SRM Development Community Meeting Notes
January 29, 2019 6:30pm — 8pm

Applicant Representatives Present:

¢ SRM Development — Andy Loos
* Runberg Architects — Kelly Carlson
*  Westmont Living — Andy Plant

City Representatives Present:

*  Gabriela Silva from Culver City Planning Division
» Lisa Edwards from Culver City Planning Division

Questions/Concerns from Attendees:

The Alley:

Traffic:

Adjacent businesses expressed concerns about blocking the alley and usage of the alley
since many of their deliveries/customers arrive via the alley as well. Applicant
responded that the project will have an additional 2-foot setback off the alley as well as
carve outs of as much as 15 feet to accommodate the project’s deliveries, visitors and
resident shuttle. SRM also indicated that it would join the adjacent businesses in
advocating for keeping the alley clear and well maintained.

Residents expressed concerns about the width of the alley being too narrow to handle
additional traffic. Applicant responded that the project will have an additional 2-foot
setback off the alley as well as carve outs of as much as 15 feet to accommodate the
project’s deliveries, visitors and resident shuttle.

Business owner expressed concern about alley access during construction. Applicant
responded that the developer is very experienced in working in tight, urban settings and
would be able to stage and build the building with minimal impact to the surrounding
streets and/or the alley.

Business owner expressed desire to have construction access off of Washington
Boulevard rather than off of the alley. Applicant responded that the city will determine
some of those requirements, but that the applicant believes that the majority of the
construction access could occur from Washington Boulevard if the city prefers that.
Resident suggested that the neighborhood and the applicant work with the city to make
sure the alley remains clear and that violators are cited. Applicant agreed.

Resident suggested that there be enhanced signage in the alley to direct people to the
appropriate parking location. Applicant agreed.

Residents expressed concerns that the project would increase traffic in the area.
Applicant responded that the project will undertake a traffic study to assess potential
impacts, but that project residents tend to drive far less than typical residential users.



Resident asked when and how deliveries to the project would be made. Applicant
responded that major deliveries would arrive approximately twice a week and would be
made at the rear of the building (off the alley), where the applicant has proposed a
delivery space that will enable trucks to park, unload and not block alley traffic.
Resident demanded that an “independent” parking study be done — not one paid for by
the applicant.

Parking:

Noise:

Access:

Residents expressed concerns that the proposed parking would not be adequate to
handle demand. Applicant responded that the project will undertake a parking study to
assess potential impacts and indicated that the number of proposed parking spaces (84)
significantly exceeds the code-required 50 spaces for this project.

Residents expressed concerns that the proposed project would result in more people
parking in the adjacent residential neighborhoods. Applicant responded that given the
nature of the residents, it would be unlikely that people picking up residents would
parking in the neighborhood and require elderly residents to walk several blocks to
reach the car. Applicant further stated that it is proposing both a pick-up/drop-off area
along Washington Boulevard as well as a similar area under a porté cochere off the
alley. Applicant added that it believes the proposed number of parking stalls in the
underground structure will be more than adequate to handle both staff and those who
choose to visit residents on-site.

Residents suggested plan to create a preferred parking district for residents only on
Bentley and Tilden.

Residents asked whether the applicant would increase the number of proposed parking
spaces. Applicant responded that the project will undertake a parking study to assess
potential impacts and indicated that the number of proposed parking spaces (84)
significantly exceeds the code-required 50 spaces for this project.

Resident expressed concern that given the location on Washington Boulevard, the units
would be too noisy for residents. Applicant responded that windows would be double-
glazed and that most residents are likely to be from the immediate area and familiar
with an urban environment before moving in.

Business owner suggested that because the alley is also noisy, that windows overlooking
the alley be double-glazed as well.

Resident suggested that the applicant make potential residents aware of the aircraft
noise because the area is under a LAX flight path.

Resident asked whether access to the underground parking could come off of
Washington Boulevard. Applicant responded that it would work with the city to explore
that option.

Resident asked about emergency vehicle access. Applicant responded that emergency
vehicles would access the property from either of the proposed pick-up/drop off areas
(on Washington Boulevard and off the alley). Applicant further stated that it would work
with CCFD to determine any revisions to the proposed plan.



*

Resident asked whether there would be any turn restrictions leaving the underground
parking ramp onto the alley. Applicant responded that it would work with the city to

address that issue,

Operations:

Resident asked whether the building’s windows would be operable. Applicant
responded yes and that the building would also be air-conditioned.

Residents asked about the size of the units and the rate that residents would be
charged. Applicant responded that it depends somewhat on what services each
resident requires and added that all meals are included in the following anticipated
prices: $4,500/mo for a studio unit, $5,500/mo for a one-bedroom unit and $6,000/mo
for a two-bedroom unit.

Resident asked how many staff would be on-site. Applicant responded that 20-25 staff
would be on-site during the facility’s busiest times and added that staff will rotate on
shifts throughout the day.

Resident expressed concerns about too many Amazon/food deliveries. Applicant
responded that the resident population, which averages approximately 83 years of age,
would be less-likely to order from such services given that they will all be paying for an
on-site meal program, have limited space and are less “computer savvy” than younger
residents.

Resident asked whether the project would be pet-friendly. Applicant responded that
the project would be pet-friendly, but there would be size limitations and limits based
on how well each individual resident is able to care for his/her pet.

Project Design:

Resident asked how large the memory-care patio area would be. Applicant responded
approximately 1,000 square feet.

Resident suggested that only 12 memory care units was not enough at this site and that
more should be added.

Resident asked how many units are being proposed. Applicant responded that the
project proposes 134 units, of which 12 would be memory-care units.

Resident asked how tall the building would be. Applicant responded that the building
would be five stories, plus one level of underground parking, and would be beneath the
city’s 56-foot height limit.

Resident asked whether units would have kitchens. Applicant responded yes, but that
in practice most residents consume their meals in the dining area and the kitchenettes
in each unit are used mostly for snacks such as popcorn or warming soup.

Resident asked whether the building will employ an industrial look. Applicant
responded that it is still very early in the process and that it is open to working with
neighbors and the city to determine the appropriate architectural style to fit into the
fabric of the neighborhood.

Resident asked whether a community design committee could be established. Applicant
responded that it would be happy to meet with neighbors to hear their suggestions and
explore various architectural options for the building.



Construction:

Residents asked how long construction would take and when construction would
commence. Applicant responded that construction would likely begin in about one year
and would take 18 months to complete.

Resident asked whether the existing Elks Lodge parking lot would be available for
construction staging. Applicant responded that no discussions have taken place yet
regarding that issue, but that it is a possibility.

Resident asked whether the project’s construction would require a crane. Applicant
responded yes.

Miscellaneous Questions/Concerns:

Residents asked whether the applicant already owned the property. Applicant
responded yes.

Resident stated that she preferred the proposed use to an office or apartment building
because it would result in less traffic.

Resident asked where funding for the project originated. Applicant responded that the
project will be privately funded.

If you have any questions regarding these notes, please contact Geoff Maleman at
gmaleman@aol.com or at (310) 645-2295. Thank you.
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SRM Senior Assisted Living Facility Community #2 Meeting Notes
July 16, 2019 7pm — 8:30pm

Applicant Representatives Present:
* SRM Development — Andy Loos
*  Runberg Architects — Brian Runberg
* LSA (Traffic Engineers) — Ambarish Mukherjee
* Ecotope (Energy/Sustainability Consultant) — Colin Grist

City Representatives Present:
*  Gabriela Silva from Culver City Planning Division

This meeting was conducted in an Open House format where the public could visit any of four
stations focusing on specific aspects of the project: Architecture/Design, Traffic, Operations and
Environmental. At each station, the applicant provided experts in that area to answer in-depth
questions from the public and engage in discussions about subject-area details that would not
be possible in a Presentation/Open Mic format. The Open House format allowed for numerous
conversations to go on at the same time and allowed for the public to engage in every aspect of
the project or just the one(s) that interested them the most.

Because of this format, capturing individual questions from the audience is difficult. To more
effectively capture public comments, public comment cards were available to all attendees and
those have been provided to the city. Though the turnout was rather sparse, the following is an
overview of the comments made by the public during the meeting:

¢ Several community members commented that they liked the appearance of the
building.

¢ One community member was excited about the use and is in the gerontology field and
expressed interest in working in the building when it is completed.

*  One community member expressed concern about the height of the building but liked
the overall appearance.

+  Several community members walked to the alley with the architect to get a first-hand
feel for the building setback along the alley and were pleased with the space allocated
for deliveries and loading for the project adjacent to the alley.

»  Everyone who observed the “sustainability” strategies that are being considered were in
favor of and impressed with the direction the project is going in reducing energy
consumption.



* There were several questions about parking. The applicant responded that the project is
including 85 parking spaces while only 53 are required and that the developer has built
more than 20 of these facilities and is very familiar with the parking demands that
similar projects use. Those concerns were addressed to the satisfaction of the
community members.

« There were questions of the traffic engineer regarding the amount of traffic in the
alley. The traffic engineer referred to the study and analysis that indicated virtually no
impact to the alley and neighboring intersections due to the use of the property. The
applicant responses met with satisfaction from the community members.

* The applicant met with the representatives of Anderson Plywood (neighbor across the
alley) whose only concern was construction loading in the alley that might inhibit their
truck movements. John Arenson, the owner, was assured that the alley would not be
blocked by construction loading or concrete trucks and that only in the case of utility
work by the utility companies would traffic in the alley be impacted.

*  The applicant met with Ray Blom of Ray Blom Plumbing (owner of the adjacent building
to the West). Mr. Blom expressed his support of the project and has signed a tie-back
easement to allow the project to install tie-back anchors below his property.

*  The Elks Club members asked about encroachment onto their parking lot. The applicant
assured them that there would be no encroachment onto the parking lot unless
authorized by the Elks Club.

* The question of construction parking was raised, and it is anticipated that the metered
parking along Washington Boulevard will meet the demands for construction parking.

If you have any questions regarding these notes, please contact Geoff Maleman at
gmaleman@aol.com or at {310) 645-2295. Thank you.
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SRM Development Community Meeting Notes
September 26, 2019 6:30pm — 8pm

Applicant Representatives Present:
* SRM Development — Andy Loos
*  Runberg Architects — Brian Runberg

City Representatives Present:
s Lisa Edwards from Culver City Planning Division

Questions/Concerns from Attendees:

» Resident asked how the required number of parking spaces is calculated under the city’s
code. Applicant responded that the city maintains a formula based square footage and
other factors and that the proposed project well exceeds the code-required number of
parking spaces.

e Resident asked whether the fagade facing Blom Plumbing building include a green wall.
Applicant responded that that wall directly abuts the plumbing building, and therefore
will not include a green wall.

e Resident asked about the timeline for construction of the project. Applicant responded
that the developer hopes to begin construction in late spring or summer of 2020
depending on how quickly the project moves through the city process. Applicant added
that the entire construction of the project will take approximately 16 months.

* Resident expressed concerns about air quality for those with air quality sensitivity given
the proposed project and the city’s Culver Boulevard Realignment and Urban
Stormwater Project that will begin at roughly the same time. Applicant responded that
the developer will be required to adhere to all of the city’s air quality standards and best
practices for dust suppression, etc. In addition, the applicant is required to submit an air
quality management plan to the city. Finally, the applicant said the demolition of the
site, which would impact air quality the most, would take only about one week.

s Resident expressed concerns about traffic in the area given that the proposed project
and the city’s Culver Boulevard Realignment and Urban Stormwater Project would be
occurring at the same time. Applicant said the proposed project would have little or no
impact on traffic during construction because all of the construction operations could
take place without closing a traffic lane on Washington Boulevard.

« Resident asked whether the proposed number of parking spaces would be adequate to
provide the necessary parking for the facility’s employees. Applicant indicated that the
code-required parking includes a calculation that includes parking for residents,
employees and visitors and that the proposed project well exceeds the code-required
parking requirement.

« Resident expressed that “this is beautiful, and it's wonderful that you are using the
housing for senior housing.”



¢ Resident asked how the dining program works for residents of the facility. Applicant
responded that the dining program allows residents to order off the menu, like a
restaurant, and that the any-time dining program allows them to eat whenever they
want. Applicant added that the cost of meals is included in the residents’ monthly rent.

e Resident asked if children are allowed to spend the nice with facility residents.
Applicant indicated that overnight guests are allowed.

» Resident expressed his opinion that a five-story building is “out of character” with the
neighborhood and that there are currently no other five-story buildings along this
stretch of Washington Boulevard. Resident further questioned whether the applicant
could reduce the building height or create design elements to reduce the visual impact
on the adjacent neighborhood. Applicant responded that the proposed building will be
below the city’s 56-foot height restriction and will adhere to all of the city’s zoning and
planning requirements. The applicant added the design has been especially sensitive to
the residential neighborhood on Center Street, aligning the open courtyard with the
terminus of that street, adding significant landscaping, creating articulation in the
building facade, etc.

e Resident asked whether there will be more dense and/or tall buildings built along
Washington Boulevard. Applicant responded that the current applicant does not own
any additional property on the boulevard and does not plan any additional
development. The Applicant added that, given that the city code allows for taller
buildings and the area is densifying, more tall buildings along Washington Boulevard
should be expected in the future.

* In addition, Applicant received the following email following the meeting: “Thank you
for explaining the project in detail at the community meeting. We believe it is going to
be great. You mentioned to email you if we want to find out how we can early start the
enroliment process for our senior parents. Thank you for your time. Best regards, Hein
Aung (310) 923-5230

If you have any questions regarding these notes, please contact Geoff Maleman at
gmaleman@aol.com or at (310} 645-2295. Thank you.
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