gity of burbank community deveiopment depariment _

" DATE: October 23, 2006

.TO: City Planning Board

FROM: Greg Herrmann, Chief Assistant Community Development Director/City Planner { LT‘V(
by Avital Shavit, Assistant Planneyda__ : :

SUBJECT: PROJECT NO. 2006-105: WHOLE FOODS MARKET: CONDITIONAL
 USE PERMIT, DEVELOPMENT REVIEW & VARIANCE
901 West Alameda Avenue
Applicant: 901 Alameda Investors, INC

PURPOSE: ,

The purpose of this report s to consider a request by 501 Alameda Investors, INC to construct a
60,000 square foot Whole Foods market with two levels of subterranean parking which includes
305 parking spaces. The applicant is requesting a variance for the front, side and rear setbacks to
provide less than is required by code. The applicant is also requesting a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) for type 21, 41, and 42 alcohol licenses.

BACKGROUND:

.Property Location: The project site is located at 901 West Alameda Avenue at the corner of
‘Main Street and Alameda Avenue.

Zoning: The subject property is zoned Rancho Commercial (Exhibit A-1)

General Plan Designation: The subject property has 2 Genera! Plan Land Use designation of
Shopping Center / Rancho Commercial.

Property Dimensions: The property, as currently configured, consists of two (2) separate lots.
Together this site measures 311’ wide and 245’ long,

Street Classifications: The subject property is on the northwest comer of Alameda Avenue and
Main Street. Main Street is a Major Arterial /Approach Way with an 80’ right-of-way (48’ paved
with 16’ sidewalks) and Alameda Avenue is 2 Major Arterial with a 100’ right-of-way (70
paved with 12’ sidewalks).



Current and Past Development: : :

- Past Development: The site is currently developed with a 43,000 SF commercial office building
with a large surface parking lot. The current parking lot configuration surrounds the building
fronting Main Street and Alameda Avenue. The current occupant, since 1998 is a post production
office Captions Incorporated. The previous tenant was Martino’s Bakery which occupied the
building from 1956 to 1998, (Exhibit B-1), The business included a retail store and a
manufacturing and distribution center for Martino’s products. Additionally, the project includes a
smaller property at the corner of the Main Street and the alley that is parallel to Alameda
Avenue. The building on this property has a zero setback and has no parking on its property for
the use. It has been used as an office in the past. A post production company, Bluth Enterprises
INC, is the current tenant,

Project Description: The applicant proposes a 60, 000 SF Whole Foods natural foods grocery
store, which includes an approximately 1,500 SF incidental restaurant that will serve wine and
beer. The market proposes to hold incidental wine education classes that will be conducted in a
secured area within the sales floor. The market also proposes to sell wine, beer and lquor with
their grocery sales within an approximately 3,000 SF of sales area. (Exhibit B-2 & B-3) The
incidental restaurant will sell take-out and gourmet fast-food for consumption on the premises.
The frontage of the building includes a sidewalk dining area enclosed in an attached patio
(sidewalk café). The dining space will be partially inside the market and partially outside in an
attached sidewalk patio that is elevated from the street, The truck loading area for deliveries will
be at the rear of the property along the alley that has an entrance off Main Street and exits out to
Glenwood Place. - -

The project consists of a grocery retail store and two levels of subterranean parking, The
applicant is requesting a variance for the front, side, and rear setbacks of the retail building to
‘provide less than is required by code. Alameda Avenue is considered the front of the property .
-and Main Street is considered the side of the property. The originally proposed setbacks for the
one-story retail building are a 2.5’ rear setback, a zero foot interior side setback, a 207 street-
facing side setback and a 10” front setback. The fully subterranean garage 1s proposed to have no
front setback, a 20’ a street-facing side setback, and a 2.5’ rear setback and no interior side
setback. As discussed in detail in the mobility/circulation portion of this report, a 4’ dedication is
required along Main Street. With this required dedication for street widening, the proposed
setback will be 16” with 4° feet of the property dedicated to the right-of~way to create a 12°
sidewalk.

Additionally, the applicant is applyméugcgfa nditional use permit (CUP) in order to obtain type
21 (off-salss general beer and wiﬂé’) a type 41 (eating place w/ beer and wine) alcohol license
and type 42 (wine tasting) alcohol licenses. The project is located in the Rancho Commercial
(RC) zone. The type 21 license is a standard permit that many grocery stores obtain and the type
41 is a standard alcohol permit that restaurants obtain, The type 42 permit will allow wine tasting
in an enclosed section of the store and will be incidental to the grocery food sales.

Municipal Code Conformance: The project site is located within the Rancho Commercial zone.
As such, all buildings are required to comply with the Rancho Commercial development
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standards (BMC Section 31-2428). Additionally, the project will be required to comply with the
residential adjacent uses standards (BMC Section 31-1154), as the project is within 150 feet of 2
residentially zoned property, and the Alcoholic Beverages Standards (BMC section 31-1116), as
the project is proposing to obtain a permit for on-sales and off-sales of alcoholic beverages.

With few exceptions, the project plans submitted demonstrate compliance with the applicable
City standards. The setbacks are shown to be non-compliant but there is a request for a variance
as part of this project, Those corrections that are required to bring the project into complete
conformance primarily relate to the aesthetic design of the building and will be required to be

corrected prior to issuance of building permits.

Table 1: Comparison with General Development Standards

Development Code requirement - Proposed project
standard :
Land Use Grocery Store — permitted (BMC 37- | Grocery store permitted in the
{Grocery Store | 502) Rancho Commercial Zone.
& on/off sales . | :
| of alcohol) On-sales Alcohol of Beer and Wine & | CUP is required for on or off
Restaurant with Incidental Alcohol- | sales of alcohol. '
conditional use permit (BMC 31-1116) ’
Height Maximum of 35 feet to the highest | In conformance
ceiling permitted for human occupancy | _
and an additional 15° allowed for | Building proposed 35° to top of
architectural features. (BMC 31-2433) | roof and architectural element are
up to 50°.
-| Setbacks For the building: 25’ front and street- | Variance Requested for the
facing side, 5° rear, 10’ interior side | building structure.
The subterranean garage can have a
zero setback on all sides.(BMC 3I/- | Building setback is 10° fromt, 16’
2433) street-facing side (considering the
4’ dedication), zero foot interior
side, and rear i1s 2.5’ for some
portions of the rear.
The fully subterranean parking
garage conforms and has no
setback in the front, 16° on the
street-facing side and 2.5 1n the
rear.
Parking spaces | Retail= 5 spaces per 1,000 s.f. (300 | Compiles
spaces for 60,000 GSF of retail space)
(BMC 31-2432) 5/1000 ratic proposed (305 spaces
proposed )
Parking space | @ feet by 18 feet (BMC 31-140]. No | Complies
dimensions compact allowed. ]
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Development Code requirement Proposed project
standard
Landscaping California native species and sycamore | Project  appears to  meets
' trees shall be planted. A minimum of | requirements, Must demonstrate
50 % of the front and exposed side | compliance prior to issuance of a
yards shall be landscaped. In required | building permit.
front and exposed side vyards 2 -
minimum of one tree shall be planted
for every forty (40) linear feet of street
frontage. (BMC 37-2433(c)(3))
Art in public | 1% of total project cost Art on the site will be provided,
places subject to committee approval. :
Residentially No Late Night Business (12 am. to 6 | Not a part of this application;
Adjacent a.m.) without approval of a CUP (BMC | applicant proposes to comply
Standards - | Sec. 31-1151). with all code requirements
Business Hours regarding hours of operation.
Proposed hours of operation are
7:00 AM - 11:00 PM ‘
Residentially Waste disposal, responsible person, no | The applicant will be required to
Adjacent Uses — | congregating, and applicability to | comply with Code.
Operational portion of property (BMC Sec. 31-
Requirements 1154).
for All
Businesses

Public Correspondence: The Planning Division has received numerous public comments on the
project. (Exhibit C-1)The proposed market has caused concern among some residents that the
project could generate traffic that may impact the surrounding area, and that vehicles accessing
the site may create safety issues. Additional concern was expressed regarding the presence of
horses crossing Main Strest with the addition of the proposed project. These issues were
addressed in the traffic study. Conversely, many residents. of the Rancho and other areas of
Burbank have provided comuments in support of the project as it would be walking distance to
their neighborhood and that it would provide a resource as there is not a Whole Foods in
Burbank,

Public comments were submitted that claimed that the use of the grocery store is not a permitted
use mn the Rancho Commercial zone and that the board that reviewed and crafted the Rancho
Master Plan intended to prohibit grocery stores. This is addressed in the analysis portion of the
report. _

The applicant sent out letters to many Burbank residents with a detachable response card
requesting input on the project. (Exhibit C-2) The applicant reports that they have received 480
postcard responses; 471 in favor of the market, 5 requesting more information, and 4 oppoesed.
Additionally, they report that they have received 23 emails, 20in favor of the market, and 3



requesting more information, and or partial OppOSItIOI'l The applicant will prowde this
information at the public hearing.

The Rancho Review Board provided comments which have been considersd and included
(Exhibit C-3). These comments echo the sentiment of the community in terms of concemn for
horse accessibility and possible negative affects of the project as well as benefits from the
project.

‘The City held a community meeting on August 21, 2006, (Exhibit C-4) At this meeting the
public expressed similar concerns as discussed above. The applicant had an opportunity to
express the objective of the project and respond to their concerns. The meeting seemed to be
helpful to the residents in that it answered some of the questions they had about the proposed
market. However, there were many questions about the traffic study which was not available to
the public at that time. The applicant held a second community meeting on October 19, 2006.
Considering the date of the mesting, comments from this meeting are not included with this
report. However, comments from this meeting will be discussed at the Planning Board public
hearing.

ANALYSIS:

The Conditional Use Permit process is intended for land uses which require special consideration
before being allowed in a particular zone. The Conditional Use Permit 1s intended to assure that
such uses remain compatible with surrounding properties. A market with an incidental restaurant
with on and off sales of alcohol requires a Conditional Use Permit throughout the city due to the
potential impacts of the sales of alcohol on surrounding neighborhoods. A variance process is
intended for projects that request to vary from development standards, which may include height,
setbacks, floor area ratio (FAR) and other project elements. The variance process is intended to
"ensure an open feeling for pedestrians and other uses of the public right-of-way.

Surrounding Neighborhood: The project site is primarily surrounded by commercial and
industrial properties. The property is across the street from an R-1-H Housekeeping Singie
Family Zone. The abutting western neighbor i1s Alameda Care Center, a nursing home facility
with 89 beds. This facility serves Alzheimer’s and dementia patients and is a full-time locked
facility. This facility does not provide critical care services and thus does not provide full
medical services. In terms of design compatibility, this abutting property does not conform to the
Rancho design standards and has no front and side setbacks. The proposed market is compatibie
with the existing commercial establishments along Alameda Avenue and the nearby residential
ZOne. :

“By-Right™ Development Potential: The project applicant submitted plans for a hypothetical,
by-right development which demonstrated that a three story office project would be possible
with a square footage of 177,940 SF. (Exhibit D) This hypothetical project would only require 2
Development Review approval, and possibly a traffic study. The proposed project, in comparison
to the hypothetical project, is smaller in scale and may have less of an effect on the surrounding
neighborhood in terms of aesthetics, traffic, views and other elements. Moreover, the applicant
contends that an office building would not provide a retail resource to the community that a
grocery store would, -



Project Characteristics: The proposed project involves the construction of a single story Whole
Foods market with two levels of subterranean parking. The proposed Whole Foods market will
offer organic, and gourmet groceries, custom prepared to-go food items, personal advice from
trained sales staff on supplements and vitamins, and in store tutorials on wine and food. The
applicant has reported that Whole Foods product line is made with the intent of providing
healthy choices as their products are made with organic ingredients, without preservatives and
artificial ingredients, and without trans or saturated fat. Whole Foods specializes in offering
products for people with special dietary needs. Many of the products available at Whole Foods
are not available at other markets like Pavilions or Ralphs. Other markets provide some similar
products, such as prepared to-go food, however Whole Foods is unique in that these products are
custom made in the store and they are made with organic and sustainable ingredients. Overali,
Whole Foods is a store that is unlike any other market in Burbank and will provide a resource as
a natural foods market,

Height

The Rancho Commercial zone limits the height of buildings to thirty-five (35) feet, as measured
to the height of the ceiling of the highest room permitted for human occupancy. Roof and
architectural features may exceed this height by up to fifieen (15) feet. The project is a single-
story building proposed at 35’ to the top of the roof and with a 15 architectural tower element
placed at the corner of Main Street and Alameda Avenue. These structures are within code
allowances and are comparable to the commercial and industrial buildings existing in the
surrounding neighborhood. Staff believes that the architectural design proposed will enhance the
building’s aesthetic appeal, and will reduce any impact on any adjacent residential properties.

Roof Design _

Because the building is large almost any roofline would technically be mansard, but it has been
designed with pitches and a tower element. Large commercial buildings typically do not have
pitched roofs as they are cost prohibitive. The Rancho Commercial standards prohibit mansard
roofs. To mest the code requirement a few deign changes must be made to the west and north
facing facades. With these minor design modifications, it is possible to bring the- roof into
conformance. A condition of approval will require that the roof design be modified for these
elevations and approved by the Community Development Director before the submittal to
building plan check. :

Dedications ,

An alley dedication along the rear of the property will be required to create a 20° wide alley to
facilitate truck movements into the alley. This dedication will improve the circulation of vehicles
accessing the industrial businesses along Glenwood Place as well as provide improved access for
Whole Foods delivery trucks. A dedication of 4’ along the west side of Main Street will be
required to maintain a 12° sidewalk with the required widening of the street. The proposed street
widening will take 8’ of the existing sidewalk right-of-way and thus reducing an existing 16° of
sidewalk down to . In order to maintain the City’s 12’ sidewalk standard a dedication of 4 is
required. The street widening is necessary to accommodate the addition of two-way left tumn
lane and bike lanes that are required for the project. A condition of approval will require that the



dedications be granted prior to building permit issuance and appropriate widening be completed -
before the building certificate of occupancy be issued. '

Setbacks

The Rancho Commercial standard requires a 25° front setback and street-facing side setback, a
10" interior side setback, and a 5’ rear setback. These standards were set by the Rancho Master
Plan that was approved in 1993 and it is suggested by some that the intent of these setbacks at
the time of adoption was to provide a buffer area between the building and the street that would
create a horse friendly streetscape. While protecting the horses was a priority for the
development of the Rancho Master Plan, pedestrian accessibility was not raised as an issue for
future development. It may have been believed that placing massing away from the property line
would create a feeling of open space that would be more comfortable for horses.

While the Rancho design standards prohibit the massing of buildings close to the property line, it
also encourages the placement of surface parking towards the front property line. The placement
of surface parking lots in front of buildings generally discourages pedestrian accessibility and
creates a streetscape that is more auto-oriented. Additionally, pedestrian safety may be
compromised when a parking lot separates a sidewalk from a retail entrance.

The setback variance that is requested places the massing of the building closer to the property
. line than is permitted by Code, but still provides a buffer for horses. The setback on Alameda
will include an outside dinning patio that is elevated from the sidewalk, This wall inclosing the
patio area will be landscaped to soften the view from the sidewalk. The applicant proposes a 20°
side setback on Main Street; however the project is required to dedicate 4’ of this setback to
maintain a 12’ sidewalk on Main Street. Considering this dedication, the proposed setback will
be 16°. The 16’ setback combined with the proposed 12’ sidewalk would still provide a total 28°
‘space area between the horses and the building. It has been observed that horses generally nde .
-along the east side of Main Street towards the Los Angeies River Trail and the Equestrian
Center, which is across the street from the project. Thus the 9° reduction of setbacks along the
west side of Main Street is not expected to significantly change the character of the streetscape in
terms of horse accessibility. ' '

In terms of promoting pedestrian activity and accessibility, a reduced setback that allows
buildings to be close to the property line may create a more inviting and friendly environment.
Reduced setbacks, with the addition of landscaping and pedestrian amenities such as a sidewalk
café, can help to stimulate a walking community and promote healthy lifestyles. The requested
setback reductions will enable the project to create a pedestrian environment that will be inviting
to residents and employees in the neighborhood.

The Variance request is warranted in that this property is a corner lot and that both the front and
the street-facing side setback is required to have a 25° front yard setback, where as most
commercial lots are only required to have a 5” front yard and 5° street-facing side yard setback.
This requirement places a burden on the property owner in that similar lots of similar size can
have a larger building footprint than the subject corner property.

-l



Parking ' _ ,

The Burbank Municipal Code has established a parking requirement of five (5) spaces per 1,000
square feet of floor area for markets with incidental restaurant. The parking will be provided in a
two-level subterranean garage. Comparatively, the Rancho Market Place across the street along
Alameda Avenue which includes restaurants, Pavilions market and other retail uses, is parked at
the same 5/1000 ratio. The existing Glendale Whole Foods market is parked at an approximately
4/1000 parking ratio. Additionally, the 5/1000 Rancho requirement for retail is more
conservative then the requirement for the rest of the City (3.3/1000). Since the Rancho standards
require more parking than any other area in the city for grocery stores, the parking should be
satisfactory to meet the demand for the use proposed. 305 parking spaces proposed will be
sufficient for the market and meets Code requirements. The 305 spaces meets the code
requirements, and staff believes it will be adequate to meet the demand.

Alcohol Sales : _

The alcohol permits requested for the on and off premises sales require the approval of a
conditional use permit. These two (2) alcohol permits would allow packaged sales of alcohol
within the market, beer and wine sales in the incidental restaurant, and wine tasting. The intent of
the conditional use permit requirement is to assure alcohol sales will be conditioned so that they
do not have any negative impacts on the surrounding properties. The subject property is located in
Census Tract 3117, where there are seven (7) licenses permitting the sale of alcoholic beverages for
on-sales currently in place. (Exhibit E) The proposed on-sale license will make eight (8) for this
census tract. According to the Department of Aleoholic Beverage Control {ABC), more than six (6)
licenses constitute an over-concentration of on-sale licenses within this census tract. ABC does not
require additional CUP findings for an over concentration of on-sale licenses. This over
concentration is not significant considering the methodology used by ABC to determine threshold
levels. Threshold levels are based on population counts that include residential and commercial
'zones. Additionally, a restaurant with incidental alcohol (on-sale sites) is a controlled environment
‘where alcohol service is a secondary use of the business. The wine tasting will occur in a secured
- area of the market to which orily individuals 21 or over will be admitted.

In terms of off-sales licenses in this census tract there are four (4) licenses permitting the sale of
alcoholic beverages for off-sales currently in place. {Exhibit E) The proposed off-sale license will
make five (5) for this census tract. According to the ABC, more than four (4) licenses constitute an
over-concentration of off-sale licénses within this census tract. ABC requires additional CUP
findings for an over coricentration of on-sale licenses. Staff is able to make the finding that
permitting the requested off-sale license serves a public convenience or necessity. It is convenient
for customers to be able to purchase beer and wine at the same time as groceries. Additionally,
Whole Foods stores sell gourmet beer and wine items that are unique and might not be sold at
existing local stores in the census tract or anywhere in the city. '

Noise

The primary potential sources of noise for the grocery store and incidental uses are the comings and
goings of patrons and employees, deliveries and trash disposal/pick-up, and other such business
operations. The distance between any dwelling unit and the front entrance to the business and the
aliey loading dock, where the majority of the noise emanates from, is greater than 100 feet. The
residential area and the property are separated by Main Street. The market will be prohibited from



operating bewteen the hours of 12:00 AM to 6:00 AM as they are residentially adjacent, These
characteristics greatly reduce the level of noise that reaches the adjacent residential property. It is
staff’s assessment that any noise impact will be minimal to the surrounding neighborhood due to the
features of the property. Finally, the serving of beer and wine will be incidental to the incidental
restaurant within the market and will not have the same potential for noise problems as a bar or
nightchub might have.

Hours of Operation

The Burbank Mumnicipal Code limits business hours to 6:00 a.m. to midnight. The applicant has
indicated that the hours of operation will have standard grocery store operating hours of Monday —
Sunday 7:00 am - 11:.00 pm. These hours of operation are reasonable for a grocery store
considering that the Pavilions market located across the sireet on Alameda Avenue is open 6:00 AM
— 12:00 AM. These hours of operation are not expected to cause any negative impacts to the
surrounding neighborhood and are considered reasonable for the use requested.

Landseaping

Landscaping is an important component to the overall design of a project. The front and side
setbacks will be landscaped with trees and complementary shrubs, in accordance with the
standards of the Rancho Comimercial zone. The landscaping will provide a buffer between the
building and pedestrians and will add to the community feel of the project. Conditions of
approval will require that the final landscaping plans be approved by the Parks, Recreation and
Community Services Director before any building permits are issued.

Mobility/Circulation

Traffic Study
“As partiof the environmental review for this project, a traffic study was prepared by Parsons

Brinkerhoff Quade & Dougals, Inc. to review the project’s impacts to the surrounding street
system and the vehicular access to the site. (Exhibit G) This study was conducted in accordance
with the City’s guidelines and mcludes an analysis of thirteen (13) intersections.

Like most traffic studies, the study for this project incorporates assumptions about jocal travel
patterns and trip distribution as well as trip generation data from the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE). This information was in tum compiled with existing traffic volume data and
anticipated future development in order to estimate future traffic conditions. The traffic study
also incorporates an ambient growth factor of two (2) percent per year.

Typically, the ITE Trip Generation manual applies a pass-by trip reduction' of twenty (20)
percent. Since the project is located adjacent to a commercial area, it is reasonable to assume that
the project will draw traffic that is headed down Alameda Avenue towards the Interstate 5
Freeway from the studios in the Media District. Additionally it will draw trips that are also going
to the Rancho Market Place. Some of these trips will be able to access the project site directly

" ITE considers pass-by trips to be those made as intermediate stops fror an origin to a primary trip destination
without a route diversion. For example, a car traveling using Alameda to get from the Media District to the Goiden
State Freeway that stops at the site would be considered a pass-by trip.



from Alameda Avenue or Main Street without changing their path. These trips are incorporated
into the pass-by reduction.

The traffic study concluded that the project will increase local traffic in the immediate area of the
project. However, the intersection at Alameda Avenue and Buena Vista Strest will be
significantly impacted. The study recommended the following mitigation to reduce traffic
congestion at that intersection and throughout the area.

+ Convert the unstriped right turn lane into a shared through/right tumn lane to provide two
exclusive left turn lanes, two through lanes, and one shared through/right turn lane for the
eastbound and westbound approaches, These improvements require additional right of
way, which has already been reserved from adjoining property owners as mitigation for a
prior development project. ' :

The implementation of this mitigation measure would improve traffic operations and would
satisfy the City’s requirement of bringing the project impact 1o a level of insignificance (although
it is still operated at the level of service E). This miti gation measure would maintain the existing
level of service at level of service E. It should be noted that the proposed improvements of this
intersection are consistent with the City'’s long-range improvements identified as part of the
Infrastructure Blueprint. In addition, they are compatible with improvements identified as part of
the General Plan Draft Mobility Element which is currently under review. The mitigation
measure proposed for this project is the second phase -of the full mitigation measure
recommended by the City in the Draft Mobility Element.

The report concluded that if the recommended mitigation measure at Alameda Avenue and
Buena Vista Street are implemented, then the proposed project shall not have significant traffic
impacts. Staff agrees that based on the information provided by the traffic study the project will
not have a significant impact on traffic if the mitigation measures are implemented as
recommended. The mitigation measure is included in the conditions of approval.

Dnveway Access

Two driveways are proposed for vehicles entering and exiting the site. One driveway will face
South Main Street and another driveway will face West Alameda Avenue. The traffic study
conducted an unsignalized intersection level of service evaluation to assess the operations of
each of the two driveways during both the AM and PM peak hours. The traffic study
recommends that the driveway at Main Street should be a fuul] access driveway with stop controls
at the driveway egress and at Valencia Avenue, Additionally, due to high traffic volumes on
Alamede Avenue and the driveway’s close proximity to the Main Street and Alameda Avenue
intersection, the driveway at Alameda Avenue should be designated as a right out only, stop
controlled driveway. However, vehicles should be allowed to tum left into the driveway from
Alameda Avenue. Overall, the traffic study concluded that with the recommended driveway
configuration the traffic conditions at the driveways are expected to be at acceptable levels (1LOS
B or C) and would not significantly affect traffic operations on either Main Street or Alameda
Avenue. These driveways will provide sufficient access to the project. Conditions of approval
will require the implementation of the traffic study recommendations for these access controls.
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In order to improve circulation into the Whole Foods, the City is requiring that the project
provide a two-way left turn lane north of the intersection of Main Street and Alameda. These
improvements will facilitate turning movements into the project and circulation for the entire
intersection.

Alley Access/T oading
Delivery trucks access is proposed through the rear alley. A back loadmg dock will be situated to

allow for trucks driving into or backing into the rear alley from Main Street and existing out
Glenwood Place or driving out on to Main Street. The project is required to dedicate 5’ to the
alley to create a 20" alley which will allow the alley to be used for two-way traffic. The alley
loading area is sufficient for the proposed truck loading access and configuration. A condition of
approval will require the dedication of 5° for the alley.

" Eguestrian Access 7
The proposed Whole Foods Market project is located in the Rancho area which prioritizes the

design of the built environment to accommodate the equestrian population. The Rancho Master
Plan guides the land use and general development regulations of parcels in the Rancho area. The
Rancho area is a historically equestrian friendly neighborhood and the Master Plan pays special
attention to equestrian circulation issues. Located en route from the Los Angeles Equestrian
Center and the horse trails in Griffith Park to a few horse keeping single-family residential
parcels along Valencia Avenue, the proposed project is expected to see, on a daily basis, a few
horses traveling back and forth on the east side of Main Street and crossing the intersection along
Alameda Avenue. The number of horses crossing the intersection is low and the project is not
expected to produce any impacts to equestrian accessibility. However, the presence of the Whole
Foods driveway on Main Street will increase the number of vehicles traversing Main Street
between Alameda Avenue and Valencia Street, making road safety for horse travel a verv
important issue for motorists, horses, and riders. According to the California Vehicle Code,
riders of horses or other animals are entitled to share the road with motorists. If necessary, riders
are also entitled to request motorists to slow down or stop. To improve road sharing between
motorists and riders who travel on Main Street between Valencia Street and the Equestrian
Center, the following recommendations are made by the traffic study:

1. The City of Burbank is upgrading Main Street to 2 Class II bicycle route by striping bicycle
lanes on both sides of the street. The proposed proiect shall ensure that bicycle lanes are
maintained as part of any street modifications required for circulation to and from the site. These
bicycle ianes will improve safety for cyclists and riders by delinsating a dedicated area of the
roadway for their use. To further distinguish the bicycle lane as a shared equestrian lane, it is
recommended that a horse symbol be painted in the bicycle lane pavement to alert riders,
cyclists, and motonsts that the bike lane is to be shared with equestrians. Equestrian riders may
ride in the bicycle lanes in a manner that is deemed as safe as possible by the rider, and as
permitted by law.

2. Currently, Main Street has no specific features designed to improve horse travel. The project

will atfract new vehicles to the area that are unaware of the horse fravel on Main Street.
Therefore, it 13 recommended that a yellow horse travel waming sign be posted on the sidewalk
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at the northeast comner of Main Street and Alameda Avenue before the proposed Whole Food
site. :

Staff believes that with the implementation of the recommended signs and roadway
modifications that the project will not have any significant negative impacts on horse
accessibility in the surrounding neighborhood. The area is currently an urbanized area with
commercial shopping centers and grocery markets and this project does not vary from the
development that already exists in the area. The horses that come through the intersection of ,
Main Street and Alameda Avenue are currently riding with the local traffic conditions and these
conditions are not anticipated to change significantly. Thercfore, the conditions that horses
currently experience is not expected to change significantly. :

Pedestrian & Bicvcle Access :
Overall the design of the project is inviting to pedestrians though the use of subterranean parking
that elimninates the need for a large surface parking lot and entrances that abut the sidewalk. With
the proposed setbacks, the proximity of the building to the sidewalk is close enough to provide a
more enticing streetscape is the set far enough back to make the building seem human scaled and
approachable from the pedestrian perspective. Sidewalk width is an important component to
_enhancing a pedestrian environment. Wider sidewalks provide more room for pedestrian
movement and additional buffering from vehicular traffic. The sidewalks fronting the site are
currently twelve (12) feet wide on Alameda Avenue and sixteen (16) feet wide on Main Street, a
width that provides substantial walking room and separation from vehicles, With changes to the
sidewalk with the proposed street widening the side walks along Main Street will be reduced to
12’ which is the City’s standard for pedestrian access. However, the additional 10’ setback on
the Alameda Avenue and 16’ setback will provide ample room for pedestrian access,

‘Another important component of creating a pedestrian oriented environment is the creation of -
direct pedestrian linkages to the uses. As such, the project has an entrance directly at the
pedestrian accessible area that is not impeded by parking lots or other vehicle conflicts.
Additionally, the proposed sidewalk café will provide an amenity that will encourage sidewalk
activity and possibly encourage pedestrian trips to the site,

Aesthetics

The proposed design of the building meets the overall Rancho Commercial standards for
material and style. The building design includes distinctive articulations of the rooflines
including a tower element at the corner of Main Street and Alameda Avenue, The overall design
would bs complementary to the architecture in the swrrounding neighborhood. The proposed
* landscaping will enhance the architecture and the existing streetscape.

All lighting on the site is subject to City standards,

Demand jor Grocery Markets ‘

Some comments from the public suggested that the Rancho Master Plan intended to prohibit
grocery stores. These comments can be responded to with the current zoning designation, a
grocery store is a permitted use in the Rancho Commercial Zone (BMC 31-502). Staff conducted
a records search to see if there was an indication that there should have been a prohibition on



T

grocery stores in the RC zone. However, staff did not find any evidence of intent to create a code
or an actual code that prolubits grocery stores in the Rancho Commercial zone. Even if the
comunittee has specifically precluded grocery stores the City Council has since adopted, through
public hearings, the existing use list which allows the use.

Within a one mile radivs of the 901 West Alameda Avenue site there are two conventional
grocery stores, however the Ralph’s at 25 E. Alameda Avenue is located at the eastern edge of
the radius and separated from the Rancho area by the I-5, a major physical barrier. There is a
Vons Pavilions on the other side of Alameda Avenue approx1mately 1,000 feet away. The
Pavilions has been estimated to be one of the top stores in the chain by Whole Foods and by
Mayo Market Research, a retail market research firm. Since this Pavilions has such high demand,
it is not anticipated that a Whole Foods Market across the street will have a significant effect on
their success. In any case there may be a benefit to both stores for locating close to each other.
Mayo Market Research estimated that the Ralph’s volume was also significantly higher than the
national average. Thus, there is evidence that there is a demand for additional grocery markets in
the area and that the proposed project will be compatible with the existing grocery stores in the
neighborhood.

There has been conern that the co-location of the proposed Whole Foods across the street from
an existing Pavillons market may create an over concetration of grocery stores in the
neighbohood. However, the contrary may be true in that establishments that colocate are
sometimes more successful than ones that locate on their own. This is a result of the prinicipal
of economies of agglomeration which asserts that when grocery stores cluster they may obtain
benefits that lower the cost of production and this cluster attracts more suppliers (distrbutors of
food) and customers than a single grocery store couid alone. Additionaly, the applicant contends
that there is only a 20% overlap in the types of products they sell collectivly.

Some comments from the public suggested that the Rancho Master Plan intended to prohibit
grocery stores. These comments can be responded to with the eurrent zoning designation, a
grocery store is a permitted use in the Rancho Cornmercial Zone (BMC 31-502). Staff conducted
a records search to see if there was an indication that there should have been a prohibition on
grocery stores in the RC zone. However, staff did not find any evidence of intent to create a code
or an actual code that prohibits grocery stores in the Rancho Commercial zone. Even if the
committee has specifically preciuded grocery stores the City Council has since adopted, through
public hearings, the existing use list which allows the use,

Land Use Character/Rancho Compatibility

The General Plan has designated the project site for Shopping Center/Ranchio Commercial uses.
This zone is intended to “encourage and support the development of commercial oriented retail
and service commmercial uses, in conjunction with professional offices.” A grocery store is a
permitted use in the Rancho Commercial zone and is one that compliments and supports other
retail establishments and offices in the neighborhood. The use also serves the community as a
food sales resource, and as a local gathering place with the addition of the sidewalk café area.
The project meets the intent and the explicit language of the Rancho Commercial codes with
respect to use, and will be a compatible and complementary establishment to the Rancho area..

b
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Department Comments: The subject application and plans were routed to City departments and
divisions for review and comment. No departments or divisions expressed opposition to the project.
Requested conditions of approval have been incorporated into the project as appropriate and are
listed under the appropriate heading. All code related comments from the departments and divisions
'(Exhibits E-1 through E-4) must be met as a condition of Building Permit issuance.

Environmental Review: Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a
Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared for the project which indicates that, with the
incorporation of the proposed mitigation measures, the project will not have a significant impact
on the environment. The Mitigated Negative Declaration specifically identifies potential impacts
and nutigation relating to geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, transportation and
traffic, and the mandatory ﬁndmgs of significance. (Exhibit G)

CONCLUSION: :

Staff believes that the project would have an overall positive affect on the community and will
provide a grocery store resource and a cornmunity gathering place. Any negative impacts will be
mitigated by the proposed conditions of approval and the physical buffer of the surrounding
industrial zones and surrounding street network.,

Ultimately, the determination on whether to approve a Conditional Use Permit, 2 Variance and
Development Review is based on the ability of the Planning Board to make the required findings.
It is staff’s assessment that the four (4) findings for a Variance, the five (5) findings for a
Development Review, and the six (6) findings for a Conditional Use Permit, can be made.

Requirements for Granting of a Development Review

(1} All provisions of this Code will be satisfied.
The proposed project complies with all requirements of the Burbank Municipal Code subject
to the Variance, and CUP approval, and subject to compliance with all comments from the
City Departments and the conditions of approval. -

(2) The environmental document prepared for this project was considered prior to project

approval and satisfies the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA™) or the project is exempt from CEQA. -
Pursuant to the California Environmenial Quality Act (CEQA4), a Mitigated Negative
Declaration has been prepared for the project which indicates that, with the incorporation of
the proposed mitigation measures, the project will not have a significant impact on the
environment. The Mitigated Negative Declaration specifically identifies potential impacts
and mitigation relating to geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials,
transporiation and traffic, and the mandatory findings of significance.

(3) The project will not conflict with, or will not have an adverse impact on, the existing or
intended neighborhood character.
The following features of all structures on the site, including subterranean parking garages,
Jences, walls, and facade design as conditioned by this approval will be reasonably
compatible and consistent with the project site itself and with existing residential and
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commercial properiies and structures in the surrounding neighborhood: height, size and
massing, proportions, articulation, elevations, pedesirian entry locations and circulation,
roof style and pitch, locations placement and orientation. The proposed structures provide
Jagade variations, setbacks and designs that will complement the surrounding architectural
designs. The surrounding commercial properties are predominantly built out with one to two
story commercial building above semi-subterranean or beside at-grade garages and lots.
The subject project is proposed with a maximum height of 35 to the top roof pitch and 50 to
the top of a tower architectural feature. Main Street, which has a 80’ right-of-way, and
commercial properties along the east side of Main Street divide the building from the R-1-H
zone, and provides buffering between the uses. The project is designed to be sensitive and
compatible with the surrounding Rancho neighborhood with the addition of architectural
design, setbacks, landscaping, and provision of a 5/1000 code required parking ratio. The
proposed praject is not expected to have any significant traffic impact on the surrounding
neighborhood as conditioned. The buildings located to the north, and south, adjacent to the
proposed structure, are improved with one 10 two story commercial buildings. The properties
1o the east across from Main Street are commercial and R-1 Single Family Residential
Horsekeeping. '

(4) The project will not have an adverse impact on nearby single family residential structures
located in any single family residential zone.
The project as conditioned is consistent with all City codes and standards regarding the size,
location, and type of this project. The project is separated by a street and commercial
property from the R-1-H single fumily zone, and the on-site landscaping provides adeguate
screening and buffering between the project site and adjacent and abutting properties. The
project design is compatible with surrounding properties as is it similar in density and
massing to adjacent commercial buildings. Reguired landscape plans will ensure that the
project complies with all requirements of the Burbank Municipal Code with respect to
landscaping. The proposed use and design of the proposed project is expected to have a
positive effect in terms of neighborkood revitalization.

(5) The facilities and improvements, vehicular ingress, egress and internal circulation, and other
building and design features are so arranged that traffic congestion is avoided, pedestrian and
vehicular safety and welfare are protected, and surrounding property is protected from
adverse effect
The construction of a single-story retail grocery building is consistent with the zoning density
allowance by code and is not expected 1o have a significant impact on traffic as conditioned.
A traffic study was conducted for the project and it was concluded that if the recommended
mitigation measures are implemented then the project will not have a significant tmpact on
traffic. The recommendations in the traffic study are included as conditions of appreval and
will be required to be implemented with the construction.of the project. The majority of
properties in the area are served by parking garages or at grade parking. T Ypical access for
other commercial properties is along Alameda Avenue for the adjacen: and abutting
properties. The proposed project will provide two driveways to access the site, one on Muain
Street and one along Alameda Avenue. These entrances will provide sufficient access io the
site while conditions of approval will set directional controls on the ingress and egress to

- ensure that vehicles accessing the site do not negatively affect traffic Jiow or pedestrian and

—
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horse access. The properties along Glenwood Place are accessed either by an alley that runs
behind the property, parallel to Alameda Avenue or by Glenwood Place. This alley will be
used for delivery truck access. Improvements to the existing alley, as recommended in the
traffic study and required by the conditions of approval, will enable the alley io better serve
the existing businesses along Glenwood Place and serve the proposed Whole Foods. The
project will provide a direct pedestrian -entrance at the street level at the corner of Main
Street and Alameda Avenue. The proposed project provides subterranean parking for
customers and employees in a secure garage, There is pedestrian access from the
subterranean garage to the elevator that provides direct access to the building. Overall the
parking requirement is 300 parking spaces, and the plans submitted comply with this
requirement showing a 5/1000 parking ratio. The required parking must not be used for the
purpose of temporary or permanen! storage of materials or vehicles, thus all required
parking spaces will be available for customers and employees [BMC 31-147.01]. While there
is no way to guarantee future customers and employees will not use street parking, the design
and supply of the parking as proposed will make the on-site parking more easily accessible
to the building. '

Requirements for Granting of a Conditional Use Permit (Alcohol Sales)

(1)

{2}

The use applied for at the location set forth in the application is propeérly one for which a
conditional use permit is authorized by Chapter 31 of the Burbank Municipal Code.
Burbank Municipal Code Section 31-1116 & 31-302 requires a conditional use permit for a
restaurant with incidental alcohol that sells alcoholic beverages (wine and, beer) for on-
premises consumption if it is located within 150 feet of a residential neighborhood, for on-
premises wine tasting, and for off-premises sales (wine, beer, and sprits) within a retail
establishment for this zone. These uses are permiited in the zone with the granting of a
Conditional Use Permit.

The use is not detrimental to existing uses or to uses specifically permitted in the zone in
which the proposed use is to be located.

The proposed alcohol sales are controlled and monitored by the Department of Alcoholic
Beverage Control (ABC) as well as the attached conditions of approval. Beer and wine
service is unlikely to change the nature of the business, since it is incidental to the
restaurant service or served within a structured educational wine tasting class. There will
not be a bar/lounge in addition 10 the restaurant, where alcohol would primarily be served.
The wine and beer will be served within the onsite restaurant. Patrons will ear inside or
outside in the outside dinning area. The reiail off-premises sales will be sold incidental to
other groceries. Wine, beer and sprits for off-premises sales will be displayed in an isle or
section of the market set-aside for alcohol sales that is not located near a siore entrance.
Off-premises sales are a standard use in conjunction with grocery stores and several
grocery stores in the area, including Pavilions Market, have permits to allow off-premises
sales of alcohol. The use will not be detrimental to existing uses in the surrounding area,
and any impacts of the proposed use will be negligible 1o the existing uses or to uses
specifically permitted in the zone. :



(4)

)

(6)

)

The use will be compatible with other uses on the same lot, and in the general area in which
the use is proposed to be located.

There are other grocery markels in the area as well as retail stores. The use will allow the
proposed incidental restaurant fo better serve the needs of ils patrons by giving them a
choice of enhancing their meals with beer and wine service. The off-sale of wine, beer and
sprits will be unigue to this neighbor as these types of beverages are noi sold elsewhere.
The educational wine tasting will be an incidental use to the market, and will occur in a
secured area of the market and this area will only be accessible to people 21 and over.
Other restaurants in the area including Talleyrand, the Pickwick Center, Joy Feast Chinese
and others sell liguor in conjunction with food. The neighboring Pavilions market sells beer,
wine and sprits in conjunction with grocery sales. The nearest residential zone is behind the
subject site more than 100 feet away separated by a public street. The next door neighbor is
a Nursing Home, however this is a commercial property. The front public entrance to the
restaurant is more than 100 feet away and separated from residences by Main Street and
adjacent commercial properties. As stated in the previous finding, the Department of
Alcoholic Beverage Control and the attached conditions of approval will help monitor and
control the proposed uses. The similar uses in the area and the monitoring of the proposed
use make this use a compatible use in the area.

The site for the proposed use is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the use and all

- of the yards, setbacks, walls, landscaping, and other features required to adjust the use to the

existing future uses permitted in the neighborhood.

It is stafi’s assessment that the site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the
proposed alcohol uses. The alcohol sales do not propose any physical, structural or
aesthetic changes to the property with the exception of pr oviding an enclosed area within
the building for wine tasting,

The site for the proposed use relates to streets and highways properly designed and
improved to carry the type and quantity of traffic generated or to be generated by the
proposed use.

It is staff’s assessment that the existing transportation infrastructure is adeguate to support
the type and gquantity of traffic generated at the subject site. A traffic study was conducted
Jor the project and no significant impacts are expected with the implementation of the
recommendations as listed in the Conditions of Approval. Furthermore, the sale of beer and
wine is not likely to increase the traffic impacts.

The conditions imposed are necessary to protect the public health, convenience, safety, and
weifare,

Siaff believes that the conditions of approval will mitigate any potential negative impacts on
the community that might result from the proposed use.

The Public convenience or necessity would be served by the Department of Alcohol
Beverage Control’s issuance of an off-sale retail alcoholic beverage license to such
establishment.

Staff believes that the sale of wine, beer and sprits with grocery sales at the proposed Whole
Foods market would provide a public convenience. The types of wine, beer and sprits sold at



Whole Foods are generally unigue gourmet products that may not be available at other
retail off-sales establishment (specifically traditional grocery store such as Pavilions, and
Raiphs) in this census tract or in the entire city. This store is expected to provide convenient
access to a unique line of gourmet wine, beer and sprits that will reduce the distance an
area resident will need to travel. Additionally, it is convenient for customers to have the
ability to purchase wine or beer for their consumption at home with the purchase of their
groceries. Many grocery stores in Burbank and other locations provide alcohol sales in
addition to grocery sales as it provides a convenience to customers to purchase both fypes
of items in the same location. o ‘

Requirements for Granting of a Variance (Setbacks)

(1) There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applicable to the property
or io the intended use that do not apply generally to other property or classes of use in the
same vicinity and zone.

There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applicable to the subject property that
does not apply to other properties in the vicinity and zone. The subject property is a corner
lot, which is subject to more constraining setbacks than other regular interior lots. Setback
- regulation requires that a street-facing side yard on a corner lot have the same 25’ setback
as the front yard. In the Rancho Commercial zone side yards setbacks on interior lots are 10°
while front yard setbacks are 25°. The proposed grocery store is required to be setback 15’
additional feet compared to an interior lot of the same size. The subject site is required fo set
aside an additional 4,662 square feet of the property for the side setbacks than would be
required if it were an interior lot. This difference in the availably of lot coverage is an
extraordinary condition. The 25" front and street-facing side yard setbacks are exceptional
as compared to the 5’ front and street-facing side vard setback commercial standards that
are required for zones outside of the Rancho. Other commercial properties in other areas of
Burbank are allowed to have a zero rear and interior side setbacks while this property is
required to have 10' interior side and 5’ rear setbacks. The setback reguirements are
exceptional and cause an extraordinary impact on the potential development of the site.

(2} The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right

of the applicant, possessed by other property owners under like conditions in the same
vicinity and zone but which is denied to the property in question.
There is a substantial property right which is possessed by other property owners and denied
1o the applicant with regard to setbacks. There are many similar commercial properties in
the Rancho Commercial zone that that are “grandfathered” under old setback codes and
therefore are permitted to have zero, front, and side setbacks. In many other zones in the
vicinity property owners of similar commercial lots are allowed to have zero or §' Jfront, and
street-facing setbacks and zero interior side and rear setbacks. Therefore, the additional
constraints of the Rancho Commercial setback requirement prohibits the preservation and
enjoyment of substantial property rights that are enjoyed by others under similar
circumstances.

18



(3} The granting of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or

injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity and zone in which the property is
located. , '
Granting of this variance will not be materially detrimental or injurious io property or
improvements in the vicinity and zone in which the property is located. The proposed use is
compatible with the surrounding uses. The reduction of the setbacks may improve the
pedestrian walkabilty of the neighborhood by creating a streetscape in which the buildings
are closer to the property line. The close proximity of store windows and entrance may be
inviting to pedestrians as it creates an illusion of a narrowing of the right-of-way that creates
a more human scaled environment. Overall these setback variances may positively impact
the surrounding neighborhood by encouraging pedestrian activity along Alameda Avenue. In
terms of equestrian activity it is believed by some that buildings that are placed in close
proximity to the property line may intimidate horses. However, considering the setback
variance, Main Street will still remain accessible to horses as there will be 28 of
landscaping and sidewalk width (16° street-facing side setback and a 12’ proposed sidewalk)
separating the horses from the building. Alameda Aveniie will have a total of 22" (10’ front
sethack and 127 existing sidewalk) of sidewalk, sidewalk furniture, and landscaping between
the street and building facade. The setbacks proposed with the variance will not have a
negative impact on the surrounding neighborhood and may improve the functionality and
accessibility of the site.

(4) The granting of the variance will be contrary to the objectives of the General Plan.

The objectives of the General Plan note that a goal of commercial development shall be "o
create convenient and functional commercial facilities scaled to meet the needs of the area in
which they are located.” The addition of a Whole Foods Market would provide a resource
for the community and may improve the economic vitality of the entire area. The subject
property and immediate neighborhood is classified as Shopping Center/Rancho Commercial.
The addition of a Whole Foods Marker will not conflict with the objective of the
classification.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Planning Board approve Project No. 2006-105, a Conditional Use
Permit, Variance, Development Review, and the Mitigated Negative Declaration related thereto,
subject to the attached Conditions of Approval.

PLLANNING BOARD ACTIONS:
The action of the Board may be either to recommend approval, approval with conditions, or

disapproval of Project No. 2006-105, a Conditional Use Permit, Variance, and Development

Review, and the Mitigated Negative Declaration related thereto. If the Board desires, the
following motion may be adopted:

“I move that Project No. 2006-105, a Conditional Use Permit, Variance, and
Development Review, and the Mitigated Negative Declaration related thereto,
subject to the conditions, as proposed by staff (or as modified by the Board) and
that the resolution entitled “A Resolution of the Planning Board of the City of
Burbank Recommending Approval of Project No. 2006-105, a Conditional Use



Permit, Variance, and Development Review, and the Mltlgated Negative
Declaration refated thereto be adopted.”
if the Board determines that this matter should be denied, the appropnate motion should be
made, _

LIST OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit A-1  Zoning and Fair Political Practices Act Compliance Map
A-2  Public Notice

Exhibit ‘B-1  Business License Reports for 901 W. Alameda Avenue
B-2  Conditional Use Permit & Development Review Application Package
B-3  Project Plans (attached document)

Exhibit C-1  Public Comments
C-2  Applicant Mailer to Burbank Residents
C-3  Ranchd Review Board Comments
C-4  Community Meeting Notice for August 21, 2006

Exhibit D By-Right Hypothetical Project (Illustration)
Exhibit E Alcohol License Map, Census Tract 3117
Exhibit E-1  Fire Department Review Comments

F-2  Burbank Water and Power
F-3  Parks, Recreation, and Commumty Services Revmw Comments
F-4  Public Works Department Review Comments

Exhibit G Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration & Traffic hnpact Analysis
(attac:hed document)
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City of Burbank
Community Development Department

L

Notice of Public Hearing and Intent to Adopt A Mitigated Negative Declaration

Notice is hereby given that the City of Burbank Planning Board will hoid a public
hearing: ‘

Date: Monday, October 23, 2006
Time: 6:00 p.m.
Place: City Council Chambers, Burbank City Hall
275 East Olive Avenue, Burbank, California
Project: Project No. 2006-105 . i
Development Review, Conditional Use Pemﬁi}'ﬁ’i‘griance
Location: 901 West Alameda _ 7

Applicant: 901 Alameda Investors LLC _ o ';J

Description: The applicant requests authorization to construct'ﬁ 60,000 square
‘foot Whole Foods grocery store with two levels of subterranean
parking which includes 303 parking spaces. The applicant is
requesting a variance for the front, side and rear sethacks to provide
less than is permitted by code. The applicant additionally is
appiying for a conditional use permit (CUPY in order to obtain a
type 21 (off-sales general) a type 41 (eating place) and type 42
(wine tasting) alcoho! licenses. The project is focated in a Rancho
Commercial (RC) zone. )

Contact: Avital Shavit, Assistant Planner
ashavit@ci.burbank.ca.us, (818) 238-5250

The file on this matter, a copy of the environmental documents, and a copy of the
Burbank Municipal Code are on file in the office of the Community Development
Department, Planning Division, located at 332 E. Olive Avenue, and are available
for public inspection.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, a Mitigated Negative
-Beclaration has been prepared for the proposed project. Copies of the proposed
‘M Lfgated Negative Declaration and additional studies are available for public
i¥bkcetion and review. The public review period began ou October 2, 2006 and
‘Wn{‘é,@nclude on October 23, 2006.

Purdliant to Ssction 65009 of the Stat= of California Government Code, if you
chailenge the proposed project in court, you may be limited to raising only those
issuzs that you or somsone eise raised at the public hearing described in this notice,
or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Board at, ar prior to, the
public hearing.

Dated: October 2, 2006 City Planning Board
Greg Hermmann, Secretary

EXHIBIT A 2



BUSINESS TAX/LICENSE INQUIRY

GROUP CODE: AP NUMBER: (7643

BRUSINESS NAME : CAPTIONS INC

NAME EXTENSION:

CLASS CODE: C

BUSINESS ADDRESS: S01 W ALAMEDA AV

SECOND LOCATION:
MATLING ADDRESS:
PREVIOUS ADDRESS:

SSN/FED ID CODE: NO.:

PF KEYS: PFE=RETURN TO MAIN MENU

MESSAGE: INQUIRY. PRESS ENTER TO CONTINUE

CITY OF BURBANK

DATE: 10/13/08

'STARTING DATE: 01/03/00

PHONE NO.:
DR. LIC. #:

APT/STE: 2IP: C6

sate: 10/13/2006 Time: 1:0
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CITY OF BURBANK

BUSINESS TAX/LICENSE INQUIRY

ROUP CODE: BT NUMBER: 78322 CLASS CODE:

USINEsé NAME : CAPTIONS INC

AME EXTENSION:

USINESS ADDRESS: 901 W ALAMEDA AV
ECOND LOCATION:

AILING ADDRESS:

REVIQUS ADDRESS:

SN/FED ID CODE: F NO.: 954-05-9416

F KEYS: PF5=RETURN TO MAIN MENU
ESSAGE: INQUIRY. PRESS ENTER TO CONTINUZ

DATE: 10/12/Cs

OUT OF BUSNSE:

STARTING DATE: 05/13/9%S
PHONE NO.: 818 500-7301
DR. LIC. #:

APT/STRE: ZIP: 06

Ze: 10/13/2006 Time: 1:01:42 DM



‘age: L Document Name: untitled

CITY OF BURBANK

BUSINESS TAX/LICENSE INQUIRY

‘GROUP CODE: BT  NUMBER: 01712 CLASS CODE: H02D
BUSINESS NAME : MARTINOS BAKERY INC

NAME EXTENSION:

JUSINESS ADDRESS: 901 W ALAMEDA AV

SECOND LOCATION:

MATLING ADDRESS:

SREVIOUS ADDRESS:

SSN/FED ID CODE: 8 NC.: 222—2E~6224
PARCEL NOC: 2445029025

PF KEYS: PF5=RETURN TO MAIN MENU
MESSAGE: INQUIRY. PRESS ENTER TO CONTINUE

DATE: 10/13/056

OUT OF BUSNS3S: 04/01/98

STARTING DATE: 10/10/56

PHCONE NO. :
DR. LIC. #:
APT/STE: ZIFP: 05

sase: 20/13/2006 Time: 1:01:36 PM
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CITY OF BURBANK DATE: 10/13/0s¢

BUSINESS TAX/LICENSE INQUIRY
OUT OF BUSNSS: 04/01/98

ROUP CODE: BT NUMBER: 01713 CLASS CODE: EO1A STARTING DATE: C4/16/71

USINESS NAME : MARTINOS BAKERY INC ' o PHONE NO.:
AME EXTENSION: - _ DR. LIC. #:
JSINESS ADDRESS: so0zx W ALAMEDA AV APT/STE: . ZIP: 05

ECOND LCCATION:
RILING ADDRESS:
REVIOUS ADDRESS:

SN/FED ID CODE: S NO.: 222-28-£224
ARCEL NO: 2445029025

I‘Ij

KEYS: PF5=RETURN TO MAIN MENU
SSAGE: INQUIRY. PRESS ENTER TO CCNTINUE

By}

Te: 10/13/2006 Time: 1:01:38 DM



(818) 238-5250
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275 E. Olive Avenue, Burbank, CA 91502
P.O. Box 6459, Burbank, CA 91510-6459

CITY OF BURBANK

Planning Division

CDD

1. Street address:

Pursuant to Chapter 31, Article 15 ofthe Bu .nk Municipal Code \ QQ

901 Alameda Ave. 91506

—g3tS M St

3. Above described property was acquired on: 1N _€8Crow

2. Zip code:

4. Present use of premises and buildings; Warehouse /office

4A. Number of persons housed on this site; 0N

4B. Number of persons now employed on this site: 32

5. If there are any deed restrictions regulating use or occupancy of this property, what are they?

None

6. Proposed use of premises and description of proposed buildings, alterations; or improvements:

7. Has an application for the administrative/conditional use herein requested been denied within the
past twelve (12) months? Yes No X

8. Previous application granted or denied Permit number date

REQUIREMENTS FOR GRANTING OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

L. The use applied for at the locations set forth in the application is properiy one for which
conditional use permit is authorized by Chapter 31 of the Mumcipal Code.

2. The use is not detrimental to existing uses or to uses specifically permitted in the zone in
which the proposed use is to be located.

3. The use will be compatible with other uses on the.same lot, and in the generai area m which
the use 1s propesed to be located,

4, The site for the proposed use is adequate in size and shape fo accommodate the use and all

of the yards, setbacks, walls, fences, landscaping and other features required to adjust ths
use to the existing or furure uses permitted in the neighborhood.

5. The site for the proposed use rzlated to streets and highways properiy ocs1g,ned and
improved to carry the type and quantity of traffic generated or to be generated by the
proposed use The conditions imposed are necessary to protect the public health,
convenience, safety and welfare.

PLEASE PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING:

1. A general application, environmental information form, radius map and labels (in
accordance with City of Burbank requirements) must be completed and submitted with this
and all other land use/development applications in addition to the required fees, A Los
Angeles County Clerk filing fee for CEQA will be required at time of application and
another fee may be necessary depending of the type of environmental revi ew required.

2. Submit eighteen (18) copies of a site plan, floor plan and landscape plan (may be
conceptual) drawn to scale and fully dimensioned and one reduced copy of the site plan
(11" x 17" or comparable). Also submit eighteen (18} copies of Televations fully

EXHIBIT B 2,



Plans 1l be folded. Submit 10 copies of all coloi  .ges.
3. For Personal Wireless Telecommunications Facilities provide a photo simulation of
facility.

EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT REQUIRED FINDINGS

1. Is the use applied for at the subject property one for which an administrative/conditiona] use permit
is authorized by Chapter 31 of the Burbank Municipal Code? Yes _ X Neo

2. Is the proposed use detrimental to existing uses or to uses specifically permitted in the zone in
which the proposed use is to be located? Yes No _x
If yes, in what ways?

3. Will the proposed use be compatible with other uses on the same lot and in the general are in which
the use is proposed to be located? Yes . X No :

Provide details: The immediate area is dedicated to daily shopping needs andg
service uses. The intended use is compatable with those uses.

4, Is the site for the proposed use adequate in size and shape fo accommodate the use and all of the
yards, setbacks, walls, fences, landscaping and other features required to adjust the use to the existing or
future uses permitted in the neighborhood? Yes No_x

Provide details: _ In order to provide a better pedestrian oriented feeling

to the project, we are reguesting a lesser setback than

is required.

3. Does the site for the proposed use relate to streets and highways properly designed and improved to
carry the type and quantity of traffic generated or to be generated by the proposed use?

Yes _y  No . o .
Provide details: After preliminary meetings with staff, we beleive traffic

flows can be accomodated on existing streets.

6. ‘What condittons should be imposed that are necessary to protect the public health, convenience,
safety and welfare? Provide details: The employees should be trained to look at

ID's to verify ages. There should be no exterior signage

advertisinq alccholic beverages. Whole Foods has a very

extensive training program in this area. :
TO ALL APPLICANTS: There 15 no guarantes, expressed or implied, that any permit or application will

be granted. The applicant shall understand that each matter must be carefully investigated and the resulting
recommendation or decision may be contrary to a position taken or implied in any preliminary discussions.
Also note the burden of proof regarding this application rests upon the applicant.

vi\Application Forms\AUP-CUP.doc : Revised 12/04



Conditional Use Permit
Page 1

Question 6

Applicant proposes to remove the existing improvements and construct a 60.000 square
foot one story Whole Foods Market with two levels of subterranean parking for 300 cars,
Whole Foods will introduce a new grocery shopping “experience”™ that has been wef]
received and highly acclaimed in the communities that they service. One of the
innovations in their new stores will be food stations dispersed throughout the store where
patrons can purchase cooked meals or have wine tastings. As such we are requesting
three types of licenses: '

Type 21 - Off Sale General
Type 41 ~ On Sale Beer & Wine/Eating Place (for restaurant areas)

Type 42 — On Sale Beer & Wine/Public Premises (for wine tasting room)
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DEVELOPMENT REVIEW ArrLICATION
Pursuant to Chapter 31 of the Burbank Municipal Code

PROJECT LOCATION

Street Address: 907 Alameda Avenue

Legal Descn'ptionisee attached

PROPERTY OWNER  APPLICANT (if different)
Name: See attached Name: See attached
Maﬂing Address: Mailing Address:
Telephome: Telephone:

PROJECT/PROPERTY INFORMATION

CITY OF BURBANK

B~
2
=
= ,
5 2 S o Gross Site Area __ 76,114 sg. ftggfi NetSiteArea 75,501 ¢ sq.ft.
o
[ I WO
% E o ;;-_;: Description of proposed project: See attached
& ey = |
6o o
S=is
=X o
S Ew
E5) Q;: g Number of Floors: 1 If Residential - No. of Units:
- g ¢ 2
5 R g E
o g om If Commercial/industrial - Gross Floor Area;  ©0,000 sq.ft.
?: =<2 ' Adj. Gross Floor Area: sq.ft.
. -t:c g 3 Standard Industrial Code #
2B D Floor Area Breakdowr: _ .
= = g% Office: ' sq.ft. Warehouse: sq.ft.
% _E o Industrial: sq.ft. Residential; 5G.1t.
O &K Retail: __ 60,000 sq.ft. Other: sq.ft.
No. of Parking Spaces Required: 370 Spaces Proposed: 300
Will any Federal funding be used? Yes No
SITE ASIT EXISTS
Tvpe of Buiiding Floor Area To Be Demolished?
warehouse/office 43,000 yes

If cleared, date of demolition 1© Pe determined

Will any existing trees be removed to develop this project? Yes X No

[ ——




Siaff Conunents:

ALUKNUYY L FIUIVLELIN L

I understand that submittal of erroneous or false information could significantly delay or invalidate
approval of my request, and by my signature below, I represent that I have the legal authonity to
make this application for Development Review. '

I have read the foregoing and understand that [ have the burden of proof in the matter arising under

this application made by me.

1 declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is frue and correct.

Executed on ﬂﬂ/"z 8’ , 200b

fate
i

Signature of Applicant

,at /% MW"/L , California.
City

sk o s R kR Rk Rk 2 ¥ T NOT WRITE BELOW THIS LINE * ¥k ksokok sk sk ook stk

Filing Fee: Receipt No.:
Received By: Date Received:
Pre-App Planner: Project Planner:

Other Discretionary Action Reguired?
Conditional Use Permit

Zone Map Amendment
Tentative Tract Map/Parcel Map
BRA Approval

Other:

Variance
General Plan Amendment
Plammed Development

Street/Alley Vacation

vi\Application Forms\Development Review.dac

Reviged 3/1/0¢
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Development Review Application
Page One

Property Owner
This project is comprised of two properties,

901 Alameda is owned by Lee Jordan. His contact information is as follows:

Lee Jordan

2401 Flour Bluff Drive
Corpus Christi, TX 78418
361 939 7050

831 S. Main is owned by The Ayala Family Trust, dated February 27, 2003 Ernest T.
Avala and Marlen Ayala, Trustors and/or Trustees, His contact information is as Foil‘ows:

Ermnest Avala
978 Coronado Drive
Glendate, CA 91206
618 244 8371

Applicant

901 Alameda Tnvestors
Attn: Tom Davies

2225 Glastonbury Road
Westlake Village, CA 91361
805 496 6449

Project/Property Information :

Applicant proposes to construct g 60.000 square foot one Story grocery store with
subterranean parking for 300 cars on two levels, The grocery, Whole Foods, will
mntroduce a new grocery shopping “experience™ that has been wel] received and highly
acclaimed in the communities that they service.
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ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATIO’\I
Pursuant to the California Environmental Qualify Act, State Guidelines Section 15063(e)

GENERAL I__NFORMATION

1. Project Street Address: _g9p1 2lameda Ave 2. Zipcode: _ g1 505'

& 831 5§ Main St.
3. List and describe all other related permits and other public approvals reguired for the project,
including those required by City, Regional, State and Federal agencies:

rmi Variance

4. Are Federal, State and/or County funds involved in this project? Yes No _x . Ifyes,
please specify: Applicant will provide all private sector fonding
to develop this project. At this point in time Applicant

is not reguesting any Federal, state, county, city or

dev unds Ifor this projegt . .

ropo?e e ot gtcf(propct fgr whlcguﬁus oTR 18 glcd). If project involves demolition and
new cons"trucuon, describe total project. e.g. demolition, age of building to be dernolished, grading,
excavation, construction, etc.

Applicant propeses to remove an existing 43,000 sg. ft.

warshouse/office .building puilt in 1983 and construct a

60,000 sg. ft. one story Whole Foods Market with sub-
terranean parking on ctwo levels 10T JUU Tars.

5A. Will project be owner-occupied or will it be leased to tenants not currently identified?

The entire building and parking will be leased to
Whole Foods Market

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
6. Sitesize: 76,118 sg. ft. square feet t.74 acres,
7. Square footage of proposed buildings: 60,000 squars feet..
8. Number of floors of construction: ! above grade 2 below grads.
| 9. Amount of off-sireet parking provided: 7
Existing: _ _ proposed/add1t10na] 300 Total:- 300
Number of parking spaces required by code: 250

Does the off-street parking (to be provided) meet the City code requirements? Yesy  No

Page } of 4
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Proposed scheduling: The project will be developed in

one phase

List any associated developments: None

11. If residential, include the nuni_bcr of uru'fs, schedule of unit sizes, range of sale prices, rents, and
type of household size expected. (Prepare and attach separate exhibit if necessary.)

None

12, If commercial, indicate the type, whether neighborhood, city, or regionally oriented square
footage of sales area, square footage of office area, loading facilities, and number of employees.
{Prepare and attach separate exhibit if necessary.)

See attached explanation

13. I industrial, indicaie type, estimated employment per shiff, number of shifts and loading
facilities.

The project will be retail with 250 full and part time

_enplyees in varving shifts

Will paints, solvents, asbestos, pressurized gas, cleaning fluids, acids or other chemicals be used
in the business? Yes No _y . Ifyes, please specify:

Do you have a hazardous materials list on fle with the Burbank Fire Department? Yes No X

14, If institutional, indicate the major function, estimated employment per shift, number of shifts,
estimated occupancy, loading facilities, and community benefits to be derjved from the project.

de ]
i =

15, If the project involves a variance, conditional use permit, street vacation, or TeZONIng
application, state this and indicate clearly why the application is required,

Project regquires a CUP for sale of alcoholic beverages

and a variance for satbacks.




StalT Comments:

. 27. Relationship to & larger project or series of projects. If new construction or expansion of

Are the following items applicable to the project or its effects? Discuss below all items checked

~ yes. (Attach additional sheets as necessary.)

YES NO
16. Change in existing features of any hills or substamtial alteration of ground contours. X
17. Change in scenic views or vistas from existing residential areas or public lands or roads. %

18. Change in pattern, scale or character of general area of project. If new construction alters
land use from existing patterns, requires a variance or conditional uge permit, or incrsases ¥
size or bulk of existing uses, discuss in #30 below.

19, Significant amounts of solid waste or litter.

20, Change in dust, ash, smoke, fumes or odors in vicinity.

21. Change 1 ground water quality or quantity, or alteration of existing drainage patterns.

X

X

X

22, Substantal change in existing noiss or vibration levels in the vicinity. —— X

23. Site on filled land oz on slope of ld% Or IOTe. Y
X

24, Use or disposal of potentially hazardous materials, such as toxic substances, flarmmable
or explosives,

25, Substantial change in demand for municipal services (police, fire, water, electricity,
sewage, etc.)

A
26, Substantial increase in fossil fuel consumption (electricity, oil, natural gas, etc.) 3
present facilities will take place after demoliton, the action is part of a larger project. X

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

28. Describe the project site as it exists before the proposed project, including information of
topography, soil stability, plants (including mature {rees) and animals, and any cultural historical or
scenic aspects. Describe any existing structure(s) on the site, the use of the structure(s) and the
year(s) in which the structure(s} were built. Attach photographs of the site. (Prepare/attach separats
exhibit(s) as necessary.} See attached

Year(s) structure(s) built: 1569

29. Describe the surrounding properties, including information on plants (including mature fress)
and animals and any cultural, historical or scenic aspects. Indicate the type of land use (residential,
commercial, etc.), intensity of land use (one-family, apartment houses, shops, department storss,
etc.), and approximate age of development (height, frontage, set-back, rear vard, etc.). Photographs
may accompany written description (Prepare/attach separate exhibit(s} 2s necessary.)

See attached

30. Describe the effects of the project as it will alter existing pafterns of land use, requires

discretionary approval and/or increass size and bulk of existing uses.

See attached -
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Siaff Commenis:

At L AL VS LANIIN, LYY D LCICUY COLLLLY Lal WIT SWRCILCILLS LULILISLSU auovo dlll 1) WIT dledolisu
exhibits present the data and information required for this initial evaluation to the best of my/our
ability, and that the facts, statements, and information presented are true and correct to the best of
my/our knowledge.

m | Jovne & 2006

Signature ?ﬁte
Pom—Payies

Print Name

Signature Date

Print Name

PLEASE PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING:

(1 A General Application form must be completed and submitted with this and all other land
use/development applications.

(2) Any supplernental exhibits noted above.

vi\Appiication Forms\Environmental.dez : Reviged 1/5/99
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Environmental Information
Page 2

Question 12 _ .

The Whole Foods Market will be a neighborhood/city serving grocery stare. The one
story building will be 60,000 sq. ft. with approximately 52,000 sq. fi. of sajes area with
the balance used for storage and office

Page 3

Question 28

The project site is 76,114 gross square feet and 75,501 net square feet after a 2.5 foot
dedication along the rear aliey. The property slopes gently upward four to five feet from
Alameda Avenue to the Alley at the rear of the property.

~ A soils report was completed in February 2006, The report indicates that the site is
suitable for a retail building with two levels of subterranean parking. A spread footing
foundation system can be used for support of the building. The foundation bearing soils
are expected to be dense, silty sand native soils and non-expansive in nature.

The current property is primarily building and parking lot with a landscape strip located
between the parking area and the right of way. The landscaping is not remarkable and
contains some small shrubs and small trees. The building was constructed in 1969 and is
devoid of any cultural historical or scenic aspects,

A 43,000 square foot office/industrial building is located on the site. The building was
originally built for a commercial/retail bakery and coffee shop. The property is currently
primarily used for office use. The buildings on the site were constructed in 1969.

Question 29

The properties to the north are primarily industrial or office uses. Immediately to the
west of the site is a convalescent home and then additional retail. South of the property
across Alameda Avenue is an office/retal] building. West of that property is a grocery
anchored shopping center. East of the property across Main Street is a Chevron gas
station and a preschool and an office building East of those uses are single family and
multifamily residential propertics. The homes on Valencia are zoned R1H and the homes
to the north are zoned R1. '

There are very few mature trees nor significant landscaping in the industrial areas to the
notth or the retail properties adjacent and te the west of this property or acrass the street
to the south. There are some mature trees in the residential areas to the east. Most of the
properties are one or two story in the surrounding neighborhood.

The properties appear to have been built in the 40°s, 50°s and 60's.



Question 30

The north side of Alameda Avenue in this block is zoned Rancho Commercial and
previously contained a grocery store and a national chain drug store, whici has since
been converted to an Automobile Club of Southern California. There was also a grocery
~ store directly across the street to the south. That facility is now an office buildin g The
proposed project is an allowed use within the Rancho Commercial zoning and should not
change the general character of the neighborhood. The project requires discretionary
approval for a variance and conditional use permit. The CUP is required for the sale of
alcoholic beverages. The variance requests a reduction in the front, side and rear _
setbacks. Applicant does not believe this project will alter the existing patterns of and
use.
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(818) 238-5250

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
Planning Division

275 E. Olive Avenue, Burbank, CA 91502

P.O. Box 0459, Burbank, CA  91510-6459

CITY OF BURBANK

CDD

o2/
GENERAL APPLICATION.

A General Application form, along with all applicable specific application forms, must be completed znd
submitted to the Planming Division for all land-use development projects that are subject to review and/or
approval by the City of Burbank. This document represents the General Application form only. Please
complete each numbered item. If certain items do not apply to this project, please indicate witk a "NV/A."
Incomplste application forms may result in processing delays.

NOTE: Unless exempt, all project applications are subject to the requirements and guidelines of the
California Environmenta] Quality Act (CEQA). Should you have amy questions about this General
Application form or about which specific application forms to submit, please call the Planning Division at
(818} 238-5250.

1. Project Street Address: 901 2Alameda 2ve : ' 2. ZipCode 91504

] 831 S. Main St/
3, Current Zoning: Ranche Commer di &gneral Plan Designation: Shopping Center

5. Assessors Parcel No.(s): Book 2445 Page 029 ParcelNe. 025,021

€. Is the property in =scrow? ' Yoo

7 LegalDescﬂption: Sees Attamhed

8. Project Description! _gge At+zcohad

9, Type of Specific Application: Pesign Review, CUP, Variance

10. Applicant Information (Developer information for Planned Development applications):

Name/Firm: 801 Alamed Tnsza:‘i‘r\v—cr LIL.C

Addresst  ooag oot onbury Road
Westlake Village, CZ 91361
Telephone: BO05 49¢& 6449
11. Property Owner of Record: If more than one person or a partnership, provide the information belew

and attach additional pages to this form.

NameFirm:  See Bttachad

Address:

Telephone:

Pege ¥ of 4



DAl COHTUBIICTILS:

L2, L.OmIacr rer

[0F 1h1§ ADPLCANOT,

Name/Fim: Michael Hastings | Direct Point Advisors,

Address:

Telephone:

611 8. Orchard Drive

‘Burbank, (A

818260 9005

Emeil (optional): +wotesrm@aocl.com

May we contact you by email regarding this application? »Yes oNo

13. Legal Representative:

Name/Fum:

Address:

Telephone:
14, Architect:
Nams/Firm:

Addrcés:

Telephone:
15, Enginesr:
Name/Firm

Address:

Telephone:;
16. Current Use:
17, Proposed Use:

18. Other Comments:

Meredith Jobe

Jobe & Stoterau, 500 N, Brand, Suite 2050

Giendale A 91203 '

B8—246- 7413

Greg Palaski, Nadel Architects

1999 S. Bundy Drive, 4th Fl.

Los Angeles, CA 90025

310 826 2100

To be determined

wWarshouse/office

Raetail




taff Comments:

1¥. FTOpPEITY » aE0Ss ATLIQAVIU

/We hereby certify that ['we am/are the legally authorized owner(s) of all property involved in this
apphcanon or have been empowered to sign as the owner(s) on behalf of a corporation, partnership, business,
etc., as evidenced by separate document attached herewith. 1'We hereby grant to the applicant of this form
full power to sigr ail documents related to this application, including ary conditions or mutigation measures as
may be deemed necessary. Property Owner's Signature(s) is/are not necessary for the submittal of a Planned
Development application. '

[/We deciare under penalty of pejury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on : , at , California.
Date City
A L ~ Lee Jordan
Property Owmner's fure Print Property Owner's Name
Property Owner's Signature . Print Property Owner's Name

20. Applicant's Affidavit (In the case of a Planned Development application, developer shall sign below):

I'We hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits and documents
represent the dats and information required for this evaluation and that the facts, statements and information

. presented are true and correct to the best of my/our knowledge and belief. Further, should the stated

information be found false or insufficient, /we agree to return this form for appropriate revisions,
understanding the City of Burbank cannot process this form until all applicable information is corrected or
provided by the applicant. I/We hereby certify that /we have been iegally authorized by the owne(s) to
present this application and to sign on bebzif all documents reiated to this application, including any
conditions or mitigation measures as may be deemed necessary. (Note: When the applicant/developer is 2
corporahon partership, business, etc., a separate document verifying the authorization to szgn for such
apphicani is required.)

1/We understand there is no guarantee, expressed or implied, that any permit or application will be-
granted. The Applicanv/Developer shall understand that each matter must be carefully investigated and the
resulting recommendation or decision may be contrary to a position taken or implied in any preliminary
discussions.

I'We have read the foregoing and understand that I'we have the burden of proof in the matter zrising
under this application made by me.

I'We declare under penalry of perjury that the forégoing is frue and cormrect.

Executed on , at , Califommnia.
/W o
T
A , Tom Davies
Applicant's (Developer's) Signature Print Name
Applicant's (Developer's) Signature Print Name

Pagz 3 of 4



Staff Commernts:

21, ExParte C.  .unication:

Ex Parte Communication {private one-on-one discussions between a decision maker and an applicant
outside the public meeting forum) about a pending development project for which an application for an
entitlement(s} has been submitted to the City shall result in disclosure of the commmmication by the decision
maker at the public meeting. Ex Parts Communications with members of the Planning Board are discouraged.
Any evidence which you have for a matter to be beard by the Planning Board shall be presented to the entire

Planning Board at a public meeting, and not to individual members prior to that meeting.

o 2k M o e ok e ok e ok o e o ook ok o ok ok ok DO NOT "V’RITE BELOW 'I‘HIS LH\IE ok ok ok sk e S ok ok o Sk 3 B o 2R N O o o oot e o ok ok ok

Filing Fae: Receipt No.:
Received By: | ]:,‘)ate Received:
Project Planner: Date Addil. Info Rastd.:
Date Applic. Completed: Radius map included:
Labels included: Environmental Review Resulis/CEQA.:
CATEX. __ NEGDEC EIR
Other:
vi\Application Forms\General.doc Revised 12/04



General Application

Page One
Question 7
The Jegal description is as follows for the two parcels:

Real property in the City of Burbank. County of Los Angeles, State of (,allforma,
described as

follows:
PARCEL 1.

The South 211 feet of Lot 1 of Tract No. 6576, measured Northerly at right angles to the
Southerly line of said Lot, in the City of Burbank. as per map recorded in Book 69
Page(s) 68 of Maps, in the Office of the County Recorder of said County.

- PARCEL 2:

The Soutberly 231 feet of Lot 2 of Tract 6576, measured Northerly at right angles to the
Southerly line of said Lot, in the City of Burbank. as per map recorded in Book 69 Page
68 of Maps, in the Office of the County Recorder of said County.

PARCEL 3:

The Northerly 20 feet of the Southerly 231 feet of Lot 1 of Tract 6576, measured at sight
angles from the Southerly line of said Lot, in the City of Burbank, as per map recordéd in
Book 69 Page 68 of Maps, in the Office of the County Recorder of said County,

PARCEL 4:

Lot 3 of Tract No. €576, in the City of Burbank, as per map recorded in Book 69 Page(s)
68 of Maps, in the Office of the County Recarder of said County.

PARCEL S:

Lot ] of Tract No. 6576, in the City of Burbank, as per map recorded in Book 69 Page(s)
68 of Maps, in the Office of the County Recorder of said County,

EXCEPT the Northerly 45 feet and except the Southerly 231 feet.



Page One
Question 7, con’t

PARCEL é6:

Lot 2 of Tract No. 6576, in the City of Burbank, as per map recorded in Book 69 Page(s)
68 of Maps, in the Office of the County Recorder of said County.

EXCEPT the Southerly 231 feet,
"APN: 2445-029-025

The northwesterly 45 feet of Lot 1 of Tract 6576 as per Map recorded in Book 68, Page
68 of Maps, in the office of the County Recorder of said County’

APN 2445-029-021

Question 8 :
A 60,000 square foot one story grocery store with two levels of subterranean parkin g for
300 cars. The grocery, Whole Foods. will ntroduce a new grocery shopping

“experience” that has been well received and hi ghly acclaimed in the communities that
they service. '

Question 11

901 Alameda is owned by Lee Jordan. His contact information is as follows:

. Lee Jordan

2401 Flour Biuff Drive
Corpus Christi, TX 78418
361 939 7050

831 8. Main is owned by The Ayala Family Trust. dat=d Febfuary 27,2003 Ernest T.
Ayala and Marlen Ayala, Trustors and/or Trustees. His contact information is as follows:

Ernest Ayala
978 Coronado Drive
Glendale, CA 91206
818 244 8371



GENERAL APFLICATION

A Ganera]l Applicution form, along with all applizable specific application forms, must be completed and
subtnitted 1o the Planning Division for al} land-use development projects (hat are subject to review and/or
gpprovel by the City of Burbank. This document represents the General Application form only. Please
complete each mumbersd ftem. If certain ftems do not apply 1o (ks project, plesse fdicate with 2 "N/A."
Tncomplete application forms may result in processing delays.

NOTE: Unless exempt, all project applications are subject to the sequirements end guidelines of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Should youn heve any questons sbout this Genersl
Application form or about which specific apphcauun forme to submit, plesse call the Planning Division at
{818) 238.5230.

1. Project Street Address: 91 Alameds Ava 2. ZipCode 81808

83t 8, Main St/
3, Current Zoning: Rancho cgmmnrdlﬁhorail‘lanmengnanm Shopping Center

5. Assessors Parcsl Nofs): Book 2445 Pag= 028 Percel No.Q 25,021

8. [sthe properfy Iy esctow? _ Vo

fana ]

7. Lega! Description: __gge Attachad

& Proiect Description: gog adt aéhed

(818) 238-5250

275 E. QOlive Avenue, Burbank, CA 91502
P.O. Box 6459, Burbank, CA 91510-6459

"

ivision

D

9. Type of Specific Application: Design Review, CUF, Variance

+

1€, Applicant Teforration {Developer informaton for Planned Development epplications):

Plano

CITY OF BURBANK
* COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTME

Name/Fim 50 L_Alameda—lnvestors —LLa

Address: 272551 . 7
. Westlake Viliage, CA 91361

Telephone: 805 496 6449

11, Property Owner of Resord: If more than one person of & parinership, provide the information below
and attach additional pages to thig form.

NameFirm:  gas Btischaed

Address:

Telephone:

Page ! of 4
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sl Comments:

.

12. Comet Pereon for this Application:

MamaFiem: Michael Hastings
611 E..Drchard Drive

Burbank, O
818260 9005

Email {options!): yuntarmiacl,com
May we contset you by email regarding this @pﬁm&an?

Address:

Telaplione:

Direct Point Advisors,

vYes oNo

13 Legai Representative;

Name/Firm:

Address:

Telsphone:
14, Architect:

Name/Firm:

Address;

Telephome:
15, Engineer:

Narme/Firm:

Address;

Tetephone:
16 Cument Use:

17. Proposed Use:

18. Other Commenty:

Meredith Jobe

Jobe. & Stoterau, 500 N. Brand, Suite 2050

Glendale,.CA 91203

- X
L

[2)
o 3

B RAs YA
L] . o L -

Greg Paleski, Wadel Architects

1898 5, Rundy Drive, 4th Fl.

Loe Angeles, CA 90025

o 828 2100

To be determined

Warehouse/office

Retail




Staff Comments:

21, Ex Partz Communication:

Ex Parte Communication (private ope-cn-one discussions betwesn a decision maker and an apalicant
cutside the public meeting forum) about e pending development project for which an applicetion for an
sntitlement(s) has been submitted to the City shall repult in disclosure of the commuuication by the decision
romleer 2t the public meeting. Ex Parte Communications with memoers of the Planning Board are discouraged,
Any evidence which you huve for a matter fo be heerd iy the Plinning Board shell be presened lo the entirs
Flanuing Board at & public resting, and 7ot fo individual mambers priar to that meeting.

Heoke o o sl A ok el R R e DO NOT WR‘[TE EELOVV’ 'E"’i{ls LHQE WA O T A R o e o o

Filing Fes:

Reegived By:

Projeet Plannen

© Date Addtl. Tafo Rastd.:

Date Applic. Completed:

Labels incladed:

Other:

Recapt Mo,

Diate Recoived:

Rading man included:

Enviroprnenisi Review Resnlis/CEQA:

CATEX.____ NEGDEC EIR

vihApplisetion Forms\Genersl.do¢
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Staty Comunenis:

19. Property Owner's Affidavit

I'We hersby certify that [we emvare the legally suthorized ownex(s) of all property involved i this
spplication ar have been empowered 10 sign as the owner(s) on behalf of a corporation, purtnership, business,
stc., ag evidenced by separste document aftached herswith, L/'Wa hereby grant to the applicant of this farm
full power to sign ell documents related to this application, incliding any conditions ot mitigation meesurss as
may be deemed necessary, Property Owner's Signature(s) is/ere not necessary for the suborittal of & Planned
Development application, :

L'We declare undsr penalty of perjury that the foregoing i3 trus and corpact,

Executed on Wﬂ)}é’ CAes/i— | a 7 '—/ 7'—0( , California.

. Date Ciry _ V%7
Ko Tl W
) . N o

Broperty Owner's Signature Print Property Owner's Name

20, Applicant's Affidevit {In the cass oF & Plasmed Daval apment application, developer shall sign belows:

I'We hereby csrtify that the statements furnished above and in the sttached exhibits and documensts
represent the date and informetion required for this evaluetion and that e fucts, stateme=nis and informalion
presented are true and correct to the best of rryfour kmowledge and belief  Further, should the stated
information be found false or insufficient, Uwe agree to retwn this form for eppropriste revisions,
understanding the City of Burksnk canniot process this form withi 2}l applicable mformetion is corrected or
provided by the spplicant. L'We hershy certify that I'we have besn Jegally suthorized by the owner(s) to
present this applicction and to sign an beba)f all documents related to this epplication, incleding mmy
canditions or mitigation messures as muy ve desmed neceanary. {Note: When the applicant/developer is 2
corporation, pertnership, business, ste, a separete document verifying the authosization & sign for such
apphicent s required.)

UWe undarstend thers is no guarantae, expressed or implied, that any permit or application will be
granted. The Applicent/Davelopar shall undsrstand that each matter raust be carefully mvestigated and the
tesuling recommendation or decision mey be contrary o & position taken or implied in suy preliminary
discussions.

"We have read the foregoing and understand thet D'we have the buren of proof in the matter prising
under this epplication made vy me.

I/We declare under pennity of perjury that s foregoing is true and corraat,

Executed on . it » Califormia,
Dats ' City

Applicant's {Developer's) Siznanre Print Namne

Applicant's {Developer's) Signatare Print Nome

Pege 3 of4
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275 E. Olive Avenue, Burbank, CA 91502
P.O. Box 6459, Burbank, CA 91510-6459

CITY OF BURBANK -

Planning Di

CDD

_ VARIANCE APPLICA. .ON(_ 17 ™
Pursuant to Chapter 31, Article 19 of the Burbank Municipal Code

. Street Address _ 901 Alameda Avenne 2. ,Zoné»Rancho Commercial

. Applicant chueégee Attached

. Previous application granted or denied (date)¥ot Applicable

. Has an application for the variance herein requested been denied within the past 12 months?

Yes No X

Present use(s) _Warehouse/0Office

Are there any deed‘resu'ictions regulating use or occupancy of this property? None

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR A VARIANCE
There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applicable o the
property or to the intended use that do not apply generally to other property or classes of
use in the same vicinity and zone.

& variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right
of the applicant, possessed by other property owners under like conditions in the same
vicinity and zone but which is denied to the property in question;

The granting of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity and zone in which the property is
located; ’

The granting of the variance will not be conirary to the objectives of the General Plan.

PLEASE PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING:

L.

A general appiication, environmental information form, radivs map and labels (n
accordance with City of Burbank requirements) must be completed and submittéd with this
and all other land use/development applications.

Submit eighteen (18} copies of a plot plan, floor plans, and elevations to show alterations or

new construction proposed, drawn to scale and adequately dimensioned and one reduced
copy of the site plan (117 x 177).

Page 1 of 2



Variance Application

Page One
Question 3
Applicant is requesting a change in the following setbacks for this corner lot:

Reduce front setback of 25° to 10’ The sidewalk along Alameda Avenue, which is the
front of the property is 12°. This will assist in the accommodation of the pedestrian
friendly sidewalk approach to the entrance of the store and outdoor seating. This will
also be an inviting way to bring the neighborhood shoppers in through the attractive
visuals of the outdoor dining area and the large windows displaying the bustling
activity inside.

Reduce eastern side yard setback from 25 to 20°. The sidewalk along Main Street,
which is the east side of the property. is 16” (unusually deep existing sidewalk).

Reduce western side setback from 10 to zero, which mirrors the existing condition as
it is now.

We are complying with most of the rear setback, however we are requesting to reduce
the rear setback from 5° 10 zero along 20° of the rear wall. The rear property line is
245’ in total. The Applicant will dedicate 2.5’ along the entire length of the property
making the alley much more functional.

Page Two
Question 1
There are five zoning classifications in the Rancho Area. Only two of those Zones,
Rancho Commercial (RC) and Commercial-Recreation (C-R) require 25" front vard
setbacks and side yard setbacks equal to the front yard. These requirements only
affect a total of three commercial properties in alf of the Rancho area. (We believe
that this was to accommodate street frontage parking lots. We believe our building
will have greater curb appeal and will project a higher end and more attractive
image). The other two properties use the setbacks primarily for surface parking. The
applicant has chosen to use subterranean parking and create a pedestrian oriented
environment with landscape and hardscape in those set back areas.

Question 2
There are only two zone classifications in the entire city of Burbank which have 25°

- side yard setbacks. These setbacks are in the Rancho Commercial (RC) zone and the
Commercial-Recreation (C-R) zone in the Rancho Area. Within these two zZones
there are only three properties including the subject property, which are '



Variance Application
Second Page, cont.

affected because they are corner lots. The prescribed side vard setbacks for comer
lots in all of the other commercial zones in Burbank range from zero to 10°. Most of
the interior side yard setbacks are zero.

Except for the RC and C-R zones mentioned above, the rest of the commercially
zoned properties in the city have front yard setbacks of zero to ten feet with most of
them at five feet (see attached). This variance is necessary to aflow the applicant to
have ability to build similar to other commercially zoned properties in the city and the
majority of other properties in the Rancho area.

Question 3

The Whole Foods Market will be an excellent asset and addition to the nei ghborhood.
It will provide a new grocery shopping “experience” that has been well received and
highly acclaimed in other communities such as Beverly Hills, Santa Monica,
Brentwood, Sherman QOaks, Pasadena and Glendale. Besides providing an enhanced
sensory experience, Whole Foods will allow consumers additional healthy choices in
grocery shopping. Whole Foods is not a “me too” grocery store. The majority of their
product lines ARE NOT sold in Vons or Ralph’s, or Albertsons. They bring a fresh
new selection of brands and merchandising methods to the neighborhood.

We don’t believe that the reduced setback will hurt the community. In fact if anything
it will enhance a greater pedestrian atmosphere that will enhance the itvability and
neighborliness of the neighborhood. Because the store does not have s sea of
unsightly parking lots in front of the store, it will be more inviting for the pedestrian,
cyclists, or the equestrian rider. Whole Foods shopping is a “lifestyle™
enhancement over the normal “grocery shopping” chore.

Question 4

We don’t believe that the granting of this variance will be conirary to the objectives
of the General Plan because the Rancho Commercial areas are intended to encourage
and support the development of neighborhood-oriented retail shops and services. (The
Whole Foods shopping experience probably was never considered when the Rancho
guidelines were established because they had no presence in the region). It is the
intent of the Master Plan that development in the Rancho Commercial areas have
retail sales or neighborhood oriented services on the ground floor. The Whole Foods
Market will provide essential goods and services; AND unigue goods and services 1o
the Rancho area. Food products are one of the most essential and basic of retail
goods. The Whole Foods presentation and product mix will be a welcome choice to
the neighborhood shoppers.



Burbank Zoning and Setbacks for One Story Buildings

Notes
* Greater of 5' or 20% of building heignt

** Code does not distinguish comer jot It just says distance from street right of way

*** The ground levels of alf structures shall be built af the
front property lines for a minimum of 80% of the linear

frontage of the property within the MPC-1 Zone and within

80% of the linear structure within the MPC-2 and MPC-3
zZones

****Front yard setback is 10 on Riverside & Alameda, 5' on Main & Mariposa

Zoning Sethacks

Front - Side yard  Side Yarg

Yard i not Corner if Comer Rear
Rancho Area
Rancho Commerica (RC) 25 10 25 5
Commercial-Recreation {C-R) 25 5 25 5
Rancho Business Park {RBP) 5* 5 5 5
Neighborhood Business (NB) 10 0 10 0
Garden Office (GO S-10+* 10 10 10
Other Areas
C-1 5* 0 5* 0
Commercial Limfted Business {C-2} 5* 0 5* 0
Commercial General Business (C-3) 5* 0 5* 0
Commercial Unlimited Business {C-4) 5* 0 5* 0
Burban Center Commercial Retai] Professional (BCC-1} 5* 0 5 0
Burbank Center Commercial Limited Business (BCC-2) 5* 0 5+ 0
Burbank Center Commercial General Business (BCC-3) 5* 4 5* 0
Media District Limited Commercial (MDC-2) 5* 0 5 ]
Media District General Business (MDC-3) 5* o &5+ 0
Media District Cornmercial/Media Production (MDC-4) * 0 5= 0
Magnolia Park Commercial Retail - Professional (MPC-1) ore* 0 0 0
Magnelia Park Limited Business {MPC-2) o+ ] 0 0
Magnolia Park General Business (MPC-3} o 0 4] 0
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Shavit, Avital

From:  Mitch Powers [mitchpowers@hotmail.com]

Sent:  Monday, August 21, 2008 10:18 PM
To: ashavit@ci.burbank.ca.us

Subject: Development Review Community Meeting - 8/21/06

Dear Avital, '

First of all, thank you for a well-run and informative meeting tonight. 1 attended tonight's meeting spacificaliy
interested in Project #2006-105 at 501 W. Alamada (Whole Foods Market). _

While T am supportive of the plan to bring Whale Foods ta the neighborhood, I am concerned about the
increased traffic and how it might affect the Rancho. The street I live on now (Spazier Avenue b/w Chavez and
Victory) already suffers from drivers who utilize Spazier as a cut-through to Victory at sometimes very dangerous
speeds. I know that the addition of a destination like Whole Foods could possibly increase this activity.

I am writing my support of the Whole Foods development as long as appropriate steps are taken to curb the high
traffic this site may generate through our very horse-friendly neighborhood. 1 would even be supportive of "cui-
de-sacing" our street at Victory in an effort to minimize traffic (I know others on our street would support it as
well}. ' ,

Thank you for taking the time to listen to this email and piease let me know if you need any additional
information. Also, please add me to the mailing list for future information on development since I did not get a
chance to sign the registry when I arrived tonight.

Sincerely,

Miteh & Alanna Powers
326 W, Spazier Avenue
Burbank, CA 91506
818-846-1938

Express yourself with gadgets on Windaws Live Spaces Try it!



Shavit, Avital

From: Anne Peralta [sageent@earthlink.nef]
Sent: Menday, August 21, 2006 2:42 PM
To: ashavit@ci.burbank.ca.us

Subject:  Project No. 2006-105 801 W. Alameda
Importance: High

Dear Avital:
We are sorry we can not make the meeting tonight however here are our thoughts.

My husband and | are residents at 310 W. Elm Ave — we've owned our Rancho home for 12 years. | grew up in
the Burbank area {(attended Providence High). We both do business in the Burbank Community. | own a horse
and ride everyday. We truly love Burbank.

We are sorry to say but we are FIRM in our belief that the huge structure for Whole Foods would be a
DETRIMENT to our Rancho Community. We aiready have too many cars that zoom by fo get o thelr
destinations. In fact, just last week (8/14/06) we had a motorcycle patrol officer come to our next door neighbor’s
house to investigate a complaint our neighbor made about the current problems with traffic and speeders on our
street (our neighbor has two smali children under the age of 6}. Most autos cut through Elm, Spazier, Luige,
Linden and Chavez to access the intersection at Main and Alameda faster and vice versa (access to Victory).

Putting a Whole Foods of this size would certainty put more of a strain on our already crowded streets. Cars will
push through that intersection (Main/Alameda) to get into their parking structure. The streets that leac to that
corner can not accommodate the amount of traffic that would patron a store of this size. On Main (on both sides of
Alameds) there are bike/horse lanes. Too many times in that single lane traffic (while on my horse and in the
horse iane) - have | witnessed cars pass into these special safety lanes ta get around the traffic stopped for the
signal, etc. 1T IS SO DANGEROUS for home owners with horses, chiidren and other pets to navigate the streets
around our neighborhood as it is. Even Alameda Ave. with two lanes each way is already congested with
employees and consumers (for other major businesses). Why make It worse when you know vou have a delicate
situation with residents and their children/horses and pats aiready Hving in the areas adjacent to this site?

PLEASE DO NOT approve this building to encroach upon our freedom tg live and thrive in a community we love
so dearly. A Whole Foods of this size needs an area that can be easily accessed by consumers without impinging
on our residential liberties.

We suggest you consider moving this project to the Empire Ave area or something similar to that. There are no
adjacent residents or families to impact in an area like that and it is more likely to accommodate high volumas of
traffic without endangering anybody's safety.

The Burbank Rancho area is a large part of why the City of Burbank is considered so idvilic and charming. Pleass
iet the esteemed members of the Board know that we nsed their consideration and valued support.

if you have any guestions, pisase fee! free to contact us at (818) 915-6404.
Respectiully,

Anne Peralta-Gora
Roman Gora

§21°2006
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Shavit, Avital

From: Nancy Sherwood [minizoo@pachell.net]
“'Sent:  Monday, August 21, 2008 1:43 PM

To: ashavit@ci burbank.ca.us

Subject; Whoie Foods

Dear Avital,

As an almost 40 year resident of Burbank I ahve seen a lot of changes. I have seen traffic become an
absolute nightmare with no let-up in sight. I try not to even go out at rush hour and blessedly I work
close enough to walk to and from work if I please.

I think the Whole Foeds project would be an absolute nightmare traffic wise because of the location.
Alameda is bad enough during the moming and evening rush hour right now. With Whole Foods in
there it would be even worse. There would be people making all kinds of stupid maneuvers trying to get
into and out of the store. I live on Elm Ave. and people zoom up and down my street now using it as a
shortcut to Victory. With another big retail store in the vicinity I will have heck safely negotiating

the streets with my horses.

I have spoken with my neighbors and they feel the same way that I do. Most of my neighbors have
either children or animals to worry about. Please havr the planning board think long and hard befors
allowing this project to happen. We are so congested now as far as traffic is concerned. Please let me
know when we have meetings coming up as I would like to be able to plan on attending and speaking
my peace. Thanks for reading thus. o

Sincerely,

Nancy Sherwood

313 W. Elm Ave
- Burbank
91506-3317

8/21/2006



Shavit, Avital

From: LEE KALINSKY [kalinskymusicrman@msn.com)
Sent: Monday, August 21, 2006 9:23 AM

To: ashavit@ci.burbank.ca.us

Subject: Whole Foods

Hello Avital - I live in the Rancho section of Burbank, about 2 blocks from the proposed Whole Foods
location,

We'e not opposed to the market going into that location since I believe they are a responsible
organization, but if the market results in increased traffic on our street, Spazier Ave., we would want the
city to either put in speed bumps or ?

And of course, we are concerned about noise and air polution during the construction of the market. I'm
sure the city has regulations but we wouldn't want to hear noise before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. And
we would want dust, etc. watered down whenever possible.

Thank you,
Eli Kalinsky
430 W. Spazier Ave,

Burbank, 91506
Ikalinskymusicman@msn.com

§/21/2006



Shavit, Avital

From: . MW [LINEASFUMATO@YAHOO.COM]
Sent: Sunday, August 13, 2006 9:41 AM

To: ashavit@ci.burbank.ca.us

Subject: Project No. 2006-105

Dear Avital

I would like to indicate my complete support to the conditional use

variance permit requested by whole foods.

In addition, 1 suppert anything that will guicken the valuable addition

of WF tc my neighborhood at this locaticn.

everything they deo.
Please support WF
Michael Winter
1111 Chavez street

burbank ca

‘Rancho resident

they are wvery responsible in



Shavit, Avital

From: Debra L. Price [ﬁd!stx@charter.net]
Sent; Tuesday, August 22, 2006 8:45 PM
To: ashavit@ci.burbank.ca.us
Subject: Whole Foods grocery

Dear Avital Shavit: _

Although T didn't attend the meeting on August 21st, because of a work committment, I do
have some opinions on the matter. I am a 17 yr. resident of the Rancho and have seen a
lot of changes over the years.

I feel that the proposed applicant should follow all of the rules regarding the setbacks
proposed by the code of the Rancho Commercial zone. That no special variances be
granted. Itjust opens up a "can of worms" for the next person wanting to build something,
The additional permits: CUP types 21, 41 and 42 are fine and right in compliance with
the type of store that is being considered.

Overall in my opinion, this will be a assest to our growing affulent heighborhood in the
long run. '

I am in favor of this project..done correctly!
Sincerely,

Debra L. Price

715 So. Reese PL

Burbank, Ca. 91506

8/23/2006



Shavit, Avital

From: Carmen George [CG@mcc-construction.com]
Sent: Monday, October 18, 2006 1:57 PM -

To: ashavit@ci.burbank.caus

Subject: Whole Foods Project Alameda Avenue

Dear Ms. Shavit:

I've heard that Whole Foods is coming to Burbank, and | think this is wonderful news! | have heard many good
things about this chain of grocery stores and am excited to know that finally there is one coming to my
neighborhood! Though | am not a resident of Burbank, | live within walking distance, just about 7 blocks, of the
proposed site. My siblings and | went to elementary and high school in Burbank, | married a 20 year resident, and
now | work in Burbank, and tend to think of Burbank as my hometown.

| think that this project will provide more choices in groceries, as well as bring more competitién {lower prices) o
the other Burbank grocers. | want to take this oppartunity to fell you that my family and | support the Whole Foods
project coming to Burbank. '

Sincarely,

Carmen George
325 Thompsaon Ave,
Glendale, CA 91201 .

Confidentiality Natice: The infermation contained in and transmitied with this communication is strictly confidential, is intended onty for the use of the
intended recipient, and is the property of McCormick Canstruction or its affiliates and subsidiaries. If you are nol the intended recipiert, you ase hereby
notified that any use of the information contained in or transmitied with the communication or dissemination, distribufion, or capying of this
commurication is strictly prohibited by law. If you have receivad this communication in ermor, please immediately return this communication to the
sender and delete ithe original message and any copy of it in your possession,

10/16/2006



Shavit, Avital

From: Ivan Lofstrom [ilofstrom@charter.net]
Sent: , Thursday, October 18, 2006 1:58 PM
To: ashavit@ci.burbank.ca.us

Subject: Project No 2008-105

I welcome this proiact zand
this company to our neighborhoed.

Ivan Lefstrom
Burkank CA
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October 18, 2006 via email: ashavit@ci.burbank.ca.us
' and USPS

Ms. Avital Shavit
Assistant Planner

City of Burbank

275 E. Olive Ave.
Burbank, CA 91510-6459

Re:  Whole Foods Alameda Avenue
Dear Ms. Shavit:

 wanted to take this opportunity to introduce McCormick Construction Co. and let you know that
we will be the contractor on the Whole Foods project proposed for Alameda Avenue in Burbank.
QOur company has been based in Burbank since the 1870s and employs Burbank residents,
Over the years, we have built close to 2.5 millicn square feet in Burbank and have a wonderfui
relationship with the City.

Having grown up in Burbank, | feel that this is the kind of project that will enhance the Burbank
lifestyle. 1look forward o continuing our excellent relationship with the City of Burbank, and
hope fo coniribute 1o the community's economic growth. :

Very truly your , 7

4

Michael McCormick

President
-SAN DIEGO PHOENIX ] ’ LAS VEGAS
A4 Misrans Bennevard 5045 M. 12th Sheet, Sude 112 . 380 5. Vallay View Bivd, Sute 108
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- Shavit, Avital

From: Anthony Kelly [callthekellys@sbcglobal.net]
Sent; Monday, Cctober 18, 2008 8:40 PM

To: ashavit@ci.burbank.ca.us

Subject: Whoie Foods Project

Dear Ms Ashavit, :

I have lived at 1312 N Pass Avenue, in Burbank for the last seventeen years, When I heard that there
was a possibility of a Whole Foods coming to Burbank, I was so excited, as we do not have any Whole
Foods Stores in our city. Whole Foods would be a great addition to our city as they specialize in foods

that are organic, as other food markets don't. As well as variety we need competition to keep prices
down. Burbank badly needs this type of store.

Thank you for taking the time to take a look at this matter.

Yours Sincerely,
Margaret M. Kelly

10/17/2006



Shavit, Avital

From: Shawn McNeal [shawn.mcneal@uitramet.com]
Senf:  Thursday, October 19, 2006 10:33 AM

To: 'Shavit, Avital'

Subject: RE: Tom Davies re: Burbank Whole Foods Project

Heile Avital,

Thank you for the prompt reply and the information you have provided. itis my belief that the pending increass in
traffic, and subsequeni negative impact on the quality of life in the immediate neighborhood, will be substantial.
This is an unfortunaie disservice to the local property owners and-immediate residents.

Thank you for the oppertunity to express my thoughts and concems.
Best regards

Shawn

From: Shavit, Avital [mailto:AShavit@ci.burbank.ca.us]
Sent: Thursday, October 19, 2006 9:54 AM

To: 'Shawn McNeal'

Subject: RE: Tom Davies re: Burbank Whoie Foods Project

. Shawn,
Thank you for your commenis.

In regards to your concern for alley access, the project will be required make street improvements which may
improve the existing conditions and circulation along Main Street. The project is required to widen the street to
provide a two-way left hand turn pocket. These turn ianes may provide enhanced accessibility and safety for
turning movements into the alley from Main Street as compared to existing conditions. The widening wilt require
the applicant to dedicate 4' of land to the city and the widening will occur only on the west side of the strest. Your
side of the street will not be affected, with the exception of new !ane striping. A traffic study that was concluded
that there are no significant traffic impacts, with the exception of Alameda Avenue and Buena Vista. However, as
you commented, there will be an increase in traffic in the surrounding neighborhood.

Let me know if you have guestions regarding these improvements.

Avital Shavit
City of Burbank
Assistant Planner
{818) 238-5250
----Original Message----—- _ :
From: Shawn McNeal [mailto:shawn.mcneal@ultramet.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 19, 2006 9:04 AM
To: ashavit@ci.burbank.ca.us
Subject: FW; Tom Davies re: Burbank Whole Foods Project

Hello Avital,

10/19/2006



' had hoped to be abfe o aftend the community meeting scheduied for this evening regard ing the
Burbank Whole Foods Project unfortunately | have a prior commitment. | would greatly appreciate your
review of the correspondence that has occurred between Tem Davies and myself regarding the proposed
project. | am hopeful that you would be willing to discuss the points and concerns that | have

raiséd within this correspondence during the meeting this evening. Briefly, my primary concerns are
related to the north-side of Alameda resident's primary access to their homes via the aileyway located
next to the Chevron gas station on Main St. This alleyway is the only practical route most of these
residence can use to access their homes and the pubiic roads, and it lies between Alameda and the
proposed Whole Foods driveway entrance on Main St.

Please review the complete details of the situation and my concerns beiow. Thank you for your time.
Best regards,
Shawn McNeal

403 West Alameda Ave.
Burbank, CA §1508

From: Shawn McNeal [maltto:shawn.mcneai@uitramet.com]

Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2006 11:45 AM

To: Tom Davies' -

Cc: 'tcampbell@mail.ct.burbank.ca.us'; ‘mramos@mail.ci.burbank.ca.us";
‘dgolonski@mail.ci.burbank.ca.us'; "dgordon@mait.ci.burbank.ca.us';
‘jvanderborght@mail.ci.burbank.ca.us'

Subject: RE: Burbank Whole Foods Project

Hello Tom,
Thank you for your thoughtfu an‘d informative comments.

f do nat know what changes for Main Street the City of Burbank has planned but the physical logistics of
the street do not favor an enfrance on Main Street with regard to the local resident's access to their
homes, in my opinion. 1 sincerely hope that | am proven to be wrang about this once the store is up and
running, but ! am doubtful. . o '

[ 'am inclined to concluded that the City Planning Committee has opted for the increased jobs and tax
revenue to be generated by the Whole Foods Market project at the expense of the integrity and quaiity of
life in our insignificant fittle residential neighborhcod. This is simiar in fashion to those decisions
impacting the neighborhoods around the Costco and Empire Center projects. These businesses were
great additions to the community as a whole but a traffic nightmare if you happened to live in a
neighborhood near them. | suspect that your store wilt uitimately prove to be our neighborhood's traffic
nightmare.

Regardless of how many speculative studies you generate, or how much marketing smoke and sunshine
gets blown around, thé obvious reality is that if you make it increasingly difficutt/impossible for several
nundred of your immediate neighbors to get to and from their homes, the desirability, and therefore the
property values, are going to decline in the nsighborhood. This being the case, your store is not fikely to
be a very popular or welcome addition to either owners or tenants in the immediate heighborhood. Thess
peopie whether or not they become “pedestrian shoppers®, still need to have accessibility to their homes
and for their vehicles.

From your perspective, the residents of our neighborhood only represent a small percentage of the 2 mils
radius market your store will service. From my perspective, as a property owner, the desirability and
value of my property investment is likely to drop dramatically ance your construction project begins due to
the increased inaccessibility ta my home. -

10/19/2006



| am a proponent for progress and modernization for Burbank, | am in this instance however, neither
opposed to, nor in favor of your particular project. At this time | am simply concerned with the impact your
project will have on my investment and the overall quality of life in the immediate neighborhood. As !
mentioned, | hope that these concerns will prove to be unfounded once the project is completed.

I am aiso hopeful that you will appreciate my perspective and consider it when making your design
decisions in order {o minimize any negative impact your project may generate for the immediate
neighborheod.

Thank you again for the opportunity to express my opinions, concerns and suggestions. | am sincerely
hopeful that through proper planning and cooperation with city officials that your project wili ultimately
have a positive, rather than a negative impact on our neighborhood.

Bestregards,
Mr. Shawn McNeal

403 W. Alameda Ave. B
Burbank, CA 815068

From: Tom Davies [ mailto:tdavies@daviesproperties.com]
Sent: Monday, October 02, 2006 10:23 PM

To: 'Shawn McNeal .

Subject: RE: Burbank Whole Foods Project

Hello Shawn,

Thanks so much for getting back to me regarding the Whole Foods Market project. Your
questions and concerns were timed well because we received our first glance at the "official”
Traffic Study results late last week. Following our tedious review of the document, of the
potential traffic patterns and volumes of vehicles, our initial projections, based upon mee‘anga
with City of Burbank staff members, were realized.

At the very start of this project my team and I went to the City staff with this proposal for
the Market but stated that we did not want to proceed if the potential for massive traffic gridlock
or streams of cut-through customers in the immediate neighborhood would be the resultant
factor. Following their internal "best guess" review, they found that "yes" there would be an
increase in traffic, however, not too over-burdening, plus, not close to the potential traffic
massing if a large office complex was built on the site. They stated that the zoning could allow
about a 170,000 square foot office building (Whole Foods is 60,000 sq. fi.), and the morning and
afternoon traffic generated by this type of building use could be a problem.

We are continuing to meet with the staff in mitigating some of the traffic patterns to and
from the site, including eliminating parking on the west side of Main Street from Alameda to the
alley, redesigning the delivery area to accommodate the neighbors on the suwrrounding streets.
The city does have some changes planned to Main Street and I will mention your suggestion
during our next meeting. Unfortunately, we cannot accommodate your request for only one
entrance on Alameda Avenue. Whole Foods was very clear in approving this site that they
would need to have two entrances in order to have circulation and an alternative entrance.
Although the Pavilions center has most of their entrances on Alameda, they do have 4-5
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driveway openings. [ also do not want to enlarge the entrances on Alameda because this
would eliminate the "pedestrian oriented" feeling and instead replace it with a massive driveway.

Please know that your opinion means a lot to us and we appreciate the fact that you took
the time to let us know your feelings. I am hopeful that our response gives you some solace in
the fact that we are bringing a basic service to the neighborhood, a grocery store, while
attempting to bring the least amount of pressure on our adjacent neighborhoods. It is our desire
to have you as one of our "pedestrian" shoppers. Whole Foods Markets is very aware of the
environment and works hard to have their stores pedestrian and bicycle friendly.

We look forward to your support on our project. If you should feel so inclined, an email
of support would be greatly appreciated.

Very truly yours,

Tom Davies

From: Shawn McNeal [mailto:shawn.mcneal@uitramet.com]
Sent: Monday, October 02, 2006 5:06 PM

To: tdavies@daviesproperties.com

Subject: Re: Burbank Whole Foods Project

Helle Tom,

I am writing in response te your mailing regarding the proposed Whole Foods Market project to be logaird
‘at the corner of West Alameda Avenue and Main Street in Burbank, California.

[ have been an owner and resident of West Alameda Ave. since 2001 and would like to share with you my
thoughts on how the existance of a Whole Foods Market at the cormner of West Alameda Avenue and

Main Street will impact the traffic patterns in the immediate neighborhood. Itis my hope that my
comments will be confirmed by the findings of your own research and that you will be receptive to the
suggestioris | have made below aimed at improving the overalt traffic situation in the immediate
neighborhood. :

Those of us who reside in the buildings on the north side of West Alameda Avenue between Victory and
Main Street have only alley-access to our homes and garages. | would "guess"-timate the number of
driving residents/vehicles using this aliey-access to be somewhere in the neighborhood of 75 to 100
vehicles. :

Our alley-access is restricted to only one practical entrance/exit located on Main Street between the
Chevron gas station and the Teddy Bear Nursery school. This is also the only emergency vehicle

access point to our properties. Large vehicies must back out of this alley since the alley bends and
becomes too narrow to allow large vehicle passage. In short, there is no turn-around and the other enc of
the afley ports are both impractical and unsafe to be usad by a large number of vehicles.

Issues to be aware of

Alley Access at North Side of West Alameda Ave.

Access to the afiey is often hindered by parants dropping off their children at the Teddy Bear School in
the mornings prier to 9 AM and in the evenings between 5 Pm and 6 Pm. This traffic pattern is obviously
cansistent with parents with normal working hours dropping off and picking up their children. - You can
observe this on any normal business day. This access problem will only be exacerbate by more traffic on
Main Street.

Suggested Remedy

a) Petition the City of Burbank to designate the alley area (to the right of the Teddy Bear School in the
Chevron lot) from the curb of Maih Street and all along the length of Teddy Bear school to the entrance of
the main alleyway as a "No-Standing, Fire-Lane, Resident Access Only" etc.zane, if it is not already to
ensure that people do not obstruct access to the residents of the north side of West Alameda Ave.
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b) Eliminate the Main Street vehicie access points. Limit all vehicie access points of the Whole Foods
Market to the Alameda Avenue side of the project. This access format has seemed to work welt for

the Pavilions shopping center and wouid minimize the negative impact that the Market would have on the
immediate neighborhood. Main street is too narrow and difficult for residents to access from the alley as
it is. Again, more fraffic congestion will only make this problem worse.

Thank you for this opportunity to offer what | hope you find to be constructive suggestions io the
successful completion of your project.

Best regards,

Shawn MchNeal

403 W. Alameda Ave. # B
Burbank, CA 81508
shawn.menea|@ultramet.com
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Shavit, Avital

From: Davida Oberman [DOberman@financialtitle.com)
Sent:  Thursday, October 18, 2006 12:53 PM
To: ‘Shavit, Avital

Ce: 'sageent@earthlink.net’; 'minizoo@pacbell.net’; ‘cat@cdraamhomesbycat,com'
Subject; RE: Whole Foods

Dear Ms. Shavit,

Thank you for applying my letter of comments to the Whole Foods project. Just wanted to iet you know that t was
walking home last night riding my horse at 82M on my street Eim Ave between Chavez and Victory. A fruck was
coming down fast towards us (I wear neon vest and necn wraps for my legs and horse). | asked him to slow down
when he passed me and with that, he gunned his motor, reved up his engine loud, paiched out and sped away
scaring my horse to jump the curb of a neighbor's house and spinning around. Now, | ask you, do you think that
"nor horse” peopie that will be going to Whole Foods will know how to drive in an "Equestrian area"? | know that
this letter is going on deaf ears, | truly understand and realize that it will nct be considered...but, do | or someone
else have to be killed to bring attention to the equestrian district of Burbank and Glendale? Everyone closes their
eyes to our community. We are a smal community but very strong in our passions and beliefs. Which way do
you want our kids to go? | find everything at Pavilions that | need and the whole community finds everything that
they need there aiso. If | wanted to go to Whoie Foods, | would go to the Glendale store or Sherman Oaks. What
can Whele Foods offer us that Trader Joe's, Pavilions or the surrounding markets offer us? The old Vons location
would be psrfect. | know that this letter and comment is not going anywhere. You have set your minds to allowing
Whole Foods to enter our community. So be it.

Thank you for listening about my close call again. | have a great idea, how about getting on my young stallion*and
you ride the horse down the street, | will come fast towards you and gun my engine, give you the finger and curse
at you and have you thrown off of the horse on the street. Don't you think that would be a great idea? Then you
can teli me if Whole Foods coming into our community would be a great idea.

Thank you,

. Davida Oberman

From: Shavit, Avital [mailto: AShavit@ci.burbank.ca.us]
Sent: Thursday, October 19, 2006 8:17 AM

To: 'Davida Cberman'

Subject: RE: Whoie Foods

Thank you for your comments. [ will include your letter in the Planning Board report.

Avital Shavit
City of Burbank

Assistant Planner
(818) 238-5250

----- Original Message-----

From: Davida Oberman [maifto:DOberman@financialtitle.com]

Sent: Monday, October 15, 2006 4:45 PM ’

To: 'ashavit@ci.burbank.ca.us’; 'sageent@earthlink.nat’; 'minizoo@pacbell.net’;
‘cat@dreamhomesbycat.com'; 'phantomop848@yahoo.com’

Subject: Whole Foods : :

<<Burbark letter {o city about Whole Foods.doc>>

Davida Oberman

10/15/2006



Administrative Sales Assistant
For LA,  Ventura Counties
Ph: 818-557-1040
Fax: 818-556-2803
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My question to you is, “Do you live in this area”? Or are you the officials that live on a
quiet cul-de-sac in the hills and could care less about traffic, horses or accidents.

I just bought a house on W. Elm between Chavez and Victory. I own a gorgeous young
Stallion and I walk him down Elm to get to Chavez to Riverside to get to the trails. I
can’t begin to tell you how many times cars have come up on the back of my horse and
honk the horn at me. My horse jumps and rears up and spins on the street. Idon’t know
how many times I screamed, “slow down”, they in turn tell ME to “slow down” and give
me the finger....If you want to make a lot of money for Burbank, I suggest placing police
in our “horse district” streets.. . Now, you are talking making Burbank rich. A “non”
horse person has no idea the horror to be riding a horse and have a car or truck ram your
butt. Does one have to be killed in order to bring attention to our “small” horse
community and have a lot of funerals?

It seems to me that the old Vons market on Olive and Verdugo is alrea;iy established and
already had “traffic” surveys done when Vons moved in there. They would have more
business from the kids at Burroughs High.

If you remember correctly, a few years ago a horse was hit from behind with the dder on
Chavez at 65 mph. The horse was killed instantly and the rider was thrown 75 feet
forward. The rider is still in a wheelchair. Does this nesed to happen before you realize
that “non horse” people do not know how to drive in the horse district?

There should be signs on each street denoting that this is an equestrian district and to
drive slowly. Does a child or an adult need to be killed before you do anything about the
congestion in our equestrian district already? As corporate “businessmen”, you truly do
not care about the community, or the equestrian district that brings in revenue to stores,
taxes to the city and expensive homes. All you are worried about is Whole Foods coming
in and making a “killing”... Well, you will be making a killing, a killing of one or more
fuman beings. 1am not being over dramatic here as accidents have already happen to
horses and their riders. If I get one more finger pushed in the front windshield of the cars
that pass me, I will stand my horse blocking the street and cause a tie-up of traffic and
honking homns until the police come. Iam sick and tired of being cursed at for “walking”
my horse down my equestrian street where I paid through the nose to purchase a small
home with barns in the back for my passion and my delight and relaxation after work. I
will be taking license plate numbers down and calling the Burbank police for gveryone
‘that speeds and gives me the finger,

So with that, we all feel in our little community that Whole Foods would not be
welcomed here nor frequented as a “grocery store” by any of the equestrian homeowners

I'hope it isn’t one of your children who will be killed riding their horse down the street.
Better yet, maybe we should get rid of all of the horses for the children so they can “hang
out” at Whole Foods and sell drugs because they have nothing better to do then computer
games, play stations and drugs...That is 2 great idea, don’t you think?

I'rest my case. It is probably going on “deaf ears” but I had my say and you can take it or
leave it.,. o

Thank you,

Davida Oberman
(818) 482-6699



: Plan
October 16, 2006 ARNING Bivisioy

" Ms. Avital Shavit

Assistant Planner

City of Burbank Planning Department
275 E. Olive Avenue

P.O. Box 64508

Burbank, CA 91510-6458

RE: New Whoie Foods Market

Dear Ms. Shavit.

We have recently heard about the possible development of a new Whole Foods
market at the northwest corner of Main Street and Alameda in the old Martino’s
bakery location. We are writing this lefter to voice our support for this project
‘when it comes up before the Planning Board, We are glad to once again
passibly have a store in this location that is useful to local residents as the bakery
once was.

The Glendale Whole Foods Market iocation is currently the closest store to us,
and it would be so much more convenient for us to shop at one located in
Burbank. (We do try to avoid the Glendale stores as that City is not as shopper
friendly as Burbank ).

Approval of this development would add needed jobs within our community, and
continue fo enhance surrounding property values, while giving all of us another
great place to shop. ' .

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Codt oam ffioig—

Art and Karen Russo
1416 N. Ontario Street
- Burbank, CA 91505



htip/fwww.burbankea cra/planning/enviredocs.shtmi

The staff report will be available onfine by Friday or earlier 10/20 at the link below.
http:/iwww . burbarkca.org/planning/ :

Regarding the iocation choice of Whole Foods, the City is neither invoivad nor responsible for choosing locations
for private corporations. This applicant has told the City that the location of 901 West Alameda is the jocation
Whole Foods choose after extensive mariet research and that the old Von was neither available nor feasible for
their project.

Thank You,

Avital Shavit
City of Burbank

Assistant Planner
(818) 238-5250

From: Anne Peralta [mailto:sageent@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2006 11:31 AM

To: ashavit@ci.burbank.ca.us

Cc: 'Roman Gora' -

Subject: FW: 901 West Alameda - Whole Foods-

Dear Ms. Shavit, please pass this letter on to pro*)ide input to the Planning Board for the hearing on this
project. We truty appreciate it. '
Anne & Roman

----- Original Message--—--

From: Anne Peralta [mailto:sageent@earthiink.net]
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2006 11:26 AM

To: 'Anne Peraita’

Subject: 501 West Alameda - Whole Foods-

Hi,
The meeting is 10/19 at 5:30pm at 200 W. Magnolia Chamber of Commerce Exec., Conference Room

Attached are the pages written by Tom Davies. You may need to enlarge to read or thay should just
print...feel free to pass along to all of your neighb_ors. It's pretty important.

There are so many things about Mr. Davies letter that bother me but here are some that jump to mind.

On page 1, paragraph 5 - it is interesting to note that Mr. Davies points out that Burbank is "built out" -
well, yes, to an extent it is and that's why traffic has become so much more heavy in the recent years. Hs
aiso cites info from when Martino's Bakery was there about the number of their employees, frucks, etc.
and therefore our area has seen the kind of action that Mr. Davies proposes to have with Whole Foods.,
rowever, it can also be said that when Martino's was in operation — Burbank was also NOT "built oul" so
we were not deaiing with traffic and congestion we are dealing with now in addition to putting his Whole
Foods there. The information he has provided works both ways. _ '

Additionally, he refers to the deed restriction that Von's placed to keep other food/supermarket
estabiishments from encroaching on their business - he claims to want to give us a choice and we
appreciate that. However, we have Vons/Pavilions, Raiphs, Trader Joes, Gefer Farms and Golden Farms
alt with in a fight 2 mile radius. In my opinion, it's plenty of choice and all | can see that will result from
adding Whole Foods will be an increase in congestion and traffic. '

Idealy, the location of the old Vons between Verdugo and Olive (across from Tally Rand) would be much

better because it's already configured for supermarket use and has accessible parking and semi-truck
access. Trying to unload the amount of semi-trucks at Main and Alameda would add to grid lock and
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couid be unsafe.

He also states that the lower level parking will be dedicated to employees and employses are encouraged

to carpoal, bike, etc, However, employers can not mandate where their employees park and if the lot

becomes full (because customers will park wherever they please) the employses will park their cars in the

streets thus adding to our congestion. For Example, Wexier and Baskin-Robbins aiso provide employee

parking but because there are shady trees on Elm Ave. the employees park under them (in front of our

residences) instead of using the parking provided - visitors to these establishments do that too. If we use
~these two businesses as exampies...\Whole Foods employees/customers are no exception.

And, | could go on, but what concerns me is that Mr, Davies does not address our most important
concern - that this is a horse area and has been so for a long time. Valencia St. homes have horse
.property that borders the street to his business (Main) and they and everyone else who ride down Main
{on horseback) to get to the irails from Spazier, Eim, Chavez, Linden and Lutge will be affected. If Main
and Alamedza were not already so congested — why do we have traffic cressing guards at that corner and
positioned on Main at Cedar (across from the old Bexel Building}? Sure it's for the school children but why
would the kids need it if we weren't concerned about their safety in existing business traffic. By the way,
iots of people ride their horses after work - there is a real concern for public safety during peak traffic
hours. -

Mr. Davies has also asked for a quu'or license which puts yet another set of conditions into the mix. Yes,
we have VIVA's but we have made peace with that estabiishment because it certainly does not bring the
kinds of crowds that a2 60K sq t grocery store brings with 302 parking spacas and extended store hours.

By the way, if it is such an ideal place for Whole Foods - why do they need variances? As to his point
about putting an three story, 177K office building {within setbacks} at that location - while | think that .
building that would still be encroachment and dangerous for our residents, children and horses - |
do know that that type of business opens at 8am and cioses at 5pm (normal business hours). Whole *
Foods hours are 7Tam to 10pm and weekends - with most people stopping before or after work. This will
snsure that during peak traffic hours at that intersection - more traffic will become unbearable. We alreacy
have a supermarket of that size in our vicinity.

Mr. Davies says he is waiting for the traffic report. | say this: that although | would hope that the traffic
report will address and support our points — | KNOW in my heart that adding another business to such
an idyliic, family-priented, horse area is clearly not the best thing to do.

Nobody that | know of on our blocks (above Chavez) received Mr, Davies notice or notice about the
meeting.

Thanks,

Anne & Roman
{818) 919-8404
310 W, Elm Ave.

c¢: our neighbors
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Shavit, Avital

From: . Anne Peralta [sageent@earthiink.net)
Sent: Monday, October 18, 2006 3:20 PM
To: ashavit@gi.burbank.ca.us

Subject: FW: 901 West Alameda - Whole Foods-

+ Ms. Shavit, thanks for your correspondence on this matter. If possible please add these additional comments of
mine {marked™”) to the Plarning Board (for the record). it wouid truly be appreciated.

Dear Neighbors, forwarding inforrmation from Ms. Shavit on to you. Please review the traffic study link below and
now mare than ever your comments are needed. Please pass this info on.

"1 can't telt you how many countless times I've seen cars from the increased congestion on Alameda take our
side streets on Spazier, Elm, Lutge, Chavez and Linden in an effort to avoid the Alameda and Main intersection —
it's not just about Valencia. Additionally, | have seen cars traveiing on Main (fo or from that corner of Alamada and
Main) use the designated bike/ “horse” lane to get around/swerve around any car waiting to turn left or right off of
Main into any one of our side streets. A repaintad bike/horse lane and a coupie of yellow equestrian signs are
NOT going fo stop a car from slamming into a horse or pedestrian or bigyclist. :

We have ona badly maintained “equestrian” sign on Elm next to Main Ave. but 100 often in cutting through our
streets ~ cars travel upwards of 30 mph. These cars either do not see the signs or de not really understand how
their speeding and use of our residential streets impacts us in an eguestrian zone, Our neighbor, John Bresea
filed & report regarding the speeding cars (he has 2 daughters under the age of 7) and we have yet had any
action taken — this means that we're already having speeding issues without the added Whole Foods project.
Roman Gora has had numerous discussions with Jim and Mike Moss and now with Ken, traffic supervisor in
Public Works regarding the need for improved equestrian signs and aids for EIm, Spazier, Lutge, Chavez and
Linden to help protsct us from traffic/speeders veering off Alameda Ave and Mair.

And, yes, | know OUR City is neither involved nor responsible for choosing locations for private corporations — my
suggestion of the old Vons is to illusirate the difference between granting variance to this particular project in this
delicate Rancho/Family area and putting the business where it is best suited or something similar to it.

Thanks, Anne & Roman
310 W, Eim Ave.
{B18) 919-6404

GG our neighbors

————— Original Message-----

From: Shavit, Avitai [mailto:AShavit@ci.burbank.ca.us]
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2006 12:08 PM

To: 'Anne Peralta'

Cc: |, Joy

Subject: RE: 901 West Alameda - Whole Foods-

I wouid like to thank you for you comments and § will add them fo the staff report that will be provided to the
Flanning Board before the hearing.

In terms of notice for the meeting this Thursday, the City sent cut notices last week and anyone withir a 1000’
radius of the project should be receiving them today or tomorrow if they haven't already. This is not a City requirad
meeting; however the appiicant wanted another opportunity to meet with the community regarding this project.

In response to the issues you raised regarding Tom Davies Istter, | would like to refer you to the traffic siudy
which comments on equestrian access and traffic issues. it is available online at the iink below.
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Eguestrian Trails, Tnc.o

13741 Foothill Boulevard, Suite 100
Sylmar, California 91342
{818) 362-6818 » FAX (B18) 362-9443
ETI@1stnetusa.com

ORGANIZED 1844

October 16, 2006

Mr. Greg Herrmann

Chief Assistant Community Development Director
275 E. Olive Avenue

P.O. Box 6459 B

Burbank, CA 91510-6459

RE: Project No. 2006-105
901 W. Alameda Avenue
Response to Mitigated Negative Declaration

Dear Mr. Herrmann,

I am the National Trail Coordinator for Equestrian Trails Incorporated and have worked

* with equestrian residents of the Burbank Rancho over the years to maintain it as a healthy
urban horse keeping neighborhood. I have boarded my horses in the Rancho, and ridden
the trails around the Los Angeles Equestrian Center and in the Park for over twenty years.
Many factors contribute to that unique way of life, especially the avoidance of serious
and avoidable conflicts between riders, their mounts and other urban factors.

As Trail Coordinator my overwhelming concern alf these years has been the public’s
safety in continued access to the trails, and use of the trails.

The MND for this project is inadequate.

First of all, a fair arcument can be made that Whole Foods is not a supermarket in the
conventional sense that a plus the traffic of the equestrians themselves both as
participants and as audience for these events. Vons or Ralphs is. The existing WFs are
highly congested. They are better located in commercial districts, not adjacent to single
family neighborhoods. The traffic study should be required to assess other WF markets,
at holiday time with the added unique nature of the Burbank Rancho as an equestrian
neighborhood and the LAEC activities also taken in to account.

Second, the traffic analysis failed to assess the frequent and large equestrian events
conducted at the LAEC, including the movement and circulation of large trucks, trucks
and trailers. Also, the daily service traffic equestrian owners, and of 18 wheeler trucks
delivering hay and goods. _ -

ANON-PROFIT ORGANIZATION Dadicated to Equine Legislation, Good Horsesmanship, the Acquisition and Preservation of Trails



Third, the traffic counts themselves were conducted on one summer mid-week day (all
but two intersections were counted on June 6, 2006, a Wednesday). They failed to
consider not only the weekly equestrian events at the Center, but also the Center’s
significant and major events, e.g., the Grand Prix, Bill Pickens rodeo, Gay rodeo, etc.,
pius the traffic of the equestrians themselves both as participants and as audience for
these events.,

- A mid-week, summer count of existing conditions failed to capture a worst case situation
and failed to account for rigs and trailers.

Fourth, where is the assessment of Main Street and Valencia? Since Valencia Street, a
local street, is part of the Rancho and shares its equestrian land uses and the traffic
analysis failed to consider the impacts of cut-through traffic from the Main Street
driveway, a fair argument can be made that the community will be divided by the
impacts from Whole Foods operations.

Future patrons — as a matter of convenience — and to avoid the Main Street/Alameda
intersection — will cut through on Valencia. This will not only cause traffic/rider
conflicts, but it will serve to divide the cormmunity, a land use impact. Property owners
with back vard barns ride horses in lanes next to vehicular traffic on the street. There isa
“suggestion” that more trips than anticipated may cut through on Valencia, that Victory
Blvd could in the future have a median installed. This suggestion will not do; the traffic
study inadequately failed to analyze the Main Street/Valencia intersection and failed to
account for traffic movement along it (including delivery trucks).

Fifth, Main Street is the main north-south trail to the LAEC, perimeter trail and Griffith
Park. The MND failed to mitigate the off-site impacts of additional peak hour and daily
trips along Main Street to the perimeter trail. A little sign warning motorists of the
possibility of horses is hardly adequate and casily ignored in heavy traffic, putting
equestrians at considerable and unacceptable danger from collisions with busy motorists.

Finally, excavation, hauling and construction (including noise) impacts on the Valencia

and Main Street trail was not addressed. While the MND discusses working out the han! '
route and other construction details, CEQA does not permit deferral of mitigation.

Sincerely,

MUM

Lynn Bfown
323-876-6858

0CT 19 2006

..




Seprember 2008

Dea.r Burbanlk Residznrs;

Most of you are probably familiar with Whole Foods Markets, the world’s leading narural
and organic supermarker. I am writing 1o you for your support in building Burbank’s own
Whole Foods Market located on the northwest corner of Alameda Avenue and Main Street.

For those of you not familiar with this grocet, the Whole Foods Marker company has been
named by FORTUNE magazine as one of the “100 Best Companies te Work For” in America
every year since the list's inception nine years ago. Besides happy employees, they have some of the
highest product standards in the industry, are secially responsible and give five percent of profirs to
local charities. '

Currently, there is 2 Whole Foods Marker located in Glendale and one in Sherman Oakes.
Ideally, because our rﬁa.rkct is located between these two, there should not be & grear inereass in
raffic flow due to people coming from ouside our immedizte erea. The store will have plency of
parking—iwo levels of subterranean parking with elevators, escalators and cart conveyors 1o serve
all Aoors. The building’s design, by one of LA's leading archirectural firms, will reflect our Southern
California lifsstyle with overhanging crellises, patios and lush landscaping,

We are now szelking approvals from the City of Burbank and that is where you come in. We
had 2 neighborhood meeting and a voluntary Cicy Sponsored Community meeting to present our
preject for review 1o the immediate neighbors. Because this market will serve all of Burbank, we
are now expanding our reach and we want to hear from you in osder to make this an outstanding

market and shopping experience.

QOwr project goes before the Planning Board in lare October and we are hopefil that with our

extra efforts, project revisions and your support we will be approved and breaking ground in early
L 2007 with Burbanks own, Whele Foods Market.

-

Please rake 2 moment to 2maif me your ideas and support, or complete the survey card
artached. If you would like additional informartion on the project, please zmail me and let me
know when would be the best time to reach you.

Very truly yours,
Tom Davies

wdavies@daviesproperties.com
818.566.9696 fax

Your opinion marters, please respond 1o us.

2 Isupport the Whole Foods Market Burbank Project.

T Please send me more informartion.

MName

Addzess

Ciy Zip
E-Mail Fax

These responses shall remain the properry of Duries Propertics tad may be orwarded w the Cirv of Buzhank maff and possibiy be made & ozt of the EX H I B l l ( : f‘
Public Record.
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Rancho Review Board
Bill Scollon
Development Review Comments

Project #2006-105 Development Review, Conditional Use Permit and Variance
Whole Foods Market, 501 W. Alameda Street
PROJECT: Construct new grocery store

ZONE: Rancho Commercial

CODE COMMENTS:
L. Five foot setbacks are required for side and rear and should be insisted on. [Sec. 31-2433 C. 2(c)]
2. West-and North elevations should be more attractive and design guidelines enforced. [31-2435
(a) and (b)]
OTHER CONCERNS/COMMENTS:
1. Concerned about traffic issues: Bottleneck at intersection Main & Alameda; truck and customer
cut-through on Valencia St. residents and school children; truck traffic on Kenmere Street, which
~ is narrow and where package delivery trucks or production vehicles often double park.

2. May simply be a too ambitious project for that site.

3. However, I think that if design and traffic issues can be resolved, this would be a good addition
to the area. :

EXHIBIT C 3.



RANCHQ REVIEW BOARD
Julianne Johnson
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMENTS

Project No. 2006-165 Development Review
901 Alameda Investors LLC
Whole Foods Development Proposal

PROJECT: Proposal is to demolish an existing office building “Captions, Inc” and replace it

ZONE:

with a 60,000 sq. f. grocery/retail store “Whole Foods”.

The property is zoned RC Rancho Commercial

CODE COMMENTS:

l.

[

I cannot tell from the building plans what color is intended to be used for the building finishes.
[§31-2435(c)]

I cannot tell how the introduction of a third large food chain marketplace within this area of the
Rancho will encourage and support the development of the community. {§31-2428 Purpose]

The plans seem to indicate code is being followed in the architectural design. '[§3 1-2435 (a))]

OTHER CONCERNS/CODE ISSUES:

I3

[¥3 )

The construction of this structure’s proposed 2 level subterranean parking will substantially impact
the surrounding homes and businesses.

The increased traffic from a retail/grocery store with shoppers going in and out 21l day long will
significantly change the dynamics of this prominent intersection in the Rancho.

This area of the Rancho is already serviced by two other large chain shopping centers and. the
introduction of another such chain is redundant to the needs of the community.



RANCHO REVIEW BOARD
MARVA-LEA KORNBLATT
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMENTS

Project No 2006-105 Development Review
901 W. Alameda Ave. - Whole Foods Market
901 W, Alameda Ave. [nvestors LLC - Applicants

Project: Demolish existing buildings and construct a 60,000
' square foot Whole Foods grocery store with two levels
of subterranean parking

Zone: RC -Rancho Commercial

Code Comments:

1. Setback requirements have not been met and applicant will need to seek a variance.

I can't find that granting a setback variance is in the best interests of the surrounding
neighborhood.

2. i woulid need to see a more complete landscaping plan to determine it's adequacy or

if it meets the requirements of code.

3. While the code address the location of light standards, it ieaves unanswered the question ¢
the impact of lighting on the adjacent single family neighborhood.

Comments:

When | served on the Rancho Master Pltan Commitee, the concept for Ranche Commercial
zoning was a low impact coliection of two or three story buildings, broken up with surface
parking and gensarous landscaping. The emphasis was to create a group of small retail

and service oriented businesses that would minimize traffic impact on the surrounding
residential neighborhood. The Whole Foods project is exactly the type of development

the committee sought fo avoid. ['ve tried, without success, to find out how the permitted
used under Rancho Commercial came to include Grocery/Market, as no such use was part
of the Master Plan that was submitted to the City Council for approval. The burdens that

a project of this size will place on the neighborhood are unfair and discriminatory. -

One of the conditions of approval for the Pavilions project was that a large market would
not be permitied at the old Vons site where the Auto Club now exists. The obvious point
was another large market would create a traffic nighmare. it seems to me that merely
moving the location of a market a block to the east does nothing to ease the original concems.
To the contrary, the proposed plans for ingress and egress for the Whole Foods Market
creat a dangerous condition. This project is grossly incompatibie with the adjacent

single family, horsekeeping neighborhood, as well as the close proximity to McKinley Elementary
School and the two private Pre-Schools.

[ urge staff and the Planning Board to revisit the original Rancho Master Plan and determine
why and how the Pemitted Uses for Rancho Commerciai came to be revised and if the
process was appropriate and that those who had the most invested were properly noticed



and given the opportunify for input.

l, as one Committee Member, would have fought

vigorously against any revision that would have included the potential for a project the size
and scope of a 60,000 square foot market and the obvious negative consequences such
a project would have on the Rancho community.



Project No. 2006-105 Development Review, Conditional Use Peimit and Variance
901 W. Alameda St. — 501Alameda Investors LLC applicant

Project: Proposal to construct a 60,000 square foot Whole Foods grocery store with
two levels pf subterranean parking which includes 305 parking spaces.
41,220 square foot Church Building, and add 25 parking spaces.

Zone: The property is zoned RC ~ Rancho Commercial

Code Comments:

1. The plan does not indicate the colors and materials that will be utilized for this
pro;ect [31-2435(c)&(d)]

Other Concerns/Code Issues:

1. Due to the parking requirements, high traffic at the intersection of Alameda (east
and west) and Main St. (north and south) may be a result.

2. Whole Foods would be a nice addition but I think the location is not the most
ideal for the size of the project.



Rancho Review Board
Bill Smith
Development Review Comments

Project No, 2006-105 Development Review
801 West Alameda Avenue — Whole Foods Market
901 West Alameda Avenue Investors LLC, Applicants

Project: Demolish existing buildings and construct a 60,000 square
foot Whole Foods grocery store with two levels of
subterranean parking which includes 305 parking spaces.

Zone:  The property is zoned Rancho Commercial
Code Comments:

1. There is not enough information from the applicant to evaluate structure
height [31-2425 (a)].

2. None of the setback requirements have been met [31-2425 (c-2-a, b, c)).

3. The landscaping plan supplied is noted as 'conceptual’ and does not
include enough detail to fully evaluate the project [31-2425(c-3-g, b, c)].

4. Not enough information has been supplied to evaluate compliance with
the requirements for walls, fences, sateilite dishes, flagpcles, antennas,
and light standards [31-2425 (c-6-a, b, ¢, d)]. '

3. No information other than elevation sketches has been supplied regarding
design standards [31-2435]. There is not enough detail in the information
supplied to evaluate the project.

Other Comments:

During development of these standards by the Rancho Masterplan Committee,
the focus was on minimizing large-scale deveiopment in the area around the
Rancho Marketplace development. The former Vons' Market site across the
street {now the Auto Club) was prohibited from being used as a market because
of impacts from that type of use. The site now under review was never visualized
to be a large-scale market. The only permitted use similar to ‘market’ was
‘specialty food store’ which now appears as ‘market’ in the permitted uses matrix.
I don’t know how or when that change took place or if it is an error but it certainly
was not the intent of the committee. This was intended by the committee to be at
most a smaller scale building with surface parking organized into small parking
court groupings buffered by landscaping on all sides. The proposed project is
way beyond the scope and scale of the intent behind the standards that were
ultimately adopted. )



Rancho Review Board
Development Review Comments
Project #2006-105

901 W. Alameda Ave- Whole foods Market
Zone: Rancho Commercial Zone

Rancho Review Board Member: Maureen Stratton

Code Comments.

t. North and West Elevations do not comply with architectural demgn It appears that it
does not have a pitched roof at these elevations.

2. The side yard on a corner lot is considered a front yard by code and should have a set
back of 25 feet. It appears a variance has been requested, [ have concemn of the close
proximity to Alameda both aesthetically and also creating a busier, denser area on the
Alameda side.

3. The maximum height is 35 feet. From my plans I was not able to tell the height of the
tallest portion on this building.

4. Landscaping- I see no landscaping propased for the West side (the side facing the
existing nursing home.)

QOther concerns:

1. 1am concerned that the West and North side of this proposed building does not meet the
code requirements of architectural design. I see a proposed flat box Iike structure on
these sides and no Jandscaping. I feel it is important to create an aesthetically pleasing
side building for 3 reasons:

a. The residents of the existing nursing home may have something pleasing to look
out of their winders at, such as Iovcly trees or flowering vines other than a stone
wall and

b. If the nursing home was ever sold and demolished, it is important that the West
side of the proposed building would continue to fit into the architectural design
and pleasing landscape of the rancho area, as it may be much more visible to all
people driving down or living and working on Alameda Ave.

¢. The side of the building on Main Street near the alley will be completely visible |
from the street and shoutd not look like a square box,

2. 1see that Sycamore trees appear to be the tree of choice in the Rancho Master Plan, but
these leaves fall and leave bare limbs every season. They are not as shady and attractive
a tree such as a Camphor. I would like to see an all year annual shade tree in instead.

3. Bougamwllea is native to California and I would like to see this beautiful flowering shrub
incorporated into the plan on the trelhses for instance.



T'am concerned that the traffic, noise and congestion of cares will create problems for our horse
boarding neighbors who live on the streets off of Main St.



RANCHO REVIEW BOARD
HARRY MC WATTERS
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMENTS

Project No. 2006-105 Development Review
{901 W. Alameda Street — Grocery Store, 901 Alameda Investors, LLC Applicant)

PROJECT: Construct a 60,000 sq. ft. Whole Foods grocery store with two levels of

subterranean parking on a 1.67-acre site; a total of 305 parking spaces
provided (5.08: 1,000 ratio). Demolish two existing one and two-story
light industrial buildings.

ZONE: Rancho Commercial

CODE COMMENTS:

1.

Front yard setbacks along Alameda and Main streets do not meet minimum requirement of
25 . [§31-2433 (c)(2)(a)]. ’

Side yard setback along the west side of the property does not meet minimum requirement of
10 ft. [§31-2433 (c)(2)(b)].

Rear yard setback does not meet minimum requiremerit of 5 ft. [§31-2433 (c)(2)(c)].

Front yard along Alameda is not 50% landscaped [§31-705 (c}(3)(a)]; however, if combined
with the front vard along Main, then this requirement appears to be met.

OTHER CONCERNS/CODE ISSUES: -

1.

The loading dock area and access to it appear to be inadequate. An 18-wheel big rig is not
going to be able to enter the alley expeditiously (i.e., without impeding fraffic on Main), even
if the street i§ widened to two lanes at this point. In addition, it appears trucks leaving the
dock will have to proceed up Glenwood Place and then turn right onto Oak, which is only 60
ft. wide and is heavily used by students and their parents dropping them off and picking them
up at David Starr Jordan Ir. High. Again, there is no way a large delivery truck is going to
navigate this street system without creating inconveniences and possible safety problems, not
to mention the issue of exiting back out onto Main, where there is a crossing guard at Oak
(and an elementary school just to the east), as well as a daycare facility directly across from
the subject site (presuming the city will not be so foolish as to allow such trucks to go

‘northbound on Main where they will add further confusion and turmoil to what is aiready a

disastrous intersection, Main, Victory and Verdugo).

~ The development of this store will pretty much finish off Pavilions, which was clearly

crippled by the strike. Is this a wise social policy for the city, i.e., eliminating what is already
a pricey retailer for the benefit of an even pricier one?



1

Traffic on Alameda is already heavy at many times of the day and will only be getting
heavier, now that the second phase of office development is nearing completion across from
NBC, not to mention the project M. David Paul is proposing for the site acquired from NBC
at Alameda and Bob Hope Dr. In addition, more and more drivers are learning to use Main as
an “alternate route” as traffic gets heavier and heavier on Victory, How much more can the
area absorb without turning into West L.A.?

If this project is built, it is my opinion the cars should not be allowed to turn left into the site
from either Alameda or Main, at the very least. This will avoid the flasco that prevailed for a
time at the Porto’s development in Magnolia Park.

. As currently proposed, this project equates to a site-coverage ratio of 82.5%. Is this

permissible per the zoning code? This is extremely dense, even considering the underground
parking.

I have discussed this project with several friends and neighbors. Their overall response has
been enthusiastic. '



SUNNY DAy Farw

1505 Parkside Ave. Burbank, CA 91508

Rancho Review Board " Development Review Comments

Jay Geisenheimer

Project 2006-105 501 W Alameda- Whole Foods Supermarket

Jay Geisenheimer Jay Geisenheimer ' Jay Geisenheimer Jay Geisenheimer
1505 W, Parkside Avs. L1505 W. Parksids Ave. 1305 W, Parkside Ave. 1505 W. Parkside Ave.

Burbank, CA 91506 Burbark, CA 51506 Burbark, CA 51506 Burbank, CA 91506



SUNNY DAY FarMm

1505 Parkside Avs. Burbank, CA 81598

I'have spoken to many neighbors about the Whole Foods coming to the corner of Main &
Alameda. There is an overwhelming positive reaction to this development. At the same
time there is an overwhelming concern about the traffic it will bring. In the last 3 weeks
there have been 2 big car accidents or this comner. In addition there have been 3 deaths as
a result of traffic on this corner in the last 2 years.. Probably this market will draw

customers from a 35 mile radius as does Empire Mall, There is a huge traffic concern for
this comer.

Entrances: The entrance to the market from Main Street is a horrific idea. Main Street is
one lane in each direction and cars irying to enter this entrance from the North and South
wiil compietely tie up the traffic to a stand still, My solution is to have the exit from the
store in its present location, with a right hand turn only, and the entrance to the store will
be in the middle of the Alameda side. The enirance will have one lane entering from the
west and one lane entering form the east. All market deliveries thru the alley way will be
confined to a 7AM to 1PM delivery schedule something every major clothing retailer in
the Los Angeles area adheres to. Having a separate entrance and exit and onlyontoas
lane street — Alameda — could help the ensuing traffic issues. Even a traffic light on Main
at Valencia cannot help becanse there is no room for a left hand turn lane in either
direction on Main.In addition there is the issue of the horse traffic on Main to the trails.
My suggestion for Valencia is restricted parking and a defined horse path preferably on
the sidewalk between Valencia and Alameda. In addition a defined light for horse traffic
to cross Alameda like at the corner of Western and Riverside will be helpful. And lastis
a flashing red light on Alameda on the North side just before the curve to slow the traffic

heading into the blind spot created by the curve before the light at Alameda and Main.
31-2417, 31-2425

Variance: Although I don’t agree with it I am willing to bend on this issue to have more
cooperation on the traffic issue, I think 20 feet rather than 25 feet is tolerable.31-2417

Landscape: Not enough native plants are being used in this plan. The hedges are awful.
There are many types of grasses that will grow and soften the sides of the building and
help give it a softer more rural and country feeling that is the aura of the Rancho. Grasses
like giant feather grass, star grass, fountain grass, lavender and agapanthus. And there are

many more of these perennials that flourish year round to soften the monolith feeling. 31-
2425

o Jey Géisenheimer
1505 W. Parkside Ave, ' 1503 W, Parkside Ave,
Burbank, CA 91508 _ Burbank, CA 1506

Jay Geisenheimer
1505 W. Parkside Ave.
Burbank, CA 91506




SUNNY DAY FARM

1505 Parksids Ave. Burbank, CA 91506

Architectural: 2 sides of this building are not to code 31-2419. This needs to be corrected.

Other concerns: The landscape is not wide enough and needs to be at least 5 feet wide.

There shall be na ticketing or gate in the underground parking as this will just slow up
traffic.

| Jay Geisenhesimer - Jay Geisenheimer
1505 W, Parkside Ave, 1505 W, Parkside Ave. 1505 W, Parkside ;6?’
Burbenk, CA 91505 o Burbank, CA 91506 Burhank, CA 91




Forbes, Joy

From: Ann Marie Tengan [amtengan@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, August 21, 2006 8:14 PM

To: joy forbes

Subject: RRB

Development Review Comments
Project: Whole Foods Market

Proposal is to demolish existing structure and build a 60,000 improvement with subterranean parking,
CODE COMMENTS:
1. The parking requirement has been met. Needs 300 spaces, 305 were provided.

2. Height requirement and color requirement: Usable to tell if these two requirements were met as no
detail in plans were provided. :

3. Design Standards: It appears that some of the style elements were incorporated in plan such as the
arches and tile roofs.

OTHER CONCERNS/CODE ISSUES:
1. Thisisa very large building for the size of the lot.

2, I think Whole Foods is the type of store that brings up the quality of an area, however I do not think
the corner of Main and Alameda is the right spot for it given the amount of traffic it will generate,

Project: Calvary Church

Comments

- 1. T'see no problem with this project given that only an additional 1,400 square feet is being added.

All-new Yahoo! Mail - Fire up a more powerful email and get things done faster.

3/22/2006
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F2=2 City of Burbank
Community Development Department

.......

Notice of Community Meeting

Notice is hereby given that on August 21, 2006 a community meetihg will
be heid to present the foillowing project to the public:

Project: Project No. 2006-105

Development Review, Conditional Use Permit, Variance
Location: 8901 W Alameda
Applicant: 901 Alameada Investers LLC

Description: The applicant requests authorization to construct a 60,000
square foot Whole Foods grocery store with two levels of
subterranean parking which includes 305 parking spaces.
The applicant is requesting a variance for the {ront, side
and rear setbacks to provide less than is permitted by
code. The applicant additionally is applying for a
conditional use permit (CUP) im,order to obtain a type 21
{off-sales general) a type 41 (eating place) and type 42
(wine tasting) alcohol licenses. The project is located in a
Rancho Commercial (RC) zone.

Contact: Avital Shavit
s ashavit@ci.burbank.ca.us, (818) 238-5250

This  notice is intended to inform area property owners and tenants of the
pending pioject and to solicit input in advance of the Planning Board public
hearing for this project. Persons wishing to provide input are invited to sither
‘contact the above staff person, or attend the informational community:
meeting at the following time and {ocation:

Date & Time: August 21, 2006 - 5:38pm
Location: 301 East Olive Avenue, City Hall Annex Room 102

\?bm—'"input will be used to analyze the project. The decisicn to approve or
deny the project will be made by the Planning Board during a public hearing
to be heid at a later date. Neighbors will receive ancther notice for that

meeting. '

The file on this matter and a copy of the Burbank Municipal Code are on file
in the office of the Community Development Departrment, Planning Division,
and are available for public inspection.

Cated: August 11, 2006

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
Susan M. Georgino, Direcior

EXHIBIT CZ°
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BUSINESS

5'YARD SETBACK
5'ALLEY PARKING SETBACK

~— 2.5' ADDITIONAL SETBACK
DEDICATION

177,940 SF

BUILDABLE
OFFICE
RC RC ‘ )
RANCHO RANCHO COMMERGIAL ~P.L. :

10’ PARKING SETBACK

—-P.L. _ 25' SETBACK @ 1ST AND
10' YARD SETBACK 3 2ND FLOOH .

30' SETBACK @ 3RD FLOOR

COMMERCIAL

NB
NEIGHBORHCOD
BUSINESS

.

LpL.
~——10' PARKING SETBACK

—25' BETBACK @ 1ST AND 2ND FLOOR
——— 30" BETBACK @ 3RD FLOOR

@0 NB
GARDEN OFFICE NEIGHBORHOOD
FLOOR AREA BUSINESS

18T FLOOR = 60130 SQ. FT
2ND FLOOR = 60130 8Q, FT.
3RD FLOOR = 57680 SQ.FT.
TOTAL = 177940
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FROM:

DATE:

R L 1 e p—

Memorandum = = ~visis

Avital Shavit 5 MIF -8 47 SR
Dave Starr, Fire Marshal

By: JL Martinez

08-03-06

- 901 W-Alameda Project 2006-105- DR CUR, Variance- - .- o e

ALL NOTED INFORMATION PERTAINING TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT SHALL BE
SHOWN ON PLANS SUBMITTED AS PART OF THE FIRE DEPARTMENT REVIEW
FOR APPROVAL. .

While there are no significaat fire code requirements for this project, the owner and the awner’s architect and/or contractor
are responsibie for ensuring compiiance with all appiicable provisions of fire life/safety codes. Failure to cite a specific code
requirement in this preliminary document does not relieve the applicant of such responsibility.

All iterns reviewed are based on information provided at time of review. The comments provided do not limit or relizve the
owner and the owner’s architect and/or contractor from the respensibility of ensuring compliance with all applicable -
provisions of fire/life safety codes. Such compliances may include but are not limited to fire department access for fire
fighting, inciuding fire department vehicle access, fire water supplies and appurtenances. Further reviews may require
additional requirements or limitations as the project develops and is not limited to the requirements prowded in these

LOomments,

ALL NOTED INFORMATION PERTAINING TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT SHALL BE
SHOWN ON PLANS SUBMITTED AS PART OF THE FIRE DEPARTMENT REVIEW
FOR APPROVAL.

For additional information or questions contact the Fire Safety Analyst or Fire Marshal at (818) 238-3473.

E)H%BET FIT



Development Review Comments

Department:_WATER AND POWER Division: _ELECTRIC

DR#_2006-105 _ Project Name:_ 60,000 SQ. FT. WHOLE FOOD MARKET GROCERY STORE

Location: 901 WEST ALAMEDA

Checked by:_Naveed H. Sedig Date: 8/8/06_Approved by:_Eid w1t Date:_£ Q_Qé;

Title: Electrical Engineering Assistant  Title: Senior Electrical Engineer

Required Information Missing on Plans

= Location of existing utilities within the project or adjacent public right-of-way.

] Dimensions/location of existing/proposed public improvements adjacent to project.

il The width and the location of all the existing and proposed easements.

1 Fully dirﬁensioned building elevations showing height of structure from natural grade.
3 Proposed location of the electric service panel/meters.

General Reguirements

O No permanent structures are allowed within the foot easement along the

X Aminimum_25"  x_ 15" clear accessible easement will be required for the installation
of a pad-mount switch.

E3) Provide a minimumn__14" x 18’ clear accessible area at grade level on undisturbed soil,

with easy crane access 20-foot wide and with 14-foot minimum vertical clearance for a
pad-mount transformer facility, '

O Provide a minimum X three-hour rated transformer room with unobstructed
access Jocated

£ Existing conditions or the extent of development in the surrounding area will require a
pad-mount transformer installation.

¥ Two4'x &' primary pull-box or a new manhole will be required.

£ Additional conduits may/will be required to provide for future needs.

EXHIBIT F'%



DR #2006-105
Service to the project will be from the existing customer-owned facilities,

Relocate the existing service to the rear of the

The applicant shall provide 5° wide recorded easement for the new underground
system from the property line to the switch and a 25° x 15’ easement for a pad-mount
switch. The developer’s surveyor shall provide a legal description of the easements,
which will be reviewed by BWP and then processed by the Community Development
Department (contact 818-238-5250 for recording).

The State of California Public Utilities Commission General Order No, 95 requires that
no building or structure be allowed to encroach within the envelope 12' vertical and 6'
horizontal from the existing high voltage lines along . The lines are approximately_,
_from grade. The actual height and location of the conductor attachment shall be
surveyed and shown on the plans,

The State of California Public Utilities Commission General Order No. 95 requires that

no building or structure be allowed to encroach within the envelope 8' vertical and 3'
horizontal from the existing low voltage lines along . The lines

are approximately . from grade. The actual height and location of the conductor

attachment shall be surveyed and shown on the plans.

The State of California Public Utilities Commission General Order No. 95 requires that
no temporary scaffolding, platforms or supporting framework upon which men may
work be allowed to encroach within the required clearance envelopes as stated in the
previous two comments.

Burbank Water and Power Rules and Regulations require that no open patios or
balconies shall be erected underneath any high voltage overhead conductor regardless
of vertical clearance.

Plans must be revised to avoid encroachment into the envelope as commented above.
Building elevations shall show the existing power poles, their height from natural
grade, conductor attachment heights and locations (all surveyed), and the described

above envelopes clear from any portion of the building per BWP drawing S-708
(attached).

The Burbank Water and Power fees for providing electric service are Aid-in-
Construction (AIC) charges set forth in Section 3.25 of BWP's Rules and Regulations for
Electric Service. Authority for imposing them comes from Article II of Utility Rate
Resolution No. 20,666 as last amended by Council Resolution No. 24,942,
AIC charges are to recover the actual cost of:

a) Providing and installing new facilities to serve the customer

b) Engineering

c) Conducting feasibility studies

d) Relocating existing overhead or underground facilities
Actual costs vary from project to project and AIC examples can be found in the Burbank
Water and Power "Guide for Electric Service".



DR # 2006-105

If any portion of the existing BWP facilities needs to be upgraded or relocated due to
the subject project, it will be done at the applicant’s expense.

Plan approval will not be given uatil an electric service confirmation is obtained.

- Contact BWP Engineering at (818) 238-3549 (residential) or at (B18) 238-3565

(commercial). The plans must show the pertinent information related to the method of
service as specified on the confirmation.

Contact BWP Engineering at (818) 238-3349 (residential) or at (818) 238-3565
(comrmercial) if the existing service panel requires upgrading.

For all new projects and for those projects where existing properties are undergoing
extensive renovation; the developer/property owner is responsible for the street lighting
system traversing the project. In cases where the existing street lights are supplied
overhead, the developer/property owner will be required to install a complete
underground street light system. Standards and Juminaries will be supplied by BWP, at
the customer's expense. A piot plan of the site must be submitted to BWP during the
initial planning stage of the project for street light design.

A load schedule and secondary service schematic will be required to determine the
extent of the electrical load requirements.

For multi-metered services ali numbering must be completed in a permanent manner at
all individual units and meter sockets before service can be energized. Contact Public
Works Engineering for unit designations.

For commercial and industrial buildings, outdoor meter locations are preferred. No meter
socket or service equipment shall be installed in any location not readily accessible from
the same property. When adequate exterior wall space is not available, a separately
locked meter room accessible from outside the building through one door must be
provided. The Department must be supplied a key to that room which will be instafled
in a lock box adjacent to the door. Future building modifications or other structural
changes shall not render the meters inaccessible. Customers shall consult the

Department for approved locations and obtain a service confirmation prior to any
installations.

The builder is responsible to protect any existing Burbank Water and Power facilities in
place. Power poles must be protected in place to prevent any movement of the pole butt
during excavation. Anchors must also be protected to prevent slippage or exposure that
could result in the reduction or loss of holding power. If these requirements cannot be

‘met, then no excavation will be allowed within three feet from the face of poles and five

feet from anchors,

Any trees planted in the area adjacent to the alley shall be of a type that will not grow
into the existing power lines.



DR # 2006-103
Notes

All electrical installations must conform to the Burbank Water and Power Rules and
Regulations for Electric Service (latest revision),

Contact SBC at (626) 578-3692 for any phone company facility conflicts.

Contact Chartej: Communications at (81 8) 847-5013 for any cable T.V. facility conflicts.

2dditiconal Comments

Please see the attached comments.

For additional information or questions please contact: Krystyna Kuszta, Senior Electrical
Engineer, BWP at (818) 238-3579.

APPROVED: e D. Bulyg

Dev D. Birla,
Transmission and Distribution Engineering Manager
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BURBANK WATER AND POWER SIS

DATE; August 9, 2006
TO: Avital Shavit, Assistant Planner
FROM: Kfystyna Kuszta, Senior Electrical Engineer, BWP XL ey
SUBJECT: PROJECT NO. 2006-105 CUP, VARIANCE, AND DEVELOPMENT

REVIEW

901 West Alameda

Burbank Water and Power, Electrical Division submits the following comments for the subject
project:

* Service to the project will emanate from manhole # 433 on Alameda Avenue. The developer
will instail two 6" and one 3”conduits, all concrete encased from the manhole #433 through
two new 4’x6’ pullboxes to an on-site pad-mount switch as shown on the plans. An
alternative option would be to install two 6” and one 3" conduits from the manhole 433 going
east in the street on Alameda Avenue through a new manhole just before Main Street to the
on-site pad-mount switch as shown on the plans. The developer will also be responsible to
install two 4” and one 3” conduits between the pad-mount switch and the pad-mount
transformer. The location of a pad-mount switch and pad-mount transformer necessary to
serve this project is acceptable, but shall be shown on all the pertaining drawings in a
consistent manner with all required working clearances (see the attached).

¢ Pole # 20928-B in the northeast corner of the property on the south side of the alley can be
removed when no longer needed.

» DPole# 100473-H in the comer of Main Street and the alley is in conflict with the proposed
driveway in the northeast comer of the property; please coordinate this matter with the
telephone/cable company.

¢ All substructure work including the switch pad, the 8'x10’ iransformer pad, the manhole or two
4'x6° pullboxes, grounding systems, primary conduits and secondary conduits are the
responsibility of the project and shall be done in accordance with Burbank Water and Power
drawings and specifications. Switch and transformer pads shall be at grade level on undisturbed
soil to allow for the installation of boxes underneath them. The applicant shall provide required
clearances for the facilities per the attached BWP specifications, with crane access 20-foot wide
and easy accessibility for BWP employees at all times. Vertical clearance shall be 14’ minimum.

* The service switchboard rating shall be limited to 3000 Amps 277/480 Voelt. Five copies
of EUSERC drawings of a switchboard shall be provided prior manufacture for BWP
approval. ‘Service shall not be energized uniess these drawings are provided. It may be better
to consider two-2000 Amps service panels with 2 normally open tie to prevent power outage
as a result of transformer failure,



BWP will provide a construction drawing and engineering support, inspect contractor's work,
install a switch and a transformer, primary cables, and metering devices at the applicant’s cost.

The developer’s contractor shall install secondary conduits and cable’ from a transformer to a
switchboard. This portion of his work shall be inspected and approved by the Building
Department inspector. :

The applicant shall provide 5* wide recorded easement for the new underground system from
the property line to the switch and a 25’ x 15 easement for a pad-mount switch. The
developer’s surveyor shall provide a legal description of the easements, which will be

reviewed by BWP and then processed by the Community Development Department (contact
818-238-5250 for recording).

All equipment locations and screening structures shall be indicated on the plans and must
meet the Community Development Department Equipment Screening Guidelines. The plans
shall include the proposed screening method, height of screening, material finish and color or
species of vegetation. All screen walls, which are a part of, or adjacent to, the proposed
building shall be shown on the building elevations. All screen walls detached from the
building shall be included as a separate elevation. Verification of submittal requirements and
recommendations for screening requirements shall be by the CDD Director or his designee.

The applicant shall supply a key to the separately locked, clearly labeled meter room, which
shall accessible from outside through one door. A lock box adjacent to the door for BWP
personnel access must be provided.

Per BWP Rules and Regulations, for all new projects the developer is responsiBle for the
street lighting system traversing the project. In cases where the existing streetlights are
supplied overhead, the developer/property owner is required to install a complete

underground street lighting system along the perimeter of the property in accordance with a
BWP issued drawing, '

The electrical design shall comply with California Building Code Title 24 energy efficiency
requirements and shall use wherever practical, surge suppressors, filters, isolation
transformers or other available means to preserve a quality of power of its electrical service
and to protect sensitive electronic and computer-controlled equipment from voltage surges,
sags and fluctuations. BWP strongly recommends the use of an uninterruptible power
supply (UPS) and a standby generator for critical loads of this magnitude and nature.

If no UPS and a standby generator are proposed, the developer and the tenants must submit a
letter, releasing BWP from all liabilities as a result of power outage and the damages caused
by that outage.

Power factor correction to a minimum of 98% will be requested to minimize kVA demand as
well as energy use. There would be a rate penalty for power factors less then 90% and a
credit for power factors between 90% and 98%. The applicant must use California
Nonresident Building Standard to consider and implement energy efficient electrical
equipment and devices for minimizing peak demand and wasteful energy consumption.

Fiber optic service may be available should the applicant desire it. Contact John Cassidy at
818-238-3656 for further information. )



* The developer shall provide %" conduit with 4-pair category 3 minimum communication

wire from telephone demarcation point to the service panel for the automatic meter reading
(AMR). '

* BWP landscaping requirements for transformer pads and switch pads:

Due to the natural maturation of trees and other landscaping elements, the following

requirements are to be adhered to: -

I. New plantings within three feet of the back or sides of the pad and within eight feet of the
front shall be of a groundcover type. This is considered the working zone,

2. Outside of the working zone, shrubbery is acceptable within eight feet of the pads, but
trees must be beyond an eight foot radius to lessen future root conflicts.

3. Landscaping grade shall be a minimum of five inches below the grade level of the top of
transformer pads.

4. All irrigation and sprinkler systems shall be constructed so that water shall not be
directed onto the switch, the transformers, or the concrete pads. Additionally, surface
water shall drain away from the concrete pads.

Landscape plans shall adhere to the above requirements, showing proper working clearances

for electrical facilities on L-sheets.

e Burbank Water and Power would charge Aid-in-Construction (AIC) to recover the actual

- BWP’s cost for any work related to the project in accordance with the City of Burbank Rules
and Regulations, A letter detailing these charges will be generated once the final design is
completed. _

* An electronic copy of the electrical site plan showing all the existing and proposed
substructures in the area where the new electrical facilities will be constructed (including
sidewalks and parkways information with proposed driveways, tree wells, etc. necessary for
the street lighting design) should be provided to BWP Electrical Engineering

(kkuszta@ci burbank ca.us) to aid the electrical design.

* A meeting should be scheduled between the applicant, project architect, electrical engineer,
and BWP Electrical Engineering as early as possible in the design stage to discuss all the
issues and to finalize the location of the facilities. A load schedule and secondary service
schematic will be required to determine the extent of the electrical load requirements. An
electronic copy of a plot plan of the site complying with BWP AutoCAD standards should
also be provided to BWP Electrical Engineering (kkuszta@ci.burbank.ca.us) to aid the
electrical design. ) _

If you have any questions, please call me at x-3579.

Attachments: Specifications for the construction of underground electrical conduit

S-462E Pad-mount Switch Details

S-330R Three phase Transformer Pad Details
S-615B 4'x6’-6” Pull box grounding requirements
S-458A Barrier post detail

Clearances for Three phase 8'x 10’ Transformer Pad and Switch Pad
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DR #
PD #:

CITY OF BURBANK
BWP ~ Water Division

COMMENTS FOR:
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT [

2006-105

N/A

Applicant: 901 Alameda investors LLC.,

Project Description: Construct 60,000 sq. ft. Whole Foods grocery store.

Locatiorn; 901 West Alameda

f)f Check

Zone:

ed: w%‘w—&—\ 8{7/0(. Approved: (,U O Mw 3/&:/(7(

Title Manager Water Engineer[ng & Planning ©  Date Title Assistant General Manager Dats

Rancho DR Agenda Date;

REQUIRED INFORMATION MISSING ON PLANS:

|

o

d

Size & location of water services (domestic, fire, type & location of the backflow assembly)
Calculations for sizing of domestic water meter and service {(See Attached Sheet)
Landscape irrigation plans for backflow plan check

Location of stub-out(s) for future connectioh[s)

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS:

m .

Temporary water for construction purposes only may be supplied from the existing

service at: Main Street only after the owner
or contractor has signed up for its use at the Burbank Water and Power, 164 W. Magnolia
Blvd., between 8:30 AM and 4:30 PM, Monday through Friday. The existing meter(s) and
box(s) are to be protected at all times during demolition of the site and/or construction.

Water may be supplied temporarily from a fire hydrant. Contact BWP Water Engineering at
(818) 238-3500 concemning fees, required permit and fittings.

The new water service, if required for this project, will come from a (n) 12 inch
main in - Main Street at a static pressurg of
appProx. 160 psi. '

Developer shall provide a stub-out to within 2’ of curb line at .o
to receive service from future main in I . A pressure Lot

-reguiator and relief valve shall be installed on stub-out if so required for original service. Cali

BWP Water Engineering for inspection a minimum of 24 hours ahead of time. Inspection is

Due to the system static pressure at this site, the Building Division requirements for a pressure
regulator are to be folowed in accordance with the Uniform Plumbing Code. ;

A copy of this Development Review shall be shown on the applicant’s plan submittal.



CITY OF BURBANK
| BWP - Water Division _ _
BWP - Water Division Page: 2
Development Review/Pianned Development DR: 2006-105
PD: N/A
¥  The water service for this project may be required to be provided with protective devices that

Q
a

prevent objectionable substances from being introduced into the public water supply system,
per Title 17 of the California Administrative Code. A $50 backflow prevention plan check fee is
due before the plans will be stamped, signed and approved by the Water Division. Both
domestic and fire services may require installation of backfiow prevention devices. Plan check
will take a minimum of five working days.

The owner or contractor shall contact BWP Water Division at (818) 238-3500 before the
building permit is issued. The drawings will be reviewed for adequate sizing of the service and
meter and will take a minimum of five working days. Domestic meter size shall be adequate to

provide the required flow, as determined by a licensed plumber or architect, calculated from
~ the number of fixture units for the proposed development, pursuant to the

Uniform Plumbing Code 2003, 6, Section 610.0. Prior to final approval and preparation of an
estimate by the BWP Water Division, the applicant shall obtain approval from the City of
Burbank Fire Department for appropriate fire service size and appurtenance selection. A
deposit will then be collected to cover construction costs for all required services. A minimum
4’x8' clear area, perpendicular or parallel and adjacent to the curb, or else on-site adjacent to
the back of sidewalk is required for fire services, which are to be installed in vaults witha
single detector check or above grade with a double detector check assembly. Make contact
early with the Burbank Water and Power, Water Engineering. Construction scheduling will be
based on date of receipt of the required drawings, fees and deposit.

if the Fire Department requires any new fire hydrants for this development, the owner or
contractor shall request an estimate for same from BWP Water Division by calling (818) 238-
3500. The full deposit for any required fire hydrant work must be paid before the Water
Division will approve the project drawings as their part of the building permit process.

A separate meter and service shall be installed for irrigation purposes only. When recycled
water becomes available in the area, use of recycled water will be required for all landscape
irrigation purposes. Pending recycled water availability, a backflow device will be required to
protect the potable water system. Please be advised that the recycled water system may be at
a lower pressure than the potable water system. If required, a provision in the design shall be
made for installation of a booster pump when recycled water becomes available. Upon
completion of the conversion from domestic to recycled water, the applicant will be required to

comply with all rules and regulations set by the State of California, Department of Health
Services.

A Water Distribution Main Charge (WDMC) is due. {Section 4.31 (a) and (b) of BWP Water
Division Rules and Regulations).

A Water Main Replacement Fee (WMRF) is required in accordance with Sections 4.34 (c), (d)
and {e) of BWP Water Division Rules and Regulations.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
The applicant shall be responsible for all service(s), connection costs, meter and abandonment fess.

For additional information, please contact Michael Hether at (81 8) 238 - 3500.
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Burbank Water and Power - Water Engineering

SIZING WATER METER AND SERVICE LINE

(Per Uniform Plumbing Code, 2003 Edition, Sections 610.0)

Owner's Name: Date:
Project Address: Agent:
Zone: Agent Ph.#:

(Home, Business,

Cwner's Phone #: or Cell)

Water Supply Fixture Units
Fixture No. of Fixture Units
Description Quaniities | Private Use| Public Use | SubTotal
Bathtub or Combination Bath/Shower {fill} o 4 4
" 3/4" Bathtub Fiil Valve 10 10
Shower, per head 2 2
Clothes washer - 4 4
Dishwashar, domastic 1.5 1.5
Hose Bibb 2.5 2.5
rose Bibb, each additional * 1 1
Lawn Sprinkler 2ach haad * p ]
Sinks
Kitchen, domestic 1.5 1.5
Bar 1 2
Bathroom {lavatory} 1 1
Laundry 1.5 1.5
Service or Mop Basin 1.5 3
Wash-up, each set of faucets - 2
Clinic Faucet - 3
Clinic Flushometer Vaive
with or without faucet - 8
Water Closat, 1.8 GFF Gravity Tank 2.5 2.5
Water Closet, 1.6 GPF Flushometsr Tank 2.5 2.5
Water Closet, 1.6 GPF Flushometer Vaive See Note 3
Waler Closet, greater than 1.6 GPF Gravity Tank 3 _] 5.5
VWater Closet, greater than 1.6 GPF Flushometer Valve See Note 3
Urinal, 1.0 GPF Flushomeier Valve See Note 3
Urinal, greater than 1.0 GPF Fiushometer Valve See Note 3
Urinal, flush tank 2 2
Bidet 1 -
Dental Unlt, cuspidor . - 1
Orinking Fountain or Watercooler 0.5 0.5
Washfountain, circular spray - 4
Mobile Home, each (minimum) 12 -
- Owner's/Agent's initials: Total Fixture Units
Distance from meter to most remote outletj:nhninos

Notes:

1. Appliznces, Appurisnances or Fixtures not inciuded in this Tabie may be sized by reference to fixlures having a similar flow rate and frequency of use.

2. Forfixiures or supply connections likely icimpose continuous flow demands, determine the required flow in gallons per minute (GPM) ard add R
saparataly {0 the demand (in GPM) for {he distribution system or porfions theraof,

3, When sizing flushomater systams see Saction 610.10,

4, Reducing fixiure unit loading for additional hose bibbs is to be used oniy when sizing wotal building demand and for pipe sizing when more than one
hose bibb is supplied by a segment of water distributing pipe. The fixture branch lo sach hose bibb shall be sized on the basis of 2.5 fixture units.

ror Water Dwision Use  Only

Pressure at highest outlet

Meter and Service Size (in)

Buliding Supply Line Size (in) Min.J:= 0




CITY OF BURBANK
PARK, RECREATION AND COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE

LOCATION: 901 W. Alameda DR#_Variance Cup 2006-105
DESCRIPTION: 60,000 sq. . Grocery store DATE: 8/10/06

@

2.

3.

4,

N

2
.

-8,

@

ALL STREET TREES SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 24" BOX SIZE.

SUBMIT LANDSCAPE AND IRRIGATION PLANS PREPARED BY A LICENSED LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT.

PARK DEVELOPMENT FEE SHALL BE PAID PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMITS:
$150./BEDROOM.

NO STREET TREES REQUIRED.

STREET TREES TO REMAIN: T

REVISE PLANS TO INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING STREET TREES: _‘: o

Number cf street trees to be determined when worklnq o '

_Drawing are submitied. - ~
i

ALL STREET TREES SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH DEEP ROOT BARRIERS.
Trees in grass shail be instalied with Arbor Guards.

ADD NOTE ON PLANTING PLAN:

if the owner elects to install the strest trees, he must contact the Forestry Supervisor, at (818) 238- -
~ 5343, at least forty-eight (48) hours prior to installation. Failure to contact the City for inspection and
mstailatron may cause the removal and replacement of the owner's expense.

TREEWELLS REQUIRED: On all street trees.

PROVIDE IRRIGATION BUBBLER TO STREET TREES.

PROVIDE AUTOMATICALLY CONTROLLED IRRIGATION SYSTEM TO THE PARKWAY,
REMOVE EXISTING STREET TREES:

FEE:
FEE:
FEE:
CONTACT THE FORESTRY DEPARTMENT (818) 238-5343 FOR REMOVAL FEE.
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
Plans must compiy with Commercial & Indusirial Landscape standards
Art in Public places applies.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CONTACT THE PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT AT (818)
238-5300.

Approvad; 4 rf,-, et 4,: ( SN g % e >

Park, Recreation and Community Serwces Department
Deputy Diractor Park Ssrvices
l — Fr—g—s

T'l
<
T:l



CITY OF BURBANK
275 EAST OLIVE AVENUE, P.O.BOX 8459, BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 91510-6439

www.ci.burbank.ca.us

PUBLIC WORKS
CEPARTMENT

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMENTS
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

ATTN: __Avital Shavit. Assistant Planner

PRQJECT NO. 2006-105 DEVELOPMENT REVIEW, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT,
VARIANCE

SUBJECT: Authorization to construct a 60,000 s.f. Whole Foods Grocery store with
two levels of subterranean parking which includes 305 parking spaces. Applicant is
also requesting a variance for sethack {o allow a 10 front setback for the building.

LOCATION: 901 W. Alameda Ave .// N ﬁ

- APPROVED BY: Bonnie Teaford WATE: August 11, 2006

TITLE: Public Works Director

ENGINEERING DIVISION

General Requirements:

» Provide topographic site information, including elevations, dimensions/location of
existing/proposed public improvements adjacent to project (i.e. street, sidewalk,
parkway and driveway widths, catch basins, pedestrian ramps).

< | Show dimensions and location of all proposed property dedications.
- | Show existing and proposed underground utility connections.

[ Submit hydrology/hydrauiic calculations and site drainage plans. On-site
drainage shall not flow across the public parkway (sidewalk). it should be
conveyed by underwalk drains to the gutter through the curb face [BMC 26-102,
BMC 13-117].

- Applicant shall protect in place all survey monuments (City, County, State,
Federal and private). Any monument that requires removal shall be re-
established as approved by the Director of Public Works [State of California,
Business and Professions Code, Section 8771].

B  No building appurtenances for-utility or fire service connections shall encroach or
project into public right-of-way (i.e. streets and alieys). Locations of these
appurtenances shall be shown on the bu:!dlng site plan [BMC 26-701.1 and UBC
Chapter 45].

KaominiDev Review\2006\0R,CUP & Variance §-105, 01W !AIameda do¢ 4 1
; ° "




|| No structure is permitted in any publfic right-of-way or any public utility
easements/pole line easements [BMC 7-104, 26-701.1].

K All unused driveways shall be removed and reconstructed with curb, gutter and
sidewalk [BMC 26-504].

|| Broken, uneven, or sub-standard sidewalk, driveway, pedestrian ramps,
pavement, curb and gutter shall be replaced to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer [BMC 26-501]. Contact the Public Works Inspection Office at (818)
238-3955 to have these areas identified after obtaining a Public Works
Excavation permit [BMC 26-501]. '

n Alt work in the City right-of-way must comply with Burbank Standard Plans and
must be constructed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. A Public Works
EXCAVATION PERMIT is required. The excavation permit requires a deposit
acceptable to the Director of Public Works to guarantee timely construction of all
off-site improvements.

The following must be completed prior to the issuance of a Building Permit:

Ml Dedicate* to the City for street right-of-way: a portion of the property adjacent ib
aliey frontage lying within 10 feet of alley centerline [BMC 26-1 08].

*Contact Real Estate Division of the Community Development Department
at (818) 238-5180 for information to accomplish this dedication

l Off-site improvement plans (in the public right-of-way) must be approved by the
Public Works Director.

M- Anaddress form must be processed [BMC 26-307].

The following must be completed prior to issuance of Certificate of QOccupancy:

u Resurface to the centerline of Main Street fronting the property per City of
Burbank Standards.

N Resurface the full alley width fronting the property per City of Burbank Standards.

n Remove and reconstruct sidewalk fronting the property along Main Street and
along Alameda Avenue per City of Burbank Standards.

| Remove and reconstruct pedestrian ramp at the corner of Alameda Avenue and
Main Street to meet ADA requirements per City of Burbank Standards.

u Protect in place or replace centerline ties at the intersections of Alameda Avsnue
and Main Street per City of Burbank Standards.

KaagmintDev Reviewl2006\DR,CUP & Variance 6-105, 901W. Alameda.doc 2



| Remove and reconstruct alley approach along Main Street with pertland cement
concrete and must meet ADA requirements per City of Burbank Standards. Alley
approach must be reviewed and approved by the Traffic Engineer.

Additionatl Comments:

n If any cuts are made on Alameda Avenue adjacent to the property, applicant' will
have fo resurface to the centerline of the street fronting the property per City of
Burbank Standards. _

For additional information or questions, please contact Ricardo Sanchez, Civil
Engineering Associate, at (818) 238-3954.

Checked by: __Anthony Roman Date: __August 9, 2008

WATER RECLAMATION AND SEWER

General Requirements:

|| An Industrial Waste Discharge Permit may be required [BMC 25-502, BMC 25-
503]. .

L If the Building Permit is pulled under the current rate structure, the proposed
development is subject to a Sewer Facilities Charge estimated at over $81,740.
The charge is due prior to issuance of a Building Permit [BMC 25-802, 806].

SFC = Proposed Developments — Demolition Credits
= Supermarket [$1,529/SF*60,000SF] + Eating Establishment [$8.601/SF]
= $01,740 + Eating Establishment [$8.601/SF]

(Note: It is the responsibility of the developer to show proof of the existing
sewer usage or existing developments so that the proper credit can be

given.)

M Every building or structure, in which plumbing fixtures are installed which
conveys sewage, must be connected to the municipal wastewater system [BMC
25-104]. |

| No person shall connect to or tap an existing public sewer without dbtaining a
- permit [BMC 25-301].

o Each lot must have its own connection to the mainiine sewer.

| Any connection to the sewer main line must be capped before a building
demolition occurs.

KaAgmin\Dev Review\2006\DR,CUP & Varance B-105, 901W. Alameda.doc . 3



Food Service Establishments are required to install, operate, and maintain an
approved type and adequately sized, remotely located and readily -accessible
grease interceptor. This project, due to the inclusion of a restaurant, will require
a grease interceptor to trap, separate and hold grease from waste water and
prevent it from being discharge into the public sewer per the requirements above,

A backwater valve is required on the building sewer unless it can be shown that
all fixtures contained therein have flood level rim elevations above the elevation
of the next upstream maintenance hole cover of the public sewer serving the
property, or a conditional waiver is granted by the Director [BMC 25-313].

For additional information or questions, please contact Lifan Xu at (818) 238-3932,

Checked by: Lifan Xu | Date: __August 7, 2006

TRAFFIC ENGINEERING

General Reguirements:

Concrete curbs and/or wheel stops shall be constructed along all parking areas
to prevent overrunning sidewalks, landscaping and structures. Standard parking
spaces shall be a minimum 9" wide by 18' long with a minimum 25'-4" backup
distance. Show all parking stall dimensions and access aisle widths. Stairway at
southwest corner of parking structure obstructs tuming movements between
access aisles on both parking levels. Remove, relocate, chamfer stairway, or
some combination of these options to achieve required turning movements.
Parking structure should show provisions for temporary shopping cart storage.
The convergence of ramp from Alameda Avenue and three access aisle will
create congestion because very difficult movements may be attempted, Create
two additional parking spaces between ramp and row of east west parking
spaces. Install barriers (bollards or curb) to make a triangular area to prohibit
parking and delineate path of travel for vehicles. Repeat this pattern on the
lowest parking level. At lowest parking level between ramp, and east-west row of
parking close off north~south access aisle with two parking spaces. Install
barriers (bollards or curb) to make a triangular area to prohibit parking and
delineate path of travel for vehicles. All off-street parking areas shall be
improved with signs, striping and paving. All parking areas and driveways shall
conform to City codes and standards [BMC 31-1417].

Parking spaces against walls shall be a minimum 10’ wide. End stalls shall be a
minimum 11* wide. Columns shall be a minimum 2' from end of parking stall,
Show dimensions [BMC 31-1401].

Driveway on Main Street to parking structure shall be a minimum 20 feet from
alley, or parking structure shall be accessed from alley [BMC 31-1601 & 31-
1607). i :

K:\A&min\Dev Review\2006\DR,CUP & Variance 6-105, 801W, Alameda.doc 4



[ This project shall require three loading spaces of a minimum 300 s.f. each and
should accommodate the largest vehicle expected to make deliveries. Delivery
vehicles shall not extend into public right-of-way. Access shall be such that
vehicles are not required to backup into aliey [BMC 31-1501].

| Applicant shall re-stripe Main Street to provide a two-way left turn pocket from
- Alameda Avenue o north of Valencia Avenue [BMC 28-405).

| Applicant shall widen roadway along west side of Main Street to provide an
exclusive right turn only lane in southbound direction at Alameda Avenue.

M Applicant shall re-curb all unused driveway aprons. One on Main Street and one
on Alameda Avenue [BMC 26-504].

n All exterior lighting shall be directed away from the view of drivers on public
streets [BMC 31-1420].

| Existing fraffic / parking signs in public right-of-way shall be covered, relocated
or removed only with the approval of the Traffic Engineer. Signs shall be
reinstalled to the satisfaction of the TrafF ic Engineer [BMC 29-401].

| No visual obstruction shall be erected or maintained above 3’ in height or below
10" in height in the 10" by 10’ visibility cut-off at intersection of street and alley.
No visual obstruction shall be erected or maintained above 3’ in height or below
10" in height in the 5' by 5 visibility cut-off at the intersection of street and
driveway, and-alley and driveway [BMC 31-1303].

n Ramps shall conform to Burbank Standard Plan No, BT-408. If ramps are in

: excess of 10% slope there shall be transitions at top and bottom of ramp. Show
section of ramp with all dimensions, elevations and transitions. Show height of
parking spaces under ramp at lowest level. There shall be 7" minimum required
for vertical height clearance. At boftom of ramp from Main Street provide a
radius to the west to accommodate right turns from ramp. Botiom of ramp from
Main Street shall be 25'-4" from east-west row of parking spaces to the south.

= The Traffic Engineer retains the right to restrict any and all street parking on
Alameda Avenue and Main Street for visibility and access [BMC 29-401].

| Applicant's provisions for a trash enclosure shall be submitted to Public Works /
Refuse for approval. Show trash enciosure.

] Applicant shall provide a traffic study for any required improvements to streets,
signals, striping, right-cf-way dedication, etc.

n Show power poles, guy wires, sireet lights, parkway trees, signs, water meters,
storm drain catch basins, and utility vaults. Plan shall show elevations of
property and street improvements. The plans shall show the property line

Kvidmin\Dev Reviewi2006\DR, CUP & Variance 8-103, 801W. Alameda.doc 5



dimensions. There are discrepancies of a few feet in length and width of
proposed site and the city records.

| All approved Traffic Engineering Division requirsments shall be constructed and
completed to the standards and satisfaction of the Public Works Department.

For additional information or questions, please contact Ken Johnson, Traffic Engineer,
at (818) 238-3865.

Checked by:  Rabie Rahmani Date:  Auqust 9. 2006

FIELD SERVICES

General Reguirements:

n Provide refuse/recycle enclosure specifications (location, size) [BMC 31-1 107].

| The recycling requirement shall be contained in the approved CC&Rsfora
condominium complex prior to Final Map approval.

For additional information or questions, please contact Rene Salas, Fleet and Building
Manager, at (818) 238-3800.

Checked by: Jim Villasenor Date: __August 1, 2006
Ralph Costanzo August 3, 2006
Ron Stoll - August 3, 2006
Rene Salas August 3, 2006

K:adminiDev Review\2006\DR,CUP & Variance 6-105, 901W, Alameda.doc 6



LT U DUEBAN
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMEN

275 East Olive Avenue, PO. Box 6459, Burbank, California 915(0-645
www.ci.burbank.ca.t

Date: October 3, 2006

County Clerk

County of Los Angeles

12400 Bast Imperizl Highway

Norwalk, California 90650

Dear Colleague:

Enclosed are the following, to be filed with youi‘ department:

Notice of Determination (30-day posting)

Certificate of Fee Exemption (Department of Fish and Game)
Notice(s) of Bxemptio.ﬁ (30-day posting)

X County Administrative Fee (Handling Fee)

X Notice(s) of Preparation of Mitigated Negative Declaration (20-day posting)

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincersly,
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT Q@D
@&6& 5 w\;\b
Avita] Shavit o \ C.\S'-“L
Assistant Planner ‘ 0\3
| A
enclosures \93 P&G '

ADMINIETRATION & ' BLibinG - HousiNG & CiRanTs - License & Cone S‘zmca
BI8.2385176 ' 818.238.5220 * #18.238.5150 T 7 518.238.5240
-PLANKING & REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY o TRANSPORTATION o WORKFORCE CONNEZTION
818.27£5250 * 81£.238.5130 * BIB238.5270 * 813.238.1085



PROPOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Inaccordance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1 970, and the Environmental Guidslines
and Procedures of the City of Burbank, the Lead Agency, the Community Development Department,
Planning Division, after review of the Initial Study, found that the following project would not have a
significant effect on the environment and has directed that this Mitigated Negative Declaration be
prepared. :

1, Project Title: PROJECT NO. 2006-103, VARIANCE, CONDITIONAL USE
PERMIT, DEVELOPMENT REVIEW FOR WHOLE FOODS
MARKET

2, Project Location: 901 West Alameda Avenue .

3. Project Description: ~ The applicant requests authorization to construct a 60,000 square

foot Whole Foods grocery store with two levels of subterransan parking which includes 303
parking spaces. The applicant is requesting a variance for the front, side and rear setbacks to
provide Jess than is permitted by code, The proposed sethacks for the project are a 2.5” rear
setback, a zero interior side setback, a 20° street-facing side setback and a 10° front sefback. The
applicant additionally is applying for a conditional use permit (CUP) in order to obtain a type 21
(off-sales gsneral) a type 41 (eating place) and type 42 (wine tasting) alcohol licenses. The

- project is located in a Rancho Commercial (RC) zone. The type 21 license is a standard permit
that many grocery stores obtain and the type 41 is a standard alcohol permit that restaurants
obtain. The type 42 permit will allow wine tasting in an enclosed section of the stors and will be

-incidental to the grocery food sales.

4, Support Findings:  Based on the nitial Study, which is attached hereto and made a part hereof,
: it is the finding of the Community Development Department, Planning
Division, that the above mentioned project is not an action mnvolving any

unmitigated significant environmental impacts,

The proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and reflects
the independent judgement of the City of Burbank. A copy of the Initial Study is attached, and
environmental documentation is on file in the Office of the Community Development Department,
Planning Division.

Prepared by the Community Development Department, Planning Division, October 3, 2006

%MM % A ? ORIGINAL FILED

TOB DSITIATR . . . 0uT 0 3 culb
Chief Assistant Community Development Director/City Planner

LOS ANGELES, COUNTY CLERK



10,

California Environmental Quality Act

Initial Study
(as required by Sec. 15063 of the Public Resources Code)

To be completed by the lead agency

Project Title:

Lead Agency Name and Address:

Contact Person and Phone Number:

Project Location:

Project Sponsor's Name and Address:

General Plan Designation:

Zoning:

Whole Food Market

City of Burbank -
Community Development Department
333 East Olive Avenue

Burbank, CA 91502

Avital Shavif, Assistant Plannér
(818) 238-5250

901 West Alameda Avenue
901 Alameda Investors, LLC
2225 Glastonbury Road
Westlake Village, CA 91361

Shopping Center, Rancho Commerical

Rancho Commercial

Description of Project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later
phasss of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for 1is
implementation. Attach additional sheets if necessary.)

See Attachment A

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: Briefly describe the project's sﬁrroundings:

See Attachment B

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or

participation agreement).

None

ORIGINAL FILED
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at
least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the followin g
pages. ,

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

O I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significent effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

M [ find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there

will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions ia the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be preparéed.

Ul I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

t1 1 find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
sigrificant uniess mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately
analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2} has been addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain
to be addressed.

L1 Ifind that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, becauss
all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicabie standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant 1o
that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

i R e Ly ofs o

Signature™| ah Date
(\ece Feagmpna - Citv of Burbank
Printed name : For

H:AWhole Foode- Alameda and Main\ceqa-is.2006-105.dcc Page 2



EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

D

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately

. supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each

.2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

guestion. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls
outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on’
project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
curnulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as
operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant
with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially
Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to
a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measurss, and
briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from
Section XVII, “Earlier Analyses,” may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process,
an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section
15063(c)(3}D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for TeViEW.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were
within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable
legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures
based on the sarlier analysis.

c¢) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or
refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific
conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources
for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared

- or putside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the

7)

statement is substantiated.
Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion,

H:\Whole Foods- Alemeda snd Main\ceqe-is.2006-105.doe  Page 3



8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead
agencies should normaily address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s
envircnmental effects in whatever format is selected.

§) The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance

Ri\Whale Foods- Alameda and Main\ceqa-is.2006-105.dcc ~ Page 4
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The project is located within an urbanized area of the City of Burbank and surrounded by developed
properties of varying heights. The project is proposed to be a one-story building with a maximum
height of 35° to the top of the pitch of the roof of the building with an architectural tower element at
the comer at Alameda and Main that will be 50°. The architecture wiil conform to the standards set for
the Rancho Commercial Zone which requires design elements that reflect the unique character of the
neighborhood. A building of this size and height at this location will not block any view corridors or
degrade the visual character of the area. The project will be required to meet all Municipal Code
standards with regard to light and glare. (1,2,16)

A R L A R

g i 4
CESE ]
}#"EJ UIMM«!F et

hraﬂgmﬂwgwm?w? fid
I
l

o T e K Tt !
gyefor:! ,G : Najaynsl g‘ G 7
Wo’%ﬁ% cuul it wﬁ?c@) ersmn, i

kel U R ﬁ&%ﬁf

W

I ml»m}l v T

o

The City of Burbank does not contain farmland resources nor any land zoned for agricultural uss.
There are no agricultural resources in the vicinity of the project. As such, the project will have no
impact on such lands. (3,4) :
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The site is located in the Los Angles County sub-area of the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). Los
Angeles County is designated as a non-aftainment area for ozone (0a), particulate matter (PM;o), and
carbon monoxide (CO) and a maintenance area for oxides of nitrogen (NOy), which denotes that it had
once been a nonattainment area for the pollutant. The South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD), the regional agency empowered to regulate stationary sources; maintains an extensive air

quality monitoring network to measure criteria pollutant concentrations throughout the basin,

State and Federal Apencies have set ambient air quality standards for various pollutants. Both
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and National Ambient' Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) have been established to protect public health and welfare. SCAQMD has prepared the
CEQA Alr Quality Handbook to provide guidance to those who analyze air quality impacts of
proposed projects. The handbook provides information on the types of projects that will not result in
significant air quality impacts as well as standard factors and formulas that can be used to quantify a
project’s air quality impact. The handbook also outlines standard mitigation measures that can be used
to reduce the potential impact of a project.

The land use components of this project individually did not meet the thresholds identified by the
SCAQMD as having a potentially significant impact. As such, the project characteristics were mput
into the URBEMIS 2002 air quality modeling program to determine whether the project would result
in significant air quality impacts.

H:\Whole Foods- Alameda and Main\ceqa-is.2006-105.doc Page 6




In general, the analysis of air quality impacts for any project can be separated into two phases:
construction and operation. The following thresholds of significance have been established for critera
pollutants by the SACAQMD:

SCAQMD REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Poliutant

Carbon 'M onoxide

NMitrogen Oxides

Reative Organic

Particulate Stlfur Oxides
{CO) (NOJ Compounds (ROC) | Matter (PM,y) (50,
Counstruction
Threshold (lbs/day) 350 100 75 150 150
Post Construction .
Threshold (Ibs./day) 550 55 55 150 150

Construction Emissions
Construction emissions are temporary emissions sources that result from construction activities

including, but not limited to, the use of heavy equipment, grading and hauling of dirt, and construction
traffic.

Total construction time for the project is anticipated to be approxirnately eighteen (18) months and
involve the excavation of the proposed parking garage, construction of a mew concrete parking
structure, and construction of the retail structure.

Based upon the URBEMIS 2002 analysis, it was determined that the project, without mitigation, would
not have a significant impact on air quality. Therefore, mitigation measures are not Necessary.

While construction activities for the project do not exceed the regional significance thresholds for any
criteria pollutants the project will still comply with all building codes to reduce fugitive dust.

Caré:on Monoxide

Pollutant Reative Organic | MNitrogen Oxides Sulfur Oxides Farticulate ;
Compounds (NO,) Co) (80, Matter (Pi),) ‘
(ROC) |
Construction
without Mitigation | 102.67 34,56 8.39 06 0.86 J
{ibs./day)

Operational Emissions

Operational emissions are the long term emissions resulting from 2 project. These include mobils
source emissions, such as vehicles traveling to and from the project site, emissions from power usage
by a building, and any point source emissions, such as smoke stacks that may directly expel poilutants
into.the air,

A number of project attributes contribute to reduced operational emissions. For example, the project’s
proximity to a many residents who may walk to the market and to bus stops all contribute to reduced
vehicle trips which, in turn, reduce air quality emissions.

Based upon the URBEMIS 2002 analysis, the project will not excesd any thresholds of significance
established for operational emissions by the SCAQMD. '

Hi\Whole Foods- Alameda and Main'\ceqa-is.2006-105.doc  Page 7



.}

Sulfur Oxides

| Poliutant Reative Organic | Nitrogen Oxides | Carbon Monoxide Particulate I
’ Compounds (NO,) (CC) (SO, Master (PAM 0 |
a (ROC} ;
| Operational , -
Emissionsd (Ibs./day) . 36.88 38.37 410.18 0.32 | 28.79 —(

Odors
The types of uses proposed as part of the project are not anticipated to result in significant

objectionable odors in the area. Any unforeseen odors from the site would be controlled in accordance
with SCAQMD Rule 402. (1,2,3,4,5,9,14) '
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The property is located within an urbanized area and has been previously utilized for commercial uses.
There are no wildlife species or habitats on the site. The site is not located in an area that is part of &
Habitat Conservation Plan or other plan intended for the protection of natural or wildlife resources.
(1,2,4,5,10,14,15) '
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All of the property has been previously developed with commercial activities. There are no known
sites or areas with historic, archaeological, or paleontological resources, ethnic cultural heritage,
human remains, or religious or sacred uses. (1,4,5,10,14)
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- The most significant faults capable of producing earthquakes affecting the Burbank area are the San
Andreas Fault, the Verdugo Fauit system, and the San Gabriel Mountains (Sierra Madre - San
Fernando) frontal fault systera. Thete are no known Alguist-Priolo Earthquake Fault zones in the area.

The project is not located on a geologic unit that is subject to landslide, liquefaction, or other similar
events. ‘ -

The project will be required to meet all current Building Code standards relating to seismic safety, The
project will be a one story building with two levels of subterranean parking. Considering the scope of
the project and the regulatory conditions placed on the construction; the proposed structurs will not
have any significant impact on the seismic safety of the site, building, occupants and the surrounding
structures. (1,5,7,11,16) ' '
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The construction and operation of the project will not require the use or transport of hazardous
substances. Beccause the site is located more than two (2) miles of the Bob Hope Airport, the location
and scope of the project will not interfere with existing air traffic or otherwise result in air hazards, As
the project is located within an urbanized area of the City, there is no expectation that the project
would be subject to wildland fires or similar natural event. The project will not impact existing
eIMErgency response or evacuation plans.(1,2,7,16)

e : i
e L
o
54 ik

Ehie)
Lt

Ll AR ki '
s
a5 o il

» ﬁﬂ af]li 5L _JBI'- l‘ Bl 11 ’_ k ‘FQ - 811
.
AL e =

RO ERE L
L

i

e

3 ;u‘& " Lt i -..--E ‘-“r _‘(-‘ 5.. HLal
e
oS n g

H:\Whale Foods- Atameda end Mein'cega-is.2006-105.doc  Pags 1




)

The project is subject to all applicable requirements of the Naticnal Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES). The types of discharges anticipated fom a this size commercial project is not
anticipated to result in violations to water quality standards, :

The project site is presently a occupied by a 43,000 SF post production commercial office with a large
surface parking lot and has a similar amount of impermesabie surfaces as the current proposal. The
proposed project will not increase the amount of impermeable surface on the project site as compared
to current conditions. Additionally, the project is not expected to increase the rate of flow such that
additional storm drain facilities are required. The grading and building activities on site will be subject
to all applicable requirements of the Building Code, Burbank Municipal Code and NPDES and will not
result in substantial erosion on or off site. -

The property is located within an AQ 100-year flood hazard zone that may have 1°-2° flood depths.
However, this site is currently a developed with a one story building and staff does not believe that the
project attributes would increase the risk of flooding that would affect the building or the surrounding
area. The site is not subject to, seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. (1,2,16)
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The propesal does not involve the development of infrastructure or other facili
existing comrunity.

e
e T T ]y

ties that might divide an

The subject property is located within the Rancho area and is consistent with the land uses and
infensities established by that Rancho Commercial Recreation Master Plan (RCRMP). The RCRM?
encourages the development of commercial projects that complement the surrounding residential
equestrian community in this area of the City. The area is located in “Town and County” section of the
rancho that is designed to encourage and support the development of community oriented retail and
service commercial uses in conjunction with professional offices. The proposed Whole Foods store
will serve as a food sales market, and a restaurant/coffee shop resource for the adjacent residential
neighborhood. Additionally, the proposed Whole Foods store will provide offices in the area with a
breakfast/lunch destination within walking distance and a place to shop for groceries on the way home,
The current zoning, Rancho Commercial, permits the use of the grocery store.

The site is not located in an area that is part of a Habitat Conservation Plan or other plan intended for
the protection of natural or community resources. (1,2,3,10,14)
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The project is not expected to cause a loss in the availability of known mineral resources. No actual
mineral resources are known to exist on the site. The project site is located in an urbanized area
designated for non-mining-compatible uses, and mining use is not required by any applicable state law
or iocal ordinance. The construction of the project is not considered to have a significant
environmental impact. These findings were made subject to, and in compliance with, the Surface
Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) of 1975 as amended. (1,2,10,11)
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The nature of the prOJect ‘once coustructed, is not such that it is likely to result in 2 significant
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity, The project, once constructed, does not include uses
that would require the operation of mechanical equipment that could be substantial source of noise
or vibration in the area. However, exterior construction activities could result in 2 temporary
increase in noise levels in the area. In order to prevent noise for affecting the adjacent residential
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neighborhood the Burbank Municipal Code limits exterior construction activities to the hours of
7:00 a.m. to 6:0C p.m., Monday through Friday.

According to the Noise Element of the General Plan, the subject property is located within a sixty
(60) decibel contour area. As such, California Code of Regulations requires that an acoustical
report be submitted for the project as part of the building permit process to insure that project
exterior noise levels do not exceed sixty (60) decibels.

The project is located more than two miles of the Bob Hope Airport, and thus it is not located in an
area that would be subject to excessive aircraft noise. (1,2,13,15)
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The project does not involve the construction or demolition of dwellings units. There are no existing
residences on the site that will require relocation or replacement housing as a result of the project.
(1,2,4,14,15)
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The project will not have a significant adverse impact on the provision of these services. The proj
will be required to pay applicable development impact fees for these services. (1,15,16)

ans 1
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This project will not increase the amount of residential density as it does not contain any residential
units; thus thers is no impact on existing facilities nor is-there a need for new or expanded facilities.

The project will be requu-ed to pay the park development impact fees that have been adopted by the
City. (1,15,16)
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The project will not result in a significant increase in the amount of impermeable surface on the
property. However, the site grading and paving activities will require the establishment o f few on-sits
drainage facilities. The project will be required .to comply with all applicable components of the
Natiopal Pollmtant Discharge Flimination System (NPDES) as well as the requirement of the Burbank
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Municipal Code regarding on-site drainage facilities. In accordance with the Burbank Municipal Code,

a drainage plan and hydrology/hvdrauhc study may be required for review and approval prior to
issuance of a building permit. (1,15,16)
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As defined in the City of Burbank Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, a proposed project 1s

considered to have a significant traffic impact at an intersection if the following two criteria are
satisfied:

* The addition of project traffic to an intersection resulis in an increase of 0.020 or greater in the
volume to capacity (V/C) ratio, and

* The intersection is projected to operate at a LOS E or F after the addition of the project traffic.
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While the project will increase traffic volumes in the vicinity, a traffic study cenducted by Parsons
Brinkerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. has indicated that the amount of increase does meet the City of
Burbank’s threshold of significance with the exception of one intersection at Alameda Avenue and
Buena Vista Street out of thirteen intersections analyzed for the project. In terms of miti gation for this
intersection the study Has recommended the following: '

* Convert the unstriped right tum lane into a shared through/right turn lane to provide fwo
exclusive left turn lanes, two through lane, and one shared through/right tum lane for the
eastbound and westbound approaches. The improvements require additional right of way which
has already been acquired by the city,

Additionally, the study recommends modifications to the proposed ingress/egress to the site to mprova
the general traffic circulation. The study recommends the following in terms of access to the site:

» The Main Street driveway shall be a full access driveway with stop controls at the drivewszy
egress and at Valencia Avenue. The Alameda Avenue driveway shall operate as a right out
only, stop controlled driveway, -

¢ The loading arsa configuration shall be reversed with trucks entering the alley from Main Strest
and existing from Glenwood Place tuming right at Oak Streef to return to Main Strest. Trucks
are restricted from traveling on Glenwood Place north of Oak Street and from using other

~ adjacent residential neighborhood streets.

The report concluded that if the recommended mitigation measure at Alameda Avenue and Buene
Vista Strest, driveway controls and truck access modifications are implemented, then the propossd
projsct shall not have significant traffic impacts. :

The project is not located in a manner that would interfere with any existing or proposed air traffic
patterns.

Overall, the project 18 parked consistent with cods standards at 5 per 1000 parking ratio and this
amount of parking is well above the expected demand. With the implementation of the recommended
truck route to the site there will be sufficient access for truck deliveries through the back existing alley.
The traffic study has recommended some improvements to the site that would facilitate truck
movements into the alley as well as the Public Works Department will require the plans to comply
with engineering standards for truck tiurning radii. The project site is located in close proximity tc &
large residential community and near a number of bus routes. As such, the project is designed ‘o be -
pedestrian friendly with deign features such as a sidewalk café that may attract pedestrian patrons.
Likewise, the nature of the project is consistent with programs directed towards the use of alternative
transportation (1,2,5,6,8,15,16)
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The project site is already served by utilities. No additional facilities, beyond new service connections,

are required as a result of this project. Any new connections to the County storm drain system will not

~ be of a scale to result in significant environmental impact or require substantial upgrades to existing
facilities. Pursuant to City requirements, the applicant will be requn'ed to prepare a sewer study 1o
determine whether the size and aumber of sewer connections is adequate. However, the City's
wastewater trcatmcnt piant will not be significantly impacted by th1s pro_1 ect, ( I 16)
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" The project site is located within an urban area on a previously developed site. There are no significant
natural habitats or historical/prehistorical artifacts on the site. (1,4,5,10)
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The cumulative impacts of the proposed project in conjunction with othar projects in the vicinity are
not significant. (1,15,16}

The project will not create any nuisances or other environmental effects that would result in adverss
health effects on the population. (1,16)
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. ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT 2006-105: VARIANCE, CONDITIONAL USE
PERMIT, DEVELOPMENT REVIEW
WHOLE FOODS MARKET

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

OVERVIEW: The applicant requests authorization to construct a 60,000 square foot Whole Foods
grocery store with two levels of subterranean parking which includes 305 parking spaces. The
applicant is requesting a variance for the front, side and rear setbacks to provide less than is permitted
by code. The proposed setbacks for the project are a 2.5’ rear setback, zero interior side setback, a 20°
street-facing side setback and a 10” front setback. The applicant additionally is applying for a
conditional use permit (CUP) in order to obtain & type 21 (off-sales general) a type 41 (eating placs)
and type 42 (wine tasting) alcohol licenses. The project is located in a Rancho Commercial (RC) zone.
The type 21 license is a standard permit that many grocery stores obtain and the type 41 is 2 standard
alcohol permit that restaurants obtain. The type 42 permit will allow wine tasting in an enclosed
section of the store and will be incidental to the grocery food sales.

LOCATION: 901 West Alameda at the corner of Alameda Avenue and Main Street,
REQUIRED PROJECT APPROVALS

Discretionary approvals and permits that are required from the Cify of Burbank Planning Board

. include:

s CUP for aicohol licenses
e Variance for reduced setbacks

¢ Development Review for construction of a 60,000 SF building with two levels of
subterranean parking

CODE REQUIREMENTS AND CONDITIONS OF PROJECT

Air Quality
1 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the developer shall submit a Pugitive Dust Control Plan

for approval by the Building Official. The plan shall include:

- Designation of a full-time, on-site monitoring firm that is experienced in environmenta!
control, applicability and compliance with AQMD Rules 402 and 403, recommended dust
control including fugitive dust sources, dust control measures implementation
responsibility, and monitoring responsibility,’ i
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- A site alr monitoring program including meteorological stations, personal dust monitoring,
site perimeter and dust monitoring, implementation responsibility, and a response to
monitoring findings,

- A description of the best high wind control measures and track-out controls,

- A schedule of weekly reports to be submitted to the Building Official for approval
including & summary of activities, a description and location of inactive areas, a record of
visible dust emissions, a record of high wind conditions, and a list of mitigation measures
for any unexpected problems. |

Prior to issuance of a grading pérmit, the developer shall submit a plan for approval by the
Community Development Department and Public Works Department indicating:

- Thetype, location and extent of all track-out control paving,

- The locations and type of all track-out control devices and procedures

- The boundaries of public paved surfacs to be maintained by sweeping or vacuuming,
-~ The number of water trucks provided,

- The number, type, make, and model

Prior to issuance of grading permits, the developer shall include the following measures on
construction plan and in ail construction coniracts to the satisfaction of the Community
Development Director:

- The Construction Contractor shail select the construction eguipment used on site based-
upon low emission factors and a high level of energy efficiency as reported by the federal
government. _

- The Construction Contractor shall ensure that construction grading plans include a
statement that all construction equipment will be tuned and maintained in accordance with
the manufacturer’s specifications.

- The Construction Contractor shall time the construction activities so as not to interfers with
peak hour traffic and minimize obstruction of through traffic lanes adjacent to the project
site; if necessary, a flag person shall be retained to maintain safsty adjacent to existing

. roadways. : '

- The Construction Contractor shall provide ridesharing and transit incentives for the
construction crew, such as free bus passes and preferred carpool parking.

Prior to issuance of building permits, the Construction Contractor shall verify, to the
satisfaction of the Community Development Director, that the project will utilize, to the extent
possible, precoated/natural colored building materials, water based or low volatile orgamic
compound (VOC) coatings, and coating transfer or spray equipment with high transfer
efficiency, such as high volume low pressure (HVLP) method, or manual coatings applicaticn.

Construction related exhaust and dust emissions shall be controlled through the use of enercy
efficient equipment that produces low particulate and nitrogen oxides emissions.

All grading, excavation, and other activities involving the use of fossil fuel powered equipment
shall ceass during second and third stage smog alerts as designated by the SCAQMD.

Use a water fruck dm'in—g grading. Alf unpaved demolition and construction areas are to be
wetted as necessary during excavation to reduce dust emissions and meet SCAQMID Rule 403.
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Cease grading and water truck use during periods of high wmds or when wind speeds exceed
25 mph.

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the developer shall submit a truck haul route plan for
approval by the Traffic Engineering Division of the Public Works Department.

All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose material shall be covered or shall maintain at
least two (2) feet of freeboard.

Hours of construction are limited to between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.
Interior tenant improvements and other interior construction activities may be exempted from
these restrictions with the approval of the Commurnity Development Director.

To ensure that construction personnel are aware of the restricted constmctzon times, the
developer shall install professionally made sign(s) 2 ft. X 3 . in size in location(s) satisfactory
to the City Planner that states, “NOTICE: THE CITY OF BURBANK LIMITS EXTERNAL
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES OF THIS PROJECT (DEMOLITION, EXCAVATION,
GRADING, ACTUAIL CONSTRUCTION AND LANDSCAPING) TO ONLY MONDAYS
THROUGH FRIDAYS FROM 7: 00 AM TO 6:00 PM.”

Traffic/Transportation

13

14

To the satisfaction of the Community Development Department and the Public Works
Department covert the unstriped right turn lane into a shared through/right turn lane to provide
two exclusive left turn lanes, two through lane, and one shared through/right turn lane for the
eastbound and westbound approaches. The improvements require additional ight of way which
has already been acquired by the city.

To the satisfaction of the Community Development Department and the Public Works
Department the Main Street driveway should be a full access driveway with stop controls at the
driveway egress and at Valencia Avenue. The Alameda Avenue driveway should operate as a
right out only, stop controlled driveway.
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 ATTACEMENT B |
Project 2006-105, 901 West Alameda Avenue

PHYSICAL SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The project site is located on 1.74 acres within an urbanized area of Burbank. The property has street
frontage along Main Street and Alameda Avenue The property is a developed flat Jot in the Ragcho
area of Burbank,

ON-SITE AND SURRCUNDING LAND USES

The site is currently improved with a 43,000 SF post production office that has light industrial and
commetcial uses in it. It has been previously used as a bakery manufacturing and distribution center
for Martinos Bakeries. :

Most of the properties in the vicinity (around the corner of Main Street and Alameda Avenue) are
improved commercial uses, particularly retail shops and restaurants. The greater surrounding
community is a residential horsekeeping area. :

REGULATORY SETTING

The project is subject to all applicable regulations of the City of Burbank. The project must be
consistent with the City’s General Plan, the Burbank Rancho Master Plan, and the Mumnicipal Code,
including, but not limited to, the Zoning Ordinance.

Cityv of Burbank General Plan

The City of Burbank General Plan is intended to serve as the development blueprint for City and
established goals, objectives, and policies for the City’s decision-makers and staff to utilize in making
judgments as to the future development of the City. The Land Use Element of the General Plan, which
was adopted in 1988, regulates growth within the City. The land use designation for the project site is
Shopping Center, Rancho Commerical. ' _

Rancho Commercial Recreation Master Plan

The Rancho Commercial Recreation Master Plan was adopted in 1993. The plan established general
land use policies for the area as well as established specific zoming standards to implement thoss
policies. The plan established particular zones including a “Rancho Commercial”® zone which the
project is located in for more localized land use planning,

The subject property is located within the “Rancho Commercial” zone of the Rancho. This zone is
intended to encourage and support the development of community oriented retail and service
commercial uses in conjunction with professional offices.
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Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 31 of the Burbank Municipal Code)

The Zoning Ordinance separates the City into districts and establishes development standards and
appropriate uses for each district. The subject property is presently zoned Rancho Commerical.

ORDINANCE NO. 3340

In 1993, the City of Burbank adopted Ordinance No. 3340 in order to address the burden of new
development on existing public facilities (specifically library, police, fire, parks and recreation, and
transportation facilities). These development impact fess are collected by the City prior the issuance of
building permits or, in certain circumstances, prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy. Fes
that are collected under the Ordinance are distributed among the various City agencies listed above.
Payment of these fees does not eliminate the need for project specific mitigation measures or
curnulative development concerns. However, the City of Burbank generally accepts that payment of
these fees will substantially offset certain City-wide impacts related to the above service providers.

CUMULATIVE

Cumulzative impacts consider the effects of two or more projects which may produce impacts that are
considerable or compounded when viewed as a whole, Cumulative impacts relate to the effscts of the
project that have recently been constructed or approved or that are planned in the near future.

There ars three (3) projects that have been, or are in the procsss of being, entitled within the vicinity of
the project that must be considered in an analysis of the cumulative impacts of this project. The
projects ars as follow:

» Carmax Auto Dealer, Horizon Date 2006: A 4.7 acre car dealership Located at 1000 South
Flower Street. _

¢ Medical Office Building Project Phase II. Horizon Date 2007: A 155,000 GSF medical-
dental office building located at 201 South Buena Vista Street

+ Catalina Property Phase 1. Horizon Date 2007: 325,000 OEGSF of general office. Located
at the southeast comer of Bob Hope Drive and Alameda Avenue.

The analysis of cumulative impacts is govemed by Section 15130 of the State Guidelines for 1=
California Environmental Quality Act, Projects that may not have significant impacts individuaily may
have cumulatively considerable impacts when combined with other projects in the vicinity.
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ATTACHMENT C
Project 2006-105, 901 West Alameda Avenune
BIBLIOGRAPHY |

Materials listed in this bibliography are available for review at the City of Burbank Planning
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Burbank General Plan," Burbank, Californie, adopted by Burbank City Council on May 21,
1988, Resolution No. 22,354

Envicom Corporation, "Land Use Element EIR," Prepared for the City of Burbank Community
Development Department, February 1988. .
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City of Burbank, Community Development Department, "Transportation Element of the City of
Burbank General Plan," Burbank, California, adopted by Burbank City Council in 1964

South Coast Air Quality Management District, CEQA Handbook, April 1993

City of Burbank, Community Development Department, "Open Space/Conservatlon Eiemem of
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14, The Rancho Master Plan Advisory Committee The Community Development Department, The
Planning Center Master Plan Consultant, Crain and Associates Consulting Traffic Engineers.
“Rancho Commercial Recreation Master Plan” prepared for The Planning Board and City
Council in Joint Study Session April 28, 1992,
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16.  Department Comments from: Building, Public Works, Burbank Water and Power, Parks and
Recreation, Firs, Police, and Redevelopment Agency staff

H:\Whole Foods- Alameda and Mainiceqa-is.2006-105.d0¢  Page 26



