down for the entire 2-year construction period, if not, players will be forced to
play under unsafe, noisy conditions.

Impact on City services: With the addition of so many new, elderly residents packed into this
dense space, there will be a negative impact on City services. From ambulances to police to
water and power, the EIR needs to focus on how this will impact the other long-time
residents.

Another consideration which is lost in this Public Scoping notice is the fact that the LA Fire
Department is in the process of appraising a one acre portion of this same property on the
south-east comer adjacent to the Valleyheart roadway. The LAFD has already surveyed the
parcel and is preparing to take it in eminent domain, if necessary. This is precisely where
Homplace planned to put the lobby building. How can all the impacts of this development
possibly be evaluated if we still do not know the entire scope of the project?



Finally, although there is no denying that there is a need for senior housing in Los Angeles,
destroying precious open space is not the way to make our city a better place to live. Even in
Studio City, there are two new senior assisted-living facilities currently under construction. Less
than a few blocks away, at the Riverside Hospital location on the comer of Whitsett and
Riverside, an almost 300 unit facility has been approved and is being renovated. This property
does not destroy open space and re-uses the existing building to it’s highest and best use. Also,
there is another 80 unit senior assisted-living complex under construction less than a mile away
on the comer of Coldwater Canyon and Hortense in Studio City. There were old apartment
buildings on that site, which again, does not destroy open space.

Our City Counsel representative, Jack Weiss has already met with private and State
representatives to explore other altematives to purchase this property and preserve the entire 17-
acre site as open space. Other City and State representatives including Zev Yaroslavsky, Bob
Hertzberg, Rocky Delgadillo, Mary Nichols and Sheila Kuehl have all gone on record as
opposing this development. Even if the Fire Dept. uses the one acre area, that will take
approximately three tennis courts, but it would still leave enough courts intact to allow school and
league tournaments. This development would permanently and negatively impact Studio City,
it’s residents and countless others who use the Studio City Golf and Tennis facility.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this most important matter.

Sincerely,




3/4/02

Maya Zaitzevsky, Pro_;;cr.* vordmator
200 North Sptuw Street, Yioum 763 '

227 FAX 101398563347 Kinko's 37¢2 Gleadule

L Angeles, "' A. 9001Z

RE' Proposed d : velop.men:  Studio City Golf & Tenni: fai .ty = 4141 Whitsett Ave.

Dear Ms. Zanzevsky,

I am wniting (o express 11y desp concein: sbout the ,Toposed ;:nior housing development by
Homeplace of America at the Studio City Golf and Tennis pruperty. The environmental impacts
1o our community are staggenng. This is no less than the largest development ever in Studio
City. It *vculd eluninate 1 12cious open <;_Jace and :reate permianest. negative envircarnents .
cultural una cecreational izpacts. The fullowing is just a pa;ial iist of the izipacts.

Land use vmpacts: Tify paperty is i ned A ’Agnicultv -al pen space. 7 wes duw,zoned by
the city an < is des'gnatcd nthe Gel:» ral Piz.oy as open sou.e. This is alsn rart oftre ' A River
master plan ‘dent Jeq o a key in the crestion of the LA | iv.: Park 4paz: Nodes. Thus
<'evelopmer * is in sont.ust with both th: General Pl:a a1/ LA River Mzster Plan. o) upz s
ibs propert '’ is tantamc.w: to buildir.o on parkland. This wo. /d s« a precient alisiving

as »clopers to baild on all apen spac: ro matter 7 hat the 1oning is.

Waer w:d Geolog ¢al irnacts: Thar property i+ known tc l e 4o0ve a lovr water table wid.
liquefaction soil. Hump 2 ze propores building : 500 car, ;0% -terminian-parking garage.

Theit proposal does A3t acdress how /aey will prevent thf 1 ourd water problems Secorcy,
this gevelopment will increase wate: :sage, which is of ngat concern to the City. Not arly
will there be 240 new units, but therz will be! rnuluple residents living in each unit, employees
of the center, medical and restauram facilities using precious, limited water.

Aesthetic impacts: The wuhiple 60:: rall burriings wor.!d v+ »narently ;uin the huactif il
views of the mountains vt one blo: to the south. T iy -wcal/ cast shidows acrose 1ae
entire remeining ol uo wae. Coumicss »ld, S0f. tal' p1'm -ees ard ct'ser shade trues would
e removec, there! By LY )yActing air qn.al'r,' to the imrsed: 72 s3/rouncing ares.

Cltural impacais: The Swelio City G if and Tennit, faciiii» hz: boen ‘r. operation i7: 1e
commurity for imore than 50 years. Tae entire ¢:roperty, {r.. : tie temnis courts znd solf
covree to the coffov shop is a safe dsstination place for fai:1hes apd childsen, Thisisa
defininy; cultural icen of fwudio Cir,. This faciity is one «fthe primary attractions for
families s live in ths city. Develo »i~z this ope:: space wir.'d have an ¢ bsolute. negativ:
umpact on the social environment ac-! property values of 11« emire Studio City area.

Recreational impacts: Studio City has already lost The Racquet Center, which was on the
coraer of Vineland and Ventura Bivd. The Studio City Golf and Tennis facility is the only
remamig facility in the xmmedlam !,0s Ang-les area wiere i2nnis groups and schools can
‘block-buok” multip'e *eunis courts ¢or tourcament pley. The City of 1. s Ange'eu teaais
courts do act allow ble<k Looking. Many Studio City schoc’s including Harvard- Westlale,

ooz 006
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Oakwood and Buckley use the Studiw City Golf and Tenms facility for their school programs.
If these courts are destroved, these school’s p’roprams wil! be forced to shut down. Even the
“proposud” relocation of some courts by the é+ /eloper vrill szatter the courts and make the
new cour’s fall undev ¢ jurisdictior. of the C oy Park aud Recreation. Mot only veill there not
be encugh sourts at tie ne v location: for tevmaments vy Park and Rer. would e 2llow
block bopking anyway, 4

¢ dditionally, *he new residents and err pioyees of the pic; osed developmen: will invariably
render the 1omaining geif sourse toe rswded for the othe: leug-time players.

e Tiffis impacts: Tie most importan: thing the EIR for this arerect needs %o consider are th-2
traffic ;mpacts of ty's priject with population density grouth of the year 2005. The cunest
leastholiars have gone ou record «.¢ rafusing to vacate beiv e theix lease expires in 2003,
Tratic will surely be worse and to ignore this fact 1s doing the community a gruve disservice.
In ad mJon these senior units are beisg marketed as very 2xpensive units nght on a golf
course . These new residents are abo fully able and capable 1o own onz or mcre vehicles.
Thig is precisely why they need the 300 car-parking garage. The developer has tried 1) claim
that the residents will not create any addmonai traffic, however, other similay senior centers
have proven otherw se :

In other Hymplace sanior fac‘il‘ities,nme'v advertise the usz of duttle busses vwhicn take the
-tesidents to shopping aud banks all day iong, every day sfthe week. They also use ‘arge
tuses to take he resideuts on day trips regularly. Add to the' the vegalar 11cks biiiging ir.
5 oplies, ard wwmbulances, and that ; y:ner isia recipe for disaster.

Thei - is a new st.1p mall currently under construction adjzce 1 to tae property €. the corr ir of
Ventury Blvd and Whitsett Ave. Th.s new mal' has alrezciy incrzased the number of
acciient: at that dangerous comer o i to lack «f visibility [ d2ro to ask, what will hannen
with 500 new seniors walking and vriving at that comer The densmty of this housing
development cannot be denied. . - ]

s  Construction impacts: Bascd on the developars own adimission, there will be truckloads of
dirt haulad out of this preperty for approximately 40 days, all day long. There will be cranes
and construction fo aliavst two years to firish this project. The air quality and traffic
impacts a1 immsasirebia. Additicyally, the remaining, go's’ course and tenris courc, will
have to be ‘hut down #or the entire 2-y 2ur construction 1 2ncd, if nct, playzrs wall be. forced to
play unde: ansafe, noisy conditions.

¢ Impact on City service:: With the uddition of s many ruvwr, olderly residents packed int iais
Gens3 space, there will b a negative impact on City ser ces. Fror ambulances to police to

water 1nd power, the Eﬂ' needs to "'ocus on hew this will impact the other long-time
residen’s.

Ancther consideration which is lost, in this Public Scopinp noiice is the fact that the LA Fire
Department is in the process of appraising a one acre portion: of this same property on the
souath-cast comer adjacent to the Valieyheai’f roadway. The LAFD has already surveved the
parcel znd is prepanng to take it in eminent domain, if necessary. This is precisely where
Homplace planned 1o pur: the lobby buildirg. How cam ali the impacts of this development
possibly be evalnated if we still d6 not know the entire scope of the project?

'
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Fmnally, although there is ho denying th7t there :15 a need for senior housing in Los Angeles,
destroying precious open spase is not ‘e wrs tp make our ity a better place to live. Even in
Studio City, there are twn new sentor assisied-kiving fo.iliti=s current] y under construction. Less
than a few blocks away, w the Riverside ™7 ospiéal locsiion 11 the corner of Whitsett and
Riverside, an alavost 300 unit facility ks peen gpproveﬂ an: is baing repovated. This property
does not destroy open space and re-use; “he existing buildirs te it’s highest and be't use. Also,
there is another 80 unit senive agsisted-living complex unde: roustruction less thar a mile away
on the comer of Coldwater Canyon ard Hortense in Studio ty. There were old apartment
buildings an that site, which again, does not destre:y open spz-e.

Our Ciy Counsel represemtative, Jack Vveiss has already me: with private and State
representatives to explore other alternztives to p.rehase this property and preserve the evire 17-
acre site as open space. Other City and State representatives including Zev Yaroslavsk: , Bob
Hertzberg, Rocky Delgadillo, Mary Nichols and Sheila Kuzhl have all gone on record as
opposing this developrnent. Even if the Fire Dépt. uses the one acre area, that will take
approximately three tennis courts, but it would still leave enodugh courts intact to allow school and
‘eague tournaments. This development weald permane:tly and negatively impact Studio Citv,
1’5 residents aad countles; cthers whio us2 the Studio City ‘olf and Tenws facilty.

Thank you for yeur time znc! considers.ion of this T0St Imps artant matier.

Sinceredy,

FO"”/’W -

N e s b S e
@'}ﬁ«d% />4}&@—-— )7/.@7-(/\., g %(' k}"‘zféif/?gu_ﬁw,‘;
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LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT

BERNARD C. PARKS
Chief of Police

P.0. Box 30158

Los Angeles, Calif. 90030
Telephone: (213) 485-3205
Ref#: 1.1.2

JAMES K. HAHN

Mayor

March 14, 2002

RE(

City 35 ANG
Ms. Maya Zaitzevsky .
Los Angeles City Planning Department MAR 1920
Environmental Review Section ENVIRONMENTAL
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 il

Los Angeles, California 90012
Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:
PROJECT TITLE: HOMEPLACE RETIREMENT COMMUNITY

The proposed project involves the Los Angeles Police Department’s (LAPD) North Hollywood
Area. I have enclosed Area and individual Reporting District population, average crime rate per
thousand persons, predominant crimes, and response time 1o emergency calls for service and Area
personnel statistics and information. The Department’s response is based on information received
from the Area in which the project is located, LAPD’s Information Technology Division and input
from Crime Prevention Unit (CPU) personnel.

A project of this size would have a significant impact on police services in North Hollywood
Area. The LAPD’s Community Relations Section, CPU is available to advise you regarding
crime prevention features appropriate to the design of the property involved in the project. The
LAPD strongly recommends that the developers contact CPU personnel to discuss these features.

Upon completion of the project, you are encouraged to provide the North Hollywood Area
commanding officer with a diagram of each portion of the property. The diagram should include
access routes and any additional information that might facilitate police response.

Questions regarding this response should be referred to Sergeant John Amendola, Crime Prevention
Unit, Community Relations Section, at (213) 485-3134.

Very truly yours,

GARY 4 BRENNAN, Commander
Commanding Officer
Community Affairs Group

Enclosures

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER
www .]lapdonline.org



NORTH HOLLYWOOD AREA

The Home place Retirement Community project is located in North Hollywood Area in
Reporting District (RD) 1549. The North Hollywood Area covers 24.84 square miles and
the station is located at 11640 Burbank Avenue, North Hollywood, California 91601,
(818) 623-4016.

The service boundaries of North Hollywood Area are as follows: Golden State Freeway (5) to
the north, Mulholland Drive to the south, flood control channel, Fulton Avenue, Coldwater
Canyon and Tujunga Wash to the west, and Los Angeles City Boundary to the east.

The boundaries for RD 1549 are as follows: Moorpark Street to the north, Fulton Avenue to the
west, Los Angeles River to the south, and Laurel Canyon Boulevard to the east.

The average response time to emergency calls for service in North Hollywood Area during 2001
was 7.9 minutes. The Citywide average during 2001 was 8.9 minutes. There are approximately
256 sworn officers and 35 civilian support staff deployed over three watches at North Hollywood
Area.

There were 50 crimes per 1000 persons in North Hollywood Area during 2001. Individual RD
crime statistics, population and crimes per 1000 persons are listed on the attached RD
information sheets. The predominant crimes in North Hollywood Area are aggravated assault,
vehicle theft, and burglary from vehicle.

Prepared by:
Community Relations Section
Crime Prevention Unit



LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT
CRIMES BY REPORTING DISTRICT OF OCCURRENCE

PROJECT NAME: HOMEPLACE RETIREMENT COMMUNITY

TYPE OF CRIME RD * 1581 NORTH CITYWIDE
HOLLYWOOD
AREA
Burglary from Business 0 468 5,823
Burglary from Residence 37 961 14,926
Burglary Other 7 331 4,857
Street Robbery 1 474 11,019
Other Robbery 4 320 6,155
Murder 0 17 589
Rape 0 62 1,424
Aggravated Assault 19 1,564 33,178
Burglary from Vehicle 35 1,887 25,786
Theft from Vehicle 25 982 15,607
Grand Theft 11 632 12,470
Theft from Person 1 46 1,222
Purse Snatch 0 15 371
Other Theft 13 1,370 24,273
Bicycle Theft 0 0 41
Vehicle Theft 59 2,274 31,991
Bunco 0 8 157
TOTAL 212 11,411 189,889
CRIMES PER 1000 PERSONS
REPORTING | CRIME / POPULATION X 1000 | CITYWIDE =50/1000
DISTRICT S
1581 212 / 3,872 55/1000

NORTH 11,411 / 229,380 50/1000

HOLLYWOOD

* All statistical information is based on 2001 Los Angeles Police Department
Selected Crimes and Attempts by Reporting District from the Police Arrest and
Crime Management Information System 2 report.




SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

ASSOCIATION of
GOVERNMENTS

Main Office
818 West Seventh Street
12th Floor
Los Angeles, California

90017-3435

t (213) 236-1800
f (213) 236-1825

www.scag.ca.gov

Officers: President: Supervisor Jon Mikels, County
of San Bernardino <+ First Vice President:
Councilmember Hal Bernson, Los Angeles =
Second Vice President: Mayor Pro Tem Bev Perry,
Brea * Immediate Past President: Mayor Ron Bates,
Los Alamitos

Imperial County: Hank Kuiper, Imperial County

Los Angeles County: Yvonne Brathwaite Burke,
Los Angeles County + Zev Yaroslavsky, Los Angeles
County * Harry Baldwin, San Gabriel + Bruce
Barrows, Cerritos * George Bass, Bell « Hal
Bernson, Los Angeles « Robert Bruesch, Rosemead
« Gene Daniels, Paramount * Jo Anne Darcy, Santa
Clarita » Ruth Galanter, Los Angeles « Eric Garcett,
Los Angeles » Ray Grabinski, Long Beach * James
Hahn, Los Angeles * Janice Hahn, Los Angeles +
Dee Hardison, Torrance * Nate Holden, Los Angeles
« Sandra Jacobs, Bl Segundo * Lawrence Kirkley,
Inglewood * Bonnie Lowenthal, Long Beach *
Keith McCarthy, Downey * Cindy Miscikowski, Los
Angeles * Stacey Murphy, Burbank <+ Pam
O'Connor, Santa Monica * Nick Pacheco, Los
Angeles * Alex Padilla, Los Angeles * Jan Perry, Los
Angeles » Bearrice Proo, Pico Rivera « Mark Ridley-
Thomas, Los Angeles * Ed Reyes, Los Angeles *
Karen Rosenthal, Claremont * Dick Stanford, Azusa
* Tom Sykes, Walnut « Paul Talbot, Alhambra *
Sidney Tyler, Jr., Pasadena * joel Wachs, Los Angeles
« Dennis Washburn, Calabasas * Jack Weiss, Los
Angeles * Dennis P Zine, Los Angeles

Orange County: Charles Smith, Orange County «
Ron Bates, Los Alamitos * Ralph Bauer, Huntington
Beach * Art Brown, Buena Park * Lou Bone, Tustin
« Elizabeth Cowan, Costa Mesa * Cathryn DeYoung,
Laguna Niguel * Richard Dixon, Lake Forest » Alta
Duke, La Palma * Shirley McCracken, Anabeim
Bev Perry, Brea « Tod Ridgeway, Newport Beach

Riverside County: Bob Buster, Riverside County *
Ron Loveridge, Riverside » Greg Peuis, Cathedral
City * Ron Roberts, Temecula * Jan Rudman,
Corona * Charles White, Moreno Valley

San Bernardino County: Jon Mikels, San
Bernardino County * Bill Alexander, Rancho
Cucamonga * David Eshleman, Fontana * Lee Ann
Garcia, Grand Terrace « Bob Hunter, Victorville +
Gwenn Norton-Perry, Chino Hills * Judith Valles,
San Bernardino

Ventura County: Judy Mikels, Venwara County *
Glen Becerra, Simij Valley *» Donna De Paola, San
Buenaventura * Toni Young, Port Hueneme

Riverside County Transportation Commission:
Robin Lowe, Hemet

Ventura County Transportation Commission:
Bill Davis, Simi Valley

@ prmed on Recyched Paper $59-1/16/02

March 20, 2002

Ms. Maya Zaitzevsky

Project Coordinator

Los Angeles City Planning Department
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: SCAG Clearinghouse No. | 20020122 Homepiace Retirement
Community

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

Thank you for submitting the Homeplace Retirement Community to SCAG for
review and comment. As areawide clearinghouse for regionally significant
projects, SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans, projects and programs
with regional plans. This activity is based on SCAG’s responsibilities as a
regional planning organization pursuant to state and federal laws and
regulations. Guidance provided by these reviews is intended to assist local
agencies and project sponsors to take actions that contribute to the attainment of
regional goals and policies.

We have reviewed the Homeplace Retirement Community, and have determined
that the proposed Project is not regionally significant per SCAG Intergovernmental
Review (IGR) Criteria and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
(Section 15206). The proposed Project is not a residential development of more
than 500 dwelling units. Therefore, the proposed Project does not warrant
comments at this time. Should there be a change in the scope of the proposed
Project, we would appreciate the opportunity to review and comment at that time.

A dascriction of the proposed Project was published in SCAG's March 15, 2002

ST R+ O T R RO e ST -
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Intergovernmental Review Clearinghouse Report for public review and comment.

The project titte and SCAG Clearinghouse number should be used in all
correspondence with SCAG conceming this Project. Correspondence should be
sent to the attention of the Clearinghouse Coordinator. If you have any questions,
please contact me at (213) 236-1867. Thank you.

Senior Planner,
Intergovernmental Review



STATE OF CALIFORNIA Gray Davis, Govemor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-4082

(916) 657-5390 - Fax

March 13, 2002 ’ 05 AnGELES
Maya Zaitzevsky SRS L
Los Angeles City Planning Department et e
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 Qf“*‘%@éﬁ%ﬁﬁg&

Los Angeles, CA 90012
RE: SCH# 2002031028 - Homeplace Retirement Community
Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

The Native American Heritage Commission has reviewed the above mentioned NOP. To adequately
assess and mitigate project-related impacts on archaeological resources, the Commission recommends the
following actions be required:

v' Contact the appropriate Information Center for a record search. The record search will determine:
« If a part or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural
resources.
= If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.
= If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.
= If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.
v'If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
= The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be
submitted immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native
American human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential
addendum, and not be made available for pubic disclosure.
= The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the
appropriate regional archaeological Information Center.
¥v" Contact the Native American Heritage Commission for:
» A Sacred Lands File Check.
s A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning the project site and to
assist in the mitigation measures.
v' Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence.
« {ead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation
of accidentally discovered archeological resources, per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
§15064.5 (f). In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a
culturally affiliated Native American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor ail
ground-disturbing activities.
* Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered
artifacts, in consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.
*» Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in their
mitigation plan. Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5 (e), and Public Resources Code
§5097.98 mandates the process to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human
remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

Sincerely,

Rob Wood
Environmental Specialist III
(916) 653-4040

CC: State Clearinghouse



WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF STUDIO CITY, STRONGLY OPPOSE
THE STUDIO CITY GOLF AND TRENNIS PROJECT BECAUSE,

1. Currently, the golf course and tennis courts are practically the only spots of greenery
and open space surrounded by a highly condensed urban area. It would be an
ecological and environmental crime to deprive the citizens of Studio City of this
recreational area and the facilities it provides.

2. The existing traffic jams in the intersections of Ventura Blvd. / Whitsett Ave, and /
Moorpark / Whitsett are familiar top the residents and visitors in Studio City. The '
new mall that is being constructed at Whitsett and Ventura will considerably worsen
the already bad situation. It is inconceivable that serious consideration is being given
to additional construction that would add to the existing traffic congestion and present
an ongoing problem to both the personnel and the residents of the projected Senior
Housing Center.

3. The aesthetics of the area would be seriously and irreparably impacted. This part of
Studio City is properly considered to be one of the best; it is developing into a
walking area with many small shops, restaurants and other businesses. The Senior
Citizens Housing project will be like a wart on the beautiful face of Studio City.

4. Residents of all age groups — the young, middle aged and senior as well — will be
deprived of a priceless recreational and sports facility. Are their needs somehow less
important than the need of outside seniors for additional inexpensive housing?

WE URGE THE CITY COUNCIL AND ALL INVOLVED AGENCIES TO REJECT

THE PROPOSED PROJECT THAT WILL DRASTICALLY DEVALUE OUR
NEIGHBORHOOD

Signed: %2 Zﬂ(/éu{ - g‘) )JM@(L&/
Address: ééé/O \éLNU/dV @L’ 5@— : qz‘é@%
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WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF STUDIO CITY, STRONGLY OPPOSE
THE STUDIO CITY GOLF AND TRENNIS PROJECT BECAUSE,

1. Currently, the golf course and tennis courts are practically the only spots of greenery
and open space surrounded by a highly condensed urban area. It would be an
ecological and environmental crime to deprive the citizens of Studio City of this
recreational area and the facilities it provides.

2. The existing traffic jams in the intersections of Ventura Blvd. / Whitsett Ave, and /
Moorpark / Whitsett are familiar top the residents and visitors in Studio City. The '
new mall that is being constructed at Whitsett and Ventura will considerably worsen
the already bad situation. It is inconceivable that serious consideration is being given
to additional construction that would add to the existing traffic congestion and present
an ongoing problem to both the personnel and the residents of the projected Senior
Housing Center.

3. The aesthetics of the area would be seriously and irreparably impacted. This part of
Studio City is properly considered to be one of the best; it is developing into a
walking area with many small shops, restaurants and other businesses. The Senior
Citizens Housing project will be like a wart on the beautiful face of Studio City.

4. Residents of all age groups — the young, middle aged and senior as well — will be
deprived of a priceless recreational and sports facility. Are their needs somehow less
important than the need of outside seniors for additional inexpensive housing?

WE URGE THE CITY COUNCIL AND ALL INVOLVED AGENCIES TO REJECT
THE PROPOSED PROJECT THAT WILL DRASTICALLY DEVALUE OUR
NEIGHBORHOOD
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WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF STUDIO CITY, STRONGLY OPPOSE
THE STUDIO CITY GOLF AND TRENNIS PROJECT BECAUSE,

1. Currently, the golf course and tennis courts are practically the only spots of greenery
and open space surrounded by a highly condensed urban area. It would be an
ecological and environmental crime to deprive the citizens of Studio City of this
recreational area and the facilities it provides.

2. The existing traffic jams in the intersections of Ventura Blvd. / Whitsett Ave, and /
Moorpark / Whitsett are familiar top the residents and visitors in Studio City. The '
new mall that is being constructed at Whitsett and Ventura will considerably worsen
the already bad situation. It is inconceivable that serious consideration is being given
to additional construction that would add to the existing traffic congestion and present
an ongoing problem to both the personnel and the residents of the projected Senior
Housing Center.

3 The aesthetics of the area would be seriously and irreparably impacted. This part of
Studio City is properly considered to be one of the best; it is developing into a
walking area with many small shops, restaurants and other businesses. The Senior
Citizens Housing project will be like a wart on the beautiful face of Studio City.

4. Residents of all age groups — the young, middle aged and senior as well - will be
deprived of a priceless recreational and sports facility. Are their needs somehow less
important than the need of outside seniors for additional inexpensive housing?

WE URGE THE CITY COUNCIL AND ALL INVOLVED AGENCIES TO REJECT

THE PROPOSED PROJECT THAT WILL DRASTICALLY DEVALUE OUR
NEIGHBORHOOD

Signed: / &%Mj’éﬂ
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WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF STUDIO CITY, STRONGLY OPPOSE
THE STUDIO CITY GOLF AND TRENNIS PROJECT BECAUSE,

1. Currently, the golf course and tennis courts are practically the only spots of greenery
and open space surrounded by a highly condensed urban area. It would be an
ecological and environmental crime to deprive the citizens of Studio City of this
recreational area and the facilities it provides.

2. The existing traffic jams in the intersections of Ventura Blvd. / Whitsett Ave, and /
Moorpark / Whitsett are familiar top the residents and visitors in Studio City. The *
new mall that is being constructed at Whitsett and Ventura will considerably worsen
the already bad situation. It is inconceivable that serious consideration is being given
to additional construction that would add to the existing traffic congestion and present
an ongoing problem to both the personnel and the residents of the projected Senior
Housing Center.

3 The aesthetics of the area would be seriously and irreparably impacted. This part of
Studio City is properly considered to be one of the best; it is developing into a
walking area with many small shops, restaurants and other businesses. The Senior
Citizens Housing project will be like a wart on the beautiful face of Studio City.

4. Residents of all age groups — the young, middle aged and senior as well — will be
deprived of a priceless recreational and sports facility. Are their needs somehow less
important than the need of outside seniors for additional inexpensive housing?

WE URGE THE CITY COUNCIL AND ALL INVOLVED AGENCIES TO REJECT
THE PROPOSED PROJECT THAT WILL DRASTICALLY DEVALUE OUR
NEIGHBORHOOD

Signed:* /i oloard KW/
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Moorpark / Whitsett are familiar top the residents and visitors in Studio City. The %
new mall that is being constructed at Whitsett and Ventura will considerably worsen
the already bad situation. It is inconceivable that serious consideration is being given
to additional construction that would add to the existing traffic congestion and present
an ongoing problem to both the personnel and the residents of the projected Senior
Housing Center.

3 The aesthetics of the area would be seriously and irreparably impacted. This part of
Studio City is properly considered to be one of the best; it is developing into a
walking area with many small shops, restaurants and other businesses. The Senior
Citizens Housing project will be like a wart on the beautiful face of Studio City.

4. Residents of all age groups — the young, middle aged and senior as well — will be
deprived of a priceless recreational and sports facility. Are their needs somehow less
important than the need of outside seniors for additional inexpensive housing?

WE URGE THE CITY COUNCIL AND ALL INVOLVED AGENCIES TO REJECT

THE PROPOSED PROJECT THAT WILL DRASTICALLY DEVALUE OUR
NEIGHBORHOOD
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WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF STUDIO CITY, STRONGLY OPPOSE
THE STUDIO CITY GOLF AND TRENNIS PROJECT BECAUSE,

1. Currently, the golf course and tennis courts are practically the only spots of greenery
and open space surrounded by a highly condensed urban area. It would be an
ecological and environmental crime to deprive the citizens of Studio City of this
recreational area and the facilities it provides.

2. The existing traffic jams in the intersections of Ventura Blvd. / Whitsett Ave, and /
Moorpark / Whitsett are familiar top the residents and visitors in Studio City. The *
new mall that is being constructed at Whitsett and Ventura will considerably worsen
the already bad situation. It is inconceivable that serious consideration is being given
to additional construction that would add to the existing traffic congestion and present
an ongoing problem to both the personnel and the residents of the projected Senior
Housing Center.

3 The aesthetics of the area would be seriously and irreparably impacted. This part of
Studio City is properly considered to be one of the best; it is developing into a
walking area with many small shops, restaurants and other businesses. The Senior
Citizens Housing project will be like a wart on the beautiful face of Studio City.

4. Residents of all age groups — the young, middle aged and senior as well — will be
deprived of a priceless recreational and sports facility. Are their needs somehow less
important than the need of outside seniors for additional inexpensive housing?

WE URGE THE CITY COUNCIL AND ALL INVOLVED AGENCIES TO REJECT
THE PROPOSED PROJECT THAT WILL DRASTICALLY DEVALUE OUR

NEI RHOOD
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WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF STUDIO CITY, STRONGLY OPPOSE
THE STUDIO CITY GOLF AND TRENNIS PROJECT BECAUSE,

1.

Currently, the golf course and tennis courts are practically the only spots of greenery
and open space surrounded by a highly condensed urban area. It would be an
ecological and environmental crime to deprive the citizens of Studio City of this
recreational area and the facilities it provides.

The existing traffic jams in the intersections of Ventura Blvd. / Whitsett Ave, and /
Moorpark / Whitsett are familiar top the residents and visitors in Studio City. The °
new mall that is being constructed at Whitsett and Ventura will considerably worsen
the already bad situation. It is inconceivable that serious consideration is being given
to additional construction that would add to the existing traffic congestion and present
an ongoing problem to both thé personnel and the residents of the projected Senior
Housing Center.

" The aesthetics of the area would be seriously and irreparably impacted. This part of

Studio City is properly considered to be one of the best; it is developing into a
walking area with many small shops, restaurants and other businesses. The Senior
Citizens Housing project will be like a wart on the beautiful face of Studio City.

Residents of all age groups — the young, middle aged and senior as well — will be
deprived of a priceless recreational and sports facility. Are their needs somehow less
important than the need of outside seniors for additional inexpensive housing?

WE URGE THE CITY COUNCIL AND ALL INVOLVED AGENCIES TO REJECT

THE PROPOSED PROJECT THAT WILL DRASTICALLY DEVALUE OUR

NEIGHBORHOOD
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WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF STUDIO CITY, STRONGLY OPPOSE
THE STUDIO CITY GOLF AND TRENNIS PROJECT BECAUSE,

1. Currently, the golf course and tennis courts are practically the only spots of greenery
and open space surrounded by a highly condensed urban area. It would be an
ecological and environmental crime to deprive the citizens of Studio City of this
recreational area and the facilities it provides.

2. The existing traffic jams in the intersections of Ventura Blvd. / Whitsett Ave, and /
Moorpark / Whitsett are familiar top the residents and visitors in Studio City. The ~*
new mall that is being constructed at Whitsett and Ventura will considerably worsen
the already bad situation. It is inconceivable that serious consideration is being given
to additional construction that would add to the existing traffic congestion and present
an ongoing problem to both thé personnel and the residents of the projected Senior
Housing Center.

3 The aesthetics of the area would be seriously and irreparably impacted. This part of
Studio City is properly considered to be one of the best; it is developing into a
walking area with many small shops, restaurants and other businesses. The Senior
Citizens Housing project will be like a wart on the beautiful face of Studio City.

4. Residents of all age groups — the young, middle aged and senior as well - will be
deprived of a priceless recreational and sports facility. Are their needs somehow less
important than the need of outside seniors for additional inexpensive housing?

WE URGE THE CITY COUNCIL AND ALL INVOLVED AGENCIES TO REJECT

THE PROPOSED PROJECT THAT WILL DRASTICALLY DEVALUE OUR
GHBORHOOD
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WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF STUDIO CITY, STRONGLY OPPOSE
THE STUDIO CITY GOLF AND TRENNIS PROJECT BECAUSE,

1. Currently, the golf course and tennis courts are practically the only spots of greenery
and open space surrounded by a highly condensed urban area. It would be an
ecological and environmental crime to deprive the citizens of Studio City of this
recreational area and the facilities it provides.

2. The existing traffic jams in the intersections of Ventura Blvd. / Whitsett Ave, and /
Moorpark / Whitsett are familiar tog the residents and visitors in Studio City. The *
new mall that is being constructed at Whitsett and Ventura will considerably worsen
the already bad situation. It is inconceivable that serious consideration is being given
to additional construction that would add to the existing traffic congestion and present

an ongoing problem to both the personnel and the residents of the projected Senior
Housing Center.

3 The aesthetics of the area would be seriously and irreparably impacted. This part of
Studio City is propetly considered to be one of the best; it is developing into a
walking area with many small shops, restaurants and other businesses. The Senior
Citizens Housing project will be like a wart on the beautiful face of Studio City.

4. Residents of all age groups — the young, middle aged and senior as well —will be
deprived of a priceless recreational and sports facility. Are their needs somehow less
important than the need of outside seniors for additional inexpensive housing?

WE URGE THE CITY COUNCIL AND ALL INVOLVED AGENCIES TO REJECT

THE PROPOSED PROJECT THAT WILL DRASTICALLY DEVALUE OUR
NEIGHBORHOOD
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WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF STUDIO CITY, STRONGLY OPPOSE
THE STUDIO CITY GOLF AND TRENNIS PROJECT BECAUSE,

1. Currently, the golf course and tennis courts are practically the only spots of greenery
and open space surrounded by a highly condensed urban area. It would be an

ecological and environmental crime to deprive the citizens of Studio City of this
recreational area and the facilities it provides.

2. The existing traffic jams in the intersections of Ventura Blvd. / Whitsett Ave, and /
Moorpark / Whitsett are familiar tog the residents and visitors in Studio City. The *
new mall that is being constructed at Whitsett and Ventura will considerably worsen
the already bad situation. It is inconceivable that serious consideration is being given
to additional construction that would add to the existing traffic congestion and present
an ongoing problem to both thé personnel and the residents of the projected Senior
Housing Center.

3 The aesthetics of the area would be seriously and irreparably impacted. This part of
Studio City is properly considered to be one of the best; it is developing into a
walking area with many small shops, restaurants and other businesses, The Senior
Citizens Housing project will be like a wart on the beautiful face of Studio City.

4. Residents of all age groups — the young, middle aged and senior as well — will be
deprived of a priceless recreational and sports facility. Are their needs somehow less
important than the need of outside seniors for additional inexpensive housing?

WE URGE THE CITY COUNCIL AND ALL INVOLVED AGENCIES TO REJECT
THE PROPOSED PROJECT THAT WILL DRASTICALLY DEVALUE OUR
NEIGHBORHOOD
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FORM GEN. 160’ (Rev. &80 CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

ovor LV E
Date: March 19, 2002 TYOFLGSA"JGELE?
To: Mr. Con Howe, Director MAR 5@2002
Department of City Planning EM%WMENmL
Environmental Review Section Unir
City Hall, Suite 763 "
Atg€dationt Maya Zaitzevsk R
A Y Y ENVifioe "
From: E ong4§e Manager ¢
Land Development Group
Bureau of Engineering
201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 200
Subject: Request for Comments on Notice of Preparation (NOP),

"Home Place Retirement Community", ENV-2001-1196.

Your referral dated February 22, 2002, has been reviewed by the
staff of the Bureau of Engineering. Please discuss the following
comments in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) :

The DEIR should include a traffic study to discuss the project
impacts on the adjacent street system. Additional street
dedications on adjacent streets especially on Whitsett Avenue to
the east side of the property, will be required. In addition,
planting street trees and construction of curb ramps as required
by the "Americans with Disabilities Act" (ADA) and City Engineer
should be included in the DEIR.

A comprehensive analysis of the wastewater flows of the entire
proposed project, including capacity of the existing and future
sewers should be addressed in the DEIR. Also, construction of
additional sewer system and a full analysis of the environmental
effects likely to be associated with such construction should be
discussed.

The DEIR should include a hydrology/hydraulic study and to address
the drainage discharge from the site, together with any necessary
drainage facilities to mitigate the additional storm runoff in
conjunction with the development of the site.

Under project description, a subdivision map as well as a street
vacation will be requested. The applicant should process the
subdivision map as a merger and resubdivision map to eliminate
North Vallevheart Drive, therefore, to eliminate the separate
street vacation process. Furthermore, the DEIR should address the
impact of the vacation/merger of Valleyheart Drive on any access
to the maintenance of the Los Angeles River as well as any
landscaped/park area adjacent to the Los Angeles River.

The DEIR should address the impacts on existing utility facilities
and utility relocation in the proposed vacation/merger area. The

DEIR should also address the reversionary right of the street area
upon the vacation/merger of North Valleyheart Drive. In addition,
the Board of Public Works has purview over approval of any request
for a revocable permit associated with the project.



Should you have any questions regarding the above-mentioned
comments, please contact Ray Saidi of my staff at (213) 977-7097.
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MARYANN GREENWOOD
12830 Burbank Blvd. #309
Valley Village, CA 91607
818.509.7532

March 11, 2002

City of Los Angeles Planning Dept.

c/o Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator
200 North Spring Street, Rm 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: The proposed Development of 4141 Whitsett Ave.
Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

This letter will serve to document our concern and opposition to the development of a
500,000 senior housing community at the above referenced address. Not only would the
impact of this multiple housing community create further congestion, but parking would
be impossible. One would assume that a parking structure would be a part of the project.
Will the soil allow such a parking project? It is my understanding that this area is a part
of the LA River Master Plan. How can this area be developed into an R3 area. Is
rezoning being considered in an effort to remove further open space?

It is unfortunate that the “Powers that Be” are allowed to remove open space in favor of
the almighty dollar. This is what has created the very congestion and run down
appearance of so many areas of Los Angeles. The increased density and traffic would
definitely create a safety hazard for children in the area.

Our school tennis tournaments are held at The Studio City Golf and Tennis facility. If
these courts are lost, so too will our tennis program for the students. This is not progress.

Please do not destroy the remaining open space with healthful greenery, beautiful plants,
shade trees and 50 foot palm trees, in favor of more concrete, congestions and traffic!

Thank you for your attention; we appreciate your consideration of all points of view.

Very"trul}; yours,

& hY
:




Bruce and Renne Bilson
12505 Sarah Street
Studio City, CA 91604

Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinnator

200 North Spring St. Ly
Los Angeles, CA 90012 0 P N U
o N ,l@‘ ; A ;;j\ i \pf \ﬂ/ QA \«‘«“‘ﬁw
/E‘\_ E’/ t ( E %

Varmm 1€
March 15, 2001 SCNCD >

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

As aresident of Studio City who would be deeply affected by the building of this
Retirement Community as our home is on the corner of Whitsett between Moorpark and
Riverside, we would like to express a number of concerns.

The first has to do with traffic. As the attached document shows, there are a number of
streets that all empty on to Whitsett near Ventura Blvd. They are in very close proximity
to each other. This has been a very dangerous intersection for years. When our 25 year
old son was 13 to 15 and allowed to ride his bike, he was forbidden to go through this
intersection as there are often cars coming from four directions at once. This was before
Bed, Bath & Beyond and Staples parking lots emptied onto Valley Heart Drive. The
danger has increased dramatically since those stores went in. And now, there is another
mall about to open at the corner of Whitsett and Ventura which will increase the traffic
and the danger.

The proposed Retirement Community is planning 482 parking spaces, at least 421 of
which would enter and exit on the second Valleyheart Drive (north of the wash) which is
at the moment used minimally. It is frightening to think of all these additional cars, a
large number of which would be driven by senior citizens, entering through and exiting
into an intersection that is already extremely dangerous. Another issue that we have not
heard raised is the congestion that will be caused by all the delivery trucks, including at
least food and laundry, that will be needed to service a place of this size.

The other traffic issue will be the difficulty of turning left onto Whitsett from Ventura
Blvd. At this time, there are often ten cars waiting to make that turn. This is causing a
lot of people to cross Whitsett, turn left on Rhodes, left on Ventura Court and then right
on Whitsett. The number of cars trying to merge on Whitsett creates a constantly
dangerous situation.

The increase in the density of the population must also be considered. Within the last
year, a multi unit condominium complex was completed at the corner of Beeman and
Moorpark where two houses used to stand; another large multiple unit complex is being
built on Whitsett by the freeway where two houses used to stand; and we understand that
a Senior Residence is to be built where the hospital stands on Riverside Dr. between
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Mr. and Mrs. Bruce Bilson b -l\:\
12505 Sarah Street o e
Studio City, CA 916041113 ¥ \(k

RECEIVED . B
CITY OF LOS ANGELES Maya Zaitzevsky

Whitsett and Coldwater. This has long been a wonderful single family residence
community that is slowly being destroyed.

Our last concern is centered around the importance of the recreational use of this
property. I, Renne, am a tennis player who has used these courts at least two times per
week for many years. They are always busy. In fact, since the closing of the Racquet
Centre at Vineland and Ventura, there are frequently times when I cannot get a court,
because they have been booked by groups, including four school tennis programs. It
would be almost impossible to play tennis if these courts are closed unless I joined an
expensive club. The developers propose building additional courts in another place,
probably North Hollywood park. As a woman, I would not be comfortable playing in the
neighborhoods they are suggesting. I believe we, or at least our cars, would become
targets if it became obvious we were there on a regular basis. You must also not forget
that there would no tennis courts for the years it would take to complete this project.

Although the developers speak of their generosity in giving the golf course to the city for
public use in perpetuity, you must not forget that they are proposing to sell these 240
units as “golf course adjacent” to wealthy senior residents. We have great concern that
the majority of the “public” using this course would be those residents. We believe that
would most likely be true of the 8 tennis courts that would remain at this site as well.

Lastly, when we carefully read all the variances to the building codes being requested by
the developers and realized the truly horrifying number of areas in which this project
would damage our community, we were outraged that our city government could even
consider requests that would be so detrimental to our community. Why should the profits
of an outside developer be more important than retaining the quality of life of the tax
paying residents of Studio City?

We believe if you weigh all the issues carefully, you will see that the development of this
property will irreparably damage Studio City. Please don’t let that happen.
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Maya Zaitzevsky, Project coordinator
200 N. Spring St. Room 763
LA CA90012 18 March, 2002

MS Zaitzevsky,

RE proposed senior housing projeét at 4141 Whitsett.
Please record my vote as a resounding NO. Along with
most in the area,  am alarmed and angry at this heedless
use of our open space. You call it medium density. Hardly.
492 parking spaces and all these units in that space
constitute VERY heavy density in my view, considering
this is an area already crushed with overdevelopment,
noise pollution, snarled traffic, and angry drivers. This not tc;
mention the aesthetic blight to our neighborhood.

We do not need this development. Period. The original
charter called for open space. Lets leave it open space

for all to use and enjoy.

Thank you,

Kevin Burke, 4223 Wilkinson Ave, Studio City
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March 11, 2002
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City of Los Angeles Planning Department AR 13 2007
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C/o Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator INIT
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Studio City Golf and Tennis
Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

I am writing to strongly urge you NOT to destroy the wonderful recreational facility and
greenspace that is the Studio City Golf and Tennis Center.

I have used both facilities, and find it to be one of the most pleasing areas in the Studio
City area. The housing complex, even if only built on the tennis courts, will not only ruin
a very good quality tennis facility, but will destroy the charm of the golf course.

I was at the golf course this past weekend with my girlfriend, and we had a wonderful
golf outing with people we had never met. I was pleased to see that many families were
recreating there, and that as the sun was going down, that this was a wonderful
environment, an asset that would be foolish and short sited to ruin with yet another
housing complex.

Cities need to be creative in the creation of senior and affordable housing, and I strongly
support rehabilitation of old buildings for this purpose. Though not everyone golfs or
plays tennis, these spaces add to the health, recreation and beauty of an entire
community. | would strongly support the city acquiring this facility and maintaining it’s
current use. If an additional firehouse is needed in the area, this would be an acceptable
compromise for a partial use of the land, but not a huge complex of so many units.

I hope you will do everything you can to save this facility, and if anything, enhance it’s
historical appeal. Los Angles needs to hold on to the few pockets of history and charm
that it has left.

Thank you for your consideration and action on behalf of Los Angeles.

/,Smcerely

(’ 5///&(%@(/

Daniel Chace
1801 N. La Brea Ave. #1
Los Angeles, CA 90046
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City of Los Angeles Planing Department
C/0 Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator
200 North Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

This letter is in regard to the proposed development of Studio City Golf
& Tennis facility at 4141 Whitsett Ave.

I am writing o strongly protest the destruction of one of the last
family recreational facilities in Studio City. Are we really being reduced
1o one or two small parks in which to enjoy the great outdoors.

It is already impossible to us Moorpark in the morning and this new
construction will severely impact an already stretched infrastructure.

The Golf and tennis complex was one of the main drawing points for me
to relocate to Studio City and should it be destroyed, I will move. This
will cause me to lose my home and I will lose a lot of money because my
property value (within walking distance) will drop.

Please hear our pleas to let our little city remain a beautiful, little
hamlet that revolves around this outdoor haven. There are plenty of
buildings in need of renovation that would be more suitable than
destroying this beautiful open space.

Sincerely,
7 1

o

Kerry O'Farrell
12400 Moorpark St #4
Studio City, CA 91604



3/11/02

Maya Zaiitzevsky
Project Coordinator
200 N Spring St. # 763
L.A., CA. 9012

re: Studio City Golf & Tennis 4141 Whitsett Ave.
Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

I am deeply distrubed about the proposed development at the above
location. This will be a bad use of this land, eliminating the open space.
There will be too many people occupying this space and needing resources,
specifically water. The beautiful trees would be cut down and the beauty of
the area would be lost completely. This development would completely
eliminate the family facilities that are there now which provide safe
recreation. This is the tennis court center that is used by people from all
over the Los Angeles area as well as by area schools for their tennis
programs. Traffic would be absolutely terrible, with hundreds of new cars
flooding the area. There would be a huge number of trucks, busses and
other vehicles as well, creating horrific traffic, parking and pollution
problems.

There are many other nearby locations that would accommodate Senior
housing without ruining an existing neighborhood. The proposed

development will permanently an negatively change the whole area.

Sincerely,
%W W

Laurel Altman
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Sally Reeder

4935 Carpenter Ave.
Valley Village, CA 91607-3206

%‘W OF LOS ANGELES

MAR 05 2002

ENVIRONMENTAL
LT

February 28, 2002

Ms. Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator
200 North spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

Please do what you can to keep the Studio City Golf and Tennis as is. Not
only would it make a tremendous impact on our environment, but it would change
the entire composition of Studio City. The golf course and tennis courts are
important to maintaining the integrity of the city. Many people use the areas to
better their skills, but most important, the area is a gathering place for so many
people.

Please keep our city as is and not let it become just another developer’s
golden purse. We would lose so much if we lost Studio City Golf and Tennis.

Sincerely,

Sally Reeder
Homeowner and
regular golfer in

Studio City
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4141 WHITSETT AVENUE
STUDIO CITY. CALIFORNIA 91604
March 13, 2002 (323) 877-3777 = {818? 76 ~§25O
FAX (818) 761-3942
City of Los Angeles Planing Department
% Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

My name is George McCallister. [ am a long time resident of Studio City and the
General Manager of Studio City Golf and Tennis. The facility located at 4141 Whitsett
Ave. in Studio City. We have leased Studio City Golf and Tennis since 1958 and will
continue to honor the lease until it expires on March 31, 2005 some three years from
now.

I would like to thank our friends at the planning Department for allowing us to voice our
concerns about the environmental impacts brought on by the proposed development of
the property located at 4141 Whitsett Ave. in Studio City.

As to the areas of possible Environmental impacts, let me first start with Land Use and
Planning. In the early 1970’s, With an agreement drawn up between the City of Los
Angeles, the county of Los Angeles, and the landowner, this property was down zoned
from its original zoning of R-1 and R-3 to Al-1. Which is the appropriate zoning for
light recreation. They did this to insure that this property would remain as recreational
open space to be use by the general public. It also is designated such in the community’s
General Plan and The Community’s Specific Plan. Of course all of these long-term plans
would have to be changed to accommodate any development on this property. We
respectfully request that these plans remain unchanged and left in place as they currently
are.

The Tennis courts. We currently have twenty Champion Chip tennis courts on this site.
They have been here for 25 years. As we are one of the last large tennis facilities left in
Los Angeles, we are fully booked at least six hours out of our 15 hour day. The rest of
the time we operate at 60-80% capacity. We are the home tennis courts for Harvard-
Westlake and The Buckley School. They rent sixteen courts two hours a day four days a
week every week during each semester of the year. We serve many large tennis groups
such as L.A.T.A. and the Van Nuys-Sherman Oaks Racket Club. These groups requiring
up to fifteen courts at a time. It is my understanding that Tennis courts operated by the
City of Los Angeles do not allow for group bookings, so these groups can only play at
facilities like ours. If Studio City Tennis is bulldozed, then more than likely these groups
will be with out courts to play their leagues, tournaments, and other activities on.



As to the project in question, It is my understanding that Homeplace proposes to first
demolish the twenty tennis courts at Studio City Golf and Tennis. Then as part of their
entire development project, they would rebuild “approximately” eight new courts next to
their senior housing condominium complex. Then they would build a new, 12 court
tennis facility on a “yet to be determined” site. They have suggested an area in North
Hollywood Park as such a sight.

So the premise would be, to take away 12 existing tennis courts that presently serve the
community that they are located in. And then takes away 3 or 4 acres of existing green
grass parkland that services the community that it is presently in, and build 12 new tennis
courts of unspecified quality, on this new site. Even though the residents of that
community might not want tennis courts built in their park. They might just want to use
the park for picnics and playing with their children. But Homeplace needs a some where
to put these new replacement tennis counts.

If that be the case, then we respectfully request a full environmental impact report on
the new 12 court tennis facility Homeplace proposes to build on City owned parkland
before any zone changes or recommendations are made regarding the Homeplace
development at the Studio City Golf and Tennis site.

I would also like to address Homeplace’s plan for the reconfiguration the golf course
and the driving range. As someone very familiar with the golf course and driving range
in question here. I would implore the City of Los Angeles to employ an independent
Golf Course Design Engineer to review the drastic and I strongly believe, dangerous
driving range lay out that Homeplace has suggested in their drawings. I can’t think of a
more sever environmental impact than that of someone being hit by a range ball from an
unsafe driving range. I have written the Planning Department about this issue and will
include a copy of that letter with the letter I send to the Project Coordinator.

Next I would like to address the subject of Geology and Soils. About 18 months ago
Homeplace hired a geologist to do some soil testing on the property where they plan to
build their housing complex. They drilled about 12 soil test holes in various locations
around where the proposed development would be. As I witnessed the drill bits being
hauled from the ground they were very wet and covered with mud. I asked one of the
engineers what all the mud was from? He replied it was from underground water. It has
always been rumored as fact that there is a underground stream that runs along the north
side of the LA Riverbed. A geologist friend of mine told me that this area is full of what
he called “purge water” which is the general runoff from rain and lawn watering, and that
about 25 to 40 feet down there is a very great possibility of an underground stream. The
point being that since this proposed site is adjacent to the LA Riverbed which consists of
fill dirt and is a liquefaction area and that there is almost assuredly underground water
below. Therefore we respectfully request that the city supervise a very extensive soil and



land stability test for these seven - four story buildings with their 380 underground
parking stalls.

Finally I would like to bring up the subject about the proposed building of the new
“State of the art” Studio City fire station on the southeast corner of the property at 4141
Whitsett Ave.

I have personally spoken with the fire department about this project since 1996, when
they first showed interest in the corner portion of the property for the new station. Now
that they have funding for the project, they are pursing the acquisition of this site. I have
spent time with the City Surveying team and the company contracted to do the
assessment of the property for the city Fire Department and it seems to me they are going
forward with their plans to acquire this site. I believe they also have the support of the
Studio City Residents Association and that of the Councilman. This interest to the
property shown by the Los Angeles Fire Department would surely impact Homeplace’s
proposed development project, however, they mention nothing about it in their
application. With all do respect, we feel that before any environmental impact study can
be performed, we should find out if the Fire Department is in fact going to acquire the
one acre parcel at the southeastern part of the property in question here. This would
drastically alter all of Homeplaces, current designs, lay outs, and give-a-ways. In fact it
would require a whole new project concept, thus setting an entire new scope for the
environmental impact report

In closing I ask myself, Who can really say how sever the environmental,
sociological, and political impacts of losing or severely altering such a beautiful and
useful piece of property as Studio City Golf and Tennis will be. The city, with great
insight, downzoned this property to protect it from developers years ago. We ask you to
please honor their decision.

Thank you for your time. ;.

Since

{

Geofge McCalljste



4141 WHITSETT AVENUE

© STUDIO CITY, CALIFORNIA 91604
(3283) 877-3777 » (818) 761-3250

FAX (818) 761-3942

March 14, 2001

Mr. Thomas J. Rath
Department of City Planning
Valley Planning Department
6255 Van Nuys Blvd.

Van Nuys, CA 91401

Dear Mr. Rath,

My name is George McCallister. I am the General Manager of the Studio City Golf and
Tennis Facility at 4141 Whitsett Ave. in Studio City. We met a few years ago when Joann
Deutch from the Studio City Chamber of Commerce introduced us. I am writing this letter
because of safety issues I would like to point out as they relate to the drawings that
Homeplace Retirement Communities submitted during their “Open House” on February 26,
2001 at CBS Studio Center. I have included a copy of that drawing with this letter. On it
you will see I have illustrated the different positions of the Driving Range fence line. Line
“A” is the fence as it is today. Line “B” is the new fence line, as Homeplace has proposed it
be. The reason they have to move the fence line is because they want to move the sixth hole
of the golf course onto an area that is currently occupied by the driving range. You will see
on the drawing where I have marked building “E”. Homeplace has building “E” on the part
of the property that is now the sixth hole of the golf course. Also note that this is the largest
of the buildings in the drawing, and critical to the whole of the development. The problem,
as I see it, is that the reduction of the driving range area to make room for the “new” sixth
hole, especially in the amount they propose, clearly would place players on the golf course
endanger from being hit by a practice ball that has gone over the driving range fence because
the fence is so much closer to the driving range tee line. When we built the tennis courts
back in the early seventies, we reduced the driving range as much as it could be reduced in
order to accommodate all twenty tennis courts, and still provide a reasonable amount of
safety for the players on the golf course. Any further reduction of the driving range area
would seriously breach the reasonable amount of safety barrier. Furthermore the reduction
Homeplace proposes is in the deepest part of the driving range, and it is this part that most
long hitters aim for, and as we all know, many golfers have a tendency to “hook” the ball to
the left thus making it more likely for the ball to go over the fence. It is also my belief that
the amount of driving range space needed to adequately build the new sixth hole of the golf
course has been underestimated by the architects and even more of the driving range would
be needed. Another factor is the angle of Homeplace’s new fence line. The Golfers at the



end of the Tee Line nearest the left side of the range fence will now have to aim to their right
to avoid hitting the fence on their left. This increases the probability of their ball going over
the fence on the right endangering the Golfers on the first hole of the golf course. Also as we
know, many golfers “slice” the ball to the right, thus compounding this problem even more.

It is not my intention to berate Homeplace’s proposal, rather to point out discrepancies
that fourteen years of experience with this driving range enables me to see quite clearly. 1
believe that the true essence of the problems as T have laid them out in this letter can only be
fully appreciated by an on site inspection. There for Mr. Rath, 1 would like to invite you or
one of your staff to come to Studio City Golf and Tennis and let me show you what it is [ am
trying to explain in this letter. Please call so we can arrange a time to meet. I can be reached
at (323) 877-3777 Tuesday through Saturday.

Sincerely,

George McCallister
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LAw OFFICES OF LAWRENCE J. TURNER
0200 SUNSET BOULEVARD, SUITE 701
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90069

LAWRENCE J. TURNER TELEPHONE (310) 273-4858
JOHMN F. SICOTTE FACSIMILE (310) 273-1869
KIMBERLY L. TURNER E-MAIL: admin@turner-law.com
RECEIVED
CITY OF LOS ANGELES
: : : MAR 1072002
Ms. Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator R
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 gwmawfvmm
Los Angeles, California 90012 unit

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

This letter is in reference to the proposed Studio City Golf and
Tennis Project. 1 certainly hope that it is not officially a “project” yet. |
know of many people, myself and family included, who do not want to lose
our wonderful, hidden oasis in Studio City. In Los Angeles, where we all
spend so much time on the road traveling to get to work, school, or
activities, it is so special to have a secret recreation center right in our own
back yard! My children, 8 and 10 years, are saddened by the thought of
losing “our golf and tennis place.” We are there 2 to 3 times a week for
either tennis lessons, or just hitting on the driving range. Its allure is its
convenience, its simplicity, its lack of pretentiousness and its wide-open
beauty.

If a “Retirement Community” is built there, our oasis is gone. They
say they will rebuild the courts—but it seems to me that those will be for
the people who live in the Retirement Home, not for the community at
large. Even if the general community is allowed to use the courts and
driving range, the allure is gone. We are now imposing on someone
else’s property—we will feel like trespassers. The simple beauty will have
disappeared. It will be replaced by crowds and parking problems. It will
be just another cluster of buildings in the burgeoning concrete jungle that
we call Los Angeles.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.

Sincerely, P
i /f" 9 !
. ] (,?\\\éf i vi/j;{f{, {){j e

Kimberly L. Tunrner



Erica Fox & John C. Newby
11684 Ventura Blvd. Suite #314 e Studio City, CA 91604 R
TEL 818-980-9680 » FAX 818-980-7627 « £-Mail foxnew @ mac. com
MAR 26 2002

ENVIRONMENTAL
March 14, 2002 ,.N\IER;JE;J% ;ggt\m

Maya Zaitzevsky RE: EAF NO.: ENV-2001-1196
Project Coordinator

200 North Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

My husband and | have been residents of Studio City for 13 years. | have been a
resident of Los Angeles my whole life.

There are few places in this city which one can treasure as Los Angeles, as a city,
does not put a high value on community and the things that benefit a community.

Studio City is one of those areas of the city where one feels community. And we strive
hard to keep that. Here, in our neighborhood, we walk, we know our neighbors, we
know the people that work at the various stores and restaurants. And they know us.

The golf and tennis courts on Whitsett are a huge amenity, not only to the residents of
Studio City, but to schools both private and public who use the golf and tennis for their
school teams as well as for people who live in adjacent neighborhoods. A par-3, nine
hole golf course is not an easy thing to find, especially one that because of its low fee
is available for those from any socio-economic background.

Additionally, in a city that has been determined to have one of the fewest parks and
green spaces per citizen, here is green space: a place where one can enjoy oneself
with friends and family in the beautiful outdoors.

Shouldn’t the welfare of the larger community surpass the financial gain of a very few?
We think so. Please don't let this great place be taken away.

Thank you.

Sincefely

EricaFox &  John Newby



WOLLAEGER

RE :
21 March 2002 ey O%.EE% 5/5«:{ ;ng%}
| MAR 26 2007
Maya Zaitzevsky ENVIRONE N4
Project Coordinator oy

200 Spring St., Room 763
Los Angeles, CA $90012

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

As a 15-year resident of Studio City, I am writing to urge you oppose any future development of
the Studio City Golf and Tennis property. Los Angeles has historically turned its back on creating
open, urban parkland, and the aggregate result of each of these decisions is an urban landscape
unrivaled in congestion, overdevelopment, pollution and, despite the abundant natural beauty of
Southern California, sheer ugliness.

The environmental impacts of development of this rare open tract of land in Studio City are many.
For me, they are primarily aesthetic and spiritual. But the effects of this aesthetic and spiritual
degradation will be manifested in the community as economic decline, increased pollution and
increased crime. At a certain point, even devoted citizens of Studio City will decide that it is time to
move elsewhere if the local government is not willing to protect the aspects of the community that
they value. They will take their salaries, their jobs, their business patronage, their civic involvement,
and they will move to, quite simply, a better place.

Instead of building on precious open space, why not provide real economic incentives for
developers to rehabilitate and beautify ugly urban spaces? Believe me, there are plenty within
shouting distance of the Studio City Golf and Tennis property. Why not tear down decrepit
buildings and create new parkland around new developments? This is the program pursued by
enlightened urban planners nearly everywhere else. I am from Chicago, a city that is constantly
creating new parkland in every neighborhood, My wife, Margo Lea, is from Vancouver, B.C., a city
that beautifully incorporates abundant parkland with vital urban growth. The citizens are devoted to
these cities! Tourists love these cities! The leaders of these cities are making the future more
promising on every level.

Los Angeles needs to start making the right decisions about what kind of city it is going to be,
about what kind of life it will offer its citizens. These decisions start at the local level. The
environmental impacts of development of Studio City Golf and Tennis are obvious to everyone who
lives here. They should be obvious to anyone who lives in Los Angeles and is committed to making
the city a better place to live.

Thank you for the time and energy you are devoting to this issue!

Sincerely;
M

Michael Wollaeger

4149 KRAFT AVE STUDIO CITY CA 91604 818-985-0268 wollacger@mac.com
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NANCY LINTON-WEISS, PRD, MFEC.C.
Clinical Psychologist

2121 West Magnolia Boulevard
i \j . R P
Burbank, California 91506

(818) 843-3605




JILL M. ROTH, Ph.D. IS
641 Wilcox, #2F on

Los Angeles, California 90004 "
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March 19, 2002

Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Proposed development of Studio City Golf and Tennis facility at 4141 Whitsett Ave.

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

I have been going to Studio City to the Studio City Golf course for the last three years and am deeply
concerned about the possible loss of the Golf and Tennis facility. In a city where there is so little space for
adult recreation this property, which is so beautiful, is a gift to all of us. I encourage you to do all you can
to find an alternative site for proposed senior housing development.

The main question I would ask is, are there not alternative locations that would provide adequate senior
housing without destroying a precious piece of open space. For example, there are two senior assisted-
living facilities currently under construction in Studio City.

We badly need someone like you to champion the preservation of something valuable rather than the
unnecessary destruction of a facility that provides the needed space for peace and quiet and recreation.

Studio City is such a lovely place to visit. 1 go to the Whitsett facility at least twice a week and even plan
many of my shopping errands to do in Studio City. I am sure that I am not alone is bringing income to
many of the merchants in Studio City. I would not continue to do this if the golf course were no longer
there.

This brings up other issues, that of traffic and the aesthetic impact in the area. Studio City is pleasant to be
in because the traffic is moderate and it has the feeling of a village. This would totally change with a 60 ft
tall building and more cars in the area.

I implore you to use your influence to find an alternative site for the development and allow a very old and
important facility to continue to serve adults and families for recreational purposes.

Sincerely,
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March 26, 2002

Mary F. Riley
12437 Sarah Street
Studio City, CA 91604

Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Fax: 213-978-1343

re: Notice of Preparation--Homeplace Retirement Community
Case No. ENV-2001-1196

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:
Thank you for accepting these comments on March 26, 2002.

The project description is not complete enough to allow for adequate comments
on the Notice of Preparation ("NOP") for the following reasons:

1) The project description does not specify the approximate time of construction
of which all twenty (20) tennis courts will be removed. (Although once specified,
no doubt significant impacts on a short term level will occur at this junction and
should be analyzed in the EIR.)

2) Proposed mitigation of the lost tennis courts is identified in the NOP as "12
are proposed to be replaced at nearby public park site(s)". The public has the
right to know where (if at all) the proposed tennis courts will be located to provide
meaningful input in the scope of the EIR. You should look at the impacts of
proposed mitigation measures in the EIR as well. Until the specific mitigation plan
is provided to the public no meaningful comments can be provided. Funding for
the construction and maintenance of those replacement courts needs to be
identified too.

3) Discussion about the Development Agreement and the future ownership of the
golf area is too vague. The NOP states the agreement will "assure the
preservation of the existing golf course, driving range, club house and the
proposed eight tennis courts." A development agreement has a term to it, and
unless other tools are used, ie. deed restrictions, trust fund set up for
maintenance, there can be no assurance of any long term/perpetuity
preservation. The title of the remaining open space is of utmost importance here,
since LA presently benefits from private recreational space and has absolutely no
financial burden. Therefore, to change title from private to public space could
have significant impacts on parks and recreation offered by the City. Can the City
financially pay anything to maintain this facility? Or, if user fees are anticipated as



the financial generator, how will those fees be calculated and set aside to assure
the future success of this golf/tennis center.

4) There is no description about the proposed variance needed for the reduction
in parking for the senior housing units. While you identified traffic as a possible
significant impact, | would hope that any studies you have to support a lesser
parking ratio for seniors takes into consideration the unique amenities of this
project, which basically will be a park in their back yard. This project cannot be
assumed to require less parking than a project where 54 year olds and less
reside, unless adequate studies which reflect similar Southern California projects
exist. The specific amenities, the proximity to transportation centers, the size of
the unit (which isn't specified in the NOP either in square footage or number of
bedrooms), the rent (whether market or affordable), make this project unique
from studies previously done in this field. Please don't under-park this project
based on wrong assumptions.

Similarly, traffic studies should not assume less peak trips than other multi-family
projects merely because the project in part is for "seniors". In California, a
"senior' at a project this size can be as young as 55 years old. Census data
should support that in Southern California more people of this age continue
working full-time jobs.

5) In the discussion on parking/traffic, discussion needs to focus on the
remaining parking for the golf and tennis center and an examination of the
parking situation. Some shared parking concept needs to be used, and EIR
cannot simply reduce existing parking spaces in a number that corresponds to
the reduction of tennis courts. The parking for the sports complex (with the
decreased tennis) needs to be examined. The exact number of parking spaces is
not provided.

6) Additional discussion on the street vacation of Valley Heart Drive is needed
given the request for a permit to occupy portions of the street easement to create
a river-front park. How will people access this park if Valleyheart is vacated?

You have identified certain areas of possible environmental impact. | have a few
additional comments on those impacts.

7) No specific environmental category identified "hazards" . How these sensitive
uses will fare in an earthquake could be a significant impact. Discussion about
disaster planning documents and issues relating to specifically earthquakes is
needed. The area adjacent to the River and other flood control channels in
Studio City were hit hard by the 1994 earthquake. Further, the previous negative
declaration identified some of this area as prone to liquefaction. Further study on
seismic hazards as this possibly significant impacts affects the proposed
sensitive uses and buildings should occur in the EIR.



8) No specific environmental category focused on Biological Resources. The
area contains much wildlife (especially squirrels) and many different trees.
Impacts on the disturbance of these things could possibly be significant, and
needs to be closely examined.

9) Special consideration needs to be placed on the aggressive storm water
regulations of the recently adopted NPDES permit imposed on Los Angeles
(through the LA County permit) (and possibly imposed separately on the
developer through its own NPDES permit). New thresholds of significance have
been identified in this permit, and need to be incorporated into the EIR. Of
concern, is the elimination of dirt falling onto the street or LA River. The recent
requirements prohibit any dirt from leaving a construction site. Special mitigation
will need to be imposed during the hauling of dirt, and the entire construction
process to assure compliance with this requirement. Also, hopefully the EIR will
discuss impacts on stormwater due to the newly constructed tennis courts. Since
those are impervious surfaces, the top portion of the rainwater needs to be
treated before it runs off into the stormdrains (SUSMP regulations).

As to the haul route, | would hope that the traffic counts on Whitsett would be
examined before allowing any hauling of soil to occur on that street. The street is
too busy already, and if a haul route is allowed, only nighttime grading and
hauling should be allowed. Also a left turn going north on Whitsett is impossible,
and would be dangerous, given the existing traffic.

Thank you for considering my comments. Please provide me with future notices
relative to the EIR process.

Very truly yours,

1N /
)74’ g o i
Mary FIR”ey {}



March 23, 2002

Ms. Maya Zaitzevsky MAR 7 @42@@%}3{“
Project Coordinator (ORI

200 N. Spring St. E*NV‘R‘B};%EN AL

Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Opposition to proposed development of Studio City Golf & Tennis facility/4141 Whitsett Ave.
Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

We have recently moved to this area from Dallas, Texas. One of the main reasons for our relocation was
the significantly higher quality of life afforded to us in Southern California. While Dallas is a wonderful
city with many assets, a consistent criticism is that it has very few public parks and recreation areas.

Needless to say, we were delighted when we discovered Studio City Golf & Tennis. Imagine such a
wonderful facility in the middle of town ~ and available to everyone. We have already been there several
times in the few short months we have lived here.

We are shocked and saddened to learn that our new discovery may be destroyed for a senior living center.
We have been considering purchasing a home in the area so that we could be close to the golf & tennis
center, but if that is gone, we will very likely look elsewhere.

We urge you to not support the destruction of this wonderful facility. Surely Homeplace of America can
find another area to build their center without ruining the quality of life in this area.

Thank you for your time,

I .
i H ; : \ :
{/vﬁt A i a‘i\w\) - “';\.»“ e
Julie K. Ware Jody Baker

16051 Kingsbury St.
Granada Hills, CA 91344
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Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

ENVIRG ME s
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RE: Proposed development of Studio City Golf & Tennis facility at
4141 Whitsett Avenue

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

[ am writing as a long-time resident of Studio City to express my DEEP
concern over the proposed development by Homeplace of America at the
above-referenced site.

I can site negative impacts on many fronts: Land Use, Water & geological,
Aesthetic, Cultural, Recreational, Traffic, Construction, City Services, and
more.

Most critical to me is retaining the open space of the flat 17 acre parcel in
the middle of an area that is packed with buildings.

ENOUGH BUILDING ON OPEN SPACE!!!

T urge you to consider carefully the concerns of the average citizen of Studio
City. That would be me. I am as opposed to this development as I can be.
Arguments that I have heard by the Development Company are not credible.
There is tremendous negative impact on the Environment of Studio City that
would be unleashed by approving this Development.

[ say NO.

meerely,
cott J. Simon

13030 Valleyheart, #310
Studio City, CA 91604



ENVIRONMENTAL
i

March 11, 2002

Maya Zaitzevsky
Project Coordinator

Dear Ms Zaitzevsky,

| am writing to protest the proposed housing project to be located on some of the land now
occupied by the Studio City Golf and Tennis center.

I have lived in Studio City in three different locations for almost fifty years and have watched the
gradual degradation of what made it such a coveted place to have a home. To now propose
that developing part of the one green island we have left to us is almost beyond belief.

Developers lust to develop. And residents continue to be threatened by this lust. More traffic in
an area already choked with traffic and frequent bad air quality is abhorrent. How the addition of
such a sizeable population in that area can be defended is incomprehensible.

lurge - no, | plead - that consideration be given to what a legacy for younger generations will be
lost - forever - if this project is approved.

Sincerely,
Wiy

Mary Gregory
4417 Gentry Avenue
Studio City, CA 81607

(&a/p.mu,’ EAF MO, ENV-200] -1196
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March 22, 2002

Maya Zaitzevsky

Project Coordinator ENVIRONMENTAL
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 UNIT

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Proposed Housing Project on Studio City Golf & Tennis
Dear Maya,

I'am writing you this letter to state my complete opposition to the proposed housing
project proposed by the Homeplace Retirement Community on five acres of the existing
open space at the Studio City Golf & Tennis location.

A historic, beautiful, “crown jewel” of Studio City should not be touched. For years and
years, this public golf and tennis establishment has been home to young and old. I played
there when I was a kid over thirty years ago. [ want to bring my son there to experience
what [ did so many years ago. Don’t touch it!

The following things will be altered dramatically: quality of life, reduction of public
recreation space, air quality, traffic, aesthetics (horrible tall buildings, loss of old trees,
etc.), destruction of a historic place, the loss of tennis courts & golf territory, and many
more.

Please don’t let this happen. Halt this proposed housing project and save our crown jewel
of Studio City.

Thank you.

Jean-Pierre Henraux, 4308 Agnes Ave., Studio City, 91604, 818-508-1905
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Attn: Maya Zaitzevsky Upgr AL
Project Coordinator
200 North Spring Street
Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Regarding: EAF NO.:ENV-2001-1196

Our household is strongly against any development at the Studio City Golf and Tennis
facility. We live in Studio City becouse we love the small town feel. There is sdmply not
enough space to accomodate another housing or other development. We need the
greenery and love the facility. Our grandson is taking tennis lessons there and we all love to
hit a few gofif balls there.

Please do all you can to prevent any development taking away from this facility.

Thank you

The Olsen and Nichols Families /

12200 Iredell Street and 14120 Hillslope [/ ;
Studio City, CA 91604 %
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UNIT

DEAR MS. ZAITZEVSKY:

I HAVE BEEN A STUDIO CITY RESIDENT BEGINNING IN

1934 AND CONTINUOQUSLY SINCE 1946. TO PUT IT SUCC-~
INCTLY, IT WOULD BE A SHAME TO REMOVE A SUBSTANTIAL
PORTION OF THE WHITSETT GOLF AND TENNIS OPEN SPACE.
TO ACCOMMODATE A RETIREMENT FACILITY. AFTER DECADES,
I STILL USE BOTH GOLF AND TENNIS AREAS REGULARLY AS
DO MANY OTHER SENIORS. ADDITIONALLY, IT IS OBVIOUS
THAT SUCH A PROJECT WOULD CREATE MANY UNWANTED ENVIR-
ONMENTAL PROBLEMS.

IF IT IS ESSENTIAL AND NO OTHER FEASIBLE LOCATION
CAN BE OBTAINED, RELUCTANTLY I WOULD CONSENT TO A
FIRE STATION BEING BUILT ON A SMALL SECTION QOF THE
LAND. BUT A DEVELOPER'S MONEY-MAKER---NEVER.

SINCERELY,

7 ’~ gy
. ,/zgﬁébﬁazgﬂf,

BOB GHEENSPAN

3467 WRIGHTWOOD DR,
STUDIO CITY
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CITY OF 1
Ms. Maya Zaitzevsky o
Project Coordinator MAR 26 2007
200 N. Spring St., Room 763 ENVIRON it 14
Los Angeles, CA 90012 UNTT

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

This letter is written on behalf of the members of the Los Angeles Tennis Association
(LATA) in regards to the plans to modify the site known as Studio City Golf and Tennis
to a residential area.

The importance of LATA to the southern California Gay and Lesbian community cannot
be underestimated. The importance of sports and especially team sports (although tennis
is considered a non-team sport, we offer feam tennis) are crucial in acquiring and
developing traits and skills useful throughout life. Generally speaking, many of our
members, by virtue of their sexual orientation, felt left out or at least uninvited in sports
during their developmental years in school, and therefore weren’t able to use sports to the
fullest to help develop those skills. We offer that to adults in a friendly, accommodating,
and accepting environment.

LATA is the largest Gay and Lesbian tennis club in the world. Our membership at the
end of 2001 was our highest ever, 545. Our members come from all over the
metropolitan Los Angeles area. We offer, among other tennis events, team tennis and
annual tournaments. Our team tennis leagues are our most successful events, and we fill
eight leagues, twice annually, each lasting 14 weeks.

In order to offer the leagues to the Southern California Gay and Lesbian community, we
need to use sites that allow us to reserve courts in blocks, well in advance. Currently,
four of our eight leagues are playing at Studio City Golf and Tennis. Those leagues are
offered on Mondays, Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. Annually, we reserve 2,132
court hours for these four leagues. We would reserve more due to the popularity of our
leagues, but Studio City Golf and Tennis gave us what they could. Los Angeles has a lot
of tennis facilities, although they are dwindling and most of the sites are city-owned and
are public facilities. Unfortunately, the city refuses to allow us to reserve the courts we
need to put on our leagues. Should the developer of the senior citizen housing provide
ten courts at the city’s North Hollywood site, that won’t be available for our use. Its as if
the courts are gone.

Besides the team tennis we offer our membership, we also host an annual club
tournament over two weekends in June which is typically played at Studio City Golf and
Tennis, with more than 120 players, and host an international tournament, the Centre
Court Championships, with more than 150 players, over Labor Day weekend, where
Studio City Golf and Tennis is one of three sites used. This tournament has participants



from all over the U.S. as well as representation in the past from Australia, Canada,
Europe and Mexico.

It is important for us that you understand that Studio City Golf and Tennis is a cultural
resource not just to those who live in its neighborhood, city, or even the San Fernando
Valley. Through our organization, it’s an important recreational resource that is used
weekly by our members who drive from as far away as Culver City, Redondo Beach and
Venice on the west side of the LA Basin; from Ventura on the west to Victorville in San
Bernardino County. All of these cities mentioned are current residences of our members
who play at least one of our weekly leagues at the site. As a matter of fact, most of our
members who use the facility weekly do not live in the San Fernando Valley, although
most, if not all, of the cities in the valley are represented in our leagues. Most of our
members pass many tennis courts on their drives to and from Studio City Golf and Tennis
to play in our leagues. Those courts do not offer what LATA offers, and we offer that
primariiy at Studio City Golf and Tennis.

These courts are a cultural resource that we urge you not to change in any way. We've
already lost facilities in Studio City (Racquet Center at Ventura and Vineland) and Los
Angeles (Tennis LA at 3" Street near LaBrea) that have required us to rely upon Studio
City Golf and Tennis. Both the sites mentioned were demolished in the name of
“progress” or city planning within the last 5 years. The open spaces in our area that add
to everyone’s quality of life are diminishing before our eyes. If Studio City Golf and
Tennis were to lose its courts, even some of its courts, LATA may not exist as we know
it, in a time when we are seeing annual expansion in membership. The southern
California Gay and Lesbian community needs LATA as a resource, and LATA needs
Studio City Golf and Tennis as its resource.

P
James A. Kloes

President
Los Angeles Tennis Association (LATA)



STUDIO CITY EAST 93K LLC
16633 Ventura Blvd Ste 804
Encino, CA 91436
Tel (818) 380-1440 Fax (818) 380-1441

March 22, 2002

RECE1Y
Maya Zaitzevsky CITY OF LO% Avgef s @
Los Angeles Planning Dept MAR 26 2007
Environmental Review Section ) )
200 N Spring Street Rm 763 ENVIRONs i

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Response to Draft Environmental Report
Case ENV-2001-1196

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

| represent the ownership of properties located west of the Los Angeles river at 12555,
12565, 12601, 12605, & 12655 Ventura Blvd. The owners have two primary concerns that
we hope are adequately addressed in the subject draft E.I.R.

First, all of the above properties as well as David Paul's bldg and a new shopping mall
under construction all exit on Valleyheart Drive and go easterly on this city street to
Whitsett Ave. Our concern is with the impact that cars exiting on Whitsett Ave from the
proposed development heading to Ventura Blvd will have on the cars trying to exit
Valleyheart Drive. Perhaps a traffic light will be required.

Secondly, we are concerned about the landscaping proposed between the project and the
Los Angeles river. With a maximum height of 45 feet above the golf course and with the
river being at least 10 feet lower than the golf course, the developer should be providing
significant sized 45" box to 60" box trees in order to justify the reduction in setback.
Please notify me of future meetings regarding this project.

Best regards,

Cbr A fdl

Robert S. Schenkman
Managing Member

RSS:cc



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING
IGR/CEQA BRANCH
120 SO. SPRING ST.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 X
PHONE: (213) 897-4429 Flex your power!
FAX: (213) 897-1337 Be energy efficient!

IGR/CEQA No. 020342AL
City of Camarillo Library
Vic. SR-101 PM 13.388

March 21, 2002

e e .y
Maya Zaitzevsky N :
Los Angeles City Planning Department MADG & & »n
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 At < 6 2007
Los Angeles, CA 90012 ENV‘RSWENTAL

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the above referenced project. The project is to develop
the Homeplace Retirement Community.

To assist us in our efforts to evaluate the impacts of this project on State Transportation
Facilities, please forward a copy of a traffic study for our review, if one has been prepared.
Otherwise, a traffic study should be prepared to analyze the following information:

1. Traffic impacts on State Routes 101 and all significantly impacted streets, crossroads

and controlling intersections, as well as analysis of existing and future conditions.

Traffic volume counts to include anticipated AM and PM peak-hour volumes.

Level of service (LOS) before and after development.

Future conditions, which include both, project and project plus cumulative traffic

generated up to year 2020.

5. Discussion of mitigation measures appropriate to alleviate anticipated traffic impacts,
including sharing of mitigation costs.

b

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 897-4429 or Alan Lin the
project coordinator at (213) 897-8391 and refer to IGR/CEQA No. 020342AL.

Sincerely,

STEPHEN J. BUSWELL
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief

cc:  Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

Steve Buswell/AL

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



LAURA GLASS
12831 Moorpark Street #13
Studio City, CA 91604
818-760-3031 RECEL

MAR 13 2007

ENV'R@%MENTM.
NI
March 8, 2002 T

Ms. Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator
City Pilanning Department

200 No. Spring Street/Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: EAF No. ENV-2001-1196
Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

I 'am utterly and completely opposed to the building of a retirement community on a portion of
the Studio City Golf And Tennis site for the following reasons:

e Studio City is already overwhelmed with too much building. It seems daily that massive
multi-unit buildings are being constructed on the sites of single-family homes. There
needs to be less building, not more.

o Once the zoning is changed to allow the building on five acres, the complete demise of
this open space which is used by so many is sure to follow. If you don’t think that the
planners of this retirement community aren’t already planning to expand it after it’s built,
you're sorely mistaken. They're sure to see a need for more buildings, or more access
roads, or more of something, and then since the floodgates have already been opened,
their request will sure to be permitted.

e My dog and I enjoy our regular walks along the golf course -- it’s quiet and serene and so
relaxing. The construction noise and debris would sure ruin that.

I implore you. Allow the one acre for the fire department - that’s something that will serve
the community in a positive manner. But don‘t allow the paving over of the jewel of Studio
City: for a project with no affirmative impact for the community.

Thank you,

' ,Qt/y Residents Association



PEGGY COCHRANE AIA

ARCHITECT
3888 SHERVIEW DRIVE D
SHERMAN OAKS, CA 91403 rFCTLER
(818) 788-1722 o
TAL
11 March 2002 EN\J\R%%‘\\%EN

Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Project Title: Homeplace Retirement Community
Case No: ENV-2001-1196

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:
I am opposed to the development of the proposed retirement project for the following reasons:

1. The traffic congestion at the intersection of Whitsett Ave. and Ventura Blvd. Is already at a
maximum. The proposed project would not only create more traffic, but noise and smog.
The trees and foliage on the golf course eliminates smog by means of photosynthesis

2. The developer is asking too many variances for the project, especially changing the zoning
from AT to R3-1. The golf course is the only open space in the area, and is needed for rec-
reational purposes.as are the tennis courts. The other variances to the building code create
health and safety hazards.

3. The 60' high buildings would be unsafe during an earthquake or fire, and are planned in an
earthquake zone.

4. The project is too close to the Los Angeles river which sometimes overflows during a heavy
rainy season. Also, the sub-terrainian garage is to be built above a low water table with lig-
uefaction soil. The US Corps of Engineers should be consulted on these problems for approval.

5. To narrow the fairways on the golf course creates dangers of stray golf balls hitting golfers and
residents of the housing project. They could also break windows in the new buildings.

6. If the developers are willing to pay as much as 12 million dollars for a portion of the property at
4141 Whitsett Ave., they could be involved in a slum clearance project which would benefit all.

Studio City Golf and Tennis, since it’s 50 years old, should be designated a state monument

Very truly yours,

Wagsooetrar . pip
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Barry Ward 5

DA /3 ~f:1~
4303 Rhodes Avenue KA MARYST 2002 50
Studio City, CA 91604 Yap , 50 ENVW%\M@@
S, Y, =
Maya Zaitzevsky /’2’/4/ ey, Gp
200 North Spring Street rm. 763 AL
Los Angeles, CA 90012 March 10, 2002

Ms. Zaitzevsky,

This letter concerns the proposed zoning change for the current Studio City
Golf/ Tennis complex on Whitsett Avenue. I reside in the residential
development located between Whitsett and Laurel Canyon. My home and
quality of life could be directly affected by this proposed zoning change.

I am not a golfer or tennis player and do not view this as something that could
affect a hobby. I do have issue with a zoning change that was made years ago to
lower the landowner’s property taxes with the promise of keeping this land “as
is” as agricultural land, and to now allow it to be a dense multifamily
development. This area does not need more multifamily developments. There
are two large Senior developments underway within 2 miles of this site ((1) on
Riverside and (2) on Coldwater Canyon). Our existing road structure cannot deal
with growth this city has already experienced. My neighborhood has already
become a “cut through” for cars from the extreme back ups on Laurel Canyon
and Moorpark.

Do not allow this area have the density of the West side of Los Angeles. Many
residents of Studio City chose this area for the “small town” qualities it has while
being part of a greater city. Do not take away my quality of life and many of the
reasons I chose to make this area my home.

Sincerely,

Barry Ward



March 7, 2001 %Q; E i; ;”E 1 *v
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Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator "
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 MAR 112002
Los Angeles, Ca 90012 ENVIRONMENTAL
UNIT

Re: Projected development of 4141 Whitsett Ave, Studio City

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

[ am a local resident living within the 500 foot radius of the complex, as well as a realtor with Coldwell Banker who
works in the area. This is the largest proposed development ever for Studio City and it’s impacts cannot even relly
be imagines. My specific concerns to be addressed in the EIR are as follows:

[y

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Land use impact: Loss of irreplaceable and very scare open space in a highly populated, dense location.
The property was downzoned to Al for the evpress purpose of keeping it open space.

Recreational impact:Loss of recreational space — nowhere else can the tennis teams and many school tennis
programs implement block booking of large numbers of courts for their leagues and tournaments. People
come from all over Southern California to play there. Two large tennis leagues — LATA and VN/SO
Racquet Club regularly use the facility for tournaments, as well as Harvard-Westlake School, Buckley
School, and Oakwood School, among others. The already crowded golf and tennis facility will be overrun
with the residents of this proposed complex, changing forever the availability of use times for the current
golf and tennis players. And during construction, there will be NO tennis courts for a long period of time,
and probably the golf course would be shut down or unpleasant at best for several years of construction.

Traffic impact/parking:1’m greatly concerned about traffic and increasing the danger on an already fast
moving Whitsett Ave. There is no freeway on/off ramp at Whitsett and the Ventura Freeway, so people use
Whitsett to zoom north and south, going under the freeway. Ventura Blvd. and Whitsett is already a
dangerous intersection, as Laurel Terrace, a cut through to Laurel Canyon, spills out there. And the new
City National Bank and retail strip mall at the northeast corner of Ventura and Whitsett will add to the
traffic, as well as the proposed future new Studio City Fire Station, which would be at the southeast corner
of the 4141 Whitsett property. There have been numerous accidents on Whitsett right there. And
obviously the increase in traffic from the proposed development itself must be considered, not to mention
the increase in ambulance runs to and from it. The increased traffic and accident potential must be studied.
Parking & increased traffic in the adjacent neighborhoods, particularly along Valley Spring Lane which
runs along the golf course is a concern- increased traffic, a residential neighborhood with lots of children.

Housing impact:Senior housing is needed, and will be readily available close by at the Riverside Hospital
site, on Riverside Drive just west of Whitsett, nearly 300 units, and one at Coldwater Canyon and Hortense
Street. Please evaluate the need for even more senior housing within such a close radius. Also, as a realtor
I know that many people purhase property specifically to be within walking distance of this property —to
be able to utilize the facilities, unavailable anywhere else in Los Angeles. Property values may be
dramatically negatively affected.

Crime impact:Crime is another factor to be evaluated — the crime level at North Hollywood park and other
potential sites for the “new relocated” tennis courts, compared to the crime level at 4141 Whitsett, where
people clearly feel safe to play, day and night.

Cultural impact: The complex is like a “corner bar without the liquor”. People feel safe there,

parents feel safe knowing their kids are there playing golf and tennis without them. It’s been there for over 50
years and truly is the “jewel of Studio City”. What other facility can offer this?



7) Aesthetic impact: The overbearing towering impact of seven 4-story buildings, blocking the beautiful
views looking north from the hills, and south toward the mountains from the homes and from the golf
course, lost forever, must be addressed, including the impact on the vegetation and golf course from all of
the shade they’l] create.

I thank you, in advance, for your time in evaluating all of these issues.

Sincerely,

/1 i
m ‘Uﬁ"\
(W
Laurie Cohn
4214 Bellaire Ave.

Studio City, CA 91604
818/985-7788
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Gary M. Andrew March 8§, 2002
12011 Otsego St.
Valley Village, CA 91607

RE CE s

CI o 165, V,E D
Maya Zaitzevsky MAR 17 2007
Project Coordinator ENVIRONMEWz
200 N. Spring St., Room 763 U

Los Angeles, CA 90012
RE: EAF No.: ENV-2001-1196
Dear Madam,

As a concerned resident and voter in the Studio City area I would like to voice my
opposition to the proposed Housing Project on the Studio City Golf and Tennis site. This
complex has been a wonderful and much needed ‘Open Space” area for the use of San
Fernando residents and others. It would be a crime to downsize this area for housing.

I am greatly concerned over issues such as quality of life for local residents,
overcrowding of traffic and parking. This green space provides much needed oxygen
while removing carbon dioxide and other harmful gases from the atmosphere. Don’t
forget about education and socialization of our children who can use this space for
learning and growing in a fresh park-like atmosphere. 1do not wish to see any 45 tall
buildings in this sleepy neighborhood, this would be an ugly infringement on our
beautiful open area.

This is an obvious attempt by the developer to cash in on an area that was deeded to the
City on the condition that it would always remain an ‘Open Space’ area. Does the City
have any integrity? [ wonder. We shall see. If the City goes ahead with plans to permit
the proposed Housing Project, I shall necessarily file an injunction requiring the City to
return this parcel from whence it was deeded.

Sincerely,
Gary M. Andrew

feppi—
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12707 Kling St. ENWR%#WZAL

Studio Cj

9]601;) ity, CA ENVIHUNMENTAL

Dear Ms Zaitzevsky, UNIT

I'm writing in response to the plan to develop a portion of the Studio City Golf & Tennis
facility. And, imploring you to use whatever powers you have, to block this project.
Studio City has been my home for thirty years and, during that time, I've lauded the
efforts of community leaders to guard this still-homey village from the developer’s ‘art’.

The only place I would ever consider living in the Valley is Studio City. That’s precisely
because we have no monster building projects, high-rises, or the cold, slick look of say,
Encino. I know my neighbors; I know my postman. I use the park. I find those facts
emotionally enriching in an increasingly impersonal, complicated world. I live right
down the street from the tennis courts and have played there often. I learned to play
golf on the course here. I take my daily walk past it all the time and can't tell you how
just the sight of that green serenity makes the difference between a peaceful day and
a stressed one. For the same reasons that New Yorkers regard Central Park as an
emotional necessity, so do S.C. residents cherish this small oasis of tranquillity.

Okay, I know retired folk want to look down upon this green from their windows — but
I'm ‘retired folk’ too and their huge, ugly apartments are going to block their neighbors’
view of that same green — one they have paid to live next to - not to mention the traffic
problems inherent with visitors, service providers, and real estate problems when
nearby homes are listed for sale. I have a parent in such a facility and I know the
problems it creates in a neighborhood environment.

We've already lost the battle against an assisted care facility on Coldwater. This means
heartache for at least two streets worth of residents who now have to grapple with
trucks, dumpsters full of meal garbage and the bacteria of soiled adult diapers, more
noise, and parking for care workers and visitors. They didn’t plan on living next to

a hospital, which is what ‘assisted care’ quite practically, comes down to. They
purchased homes in a small pocket of relative peace and are now anticipating Hell.

I am friends, as a matter of fact, with the previous owners of that property, but could
not support it in good conscience because I feel it's no good for the community. Studio
City is not Sun City or Leisure World, where huge blocks of space have been chartered
for that purpose. This is not a country environment. The proposed project takes a
bandaid approach to country living by vandalizing a small but vital portion of an
intimate community. No one is properly served. Let's keep huge commercial ventures
where that precedent has been established, and not jeopardize this lovely community.




March 5, 2002

SR
Maya Zaitzevsky
Project Coordinator MAR O 7 2002
300 North Spring Street ENVIRONMENTAL
Room 763 UNIT

Los Angeles, CA 90012
Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

| am an avid user of the space in Studio City, the Golf and Tennis courts. Every
day | witness happy local residents utilizing this space, happy to have a
wonderful outdoor activity space near their homes. Please do not allow this
space to be converted/developed. it would be a major detriment to our wonderful
home here in Studio City.

Thank you,

—
/f( e Terrells
" Residents of Colfax Meadows in Studio City, CA



NANCY PATTIZ

3615 SHADY OAK ROAD
STUDIO CITY, CA 91604 RECEIVED
Monday, March 4, 2002 CITY OF LOS ANGELES
. . . MAR 07 2002
Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator AVRONMERTAL
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 TUNIT
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

This is to voice my concern regarding the possible partial development
of the treasured Studio City Golf & Tennis Club into senior housing.

I live within a mile of the Club and have played tennis there at least
twice a week for the last 15 years. It is one of the reasons I choose to live
in the Studio City area. Not only is it a welcome respite of green space in
an ever-increasing sea of concrete and steel, but it provides me with
needed exercise and recreation. I’m a busy advertising/marketing
executive and the mother of a rambunctious nine-year-old Carpenter
Avenue Third Grader. The ease with which I can play tennis at this
well-run, charming tennis facility is a wonderful part of my life.

It is with sadness that I see the Citibank shopping area being developed
on the nearby corner of Whitsett and Ventura. That addition alone will
add a great deal of unwanted traffic congestion to our wonderful village.
In addition to the added traffic, the blocking of the view of the green
space is a major negative and will substantially reduce the aesthetic
appeal of the location. The proposed development will only add
negative repercussions to the situatin.

Please let’s preserve the Studio City Golf & Tennis Club for the benefit
of the thousands of players who use it and keep the jewel of a green
space for the benefit of all. Surely, the needed senior housing can be
developed in a place that doesn’t so substantially negatively affect so
many of our citizens and rob us of one of the few precious green spaces.

Sincerely, %

W Email: npattiz@aol.com
Telephone: (818) 769-3588
Fax: (818) 506-0279
Pager: (818) 971-2101

»



%




g

~Z /005

@7 mms 7 w%ﬂm% £ ﬁw\ %?%&x m&a@t\mv \\wwx H2 298 pY N Y7, w\\:
- .y IAQL I A SO e SH2T A WG SH@
g bunds oy eop | TWhoud fof m He longin
’ © fg r\\\ N«\. i .efm_, 3 f ey ISV /3
AP LIPI G ) F m,,.mm\,\\m 7721 m@&x kﬁ,\ux by 2 Fu
Iy ﬁww, «;wﬁ%;&w wﬁ,&wﬁb\ LrizdenD mﬁ%@x it A L %@ 4 Lot L/
G PUGA S UDALA S 2I5Urpits

THf s M,w% CF YIS e s\v% A

GEL LR - ApsT & oo sw maus

. \%@«A&m\;m&_% L) \m&é,&wﬁ\\ \W\\ et

o Bpesiap np ., it oulisp
R A

i\w\.w.\@m\%\%N S an(




4 A
QZ%%O&@@;@Z Gastro
- e 7 PR
5487 Corteern Sace, #2006
j 7 E 3. ) e .
?2?4%@4?2§Z%g&;{Qag;%ém@az
L L (&)
7067 2047

March 4, 2002

REGCEIVED
Maya Zaitzezsky CITY OF LOS ANGELES
Project Coordinator
200 N. Spring St. MAR 07 2007
Room 763 - .
ENVIRONMENTAL
Los Angeles, Ca. 90012 UNIT

Dear Madam:

I am writing in support of the Studio City Golf & Tennis Club.
This facility has been an integral part of the lives of my
children and grandchildren. It is a pleasure to pass by and
enjoy the greenery with the mountains beyond. It is environ-
mentally beneficial and esthetically pleasing.

I strongly oppose losing this open space that has adorned this
part of Studio City for some fifty years. The thought of los-
ing it to buildings which would cut off the view, or a shopping
center in this already crowded world of shopping centers, is
most distressing.

Please do whatever you can to preserve this physical and cul-
tural landmark. We need this lovely area to be preserved to
serve the community in the future as it has in the past.
Sincerely yours,
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March 12, 2002

Ms. Maya Zaitzevsky
Project Coordinator ne e
200 North Spring Street Mg ‘fsfﬁf
Room 763 Uﬁf?mﬁ%

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

I write you this letter today to express my deep and sincere concern that building

A NYTHING at 4141 Whitsett Ave. in Studio City would be a

H UGE mistake. As it is, the traffic is unbearable. To build condos and

bring in ANY MORE PEOPLE would be insane! To rip out trees and ruin a Landmark
property is just unthinkable and depressing. We have enough people already.

The impact on Studio City would be overwhelming. The environment simply cannot
Have you ever tried to drive down Ventura Blvd. On Saturday afternoon? Try it
sometime. It's packed. 6 years from now, IT WILL BE PACKED! More people????
Forget it!

Thank you for taking the time to read this ietter.

Sincerely yours,

Kelly Erwin

12324 Moorpark St.
Studio City, CA 91604
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Bradley D. Dunn
15353 Lemay Street
Van Nuys, CA 91406

March 11, 2002

Ms. Maya Zaitzevsky

Project Coordinator

200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

MAR 152007

Dear Maya:

It was such a pleasure speaking with you on the phone today. I want to
personally thank you again for listening to various voices that make up
our cause - to save Studio City Golf & Tennis from radical development.

This is letter is to follow up on the public hearing dated March 6t, 1992,
regarding the proposed development of Studio City Golf & Tennis, 4141
Whitsett Avenue in Studio City, California. 1 chose not to speak before
the audience, and was there in a more supportive role. However, I
wanted to now offer a more personal and subjective view of the proposal
to the City of Los Angeles.

For roughly seven years now, I have been a regular tennis player at
Studio City Golf & Tennis (hereafter referred to as “Whitsett”). Having
just taken up the game (I am now almost 38), I quickly found I was good
at it — and this only built my confidence to play more.

After moving to Van Nuys from Sherman Oaks, I needed a place to play
tennis. Balboa Park is much closer to me than Whitsett. But this facility
is a far cry from Whitsett. It has neither the quality, the culture, nor the

soul — that Whitsett has had and should continue to have.

Since 1 first started going to Whitsett, I noticed the camaraderie and
happiness this place brings to people. I've always felt like Whitsett was
some kind of welcomed sanctuary — a place almost secluded from the
hustle and bustle of daily L.A. life.

Tennis is not my whole life. I am now a father and husband, and also a
writer — but tennis is an integral part of it. However, there are many,
many tennis teachers who make their living teaching our youth, young,
and old the game. I think this is one consideration that WASN’T covered
in the meeting.



Let me digress about the irony of the situation. Some years ago, when
the nearby Racquet Club closed, the Whitsett players feared an invasion
of people as a result. These two places were the only decent facilities
where one could play. We were just as upset though about its closing,
especially considering the fact it was turned into a strip mall for lack of a
better term. So, when I heard the news that the landowner was planning
on selling the property to develop condos, I felt like someone was
reaching inside my chest and preparing to rip my heart out.

The impact of this potential project will have severe cultural and social
implications. I think an important issue was raised when someone made
mention of the fact that the proposed eight tennis courts might be viewed
as there for the elderly residents, and not the multitude of existing
players that frequent Whitsett, including students, professional tennis
teachers, Studio City residents, etc., etc. Also, the driving range and golf
course would also be impacted by the same potential problem: Social
and cultural strife. From what I gathered, the development — particularly
the underground parking structure - presents a huge engineering and
environmental problem. As I understand it, the possibility is high that
there is an underground stream below the proposed development. If this
is true, what damage might this cause to the local ecosystem? The sheer
scope of the project would cause nothing but headaches and
inconvenience to local residents. Also, the traffic created by the proposed
development would also severely impact the area — because the area
would be invaded by buses, taxis, and shuttles for the elderly residents.
The other side of the coin is the residents themselves: Would they not
feel unwanted or spited because of the legacy they've compromised?!

I am not from Los Angeles. I grew up the Maryland suburbs of
Washington, D.C. I’'m used to the color green and open spaces: One of
things I enjoy about going back home is that there is still plenty of
vegetation and open space. The zoning laws in the Washington, D.C. I
would assume are more strict. I would hope that the City of Los Angeles
— which is apparently ‘park-deprived’ would pay special attention to this
case, and consider the future impact of such a trend.

I look forward to the day when my son is big enough to play tennis with
me. And, I've always envisioned the two of us playing at Whitsett.

It’s time for the City of Los Angeles to listen to its citizens’ concern for the
emotional and cultural well-being of the environment in which we live.

Too many tennis facilities are disappearing in the city of Los Angeles.
The Racquet Club joins the list, and there are other examples.



I vehemently oppose the proposed development of our beloved Studio
City Golf & Tennis. However, I believe there is a win-win situation
somewhere in this case. I would like to see the landowners satisfied, but
not at the expense of losing this facility.

If you have any questions about this letter, please feel free to contact me
at 818-786-7537.

Yours Sincerely,

Brad Dunn



Donald R. Spuehler
645 N. Wilcox Ave. #1C

Los Angeles, CA 90004-1121
cellospue@yvahoo.com

March 11, 2002
Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

I am writing to express my opposition to the planned senior housing development by
Homeplace of America at the Studio City Golf and Tennis property.

This incredibly large development is an aesthetic nightmare. The loss of trees and the
look of the highrise structures will be a real blow to the area.

My personal consideration is for the wonderful golf recreation at the present site. My
wife and I love the camaraderie at the golf course and the opportunity to be in nature and
enjoying the wellkept and wonderful course. I am also a tennis player and the loss of the
Racquet Center doesn’t leave a lot of places with the capability of Whitsett.
Destroying precious open space is not the best way to provide senior housing.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Yours truly,

EM

Donald Spuehler



March 13, 2002

Maya Zaitzevsky
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012 (213) 978-1355

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

I am writing in regards to the current situation involving the Studio City Golf & Tennis
Facility. Iuse the facility for golf and implore you to reconsider the impact of the
permanent loss of open space if the proposed project is allowed to be built. Our amount
of open space in L.A. is dramatically lower than any other city. Building this project will
only expedite the loss of open space we can enjoy. This project would further sterilize
the community, giving residents fewer options for active entertainment. Also, several
local schools such as Harvard Westlake rely on the tennis courts for large tournaments;
eliminating these courts would have a devastating effect on the athletics at these schools.
Studio City will be losing a critical community landmark if this project is implemented.
This would be detrimental to the benefit and enjoyment of the residents and neighbors of
the SC Golf & Tennis Facility. Please consider the ramifications of this project on the
surrounding community before taking further action.

Sincerely,

o '
{‘// = 7;.‘ /’/ Al
7z %/)5/7
Elaine Habif
5350 White Oak Avenue, Unit 107
Encino, CA 91316
(818) 905-8505



Margot C. Riemer
4311 Alcove Ave., #1
Studio City, CA 91604

March 10, 2002

Maya E. Zaitzevsky, City Planning Associate
Environmental Review Section

200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 RE: Case No. ENV-2001-1196
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

I am writing to ask you to study the following areas of concern to me as you prepare the
Environmental Impact Report related to the proposed development of the Studio City
Golf Course and Tennis Courts.

1) Effects on trees and wildlife inhabiting the golf course. 1 would like to know how
many old trees will have to be moved in order to make room for the mammoth project
involved. Also, how will this effect birds and other animals who make the golf
course their home?

2) Effect on loss of open green space. How do the city and the developer propose to
make up to us the loss of open green space? Will we get another park-like area
somewhere else in Studio City? Will that area be maintained as well as Studio City
Golf and Tennis?

3) Traffic. How do the city and the developer plan to arrange for the gargantuan traffic
pileups that are certain to occur if this project is allowed to go through?

Thank you for listening to my opinion.

Sincerely,

// .// Z Cfé/(;%%gy/ }(

/. §&%i 7’&6;
Margot C. Riemer



Cheri Campbell
4229 Wilkinson Avenue
Studio City, CA 91604

Maya Zaitzevsky
Project Coordinator

200 North Spring Street
Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

March 12, 2002

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

The reason [ bought a home in Studio City was because it didn’t feel like a suburb of Los
Angeles, rather, it felt like going back in time to a quiet, small town in the Midwest.

To bring a medical industrial facility to our neighborhood would destroy the peaceful
ambience my neighbors and I have worked so hard over the years to preserve.. | am very
familiar with the fleets of ambulances, medical supply and food service trucks that
frequent these businesses. The increase in traffic alone would be dramatic.

I’m sure there are many already industrialized communities in Los Angeles that would
welcome this corporation with open arms and benefit from the many jobs that would
result. I suggest you recommend those areas for development instead of ours.

Thank you,

i o

7
s
l/

Cheri Campbell



IRWIN ROSTEN 2217 Chelan Drive Los Angeles CA 90068

ph: 323 876-3478
fax: 323 851-7842
e-mail: irosten604@aol.com

March 14, 2002

Los Angeles Planning Department L
. . . ERVIRONMENTAL

att: Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator AT

200 N. Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles CA 90012

Ms Zaitzevsky:

Studio City Golf and Tennis stands as a salubrious and graceful oasis in
the drab desert that surrounds it. Open space is precious and should be
preserved. S




March 9, 2002

RE: EAF No.: ENV-2001-1196 ﬁ?‘%ﬂ?? ’ b i
Co risielg
Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator MAR 13 2007
200 No. Spring St. ENVIRONMEN 1
Room 763 o

Los Angeles, CA 90012
Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

As a 37 year resident of Studio City, I am addressing these comments to you in the
hope that your Environmental Impact Report on the proposed Housing Project On
The Studio City Golf & Tennis property will determine that this project be cancelled
and withdrawn.

Studio City cannot afford the density increase involved with this project. Regardless
of it being a ‘retirement’ home, the increase in automobile population will significantly
increase our traffic problems on Ventura Blvd and Whitsett Ave. Visitations by
friends and relatives to this large a complex will impact traffic flow substantially, just
as it has happened on Laurel Canyon and Ventura with the ill-advised building of the
mini-mall at that cormer. It now takes me more than 10 minutes in bumper-to-bumper
traffic to reach the Ventura signal between the hours of 2 P.M. and 7 P.M. daily except
Sunday. As for retirement home traffic, I am fully knowledgeable of it having had my
Mother in a retirement home in Woodland Hills for several years, regularly three times
a week visits, compounded by the visits of the 90 other residents daily.

Our venerable golf and tennis facility is a Studio City landmark and must be protected
from incursion other than the Fire Station which is a very good idea. I am retired and
spend my entire day in Studio City and enjoy all that it has to offer. This project should
be put somewhere that can accommodate it. It will destroy our recreation area. It

will seriously impact our traffic problems. It will significantly tax our cultural and

even natural resources as well as utilities and energy usage. This type of project does
not belong in or on a shopping district, which Ventura Blvd is at this location. We have
no large buildings equivalent to the size proposed and they will destroy the ambiance
of our community.

I do hope that your EIR will show that this project should not proceed. And, I thank you
for your attention to above comments.

3371 Berry Drive
Studio City, CA 91604



Studio City March 8th 2002

57%@2% A [5
Chouket WEGLEIN AR 1.3 25
3712, Berry Drive ENVIRONMENT,
Studio City, CA 91604 Maya Zaitzevsky, UNIT
Project Coordinator
200 North Spring street
Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Studio City Golf Senior Housing Project

Case MND No 2001-1196 MRP SPRZV

POSITION : OPPOSED

I am writing to formally register my opposition to the Studio City Golf
Senior Housing project.

This project would destroy one of the last “open Space” in Studio City, We
will be losing the last tennis Courts in Studio City which means our children
from Oakwood school, Harvard-Westlake, Bucley and L I L A Lycée
International de Los Angeles) would have to drive miles away to play tennis.
The future of our children will be losing this beautilful facilities.

This loss of open space in the heart of Studio City is a Great Help for all the
mothers who have to drive the children so much already. Our children are
spending too much time in cars, their future is in our hands and we should
try everything to protect it.

This project will impact on the quality of our lives, with more traffic, more
people no open space anymore. We have already lost the The Racquet Club
at Vineland and Ventura this project is definetly threatening our future.

I would really appreciate to have fny request taking under consideration for
the future of the children of Studio City.

Yours sincerely,



Si Frumkin RECEIVED
3755 Goodland Ave., Studio City, CA 91604-2313 CITY OF LOS AniGHT S
Phone: 818-769-8862 FAX-818-766-4321 email: esfrumkin@earthlink.xmm 13 2007

ENVIRONMENTAL
UNIT
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2187614165 POLLY 2:a8RD

March 18, 2002

Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Courdinator
200 North Spring Street

Rgom 763

Los Angeles, CA 012

Reference: EAF P ENV-2.0D1-196

We finc that the proposed Strudio City Golf and Tenris Project 1o be a total
Megative ta the alrcady corrested arra. The peouosed pork'ng is gros:ly
‘mdequate for a pruject of this size and notir¢ A senior housing cer“rr
would require constant venicle egress ..nd incom. ny.

The residents 3f the Nort« Valley Heart Tirive area will ba fistyrhad
constantly by the delivery. trush and nther vehicles necessary to supply caro.
ard maintenance with the developer's request “or a permi’ ta put Jrivi wiys
leadiz g into the complex.

The developer is Preposing o request a minirum of five (£} Variances, 1an
(2) CUF'¢, along with q Tract map and other necessary pernits. It isebvio.s
they ar: providing o way to lease a lot of daurs vpen so o (peak ¥1r thyeir
Project to he bendable and in their best interest

The financing does not sound solid. Tt is being requested To provide  iro
fract maps, * Ywo reparate ;round i’s and nra airspact. lot to allow. for
separate financing. We knew that mecins they il get financing for ha'f the
project and leave the bahmw of it tc possibly ‘“and undev:loped, incomplede
and/or PUt on the market for someors eise to :oms. i and Tomplete. wae will
then apply for sther kinds of variznces to moot their /eeds. ! dun't
visuaiize the promises of o mark arza and the completion of the 17 sennis
courts at ather rew by public parks sites to come 12 life.

We want the pregervation of the existing 6ol and Tennis recreational areq
to remain. as it is, that the £IR study should sk.:w th.s to “emain un Opea
Space designation in the Gersral Plan.

FaGE

B2
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187514869 : POLLY «aRD

There is @ multitude of othe * issues that neecis ro be addressed in the
study. One major concern is the pruposed height of the buildings. They
went Yo bulld seven four story buildings: they are attempting to ‘seil the
idea that the buildings will appear to be 45 foot high when in actuality they

will be 38 feet high und aesthetically out of balonce with the rest of the sky
scope.

The Developer is proposing to eliminate the required set backs along the Los
#rgeles River side of the development as well ¢s the 18 foot building line
alorng Whitsett Avenue. These public right aways would be eliminated leaving

residents whe walk and/or ron those areas in ¢ possble rtraffic hazard
situatun,

This entire massive project is being proposed :n an estat'ished crea *hiat
should not include such high density. ‘Ne encourage the Cily 0f LA Plarning
Deparyment to oot allow vhis tyuz of project ‘Yo bt submittec for
consideration wivhin the bourdaries of Studio City. insted we enccurage
the support of keeping this coamurity with its anigie qualit any lifestvle,

Respectfuily,
V. ')
%f JL -
Raber? and Jeann Sahm

4424 Van Noorg
Studio City, CA 91604

Cc: 5" District City Council rember Jack Weiss
SCRA Studis City golf & Tennis committze

PAGE B2



March 23, 2002

RECEIVED
Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator CITY OF LOS ANGET S
Los Angeles City Planning Department MAR 26 2002
Environmental Review Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 ENV'R%%ENTAL

Los Angeles, California 90012
Re: Case No. ENV-2001-1196
Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

We are writing to strenuously protest the conversion of the Studio City Golf and Tennis
property into a retirement home for the elderly.

While sensitive to the need to provide living space for the elders in our community, we are
passionately committed to the preservation of open park and recreation space in our severely
congested and overly-urbanized city.

As the parents of two infant children, we invested our life savings to secure a home for them to
grow from infancy to adulthood in Studio City. The presence of the Golf and Tennis Club played a
pivotal role in our choice to settle and to invest in our Studio City home. The quality of our
lives and those of our children will be gravely and negatively influenced by the disappearance of
the beautiful, green open space of the Golf and Tennis Club and by the intrusion of an extremely
large, hospital-like institution with it’s accompanying traffic and commerce and pollutions.

We urge you to encourage the Department to preserve our precious open green space and to
suggest that the home for the elderly be built in an area far less costly to the city in terms of
lost park land and recreation space.

Destiny and Bruce Nyznik - 4213 Bluebell Avenue, Studio City, California 91604 .
Phone (818) 509-1901 Fax (818) 509-1804
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Maya Zaitzevsky
Project Coordinator

200 North Spring Street RECE|VE
Room 763 CITY OF LG5 ANGEL £
Los Angeles, CA 90012 MAR 2 6 2007
March 21, 2002 E’*@*’mﬁfgmm
EAF NO.: ENV-2001-1196

PROJECT NAME: Homeplace Retirement Community
Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

We are writing you at this time to express our absolute opposition to the
proposed development of the Studio City Golf and Tennis complex at 4141
Whitsett Avenue in Studio City. It is necessary to address the concerns of the
community whose lives will be negatively impacted by the proposed develop-
ment. Here are the reasons why:

The existing traffic on Whitsett Avenue and Ventura Boulevard has
increased through the years and is already extremely congested. On the
corner of Whitsett and Ventura, next door to the golf and tennis complex, a
large retail space is already in development. The specter of this development
along with the projected 500 more cars driving on the street to accommodate
employees, residents and visitors of the senior housing development is
nightmarish and a disaster in the making. One must also consider the natural
resources that will be used to create such a development that will in turn
cause noise and environmental pollution. Is this a responsible?

To erect a senior housing development that would disadvantage an entire
community and deprive the city and schools of the facilities of the golf and
tennis complex only serves to remind citizens of how little we value them.
Moreover, none of the local homeowners and apartment dwellers would
benefit from such a development that seeks profit at our expense.

To destroy a neighborhood where children can still ride their bikes on the
street and where families can stroll with their children and pets is not only
selfish but also irresponsible. In today’s already crowded cities, there are so
few opportunities to escape the madness of city life. When cities like Man-
hattan have more open spaces, i.e, parks, than Los Angeles, something is
terribly amiss.



Moreover, how arrogant to jeopardize the sanctity of our neighborhood and
threaten the huge investments we have all made in our homes. Once the
zoning is changed, what would prevent other developers from cannabilizing
our neighborhood? We are convinced that if the developers lived here, they
would be outraged at the proposed development.

In closing, we recommend that the golf and tennis courts remain as is or that
other solutions that seek to maintain this open space be pursued.

We trust that you and your department will give this urgent matter the
attention it deserves.

Sjncerely,

A4 }—
Jeen A —
Paula and Arthur Goodman
4248 Bluebell Avenue
Studio City, CA 91604-1536



EMIL DiMATTEO

Consulting Engineering Geologist

4030 Ethel Avenue

Studio City, CA 91604 AL
818-789-6508, Fax 818-986-7962 EN\!\R%‘\@“F‘

March 23, 2002

Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Proposed re-zoning of Whittset Tennis/Golf Facility

Dear Ms Zaitzevsky:

1 wish to submit my opinion regarding this proposal. It serves the selfish interests of the developer,
exclusively. The proposed luxury senior citizen’s quarters also would serve an exclusive minority.

Wealthy seniors would not be shunned or abused if their quarters were built elsewhere; however,
thousands of neighborhood senior citizens (including the undersigned) who have used the tennis/golf
The Whitsett facilities are part of a dwindling source of good living it this community. Accordingly, 1

respectively request that future re-zoning be denied.

Yours truly,

facilities for many years would be shunned and abused if they were booted out of their own community.

Urban Geology



m»éle ;Z)imalfeo
4030 Ethel _venue
Studio City, CA 91604

March 23, 2002
RECEIVE
CIY OF 108 ANGELF%
Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 MAR 2 6 2002
Los Angeles, CA 90012 ENV?RS%%ENTAL

Re: Whitsett Golf and Tennis
Proposed Project for Luxury Senior Housing
Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms Zaitzevsky:

I'am one of the many thousands of Valley residents who use the facility at Whitsett Avenue in
Studio City, and I am appalled that the City would even consider a zone change from recreation
and open space to high density apartments.

The cultural, recreation and environment changes would have a very negative impact on the
quality of life for residents in the Valley. The users of this facility come from all over the City of
Los Angeles — not just Studio City. If you want verification of this, just spend a day there and
see for yourself.

I'do not dispute the right of the owners to sell — I do dispute the consideration to change the
zoning to destroy the trees, which will destroy the homes of birds and small animals. We need
trees and birds in our environment.

The traffic at the corner of Ventura and Whitsett (because two hillside streets converge at
Ventura) is one of the most congested and accident prone in the Southeast Valley now — and with
450 more residents and three daily shifts of workers coming and going , it will be unbelievable.
That’s not even considering the new Fire Station which Wlll be built at Whitsett and Valleyheart
Drive. What a nightmare that would be!

Please take these important factors into consideration when preparing your report.

What we will lose: Trees, Birds, Fresh Air, Recreation for thousands especially children and the
many seniors who use the facility, A place that nourishes our souls.

What we will gain: Crowding, Dirty Air, A nightmare of traffic congestion, bitter residents who
feel that their City does not care about their needs..

@%ﬁéa/

Michalene (Mlkle) DiMatteo

Smcerely,



March 23, 2002 RE "
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Ms. Maya Zaitzevsky MAR 2 6 2002
Project Coordinator ENVIRONMENTAL
200 N. Spring St. YNIT
Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Opposition to proposed development of Studio City Golf & Tennis facility/4141 Whitsett Ave,

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

1 am writing to express my opposition to the destruction of the Studio City Golf & Tennis facility. While a
senior living center is a worthy (and no doubt profitable) venture, surely Homeplace of America can find a
more appropriate area in which to develop this center without spoiling our neighborhood.

Should this development go forward, it would eliminate this precious open space and create permanent
negative environmental, cultural and recreational impacts. The current design of the center would block the
view of the mountains. Construction would create traffic bottlenecks and noize and air pollution. Quality of
life in our neighborhood would be significantly and permanently diminished.

I implore you to stop this project before it can destroy one of the precious resources of our area.

Thank you in advance for your time and consideration.

B s

Julié Leverence
14877 Valley Vista Bivd.
Sherman Oaks, CA 91403
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Ms. Maya Zaitzevsky

Project Coordinator EﬂVfR%&@ENIAL
200 N. Spring St. il
Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Opposition to proposed development of Studio City Golf & Tennis facility/4141 Whitsett Ave.

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

[ am writing to express my concern regarding the proposed senior housing development by Homeplace of
America at the Studio City Golf & Tennis property. 1 was born and raised in this area and have seen a
great number of historic landmarks, architecturally significant buildings, and shared public spaces be
destroyed in the name of commerce and progress. This must stop!

The Studio City Golf & Tennis facility is an oasis in the midst of urban sprawl. What a rare and delightful
treat to have an area where individuals and families can gather for recreation in the middle of an urban
neighborhood. It would be a shame to lose this valuable resource when so many other options are available
for development.

Please don’t destroy this wonderful property.

Thank you for your consideration,

Lynch
14877 Valley Vista Blvd.
Sherman QOaks, CA 91403
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Michael Magnus
4229 Wilkinson Avenue
Studio City, CA 91604

Maya Zaitzevsky

Project Coordinator

200 North Spring Street co o U2
Room 763 ENVIRONMENTAL
Los Angeles, CA 90012 UNIT

March 12, 2002

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

The reason [ bought a home in Studio City was because it didn’t feel like a suburb of Los
Angeles, rather, it felt like going back in time to a quiet, small town in the Midwest.

To bring a medical industrial facility to our neighborhood would destroy the peaceful
ambience my neighbors and I have worked so hard over the years to preserve.. 1am very
familiar with the fleets of ambulances, medical supply and food service trucks that
frequent these businesses. The increase in traffic alone would be dramatic.

I’m sure there are many already industrialized communities in Los Angeles that would
welcome this corporation with open arms and benefit from the many jobs that would
result. I suggest you recommend those areas for development instead of ours.

Thank you,

Michael Magnus



JOHN F. GLASS

4242 Wilkinson Ave. Studio City, CA. 91604-1661 (818) 766-6381
fax: (818) 769-0539 e-mail: jglasshouse@earthlink.net

March 18, 2002 REGE

To: Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator MAR 2 6 2002
ENVIRONME -

Re: Homeplace Retirement Community UniY

ENV 2001-1196

We have lived a block from the golfffennis courts since 1971 and have the
following concerns and suggestions:

1) Tennis courts are at a premium. We'd like to see as many as possible of the
courts preserved; the loss of tennis courts at this location is a major concern.

2) The fire station proposed for the site is invaluable and provision for it should
be shown.

3) The park along the river should include a bicycle path in keeping with the
existing and planned bike paths along the LA River in other parts of the city.

4) A trolley or tram along Ventura Blvd. between Laurel Canyon and Coldwater
would further reduce the need of residents to use their cars for local errands,
thus mitigating increased traffic congestion. Since the site is so close to the
shops and services on Ventura Blvd. residents hopefully would not use cars to
run local errands. (I wish my neighbors would do the same: | ride my bicycle to
do all my errands except the weekly grocery shopping!)

~ ; H -
%%M %?/W

John Glass



March 12, 2002

Maya Zaitzevsky

Project Coordinator

Dept of Planning

200 North Spring St, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: 4141 Whitsett Avenue
Dear Maya,

In a sprawling, densely populated city where green space cannot be created, only saved,
we implore you to use due diligence in the decision regarding the development at 4141
Whitsett Avenue.

The demise of this public recreational area used by the common man would only further
serve to divide the have and have nots. Increased traffic and noise as well as decreased
property values and quality of life will be the legacy of this proposed development.

Please consider these factors as you prepare your Environmental Impact Report.

Sincerely,

e

Ve

éxmz} e

4
/£

Laura Schrock

4259 Wilkinson Ave
Studio City, CA 91604
818.509.6715
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Jan Bidewell Buckingham - DUCK HOUSE MUSIC
4503 Farmdale Avenue (818) 762-3882 Home/Office
Studio City, CA 91602 (818) 762-4101 Fax

msduck@earthlink. net

3/13/2002

Maya Zaitzevesky - Project Coordinator
200 North Spring Street - Room 763 -
Los Angeles, CA 90012 RE

Re: EAF NO.: ENV-2001-1196 MAR 182002
EAWIRONMENTAL

Dear Ms Zaitzevesky,

I am writing to you because I am concerned about the future of Studio
City. I have included several resumes to familiarize you with my
accomplishments in several fields of endeavor, and to ad credibility to
my words.

I am a homeowner in Studio City. I chose to live in this particular area
of Los Angeles because of the quality of life one can experience in my
neighborhood. Part of this quality of life is made possible by the Studio
City Golf Course. My first choice would have been to live on Beeman or
Babcock, because both of these streets dead end into the side of the golf
course. The Studio City Golf Course is a beautiful feature of Studio
City: the crown jewel of the neighborhood.

The Studio City Golf Course adds a canopy of oxygen to the
surrounding area. It provides healthy entertainment in the forms of
golf and tennis. It provides aesthetic beauty to the eye. It attracts
people who appreciate these qualities. It draws artisans and upscale
business people who know that people with money are drawn to the
services of creative people. I am one of these creative people, and the
golf course is where 1 unwind and recharge. I pay the higher property
taxes of Studio City because I know the Studio City Golf Course is there
for me to enjoy. If it weren’t for the Studio City golf Course, I probably
would have moved to Burbank. There would have been no difference.

(Continued)



PAGE TWO

If you mar the Studio City Golf course with a high rise apartment
building, or any other obtrusive structure, the repercussions will be
immeasurable. You will lose a certain creative and affluent population
that makes Studio City what it is. There are other areas where these
people will go to recapture the magic that is now in Studio City.

Marring the Studio City Golf Course will put into motion irreversible
changes, caused by losing the ambience or the Studio City Golf Course.
As your more affluent people and artists exit for more aesthetically
pleasing locations, you will lose businesses and draw in a different
element. The socioeconomic climate of Studio City will change, and not
for the better.

Right now, everyone in my neighborhood and in the other
neighborhoods of Studio City take great pride in their lawns and curb
appeal. Real estate is booming. It is a very desirable area. Please do
not underestimate the negative fallout that would result from altering
the beauty of the Studio City Golf Course. It is an integral part of the
community and has played a large part in the decision making process
of many people I know personally who have chosen to live in Studio city.

Further repercussions would continue... As the higher end neighbors
moved out, crime would move in... The spiral would continue in a
downward cycle, and all because of a poor decision to alter a beloved
landmark of this community.

I had a very wealthy Uncle Joel. My mother once asked Uncle Joel how
he got to be so wealthy. He answered my mother this way: “Well,
Hattie... Some people see, and some people see a little farther.” 1 am
begging, pleading and trying to persuade you every way I know, Maya,
to please look a little further down the road and envision the long-range
repercussions of altering the Studio City Golf Course.

I thank you for your time-and u der;t
Sincerely,
Jan Bid

Buckingham  CC Studio City



Jan Buckingham

Writer, Publisher, Producer, Performer
(818) 762-3882  (615) 269-5883 msduck@earthlink.net

AWARDS AND COMPETITIONS

TWO GRAMMY NOMINATIONS:
I DON’T MIND THE THORNS - Lee Greenwood
CLEOPATRA, QUEEN OF DENIAL - Pam Tillis

WINNER of various SONGWRITING COMPETITIONS: JAN BUCKINGHAM
USA American Song Festival - 1978, 1979 & 1980 (818) 762-3882
International Songwriting Competition — 2000 ' -

STAFF WRITER
Warner Chappell Music Windswept Pacific
Lorimar Rio Star

PUBLISHER - FOURTEEN ACTIVE PUBLISHING COMPANIES
Jan also publishes songs of other writers, such as the
BMI award winning song THE BIRD sung by Jerry Reed.

PRODUCER

Jan has been producing her demos for 20 years.

Jan also produced the following artists and/or cuts:
Renee Olstead —~ STONE COUNTRY Album in 2000
Renee Olstead —- UNLEASHED Album in 2000
(Jan wrote & arranged all songs on both CDs)
Simone Howe - Former Playhoy Centerfold — LIVING BEYOND OUR DREAMS,
WHERE DO YOU GO & AIN’T IT JUST LIKE LOVE
IT JUST TAKES ONE in MY COUSIN VINNIE
YOU DON’T HAVE TO DIE in HANGIN’ WITH THE HOMEBOYS

PERFORMER
Nashville: TNN, Bluebird Café, Radio Café, Broken Spoke, Douglas Corner
Los Angeles: The Troubadour, The Palomino, and The Comedy Store

TELEVISION AND FILM CREDITS
MY COUSIN VINNIE — IT JUST TAKES ONE - Producer: Jonathan Lynn
Theme to HOLLYWOOD WIVES — HOLLYWOOD WIVES - Producer: Aaron Spelling
Theme to WELCOME HOME — WELCOME HOME - Weekly Series
A THING CALLED LOVE —~ BLUE ROSES - Movie with River Phoenix
HANGIN’ WITH THE HOMEBOYS —- YOU DON’T HAVE TO DIE TO GO TO HEAVEN
RISING SUN — Film with Pam Tillis - HOW GONE IS GOODBYE vocal
GAS FOOD AND LODGING —~ CRAZY HEARTS - Film directed by Nora Ephron
GARDIAN ANGEL - LOOK WHAT YOU DID —In film for PM Entertainment
THE MONKEES — CLONE OF MY OWN - Television Show
DANGEROUS CARGO — A Warner Bros. MOW (Movie of the Week)
ALL RIGHT & HAVEIBEEN AWAY TOO LONG

IRON EAGLE II - I NEED YOU - Movie



JAN BUCKINGHAM DISCOGRAPHY Page Two
Whitney Houston - MOMENT OF TRUTH - Single and on Shoop Shoop CD
Melissa Manchester - NICE GIRLS - Single
Laura Branigan - HOLLYWOOD WIVES Television Theme
Lee Greenwood - I DON’T MIND THE THORNS - # 1 Country Single
Pam Tillis - CLEOPATRA, QUEEN OF DENIAL — Single
Gary Morris - BETWEEN TWO FIRES - #3 Country Single
Crystal Gayle — TENNESSEE NIGHTS - Single
Air Supply - HOW DO I STOP THE TEARS
George Jones & Terri Gibbs — SLOW BURNING FIRE - Duet
Tammy Wynette - SLOW BURNING FIRE
Crystal Gayle & Gary Morris — WHAT IF WE FALL IN LOVE - Album Title
Englebert Humperdink — TIL YOU AND YOUR LOVER - Single
Rebe Jackson — PLAY ME-I’'M A JUKEBOX - Inspired her PLAY ME Tour
Tim McGraw — THEY NEVER MADE IT TO MEMPHIS
Patti Loveless — THE NEED
Sheena Easton & Eugene Wild - WHAT IF WE FALL IN LOVE - Duet
Brian White — THIS TOWN
Barbara Mandrell - FEED THE FIRE - Single
Dottie West — LET LOVE COME LOOKING FOR YOU - Single
The Osmonds — WE WORK HARD TO MAKE LOVE EASY - Single
Pam Tillis — BLUE ROSES - Single
Juice Newton — THEY NEVER MADE IT TO MEMPHIS - Single
Michael Johnson — WE CAN LIVE ON LOVE
Pam Tillis - TENNESSEE NIGHTS
Crystal Gayle - TENNESSEE NIGHTS - Single
Johnny Lee & Lane Brody — I COULD GET USED TO THIS - Single
Sanders Twins — DANCIN’ TO THE RADIO - Single
Cimmaron — STONE COUNTRY - Single
Sandy Croft — EASIER - Single
Pam Tillis - HOW GONE IS GOODBYE - On second Album
David Frizzell & Shelly West - THREE BLIND HEARTS - Duet
Wink - UNSHAKEABLE - Single in Japan
Unit - SUBSTITUTE - Boyband single in Europe
Ricky Lynn Greg - 4 WOMAN LIKE YOU
Wild Rose - TEACH ME HOW TO SAY GOODBYE

I WILL ALWAYS LOVE YOU
Matthews, Wright & King — EVERY TIME SHE SAYS YES - On Sony
The Girls Next Door — LAST GOODBYE - On Warner Bros.
Janie Frickie — I’'VE HAD ALL THE LOVE I CAN STAND
Van Stephenson - MODERN DAY DELILAH - Top 20 Pop/Rock Single
SURGEON OF THE HEART-WHAT THE BIG GIRLS DO
YOU’VE BEEN LIED TO BEFORE
I KNOW WHO YOU ARE AND I SAW WHAT YOU DID
Stevie Woods - CAN’T KEEP IT LIT
Jim Ed Norman & Helen Cornelius — GOD GAVE ME YOU - Duet



JAN BUCINGHAM DISCOGRAPHY CONTINUED Page Three
Mehoko — YOU WISH - Produced by Joe Jackson, Michael’s father
Bill Anderson — LOGICAL LOVE
Joni Bishop — I’D NEVER NOTICE YOU WERE GONE
Kacey Jones - WHY CAN’T THEY SEND THEM ALL
Betty LaVette — EITHER WAY WE LOSE
Mark Grey — FIRE FROM A FRIEND

TIL YOU AND YOUR LOVER
Rick Springfield — I NEED YOU - In IRON EAGLE 1I movie
Renee Olstead - A4S LONG AS WE’RE HERE - MY SHIP’S COMIN’ IN
STAND-UP MAN - SUBSTITUTE
STONE COUNTRY - THERE YOU GO
NO QUESTIONS ASKED - ISEE YOU
GOOD LOOKIN’ BAD NEWS - COWBOY ROCK ‘N ROLL
THEY NEVER MADE IT TO MEMPHIS
LIVING ON THE LONELY SIDE OF LOVE
WHY CAN’T THEY SEND THEM ALL
Victor De Leon — I PLEDGE ALLEGIANCE
Eddie Raven —- NOWHERE FAST
A SHIP IN THE HARBOR
Kim Criswell - MOMENT OF WEAKNESS - Single in England
Ashley Wentworth — LIVING BEYOND OUR DREAMS
GOD GAVE ME YOU
I’M NOT DONE HAVIN’ FUN
AS LONG AS WE’RE HERE
Denim Dolls — LOVE IS A PRISON
Simone Howe — LIVING BEYOND OUR DREAMS,
WHERE DO YOU GO - AIN’TIT JUST LIKE LOVE
Eddie Reasoner — STAND YOUR GROUND — Armed Forces Radio/Gulf War
Rachel Matkin - LIVING BEYOND OUR DREAMS - Canadian single
Jennifer Danielle - I BEFORE HE
Jeanne Strout - STONE COUNTRY
Debbie James — CONNECTION - Title cut of exercise video
LIVING ON THE LONELY SIDE OF LOVE - First album
THE CHASE
The Sierrah Band - STONE COUNTRY
Inger Nordstrom - WHO’LL BE THE FIRST TO FALL,
TRYIN’ TO START A FIRE - LAST GOODBYE
Maria Lee - TALK TO YOU
Mandy Barnette — LAST GOODBYE
XXX - WHERE WERE YOU
Stella Parton — I DON’T MISS YOU LIKE 1 USED TO
Jeff Thompson ~-WHEN ROCK COMES ROLLIN’ IN — On Arista
Juan and Carlos— WHAT IF WE FALL IN LOVE
Bonnie Nelson —- COWBOY ROCK N ROLL
The Birch Sisters — THE DOOR



Jan Buckingham

SAG/AFTRA Height: 5°4”

(818) 762-3882 Weight: 120

(615)269-5883 Hair: Blonde

msduck@carthlink net Eyes: Hazel

FILM DIRECTOR

Sargent Bilko Jonathan Lynn

One Fine Day Michael Hoffman

Smooth Operator (Showtime) Kelly Cauthen

Life Crossings Mike Lee ] ] .
Death Match Joe Coppeletta JAN BUCKINGHAM
TELEVISION (818) 762-3882
Frasier Network

Fresh Prince Network

The Bold & The Beautiful Network

Wings Network

Dr. Quinn Network

Unsolved Mysteries Network

America’s Funniest People Network

COMMERCIALS (Complete list on request)

Lee’s Chicken Lucky’s Stores Nat’l Pet Club

Ford Credit Hormel Hot Dogs “Skin Appeal” Infomercial

HOSTED THE MERAYV SILVER HOUR - Two hours of LIVE TELEVISION daily

THEATER ROLE THEATER
Barefoot in the Park Cory TPAC

The Owl and the Pussycat Doris TPAC

A Couple of White Chicks... Maude TPAC

Who’s Afraid of Virginia Wolfe Martha TPAC

The Sea Gull Arcadena TPAC
VOICEOVER (List on request) ROLE COMPANY
Deathmatch Mouse U. S. Film Corp.
PERFORMER ( TWICE GRAMMY NOMINATED SINGER/SONGWRITER/ARTIST)
Troubadour, Palomino, cable TV, etc. Los Angeles, CA
Bluebird Café, TNN, Douglas Corner, State Fair, etc. Nashville, TN

Stand-up and comedy sketch: In SKITZOS (CBS), Comedy Store, LA Cabaret

EDUCATION

University of Missouri GRADUATE (BS in Education); Teacher for four years; Flight Attendant with
Pan American Airlines and Eastern Airlines; Staff Writer for Warner Bros., Lorimar, Windswept Pacific;
Business woman - founded Television Marketing Company and wrote, produced and directed
commercials for it; was Realtor and owner/landlord of rental properties; waitress in many cities;
portrait artist; Set painter in Hollywood Studios; Packaged television shows (OUT OF THE
ORDINARY with Leeza Gibbons for Paramount-never made); STUDIED WITH: The Groundlings,
Jason Alexander, Brian Reise, Tracy Roberts, Tepper Gallegos, Divisek Casting, Dee Marcus, Cory
Young, Greg Avalone, Rebecca Street, Eric Stratton, Marie Rowe, David Layman, Adam Marcus, John
Qatrin, Steve Nave cold readings, Action in Acting, Dick Denmon, Baarbara Claman, Barbara Sheppard,
Ruth Sweet, Mac Pirkle, Sharon West, Phil Pageant; Fluent in French, stage fighting, horseback riding,
snow and water skiing, skating, swimming and diving
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March 14, 2002

Maya Zaitzevsky
Project Coordinator
200 North Spring Street
Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re-EAF NO: ENV-2001-1196

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

I am writing to you to express my deep concern over the proposed development on land that is now
occupied by the Studio City Golf and Tennis Facility. From all that I have read it appears that big
business is again poised to succeed in the face of overwhelming public opposition. I am a member of
the Studio City Resident’s Association and a resident of Studio City since 1975. During this time I
have seen Studio City manage growth while maintaining the village community atmosphere that
attracts many families to settle in Studio City. Quality of life is an axiom given lip service by many, I
believe that to maintain quality of life we must not give in to business whose sole motive is profit.
Financial profit for a small group at the expense of quality of life for the larger community is not an
acceptable course of action. [ am a tennis player who has witnessed the demise of several tennis
centers over the years, most recently the Vineland/Ventura facility. Tennis players and golfers will
suffer through the closure, or reduced size, of this facility but so will the community at large. At a
time when leading publications bemoan the physical fitness of our youth how can politicians and city
planners repudiate the positive affect of the Studio City Golf and Tennis facility? As a resident of
Studio City I demand a FULL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT be prepared. I urge you not
to cave in to business that cares more about their own pocketbooks than the community. This
proposed project will have known, and as yet unknown, negative impact on the Studio City
Community and its contiguous areas. It is clear that one of the developer’s motivating factors in
targeting this land is the existence of a par 3 golf course, which will be an incentive for the retirees
they wish to attract. A boon for the developer but a disaster for Studio City residents, who will have
their use of this facility severely restricted or curtailed altogether. The negative impact on the youth
of Studio City will have immediate and long-term effects on their physical well-being and health.
We should not be surprised if the trend to overweight young people continues and the message we
will be sending them is we don’t really care. There is no question of a need for quality retirement
communities, all that is in question is the location. It makes no sense to destroy this facility and
replace it with buildings for a small number of well-heeled retirees, to cater to the perceived needs of
one small group at the expense of the larger community. The negative effects on the community

1/2



Re-EAF NO: ENV-2001-1196

through increased traffic flows, reduced public recreation facilities, and increased energy
consumption will change the profile of Studio City leading to a less attractive location for new
families — the life spring of community development.

Iurge you to deny the developer a permit for building on this site and thereby pave the way for a
more community minded solution that will benefit the community as a whole.

Sincerely,

Ian Skone-Rees /Z(/I\V
3836 Goodland Avenue

Studio City, CA 91604
818-766-4901

818-753-6084 Fax
rees@descom.org

cc. Jack Weiss 5 District City Councilmember

2/2



ENVIRONMENTAL
UNIT
March 15, 2002

Maya Zaitzevsky

Project Coordinator

200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

[ am writing to express my deep concerns about the proposed senior housing
development by Homeplace of America at the Studio City Golf and Tennis property. The
environmental impacts to our community are staggering. This is no less than the largest
development ever in Studio City. It would eliminate precious open space and create
permanent negative environmental. cultural and recreational impacts.

The Studio City Golf and Tennis facility has been in operation in the community for
more than 50 years. The entire property, from the tennis courts and golt course to the
coffee shop 1s a safe destination place for families and children. This is a defining
cultural icon of Studio City. This facility is one of the primary attractions for families to
live in the city. Developing this open space would have an absolute, negative impact on
the social environment and property values of the entire Studio City area.

Sincerely.

2 ———

»Richara Shamban
4610 Ethel Avenue
Sherman Oaks, CA 91423




Studio City, CA
March 15, 2002

g
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ENVIRONMENTAL
URIT
Maya Zaitzevsky
Project Coordinator
200 North Spring Street
Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: Studio City Golf and Tennis Property

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

As long time homeowners and residents of Studio City, this is to document our
opposition to any change in the zoning of the subject property that would allow the
construction of a large number of residences thereon.

The property is a rare unspoiled treasure in the heart of Studio City and it is clearly the
duty of every valley resident to resist to the fullest the proposed development project.
From the perspective of traffic congestion, air quality or overloading of public services

the proposed addition of hundreds of residences would be a disaster.

Your assistance in resisting the zone change would be greatly appreciated.

“Ahe 4
Lawrence V. Link, Jr.
Dolores Link
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March 14, 2002

Maya Zaitzevsky

Project Coordinator

200 North Spring Street, Rm 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

I am responding to the letter regarding the proposed development at 4141 Whitsett Ave. [ reside
at 4241 Whitsett Ave and have been a long time Studio City resident (since 1977). I am strongly
opposed to the development. The impact on residents and the area would be devastating.

I have watched the deterioration of my neighborhood for years starting with the destruction of
single family dwellings in favor of building condo and apartment complexes and packing in 50 or
more people on small lots where there used to be families of four. This population increase has
gifted us with more noise, traffic, trash, pollution, car accidents, neighbor disputes, vagrants,
crime, lack of parking, stress. I have complained to the city about the dangers of entering and
existing our cars due to the high rate of speed the cars travel on Whitsett. A lot of us refer to
Whitsett as a freeway. The fate of Studio City hangs in the development of the last open air
recreational space. I believe there would be a mass exodus of people leaving the area if this
development happens and that would be the nail on the coffin to this area. Studio City would
become another North Hollywood which is considered a blight. Los Angeles already has to
many condos, apartments and people. Enough already.

Sincerely,
9

NI ( Yt
Susan Warner

4241 Whitsett Ave #4
Studio City, CA 91604
(818) 763-7455



March 14, 2002

STEVEN P. TRAINER
10985 Bluffside Dr. #5106
Studio City, CA. 91604
818-623-0930

City of Los Angeles Planning Dept.
c/o Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator
200 North Spring Street, Rm 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: The proposed Development of 4141 Whitsett Ave.

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

This letter is intended to bring to your attention the seriousness of the traffic problems the
Not only would the impact of this multiple
housing community create further congestion, but the parking proposal is questionable.

above referenced proposal may create.

Our school children participate in tennis tournaments at The Studio City Golf and
Tennis facility. This facility presents a beautiful and safe environment for the children’s

organized activities as well as family neighborhood amenities.

My family is very disturbed to learn that this facility is in possible jeopardy in favor of a

mid to high rise building which will decrease property values.

Thank you for your attention; we appreciate your consideration.

Sincerely,

%%/Steven Patrick Trainer
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March 18, 2001

ENVIRONMENTAL
UNT

Dear Maya Zaitzevsky,
Please note our unhappiness with the prospect of the 290 unit development on Whitsett.

My family has lived here for 4 years. We look forward to having more children and being
here for a long long time. The reasons we moved here and the reasons we stay in love
with this area are the quiet, green, lush environment and light traffic flow. It’s what
makes it a real “neighborhood”. We walk along the golf course every evening enjoying
the beauty of this peaceful oasis in an otherwise large, loud, overbuilt metropolis.

The idea that 5 buildings for senior housing (which tragically would include sirens from
ambulances regularly) and large parking facilities would interrupt this makes me
extremely disappointed and sad, not to mention ANGRY at the possibility of lowered
property values.

Please take this into consideration as I’'m positive my neighbors share this opinion.

Thank you for your time,

The Alexander Family



Maya Zaitzevsky
Project Coordinator

200 North Spring Street
Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Maya:

I'm a resident in Studio City directly across the street of
the proposed new retirement housing project. I would 1like to
express my concerns with regard to this project: EAF NO.: ENV-2001-
1196. My husband and I understand there is an Environmental Impact
Report being drawn up concerning the loss of greenery, open space,
and noise quality.

It will increase noise on Whitsett (our street) as well as
lower our property values. At least now, the tennis court lights
are off at 10 p.m. and we can have relatively quiet nights on our
increasingly busy street. Due to expanding businesses on Ventura
Blvd. we already have enough of a traffic problem in trying to
leave our driveway going to and from work.

As a member of the Studio City Beautification Committee I’m
especially concerned about the loss of lovely trees, birds and
wildlife we have enjoyed over the years. We could once hear owls
at night, and see an occasional egret flying to the river channel.

Young and o©old need the recreation area the present
agriculturally zoned landscape offers them. Please ask the EIR

committee to address the concerns over the young as well as the
elderly before removing this priceless resource for the Valley.

Sincerely,

Dara_-

Dara Eklund
4118 Whitsett Ave.
Studio City, CA 91604
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Jeffrey Cohen

Jeffrey Cohen 874 Hammond St., #12
West Hollywood, CA 90069

310 274.7619
310 440.6509

19 March 2002 ' RECEIVED
GITY OF LOS ANGELES

A
Ms. Maya Zaitzevsky MAR 192002
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 ENV%E%&{&;&?@T!&
Los Angeles CA 9oo12 &

RE: Proposed Development of Studio City Golf & Tennis facility at 4141 Whitesett Ave.

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

I am writing to express my deep concerns about the proposed senior housing development by
Homeplace of America at the Studio City Golf and Tennis property. While I am a resident of
West Hollywood, I can appreciate the concerns of the neighboring residents including land use,
water and geological, aethetic, traffic and cultural impacts on the community.

My greatest concern is regarding the recreational impact of this development. This facility
is the only remaining one in the immediate area where tennis groups, including the Los Angeles
Tennis Association, of which [ am a member, can reserve mulitple “blocks” of courts.

The potential lose of this facility, along with already-demolished Racquet Center at Vineland

Ave., would be a tremendous lose to the area, and, in particualar to the community of Studio
City.

Most sincerely,

/

P’



City of Los Angeles Planning Department
% Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator
200 North Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

4252 Rhodes Avenue
Studio City, CA 91604
March 16, 2002

MAR 187007

ENVIRONMENTAL
ot
A1t

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

Next week I will be celebrating my seventy-fourth birthday so I guessI am
considered a Senior Citizen. In the future I will be looking for a place in a
suitable residence but I still am very opposed to the living center as proposed by
the Homeplace Retirement Communities.

I have been a resident of the Studio City area for over thirty years and am
most concerned about the impact such a development would have on our
community. Just off the top of my head I must mention the increased traffic and
parking problems to be faced. I have many times sat in my car waiting for a
break in the flow of current traffic to cross Whitsett (and I am not a timid driver).
I also attend the Unitarian Church on Moorpark. Sunday morning does not
present too much of a problem crossing as a pedestrian, but church events
during the week, morning or evening, are difficult to attend due to heavy,
dangerous traffic. The Church was used as a polling place March 5™. I served
as a clerk that day and some of the younger workers had to help neighbors who
lived south of Moorpark to get across the street!

Both of my adult daughters are working in jobs relating to environmental
impact on land use and water usage. They have made me much more aware of
the importance of ground water problems and the necessity for open space. 1
fear the planned development would have adverse affects along these lines.

Selfishly, perhaps, I have enjoyed the pleasant atmosphere surrounding
the Golf Course and Tennis Courts. My deceased husband made use of the Golf
Course often, and enjoyed the companionship of his peers after they retired. It
is a very well-run sporting area and a real draw for neighbors to gather.
Fortunately, we are becoming a racially mixed area and the Golf Course helps to
draw us all together. I consider these all good reasons to maintain the status quo.
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Maya Zaitzevsky

Project Coordinator-City Planning Department
200 North Spring St, Room 763

Los Angeles, Ca. 90012

March 18, 2002
Ref. EAF No.: ENV-2001-1196 (Studio City Golf and Tennis- Homeplace Development)

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

I have lived across the street from the Studio City Golf and Tennis Courts for 13 years. Even though I
don’t golf or play tennis, I feel that the proposed Homeplace Retirement Community development to be
located at the present Studio City Golf and Tennis Courts will have an adverse impact upon the area.

Traffic, Noise and Air Pollution: The proposed 240 living units and administrator offices will greatly
increase the number of cars using Whitsett. The number of people working at the facility, the number of
people who live in the facility and will visit the residents will out number the current number of golfers and
tennis players. Currently, there is a slight overflow onto residential streets by the golfers. Due to the
number of residents in the proposed facility, the demand on street parking will increase spill over to the
local neighborhoods. This will greatly affect the quality of life in the area.

The proposed entrance to the facility off Whitsett will increase the number of traffic accidents. This is an
area where there are a number of “near” misses every day. Ventura Blvd. and Valley Hart Drive are within
approximately 100 yards of the proposed entrance. Valley Hart does not have a traffic light. Many people
turn left onto Whitsett from Valley Hart right in front of the proposed entrance. With the new mini-mall at
the corner of Whitsett and Ventura, I’m sure they’ll be even more accidents or “near” misses. This increase
in traffic will increase noise and air pollution.

Aesthetics; Currently, the area is like a small park. There are numerous trees surrounding the tennis
courts and golf course. Who wants to walk down the street and see six four story buildings when they can
look at the wonderful trees that have been there for years? This project intends on destroying nearly 5
acres of open space.

Recreation: Numerous clubs and schools use the tennis courts for tournaments and lessons. The City
Parks and Recreation do not allow reserving courts. Where are they to play? Also, I have seen many local
kids walk down to the tennis courts for lessons. Where else are there tennis courts within walking distance?

Street Flooding: Will this project increase the street flooding when it rains?

Please take into consideration my comments and questions when developing the environmental impact
report for this project.

Sincerely,

il (A

Barbara Hobbs
12501 Valley Spring Lane
Studio City, Ca. 91604
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3/16/03

Maya Zaitzefsky, Project Coordinator
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 60012

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

For you and the Los Angeles City Planning Department to up zone the Studio City Golf
and Tennis facility at 4141 Whitsett Avenue, Studio City so that a developer can erect a
senior housing project would be severely detrimental to the East San Fernando Valley.

This sylvan glade is in the midst of quiet streets and proud residents who have helped
keep this marvelous family recreational facility pristine and beautiful for the past five
decades. To destroy it, which this proposed development would surely do, would have
enormous negative impact on the entire San Fernando Valley.

But don’t take my word for it. Those of you who make this decision come out here any
time, any day, and you will see what effect this wondrous recreational facility has on this
part of our city.

Let’s not allow developers to destroy the few open spaces we have left.

Sincerely,

Roturd & k“/‘%

Mu\» T

Robert and Maryln King
3237 Longridge Avenue
Sherman Oaks, CA. 91423



Katie Lennon
12330 Sylvan Street
North Hollywood, CA 91606

March 9, 2002 MAR 209007

Ms. Maya Zaitzevsky
Project Coordinator

200 North Spring Street
Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

As a lifelong Valley resident who was raised in Studio City, I am writing to
express my outrage at the proposed mega-development that would destroy the
last existing piece of open space in Studio City, the Studio City Golf Course.

This property 1s zoned for recreation, and is a community resource that
cannot be replaced. The traffic at Ventura and Whitsett is already so
congested, we don’t need MORE density, more people and more cars in that
space!

The residents overwhelmingly want to preserve the Golf Course as an open
recreational facility. The proposed project is an outrage and would negatively
impact the community.

There are better sites available for this project. What about the closed
hospital on Riverside Drive? Please think about the impact this will have on
the quality of life of all of us in the East Valley.

SAVE THE STUDIO CITY GOLF COURSE!!!

Sincerely,

Lt LESig /’

Katie Lennon |
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Weissmann, Wolff, Bergman, Coleman, Silverman & Holmes, LLP

A Limited Liability Partnership Including Professional Corporations

Shannon H. Alexander Of Counsel

Jonathan H. Bauman Ira S. Epstein

Michael Bergman* Ronald J. Silverman*

David L. Burg Daniel H. Wolff

f;ilclhgﬁl%n\iﬁ: *Professional Corporation

Alan L. Grodin*

H Holmes*

Steer:’?; Katlm;zan* 9665 Wilshire Boulevard

Wayne Kazan Eﬂlte ]90;){_11

Alan G. Kirios* everly Hills
March 25, 2002 Anjani Mandavia® California 90212-2345

Michael Minden Telephone:

Abrabam M. Rudy* (310) 858-7888

Andrew Schmerzler

Lawrence B. Steinberg* Fax:

Todd M. Stern (810} 550-7191

Daniel R. Stutz
Julie B. Waldman

VIA HAND DELIVERY Eric Weissmann* Please Refer To:
10857.2

Ms. Maya E. Zaitzevsky

City Planning Associate

Los Angeles City Planning Department

Environmental Review Section

200 North Spring Street

Room 763

Los Angeles, California 90012

Re:  Case Number: ENV-2001-1196
Council District: Five
Lead Agency: Los Angeles City Planning Department
Project Title: Homeplace Retirement Community
Project Applicant:  Homeplace Retirement Communities of America
Project Address: 4141 Whitsett Avenue, Studio City

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky:

This law firm represents the Studio City Residents Association (“SCRA”), which
consists of more than 2,100 member households in the community surrounding the proposed
Homeplace Retirement Community (the “Project”) on what is now the site of Studio City Golf &
Tennis. I am writing following the Scoping Meeting on March 6, 2002, and pursuant to Section
15083 of the CEQA Guidelines, to reiterate SCRA’s insistence that the Environmental Impact
Report for the Project (the “EIR”) to be prepared by the Los Angeles City Planning Department (the
“Department”) reflect the most thorough and comprehensive analysis possible of the numerous
significant environmental effects of the Project.

As a preliminary matter, although SCRA appreciates the Department’s decision to
conduct a Scoping Meeting, we must reiterate our objection to the Department’s failure to give
adequate notice of it. We understand that property owners adjacent to the Project received written
notice of the Scoping Meeting, it at all, just a few days before it took place. Moreover, the many
interested people who attended and, in some cases, spoke at the June 11, 2001 zoning hearing --
including myself -- received no prior notice from the Department. Indeed, SCRA was first informed
of the Scoping Meeting on February 19, 2002 by Councilmember Jack Weiss’ office, and the
Department’s failure to give adequate notice effectively shifted the responsibility for notifying the

262901v1 10857.0002



Weissmann, Wolff, Bergman, Coleman, Silverman & Holmes, LLP

Ms. Maya E. Zaitzevsky
March 25, 2002
Page 2

community onto us. The fact that several hundred people attended the Scoping Meeting on such
short notice -- and on a rainy Wednesday evening -- reflects the extraordinary public concern about
this Project. Accordingly, we must again insist that the Department afford adequate notice of all
future hearings to all interested parties -- including SCRA, myself as its counsel, and all individuals
who have signed in or spoken at any public meeting or hearing, or submitted any written comments,
pertaining to the Project.

I INTRODUCTION

The Project would be one of the largest ever built in Studio City in terms of square
footage, mass, height, and density, consisting of seven 4-story buildings and one 1-story building
comprising about 500,000 square feet with parking for nearly 500 vehicles. It would be constructed
on at least 5 acres of existing recreational open space abutting the Los Angeles River in the heart
of Studio City (the “Site”). The Site consists of 17.2 acres owned by Weddington Investment
Company, Inc. (“Weddington”) and leased to Studio City Golf Course, Inc. (“SCGCT”), plus
approximately 4 acres owned by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District which also is leased
to SCGCL' In the early 1970’s, the Site was down-zoned to its current agricultural (A-1) zoning
pursuant to an agreement among Weddington, SCGCI, and the City and County of Los Angeles to
permanently maintain the Site as recreational open space.? In consideration of the City’s agreement
to keep the Site as recreational open space for the benefit of its citizens, the County has lost millions
of dollars of property tax revenue which it otherwise would have enjoyed under the Site’s previous
residential zoning. Consistent with that agreement, the Site is designated as open space on the
Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake-Cahuenga Pass Community Plan, which comprises the
applicable land use element of the City’s General Plan.

For decades, the Site has been improved with Studio City Golf & Tennis, a
recreational facility consisting of a 9-hole golf course, lighted driving range, putting green, 20
lighted tennis courts, and club house -- all open to the public -- which are owned and operated by
SCGCI(the“Recreational Facilities”). TheRecreational Facilities are extraordinarily well-operated
and maintained, and are used by tens of thousands of City residents. The tennis facilities are home

'See the Declaration of Arthur E. Anderson (“Anderson Decl.”), acopy of which is attached
as Exhibit A, at 7 2-3.

2See Anderson Decl. at ] 4. Because the City had not yet adopted an “open space” zone, A-1
was the appropriate zoning to facilitate its intention to permanently maintain the Site as recreational
open space.
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to the teams from Harvard-Westlake, Buckley, Oakwood, and Notre Dame High Schools, and to two
of the City’s most popular tennis leagues, the Los Angeles Tennis Association and the Van Nuys-
Sherman Oaks Racquet Club. Because of the unique ability to “block-book” these excellent courts,
they are the site of numerous tournaments, tennis camps for children, and other important programs.

Although SCRA certainly recognizes the need for quality senior housing, we believe
that this laudable goal should not be accomplished by destroying existing -- and extremely scarce --
recreational open space. Moreover, it must emphasized that the Project is not a low-cost senior
housing community, but ratheris a high-end, for-profitresidential development. Indeed, we believe
the applicant has chosen this Site for one transparent reason: It affords a unique opportunity to build
a retirement development within the City of Los Angeles on a golf course, and thereby sell
apartment units at a highly-inflated price. Although this might benefit the applicant, it would not
benefit Studio City or the citizens of Los Angeles.

II. THE SCOPE OF THE DEPARTMENT’S ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CANNOT
BE DETERMINED UNTIL THE SCOPE OF THE PROJECT IS ASCERTAINED.

We believe the Department’s scoping analysis is premature because the scope of the
Project itself has yet to be determined. As Battalion Chief Roy E. Prince, Commander of the Los
Angeles Fire Department’s Building Administration Section, stated at the Scoping Meeting, the Fire
Department -- with SCRA’s strong support -- intends to build the sorely-need Studio City Fire
Station on the south-east corner of the Site. Indeed. the Fire Department is well underway toward
acquisition of that property, which it will accomplish through eminent domain if necessary.
Locating the Fire Station at the Site will directly conflict with the Project as described in the
Department’s Notice of Preparation dated February 22, 2002. Accordingly, the Project cannot
proceed unless it is substantially revised.

CEQA requires that the description of the Pro ject be entirely accurate at the inception
and throughout the environmental review process. The court in County of Inyo v. City of Los
Angeles, 71 Cal. App.3d 185, 199 (1977), stated:

“Only through an accurate view of the project may affected outsiders
and public decision-makers balance the proposal’s benefit against its
environmental cost, consider mitigation measures, assess the
advantage of terminating the proposal (i.e, the ‘no project’
alternative) and weigh other alternatives in the balance. An accurate,
stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an
informative and legally sufficient EIR.”

262901v1 10857.0002




Weissmann, Wolff, Bergman, Coleman, Silverman & Holmes, LLP

Ms. Maya E. Zaitzevsky
March 25, 2002

Page 4

71 Cal. App.3d at 199, citing Aberdeen & Rockfish Railroad v. SCRAP, 422 U S. 289, 322 (1975).
See also Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California, 47
Cal.3d 376 (1988), and San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus, 27
Cal. App.4th 713 (1994).

Inthe face of this unambiguous legal requirement, the Department is now embarking
on an environmental review process based upon an inherently inaccurate des cription of the Project.
This will result in a legally deficient EIR. SCRA insists that, before the Department commences its
work, the applicant be required to submit revised plans for the Project which include the Fire Station.
Among other critical questions, these revised plans must forthrightly state whether the applicant
intends to shift more of the Project onto the existing golf course and/or driving range in order to
compensate for the land lost to the Fire Station. SCRA also insists that the Department fully consult
with Chief Prince and the Fire Department concerning the Project.

I ASSESSMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT MUST
BE PROSPECTIVE.

Section 15004(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that environmental review for a
project be timed “to provide meaningful information for environmental assessment” In this case,
if the Department now proceeds with its environmental review, then it must assess all environmental
effects of the Project as they will exist beginning at least three years into the future. SCGCl has a
leasehold interest in the Site until April 6, 2005, which it will not prematurely release > Therefore,
initial construction of the Project could not begin before April 2005.

Because Study City is a growing community, the requirement for prospective
environmental review is critical to all effects of the Project. However, two issues are particularly
apparent. First, City National Bank -- the owner of the property located directly south of the Site
across the Los Angeles River -- is now constructing a shopping center at the north-west corner of
Whitsett Avenue and Ventura Boulevard. Asthe City knows, this already is an extremely congested
-- and, indeed, dangerous -- intersection. With the new shopping center, traffic congestion in the
area immediately adjacent to the Site will be significantly worse by 2005.

Second, the City must assess the effects of the Project -- including its construction --
on the Fire Station to be constructed at the south-east corner of the Site. The Fire Department
expects that the Fire Station will be fully operational by 2005. Thus, for example, the massive

’See Anderson Decl. at § 3.
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excavation proposed by the applicant for a subterranean garage would take place directly adjacent
to a functioning Fire Station, and the earth-moving trucks presumably would share the access used
by firefighting equipment. The public safety effects of this potentially dangerous situation are
obvious, and must be fully addressed in the EIR.

IV.  THE EIR MUST COMPREHENSIVELY ADDRESS ALL OF THE PROJECT’S
SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS.

To be legally adequate, an EIR must comprehensively identify and address all of the
“significant environmental effects” of a proposed project. CAL. PUB. RES. CODE § 21 100(b)(1); 14
CAL. ADMIN. CODE §§ 15126.2, 15143. “All phases of a project,” including “planning, acquisition,
development, and operation,”’must be addressed. CAL. ADMIN. CODE § 15126. And both “[d]irect
and indirect significant environmental effects” must be analyzed, « giving due consideration to both
the short-term and long-term effects.” 14 CAL. ADMIN. CODE § 15 126.2(a).

Here, among other significant environmental effects, the Project would consume
scarce and valuable open space, destroy sorely-needed recreational facilities, and dramatically
increase traffic congestion. SCRA insists that the EIR comprehensively all of the Project’s
significant environmental effects, including, without limitation, each of the following;

A, Land Use And Planning Effects

1. The Project Would Be Inconsistent With The Site’s Current Land Use
Regulation.

The Project would be inconsistent with the Site’s existing open space zoning and
General Plan designation, and would result in the loss of at least 5 acres of valuable recreational
open space in the City. The effect of this loss would be devastating and cannot be mitigated. Los
Angeles is among the most open space-starved cities in the country; we have less than one-quarter
the national average of parkland per 1,000 residents, ranking dead last among major cites.*
Accordingly, we believe it is nothing short of unconscionable to permit the destruction of existing
recreational open space for a massive commercial development. Certainly, the EIR must thoroughly
and honestly address this fundamental issue.

‘See Los Angeles Times Magazine, April 1, 2001, at Page 5, a copy of which is attached as
Exhibit B.
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2. The Project Would Be Inconsistent With The Los Angeles River Master
Plan And The Los Angeles River Parkway.

The Site directly abuts the Los Angeles River. For several years, the River has been
the focus of significant planning efforts by federal, state, and local agencies, including the National
Park Service, the California Department Of Parks And Recreation, the Los Angeles County
Department Of Public Works (“DPW”), and many municipalities (including Los Angles) which lie
along its 51-mile course. Numerous political leaders and citizen groups see revitalization of the Los
Angeles River corridor as a key to the environmental enhancement of Los Angeles and a thread
which would provide our City with a greater sense of community. Thus, in 1996, the Los Angeles
County Board Of Supervisors adopted the Los Angeles River Master Plan (the “River Master Plan”),
administered by DPW, which advocates environmental enhancement and recreational development
along the River. Moreover, the State of California recently designated the entire Los Angeles River
as a future State Park -- the Los Angeles River Parkway (the “River Parkway”) -- and appropriated
over $83 million for its development.®

A key strategy of both the River Master Plan and the River Parkway is to link larger
“nodes” of recreational open space along the Los Angeles River -- both existing parcels and future-
acquired property -- with a greenbelt of parkland and trails. The Site is an existing “node” of
recreational open space along the Los Angeles River. Thus, construction of a massive 500,000
square foot development at the Site would be a huge step backwards for the River Parkway and
directly would contravene the River Master Plan.

Section 15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR “discuss any
inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans.”
Certainly, the River Master Plan is a “regional plan” within the meaning of Section 15 125(d), and
the EIR therefore must comprehensively address the Project’s inconsistency with it.

Moreover, because DPW is responsible both for administering the River Master Plan
and for approving use of the Los Angeles County Flood Control District’s portion of the Site --
which the applicant is now seeking -- DPW is a “Responsible Agency” within the meaning of the
Section 15381 of the CEQA Guidelines. Additionally, because the River Parkway has been
designated by State law to become part of the State Park System, the California Department Of Parks
And Recreation is a “Trustee Agency” whose jurisdiction over the State Park system would be

*See generally The Trust For Public Land’s 2000 Annual Report article entitled, “7aking
Back The River” by Joanna Miller, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit C.
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directly affected by the Project. Accordingly, in preparing the EIR, the Department must fully
consult with both of these agencies concerning the Project.

B. Recreational Effects

1. Tennis

The Recreational Facilities currently include 20 lighted, public tennis courts, which
are extraordinarily well-maintained and heavily used. With the loss of the Racquet Centre at
Ventura Boulevard and Vineland Avenue to development several years ago, these court are the last
remaining facility of its kind in the area. Indeed, over 13,000 people now have deposits to use them.
Unlike the publicly-owned tennis courts operated by the Los Angeles Department Of Recreation And
Parks (“DRP”), the courts at the Recreational Facilities may be “block-booked” for use by teams,
leagues, and children’s programs. For that reason, the courts are home to the tennis teams from
Harvard-Westlake, Buckley, Oakwood, and Notre Dame High Schools both as primary practice
facilities and for league competition, and are also home to two of the City’s largest tennis leagues,
the Los Angeles Tennis Association and the Van Nuys/Sherman Oaks Racquet Club ¢

The Project would destroy at least 12 of the 20 tennis courts at the Site. Given the
already heavy use of these courts, the remaining 8 courts would be in extremely high demand, and,
in any event, could not accommodate the tennis teams, leagues, and other programs that now block-
book larger numbers of courts at the Recreational Facilities.’

The applicant has claimed that the loss of these tennis courts could be mitigated by
its agreement to build 12 new courts at the northern edge of North Hollywood Park on Chandler
Boulevard east of the 170 Freeway. This claim is incorrect for several reasons. First, the new courts
would be operated by DRP, which prohibits block-booking.®  Accordingly, they could not
accommodate the teams, leagues, and other programs that now use the Recreational F acilities, which
would be left with nowhere to play.

“See attached Declaration of George McCallister (“McCallister Decl.), a copy of which is
attached as Exhibit D, at § 2.

Id.

*DRP confirmed that it does not permit block-booking of its tennis courts during a meeting
with representatives of SCRA and the applicant on January 23, 2001.
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Second, the new courts would place a tremendous financial burden on DRP’s already
over-taxed recreational facilities. Although the applicant purportedly would build the courts, it
would have no further obligation to maintain them. Thus, DRP would be required to fund any
necessary infrastructure to serve the courts, and to indefinitely operate them without further
assistance from the developer. Indeed, the applicant previously has sought to avoid paying its share
of Quimby funds by dedicating the golf course to the City.

Finally, the “replacement” courts would not be in Studio City, but rather would be
inconveniently located several miles away in North Hollywood. Thus, they cannot reasonably be
expected to serve the same community that now patronizes the Recreational Facilities, nor to replace
the heavily-used facilities that would be destroyed by the Project.

2. Golf

Although most of the golf facilities ostensibly would survive the Project, they also
would be adversely effected in several critical respects. The aesthetic impacts on the golf course are
discussed below and cannot be overemphasized. Moreover, the golf course already is extremely
busy; over 70,000 rounds are played each year, or about 200 rounds per day.” The applicant has
estimated that the Project would house more than 450 retirees, excluding those in the skilled nursing
facility. It certainly is reasonable to expect that these active seniors living directly adjacent to this
beautiful golf course -- many of whom presumably would have purchased their units for precisely
that reason -- would begin to monopolize the golf facilities, impacting their availability to current
patrons and area residents.

Moreover, the applicant proposes to reconfigure the golf course and driving range in
a manner which we believe would be profoundly unsafe. In order to accommodate the Project, the
applicant plans to move the 6™ hole of the golf course by narrowing the driving range. George
McCallister, who has served as General Manager of the Recreational Facilities for the past 15 years,
believes that narrowing the driving range in this manner would create an unsafe condition on the golf
course and has so informed the Department in writing.!® If the golf course or driving range cannot
be maintained in asafe operating condition under the applicant’s proposal, then the public is entitled
to know what will become of them if the Project is approved. These issues mustbe comprehensively
addressed in the EIR.

’See McCallister Decl. at q 3.

1%See McCallister Decl. at § 4 and Exhibit 1.
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Finally, the Project likely will impact operation of the lighted driving range at the
Site. The driving range currently is open until 11:00 p.m. daily, and evenings are among its most
crowded hours of operation.'" The applicant previously has stated that lights from the driving range
may effect future residents of the Project, and has proposed to shield them. However, if this measure
proves ineffective and residents of the Project complain about the lights, then DRP -- which would
operate the golf course and driving range with public funds -- can be expected to shorten the driving
range’s operating hours, thereby adversely impacting thousands of patrons who use this recreational
facility in the evening.

C. Traffic Effects

The Project would be populated by nearly 500 wealthy, active seniors, many (if not
most) of whom would drive. Indeed, the applicant obviously anticipates this, as it proposes to
construct over 420 parking spaces for the Project -- including 390 spaces in a huge subterranean
garage. The Projectalso can be expected to generate significant vehicular traffic by guests, trolleys
and vans to transport the residents, food service and other delivery trucks, and emergency vehicles --
all requiring ingress and egress to the Project within several hundred feet of the congested and
dangerous intersection at Ventura Boulevard and Whitsett Avenue. Moreover, with the development
of the City National Bank shopping center discussed above, the traffic setting for the Project will
havesignificantly worsened by the time construction can even begin. Certainly, CEQA requires that
the EIR fully analyze this significant environmental effect of the Project.

D. Aesthetic Effects

The Project would have significant aesthetic effects on the Recreational Facilities.
Currently, there is a largely unobstructed view of the Santa Monica Mountains from the golf course
and tennis courts. The aesthetic effect is now open and expansive. The Project would block many
of these views with 45-foot tall buildings constructed just a few feet away. The resulting aesthetic
effect would be cramped and imposing. Indeed, the applicant has acknowledged that the 4-story
buildings comprising the Project would cast up to 136-foot long shadows over a golf course now
enjoying year-round sunshine. As a matter of law, the EIR must comprehensively address this
significant aesthetic effect of the Project. See, e.g., Quail Botanical Gardens F. oundation, Inc. v.
City of Encinitas, 29 Cal. App.4th 1597, 1604-06 (1994).

See McCallister Decl. at § 5.
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Indeed, webelieve the applicant’s oft-repeated mantra that the Project will “save” the
golf course is most disingenuous. The golf course -- as it has existed for nearly 50 years -- will not
be “saved” by building seven large buildings next to it. The proper way to save this unique and
precious resource is to leave it alone.

E. Geological Effects

As a central part of the Project, the applicant proposes to excavate a huge
subterranean parking garage directly next to the Los Angeles River. SCRA questions whether this
is feasible in light of the high water table at the Site. Indeed, we are extremely concerned that the
applicant will destroy the tennis courts, begin construction, encounter “unforeseen” difficulties, and
the Project then will sit for untold months -- if it is not abandoned altogether -- while the applicant
attempts to find a feasible “work around.” This must not happen. Now is the time to fully address
the serious geological ramifications of this Project.

F. Construction Effects

Construction of the Project -- and particularly the subterranean garage -- would
require a massive movement of earth from the Site, creating obvious traffic and noise effects.
Moreover, all of the tennis courts would be lost during construction, and, even assuming that the golf
course can continue to operate, playing next to this huge construction project certainly would not be
apleasant recreational experience. The EIR must fully address whether these significant effects truly
can be mitigated.

G. Cultural Effects

The Projectwould partially destroy and otherwise dramatically effect anearly 50-year
old community resource that aptly has been described as the “crown jewel” of Studio City.
Undisputably, the Recreational Facilities are a unique and precious resource to which I personally
can attest. My family moved to Studio City in 1967 when I was 10 years old; I grew up in this
community and frequently played golf at this facility. My wife and I now own a home just a few
blocks from where I lived as a child. We have often used the tennis courts, and hope that our 1-year
old son and his future siblings will have the same opportunity to use these extraordinary Recreational
Facilities -- and to “hang around” their safe and wholesome club house -- as I did nearly 30 years
ago. Indeed, our community views Studio City Golf & Tennis as self-definitional; this facility
captures and reflects the essence of Studio City. That is why literally hundreds of our residents show
up at any opportunity to voice their vehement opposition to any proposal -- including this massive
Project -- which will turn Studio City Golf & Tennis into nothing more than a fond memory.
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V. THE EIR MUST COMPREHENSIVELY ANALYZE ALTERNATIVES TO THE
PROJECT.

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR “describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasiblely attain
most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives . . . even if
these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would
be more costly.” This discussion must include “sufficient information about each alternative to
allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project,” and expressly
must address “[t]he specific alternative of ‘no project,”” the purpose of which “is to allow
decisionmakers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not
approving the proposed project.”

In light of this legal mandate, SCRA insists that the EIR contain a complete and
comprehensive “alternatives” analysis which should include at least the following two essential
components:

1. Alternative locations for the Project. SCRA is confident that the worthwhile
goals of the Project -- i.e., quality senior housing -- can be accomplished at other locations in and
around Studio City. The EIR should fully explore other potential sites, even if the applicant would
not realize the same profit margin as it obviously expects to do by locating the Project on the golf
course.

2. Alternative means to “save” the Recreational Facilities. The applicant and
certain purported representatives of Weddington have engaged in ashameful -- albeitunsuccessful --
scare campaign intended to frighten the community into believing that the Site will be subdivided
for residential development if the Project is not approved. With all due respect, in light of the
current zoning and other land use regulations govemning the Site -- and the extraordinary political
opposition to any development -- this is not a “reasonable” alternative to the Project. There are,
however, honest alternatives which must be fully explored in the EIR. Indeed, even in a time of
scarce public resources, we are confident that it is quite possible to save the Recreational Facilities
for future generations of City residents. This is not like trying to find revenue to purchase an
undeveloped parcel in the Santa Monica Mountains. Rather, the Recreational Facilities generate
significant profits that could be used to secure funding to purchase the Site, which then would be
permanently held in trust for the community’s benefit. The EIR must fully explore these
possibilities, and we urge the Department to consult with SCRA and other informed people
concerning this matter.
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VI. CONCLUSION

This letter is not intended to exhaustively discuss all of the significant environmental
effects of the Project or the requisite contents of the EIR, and we are hopeful that the Department
will fully and fairly discharge its duty in this extremely important matter. The California Supreme
Court has articulated the fundamental purposes of an EIR:

“An EIR is an environmental ‘alarm bell” whose purpose 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 no only the environment but also informed
self government.”

Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California, 47 Cal.3d 376,
392 (1988).

Construction of this Project could not even begin for more than 3 years. Accordingly,
there is ample time to comprehensively analyze all significant environmental effects of the Project
in the manner required by law. Anything short of a full and complete EIR would constitute a
manifest violation of CEQA, and would be a disservice not only to Studio City but to the entire City
of Los Angeles.

We once again request that SCRA receives -- both directly and through this law firm
-- proper and sufficient notice of all public hearings, comment periods, and deadlines in connection
with this Project.
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Thank you.
Very truly yours,
Nl
David L. Burg /
cc: Councilmember Jack Weiss

Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky
Chief Roy E. Prince

Ms. Bonnie Kopp

Mr. Tony Lucente

Ms. Laurie Cohn

Ms. Ann Ouellette

Mr. Arthur E. Anderson
Mr. George McCallister
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DECLARATION OF ARTHUR E. ANDERSON

I, ARTHUR E. ANDERSON, declare:
1. I am the President of Studio City Golf Course, ine,
(*SCGCI”), which owns and operates Studic City Golf § Temig
located an 4141 Whitsctt Avenue in Studiec City, California (ihe
"Recreational Facilities”). 1 have personal knowledge ¢f the Zacre

<
Ll

set forth in this declaration, and, if called as a witness, I covlag
and would competently testify to them.

2. The Recreational Facilities ccnsist of A4 9-hole 30lf
course, lighted driving range, putting green, 20 lighted tennisg
courts, and a club house, all open to the public, They ars locatsqg
on approximately 21 acres of lard abutting the Los Angeles R.v:r
(the “sitev), consisting of 17.2 acres owned by Weddingt iy
Investment Cuompany, Inc. (“Weddington") and approximately 4 acrags
owned by the Los Angeles Ccunty Flood Control Districr,

3. The 17.2 acres of the Site owned by Weddingtor s
leased tc scGel Pursuant to i written S0-year ground lease dat:g
April 6, 1955, berween Weddington and ScGer’s bredecessor (tre
“Lease”). The Lease wil] excire on April s, 2003, and scecr doss
not intend to release its leasehcld interest prior to that date
under any circumstances, The Los Angeles County Flood Control
District’s Property alsc is leased to SCGCI, in this case on a1

annual basis,

4, In the early 1270"s, the Site wasg down-zoned to -t ;
current agricultural (a-1) zoning pursuant to ap agreement among
Weddington, SCGCI, and the City ang County of Log Angszles to

bermanently mainfain the Site as Tecreational open space.
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I declare under penalty cf Perjury under the laws ¢

the

State of California that the foregoinq 18 true andg corret.

Executed this 21 day of May 2001,

~

Arthur E ﬂnaerscn
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squandered an inherited fortune and must now saounge for coins to main-
tain a semblance of respectability.

.. The greed that drove the city’s development devoured 5o much of an™
uncommonly beautiful Jandscape that the city today has less than one- -
fourth the national average of four acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. .

It is'dead last among major cities. :

_. With the notable recent exception of the ‘fComﬁcld” site in Chinatown

(the Riordan administration wanted it for a warehouse complex until the
nonprofit Trust for ‘Public Land wrested it from developers), City Hall and
community groups have been reduced to scaring up greenable vacant lots.
This would be pathetic if it weren't the only remaining hope of open space
for the city’s teeming poorer neighborhoods. . .. . . ..

“Pocket parks inareasingly are the only option, fwhat] with the affordable
housing crisis in this city,” says Suzi Hoffman-Kipp, a field representative
for former City Councilwoman Jackie Goldberg. “A quarter-of-an-acre park
is still worth developing because it improves the quality of life for the little
kids who have only the halbways of their apartment buildings to play in.”

.Property in the city has become so expensive that "we can’t buy large
parcels anymore,” says city Recreation and Parks Department project man-
ager Robert Gutierrez.

“Given the demand for its residential property, Los Angeles doesn’t
abound in vacant lots. The L.A. County assessor's office counts 40,818
such lots among 743,758 total parcels in the city. About 9,700 of these are
zoned industrial or commercial and, by dint of location, are probably not
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_suitable for parks. The remaining 31,100 are residential, the vast major-
ity zoned for single-family housing, which means they’re small.

Even residential lots don’t automatically lend themselves to becom-

ing pocket parks. Joe Linton, 2 parks activist in East Hollywood, visited

.- about half of 88 vacant lots identified in a city study of the Vermont-West-

ern area. He estimated that only one in five has pocket-park potential.
City Rec and Parks, after a long history of focusing on larger, more cost-
effective regional parks, appears finally to have come down with 2 mild

 case of pocket-park fever. Last year it opened the Lexington Avenue Pock-

et Park in East Hollywood and the Central Avenue Jazz Park in South-

. Central. Its Latham Street Pocket Park, also in South-Central, just opened,

and Washington Irving Pocket Park, opposite Washington Irving Li-
brary in the Mid-City area, is scheduled to open in May. None of these is
larger than a quarter-acre. The city also has just acquired about three-
fourths of an acre for a Hope and Peace Pocket Park amid the apart-
ment warrens just west of downtown. ’ T : :
“These aren’t the first such city parks. Over the years, mostly as an af-
terthought, Rec and Parks created, among its approximately 380 parks,
about two dozen of half an acre or less. e
The current pocket-park movement, however, is principally the work
of community groups and nonprofit organizations. Northeast Trees, for
example, has established seven small green spaces along the Los Angeles
River. ARTScorpLA, a collective of artists and architects devoted to fam-
ily-oriented community development, has set two whimsical “art parks”
on vacant lots in overpeopled neighborhoods, La Continued an Puge 6
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Just a Snapshot Before | Go

Musician Graham Nash Doubles as 3 Digital Whiz

Most folks know Graham Nash as tne dulcet tenor of Crosby,
Stills & Nash. Less well-known is Granam Nash,the photogra-
~her and co-owner with R.Mac Holbert, above left, of 3 cutting-
ecge digita! photographic printing company. Nash editionsin
Aannatan Beach, its state-of-the-art high-resolutian rmachines
are to PC deskiop printing what a Ferrariis to Rent-a-Wreck.

_ast month, Nasn Editions strutted its aigital stuff in a show
of works by pnotograpner Srephen Wilkes at the Patricia Cor-
reia Gallery in Santa Monica.

Nash talked with us from " little tiny island in the South
pacific.” where, of course, he is shooting lots of pictures.

—Richard Cheverton

Why photography?

. was 10 when my father introduced me to photagraphy. We
were z very poor family, and my father's great pleasure wasio
take the kids to the zoo and shoot pictures. He would use my
pedroom as a darkrocm. 1t was complete magic to me.

| heard there was some tragedy in connection with photog-
raphy in your family.

Trere was. One day [the police] came and informed my fatner
that the camera he had bought frama friend at work had been
stolen by that friend. And that nhe'd better give them the name

6 LOS ANGELTS TIMES MAGAZINE, Aprii i, 2004

of his friend. He would not do that, and they put him in jaii for
a year.And he died at 46.

$o what’s on your latest roll of film?
1 look around when | travei, and invarizbly something ridicu-
lous happens in frant of me.

What can you do with digital photo printing that you can’t do
with canventional silver halide?

in the digitai realm, you have complete control over contrast,
dodging, burning, getting rid of hairs on the print. And now
we have inks that [should ast] a couple hundred years at least.

What's different between the world of music and the world
of photography?

There are no differences. it’s just me going about my daily life.
vou're talking to a man from the north of England, who w3s
penniless at one point, came 10 America, found a dream;, foi-
Jowed it, succeeded, and now I'm just having fun!

What's next?

|was just in Los Angeles and recorded 18 tracks in 10 days.and V've
gotanew album coming outand a book coming out on My oOwWn
photographic work, so we're just racking and rotling here.

RICCI o
Continued from Page 5
Tierra de la Culebra in Highland
Park, and Spiraling Orchard near
the vexed Belmont Learning Cen-
ter west of downtown.

City acquisition of privately
owned vacant lots for small parks
is typically a drawn-out affair. Lex-
ington Pocket Park, once the site of
a burned-down apartment building,
took 2 '/2years to buy and construct,
at a cost of $415,000. Les play-
ground, picnic benches and land-
scaping cover less than two-teaths
of an acre in 2 neighborhood packed
with apartment buildings.

Pocket park advocates say Rec and
Parks isn’t really set up to create
and maintain pocket parks in any-
thing like the number needed. The
City Council currently has before it
a “Neighborhood Oasis” propos-
al submitted by the neighborhood
organizing activists of Coalition
L.A. Tt would earmark $900,000 a
year for a public land trust to help
acquire park-appropriate vacant
jots, 2nd for a quasi-public agency
that would provide technical ex-
pertise, liability insurance and oth-
er services to COMMURity groups
wanting to create pocket parks.

More than $52 million for parks
in Los Angeles is currently available
through city Proposition K, which
voters approved in 1996, and state
Proposition 12, which the electorate
embraced in 1999. The problem is
getting it to the congested neigh-
borhoods. The Proposition K funds
and about half of the Proposition 12
funds are distributed via competi-
tive grants, and neighborhood
groups usually lack the sophistica-
tion to compete for grants against
large organizations and govern-
mental agencies. The Neighbor-
hood Oasis proposal, or something
like it, would help.

What we're talking about here
is breathing space. Places to which
young mothers with small chil-
dren imprisoned in tiny apart-
ments can readily escape. Places
where the hot sunlight is filtered
by trees, the rain is absorbed into
the ground to replenish the water
table, and a stumnbling toddler hits
soft grass or sand.

Providing such rafts of calm on
the urban sea “is simply what a civ-
ilized society should do,”" says
Northeast Trees president Scatt
Wilson. Tt may be late, and it may
be a historical embarrassment.
given all that nature originally be-
stowed, but with people continu-
ing to pour into the city, iU's now
or never. =]

Photograph by Jason Perez
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The long—keld dream of greening the Los Angeles River moves closer to reality.

By Joanna Miller enry Padilla and his Maywood neighbor, Jesus Gonzales Tomis, have an
agreement. A few times a week as Gonzales prepares to leave for work at
4:00 A.M., he walks across the street to the triangle-shaped patch of new grass
that sports a decorative green iron bench, a matching trash can, and a few strips of
young landscaping. Then, unauthorized, he turns on the municipal sprinklers.
When Padilla and his dog, Happy, come out for their morning walk at seven,
Padilla turns off the city sprinklers on this half-acre splash of green just a few dozen
yards from the stark concrete banks of the Los Angeles River. “I don't get paid for it,”

Taking Back the River 3
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The 51-mile Los Angeles River
flows through some of the
most densely populated
neighborhoods in the state.

Judad Merino and a friend play in
Steelhead Park, one of the new
pocket parks in the Elysian Valley.
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says Padilla, a 37-vear resident of the city with the least amount of
park space per capita in the state. “Bur | get to use the park. It
works out real good for us around here.”

During a chance encounter at the as-yet-unnamed triangle
park that Padilla refers to as “my park,” Maywood Mayor Sam
Pena, a dapper man who has lived in the city all his 31 years, listens
attentively as Padilla complains politely about neglect from city
crews. A small smile crosses the mayor’s face as Padilla describes his
arrangement with his neighbor. “Now, that’s ownership,” the mayor
says proudly.

It’s the kind of community ownership that advocates and of-
ficials alike say 1s critical to the 20-year dream of reawakening the
Los Angeles River, transforming it from an ignored concrete
drainage ditch to the celebrated heart of a California state park,
urban style.

Thar dream recently received its single greatest push toward
reality when Governor Gray Davis designated the Los Angeles
River Parkway as a state park and allocated a whopping $88.5
million from the 1999 $2.1 billion parks bond, for its creation.
Written by former Assembly Speaker Antonio Villaraigosa and
Assembly Speaker pro tem Fred Keeley, the successful ballot
initiative was championed by Senate Majority Leader Richard

Polanco, State Senator Martha Escutia, State Assemblymember Marco Firebaugh,

and County Supervisor Gloria Molina and a broad coalition of environmental

groups, including TPL. The governor in one sweeping move accomplished what 20

years of toil by dedicated advocates and public agencies could not: it gave the river

sorely needed status, attention, cash, and leadership.

“Governor Davis’s initiative brought the issue of the Los Angeles River to the

HMATT O'BRIEN



forefront,” says Corey Brown, the Trust for Public Land’s govern-
ment affairs director, who grew up in Los Angeles. “Designating
the river a state park provides the greatest unifying proposal ever in
the effort to regreen this urban waterway.”

The Los Angeles County’s L.A. River Master Plan of 1996
calls for a continuous, tree-lined, paved, and lighted bikeway atop
the river’s banks for 51 miles, from its headwaters in the mountains
of the San Fernando Valley until it drains into the sea in Long
Beach. The bikeway would string together a necklace of green
gems—existing regional and city parks, including a planned 65-
acre state park in northeast Los Angeles and a proposed 20-acre
park in north Long Beach. Along the greenway would be pocket ;
parks, rest areas, informational and historic displays, and, 1n a few
areas, access to shops and restaurants.

About 30 miles of bike path already are in place, though much of it is neither paved
nor lighted. A half-dozen pocket parks now provide decorated gates and landscaped en-
trances to the river, replacing rusty cuts in the chain-link fence that told people the river
was an undesirable and dangerous place to go. When the bikeway is completed, these
small parks will serve as resting spots along the route. For now;, they are places to sit in
the shade after work, enjoy a picnic, or just see what lies beyond the river’s concrete banks.

Existing regional parks eventually will be linked by the bikeway as well. The city-
owned, 100-year-old Griffith Park, just north of downtown Los Angeles, encompasses
4,000 acres and includes a zoo, observatory, climb-aboard train museum, and 6,000-
seat amphitheater. Surrounded by urban neighborhoods, it’s less than a half-mile from
the river itself. But the network of formidable freeways that surrounds the park makes it
difficult to reach for anyone without wheels. “The region has these great swaths of open
space,” says TPL's Larry Kaplan, director of the Los Angeles field office. “But millions
of people, particularly low-income people, never see them because they can't get to them.”

The Trust for Public Land, which is working with other nonprofit organizations
and public agencies to acquire land for urban parks along the river, hopes to change that
by providing green space to the 13 cities along the river that make up some of the dens-
est urban neighborhoods in the state.

Virtually no one involved is talking about removing all of the concrete that confines
the river to its banks, or letting the river range unfettered across the Los Angeles basin as
it once did. “This is an urban river,” Kaplan says. “That’s just one of the constraints we
have to live with. But if you view the Los Angeles River as a framework in which to bring

recreation areas and Parks to people who now have next to none, it makes a lot of sense.”

A River Tamed

Before 1938, the Los Angeles River was typical of southern California rivers—it dried
up completely or meandered mildly in the summer, and swelled to a powerful and some-
times deadly torrent after heavy winter rains. A thousand years ago, up to 10,000 Native
Ammericans lived along the river in a settlement near what is now Los Angeles City Hall.
Spanish explorers founded the Pueblo de Los Angeles in 1781. In 1815, the river
changed its course, washing away the pueblo and sending settlers scuttling for higher

ground; ten years later the river rampaged again, returning to 1ts earlier course. By 1861,

Henry Padilla, Jesus Gonzales Tomis, and
Happy enjoy the new Maywood park.

In 1939 the US. Army
Corps of Engineers
began its 20-year
campaign to subdue
the river with concrete,
straightening the
river’s curves and
covering its lush
greens and native
browns with stark
white concrete.
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Leo Limon of the Atzlan Cultural Arts
Foundation checks out one of the L.A. River
Cats painted by neighborhood youth,

MATT O'BRIEN

three years after the city of Los Angeles incorporated, the river swelled with runoff
from heavy storms and burst its banks with a fury that washed away much of the city.

In 1867, the railroad line reached Los Angeles and linked the East Coast to the
West, bringing new Angelenos by the thousands, despite the ongoing flooding. As it
had for millennia, the periodic ﬂooding continued, causing $10 million in damage to
the city’s 900,000 water-weary residents in 1914. The industrializing city had had
enough; discussions on how to control the river began.

In 1930, the Olmsted brothers, whose father had designed Central Park in New
York, proposed a grand plan based on the city buying land around the river for a green-
belt. On either side of the river, 300-foort buffers, supported by levees, would have
served the dual purpose of providing both public parkland and flood-control basins.

Instead, after flooding in 1938 caused $62 million in damage to a population now
numbering 2 million, the US. Army Corps of Engineers embarked on a much harsher

North East Trees co-founder Lynne ] ) ] .
Dwyer works with communities to  Solution—one that is no longer embraced by the Corps itself. It began its 20-year cam-

transform vacant lots to pocket parks. paign to subdue the river with concrete, straightening the river’s curves
and covering its lush greens and native browns with stark white con-
crete. In the end, the Army Corps paved all of the river’s banks and
most of its bed. The hard, smooth bed of the Los Angeles River
achieved its 15 minutes of dubious fame as a location for a fiery chase
scene in the Arnold Schwarzenegger movie Terminator II: Judgment Day.
The river starred again in the newly released film Gone in Sixty Seconds.
Only 12 miles of the natural river bottom were spared, in stretches
where high water tables made paving tmpossible. One such six-mile
stretch runs through a neighborhood once called Frog Town for its
swampy soil. It is here, north of downtown, that local advocates, non-

profits, and public agencies began working together to bring life back

MATT O'BRIEN

to the river’s edge.
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“This 1s where the movement started,” says TPL's Kaplan, extending his arm to encom-

Transforming the Riverfront

pass a shady lawn furnished with a few picnic tables. Just a few miles from Dodger
Stadium and Grifficth Park, TPL and the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy built
the first neighborhood park along the river, Elysian Valley Gateway Park.

Since then, TPL and the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy have worked with
the local nonprofit North East Trees to bring about other pocket parks in place of
littered lots, burnt-out houses, and the river’s fenced-off banks. “We find a site and then
figure out a way to get it done,” says Lynne Dwyer, a North East Trees co-founder.

In 1996, TPL negotiated to buy a corner lot adjacent to the river, where an aban-
doned, burnt-out house had stood. Standing atop a small outdoor amphitheater built
with recycled concrete at what is now Steelhead Park, Dwyer admires the decorative iron
gate depicting jumping steelhead trout. An interpretive sign explains that the D’Anza
Expedition walked along the Los Angeles River in 1776 on its way north to found the
Presidio in San Francisco. She hopes that displaying some of the river's history will help
draw in the community. “It’s a broad vision for a parkway from the mountains to sea,” she
says. “But it’s being put together at the community level, one piece at a time.”

Just upstream, more community investment in the river winks at the visitor through
the sometimes whimsical, sometimes wild art of Leo Limén. In the 1960s Limén began to
transform a series of circular storm drain covers, with their triangular-shaped hinges, into
the vibrant faces now known as the L.A. River Cats. He now works with the Atzlan
Cultural Arts Foundation to hire at-risk youths to paint the river cats. “Taggers come to
the river and write over the faces, then the public works crews come, blanking out the slate,”
Limon explains. “Just like live cats—they come and go. It’s the life of the neighborhood.”

While pocket parks and community gateways will make the river more people-
friendly, the larger work lies in refashioning more than 100 acres at two former train
yards along the river’s banks. But the plans face obstacles: resistance against removing
concrete at one site, a developer’s plan for an industrial park at the other, and contamina-
tion at both.

At the massive 150-acre Taylor Yard, TPL may soon begin negotiations with
Union Pacific Railroad to buy about 65 acres for a park that will become the center-
piece of the new parkway. Here, in a nod to the Olmsteds’ original vision, the
Friends of the Los Angeles River, an advocacy group formed in 1987, has been
pushing for a plan to remove some of the concrete. This would allow the river to flow
naturally as it enters the park, with catch basins inside the park to capture flood-
waters. The Friends’ vision for the park includes ballfields and other outdoor recre-
ation facilities, in addition to a river promenade and picnic area. Governor Davis al-
located $45 million to buy the land and build the park. Although no ground testing
has yet been done, the site’s almost century-long history as a railroad maintenance
yard suggests that contamination is substantial.

Across the river, TPL is negotiating with the owner of a glass warehouse for a site
where 300 feet of riverfront, now covered in black asphalt and blocked off by old build-
ings, would be reborn into green space. Governor Davis allocated $5 million for the

Marsh Street project. “It will be up to the people of the city to decide exactly what they
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California Governor Gray Davis named the
Los Angeles River Parkway a new state park.

Governor Davis in
one sweeping move
accomplished what
20 years of toil

by dedicated advocates
and public agencies
could not: it gave the
river sorely needed
status, attention,
cash, and
leadership.
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111 Michael Ramirez and Mayor
Wi Pena worked together to bring
a new park to Maywood.
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vt rodowath " says TPL Project Manager Michael Ramires.
Focnthes neighborhood will have a park.” Ramirez is working to
acquie parkland up and down the river.
1he governor’s budget for the new state parkway also in-
cludes $2.5 million for Maywood, one of a group of densely
populated and park-poor cities southeast of Los Angeles, where
the river makes its final run to Long Beach and the sea. TPL is
working with Maywood Mavyor Pefia, the county, and owners of
four parcels adjacent to the river to create 2 seven-acre regional
park, which Pefia proudly calls Maywood Riverfront Park. “It’s
Just taken on a life of its own.” Pefia says. “Our community needs

this park.”

MATY O'BRIEN

Pefia, part of a growing cadre of young Latino leadership in
the city, envisions part of the park occupying space where a long narrow warehouse now
sits a stone’s throw from the water, A neighboring parce] designated a Superfund site by
the Environmental Protection Agency and an empty lot where workers recently demol-
ished a former paint business will becorne part of the park as well. So will the little trian-
gle park, the area’s first patch of green. Pefia says he is not particular about whether the
park becomes soccer fields or any other kind of organized playing field. With only
eight acres of park space for 34,000 people—about one-tenth the state standard of
four parkland acres per thousand people—Pefia just wants the site to be open and
accessible. “Just green it,” he says.

TPL is now surveying Maywood's neighbors in nearby Bell, Bell Gardens, Cudahy,
Southgate, Lynwood, and Paramount in the hope that these cities will catch some of
Maywood’s enthusiasm for transforming the banks of the Los Angeles River into green-
way. TPL hopes the communities will choose a half-dozen sites on the river’s banks
where they can work to create their own parks that would reflect their citjes’ personali-
ties. TPL has already received a $400,000 loan from the Sierra Club’s Quercus Fund, as
well as a half~-million-dollar grant from the Irvine Foundation to begin to bring the
parkway to these areas, known as the Gateway Cities.

The designation of the Los Angeles River Parkway as a state park and the funding 1t
brings will catapult the project into high gear, advocates believe. Bur it is still the com-
munities that will decide how the parkway ultimately will look in their neighborhoods,
and whether it is a success, says TPLs Corey Brown. “The state’s support takes the vision
up to a higher level” Brown says. “But we still need community ownership.”

In the 1990s, the population of Los Angeles county exceeded 9 million, and it’s ex-
pected to increase by 2 million in the next decade or so. The long-held vision for an
urban greenway in the nation’s second-largest cty will go a long way toward improving
the quality of life for residents of areas so heavily populated and paved. “Almost every
great city has a renowned open space: San Francisco has Golden Gate Park, New York
City has Central Park” says Brown. “This is our chance to make one for Los Angeles.”

Joanna Miller is a former Los Angeles Times environmental writer She currently teaches journalism and
writes freelance from her home in Simi Valley.

For more information about TPL's work in Los Angeles, visit the Western Region section of www., tpl.org.
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DECLARATION OF GEQRGE MOCALLISTER

I, GEORGE McCALLISTER, declare:

1. For the past 14 years; I have

been and currently am

the General Manager of Studio City Golf & Temnis, which consists of

a S-hole golf course, lightad driving rang

lighted tennis ccurts, and a club house loca

Avenue in Studic City, California.
the facts set forth in this declaration,

witness, I could and would competently testi

2. Cver 13,000 people now have de

tennis courts. Unlike the publicly~-owned tenn

the Los Angelas Department Of Recreation And

be “block-booked” for use by teams and leagues,

g,

and,

putting green, 20

ted at 4141 wWhitsett

I have personal knowledge of

if called as a

fy to them,

posits for use of our

is courts operated by

Parks, our courts may

Fer that reason,

the courts are used by the hich school tennis teams from Harvard-

Westlake, Buckley, and Oakwood Schools hath

facilitles and for league competition, and
largesat tennis leagues in Los Angeles, the
Association and the Van Nuys/Sherman 0aks
tournaments. These groups block-book mure tha

3. Over 70,000 rounds currently a
couxrse each year,

4. I have reviewed the plan to

ccurse and driving range submitted by the deve
Studio City Golf Course Seniox Hcusing Project
order to accommodate the B buildings which
Project, the developer plans to move the 6% hg

by narrowing the driving range. Based on ny

1

25 primary practice
also by twoc of the
los Angeles Tennis
Racquet Club, for
n 8 courts at a tire.

re plaved on our golf

reconfigure the golf
Loper of the proposed
{the “Project”). 1u
would comprise the
ie of the goif course

years of axperience,
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I believe that narrowing the driving range |in this manner would
create an unsafe condition on the golf course. Attached az Fxhibit
1 to this declaration is a true copy of my letter dated March 114,
2001 to Thomez J. Rath of the Los Angeles Planning Department,

addressing in detail my concerns about the prdposed reconfiquration

of the golf course and driving range.

5. The driving range is open each evening until 11:00

P.m. It 1s most crowded during the evenings and weekends.

I declere under penalty of perjury|under the laws of the

State of Celifornia that the foregoing ils true and correct.

Executed this ;an day of May 2001.

2

24732391 10857.2002 DRCLARATION CF GEORGE McCALLILSTFR

9098665959:% 3/ 3

alTi1stek




Studéos City Golf Cource, Duc.

4141 WHITSETT AVENUE
STUDIO CITY, CALIFORNIA 91604
(323) 877-3777 * (818) 761 -3250
FAX (818) 761-3942

March 14, 2001

Mr. Thomas J. Rath
Department of City Planning
Valley Planning Department
6255 Van Nuys Blvd.

Van Nuys, CA 91401

Dear Mr. Rath,

My name is George McCallister. Iam the General Manager of the Studio City Golf and
Tennis Facility at 4141 Whitsett Ave. in Studio City. We met a few years ago when Joann
Deutch from the Studio City Chamber of Commerce introduced us. I am writing this letter
because of safety issues I would like to point out as they relate to the drawings that
Homeplace Retirement Communities submitted during their “Open House” on February 26,
2001 at CBS Studio Center. Ihave included a copy of that drawing with this letter. On it
you will see I have illustrated the different positions of the Driving Range fence line. Line
“A” is the fence as it is today. Line “B” is the new fence line, as Homeplace has proposed it
be. The reason they have to move the fence line is because they want to move the sixth hole
of the golf course onto an area that is currently occupied by the driving range. You will see
on the drawing where I have marked building “E”. Homeplace has building “E” on the part
of the property that is now the sixth hole of the golf course. Also note that this is the largest
of the buildings in the drawing, and critical to the whole of the development. The problem,
as I see it, is that the reduction of the driving range area to make room for the “new” sixth
hole, especially in the amount they propose, clearly would place players on the golf course
endanger from being hit by a practice ball that has gone over the driving range fence because
the fence is so much closer to the driving range tee line. When we built the tennis courts
back in the early seventies, we reduced the driving range as much as it could be reduced in
order to accommodate all twenty tennis courts, and still provide a reasonable amount of
safety for the players on the golf course. Any further reduction of the driving range area
would seriously breach the reasonable amount of safety barrier. Furthermore the reduction
Homeplace proposes is in the deepest part of the driving range, and it is this part that most
long hitters aim for, and as we all know, many golfers have a tendency to “hook” the ball to
the left thus making it more likely for the ball to go over the fence. It is also my belief that
the amount of driving range space needed to adequately build the new sixth hole of the golf
course has been underestimated by the architects and even more of the driving range would
be needed. Another factor is the angle of Homeplace’s new fence line. The Golfers at the

~ExXpIgIT | -



end of the Tee Line nearest the left side of the range fence will now have to aim to their right
to avoid hitting the fence on their left. This increases the probability of their ball going over
the fence on the right endangering the Golfers on the first hole of the golf course. Also as we
know, many golfers “slice” the ball to the right, thus compounding this problem even more.

It is not my intention to berate Homeplace’s proposal, rather to point out discrepancies
that fourteen years of experience with this driving range enables me to see quite clearly. 1
believe that the true essence of the problems as I have laid them out in this letter can only be
fully appreciated by an on site inspection. There for Mr. Rath, I would like to invite you or
one of your staff to come to Studio City Golf and Tennis and let me show you what it is I am
trying to explain in this letter. Please call so we can arrange a time to meet. 1 can be reached
at (323) 877-3777 Tuesday through Saturday.

Sincerely,

George McCallister
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March 20, 2002

Environmental Review Section
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

CASENO . ENU ~F00 (0 -/1T L

Re: Homeplace Retirement Community

To Whom It May Concern:

My wife and I have lived in Studio City for seventeen years. We are homeowners, who
live at 3626 Woodhill Canyon Road, Studio City. Over the past decade we have seen the
traffic congestion become worse and worse, especially on Laurel Terrace at Whitsett
Ave. Anytime between 7am and 10am it will take twenty five minutes to go west on
Laurel Terrace and either proceed on to Whitsett Ave. having crossed Ventura Blvd or try
to make a left turn onto Ventura Blvd. In the afternoon between 4:00pm and 7:00pm it’s
the same congestion, and at least a twenty minute wait while you crawl down a
residential street. You see most of the commuters coming over Laurel Canyon in the
morning and evenings use Laurel Terrace between Laurel Canyon and Coldwater. It’s a
two lane road. You enter this new Retirement community and the residents who live in
the hills of Studio City are not going to be able to travel down these residential streets.

And who are we kidding here. This isn’t just a residential home for the elderly. This
community is going to have 500 car-sub-terrainian-parking garage. These new residents
are also fully able and capable to own one or more vehicles.

The Studio City Golf and Tennis facility has been in operation in the community for
more than 50 years. The entire property, from the tennis courts and golf course to the
coffee shop is a safe destination place for families and children. This is a defining icon of
Studio City. This facility is one of the primary attractions for families to live in the city.
Developing this open space would have an absolute negative impact on the social
environment and property values of the entire Studio City area.

The multiple 60ft tall buildings would permanently ruin the beautiful views of the
mountains just one block to the south. This would cast shadows across the entire
remaining golf course. Countless old 50ft tall palm trees and other shade trees would be
removed, thereby impacting air quality to the immediate surrounding area.

I urge you to please halt this project.

Sincerely,




3/4/02

Maya Zatzevsky, Project Coordinator
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

RE: Proposed development of Studio City Golf & Tennis facility at 4141 Whatsett Ave.

Dear Ms. Zatzevsky,

I am writing to express my deep concerns about the proposed senior housing development by
Homeplace of America at the Studio City Golf and Tennis property. The environmental impacts
to our community are staggering. This is no less than the largest development ever in Studic
City. It would eliminate precious open space and create permanent negative environmental,
cultural and recreational impacts. The following is just a partial list of the impacts.

¢ Land use impacts: This property is zoned Al Agricultural open space. It was downzoned by
the city and is designated in the General Plan as open space. This is also part of the LA River
master plan identified as a key in the creation of the LA River Park Space Nodes. This
development is in contrast with both the General Plan and LA River Master Plan. To upzone
this property is tantamount to building on parkland. This would set a precedent allowing
developers to build on all open space no matter what the zoning is.

e  Water and Geological impacts: That property is known to be above a low water table with
liquefaction soil. Homplace proposes building a 500 car, sub-terrainian-parking garage.
Their proposal does not address how they will prevent the ground water problems. Second,
this development will increase water usage, which is of great concern to the City. Not only
will there be 240 new units, but there will be multiple residents living in each unit, emplovees
of the center, medical and restaurant facilities using precious, limited water.

e  Aesthetic impacts: The multiple 601t tall buildings would permanently ruin the beautiful
views of the mountains just one block to the south. They would cast shadows across the
entire remaining golf course. Countless old, 50ft. tall palm trees and other shade trees would
be removed, thereby impacting air quality to the immediate surrounding area,

e  Cultural impacts: The Studio City Golf and Tennis facility has been in operation in the
community for more than 50 years. The entire property, from the tennis courts and golf
course to the coffee shop is a safe destination place for families and children. This is a
defining cultural icon of Studio City. This facility is one of the primary attractions for
families to live in the city. Developing this open space would have an absolute, negative
impact on the social environment and property values of the entire Studio City area.

s Recreational impacts: Studio City has already lost The Racquet Center, which was on the
comer of Vineland and Ventura Blvd. The Studio City Golf and Tennis facility is the only
remaming facility in the immediate Los Angeles area where tennis groups and schools can
‘block-book’ multiple tennis courts for tournament play. The City of Los Angeles tennis
courts do not allow block booking. Many Studio City schools including Harvard-Westlake,



Oakwood and Buckley use the Studio City Golf and Tennis facility for their school programs
If these courts are destroyed, these school’s programs will be forced to shut down. Even the
“proposed” relocation of some courts by the developer will scatter the courts and make the
new courts fall under the jurisdiction of the City Park and Recreation. Not only will there not
be enough courts at the new locations for tournaments, but Park and Rec. would not allow

Additionally, the new residents and employees of the proposed development will invariably
render the remaining golf course too crowded for the other long-time plavers.

Traffic impacts: The most important thing the EIR for this project needs to consider are the
traffic impacts of this project with population density growth of the year 2005. The current
leaseholders have gone on record as refusing to vacate before their lease expires in 2005

In other Homplace senior facilities, they advertise the use of shuttle busses which take the
residents to shopping and banks all day long, every day of the week. They also use large

There is a new strip mall currently under construction adjacent to the property at the comer of
Ventura Bivd and Whitsett Ave. This new mall has already increased the number of
accidents at that dangerous comer due to lack of visibility. I dare to ask, what will happen
with 500 new seniors walking and driving at that comer. The density of this housing
development cannot be denied.

Construction impacts: Based on the developers own admission, there will be truckloads of
dirt hauled out of thig property for approximately 40 days, all day long. There will be cranes

Impacts are immeasurable. Additionally, the remaining golf course and tennis courts will
have to be shut down for the entire 2-year construction period, if not, players will be forced to
play under unsafe, noisy conditions.

Impact on City services: With the addition of so many new, elderly residents packed into this
dense space, there will be a negative impact on City services. From ambulances to police to
water and power, the EIR needs to focus on how this will impact the other long-time
residents.

Homplace planned to put the lobby building. How can all the impacts of this development
possibly be evaluated if we still do not know the entire scope of the project?



Finally, although there is no denymg that there is a need for senior housing in Los Angeles,
destroying precious open space is not the way to make our city a better place to live. Even in
Studio City, there are two new senior assisted-living facilities currently under construction. Less
than a few blocks away, at the Riverside Hospital location on the comer of Whitsett and
Riverside, an almost 300 unit facility has been approved and is being renovated. This property
does not destroy open space and re-uses the existing building to it’s highest and best use. Also,
there is another 80 unit senior assisted-living complex under construction less than a mile away
on the comer of Coldwater Canyon and Hortense in Studio City. There were old apartment
buildings on that site, which again, does not destroy open space.

Qur City Counsel representative, Jack Weiss has already met with private and State
representatives to explore other alternatives to purchase this property and preserve the entire 17-
acre site as open space. Other City and State representatives including Zev Yaroslavsky, Bob
Hertzberg, Rocky Delgadillo, Mary Nichols and Sheila Kuehl have all gone on record as
opposing this development. Even if the Fire Dept. uses the one acre area, that will take
approximately three tennis courts, but it would still leave enough courts intact to allow school and
league tournaments. This development would permanently and negatively impact Studio City,
it’s residents and countless others who use the Studio City Golf and Tennis facility.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this most important matter.

Sincerely,

Moo s

Ny Marilyn M. Bersch
jf € 2528 Carman Crest Dr.
U 2 Los Angeles, CA 90068
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Joann R. Deutch
Attorney at Law

12522 Moorpark Street
Studio City, CA 91604

(818) 753-9922 Fax: (818) 769-9438

March 12, 2002
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Maya Zaitzesky, Project Coordinator T S
200 North Spring Street A n
Los Angeles, CA 90012 : MAR 19 2002
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ENVIRONMENTAL
Re: Studio City Golf & Tennis NI

Dear Ms. Zaitzesky:

I am a local parent. For years my 2 boys played tennis at Tennis LA, which was located adjacent
to the LaBrea apartment development. A few years ago the tennis courts began being converted
into apartments.

| then moved my boys to Studio City Golf & Tennis where they join their friends to play both
tennis and golf. They have a great relationship with the their tennis coach who is a good role
model, and they have a chance to feel independent because the Studio City Golf & Tennisis a
safe, kid friendly environment for teenagers. My boys couid just as easily be hanging around
malls, or getting into all sorts of unsavory activities. Being involved in athletics keeps them
focused, and able to resist the peer pressure of smoking, drinking or doing drugs.

For this | am grateful to the Studio City Golf and Tennis for the environment they so jealously
guard.

Furthermore, Studio City has permitted substantial population growth by not challenging the many
conversions of single homes to multiple dwelling units. Often 8 + condos replace one home.
This density has adversely effected the neighborhood, where the major intersections are rated F
at almost all times. The residents and merchants are at odds over accessible parking and traffic
circulation.

Studio City is the gateway to the San Fernando Valley. From the city you come into the valley
through the Cahuenga Pass, over Laurel Canyon, or Coldwater Canyon. This traffic is battling
buses traveling along Ventura Blvd. trying to move people along a major artery. The traffic is

relentless, and admittedly unmanageable by public officials.

And finally there are at least 4 local senior homes, although not as glamorous as the one under
consideration, but the local senior population is still adequately served. | recently visited “Inn on
the Boulevard * with my 86 year old mother. They provide a similar environment to that which is
currently under consideration, and they always seem to have vacancies.

Studio City struggles every day to maintain its character and value, both intrinsic and extrinsic as
a small intimate community. The existence of a local tennis and golf center that serves as a
community meeting place where both young and old congregate together is priceless. For
everything else there is Mastercard. Don't make Studio City just another faceless commumty in
the crowd.

R/Béathm%g\
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator MAR 182002
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 ERVIBOMIE T
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 17

RE: Proposed development of Studio City Golf & Tennis facility at 4141 Whitsett Ave.

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

I am writing to express my deep concerns about the proposed senior housing development by
Homeplace of America at the Studio City Golf and Tennis property. The environmental impacts
to our community are staggering. This is no less than the largest development ever in Studio
City. It would eliminate precious open space and create permanent negative environmental,
cultural and recreational impacts. The following is just a partial list of the Impacts.

® Land use impacts: This property is zoned Al Agricultural open space. It was downzoned by
the city and is designated in the General Plan as open space. This is also part of the LA River
master plan identified as a key in the creation of the LA River Park Space Nodes. This
development is in contrast with both the General Plan and LA River Master Plan. To upzone
this property is tantamount to building on parkland. This would set a precedent allowing
developers to build on all open space no matter what the zoning is.

*  Water and Geological impacts: That property is known to be above a low water table with
liquefaction soil. Homplace proposes building a 500 car, sub-terrainian-parking garage.
Their proposal does not address how they will prevent the ground water problems. Second,
this development will increase water usage, which is of great concern to the City. Not only
will there be 240 new units, but there will be multiple residents living in each unit, employees
of the center, medical and restaurant facilities using precious, limited water.

e  Aesthetic impacts: The multiple 60ft tall buildings would permanently ruin the beautiful
views of the mountains just one block to the south. They would cast shadows across the
entire remaining golf course. Countless old, SOft. tall palm trees and other shade trees would
be removed, thereby impacting air quality to the immediate surrounding area.

¢  Cultural impacts: The Studio City Golf and Tennis facility has been in operation in the
community for more than 50 years. The entire property, from the tennis courts and golf
course to the coffee shop is a safe destination place for families and children. This is a
defining cultural icon of Studio City. This facility is one of the primary attractions for
families to live in the city. Developing this open space would have an absolute, negative
impact on the social environment and property values of the entire Studio City area.

* Recreational impacts: Studio City has already lost The Racquet Center, which was on the
comer of Vineland and Ventura Blvd. The Studio City Golf and Tennis facility is the only
remaining facility in the immediate Los Angeles area where tennis groups and schools can
“block-book’ multiple tennis courts for tournament play. The City of Los Angeles tennis
courts do not allow block booking. Many Studio City schools including Harvard-Westlake,



Oakwood and Buckley use the Studio City Golf and Tennis facility for their school programs.
If these courts are destroyed, these school’s programs will be forced to shut down. Even the
“proposed” relocation of some courts by the developer will scatter the courts and make the
new courts fall under the jurisdiction of the City Park and Recreation. Not only will there not
be enough courts at the new locations for tournaments, but Park and Rec. would not allow
block booking anyway.

Additionally, the new residents and employees of the proposed development will invariably
render the remaining golf course too crowded for the other long-time players.

Traffic impacts: The most important thing the EIR for this project needs to consider are the
traffic impacts of this project with population density growth of the year 2005. The current
leaseholders have gone on record as refusing to vacate before their lease expires in 2005.
Traffic will surely be worse and to ignore this fact is doing the community a grave disservice.
In addition, these senior units are being marketed as very expensive units ‘right on a golf
course’. These new residents are also fully able and capable to own one or more vehicles.
This is precisely why they need the 500 car-parking garage. The developer has tried to claim
that the residents will not create any additional traffic, however, other similar senior centers
have proven otherwise.

In other Homplace senior facilities, they advertise the use of shuttle busses which take the
residents to shopping and banks all day long, every day of the week. They also use large
buses to take the residents on day trips regularly. Add to that the regular trucks bringing in
supplies, and ambulances, and that comner is a recipe for disaster.

There is a new strip mall currently under construction adjacent to the property at the comer of
Ventura Blvd and Whitsett Ave. This new mall has already increased the number of
accidents at that dangerous comer due to lack of visibility. I dare to ask, what will happen
with 500 new seniors walking and driving at that comer. The density of this housing
development cannot be denied.

Construction impacts: Based on the developers own admission, there will be truckloads of
dirt hauled out of this property for approximately 40 days, all day long. There will be cranes
and construction for almost two years to finish this project. The air quality and traffic
impacts are immeasurable. Additionally, the remaining golf course and tennis courts will
have to be shut down for the entire 2-year construction period, if not, players will be forced to
play under unsafe, noisy conditions.

Impact on City services: With the addition of so many new, elderly residents packed into this
dense space, there will be a negative impact on City services. From ambulances to police to
water and power, the EIR needs to focus on how this will impact the other long-time
residents.

Ancther consideration which is lost in this Public Scoping notice is the fact that the LA Fire
Department is in the process of appraising a one acre portion of this same property on the
south-east comer adjacent to the Valleyheart roadway. The LAFD has already surveyed the
parcel and is preparing to take it in eminent domain, if necessary. This is precisely where
Homplace planned to put the lobby building. How can all the impacts of this development
possibly be evaluated if we still do not know the entire scope of the project?




Finally, although there is no denying that there is a need for senior housing in Los Angeles,
destroying precious open space is not the way to make our city a better place to live. Even in
Studio City, there are two new senior assisted-living facilities currently under construction. Less
than a few blocks away, at the Riverside Hospital location on the comer of Whitsett and
Riverside, an almost 300 unit facility has been approved and is being renovated. This property
does not destroy open space and re-uses the existing building to it’s highest and best use. Also,
there is another 80 unit senior assisted-living complex under construction less than a mile away
on the corner of Coldwater Canyon and Hortense in Studio City. There were old apartment
buildings on that site, which again, does not destroy open space.

Our City Counsel representative, Jack Weiss has already met with private and State
representatives to explore other alternatives to purchase this property and preserve the entire 17-
acre site as open space. Other City and State representatives including Zev Yaroslavsky, Bob
Hertzberg, Rocky Delgadillo, Mary Nichols and Sheila Kuehl have all gone on record as
opposing this development. Even if the Fire Dept. uses the one acre area, that will take
approximately three tennis courts, but it would still leave enough courts intact to allow school and
league tournaments. This development would permanently and negatively impact Studio City,
it’s residents and countless others who use the Studio City Golf and Tennis facility.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this most important matter.

Sincerely,
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200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 ENVlR(l)JKmENTAL

RE: Proposed development of Studio City Golf & Tennis facility at 4141 Whitsett Ave.

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

I am writing to express my deep concems about the proposed senior housing development by
Homeplace of America at the Studio City Golf and Tennis property. The environmental impacts
to our community are staggering. This is no less than the largest development ever in Studio
City. It would eliminate precious open space and create permanent negative environmental,
cultural and recreational impacts. The following is just a partial list of the impacts.

e Land use impacts: This property is zoned Al Agricultural open space. It was downzoned by
the city and is designated in the General Plan as open space. This is also part of the LA River
master plan identified as a key in the creation of the LA River Park Space Nodes. This
development is in contrast with both the General Plan and LA River Master Plan. To upzone
this property is tantamount to building on parkland. This would set a precedent allowing
developers to build on all open space no matter what the zoning is.

o  Water and Geological impacts: That property is known to be above a low water table with
liquefaction soil. Homplace proposes building a 500 car, sub-terrainian-parking garage.
Their proposal does not address how they will prevent the ground water problems. Second,
this development will increase water usage, which is of great concern to the City. Not only
will there be 240 new units, but there will be multiple residents living in each unit, employees
of the center, medical and restaurant facilities using precious, limited water.

o Aesthetic impacts: The multiple 60ft tall buildings would permanently ruin the beautiful
views of the mountains just one block to the south. They would cast shadows across the
entire remaining golf course. Countless old, 50ft. tall palm trees and other shade trees would
be removed, thereby impacting air quality to the immediate surrounding area.

o Cultural impacts: The Studio City Golf and Tennis facility has been in operation in the
community for more than 50 years. The entire property, from the tennis courts and golf
course to the coffee shop is a safe destination place for families and children. This is a
defining cultural icon of Studio City. This facility is one of the primary attractions for
families to live in the city. Developing this open space would have an absolute, negative
impact on the social environment and property values of the entire Studio City area.

¢  Recreational impacts: Studio City has already lost The Racquet Center, which was on the
comer of Vineland and Ventura Blvd. The Studio City Golf and Tennis facility is the only
remaining facility in the immediate Los Angeles area where tennis groups and schools can
‘block-book’ multiple tennis courts for tournament play. The City of Los Angeles tennis
courts do not allow block booking. Many Studio City schools including Harvard-Westlake,



Oakwood and Buckley use the Studio City Golf and Tennis facility for their school programs.
If these courts are destroyed, these school’s programs will be forced to shut down. Even the
“proposed” relocation of some courts by the developer will scatter the courts and make the
new courts fall under the jurisdiction of the City Park and Recreation. Not only will there not
be enough courts at the new locations for tournaments, but Park and Rec. would not allow
block booking anyway.

Additionally, the new residents and employees of the proposed development will invariably
render the remaining golf course too crowded for the other long-time players.

Traffic impacts: The most important thing the EIR for this project needs to consider are the
traffic impacts of this project with population density growth of the year 2005. The current
leaseholders have gone on record as refusing to vacate before their lease expires in 2005.
Traffic will surely be worse and to ignore this fact is doing the community a grave disservice.
In addition, these senior units are being marketed as very expensive units ‘right on a golf
course’. These new residents are also fully able and capable to own one or more vehicles.
This is precisely why they need the 500 car-parking garage. The developer has tried to claim
that the residents will not create any additional traffic, however, other similar senior centers
have proven otherwise.

In other Homplace senior facilities, they advertise the use of shuttle busses which take the
residents to shopping and banks all day long, every day of the week. They also use large
buses to take the residents on day trips regularly. Add to that the regular trucks bringing in
supplies, and ambulances, and that comer is a recipe for disaster.

There is a new strip mall currently under construction adjacent to the property at the comer of
Ventura Blvd and Whitsett Ave. This new mall has already increased the number of
accidents at that dangerous comer due to lack of visibility. I dare to ask, what will happen
with 500 new seniors walking and driving at that comer. The density of this housing
development cannot be denied.

Construction impacts: Based on the developers own admission, there will be truckloads of
dirt hauled out of this property for approximately 40 days, all day long. There will be cranes
and construction for almost two years to finish this project. The air quality and traffic
impacts are immeasurable. Additionally, the remaining golf course and tennis courts will
have to be shut down for the entire 2-year construction period, if not, players will be forced to
play under unsafe, noisy conditions.

Impact on City services: With the addition of so many new, elderly residents packed into this
dense space, there will be a negative impact on City services. From ambulances to police to
water and power, the EIR needs to focus on how this will impact the other long-time
residents.

Another consideration which is lost in this Public Scoping notice is the fact that the LA Fire
Department is in the process of appraising a one acre portion of this same property on the
south-east corner adjacent to the Valleyheart roadway. The LAFD has already surveyed the
parcel and is preparing to take it in eminent domain, if necessary. This is precisely where
Homplace planned to put the lobby building. How can all the impacts of this development
possibly be evaluated if we still do not know the entire scope of the project?



Finally, although there is no denying that there is a need for senior housing in Los Angeles,
destroying precious open space is not the way to make our city a better place to live. Even in
Studio City, there are two new senior assisted-living facilities currently under construction. Less
than a few blocks away, at the Riverside Hospital location on the comer of Whitsett and
Riverside, an almost 300 unit facility has been approved and is being renovated. This property
does not destroy open space and re-uses the existing building to it’s highest and best use. Also,
there is another 80 unit senior assisted-living complex under construction less than a mile away
on the corner of Coldwater Canyon and Hortense in Studio City. There were old apartment
buildings on that site, which again, does not destroy open space.

Our City Counsel representative, Jack Weiss has already met with private and State
representatives to explore other alternatives to purchase this property and preserve the entire 17-
acre site as open space. Other City and State representatives including Zev Yaroslavsky, Bob
Hertzberg, Rocky Delgadillo, Mary Nichols and Sheila Kuehl have all gone on record as
opposing this development. Even if the Fire Dept. uses the one acre area, that will take
approximately three tennis courts, but it would still leave enough courts intact to allow school and
league tournaments. This development would permanently and negatively impact Studio City,
it’s residents and countless others who use the Studio City Golf and Tennis facility.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this most important matter.
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RE: Proposed development of Studio City Golf & Tennis facility at 4141 Whitsett Ave.

Dear Ms. Zaitzevsky,

I am writing to express my deep concerns about the proposed senior housing development by
Homeplace of America at the Studio City Golf and Tennis property. The environmental impacts
to our community are staggering. This is no less than the largest development ever in Studio
City. It would eliminate precious open space and create permanent negative environmental,
cultural and recreational impacts. The following is just a partial list of the impacts.

e Land use impacts: This property is zoned Al Agricultural open space. It was downzoned by
the city and is designated in the General Plan as open space. This is also part of the LA River
master plan identified as a key in the creation of the LA River Park Space Nodes. This
development is in contrast with both the General Plan and LA River Master Plan. To upzone
this property is tantamount to building on parkland. This would set a precedent allowing
developers to build on all open space no matter what the zoning is.

¢ Water and Geological impacts: That property is known to be above a low water table with

-+ liquefaction soil. Homplace proposes building a 500