
WEST LOS ANGELES SAWTELLE NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 
PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 

Monday, July 22, 2019, 7:15 PM 
Felicia Mahood Multipurpose Senior Center 

11338 Santa Monica Boulevard – Community Room – Los Angeles, CA 90025 
 

Attending:  Ross, Schmidt, Sweeney, Temme, Ghorbani.  
 
Absent: Korie Wataghani 
 
I. Call to Order.  
 
Meeting called to order early before minute-taker arrived. 

a. PLUM: J.Ross, A.Ghorbani, T.Sweeney, T.Temme (quorum of 4 of 7 is 
achieved).  

Absent: J.Handal, G.Pindell, K.Wataghani. 
b. Board of Directors: J.Ross, A.Ghorbani, Korie Schmidt (quorum is not achieved). 

 
II. Administrative:  
a. Selection of officers 
 i. Chair: Nominations - Jay Ross (4 votes) - nomination will be forwarded to the  

Board of Directors for confirmation. 
ii. Vice Chair: Nominations - Jay Handal (2 votes), Teri Temme (2 votes). No  

decision - will re-vote at next meeting. 
iii. Secretary: No nominations. 

 
b. Minutes: 
 
Jay Ross moved to approve the minutes from the April PLUM meeting, Timothy Sweeney 
seconded.  
 

Motion to approve the April meeting minutes. 4 Yes (Ross, Temme, Sweeney, Ghorbani), 0 
No, 1 Ineligible (Schmidt). Motion passed.  

 
Ross moved to approve the minutes from the May PLUM meeting, Timothy Sweeney seconded. 
 

Motion to approve the May meeting minutes. 4 Yes (Ross, Temme, Sweeney, Ghorbani), 0 
No, 1 Ineligible (Schmidt). Motion passed.  

 
 
3. Public Comment (stakeholders and government agencies) - Items not on the Agenda: 1  



minute minimum per speaker.  
 
4. Government/Agency updates:  
a. Council District #11 (Planning Deputies - Len Nguyen, Krista Kline):  

i. Leasing of affordable units: CD11 to meet with HCID on establishing a  
clearinghouse for new units under construction. CD5 motion to be considered by 
Council.  

 
5. Ex parte communications:  
a. Jay Ross:  

i. 1851-1855 S. Barry Ave. small lot houses: Hayk Martirosian, Techna  
Land Co., Jay Vanos, Vanos Architects, representative - PLUM scheduling. 

 
ii. 11857 Santa Monica Blvd. apartment: Shahab Ghods, Plus Architects -  
PLUM scheduling.  

 
iii. 2415 S. Barrington Ave. apartment: Daniel Ahadian, Lakeisha Houston,  
Nur Development Consulting - PLUM scheduling. 

 
iv. 11600-11618 Santa Monica apartment: Jessica Hencier, Craig Lawson &  
Co. - PLUM scheduling.  

 
v. 11916 Pico Blvd. restaurant: Josh Guyer, Kristen Montet Lonner, Burns &  
Bouchard - PLUM scheduling.  

 
Jay Ross clarified that all previous communications mentioned were about PLUM scheduling, 
and he did not offer any recommendations. 
 
6. Tasks:  
a. Solicit schools, charities and community organizations for non-political and non-  
religious community benefit projects, and compile a list for developers to consider funding 
(see exhibit - draft letter).  
b. Compilation of all projects in West L.A. and list of those who have presented to  
PLUM.  
 
7. Santa Monica Blvd. Overlay Plan: Report - USC student Kevin Barrow (School of Public  
Policy).  
 
8. New business:  



a. 11916 Pico Blvd.: CUB for new restaurant with full line of alcohol service (license 
transfer from Fantasy Island) in ground-floor of mixed-use building in C2-1VL- CDO 
zone. Indoor is 2,468 sf with 73 seats. Patio on private property is 568 sf with 30 seats. Patio 
on public right-of-way sidewalk is 224 sf with 20 seats. ZA- 2019-3183-CUB, ENV-2019-
3184-CE.  

i. Application/plans: https://tinyurl.com/WLASNC-PLUM-2019 - go to “Pico  
11916 restaurant” folder.  
ii. Community status: TBD.  
iii. City status: Submittal on May 29.  
iv. NC status: First presentation for PLUM to be scheduled in Jul. 
v. Applicant: Robert Giliberti.  
vi. Representative: Kristen Montent Lonner, Josh Guyer, Burns & Bouchard.  
vii. Owner: Jason Amoroso, Elizabeth Draghi, AmReal WLA Investments. 

 
Josh Guyer introduced himself as a representative of the developers; Kristen Lonner and Jason 
Amoroso were joining him. Many are familiar with the project at 11916 Pico, which was heard 
about before the WLASNC board in early 2016, and they were fortunate to proceed with support 
of NC. Now construction is nearing completion, and the ownership has worked diligently to line 
up a new restaurant tenant in the space. Proposed restaurant will occupy the entirety of ground 
floor space. The entitlement application is a CUB allowing sale of a full line of alcoholic 
beverages with on-site consumption in conjunction with the proposed restaurant. The CUB’s 
hours will be from 8 AM-2 AM. Parking is 27 spaces, which is to code, provided in an on-site 
garage accessible via the alley. One thing he would like to note is the alcohol license from the 
state is known to be transferred from the Fantasy Island adult entertainment establishment, and 
this is in the same tract, so consumption of alcohol in this area of business will remain consistent.  
 
Public Comments: 
 
Stakeholder Swea (SP?) asked, in regards to parking, is the 27 spaces for customers and 
employees? Guyer said that there will be a valet component as well, and customers and 
employees will be parking on site. Circulation will be handled by the higher ownership company.  
 
Arman Ghorbani asked if they already have a tenant in place for the restaurant, and Guyer said 
that there is a tenant lined up, and all they know is it is an Italian restaurant. The specific 
branding and menu are still to be determined. 
 
Korie Schmidt asked if the outdoor seating in the plan is in the right of way if they got a 
variance, and Guyer said that 500 sq ft will be in the right of way, so they are working on getting 
a permit for that. Jay Ross asked what the width was, and Guyer said the requirement is 4 ft, and 
the sidewalk totals 15 ft. Where there are sidewalks and tree wells, there is 4 ft of width.  



 
Ross asked if the hours were until 2 AM every night of the week, and Guyer said that in 
practicality, the restaurant will have operating hours differently among different days of the 
week, but that is the request.  
 
Schmidt said that he thinks it is cool that the developer took into consideration bigger plant 
boxes. Timothy Sweeney said that often the concern with restaurant tenants is the total quality, 
and being transferred from Fantasy Island answers that primary concern. Ross asked if this 
would be one of those new lifetime ABC’s, and Guyer explained that the city usually caps out 
the new CUPs, so you have to come back later to extend alcohol sales. Ross said that his 
concerns were that he does not believe they need a 2 AM license, and that service can stop at 11 
PM or 12 AM, and despite the changing rules, he thinks they should have renew their CUB every 
5 years. Ghorbani added that the developers have incentive to keep the neighbors upstairs happy 
as a mixed-use building, so they will have to keep people around them happy as well. 
 
Ghorbani moves to approve CUB, Ross seconds.  
 
Ross moved to amend the CUB so it specifies that the valet will not be on alley behind they 
building. He also asks to have the CUB renewed every 5 years; Ghorbani says he’d be find 
sticking to city procedures. Ghorbani said that he found issue with potentially clogging up city 
resources by necessitating standard approval every 5 years, adding that they would get flagged 
anyway if there were any issues. Timothy: don’t think we’re going to be able to determine the 
rate of renewal.  
 
Ross moved to amend the CUB to ask for renewal of the CUB every 5 years. 
 

Motion to amend the conditions of the CUB to ask for renewal of the CUB every 5 years. 1 
Yes (Ross), 3 No (Sweeney, Temme, Ghorbani), 1 Ineligible (Schmidt). Amendment failed.  

 
 

Motion to amend the conditions of the CUB to ask that valet parking must not be in residential 
parking. 4 Yes (Ross, Temme, Sweeney, Ghorbani), 0 No, 1 Ineligible (Schmidt). Amendment 
passed.  

 
4-0 Valet parking must not be in residential parking.  
 
Ross moved to amend the application to require the hours of the CUB be limited to until 12 AM 
on weekends, 11 PM during the week. 
 



Motion to amend the conditions of the CUB to ask that alcohol consumption hours be limited 
to 8 AM - 12 AM on the weekends, and 8 AM - 11 PM during the week. 1 Yes (Ross), 3 No 
(Sweeney, Temme, Ghorbani), 1 Ineligible (Schmidt). Amendment failed.  

 

Motion to recommend the approval of the CUB application as amended. 3 Yes (Temme, 
Sweeney, Ghorbani), 1 No (Ross), 1 Ineligible (Schmidt). Motion passed.  

 
b. 11600-11618 Santa Monica Blvd. (car wash site): Demolition of car wash and restaurant 
and new construction of 5-story building with 100 apartments (9 affordable). On-menu 
density bonus incentives (for FAR of 3.5:1 and 11-foot height increase). Class 32 CEQA 
exemption. 29,000 cy of dirt (2,700 trucks). 2 trees to be removed. DIR-2019-2757-DB-SPR. 
ENV-2019-2758-CE.  

i. Application/plans: https://tinyurl.com/WLASNC-PLUM-2019 - go to “Santa  
Monica 11600” folder.  
ii. Community status: TBD.  
iii. City status: Submittal on TBD. 
iv. NC status: First presentation for PLUM to be scheduled in Jul.  
(information only).  
v. Representative: Jessica Hencier, Craig Lawson & Co.  
vi. Owner: 

 
Jay Ross explained that the car wash currently on site at the property will be demolished, so if 
stakeholders want to keep it they can bring that up. He summarized the project as a 5-story 
building with 100 apartments, 9 affordable housing ones, an on-menu density bonus, with a 1 
story height increase. The presentation from the developer’s representative is for information 
only, and they will not be voting on it, they just want to show the board and stakeholders what 
they’re proposing so far.  
 
Jessica Hencier introduced herself as a representative for the project at the corner of Federal and 
Santa Monica. She presented art of the proposed design, including views of the Santa Monica 
and Federal frontage, and an aerial view. She explained that the existing land use designation is 
CS-1VL commercial, and they are not proposing changes. The project will be 5 stories, 56 feet 
tall, 85,019 sq ft total area with an FAR of 3:1. There will be 25 trees on site, 144 vehicle spaces, 
two and a half subterranean levels, with 83 bike parking spaces. They are requesting a site plan 
review, and a density bonus with on-menu incentives: an 11-foot height increase, a 3:1 FAR in 
lieu of 1.5:1, and a CEQA Class 32. 
 
Next, she showed the site plan with the developer’s demolition plan: they are planning to 
demolish everything on site including the car wash. Parking level 1 is where bike storage will be. 
On the first floor, the pedestrian entrance is on Santa Monica, and vehicle access is from Federal. 



Along with units on the ground floor, there’s a gym. Levels 2 through 5 have similar floor plans. 
The roof plan includes solar and mechanical as well as a roof deck facing Santa Monica. The 
roof deck has seating, a fire pit, and green landscaping. In the sectional view, the development is 
open in the middle for a courtyard. She also presented elevations for the Santa Monica and 
Federal frontage. 
 
Stakeholder David introduced himself as a former member of the board and the PLUM 
committee who lives on this block. He asked if the sidewalks were sufficiently wide, to the 
extent that the building design incorporates that and keeps the sidewalk clear. Also, he would 
like to see more affordable units. That being said, he believes that the community would rather 
see a project like this being built on a main street, and in general, he would be supportive. 
 
A stakeholder asked what type of units were planned for the building, and Hencier said that it 
would be 44 1-bedroom units, 33 1-bedroom units plus a den, and 23 2-bedroom units.  
 
A stakeholder asked if the developers could work with the city to make the Federal and Santa 
Monica intersection safer since people driving down Federal who want to turn left at Santa 
Monica do not get a left arrow at the traffic light. Hencier said that they have been talking with 
Glen’s office to see what is possible.  
 
A stakeholder asked if they could do the parking on a different street than Federal, since it feeds 
directly to San Vicente, so parking access on Federal would back it up to Santa Monica. Also, 
she asked if the design is just a big box all around. Hencier said that parking access is on Federal 
because it’s LADOT policy to have access on the lower designation street. Also, they have done 
traffic studies to know that they will not make a serious traffic issue with their construction. 
Timothy Sweeney clarified that there is no other street for access, it’s just an alley. Ross added 
that other projects have access from the alley, so they can pursue that. Hencier added that the 
design is not just a big box: it has got an atrium courtyard in the middle of the site. Sweeney 
clarified that the development will cover half a block, so the courtyard will face another 
development.  
 
Board Discussion: 
 
Korie Schmidt said that a big thing to consider is, they have another project next to this proposed 
development that’s proposed as a 6-story building, and PLUM haven’t reached out about that 
yet. He feels that the project was a good fit, but emphasized that setbacks are a huge thing. I 
know a lot of the projects that come are right to the property line and make the surrounding 
sidewalk feeling cramped. So he would prefer more setbacks to increase walkability. Also, he 
wants to make sure traffic is taken into consideration. He knows PLUM has a lot of projects 
coming on Santa Monica, so there’s height and density problems to keep in mind, and he thinks 



they might want to talk about the height line along Santa Monica Blvd. Hencier clarified that 
they are providing by-right setbacks; technically Santa Monica is the front yard, which has a zero 
setback. On Federal, they will have 8 feet setback. The rear yard is the alley which includes a 17-
ft setback, but that includes half of the alley. She added that there is a 3-foot dedication required 
on Federal, and the property line will come up to 3 feet of federal, and a 5-foot dedication is 
required on Santa Monica. Stakeholder/Government Representative Glen asked what the existing 
width was, and Hencier said she was not sure. 
 
Ross asked if they were proposing 2 frontages, and Hencier said that they planned to add 3 feet 
on Federal and 5 feet on Santa Monica, but it will depend on the Bureau of Engineering. Ross 
clarified that they have a right of way where they get a dedication from the city where they can 
make the road wider or the sidewalk wider. Arman Ghorbani asked about EV stations, and 
Hencier said it would have the required 5% EV-ready spaces. Ghorbani said that he understands 
chargers are expensive, but he would like to see 100% EV-ready spaces to give tenants an 
opportunity to have EV vehicles if possible. Hencier said they would consider it. 
 
Teri Temme said that when she knows more about what they are doing, she will have more to 
say about it, and asked if they were making any effort to relocate the existing businesses. Ross 
said that there are vacancies around. Temme added that the businesses have been there for so 
long, and said that in his view, it’s capitalism: if it is a good product, they will find a home and 
people will find them. Their rent might go up, which is the biggest problem. Developers and 
owners have to realize that if they want a business the community loves, THEY may need to 
subsidize it a bit. 
 
A stakeholder said that they live right down the block and would love it if there was some space 
for retail on the bottom floor. Because diagonally from the property, there’s the gym, then a 
bunch of restaurants, so he thinks it would benefit the community and the developer. Hencier 
explained that they are not including retail as part of the project because they do not believe it’s 
commercial viable. They think there is ample retail in the area, especially with the Whole Foods 
going in next door. 
 
Sweeney asked why the courtyard was internally facing, and Hencier said she would have to ask 
the architect. Ross clarified that it is facing west, but there is going to be a 6-story building there. 
That’s one thing they can talk about. He asked if the ground floor was going to be units, which 
Hencier confirmed. He said that in general, it does seem to be a 5-story cube, and now the south 
side, he thinks there should be some setback, with 4 stories on the southside, and thinks there 
should be a 12-13 ft wide strip of green. Just so this doesn’t turn into concrete and dumpsters and 
a few small planters and shrubs. He added that the area is losing trees left and right, but 
developers can make planting trees happen. He emphasized again that they are not voting on the 
project tonight, but hewould definitely not support the current design.  



 
A stakeholder suggested that the current plan to not have any commercial development on the 
ground floor is a mistake. To create more pedestrian friendly buildings on a major commercial 
street and not have retail space is a mistake, and they would urge the developer to reconsider. 
 
c. 2415-2419 S. Barrington Ave. apartments: Demolition of 2 1-story houses and new 
construction of a 7-story, 86-ft. tall building with 38 apartments (including 4 extremely 
low-income units). Request for TOC Tier 3 incentives for 30% reduction in side yards, 
30% reduction in rear, and 25% reduction in open space. DIR-2019-2171-TOC, ENV-2019-
2173-EAF.  

i. Application/plans: https://tinyurl.com/WLASNC-PLUM-2019 - go to  
“Barrington 2415” folder.  
ii. Community status: TBD.  
iii. City status: Submittal on Apr. 11. Planner: Latanya Roux. 
iv. NC status: First presentation for PLUM to be scheduled in Jul. or Aug.  
v. Representative: Daniel Ahadian, Nur Development Consulting.  

 
Jay Ross said that there was no presentation on the project tonight, but they will probably have 
one next month. Stakeholders and board members are still welcome to comment on it.  
 
Stakeholder Mrs. Morales said that it was way too large for that block, and 7 stories will be way 
too tall for the neighborhood. It also looks like they want to cut it right next to property line. She 
added that they are a small neighborhood stuck between the 10 freeway and Pico, and they can 
barely get out of neighborhood now due to traffic. Already talking to Jessica Bonham’s (SP?) 
office about traffic, and they are getting to the point where we’re being squeezed. There’s also 
nothing that tall around. 
  
Ross added that next month almost positively the developer will be there and the committee will 
take a vote, so he advised the stakeholder that they can round up neighbors or pass out flyers. 
 
vi. Owner: Steve Amona, Barrington Five LLC.  
vii. West L.A. Civic Center: County to issue RFP for possible land uses.  
viii. Motion: Elevate mixed-use project (Santa Monica Blvd. & Granville Ave.,  
old Buerge site) - The NC shall request that CIM Group explain why the design was 
changed to include a big box retailer (Target), to eliminate public open space on the 
northwest corner and in the lobby entrance area, and to eliminate street furniture and lush 
landscaping along Santa Monica Blvd. These land use and design elements were promised 
during the NC hearings.  
 



Jay Ross explained that the developers had made promises of big trees and benches where people 
can sit, which were not fulfilled along Santa Monica Blvd. He was not on PLUM then. Also, 
private dining on the corner was promised, but now it is just an entrance and all concrete, and 
there are no trees at all but street trees that had to be put in. To him, it is an incredibly sterile, 
unattractive project, and the motion is to call them out for promises they didn’t keep.  
 
Korie Schmidt agreed in at least letting them know from a committee standpoint. It got approved 
by this body, so to give that feedback back, he would be for it. Teri Temme agreed, and Arman 
Ghorbani asked if they even have any bike parking outside. Timothy Sweeney said that the front 
has a bunch of bike parking spots. 
 
Ghorbani asked to clarify if this motion would be voting to have the board consider it, and Ross 
confirmed. Arman was for taking it to the board. Sweeney said he agreed with the intent of it, 
both in holding them accountable and also in saying that the project does not look very pleasant, 
and they need to try harder. It would be so much nicer to have some green around that space, and 
he thinks it is very dead on the front sidewalk. Schmidt added that another issue was that the 
project goes right to the property line, and the handrails could have been done better. Sweeney 
added that they have units in the front with no tenants.  
 
Stakeholder David introduced himself as a former member of the WLASNC board and its PLUM 
committee, and he remembers being critical of aspects of the project when it came before PLUM 
and the board. It is hard because the time horizon is so long, but since they have not done the 
setbacks or beautified the front, it’s good to let them know. 
 
Ross moved to request the CIM group to explain, and Schmidt seconded 
 

Motion request that CIM Group explain why the design was changed to include a big box 
retailer (Target), to eliminate public open space on the northwest corner and in the lobby 
entrance area, and to eliminate street furniture and lush landscaping along Santa Monica Blvd. 
These land use and design elements were promised during the NC hearings. 4 Yes (Ross, 
Sweeney, Temme, Ghorbani), 0 No, 1 Ineligible (Schmidt). Motion passed.  

 
ix. Motion: The City shall clarify which agency and department is responsible for 
enforcing prohibitions on truck staging in neighborhoods that block driveway access and 
illegally park in the streets and block vehicle access.  
x. Motion: The City shall strictly enforce the posting of building permits with a 24-hour 
phone number for complaints, so they can be cited or resolved immediately. 

 
9. Continuing business - Projects:  
a. 11857 Santa Monica Blvd. (empty lot next to Wertz): New construction of 5-story  



apartment with 52 units (5 very low-income) on a 14,670-sf vacant lot. Density bonus 
incentives for 3.1 FAR and 1 additional story. 60 parking spaces. Total size 70,000 sf. DIR- 
. ENV-.  

i. Application/plans: Application/plans: https://tinyurl.com/WLASNC-PLUM-  
2019 - go to “Santa Monica 11857” folder. 
ii. Community status: TBD.  
iii. City status: Submittal on.  
iv. NC status: First presentation for PLUM in May.  
v. Representative: Shahab Ghods, Plus Architects 
vi. Owner:.  
Vii. Public comment: 

 
Jay Ross explained that the project will include 52 units with 5 very low income units, has a 
density bonus for floor area ratio, one extra floor, 60 parking spaces, and is about 70,000 sq ft. 
 
Shahab Ghods introduced himself as a representative presenting new plans on behalf of the 
project architect. He reiterated the specs of the project, adding that the density bonus is 14 units, 
and that they are going with option #1 for the parking bonus. Every unit will have at least one 
parking space. They will have a 3:1 FAR, with 11 extra feet in height. 
 
He added that there will also be 52 long-term bicycle parking and 6 short-term bicycle parking 
spots. Their site is located right next to a furniture store and commercial buildings, and they will 
not be demolishing existing units. He then showed pictures of the site and its surroundings across 
the street. On one corner is a laundromat, and they tried very hard to purchase that lot or ask 
them to join us to have a much better project which would be on the corner and a much better 
revitalized area, but they were not interested in selling or joining the developer. Ghods has 
spoken to them at length, and they support the project.  
 
What they wanted to do is make sure they have a pedestrian-oriented project, so the entry for the 
building’s units is from Santa Monica Blvd. They have patios and landscaping. They can walk 
their dogs right on Santa Monica. The developers didn’t want to have parking on Santa Monica, 
and have two two-bedroom units on Santa Monica. Parking access is from the alley, going down 
into the basement and the ground floor. Unit entry is on both sides of building face facing Santa 
Monica. They also have a gym in the basement, as well as bicycle parking. The fourth and fifth 
floors are different from floors 2 and 3. When they were here last time, there was some question 
about shapes and shadows, and Ghods explained that the developers cut the building on the 
corner facing the alley on the 4th floor. On 5th floor, they have a common deck for tenants to put 
in the middle; this is to not bother the neighbors with noise. We didn’t want that noise to travel 
throughout the neighborhood. For the roof, they do not have a roof deck per se, but they are 
proposing solar panels in the future. By code, they are only required 5% EV-ready chargers for 



their project, but they are doing over 50%. By 2025 they will have 100% of their parking EV-
charger ready. They are hoping by 2025 that technology will get to the level that they will be 
able to make it 100% ready for EV.  
 
He then showed a cross-section of the project, and landscaping plan. They have lush landscape 
all around the project, and on the 5th-floor deck.  
 
When they started the project, they started from a different, more modern design philosophy. 
Now, they have altered the plan’s aesthetic to have something that helps to match with the 
surrounding neighborhood; something very elegant, not something that’s all stucco. He then 
showed some projects around the neighborhood that the architect for the project has done. 
 
Public Comment: 
 
A letter had been submitted to the board for public comment: 
 
“Dear Jason,  
 
I'm a resident at 1441 South Westgate Ave and I have received a notice of a proposed new 
apartment to be constructed at 11857 Santa Monica blvd. I am unable to attend the committee 
meeting on july 22 so I would like to say a few things here. 
 
I understand the city's need for more apartments however I have lived on Westgate since 
november 2014 and I have seen the changes in the neighborhood that new constructions brought 
in. 
 
The biggest concern that I have is traffic and parking spaces. Since the opening of the YMCA at 
the corner of Ohio and Westgate, the residents have seen a significant decrease in street parking 
options. Often times I avoid using my car for fear of losing a spot. If one comes back home in the 
afternoon, good luck finding street parking. Even though YMCA has a big garage, the patrons of 
the gym prefer parking on the street because it's free, so from early morning until late at night, 
they park on the street. 
 
You also have to consider that due to the high rents in the area, a lot of people cannot afford to 
live by themselves or even with just one roommate so often you see a 2 bedroom apartment 
rented by 3 or 4 people. Which means 3 or 4 cars per apartment, while the apartment complex 
only has one or 2 parking spot per tenant. I myself live in a 2 bedroom apartment with a 
roommate and we only have 1 parking spot and 2 cars. So you see this creates an increase in 
vehicles parked on the street, with an incremental increase of traffic flowing through Santa 



Monica blvd, Ohio and surrounding streets. Looking at the plans this has not been taken into 
consideration. The proposed plans only have 60 parking spots for the apartment. 
 
So far it doesn't appear that the city has conducted any studies of implementing a residential 
parking restriction in the area which may help alleviate some of the issues. 
 
Additionally my other concern is that during the construction phase there will be a significant 
decrease in street parking spots. Also, after my experience going through the construction of the 
ymca, the construction crew often didn't follow the noise ordinance about construction times and 
I would like an assurance that code enforcement would be more present during construction. 
 
Thank you for your time and attention and should you need to, feel free to get in touch with my 
at 323 909 6966. 
 
Andrea Pasquettin” 
 
A stakeholder asked if these units are rentals, and Ghods said they were. The stakeholder asked 
what they are renting for, and Ghods said by the time this project goes through 4 years down the 
road, he really does not know. The stakeholder asked who sets the price for very low-income 
housing, and Ross explained that it was set by the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, and low-income rent was approximately $1250 a month for a family of four.  The 
bigger the unit, the more rent, but the lower the income, the less rent. Ghods added that a very 
low income studio was rented at $500-$600 recently, and tenants have to prove that they are very 
low income.  
 
A stakeholder thanked the Ghod and the architect for taking the neighborhood and pedestrian 
access and car access into account.  
 
Korie Schmidt said that he thinks the developer took a lot of care in what they presented today, 
that they have good intentions, and that they do a lot to try to accommodate the neighborhood. 
The plan has a lot of foresight and is very targeted.  
 
Arman Ghorbani said it was always great to see developers take feedback and make the changes, 
and the project was very fitting with the character of neighborhood, and won’t be an eyesore. He 
added that although he is glad to see that they have over 50% EV-ready parking, which is great 
in comparison to other projects, he would still like to see 100% EV-ready spaces. He asked if the 
units would be advertised as “luxury units”; a lot of similar projects are building all luxury units. 
They say the rent will be market rent, but the devleopers are the ones who are setting the market 
and pricing them higher because they are “luxury”. 
 



Ghods said that the term “luxury units” comes with the advertising, and the units inside will all 
be of the same quality. For the low-income units, they have to match 90% to the rest of the 
project size-wise, amenity-wise, etc. 
 
Ross asked if the 5 low-income units would only be studio units, and Ghods confirmed that they 
will be a mix of everything; they cannot be in one location, and have to be distributed all around 
the project.  
 
Teri Temme said that she liked the architectural design and appreciated the changes made since 
last time they presented.  
 
Timothy Sweeney said that he thinks it is a good kind of density in a location where they like 
density.  
 
Ross asked how much geotech analysis they have done, and if they are familiar with the Santa 
Monica fault zone. Ghods said that they are, and for this project, that had to go through a 
separate process with multiple fault studies.  
 
Sweeney asked if the developers are requesting anything, and Ross explained that they are 
asking for a density bonus which is going through planning, so this is considered discretionary 
approval. He has lots of concerns about the project, and the last time this project came up they 
had 6 neighbors very opposed to design, its bulkiness, the loss of green, construction, alley 
issues, and traffic. He does not support the design as it is. 
 
Sweeney moved to support the project as proposed. Ghorbani seconded. 
 
Schmidt asked what Ross’ concerns were. Ross said in the back setback, there was minimal 
landscaping, and he would like to see a strip of green landscaping back there. He also does not 
see enough space for 60 families on the roof, and is always in favor of projects being lower down 
and more accessible. 
 

Motion to support project as proposed. 3 Yes (Sweeney, Temme, Ghorbani), 1 No (Ross),  

 
b. 1851-1855 S. Barry Ave. small lot subdivision: Demolition of 2 1-story houses.  
New construction of 8 4-story houses (houses sizes of 2,175-2,400 sf each) on 12,400-sf site 
in RD1.5-1 zone. 10 of 11 trees on the site will be cut down. Soil export of 50 cy (5 truck 
trips). Merger of 2 parcels. VTT-82467. AA-2018. ENV- 2018-CE.  

i. Application/plans: https://tinyurl.com/WLASNC-PLUM-2019 - go to “Barry  
1851” folder.  
ii. Community status: TBD.  



iii. City status: Submittal in 2018. 
iv. NC status: First presentation for PLUM in Apr.  
v. Representative: Hayk Martirosian, Techna Land Co. Jay Vanos, Vanos  
Architects. 
vi. Owner: Ramin Soofer, 1855 Barry LLC.  
Vii. Public comment: 

 
Jay Ross explained that current houses slated to be demolished are 2-story, and the new ones will 
be 4-stories. The developer was here three months ago, and a lot of neighbors were critical of it; 
now the developers think it’s compliant with zoning, so they won’t appear before the committee 
or the board again since they think it will pass with planning. 
 
A letter was submitted to the board for public comment: 
 
“To the board, 
 
Hello, my name is Kent Sutherland. I'd respectfully like to request that the proposed project at 
1851-55 Barry Ave be rejected.  
 
I live in 1843 Barry Ave, unit 4. The proposed project would replace our sunny view with a four-
story wall five feet away. It would remove more than 15 trees, and tons of bushes. All of our 
sunlight would be obscured by a huge wall in all directions. We will be unable to see the sky. 
 
I'd like to talk about some of the health risks that this project poses. I'll start with the trees! 
 
In 2015, researchers in Toronto published an extensive meta-study into the empirical health 
benefits of trees in urban neighborhoods. Given the large size of the study, the researchers were 
able to compare the beneficial effect of trees in a neighborhood to other well-known 
demographic factors that are related to improved health, such as age and wealth. Their findings 
were, frankly, astonishing.  
 
They found that, and I quote, “having 10 more trees in a city block, on average, improves health 
perception in ways comparable to being 7 years younger.”  
 
The findings weren't limited to self-perceived health. For cardio-metabolic conditions — a 
category that includes not only heart disease but stroke, diabetes, obesity and more — the study 
similarly found that an increase of 11 trees per city block was “comparable to an increase in 
annual personal income of $20,000 or being 1.4 years younger.” 
 



These are the benefits of 10 or 11 additional trees. The proposed project would remove more 
than 15. These statistics aren't of people right next to the greenery -- they're of everyone on the 
block. If the project moves forward, it could literally reduce the life expectancy of hundreds of 
neighbors by YEARS. 
 
For the sake of your time, I won't go into the other well-researched benefits of urban trees, 
including reduction of heat islands, rainwater capture, energy savings, and of course cleaner air. 
I'd encourage the board to look at the excellent report commissioned last December by City 
Plants on the benefits of trees in LA. 
 
Last month, mayor Eric Garcetti called for 80,000 trees to be planted in LA by 2021. The mayor 
said that the plan would avoid billions of dollars in healthcare expenses. The question is: as a 
neighborhood, do we want to participate in this city-wide push for a greener and healthier city? 
Or, while everyone else is planting trees, does our neighborhood want to act directly against the 
mayor's plan and tear them down? 
 
To conclude, I'd like to talk briefly about a more personal health risk. For most of my life, I've 
struggled with major depression. It was the worst during my winters at college in New 
Hampshire, where the sun would set at 4pm. My doctor prescribed a seasonal affective disorder 
lamp. It wasn't as good as actual sunlight, but during a dark time for me, that lamp might've been 
part of what saved my life. 
 
Sunlight is a big part of why we moved to LA. It was also a big part of why we bought this home 
in this neighborhood. Right now, our living space is sunny and filled with plants. It's amazing. I 
love living here. 
 
The proposed development would replace our breezy view with a 4-story wall, 5 feet away. It 
would turn our bright home into a cave. We bought our first home here only months ago. We 
can't move.  
 
This project would have serious consequences for my health and well-being, and serious 
consequences for the health of all of us living nearby. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Best Regards, 
Kent Sutherland 
1843 Barry Ave APT 4, Los Angeles, CA 90025” 
 



Stakeholder Ms. Alvarez introduced herself, saying she has lived on Barry for 35 years. Her 
condo unit is about 3 feet from where this proposed project will be put up. She has submitted 
some writings to the committee already. She explained that she has a disease that is incurable, 
but it is controllable, and it badly reacts to dust, fumes, toxins, all things that go along with 
excavation, demolition, and construction. The proposed resolution had four or five conditions, 
and she would they request add the additional condition that the developer have to accommodate 
her health, and she has given specific recommendations for a compromise. She requests the 
resolution be modified to state that the developer be required to accommodate my health 
situation. 
 
Stakeholder Jane Williams introduced herself, saying she has lived on Barry for 26 years. She is 
appalled at what is happening in the area. Stakeholders can’t go anywhere except between 10 and 
2 without gridlock, the neighborhood is changing, and small businesses are competing; it’s not 
pleasant anymore. Especially with this project, parking’s always an issue, and this will make it 
worse, and she thinks there’s too much development. This one especially upsets her.  
 
Stakeholder Christopher C. introduced himself, saying he lives across the street on the 1800 
block, and grew up in the neighborhood, having lived down the block earlier as a kid. Now he 
lives there with his young son. His issue is the scale of it, at 4 stories it’s bigger than anything 
else on the 1800 block. There is no setback from the pavement, and it’s taller than the street is 
wide. It is too big, and everybody is going to be living in the shadow of this thing. It is also 
totally out of character and does not suit the neighborhood at all. He also questions having only 8 
residential parking spaces for 8 units, since they will be million-dollar townhouses, and people of 
that income level tend to have more than one car, and they will be introduced into a limited 
space. And they get a lot of through-traffic in the neighborhood, and it’s risking walking around 
with a young kid. Going from 2 single homes to 8 homes is too big of a project for the 
neighborhood. For Santa Monica or Pico it might be right, but it’s too big for Barry.  
 
Stakeholder Suzanne Henry introduced herself, saying she lives at 1828 Barry, and some of her 
concerns is that she does not understand why there needs to be 8 units on that property. It seems 
there are other places in the neighborhood where developers are trying to maximize their profits 
but have done so in a much more respectful way to the neighborhood. For example, on 
Mississippi and Colby, there’s a duplex where each unit sold for 2.5 million dollars. The 
developer needs to reach some sort of compromise with regards to maximizing their profits 
versus the neighborhood and the traffic situation. Again, it’s not like this developer is building 
affordable housing here. They’re maximizing profit at the expense of everyone else. 
 
A stakeholder said that some of those present were not at some of the earlier meetings, but that it 
was learned previously that there are now 19 trees and bushes on those properties, and they will 
be gone. That is bad for everybody’s health. There are three new developments on Barrington 



that empty onto the alley between Barry and Barrington, and this project will have much of the 
entrance. The alley is narrow, and you can’t pass two cars through it. It’s dangerous, especially 
when you have people with strollers. 
 
Ross said that the plan says the houses have 2 parking spaces per unit. Also, they do have 2 guest 
spaces squeezed in. He said they would confirm. He also clarified that technically the city is 
prevented from making decisions on developing things based on financial feasibility to the 
developer, so the community should be encouraged by that. Also, the minutes have pages of 
testimony from other residents. Almost every single resident except one was objecting very 
vociferously to it.  
 
Korie Schmidt said that he had checked out the place, and was disappointed that the developers 
were not here. He asked if the tree on the southwest corner was going to be removed, and Ross 
said that if it’s on the site, it will be cut down. Schmidt said that he is disappointed if it’s going to 
disappear considering its size and age. 
 
Teri Temme said she was against it, for the trees. She lives on Barry too, and they’re cutting 
down so many trees anyway. She asked if it was possible for the city to save some of them. Ross 
said that cities like Pasadena have 100 protected species of plant/tree; in LA they only have a 
few. But they can ask anything they want regarding that from the developers.  
 
Arman Ghorbani agreed that 4 stories is just way too much. They should keep the larger 
buildings on the main arteries and keep the character of the neighborhood inside.  
 
Timothy Sweeney added that the developers are not here because they do not think they need to 
be here. The reality is, they are probably right, they can probably get this approved because 
they’re probably within the law. He does not think they should have the expectation that they can 
craft this into the project they want it to be because they have very little leverage, but he does 
think that four stories is something that’s clearly out of place. So he would certainly support 
something to limit it to 3 stories. He thinks that beyond that he is not sure there is a whole lot 
they can do.  
 
Schmidt said that it is their duty to present their opinion, whatever they think is best. Ross added 
that these are 10, 20-year battles, even if the city approves it.  
 
Ross asked if they should motion to recommend the developers to reduce the height of the 
project. Schmidt said that he thinks setbacks should be in the amendments. Temme added that 
the health considerations mentioned by stakeholder Alvarez. Another stakeholder asked about 
the privacy issue that came up.  
 



Ross asked if, for the motion, they should say something like, “We ask for a shorter project with 
more setbacks to provide more landscaping”, or do they want to put a specific height? Sweeney 
said that “Reduce” is fine because they will have to drop it down to 3 stories to reduce it. Ross 
asks if they should make sure parking is 2 spaces per unit. The wording says 1 space per, but the 
plans show 2 spaces. Stakeholder Glen added that he has been seeing people claim a rooftop 
deck, and claim the rooftop stair as roofline variation. Or a deck that sets back; he is talking 
about the roofline variation standard in a small lot subdivision is standard, and is just saying that 
might be a way to pull back the top floor. Ross added that they kind of do that on the fourth 
floor, each one does have a deck. Each corner is 3 stories, about 10 by 10 feet. Glen added that 
the small subdivision ordinance specifies something, and Ross said he will have to look into that 
by Wednesday. He also don’t see any conditioned space on the fourth floor in these plans, and 
you have to have that to count as height. 
 
Ross summarized the motion: to ask developers to reduce the height of the project, have more 
setback space for landscaping, confirm 2 parking spaces per unit, make sure that the windows on 
the north side should ensure neighbors’ privacy, that the roofline should comply with small 
subdivision ordinance, and make medical accommodations for specific neighbors with specific 
conditions to ensure neighbors are fully protected from dust and toxins.  
 

Motion to ask developers to reduce the height of the project, have more setback space for 
landscaping, confirm 2 parking spaces per unit, make sure that the windows on the north side 
should ensure neighbors’ privacy, that the roofline should comply with small subdivision 
ordinance, and make medical accommodations for specific neighbors with specific conditions 
to ensure neighbors are fully protected from dust and toxins. 4 Yes (Ross, Temme, Sweeney, 
Ghorbani), 0 No, 1 Ineligible (Schmidt). Motion passed. 

 
10. Future business (already had informational presentations and will return to PLUM for 
a determination in the future):  
 
a. 11801 Olympic Blvd. retail/office building (Sports Chalet site): Demolition of 2- story 
commercial / retail building, and new construction of a 9-story, 161-ft. commercial building 
with 594 parking spaces (318 required) on 71,000-sf site in M2-1 zone. 30,000 sf of retail 
and 97,000 sf of research and development space for total of 128,000 sf. Export soil - 63,000 
cy (1,600 truck trips). Site Plan Review, Zoning Administrators Adjustment for 20% 
increase in FAR to 1.8 (1.5 allowed). 90% hardscape and building footprint, 10% 
landscaping. ZA-2018- 7490. Class 32 Infill CEQA Exemption.  

i. Application/plans: https://tinyurl.com/WLASNC-PLUM-2019 - go to  
“Olympic 11801” folder.  
ii. Community status: TBD.  
iii. City status: Submittal on Dec. 2018.  



iv. NC status: First presentation for PLUM in Apr. 2nd presentation TBD. 
 v. Representative: Dana Sayles, Jason Friedman, 360.  
vi. Owner: Gillis Family Partnership.  

b. 11628 Santa Monica Blvd. mixed-use apartments and retail (strip mall with Nook, 
Western Bagel, Star Bakery): Demolition of 2-story commercial mall. New construction of 
6-story mixed-use with 99 units (6 very low-income, 2 low-income, 1 moderate income) and 
12,121 sf of commercial. Total size: 179,000 sf. Incentives for increase FAR to 3.6 and 
increased height of 3 stories and 45 ft. to 6 stories and 66 ft. CPC-2018-3128-DB-SPR. 
ENV-2018-3129-EAF.  

i. Application/plans: https://tinyurl.com/WLASNC-PLUM-2019 - go to “Santa  
Monica 11628” folder.  
ii. Design is with minimum setbacks and maximum height. Site design has  
5% landscaping at ground level and is 95% covered (building footprint and hardscape).  
iii. Initial conference - No consideration of design / entitlements and motion.  
iv. Community status: TBD.  
v. City status: Submittal on May 31 (Planner: Danalynn Dominguez).  
Hearing date TBD.  
vi. NC status: First presentation for PLUM in Feb. (information only). 2nd  

presentation TBD.  
vii. Representative: Chris Murray, Rosenheim & Associates.  
viii. Owner: Cameron Broumand, Plaza West LLC.  

 
11. New business - Policies:  
 
a. Short-term rentals: Review of LUPC motion remanded to PLUM to draft more-  
detailed resolution.  
b. Standard Conditions of Approval: Review of previously approved document and  
new revisions from Dec. meeting.  

i. Motion: Construction shall end by 5:00 pm on all days.  
1. Justification: Current end time of 9:00 pm is extremely late.  

c. Conditions of Approval (LA City DBS):  
i. Motion: All DBS Conditions of Approval shall require that construction  
ends by 5:00 pm on all days.  

2 Justification: Current end time of 9:00 pm is extremely late.  
d. Offsite advertising on construction fences:  

i. Motion: The city shall revise the LAMC and prohibit posters for offsite  
advertising and contractors on temporary construction fencing.  

e. Design Standards/Guidelines: Review of document/exhibit.  
f. Motion: Ban on campaign contributions by developers to City Councilmembers  
and support Councilman Ryu’s Motion (see exhibit).  



g. Motion: Planning Commissions appointees shall have defined terms (e.g. 5  
years).  
h. Motion: CD11 shall notify the NC of all meetings with developers and invite an  
NC member to attend.  
i. Motion: Planning Dept. staff reports shall list all meetings between the developer and 
Planning Dept., Planning Commissioners and Council District, and shall list all campaign 
contributions from developer employees and their spouses/ domestic partners to elected 
officials.  
 
12. West Los Angeles Community Plan update: CD11 to lead supplement tour.  
 
Future projects:  
 
1. 1729 S. Barrington Ave. condominiums: Demolition of a 1-story house and new  
construction of four condominiums that are 3 stories tall and subterranean parking (__ cy of soil 
export > XX trucks) with Parcel Map. AA-2019-1980-PMLA-CN, ENV-2019-1981- EAF. 

 
a. Application/Plans: to be posted. 
b. Community status: TBD.  
c. City status: Submittal on Apr. 3. Planner: Sophie Gabel-Schneiderman.  
d. NC status: First presentation for PLUM to be scheduled in July or Aug.  
e. Representative: Michael Jones, Sidney Jones Architects.  
f. Owner: Michael Jones, Sidney Jones Architects..  
 
2. 12401 W. Idaho Ave. condominiums: Demolition of a 1-story house and new  
construction of two condominiums with Parcel Map. AA-2018-2636-PMLA-CN, ENV- 2019-xxxx-
EAF.  

 
a. Application/plans: To be posted.  
b. Community status: TBD.  
c. City status: Submittal on Apr. 15. Planner: TBD.  
d. NC status: First presentation for PLUM to be scheduled in July or Aug.  
e. Representative: Ben Safyari.  
f. Owner:.  
 
3. Future project  
 
a. Application/plans:  
b. Community status: TBD.  
c. City status: Submittal on.  
d. NC status: First presentation for PLUM to be scheduled in.  



e. Representative:.  
f. Owner:.  
 
Other items (may or may not be considered at this meeting, pending time availability):  
 
4. Administrative:  
 
a. What does “we need housing” mean?  

i. Is it an excuse for developers to build as big as possible?  
ii. Does every project “need” to be as big as possible while providing  
miniscule open space and minimal landscaping? Or, should housing be built that blends 
with the neighborhood, does not impose on the older housing stock, yet still increase the 
unit count?  

b. Role of PLUM:  
i. Rubber-stamp for Planning Dept. and approve all project as long as they  
“comply” with zoning in our opinion (though only the Planning Dept. can determine 
that)? Or, shall we defend the long-time neighbors and character of the community by 
supporting reasonable, smart growth?  

1. See Exhibit: Letter from Gloria Campbell.  
ii. Is the minimally-required amount of required affordable housing OK for  
density bonus and TOC projects, or should we request more?  

 
c. NC reputation with Planning Dept. – do they actually hold NCs in low regard if  
NCs place conditions/ restrictions on projects to improve the project and protect the 
neighborhood?  

i. Which planners say the WLASNC requests unreasonable design  
revisions, and which planners hold them in low regard because of community input?  
 

d. Design: LID stormwater planters – inability to plant and grow / sustain large trees.  
i. Includes 2 ft. of aggregate to absorb and filter stormwater, which prevents  
roots from gaining nutrients and trees from growing. e. Role of NC involvement: Desire 
of land owner vs. desire of community. NC is one of several community groups who can 
influence city.  

 
f. What does it mean when developers say “The Council Office supports it”?  

i. Examples of 1735 Westgate Ave. small lot subdivision and 1702 Granville  
Ave. small lot subdivision.  

 
g. What does it mean when developers say “The Planning Dept. supports it” for  
small lot subdivisions?  



 
i. Consequential items (height, FAR, setbacks, open space) vs. non- consequential items (design, 
articulation, color). h. Philosophy of PLUM and basis of decisions: Rubber stamp for Planning 
Dept., defer to developers for design decisions, vs. push back for better projects for community?  

i. Facts vs. speculation (i.e. hearsay).  
ii. City prohibition on decisions based on financial impact on owner, developer and 
neighbors.  
iii. Minutiae of Planning/Zoning Code vs. concept/vision of best way to integrate with 
existing neighborhood. 

 i. Items of consideration:  
i. Condominiums vs. apartments.  
ii. Sales prices and rents.  
iii. Types of retail.  

 
5. Old/new/future business:  
 
a. Motion: PLUM shall recommend that the NC require commercial uses within 200  
ft. of residences to reduce nighttime noise after 10:00 pm to 35 decibels and/or prevent noise 
from leaving the site (per DBS code).  
b. Motion: Sign Ordinance (see exhibit).  
c. Motion: Housing Committee proposal for addition of a “penalty of perjury” clause  
to forms required for demolition, giving the city the ability to punish developers who mislead 
planners about the project’s compliance with the rent stabilization ordinance. Prohibit 
condominium conversions unless neighborhood vacancy rate is 5% or more (see exhibit).  
d. Motion: Transparency in General Plan Update process (see exhibit).  
e. Motion: Request status of Quimby/Parks funds available for NC district and possible uses 
(pocket parks, playground equipment, sports fields, Civic Center).  
f. Motion: CD11 and DOT shall audit parking meter revenue and designate traffic-calming and 
other projects to fund.  
g. Tree replacements in rights-of-way: Sanitation Dept. site, Fire Dept. site, Sawtelle (old 
Satsuma and Giant Robot sites).  
h. Parking ratios: Discussion of ratios for suburban, urban, and transit-oriented  
locations, leadership by government versus desires of drivers, increase in traffic caused by free 
parking, increase in global warming from car pollution (see exhibit).  
i. Open Space Element (General Plan): Discussion and possible answers to city’s questions.  
j. Sawtelle Corridor Overlay Plan: Discussion.  
k. Link: Mobility vs. place-making - http://curatingla.com/2017/07/31/la-needs-to-focus-on-
place-not-movement/  
 
6. Board action on previous PLUM motions:  



 
a. 2218 Sawtelle Blvd. (restaurant) alcohol CUB: Full line of alcohol for an existing  
restaurant of 1,050 sf with 30 seats. ZA-2019-2150-CUB, ENV-2019-2151-CE.  

i. Application/plans: To be posted.  
ii. Community status: TBD.  
iii. City status: Submittal on Apr. 10. Planner: TBD.  
iv. NC status: First presentation for PLUM to be scheduled in May.  
v. Representative: Kevin Franklin, Liquor Specialists.  
vi. Owner:.  

 
7. Status of previous decisions:  
a. 11434 Pico Blvd. (Fantasy Island site) apartment: Demolition of 1-story  
commercial building. New construction of apartment.  

i. Application/plans:  
https://www.dropbox.com/home/2019%20PLUM/Pico%2011434%20apart 
ments%20(Fantasy%20Island)  
ii. City status: Submittal TBD. Hearing date TBD.  
iii. NC status: Board resolution to support revised design.  

 
b. Zone change (2146 S. Colby Ave.).: Change of zone use of 5,300-sf parcel from  
R3 to C2. APWC-2018-7163-ZC. ENV-2018-7164-CE.  

i. Application/plans:  
https://www.dropbox.com/home/2019%20PLUM/OlympicCorinth%20Zone %20change 
ii. City status: Submittal on Dec. 6, 2018. Planner: Sarah Goldman.  
iii. NC status: Board resolution to support with conditions to maintain R setbacks.  

 
c. 2222 Corinth Ave., 2255 Sawtelle Blvd. & 11330 Olympic Blvd. office building:  
Demolition of 2 1-story commercial buildings of 52,000 sf and new construction of 8-story 
office building and 4-story parking garage with 472 spaces (135,000 sf) on 3.2-ac. site in 
M2-1 zone. FAR is 1.44. No setbacks required. 500 ft. from freeway. Road widenings on 
Sawtelle Blvd. (5 ft.) and Tennessee Ave (3 ft.). Export soil - 26,000 cy (650 truck trips). 
91% hardscape and building footprint, 9% landscaping.  

i. DIR-2018-7625-SPR. ENV-2018-7626-EAF.  
ii. Application/plans:  
https://www.dropbox.com/home/2019%20PLUM/Olympic%2011330%20o 
ffice%20building  
iii. City status: Submittal on Dec. 21, 2018. Hearing date TBD (SPR).  
iv. NC status: Board resolution to support with traffic study and cap.  

 
d. 1730 Armacost Ave. small lot subdivision: New construction of small lot  



subdivision with 3 houses of 4 stories on 6,000-sf vacant lot in RD1.5 zone. AA- ___2018. 
ENV-2018-____-CE.  

i. Application/plans:  
https://www.dropbox.com/home/2019%20PLUM/Armacost%201730%20s 
mall%20lot%20houses  
ii. City status: Submittal on 2018. Hearing date TBD. Planner: Connie Chauv.  
iii. NC status: Board resolution to support.  

 
e. Zoning on 2300 block of Wellesley Ave.  

i. NC status: Board resolution to support similar zone to area, only if upzoned.  
 
f. Kimukatsu restaurant (2121 Sawtelle Blvd.) alcohol CUB: Beer and wine alcohol  
onsite sales and service for sit-down restaurant. ZA-2018-6331-CE.  

i. City status: Submittal (Planner: Maritza Lee). Hearing date TBD.  
ii. NC status: Board approved at Feb. meeting.  

 
g. 2110 S. Barry Ave.: Demolition of 1 house. New construction of 2 houses of 3 stories with 
minimum setbacks and maximum height. Variance for reduced lot width.Parcel map. 
Variance for reduced lot width. AA-2018-4026-PMLA-CN. ENV- AA-2018-4027-CE.  

i. City status: Hearing date TBD.  
ii. NC status: Board opposed PLUM resolution (to support project) in Feb.  

 
h. 2465 S. Purdue Ave.: Demolition of 1-story apartments (4 units). New construction of 5-
story, 17-unit apartment (1 very low-income, 2 extremely-low income) with 4.5 FAR. TOC 
Tier 3 incentives include 70% density bonus, reduced parking to 0.5 spaces per unit, and 
FAR increase of 50%. On-menu incentives include decrease in open space by 25%, 
decrease in both side setbacks by 30%, and increase in height of 1 story. DIR-2018-3411-
TOC. ENV- 2018-3412-EAF.  

i. City status: Submittal in Apr. 2018.  
ii. NC status: Board opposed PLUM resolution (to support project with conditions).  

 
i. 2412 S. Federal Ave.: Demolition of 4 studio residences and commercial store.  
New construction of 40 units (including 4 very low-income) with Transit Oriented 
Communities incentives, minimum setbacks and maximum height. DIR-2018- 4928-TOC. 
ENV-2018-4929-EAF.  

i. City status: Submittal on Aug. 22, 2018.  
ii. NC status: Board supported PLUM resolution (to support project with conditions).  

 
j. 11261 Santa Monica Blvd. & 1611-1625 S. Beloit Ave.: Demolition of 1-story gas  



station with mini-market. New construction of 6-story (67 ft.) apartment with 119 units (17 
affordable). 135 car parking spaces. 94 bicycle parking spaces. Transit- Oriented 
Communities incentives for increased height from 45 ft. to 67 ft., 25% reduction in open 
space from 12,225 sf to 9,175 sf, and reduced setbacks to 5 ft. In-lieu fee for removal of 5 
trees (30 replacement trees required, 23 trees proposed in pots on podium and roof). 
Waiver for road dedication on Santa  
Monica Blvd. (5 ft.) and Beloit Ave. (3 ft.). Lot coverage 69%, paving 22%, landscaping 
9%. DIR-2018-3038-TOC-SPR-WD1. ENV-2018-3039-MND.  

i. City status: Submittal on May 24, 2018. Planner: Steve Kim.  
ii. NC status: Board supported PLUM resolution (to support project).  

 
k. New Target store (11800 Santa Monica Blvd.): Alcohol CUB for sales of full line  
of alcohol for offsite consumption as part of new store (30,200 sf), part of mixed- use 
project (169,000 sf). ENV-2018-3771-CE. ZA-2018-3770-CUB.  

i. City status: Hearing on Oct. 22.  
ii. NC status: Cancellation of Board meetings prevented NC from considering in time for 
Planning Dept. hearing.  

 
l. 12300-12328 W. Pico Blvd.: Demolition of 1-story commercial and new  
construction of 6-story apartment with 65-units, 1,740 sf commercial (15% very low income 
housing- 10 units). Uses Transit Oriented Communities Tier 3 incentives for affordable 
housing – 70% density increase, 3.75 FAR, 0.5 parking spaces/unit, height increase of 2 
stories/ 22 ft., reduced side setbacks of 5 ft., reduced transitional height. Adjacent to I-10 
freeway in rear. DIR-2017-5254.  

i. NC status: Board supported PLUM resolution (support with design revisions).  
 
m. 1947 S. Sawtelle Blvd. (old YMCA site): Alcohol CUBs (full service) with hours of  
operation until 2:00 am for all nights.  

i. New 1,490-sf restaurant, 63 indoor seats and 18 patio seats. ZA-2018-4860-CUB. 
ENV-2018-4861-CE.  
ii. New 1,261-sf restaurant, 60 indoor seats and 12 patio seats. ZA-2018-4862-CUB. 
ENV-2018-4863-CE.  
iii. New 2,022-sf restaurant, 104 indoor seats and 92 patio seats. ZA-2018-4866-CUB. 
ENV-2018-4867-CE.  
iv. City status: Submittal on Aug. 22. TBD hearing.  
v. NC status: Board supported PLUM resolution (to support CUB).  

 
n. 12001 W. Pico Blvd.: Demolition of 1-story commercial buildings. New  
construction of 6-story mixed-use (67-ft. height) with 80 units (8 affordable), 4,117 sf of 
commercial, and 82 parking spaces. Incentives to reduce open space from 8,000 sf to 6,000 



sf (reduction of 25%), to reduce transitional height, and to increase height by 22 ft. and 2 
stories. ENV-2018-3173-EAF. DIR-2018-3172- TOC-CDO.  

i. City status: No hearing - Director’s administrative determination.  
ii. NC status: Board supported PLUM resolution (to oppose project).  

 
o. Nong LA restaurant (Yamaguchi Bldg., 2055 Sawtelle Blvd.): CUP for alcohol  
(beer and wine) service and a deviation from the commercial corner ordinance for 
extended hours of service from 11:00 am until 2:00 am at a 909-sf restaurant with 25 seats 
and 8 exterior seats. Expiration in May 2019. ZA-2012-0382-CUB.  

i. City status: Hearing date TBD.  
ii. NC status: Board supported PLUM resolution (to support CUB).  

 
p. 11347 W. Mississippi Ave.: Demolition of 1-story house. New construction 2-unit 
condominiums (3 stories, 4 bedrooms) with minimum setbacks and maximum heights. 
Variance for reduced lot width. ENV-2018-3578-CE. AA-2018-3577- PMLA.  

i. City status: Hearing date TBD. Submittal on Jun. 19, 2018.  
ii. NC status: Board supported PLUM resolution (to support CUB).  

 
q. 1702 S. Granville Ave.: Re-design - demolition of 1-story house and new construction of 
4 small-lot houses of 4 stories (Small Lot Subdivision). AA-2017- 3856-PMLA-SL, ENV-
2017-3857-CE (see exhibit).  

i. City status: Approved in Aug. 2018. Re-submittal in 2018. Submittal 9/26/2017. 
Planner: Connie Chauv.  
ii. NC status: Presentation of revised plan to PLUM on Jun. 12, no resolution - forwarded 
to Board for Jul. 25 meeting. First presentation for PLUM in Nov. 2017 - no resolution, 
forwarded to Board with no recommendation.  

 
8. Public Comment - Items not on the Agenda: 1 minute minimum per speaker.  
 
No public comment. 
 
9. Member announcements.  
 
No member announcements. 
 
10. Adjournment.  
 
Ross moved to adjourn at 9:10 PM. 
 
Members: Jay Ross, Boardmember representative (310) 979-9255 JRoss@WLANC.com  



Jay Handal, Boardmember representative JHandal@WLANC.com  
Arman Ghorbani, Boardmember representative AGhorbani@WLANC.com  
Galen Pindell, Boardmember GPindell@WLANC.com  
Korie Sweeney SweeneyKorie@Gmail.com  
Korie Wataghani Wataghani@AOL.com  
Teri Temme TeriTemme@Me.com  
 


