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

 
Project Site: 1122 South Roxbury Drive; 1112 – 1136 South Roxbury Drive     
Case No. ZA-2018-3419-ELD-1A Council No: 5 - Koretz 

CEQA No. ENV-2018-3420-CE (Class 32) Related Cases: ZA-2018-3419-ELD  
Held By: West Los Angeles  Area Planning Commission  
Date: June 19, 2019    JULY 17, 2019  Plan Area: West Los Angeles 

Time: After 4:30 P.M.  Zone: [Q]R3-1-O 
Place: Henry Medina West L.A.  

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

Plan Overlay: West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and 
Mitigation Specific Plan 

Land Use: Medium Residential 
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Michelle Carter, City Planning Associate 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
michelle.carter@lacity.org   
(213) 978-1262 
 apcWestLA@lacity.org  

Applicant: Leonard Rosenblatt, Lenmar Roxbury, LLC 

Representative: Daniel Ahadian, nur - Development Consulting 

Appellant: Leonard Rosenblatt, Lenmar Roxbury, LLC 
Representative: Jonathan Riker, Ervin Cohen & Jessup, LLC 

     
 

  
PROPOSED PROJECT: 
The proposed project involves the demolition of four (4) existing two-story residential buildings and associated parking garages and the construction, 
use and maintenance of a new 73,482 square foot, four-story eldercare facility with 57 units, with 56 units reserved for Senior Independent Housing, 
one (1) unit reserved for Assisted Living Care Housing, and two (2) levels subterranean parking. The project would provide a total of 100 parking 
spaces on-site.  The project also involves the export of approximately 16,500 cubic yards of soil. 
 
APPEAL: 
Appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s denial of an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit for an Eldercare Facility with 57 units, with 56 units reserved for 
Senior Independent Housing, one (1) unit reserved for Assisted Living Care Housing, and with the following deviations from the LAMC: 1) Allow 57 
dwelling units in lieu of the 25 dwelling units stipulated by the Q condition; 2) Allow an increase in building height of 47’ in lieu of the 36’ restricted by 
the “Q” condition;  3) Allow a front yard setback of 5’ for the center garden, and 12’ for the building along Roxbury Drive in lieu of the required 15’; 4) 
Allow a side yard setback of 5’ along Bedford Drive in lieu of the 7’ required for a 4-story building; and  5) Allow balconies on all floors with a 50 square 
foot minimum to count towards open space in lieu of the ground-floor only and 150 square foot minimum required by the Q condition. 

________________________________ 
 

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

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

CITY HALL 200 NORTH SPRING STREET ROOM 525 LOS ANGELES CA 90012 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

RE-SCHEDULING OF PUBLIC HEARING 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 

 
FILE REVIEW - The complete file is available for public inspection between the hours of 8:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. 
Please call or email the staff identified on the front page, at least three (3) days in advance to assure that the files will be available.  Files 
are not available for review the day of the hearing.   
 
AGENDAS AND REPORTS- Commission agendas are posted for public review in the Main Street lobby of City Hall East, 200 N. Main 
Street, Los Angeles, California.  Commission Agendas are accessible online at planning.lacity.org, by selecting "Commissions & Hearings", 
the specific Area or City Planning Commission and “Agendas”.  Appeal Recommendation Reports are available on-line seven (7) days prior 
to the Commission meeting and are hyperlinked to the case numbers on the agenda.   Please note that Appeal Recommendation Reports 
are not prepared for appeals related to Zoning Administrator decisions. 
 
Be advised that the Commission may RECONSIDER and alter its action taken on items listed on the meeting agenda at any time during this 
meeting or during the next regular meeting, in accordance with the Commission Policies and Procedures and provided that the Commission 
retains jurisdiction over the case.  If a Commission meeting is cancelled or adjourned due to lack of quorum, all remaining agenda 
items shall be continued to the next regular meeting or beyond, as long as the continuance is within the legal time limits of the 
case or cases.  
 
TESTIMONY AND CORRESPONDENCE - Your attendance is optional; oral testimony can only be given at the Commission meeting and may 
be limited due to time constraints.   Written testimony or evidentiary documentation may be submitted prior to, or at the meeting in accordance 
to the Commission’s submittal requirements. Commissions function in a quasi-judicial capacity and therefore, cannot be contacted 
directly.   Any materials submitted to the Commission become City property and will not be returned.  This includes any correspondence or 
exhibits used as part of your testimony. 
 
REQUIREMENTS FOR SUBMISSION OF MATERIALS - Written materials may be submitted prior to or at the meeting in accordance with 
the submittal requirements below.  When required, hard copies must be presented on letter size (8 ½ " x 11") or legal size (8 ½ " x 14") 
paper. All oversized exhibits must be folded to fit into a legal-sized folder.   Plans (i.e. site plans, floor plans, grading plans) must be presented 
on paper size not smaller than ledger size (11” x 17”). The case number must be written on all communications, plans and exhibits.   
 
• Regular Submissions – Written materials not limited as to volume must be received by the Commission Executive Assistant no later than 

by end of business day Monday of the week prior to the week of the Commission meeting. Materials must be delivered electronically to the staff 
and commission email identified on the front of this page.  In addition, an original plus six (6) copies must be submitted to the Commission 
Office directly at 200 North Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, CA 90012 in attention to the Commission Secretariat.   

• Secondary Submissions - All written materials in response to an Appeal Recommendation Report and/or additional comments must be 
submitted no later than 48 hours before to the Commission meeting (for Central, South LA and Harbor APCs, materials must be 
received no later than by 3:00 p.m., Thursday of the week prior to the Commission Meeting).  Submissions, including exhibits, shall not 
exceed ten (10) pages and must be submitted electronically to the Commission identified on the front of this notice. 

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

• Non-Complying Submissions -   Submissions that do not comply with these rules will be stamped “File Copy. Non-complying 
Submission”.  Non-complying submissions will be placed into the official case file, but they will not be delivered to, or considered by the 
Commission.  The Commission Rules and Operating Procedures are available online at planning.lacity.org by selecting “Commissions & 
Hearings” and selecting the specific Commission.  

EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES AND JUDICIAL REVIEW - If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be 
limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agenized here, or in written correspondence on these 
matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California 
Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 90th day 
following the date on which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be 
other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 
 
ACCOMMODATIONS - As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate 
on the basis of disability.  The hearing facility and its parking are wheelchair accessible.  Sign language interpreters, assistive listening 
devices, or other services, such as translation between English and other languages, may also be provided upon written request submitted 
a minimum of seven (7) working days in advance to: per.planning@lacity.org. Be sure to identify the language you need English to be 
translated into, and indicate if the request is for oral or written translation services.  If translation of a written document is requested, please 
include the document to be translated as an attachment to your email.  

http://planning.lacity.org/
mailto:per.planning@lacity.org
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CASE NO. ZA-2018-3419-ELD 
ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT 
1122 South Roxbury Drive; 1112-1136 South 

Roxbury Drive 
West Los Angeles Community Plan Area 
Zone [Q]R3-1-O 
D. M. 132A165 
C.D. 5 
CEQA ENV-2018-3420-CE 
Legal Description: Lots 43 - 4 7; Tract 11106 

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

an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit for the construction, use, and maintenance of an 
Eldercare Facility consisting of Senior Independent Housing and Assisted Living Care 
Housing; 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

After thorough consideration of the statements contained in the application, the plans submitted 
therewith, the statements made at the public hearing on December 10, 2018, all of which are by 
reference made a part hereof, as well as knowledge of the property and surrounding district, I find 
that the requirements for authorizing an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit under the provisions of 
LAMC Section 14.3.1 have been established by the following facts: 

BACKGROUND 

The project site is comprised of eight (8) irregular shaped lots that encompasses the entire block 
totaling approximately 28,269 square feet (0.64 acre). Other addresses on the subject site 
includes 1112-1136 South Roxbury Drive. The subject site has a frontage of approximately 371 
square feet along Roxbury Drive, a 101-foot frontage along Bedford Drive and an approximate 
frontage of 350-foot along the public alley. 

The property is zoned [Q]R3-1-O with a land use designation of Medium Residential. The property 
is located within the West Los Angeles Community Plan Area, and the West Los Angeles 
Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan Area, which requires "new 
developments mitigate Significant Transportation Impacts caused by development in the R3 and 
less restrictive zones; and provide a mechanism to fund specific transportation improvements due 
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to transportation impacts generated by the projected new development within the WLA TIMP 
Area". The site is not located within a flood zone, a liquefaction area or a landslide area. However, 
the subject site is located in a Methane Zone, and a special grading area. The subject site is 
1.469 kilometers to the nearest fault, the Santa Monica Fault. 

The proposed project involves the demolition of four (4) existing two-story residential buildings 
built in 1937 and 1938 and associated parking garages and the construction, use and 
maintenance of a new 73,482 square foot, four-story eldercare facility with 57 units, with 56 units 
reserved for Senior Independent Housing, one (1) unit reserved for Assisted Living Care Housing, 
and two levels subterranean parking. The project would provide a total of 100 parking spaces on
site. 

As stipulated by Ordinance No. 165,987, that became effective July 28, 1990, density is limited 
to one dwelling unit per 1,200 square feet of lot area, height is limited to a maximum of 36 feet 
and the requirement of a minimum of 150 square feet of private patio per dwelling unit. The 
ordinance does not address floor area ratio or senior housing. The request is for an Eldercare 
Facility Unified Permit, pursuant to Section 14.3.1, the applicant requested several deviations 
from the zoning regulations in conjunction with the Eldercare Unified Permit to allow a substantial 
increase in density and floor area and to allow reduced yards. The request includes a Permit an 
Eldercare Facility in the R3 Zone. To allow 57 dwelling units in lieu of the 25 dwelling units 
stipulated by the Q condition, an increase in building height of 47' in lieu of the 36' restricted by 
the "Q" condition, a front yard setback of 5' for the center garden, and 12' for the building along 
Roxbury Drive in lieu of the required 15', a side yard setback of 5' along Bedford Drive in lieu of 
the 7' required for a 4-story building and to allow balconies on all floors with a 50 square foot 
minimum to count towards open space in lieu of the ground-floor only and 150 square foot 
minimum required by the Q condition. 

All living units in the proposed development are designed to include kitchens. The one-bedroom 
unit for the Assisted Living Care is approximately 785 square feet, the one-bedroom units range 
from 725 square feet to 884 square feet, the two-bedroom units range from 974 square feet to 
1,332 square feet , and the three-bedroom units ranges from 1,391 square feet to 1,523 square 
feet Residential common areas would be located on the first, second and third floors, and include 
a pool, a bridge/billiard room, an activities room, and T.V. lounges. A recreation room and patio 
is proposed for the P1 Level. 

The surrounding land uses consists of predominately residential uses. The properties to the north 
across the public alley are zoned [Q]R3-1-O and are developed four story multi-family residential 
buildings. The properties to the east, across Bedford Drive are zoned [Q]R3-1-O and are 
developed with four-story multi-family residential uses. The properties to the south across 
Roxbury Drive are zoned [Q]R3-1-O, and are developed with a four-story multi-family residential 
building and a two-story multi-family residential building . The properties to the west across 
Roxbury Drive and Beverly Green Drive are zoned [Q]R3-1-O, and are developed with two- and 
three-story residential buildings. 

Streets and Circulation 

Roxbury Drive, adjoining the subject property to the south, is a designated as a Collector, 
dedicated to a right-of-way width of 80 feet along the project's street frontage and is improved 
with curb, gutter, sidewalk, asphalt roadways, and landscaping. 
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Bedford Drive, adjoining the subject property to the east, is a Local Street - Standard, dedicated 
· to a right-of-way width of 60 feet and is improved with asphalt roadways, curb, gutter, and 
sidewalk. 

The 20- foot Alley, adjoining the subject property to the north, is improved with asphalt roadway. 

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

DIR-2014-4310-DB-1A - On September 8, 2016, the Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
denied the appeal of the approval of two on-menu Affordable Housing Incentives and sustained 
the determination of the Director of Planning approving two Density Bonus Affordable Housing 
Incentives for the construction of a four-story, 47-feet in height apartment building totaling 25 
dwelling units, reserving 2 units for Very Low Income. 

DIR-2014-4310-DB - On April 26, 2016, the designee of the Director of Planning approved two 
incentives requested by the applicant for a project totaling 25 dwelling units, reserving 2 units for 
Very Low Income household occupancy. 

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

Staff utilized a 1,000-foot radius map via the Zoning Information Mapping Access System (ZIMAS) 
and the Planning Case Tracking System (PCTS), seeking past Eldercare Facility Unified Permit 
determinations. There were no relevant cases found within 1,000 feet of the subject property. 

Public Communication 

Email correspondence was received on November 24, 2018 from Cherie S. Lewis, resident, in 
opposition of the proposed project stating: 

I am an owner/occupant within a 500 foot radius of the proposed project. I am firmly and 
completely opposed to this project. In my opinion, the proposed project would have a very 
detrimental impact on my own property and the neighborhood as a whole. 

As a threshold issue, I am very opposed to this proposed project to build a large 
institutional facility, because this type of building would inappropriately and detrimentally 
change the residential character of the local neighborhood. The local area has generally 
and traditionally been a low-density low-key low-height neighborhood, consisting primarily 
of single-family homes and lower-height condominium buildings. 

Also, the proposal to provide a total of 100 parking space on-site is completely unrealistic. 
Since the proposed project envisions 57 units, the proposed project would be providing 
only 1. 75 parking spaces per unit. Providing only 1.57 parking spaces per unit in a 
neighborhood with existing parking limitations and challenges is unreasonable. Given the 
fact that two persons might possibly live in each of the 57 units and Roxbury Park, right 
across the street, poses its own parking challenges, the low number of proposed parking 
spaces would be highly likely to cause increased parking congestion and challenges in 
the entire local area. 

Regarding the request for an exemption from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), I am very opposed, because I see no reason to weaken the long-standing 
protections that are afforded to the local neighborhood. I note that the general 
environment of the local neighborhood is likely to change in the near future due to the 
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building of the subway in nearby Beverly Hills/Century City. I see no reason to further 
negatively impact the local environment by granting an exemption to CEQA protections. 

Regarding the multiple requested exemptions from Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), 
I am very opposed, because it seems that each of the exemptions would result an increase 
in local population density and/or a decrease in the amount of local green space. 

a. The request to allow 57 dwelling units in lieu of the 25 dwelling units stipulated by the 
Q condition is completely inappropriate as this would increase the density of property by 
more than double. Since two people might possibly be living in each unit, this request 
might increase the number of residents from 50 under the Q condition to 114 under the 
requested condition. This large increase in the local population would detrimentally impact 
the traditionally low-density character of the neighborhood. 

b. The request to increase the building height to 47 feet in lieu of the 36 feet stipulated by 
the Q condition is completely inappropriate, because it would change the low-height nature 
of the local buildings by over 30 percent. Not only would this large building detract visually 
from the low-height nature of the neighborhood, it would block sunlight from the 
surrounding area. Furthermore, this type of large institutional building is inappropriate for 
a low-key low-density residential neighborhood. 

c. The request to allow a front yard setback of five feet for the center garden and 12 feet 
for the building along Roxbury Drive in lieu of the required 15 feet is completely 
inappropriate, because it would eliminate large areas of green open space which are 
characteristic of the local area and valued by the local area residents. 

d. The request to allow a side yard setback of five feet along Bedford Drive in lieu of the 
seven foot setback required for a four-story building is completely inappropriate, because 
it would eliminate large areas of green open space which are characteristic of the local 
area and valued by the local area residents. 

e. The request to allow balconies on all floors with a 50-square foot minimum to count 
towards "open space" in lieu of the ground floor only and 150 square foot minimum 
required by the Q condition is completely inappropriate. The proposed re-characterization 
of balconies as "open space" is ludicrous. Balconies are pieces of steel, concrete, or other 
materials which are reserved by private use, not "open space." Here, again, this proposal 
would eliminate large areas of open space which are characteristic of the local area and 
valued by the local area residents. 

In sum, I am firmly and completely opposed to this proposed project. I hope that the City 
of Los Angeles will take this comment into account when reviewing this proposed project. 
Thank you" 

A letter dated December 10, 2018 was received from the City of Beverly Hills Director of Planning 
expressing concerns with the following comments/concerns: 

• CEQA - Questions if the traffic analysis is adequate for consideration of the Class 32 
Exemption (where a change of density from existing residential uses to a 57 unit 
development) is concerned. Additionally, concerns of traffic impacts during construction 
that may impact access to nearby Roxbury Park facilities would be substantially disrupted. 

• Density Bonus and Code Deviations - The letter questions if adequate environmental 
review was performed for the project of the 57-unit senior care facility. The amount of 
bonus needs to be commensurate with the extent of the numerous deviations that the 
project is requesting. 
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• Public Recreational Facilities - Has the case been evaluated as to the impacts to the 
subject site, being adjacent to Roxbury Park, a Beverly Hills City facility? 

An email communication was received on December 7, 2018 from Aviv Kleinman representing 
Councilman Paul Koretz of Council District 5 indicating their support for the eldercare facility. 

One communication dated, December 27, 2018, was received from the South Robertson 
Neighborhood Council indicating their support. They note that on December 10, 2018, their 
General Board voted 15-0 to approve the applicant's project. 

Public Hearing 

The public hearing was held on December 10, 2018 at 11:15 a.m. at West LA Municipal Building, 
1645 Corinth Avenue. There were approximately 24 persons in attendance - the applicant, his 
representative, stakeholders in the area, and a representative of the Council Office. 

Daniel Ahadian, representative for Leonard Rosenblatt of Lenmar Roxbury, LLC, the applicant, 
indicated that the applicant was present and made the following comments: 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

He presented the project in detail as an eldercare facility to allow residents to age in place 
within the neighborhood by transitioning from their single family home to the proposed 
project. Within the project, a resident can take advantage of the senior independent living 
units and the one assisted living unit. 
There are existing four-story apartments in the area . 
The proposed building will have a modernist architectural style. The new project was 
modified to remove buildings portions of the building bulk from the Roxbury side to 
accommodate open space area. The lobby will have a 2-story space on the interior. We 
are matching the existing massing of buildings in the adjacent area. There will be 56 
senior independent units and one unit for assisted living care. 
Market studies show that senior independent housing is needed in the region. Services 
for seniors are close by in Roxbury Park with senior services, shopping (Beverly Center), 
and medical care (Cedar Sinai Hospital). 
The project will allow an opportunity for the residents to age in place and free up single 
family residences for younger families. 

Heather Fels, a resident and physician in the area opposed the project. Indicating that it would 
increase patient population in the area as well as imposed new and unwanted traffic and 
congestion, thereby, creating pedestrian/vehicle conflicts. 

Katherine Wheeler, a property owner of the area indicated that she is concerned with overbuilding 
that exceeds the building code. 

• She only heard of the project recently. No time to understand the project and provide 
comment. 

• Developers don't care about residents. 
• Local residents can't afford the facility. 
• She read an article that addressed another project. 

Steven Rich, a homeowner in the area, addressed the senior living facility with his experience of 
having his father in such a senior home. 

• The cost is more than $10,000 each month on the typical development of this type. 
• As a property owner, we will lose the vista that we enjoy now. He asked about the grade 

and building heights of adjacent properties. 
• This is a business for residential living. There will be lots of density here. The winner 

here is the City having more tax base and the loser is the neighborhood. 
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• From this site, it is not easy to access the Cedar Sinai Hospital. 
• He asked what is the unit breakdown and square footage of the units. 
• He felt that the project will not support local residents and that will see outside 

employment. 
• He indicated that he doesn't have a problem to development the site, but the proposal is 

too high. The project will be out of character for the neighborhood. He also felt the use 
will create impacts. 

Stuart Cramer, a resident across the street, made the following comments: 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

Roxford is not an area that promotes full height. There are some 2-story high buildings . 
In the 1990s, the area was downzoned to limit height. Compared with tree heights, to the 
scale of building heights. Many of the 4 story high buildings are out of scale with the lower 
density neighborhood. 
The site has more than 300 feet of frontage with the proposal of 4-stories that will be 
continuous. The "break" to accommodate opens pace and a pool is a fallacy because the 
4 stories is continuous throughout the building . There is little articulation. 
The Eldercare Ordinance intends on providing a continuum of eldercare services in a 
single facility - from ambulatory to full care. This is only an apartment building for 
someone in their senior year. What is next? What about memory care? This only has 
one assisted living unit. This project is not the intent of the Eldercare Ordinance. 
Some of the proposed structure will be built beyond code and should not be approved . 

Jennie Lewkowiciz, a neighboring property owner, made the following comments: 
• Proposal of the existing buildings will change character of neighborhood. 
• The applicant's comment on opening up R 1 properties are untrue to those who can't 

afford it. 
• The request change in setbacks will be unfair to residents in the neighborhood and will 

be unfair to other developers. 
• The project will increase the population by more than 100% which will result in more 

traffic. 
• Height increase is out of character with the neighborhood. 
• Setbacks on the triangular open space area will not really be effective to lessen the 

build ing bulk imposed on the surrounding area. 

Emmanuel Gotley, a resident across Bedford Drive, indicated that she is sensitive to the need for 
senior housing in the city, but will endure looking at the height and massing of the project for years 
to come. The project will change the character of the neighborhood. The project would be better 
off on Wilshire and Pico, but not on Roxbury. 

Sandy Richman, a resident, and indicated knowing of others who share her thoughts on the 
project, indicated the following: 

• She echoed the concerns of the prior speakers' concerns on the narrow streets, high 
speed traffic, doubling residential density and staff. These issues would result in impacts 
to the surrounding neighborhood. 

• There is a mix of 2- and 4-story multiple family buildings in the area. Though we live in 
Beverly Hills, our services will be impacted. I don't know if the City of Beverly Hills is 
aware of this. 

• The radius of notification is limited so not everyone who was concerned might have 
attended. 

Brandon Collins, a resident, noted the following: 
• He indicated that the use is a business with all the same impacts including traffic. 
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• The building size is too big and he opposes the density. 
• No other buildings have on-site staffers. 
• He doesn't like the architectural style. The neighborhood is composed of traditional and 

classic architectural styles. This bears no resemblance to other existing styles in the 
area. 

• He indicated that he is 32 years old and the area is not only for seniors. Other residents 
his age are opposed too. 

• The developer indicated that Roxbury Park has lots of senior services available. He finds 
that the programs are too impacted with parking and people and cannot even access a 
picnic table. 

• He stated that, in his experience, health and building requirements are not required for 
review in the City of LA as compared to other cities. 

Juan Acauz, a planner with the City of Beverly Hills, submitted a letter and asked if their agency 
can meet with the Zoning Administrator prior to the determination letter to discuss the issues. 

• He asked the Zoning Administrator to describe the process. 
• He questioned if the Class 32 Environmental Exemption was fully vetted and justified. 
• He was concerned with providing park services for the project was coordinated with the 

City of Beverly Hills Department of Parks. 
• He questioned if the traffic study was performed appropriately. 

Bobbe Feels, a resident, made the following comments: 
• This is a proposed Eldercare Facility but the only offering is independent living units. 
• What is the unit breakdown? 
• Does parking meet the requirements of the LAMC? 
• What are the traffic mitigations and traffic safety measures? 
• The project will be adding immense population to the area. 
• The building's architecture will be imposing on the neighborhood. 
• This is not commonly known as a senior area. 
• The applicant is using the Eldercare process as an umbrella to get away from setback, 

height, and parking standards. 

Robert Kaus, a resident up the hill, made the following comments: 
• This is a crossing area of Roxbury Drive for pedestrians but has no signal or crosswalk. 

We need these features to ensure pedestrian safety. 
• He agrees with other comments made today. 
• He doesn't agree that this is the same architectural style as the Lovell House. 
• Density is too high for the area - he feels that this is an SRO (single room occupancy 

hotel) for the rich. 
• A 3-story building fits the area with the tree line - not 4-stories. Four stories will be 

impactful. 

Leonard Rosenblatt, representing the owner of subject property, made the following comments: 
• He takes pride of ownership in building projects they construct. We build quality buildings 

and keep the project as a part of their portfolio as a family business. 
• We care about the neighborhood. 
• This is not a business - we will manage the building. 
• We would like to build a project that fits in the area. 
• We want to do something nice here. 

Daniel Ahadian, responded to the comments: 
• Mr. Ahadian described the project details as offering limited Alzheimer's services, 56 
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senior independent living units, and one assisted care unit. No affordable units. 
• He noted that the traffic status was cleared with the Department of Transportation . 
• The scale and height of the proposal will be equivalent to other surrounding 4-story 

buildings. 
• He further explained the setbacks variations requested. 
• The parking situation is compliant based on the requirements of senior housing unit 

standards. 
• The present alley characteristics was described as an alley. 
• Bedford Drive is a Local Street 
• Rexford Drive is already improved to a higher standard of the street designation and will 

not require further improvements. 

Steve Albert, Architect of the project, remarked that he is a formerly an Architectural Commission 
Member of Beverly Hills. The BHAC is not limited to only one style of architecture. Trees will be 
plentiful. 

Two individuals who signed speaker cards as residents and were opposed to the project either 
left or elected not speak. 

The Zoning Administrator closed the public hearing and stated that he finds the testimony 
compelling . There are many aspects that deserve further review for which will be pending my 
analysis. No verbal determination, at the moment will be indicated due to this anticipated review. 
The anticipated determination will be subject to making the required findings and consideration of 
the testimony received in the public record this morning. 

Since the public hearing, the applicant, on February 19, 2019, provided an update to the 
application. This includes a revised set of building plans and an updated programming calendar 
for senior activities. 

• The updated plans includes improvements to the ground floor amenities such as 
consolidating some of the interior open space; improvement to access these common 
spaces; the ground floor exterior will be improved with a walking path and vegetable 
garden are for senior activities; on the second floor, the TV Lounge has been enlarged; 
similarly, the third floor billiards room has been enlarged and proposed with skylights. 

• The programming calendar includes a sample events schedule of various activities such 
as water aerobics, cooking classes, movie night, tending to the garden, bridge club, and 
bingo. These events are intended to "promote the health, wellness and keeping their mind 
and bodies fit." 

ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT FINDINGS 

Following (highlighted) is a delineation of the findings and the application of the relevant facts to 
same: 

1. The strict application of the land use regulations on the subject property would not 
result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the 
general purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

The request has been filed pursuant to the City's Eldercare Ordinance, Section 14.3.1 of 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code (L.A.M.C.) which authorizes the Zoning Administrator to 
permit an Eldercare Facility on a lot or lots located in the A 1 through R3 Zones, or in the 
RAS3, R4, RAS4 and RS and all C Zones, when an Eldercare Facility does not meet the 
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use, area, or height provisions of the respective zone contained in the respective chapter, 
or the requirements of any specific plan, supplemental use district, "T" classification , "Q" 
condition, "D" limitation, or Citywide regulation adopted or imposed by City action subject 
to certain required findings. 

The Zoning Administrator is authorize to grant relief from the zoning regulations, including 
use regulations, when an Eldercare Facility is not permitted by-right in the underlying zone 
or when permitted by-right but the applicant seeks relief from the underlying zoning 
regulations. The Zoning Administrator's authority in granting relief from the zoning 
regulations only applies to an Eldercare Facility and not authorized to permit relief to allow 
other uses not permitted by the underlying zone. 

An Eldercare Facility is defined by the L.A.M.C. as "one functionally operated facility which 
provides residential housing for persons 62 years and older, and which combines in one 
facility, two or more of the following types of uses: Senior Independent Housing, Assisted 
Living Care Housing, Skilled Nursing Care Housing, and/or Alzheimer's/Dementia Care 
Housing. A minimum of 75 percent of the floor area, exclusive of common areas, shall 
consist of Senior Independent Housing and/or Assisted Living Care Housing". 

The project site is comprised of eight (8) irregular shaped lots that encompasses the entire 
block totaling approximately 28,269 square feet (0.64 acre). The subject site has a 
frontage along Roxbury Drive, Bedford Drive and along the public alley. The property is 
zoned [Q]R3-1-O with a land use designation of Medium Residential. The property is 
located within the West Los Angeles Community Plan Area, and the West Los Angeles 
Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan Area. The site is not located 
within a flood zone, a liquefaction area or a landslide area. However, the subject site is 
located in a Methane Zone, and a special grading area. The subject site is 1.469 
kilometers to the nearest fault, the Santa Monica Fault 

The request is for an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit for an Eldercare Facility with 57 
units, with 56 units reserved for Senior Independent Housing, one (1) unit reserved for 
Assisted Living Care Housing, and with the following deviations from the L.A.M.C. : to 
allow 57 dwelling units in lieu of the 25 dwelling units stipulated by the Q condition; to allow 
an increase in building height of 47' in lieu of the 36' restricted by the "Q" conditions; to 
allow a front yard setback of 5' for the center garden, and 12' for the building along 
Roxbury Drive in lieu of the required 15'; to allow a side yard setback of 5' along Bedford 
Drive in lieu of the 7' required for a 4-story building; and to allow balconies on all floors 
with a 50 square foot minimum to count towards open space in lieu of the ground-floor 
only and 150 square foot minimum required by the Q conditions. 

The proposed facility will contain a total of 57 units. One one-bedroom unit will be 
designated for Assisted Living Care Housing and 56 units are for Senior Independent 
Housing. Of the residential floor area proposed (exclusive of common areas), 
approximately 98.5 percent will consist of Senior Independent Housing. As proposed, the 
project meets the definition of an Eldercare Facility and is eligible for an Eldercare Unified 
Permit through such discretionary process outlined in Section 14.3.1 of the LAMC. The 
facility will contain approximately 73,482 square-feet of which approximately almost all of 
the floor area is devoted to Senior Independent Living and Assisted Living purposes, with 
4,323 square feet will be devoted common areas and on-site amenities including activities 
room, T.V. lounges on two levels, and a garden area with a pool, a bridge/billiards room 
and a recreation room. The proposed project also includes 2,200 square-feet of balconies 
throughout the development. Additionally, the development includes two levels of 
subterranean parking over the entire site. 
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The difference between Senior Independent Housing and the remaining types of elderly 
housing is that Senior Independent Housing is not required to be licensed by the California 
Department of Social Services or by the California Department of Health. It is geared 
toward elderly who are healthy, independent and can lead active lifestyles. These 
residents don 't require specialized on-site support services, supervision or monitoring. 
The units in Senior Independent Housing consist of self-contained dwelling units including 
a kitchen. 

Meanwhile, Alzheimer's/Dementia Care, Skilled Nursing Care and Assisted Living 
Housing are all required to be licensed by the California Department of Social Services or 
California Health Department. Alzheimer's/Dementia Care and Skilled Nursing Care 
Housing consist of guest rooms which are not permitted to maintain a kitchen. These are 
efficiency units similar to hotel guest rooms. These residents require 24/7 supervision, 
assistance and care-giving and typically have medical or cognitive issues that require 
skilled health care professionals. Residents are not likely to perform basic activities such 
as cooking for themselves (hence, they are housed in guest rooms) . Assisted Living 
Housing may consist of either dwelling units or guest rooms depending on the residents ' 
health and abilities. To be eligible for this housing, residents must require assistance with 
at least two non-medical activities of daily living. These residents do not require the same 
level of care as Alzheimer's or Skilled Nursing residents but require assistance with basic 
daily activities such as dressing, hygiene, grooming, bathing. More often than not, the 
Assisted Living Care Housing consists of guest rooms. 

Hence, given the special needs of residents of Eldercare facilities, a significantly greater 
portion of an Eldercare Facility 's floor area is typically devoted to common areas and 
accessory support services than would be required for a typical apartment building. In 
adopting the Eldercare Ordinance, the City Council recognized the need for special needs 
housing for the elderly and allows siting Eldercare Facilities in a broad range of zones 
(including single-family zones) and empowers the Zoning Administrator to grant deviations 
from the zoning regulations, including density, floor area, height, yards or other deviations 
as needed to facilitate development of Eldercare Facilities. 

However, given the code's allowance to site Eldercare facilities in a broad range of zones, 
including single-family zones, by requiring that at least 75% of the floor area of a facility 
be devoted to either Senior Independent Housing or Assisted Living Housing, it was the 
City Council's intent to ensure that the dominant housing component of a facility consist 
of the least intensive of the various housing types in order to maintain their compatibility 
with surrounding uses. Therefore, the more intense elderly housing type (Alzheimer's and 
Skilled Nursing) which would require a higher level of on-site medical support services 
and a higher staff to resident ratio is limited to a maximum of 25% of the floor area of a 
facility (exclusive of common areas). 

The proposal includes 56 (98.2%) of units as Senior Independent housing and one (1.7%) 
unit of Assisted Living. This is very disproportionate to other comparable projects of similar 
combinations. Many projects of similar senior housing types vary between 5% - 25% of 
Assisted Living Units and include exclusive on-site facilities devoted to appurtenant 
services for elderly. The subject project does not provide broad enough Assisted Living 
units to substantiate a range of housing types that would that would serve the aging 
population. Aging in place will not be served well here. 

During the public hearing, concerns were raised about the proportion of the senior 
independent units vs. the single assisted living unit. This would be essentially be a senior 
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apartment contended Mr. Cramer when he noted, "The Eldercare Ordinance intends on 
providing a continuum of eldercare services in a single facility - from ambulatory to full 
care. This is only an apartment building for someone in their senior year. What is next? 
What about memory care? This only has one assisted living unit. This project is not the 
intent of the Eldercare Ordinance. " Other speakers at the public hearing challenged the 
density, traffic, bulk, and scale of the proposal - especially with the multiple variations rom 
the Q Conditions and Municipal Code. The Zoning Administrator questioned the types of 
services related to senior care would be available for future residents are linked to the 
proposal? Mr. Ahadian described the project details as offering limited Alzheimer's 
services to the 56 senior independent living units and one assisted care unit. No further 
description was presented. Overall , there were approximately 11 speakers opposed to 
the project and 3 in support. 

While the LAMC has certain criteria for accepting an Elderly Care Facility, the subject 
project does meet the minimum requirements for acceptance and processing. 
Subsequent to the public hearing, the applicant submitted revised plans in response to 
the issues raised by the neighbors and by the Zoning Administrator. The revised design 
maintains an overall height of 47 feet but provides interior and exterior improvements and 
a programming calendar for senior activities. 

• The updated plans includes improvements to the ground floor amenities such as 
consolidating some of the interior open space; improvement to access these 
common spaces; the ground floor exterior will be improved with a walking path and 
vegetable garden are for senior activities; on the second floor, the TV Lounge has 
been enlarged; similarly, the third floor billiards room has been enlarged and 
proposed with skylights. The plans and tabular information indicate that the existing 
8,974 square feet of combined open space area has expanded to a total of 9,621 
square feet. 

• The programming calendar includes a sample events schedule of various activities 
such as water aerobics, cooking classes, movie night, tending to the garden, bridge 
club, and bingo. A range of 2-4 activities are listed daily. These events are intended 
to "promote the health, wellness and keeping their mind and bodies fit. " 

Though enriched with active amenities generally aimed at the larger Senior Independent 
residents, no services for the Assisted Living unit was identifed. As such, it appears that 
the proposal only supports active seniors and omits support for Alzheimer's care as well 
as assisted living. Assisted Living care does require Department of Social Services 
licensing for people 62 years of age or older who require assistance with two or more non
medical activities of daily living. 

To review, the following requests are being made in this application, relative to the building 
envelope: 
• Density: 57 units in lieu of the 25 allowed by the Q condition and R3 Zone. 
• Height: An increase in building height from the 36' allowed by the "Q" condition to a 

proposed 4 7'. 
• Setback: A setback reduction to 5 and 12-feet for the front yard in lieu of the 15-feet 

requirement, and a side yard of 5-feet in lieu of ?-feet required. 

• Open Space: To allow balconies on all floors with a 50 square foot minimum to count 
towards open space in lieu of the ground-floor only and 150 square foot minimum 
required by the Q condition 
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With respect to the applicable Q Conditions, and zoning regulations, the applicant asserts 
that: 

Strict compliance to the zoning regulations would limit the development of the subject site. 
Ordinance 165,987, which became effective in 1990 limits density to one dwelling unit per 
1,200 square feet of lot area, thus resulting in the 25 dwelling unit maximum. The Q 
conditions did not limit Floor to Area Ratio (FAR) for the site, but did limit density. The 
purpose of the Q condition when it was passed in 1990 was to regulate multi-family 
housing. However, the same logic does not apply to senior housing. The Q condition did 
not anticipate dwelling units with such a low impact, nor did it anticipate that senior citizens 
requires less space and square footage per unit. 

Additionally, the applicant notes that the International Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 
Generation Manual, 9th Edition, identifies traditional Apartments with a Peak Hour Rate 
of 0. 7 per unit, but Senior Housing is only at 0.27 per unit. Based on these rates, the 
threshold needed to require the lowest level of traffic review by the Department of 
Transportation would be 36 traditional Apartments, but at least 91 units of Senior Housing, 
which this project is well under. 

Additionally, the applicant provided information relative to housing studies from various 
sources that identified dwelling unit shortages and how the state and city have responded 
with various senate bills and local laws that support the development of affordable housing 
units. The less reported genera includes senior housing products. In their findings, the 
applicant asserts that Market studies identified that, "As of 2016, there were 49.4 million 
U.S. residents aged 65 or older, or about 15 percent of total population. By 2030, that 
figure is projected to grow to 75.5 million, or 21 percent of the population, according to the 
U.S. Census Bureau." Further, they submit a Senior Housing Occupancy Rates chart from 
NICMAP Data & Analysis Service, 02 2017 Primary Markets Segment Data, a graph that 
demonstrates during the Second Quarter of 2017, that "Independent Living, another title 
for Senior Independent, "led the pack" with the highest occupancy rates of the four senior 
housing categories." 

This data indicates that there are not enough dwelling units and/or beds serving that 
category. The table to the right reinforces this theory, illustrating that of all the senior 
housing units available, facilities that consist of a majority of Independent Living units are 
the lowest percentage. 

The proposed project is an Eldercare Facility consisting of mostly Senior Independent 
units. The facility will not only bring 57 units into California 's housing market, but sorely 
needed Senior Independent units that will serve to meet an unmet demand. In addition, 
the project will further the stated policies of the City without introducing any significant 
impacts to adjacent neighbors or the surrounding community. In fact, it is likely to cause 
less of an impact than a traditional apartment at the site. Therefore, denying the additional 
density for the project would result in a practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship that 
is inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

The result of a strict application of the code would be that the proposed Eldercare Facility 
could not be built. Based on the demand that exists for the housing and services that 
would be provided by the proposed facility, to prevent it from being built would place a 
hardship on 57 seniors who need supportive housing, and the families of those seniors 
who would have to search for other available housing and services. By extension, a 
hardship would also be borne by all the other seniors and their families searching and 
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competing for the same limited resources in the local area and citywide. Eldercare 
Facilities allow seniors to age in place and to give them an opportunity to move out of a 
home that may be too big or difficult to manage as they grow older. The 57 senior housing 
units that will be home to senior citizens at this facility will make available 57 other homes 
in the City, thus giving opportunities to young families that need the space and are capable 
of managing it. 

In addition to the hardship that is imposed on the seniors and families in need of such 
facilities, denying the proposed project would impose an unnecessary hardship since 
granting the requested deviations under an Eldercare Unified Permit will not impose a 
significant impact to the neighboring properties. As mentioned previously, the proposed 
project can actually reduce the strain on the AM and PM peak hour traffic period since 
senior citizens are primarily retired and it can be assumed that the proposed Eldercare 
Facility will yield a steadier inflow and outflow of traffic throughout the day. Due to the 
nature of the operation, the threshold that the Department of Transportation requires for a 
traffic study for senior housing is 91 units, as compared to 36 units for a typical apartment 
building. 

The applicant cites practical difficulties and unnecessary hardship as being the 
overwhelming need for senior housing without the requested density of 57 units, hardships 
to the families and seniors who need supportive housing in order to age in place, and that 
granting the requested deviations will not impose significant impacts on the neighborhood 
since traffic would be insignificant - even if 91 senior units were granted. 

In reviewing these reasons, the overwhelming need for senior housing is a policy issue 
that is well known. However, determining the hardship or difficulty fell short without proper 
analysis outlining the density and range of housing needs. On the second identified 
hardship to families and seniors who need supportive housing, aging in place is not 
properly addressed with only one Assisted Living Unit out of the 57 being proposed, and 
without adequate description or space for services for the one future resident. Such 
services should address daily living activities. Further, the proposal is not diversified with 
a range of Eldercare Housing Types to allow residents to "age in place" as claimed. An 
aging senior will pass through many stages of care throughout the aging process, 
including assisted living, memory care, and skilled nursing. As planned, there is only one 
resident that will have an opportunity to remain housed here when an Assisted Living need 
arises. Finally, the lack of traffic impact is more properly addressed in Finding No. 4 as 
measure of impacts to the neighborhood. Practical difficulty or hardship based upon only 
a vehicle trip comparison does not adequately substantiate the additional density. The 
following text extrapolates on these observations. 

The Zoning Code sets forth regulations to promote orderly development and to maintain 
compatibility between respective land uses. Generally, the code establishes broad 
categories of zones to separate incompatible uses and to separate land uses according 
to their density and intensity. Further, the Q Conditions for various properties addresses 
specific development issues that affect the site or immediate vicinity. While the city 
intended to facilitate development of Eldercare Facilities by creating a streamlined process 
that allows granting deviations from zoning regulations in connection with an Eldercare 
Unified Permit, the applicant has not adequately substantiated why the requested 
deviations from the code are necessary to make the project feasible. 

In this case, the applicant not only requested deviations from the Q Conditions to exceed 
the allowable density, yards, open space, and height limitations of the [Q]R3-1 Zone, but 
requested other code deviations that result in a substantially larger building envelope. The 
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applicant did not provide any analysis to demonstrate why the proposed Eldercare facility 
cannot be developed within the confines of the zoning restrictions and why the deviations 
to permit additional height, density and reduced yards are necessary to make the project 
feasible . Setting aside the limitations on density and yards, the applicant did not indicate 
the maximum number of units that would be practical if the 36-foot height limit and required 
yards are observed and why this number of units would not be feasible. 

While the applicant made revisions to the project that increased the amount of proposed 
open space by approximately 2,400 square feet, these revisions or do not explain or justify 
the need for the requested deviations and appear arbitrary. If anything, these revisions 
raise questions concerning the need for the requested deviations. Why did the project 
require a density of 57 units as originally proposed and with locating even more interior 
area, why yard and height relief are now more feasible for 57 dwelling units? Why not 
fewer units where relief from height, yards, and open space may not need to be varied . 

Furthermore, while the need to devote a substantial amount offloor area to common areas 
devoted to on-site support services and amenities geared toward the special needs of 
elderly residents may merit some consideration, in this case, the number of units devoted 
to Assisted Living is nominal and the level of on-site support services provided is not 
identified. A review of recently approved Eldercare Facilities shows that these facilities 
are typically composed an Assisted Living or Memory Care component that comprises not 
less than 25% for the facility 's floor area (exclusive of common areas) and typically have 
a larger Assisted Living component and between 33% to 40% of the facility's floor area is 
devoted to common areas. These common areas typically consist of administrative 
offices, a large commercial kitchen and large common dining area, larger multi-purpose 
spaces devoted to social activities and programs specifically geared toward Assisted 
Living residents as well as back of the house uses for housekeeping, laundry and 
maintenance. Common outdoor areas typically consist of passive open space with 
gardens, walking paths and sitting areas well suited for Assisted Living residents who may 
have mobility restrictions. Unlike typical Eldercare facilities, common areas for the instant 
project comprise less than 6% of the total floor area and most of the amenities provided 
are not specifically geared toward the specialized needs of elderly residents and are not 
very different than amenities that would be provided in a typical apartment building. As 
designed, the project's emphasis is Senior Independent Housing and does not resemble 
or meet the definition of a genuine Eldercare Facility, which must consist of two 
components. The construction of Independent Senior Housing alone does not require or 
merit deviations from the Zoning Code that would not only permit a high density apartment 
on a lot zoned for single-family uses, but would permit a substantially higher and larger 
building than otherwise permitted. 

The code provides reduced parking by-right to incentivize construction of Independent 
Senior Housing in any commercial or multiple-family zone. If the applicant's desire is to 
construct Independent Senior Housing for active seniors, there are plenty of sites 
throughout the city appropriately zoned and suited for multiple-family residential uses that 
could accommodate the proposed project. The mere provision of a very limited number 
of Assisted Living Units in combination with Senior Independent Housing seeks to exploit 
the City's Eldercare Ordinance in order to enable high density development in a Medium 
Density Multiple-Family Zone further restricted with a Q Condition, inconsistent with the 
intent of the Eldercare Ordinance. Given the lack of analysis to substantiate why the 
proposed facility cannot be constructed within the confines of the zoning regulations, and 
given the limited number of Assisted Living units and on-site support services incorporated 
into the proposed project, the proposed facility minimally meets the definition of a genuine 
Eldercare Facility and does not support consideration for granting a request to allow 
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placement of a high residential density development in an R3 Multiple Family Zone / 
Medium Residential land use category inconsistent with the code's intent. 

2. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will be 
compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, 
the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare and safety. 

The proposed project is a new four-story Eldercare Facility in the [Q]R3-1-O Zone located 
within a developed urban setting in the West Los Angeles Community Plan area. 

The allowed density for this property is limited by the Q condition pursuant to Ordinance 
165,987, which was effectuated in 1990. The Q condition limits density to one dwelling 
unit per 1,200 square feet of lot area, thus resulting in the 25 dwelling unit maximum. The 
additional story requested and the increase in height accommodates this additional square 
footage that would have otherwise been devoted to units. The open space requirement 
for this site is 5,700 square feet. The amount of open space that is provided is in excess 
of the required square footage. The site setbacks are regulated by the R3 zone. The 
required front yard along Roxbury Drive is 15 feet. The required side yard is 5 feet, plus 
an additional foot for every story proposed over the second story, which results in a ?-foot 
side yard along Bedford Drive. The setback reductions requested will allow for better 
programming of the open space area as well as a larger building footprint to accommodate 
senior housing units that are needed in the community. 

The surrounding area is characterized by commercial, and residential uses. The 
residential uses in the area include a mix of low and medium density developments. The 
properties to the north across the public alley are zoned [Q]R3-1-O and are developed 
four story multi-family residential buildings. The properties to the east, across Bedford 
Drive are zoned [Q]R3-1-O and are developed with four-story multi-family residential uses. 
The properties to the south across Roxbury Drive are zoned [Q]R3-1-O, and are 
developed with a four-story multi-family residential building and a two-story multi-family 
residential building . The properties to the west across Roxbury Drive and Beverly Green 
Drive are zoned [Q]R3-1-O, and are developed with two-story residential buildings. 
Therefore, the proposed building would be compatible with respect to the height and scale 
of buildings in the area. There are a number of senior-oriented activities within close 
proximity that would serve the residents at the proposed new facility. These uses includes 
Roxbury Park and the Roxbury Park Community Center, and Cedars-Sinai Hospital. 

Correspondence in opposition was received with concerns regarding the height, 
incompatibility of scale to surrounding buildings, reduced setbacks, additional traffic and 
parking congestion, pedestrian safety on Roxbury Drive and Beverly Glen Drive. This was 
a consistent perception from virtually all those opposed to the project. The size and height 
were cited as issues by many who noted that the modernistic design of the building does 
not provide much articulation of the building fa9ade to integrate into the neighborhood with 
the older 2-story structures across Roxbury. 

During the public hearing, some comments were received on this issue from stakeholders 
as to the impacts on other uses that would sustain a barrage of seniors from the subject 
project. With as many active senior residents, little was said about the impacts on 
community services to the programs and facilities at nearby Roxbury Park - within the City 
of Beverly Hills. A representative of the City of Beverly Hills was present at the hearing 
and intended to investigate the matter. The applicant intended to meet with the City of 
Beverly Hills, however, no follow-up discussion was provided to the Zoning Administrator 
for consideration. The applicant subsequently provided a draft calendar of events and 
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enhanced the on-site open space, with the understanding that their intent is to hold regular 
on-site programmed activities. 

The R3 Zone permits Senior Independent and Assisted Living Housing, individually by
right; however, the combination of such uses (Eldercare Facility) is not permitted by-right 
and requires the requested actions. An Eldercare Facility on the subject property would 
be a compatible use relative to the adjacent properties and to the surrounding area. The 
two buildings across the alley to the North are both 4-story residential structures. Existing 
multi-family buildings to the west across Roxbury Drive are 2 to 3 stories. The proposed 
project is four stories. Overall , the majority of the structures to the north and east along 
Roxbury Drive are also four stories. The Zoning Administrator finds that the size and 
height of building in comparison to the surrounding development is consistent with other 
4-story structures. Approximately 75 percent of the abutting structures contain 4 levels of 
living and/or parking . 

As part of the facility, the applicant proposes to provide Assisted Living Care and Senior 
Independent Housing. The combination of the two uses and the operation of the facility 
is generally considered a passive use. Although the project proposes a substantial amount 
of outdoor open space, it is not anticipated that the facility would emit noises that would 
be considered a nuisance to the surrounding residential uses. Pursuant to the State of 
California's licensing requirement, and as defined by LAMC Section 12.03, Assisted Living 
Care would provide assistance with two or more non-medical activities of daily living and 
full time medical services are not permitted on-site. 

Residents of the Senior Independent housing consists of dwelling units for persons 62 
years of age and older and may include common dining areas or other community rooms. 
As proposed and conditioned herein, the project is not anticipated to adversely affect or 
further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, 
welfare, and safety. 

3. The project does not provide services to the elderly such as housing, medical 
services, social services, or long term care to meet citywide demand. 

As designed, the project meets the definition of an "Eldercare Facility, " which requires that 
it is "one functionally operated facility which provides residential housing for persons 62 
years and older, and which combines in one facility, two or more of the following types of 
uses: Senior Independent Housing, Assisted Living Care Housing, Skilled Nursing Care 
Housing, and/or Alzheimer's/Dementia Care Housing. A minimum of 75 percent of the 
floor area, exclusive of common areas, shall consist of Senior Independent Housing and/or 
Assisted Living Care Housing" (LAMC Section 12.03). 

The proposed facility will contain a total of 57 units. One one-bedroom unit will be 
designated for Assisted Living Care Housing and 56 units are for Senior Independent 
Housing. Of the residential floor area proposed (exclusive of common areas), 
approximately 98.5 percent will consist of Senior Independent Housing. As proposed, the 
project meets the definition of an Eldercare Facil ity and is eligible for an Eldercare Unified 
Permit. The facility will contain approximately 73,482 square-feet of which approximately 
4,323 square feet will be devoted common areas and on-site amenities including activities 
room, T. V. lounges on two levels, and a garden area with a pool, a bridge/billiards room 
and a recreation room. The proposed project also includes 2,200 square-feet of balconies 
throughout the development. Additionally, the development includes two levels of 
subterranean parking over the entire site. 
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The facility will have a resident services office, housing staff that will manage the common 
areas, provide support for the non-medical needs of the Assisted Living Care Unit. The 
resident services office will develop a calendar with program management to fully engage 
the residents and promote health, activity and fully utilize the amenities and common areas 
provided. The applicant did provide such a schedule for active seniors following the public 
hearing, however, no information of any non-medical services to the Assisted Living 
resident was made available. Additionally, the applicant did provide other services and 
opportunities throughout the community for mostly active seniors who are typically mobile. 

On site, the proposed facility is designed to provide housing and services to meet the 
predominately active elderly residents. Approximately 4,323 square feet of the project's 
floor area is devoted to common areas and on-site support services for the residents. 
Theses on-site activities are intended to provide care and amenities and enhance the 
quality of life of the eldercare facility residents and surrounding community. The Eldercare 
Facility is required to be licensed by the State of California and will have on-site staff to 
assist residents . The project would also provide security features including, but not limited 
to, controlled access to on-site parking areas and building entries, video surveillance, and 
security lighting. 

There is an evident demand for senior housing and housing in general. As such, the City 
of Los Angeles, in accordance with Charter Section 558 (b )(2), enacted the Eldercare 
Facility Ordinance and found it to be in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent 
and provisions of the General Plan. As stated in Chapter 3 of the Housing Element of the 
General Plan , an eldercare facility will encourage various types of housing for every 
stage/condition of a senior's life. 

Providing an aging in place environment is indeed a key feature of Eldercare Facilities, 
where residents can transition between care settings or levels of care within a care setting 
as they're needs increase and they're abilities decline, all within the comfort of the same 
facility in order to maintain their quality of life in a familiar environment. Thus, In order to 
provide a continuum of care, typical Eldercare Facilities consist of a combination of at least 
two or more components of Assisted Living , Alzheimer's care, Skilled Nursing and 
Independent Senior housing, each component successively providing increasing levels of 
care and services as residents' age. 

However, as designed, the project's emphasis is Senior Independent Housing and is not 
designed or set up to address the special needs of residents that require a higher level of 
care giving and assistance. As designed, the applicant proposed 56 units and according 
to the project description, an unspecified area of the floor area greater than 75% ( exclusive 
of common areas) would be devoted Senior Independent Housing and the remaining one 
unit to Assisted Living . Also, the plans and project description depicted minimal common 
areas and on-site support service that would be specifically geared toward Assisted Living 
residents. The amenities provided consisted of a 2,291 square-foot dance/yoga & fitness 
center, a 1, 194 square-foot grand lounge, a 419 square-foot TV Lounge, and a 419 
square-foot billiards room, which comprised approximately 6% of the total floor area. 
Outdoor amenities consisted of a 3,098 square-foot pool and garden center. 

The Zoning Administrator noted at the public hearing that as designed, the facility 
appeared to meet the definition of an Eldercare Facility which is required to consist of two 
components of elderly housing. Instead, the facility appeared to be designed and intended 
primarily to serve Independent Seniors who have no special needs that requires special 
services or amenities. 
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Subsequent to the public hearing, the applicant submitted revised plans to enhance the 
open space areas and provide a draft schedule of activities that would be a typical monthly 
program, largely for activities seniors. The revised design increased common areas and 
amenities discussed how the common areas would be used. 

• The updated plans includes improvements to the ground floor amenities such as 
consolidating some of the interior open space; improvement to access these 
common spaces; the ground floor exterior will be improved with a walking path and 
vegetable garden are for senior activities; on the second floor, the TV Lounge has 
been enlarged; similarly, the third floor billiards room has been enlarged and 
proposed with skylights. 

• The programming calendar includes a sample events schedule of various activities 
such as water aerobics, cooking classes, movie night, tending to the garden, 
bridge club, and bingo. These events are intended to "promote the health, 
wellness and keeping their mind and bodies fit. " 

The revised plans basically combined some of the common open space areas with 
corridors and other spaces to expand a single open space. Other design modifications 
enhanced various spaces. No additional floor area was added to the original plan . 

In order to provide a full continuum of care in one setting , Eldercare Facilities similar in 
size to the proposed facility typically incorporate at least two of the following : Independent 
Living , Assisted Living, Skilled Nursing Care or Alzheimer's Care, with at least 25% 
devoted to Assisted Living or Alzheimer's Care which typically require 24-hour staff on
site to monitor and supervise residents. These facilities also require larger commercial 
kitchens on-site where meals are prepared on behalf of the residents by staff of the facility 
and include a large common dining area where meals are served. A peak shift at an 
assisted living facility or a memory care facility can have a staffing ratio of at least 1 staff 
for every 6 residents or greater, depending on the level of care required for each resident. 
Thus, Eldercare Facilities (similar in size to the proposed facility) typically include 
administrative offices for on-site staff and also include on-site support services and 
amenities to meet the specialized needs of the residents. Due to residents' lack of 
mobility, an Eldercare Facility also typically requires wider hallways and corridors that can 
accommodate two-way traffic for persons on wheel chairs and walkers (typically an 8-foot 
wide corridor). 

The unit designated for Assisted Living and the level of on-site support services contained 
in the proposed facility is adequate to provide a full continuum of care within one functional 
facility for only one resident at all stages of health. The common kitchen is very small and 
no common dining area is provided. There is one small office off a small lobby for the 
building manager and staff responsible for monitoring and supervising the resident of the 
Assisted Living unit at the ground floor level. The offices in the garage are not adequate 
to monitor Assisted Living residents . Interior corridors are 6 feet including corridors where 
the Assisted Living unit is located which are typically 8 feet wide in an Eldercare Facility 
to allow two-way traffic for persons on wheel chairs or walkers. Access to all common 
areas is via elevator or stairwell. The outdoor courtyard incorporates a swimming pool for 
active Independent Seniors. While the pool does not show an ADA lift, without the proper 
level of assistance and supervision, less able residents would not benefit from the pool 
and would be better served by passive recreational amenities better suited to their needs. 
The Department of Building and Safety will review the project plans for compliance with 
ADA standards. 
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While Assisted Living residents may be ambulatory, a functional facility providing a full 
continuum of care would provide a range of services that can address increasing intensity 
of care as residents health challenges escalate and some residents become non
ambulatory or bed-ridden. Given the nominal number of Assisted Living units provided 
and the minimal on-site support services or amenities included in the project to provide 
the range of care and services necessary to meet the needs of frail elderly residents as 
they age, the proposed Eldercare Facility does not provide the setting required to provide 
a full continuum of care. Moreover, the designation of only one Assisted Living unit out of 
57 units is not consistent or in spirit with the code's definition an Eldercare facility which is 
comprised of a functional facility with two elderly housing components. 

Citywide Demand: With respect to the proposed facility's ability to meet the citywide 
demand, the applicant cited various excerpts from the City of Los Angeles Eldercare 
Facility Ordinance explaining the need for senior housing and services. From this staff 
report, they raise the expected growing population of seniors to become 88 million by 
2056. Moreover, he cites the increased life expectancy after the year 2015 with an 
additional 5.2 years. It is projected that one of every four 65-yearolds will live to be 90 
years old, according to a CBRE National Senior Housing Report. Additionally, they cite, 
"As of 2016, there were 49.4 million U.S. residents aged 65 or older, or about 15 percent 
of total population. By 2030, that figure is projected to grow to 75.5 million, or 21 percent 
of the population, according to the U.S. Census Bureau." Further, they submit a Senior 
Housing Occupancy Rates chart from NICMAP Data & Analysis Service, 02 2017 Primary 
Markets Segment Data, a graph that demonstrates during the Second Quarter of 2017, 
that "Independent Living , another title for Senior Independent, "led the pack" with the 
highest occupancy rates of the four senior housing categories." These numbers only 
address the related demand over the nationwide spectrum and not locally. The market 
analysis simply identified the high rate of occupancy of the three acceptable types of 
eldercare housing but not the project demand. Essentially, this demonstrates a broad 
demand for all eldercare housing. 

The applicant concludes that since the highest rate of occupancy is the Senior 
Independent Living category, they will be developing primarily this category. During the 
public hearing, there were questions on the affordability aspect of the units; however, the 
responded with the units will be market rate. 

While the applicant furnished general data concerning projections and forecasts on the 
elderly population and on household incomes, the applicant did not analyze the number 
of persons that require this type of housing, are also income eligible and the current supply 
to extrapolate the unmet need, if any. The applicant's summary does not filter or analyze 
the data to identify and narrow the pool or percentage of elderly residents within each 
respective age group, sorted by income, that would be health qualified and income 
qualified and that would actually opt for either Independent Senior Housing or Assisted 
Living over other alternatives including in-home care. 

Surveys and/or a market study would more accurately identify the principal users within 
the target area of both Senior Independent and Assisted Living Housing and identify the 
actual unmet need, if any, that the proposed facility would fill. Therefore, the project does 
not provide services to the elderly such as housing, medical services, social services, or 
long term care to meet citywide demand. 
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4. The project shall not create an adverse impact on street access or circulation in the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

Pedestrian access to the project site is provided along Roxbury Drive, which would provide 
direct access to the ground-floor. On-site parking for project will be provided in 
conformance to the code within a two-level subterranean parking structure. Vehicular 
access to the site is provided along the alley. The subject site will have a 2-way driveway 
for ingress and egress. The ingress driveway provides access to the subterranean 
parking. The project will provide vehicular parking in conformance to the L.A.M.C. and will 
also provide on-site long- and short-term bicycle parking. The on-site long-term bicycle 
parking would be provided on the second level of the subterranean parking structure. 
Short-term bicycle parking would be provided on-site in racks along Roxbury Drive, on the 
first floor of the building. A total of 100 vehicle parking spaces and 22 bicycle parking 
spaces (7 short-term and 15 long-term) would be provided in compliance with the 
requirements of the L.A.M.C. 

In correspondence dated June 11, 2018, the Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(LADOT) stated that the project would not generate enough trips to require a traffic 
analysis. The aging population residing on the site may not be able to drive vehicles; 
therefore the traffic demand generated by the site should be significantly less than the 
adjacent properties. The internal circulation and parking plan is designed to minimize 
congestion and back-up onto the street, thereby locating the ingress and egress in the 
public alley. All circulation would be contained on site with access to the subterranean 
parking garage, parking would be provided in accordance with L.A.M.C. requirements. 

The driveway access and circulation would be subject to review and approval by the 
Department of Transportation at the time of permitting, ensuring that the proposed 
circulation would comply with applicable regulations and would not create an adverse 
impact on the street access or circulation in the surrounding neighborhood. 

5. The project provides for an arrangement of uses, buildings, structures, open 
spaces and other improvements that are compatible with the scale and character of 
the adjacent properties and surrounding neighborhood. 

The surrounding area is characterized by commercial, residential, and institutional uses, 
with commercial uses. The residential uses in the area include a mix of low, medium, and 
high medium density developments. Existing buildings near the subject site ranges in 
height from two to six stories. The properties to the north are developed four-story multi
family residential buildings. The properties to the east are developed with four-story multi
family residential uses. The properties to the south are developed with a four-story multi
family residential building and a two-story multi-family residential building . The properties 
to the west are developed with two- and three-story residential buildings. 

The 47-foot height of the proposed building would be comparable to the 4-story, buildings 
within close proximity. While the proposed eldercare facility would result in a change in 
building height from the existing conditions, it would not substantially contrast with the 
existing heights of some surrounding buildings on Roxbury Drive and character of the area 
in general, which includes buildings of a variety of heights. The proposed project and the 
design of the facility are primarily residential in character. The proposed parking is 
complaint with the Los Angeles Municipal Code requirements for Eldercare Facilities will 
be provided on site. The design of the proposed facility incorporates street-facing facades 
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that are varied in color, texture, setback and materials, with variations providing an 
interesting appearance that can be enjoyed by residents, and neighbors. 

The proposed eldercare facility requires additional density, height, and reduced yards; the 
building would accommodate space that will be utilized to provide for on-site services and 
amenities for residents who are unable to travel to nearby facilities which provide senior 
services. The project has been designed to maintain compatibility with the surrounding 
uses and also to enhance the aesthetics of the surrounding neighborhood. 

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

The City of Los Angeles' General Plan consists of elements that dictates policies that 
provides the regulatory environment in managing the City and addressing environmental 
issues. The subject site is located in the West Los Angeles Community Plan Area, and 
the West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation. 

The West Los Angeles Community Plan Map designates the property for Medium 
Residential uses with corresponding zones of R3, and Height District No. 1, and is 
developed with primarily commercial, and residential uses. The land use designation and 
surrounding zoning permits for a variety of uses including the proposed Eldercare Facility. 
This request is allowed through the approval of the Zoning Administrator, subject to certain 
findings. 

The purpose of the West Los Angeles Community Plan is to promote an arrangement of 
land uses, streets, and services which will encourage and contribute to the economic, 
social and physical health, safety, welfare and convenience of the people who live and 
work in the community. Moreover, the Community Plan aims to preserve and enhance the 
positive characteristics of existing residential neighborhoods while providing a variety of 
compatible housing opportunities. The use of the subject site is consistent with, and aids 
to advance the following goals and objectives identified in the West Los Angeles 
Community Plan. 

Goal 1 

Policies 1-1. 3 

Objective 1-2 

Policies 1-2. 2 

Policies 1-4. 1 

A safe, secure, and high quality residential environment for all 
economic, age, and ethnic segments of the community. 

Provide for adequate multi-family residential development. 

To reduce vehicular trips and congestion by developing new 
housing in proximity to adequate services and facilities. 

Locate senior citizen housing within reasonable walking distance of 
health and community facilities, services and public transportation. 

Promote greater individual choice in type, quality, price and location 
of housing. 

While the city intended to facilitate development of Eldercare Facilities by creating a 
streamlined process that allows granting deviations from zoning regulations in connection 
with an Eldercare Unified Permit, the applicant has not adequately substantiated why the 
requested deviations from the code are necessary to make the project feasible. Moreover, 
while the provision of service-enriched housing for the elderly is consistent with the goals 



CASE NO. ZA-2018-341 ~-ELD PAGE 22 

and objectives of the Community Plan, as enumerated in more detail under Finding Nos. 
1 and 3 above, given the limited number of Assisted Living units and on-site support 
services incorporated into the proposed project, the proposed facility minimally meets the 
definition of a genuine Eldercare Facility and does not support consideration or granting a 
special privilege to allow placement of a high density residential development in a Medium 
Residential land use category / R3 Multiple-Family Zone inconsistent with the site's 
planned land use and the code's intent. 

ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDINGS 

7. The National Flood Insurance Program rate maps, which are a part of the Flood Hazard 
Management Specific Plan adopted by the City Council by Ordinance No. 172,081 , have 
been reviewed and it has been determined that this project is located in Zone C, areas of 
minimal flooding . 

8. DETERMINE, that based on the whole of the administrative record that the project is 
exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15332, Class 32, and there is 
no substantial evidence demonstrating that an exception to a categorical exemption 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies. 

APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE 

The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this grant is not a permit or license and that any 
permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public agency. 
Furthermore, if any Condition of this grant is violated or if the same be not complied with, then the 
applicant or his successor in interest may be prosecuted for violating these Conditions the same 
as for any violation of the requirements contained in the Municipal Code. The Zoning 
Administrator's determination in this matter will become effective after APRIL 8, 2019, unless an 
appeal therefrom is filed with the City Planning Department. It is strongly advised that appeals 
be filed early during the appeal period and in person so that imperfections/incompleteness may 
be corrected before the appeal period expires. Any appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, 
accompanied by the required fee, a copy of the Zoning Administrator's action, and received and 
receipted at a public office of the Department of City Planning on or before the above date or the 
appeal will not be accepted. Forms are available on-line at http://planning.lacity.org. Public 
offices are located at: 

Downtown 
Figueroa Plaza 

201 North Figueroa Street, 
4th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077 

San Fernando Valley 
Marvin Braude San Fernando 

Valley Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 

251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 

(818) 374-5050 

West Los Angeles 
West Los Angeles Development 

Services Center 
1828 Sawtelle Boulevard, 

2nd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

(310) 231 -2598 

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

Inquiries regarding this matter should be directed to Michelle Carter, Planning Staff for the 
Department of City Planning at (213) 978-1262. 

FRANKLIN N. QUON 
Associate Zoning Administrator 

FNQ:ON:MC 

cc: Councilmember Paul Koretz 
Fifth District 

Adjoining Property Owners 
Interested Parties 
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JUSTIFICATIONS FOR APPEAL OF CASE NO. ZA-2018-3419-ELD 

I, Leonard Rosenblatt, as the Managing Member of Lenmar Roxbury, LLC and owner of 
real property located at 1112-1136 S. Roxbury Drive in the City of Los Angeles (the "City"), 
submit the following justifications in support of my appeal of the above-referenced decision. On 
March 22, 2019, the Zoning Administrator issued a determination letter denying my application 
for an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit ("ELD"), which would have allowed construction of a 
73 ,482 square foot, four-story eldercare facility with 57 units, including 56 units reserved for 
Senior Independent Housing and one unit reserved for Assisted Living Care Housing (the 
"Project"). 

Reason for the appeal: I am appealing the Zoning Administrator' s decision because 
throughout the entitlement process, it was always my understanding that the Project complied with 
the requirements of the City' s Eldercare Ordinance, which requires only that "a minimum of 75 
percent of the floor area, exclusive of common areas, shall consist of Senior Independent Housing 
and/or Assisted Living Care Housing" in the project. The ordinance does not require any specific 
combination of Senior Independent/ Assisted Living units as long as the units occupy at least 75% 
of the project's floor area. Before we filed the ELD application, and throughout the entitlement 
process, my project team met with City Planning staff to review the Project, as well as City 
Councilman Koretz ' office, who communicated their support for the Project prior to the public 
hearing held on December 10, 2018. We also received a unanimous recommendation of approval 
from the South Robertson Neighborhood Council, with whom we met on two occasions to discuss 
the merits of the Project prior to the public hearing. We voluntarily noticed the public within 500-
feet to discuss our Project at the Neighborhood Council meetings. Not at one point during this 
process did City staff communicate to me or my team that the Proiect was in serious ieopardv of 
being reiected because it did not meet the requirements. or intent. of the Eldercare Ordinance. 

One meeting was held with City staff after the public hearing where staff asked my Project 
team to explain the ratio of Senior Independent units to Assisted Living Units, to elaborate on the 
on-site services provided, and whether the Project will rely, or complement, with the services 
provided by the nearby Roxbury Park. My Project team explained to City staff that a thorough 
review of the legislative history of the ordinance, as well as the required findings to approve an 
ELD, both revealed no intent, basis, or justification for having a specific combination of the various 
senior sub-categories. In fact, they only applied a maximum of 25% of such sub-categories. 
Additionally, my Project team made revisions to the floor plans and landscape plans that elaborated 
and enhanced the open space provided, including a letter to staff detailing said changes. We also 
reviewed the General Plan Framework and Housing Element of the General Plan for any language 
regarding the intent of having a specific combination of senior sub-categories within a facility, and 
we found none. So, needless to say, I was extremely surprised to find out that the Zoning 
Administrator had denied my application, and I felt blindsided by his decision. 

Nevertheless, upon reading the Zoning Administrator' s determination letter, I understand 
why he denied the application. The City's Eldercare Ordinance describes the basic requirements 
for qualifying as an Eldercare Facility, which the Project meets. However, the determination letter 
explained that meeting these basic requirements does not necessarily mean that the Project 
complies with the "intent" of the ordinance, which can only be understood from reviewing 

1 



precedent established by previously-approved projects. I now understand there are several factors 
to consider in making this distinction, which primarily depends on the percentage of Senior 
Independent housing to Assisted Living units, and the extent to which on-site services are provided 
to assist aging residents of the Project. It is also important to consider the degree to which the 
Project deviates from the City' s zoning regulations when compared with other, previously
approved projects to determine the appropriate unit mix. 

It is unfortunate that this distinction only fully came to light as a result of the Zoning 
Administrator' s decision, but at least he provided a clearer roadmap for how a proposed project 
can meet the intent of the ordinance. As a result, our team intends to revise the Project for review 
by City staff and the Area Planning Commission ("APC"), which will better meet the intent of the 
ordinance, as explained by the Zoning Administrator, and we hope will gain approval from the 
APC. 

How I am aggrieved by the decision: I am aggrieved by the Zoning Administrator' s 
decision because I did not have an opportunity to redesign the Project during the entitlement 
process to ensure that it would better comply with the intent of the Eldercare Ordinance, as detailed 
in the determination letter. As mentioned above, since it is only upon receiving the determination 
letter that I became fully aware of the Zoning Administrator' s concerns, it is through this appeal 
process that I am asking for the opportunity address these concerns. 

The specific points at issue: The main issue we will address in the revised Project is the 
ratio of Senior Independent units to Assisted Living Care units, and the degree to which on-site 
services are provided to assist aging residents of the Project. In his determination letter, the Zoning 
Administrator mentioned that the Project's proposal of 56 (98.2%) of units as Senior Independent 
housing and one (1.7%) unit of Assisted Living is very disproportionate to other comparable 
projects of similar combinations, which he said typically vary between 5% and 25% of Assisted 
Living units. He said that these projects also include exclusive on-site facilities devoted to 
appurtenant services for elderly, and the Project "does not provide broad enough Assisted Living 
units to substantiate a range of housing types that would serve the aging population." He explained 
further that these facilities are intended to facilitate "aging in place" with a "continuum of care", 
and that the Project does not adequately serve this need. So, based on this guidance, we will be 
able to modify the ratio of Senior Independent housing to Assisted Living units in the Project to 
be within the range he described, without significantly altering the building scale and design. In 
our revised Project, we will also describe in detail the types of on-site services and facilities that 
are expected to serve the aging residents. 

Why I believe the decision-maker erred in their discretion: Although I am now fully 
aware of the reasons for the Zoning Administrator' s decision to deny my application and his 
concerns regarding whether the Project meets the intent of the Eldercare Ordinance, his concerns 
were not fully communicated to me or my team by him or City Planning staff during the 
entitlement process. This is compounded since neither the legislative history of the ordinance, nor 
the required findings , General Plan Framework or Housing Element of the General Plan at all 
define or explain the need to age in place or provide a continuum of care through providing a 
specific combination of senior sub-categories within a facility. As a result, we did not have a fair 
opportunity to revise the Project to address these concerns. 
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If we had known that the Project was required to comply with certain standards beyond 
those expressly stated in the Eldercare Ordinance in order to be approved, we certainly would have 
revised the Project prior to his decision. It is for this reason why I believe City staff and the Zoning 
Administrator erred in their discretion. Additionally, the determination letter states that "Unlike 
typical Eldercare facilities, common areas for the instant project comprise less than 6% of the total 
floor area and most of the amenities provided are not specifically geared toward the specialized 
needs of elderly residents and are not very different than amenities that would be provided in a 
typical apartment building". lt is our understanding that many apartment developers who are filing 
applications with the City are asking for open space reductions. In our case, the code-required open 
space is 5,700 square feet, where we are proposing 9,801 square feet - 72% more than the 
requirement and representing 13% of the facility's floor area. While the Zoning Administrator 
states that a review of other recently approved Eldercare Facilities reflect a percentage between 
33% and 40%, we believe the majority of these facilities consist of guest rooms and have a very 
small unit size, thus necessitating an even greater percentage of open space. However, we will 
consider these comments when we redesign the Project. 

I thank you for the opportunity to modify the Project so that it better meets the expectations 
of the City, and we look forward to submitting our revised Project to City staff and the APC prior 
to the appeal hearing. 

3 
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ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT 
1122 South Roxbury Drive; 1112-1136 South 

Roxbury Drive 
West Los Angeles Community Plan Area 
Zone [Q]R3-1-O 
D. M. 132A165 
C. D. 5 
CEQA ENV-2018-3420-CE 
Legal Description: Lots 43 - 47; Tract 11106 

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

an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit for the construction , use, and maintenance of an 
Eldercare Facility consisting of Senior Independent Housing and Assisted Living Care 
Housing; 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

After thorough consideration of the statements contained in the application, the plans submitted 
therewith , the statements made at the public hearing on December 10, 2018, all of which are by 
reference made a part hereof, as well as knowledge of the property and surrounding district, I find 
that the requirements for authorizing an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit under the provisions of 
LAMC Section 14.3.1 have been established by the following facts : 

BACKGROUND 

The project site is comprised of eight (8) irregular shaped lots that encompasses the entire block 
totaling approximately 28,269 square feet (0.64 acre). Other addresses on the subject site 
includes 1112-1136 South Roxbury Drive. The subject site has a frontage of approximately 371 
square feet along Roxbury Drive, a 101 -foot frontage along Bedford Drive and an approximate 
frontage of 350-foot along the public alley. 

The property is zoned [Q]R3-1-O with a land use designation of Medium Residentia l. The property 
is located within the West Los Angeles Community Plan Area , and the West Los Angeles 
Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan Area, which requires "new 
developments mitigate Significant Transportation Impacts caused by development in the R3 and 
less restrictive zones; and provide a mechanism to fund specific transportation improvements due 
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to transportation impacts generated by the projected new development within the WLA TIMP 
Area". The site is not located within a flood zone, a liquefaction area or a landslide area . However, 
the subject site is located in a Methane Zone, and a special grading area. The subject site is 
1.469 kilometers to the nearest fault, the Santa Monica Fault. 

The proposed project involves the demolition of four ( 4) existing two-story residential buildings 
built in 1937 and 1938 and associated parking garages and the construction, use and 
maintenance of a new 73,482 square foot, four-story eldercare facility with 57 units, with 56 units 
reserved for Senior Independent Housing, one (1) unit reserved for Assisted Living Care Housing, 
and two levels subterranean parking. The project would provide a total of 100 parking spaces on
site. 

As stipulated by Ordinance No. 165,987, that became effective July 28, 1990, density is limited 
to one dwelling unit per 1,200 square feet of lot area , height is limited to a maximum of 36 feet 
and the requirement of a minimum of 150 square feet of private patio per dwelling unit. The 
ordinance does not address floor area ratio or senior housing. The request is for an Eldercare 
Facility Unified Permit, pursuant to Section 14.3.1, the applicant requested several deviations 
from the zoning regulations in conjunction with the Eldercare Unified Permit to allow a substantial 
increase in density and floor area and to allow reduced yards. The request includes a Permit an 
Eldercare Facility in the R3 Zone. To allow 57 dwelling units in lieu of the 25 dwelling units 
stipulated by the Q condition , an increase in building height of 47' in lieu of the 36' restricted by 
the "Q" condition, a front yard setback of 5' for the center garden, and 12' for the building along 
Roxbury Drive in lieu of the required 15', a side yard setback of 5' along Bedford Drive in lieu of 
the 7' required for a 4-story building and to allow balconies on all floors with a 50 square foot 
minimum to count towards open space in lieu of the ground-floor only and 150 square foot 
minimum required by the Q condition. 

All living units in the proposed development are designed to include kitchens. The one-bedroom 
unit for the Assisted Living Care is approximately 785 square feet, the one-bedroom units range 
from 725 square feet to 884 square feet, the two-bedroom units range from 974 square feet to 
1,332 square feet , and the three-bedroom units ranges from 1,391 square feet to 1,523 square 
feet. Residential common areas would be located on the first, second and third floors, and include 
a pool , a bridge/billiard room, an activities room, and T.V. lounges. A recreation room and patio 
is proposed for the P1 Level. 

The surrounding land uses consists of predominately residential uses. The properties to the north 
across the public alley are zoned [Q]R3-1-O and are developed four story multi-family residential 
buildings. The properties to the east , across Bedford Drive are zoned [Q]R3-1-O and are 
developed with four-story multi-family residential uses. The properties to the south across 
Roxbury Drive are zoned [Q]R3-1-O, and are developed with a four-story multi-family residential 
building and a two-story multi-family residential building . The properties to the west across 
Roxbury Drive and Beverly Green Drive are zoned [Q]R3-1-O, and are developed with two- and 
three-story residential buildings. 

Streets and Circulation 

Roxbury Drive, adjoining the subject property to the south, is a designated as a Collector, 
dedicated to a right-of-way width of 80 feet along the project's street frontage and is improved 
with curb, gutter, sidewalk, asphalt roadways, and landscaping. 
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Bedford Drive, adjoining the subject property to the east, is a Local Street - Standard, dedicated 
to a right-of-way width of 60 feet and is improved with asphalt roadways, curb, gutter, and 
sidewalk. 

The 20- foot Alley, adjoining the subject property to the north , is improved with asphalt roadway. 

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

DIR-2014-4310-DB-1A - On September 8, 2016, the Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
denied the appeal of the approval of two on-menu Affordable Housing Incentives and sustained 
the determination of the Director of Planning approving two Density Bonus Affordable Housing 
Incentives for the construction of a four-story, 47-feet in height apartment building totaling 25 
dwelling units, reserving 2 units for Very Low Income. 

DIR-2014-4310-DB - On April 26, 2016, the designee of the Director of Planning approved two 
incentives requested by the applicant for a project totaling 25 dwelling units, reserving 2 units for 
Very Low Income household occupancy. 

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

Staff utilized a 1,000-foot radius map via the Zoning Information Mapping Access System (ZIMAS) 
and the Planning Case Tracking System (PCTS), seeking past Eldercare Facility Unified Permit 
determinations. There were no relevant cases found within 1,000 feet of the subject property. 

Public Communication 

Email correspondence was received on November 24, 2018 from Cherie S. Lewis, resident, in 
opposition of the proposed project stating : 

I am an owner/occupant within a 500 foot radius of the proposed project. I am firmly and 
completely opposed to this project. In my opinion, the proposed project would have a very 
detrimental impact on my own property and the neighborhood as a whole. 

As a threshold issue, I am very opposed to this proposed project to build a large 
institutional facility, because this type of building would inappropriately and detrimentally 
change the residential character of the local neighborhood. The local area has generally 
and traditionally been a low-density low-key low-height neighborhood, consisting primarily 
of single-family homes and lower-height condominium buildings. 

Also, the proposal to provide a total of 100 parking space on-site is completely unrealistic. 
Since the proposed project envisions 57 units, the proposed project would be providing 
only 1. 75 parking spaces per unit. Providing only 1.57 parking spaces per unit in a 
neighborhood with existing parking limitations and challenges is unreasonable . Given the 
fact that two persons might possibly live in each of the 57 units and Roxbury Park, right 
across the street, poses its own parking challenges, the low number of proposed parking 
spaces would be highly likely to cause increased parking congestion and challenges in 
the entire local area . 

Regarding the request for an exemption from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), I am very opposed, because I see no reason to weaken the long-standing 
protections that are afforded to the local neighborhood. I note that the general 
environment of the local neighborhood is likely to change in the near future due to the 
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building of the subway in nearby Beverly Hills/Century City. I see no reason to further 
negatively impact the local environment by granting an exemption to CEQA protections. 

Regarding the multiple requested exemptions from Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), 
I am very opposed , because it seems that each of the exemptions would result an increase 
in local population density and/or a decrease in the amount of local green space. 

a. The request to allow 57 dwelling units in lieu of the 25 dwelling units stipulated by the 
Q condition is completely inappropriate as this would increase the density of property by 
more than double. Since two people might possibly be· living in each unit, this request 
might increase the number of residents from 50 under the Q condition to 114 under the 
requested condition. This large increase in the local population would detrimentally impact 
the traditionally low-density character of the neighborhood. 

b. The request to increase the building height to 47 feet in lieu of the 36 feet stipulated by 
the Q condition is completely inappropriate, because it would change the low-height nature 
of the local buildings by over 30 percent. Not only would this large building detract visually 
from the low-height nature of the neighborhood, it would block sunlight from the 
surrounding area . Furthermore, this type of large institutional building is inappropriate for 
a low-key low-density residential neighborhood. 

c. The request to allow a front yard setback of five feet for the center garden and 12 feet 
for the building along Roxbury Drive in lieu of the required 15 feet is completely 
inappropriate, because it would eliminate large areas of green open space which are 
characteristic of the local area and valued by the local area residents. 

d. The request to allow a side yard setback of five feet along Bedford Drive in lieu of the 
seven foot setback required for a four-story building is completely inappropriate, because 
it would eliminate large areas of green open space which are characteristic of the local 
area and valued by the local area residents. 

e. The request to allow balconies on all floors with a 50-square foot minimum to count 
towards "open space" in lieu of the ground floor only and 150 square foot minimum 
required by the Q condition is completely inappropriate. The proposed re-characterization 
of balconies as "open space" is ludicrous. Balconies are pieces of steel , concrete, or other 
materials which are reserved by private use, not "open space." Here, again, this proposal 
would eliminate large areas of open space which are characteristic of the local area and 
valued by the local area residents. 

In sum, I am firmly and completely opposed to this proposed project. I hope that the City 
of Los Angeles will take this comment into account when reviewing this proposed project. 
Thank you" 

A letter dated December 10, 2018 was received from the City of Beverly Hills Director of Planning 
expressing concerns with the following comments/concerns: 

• CEQA - Questions if the traffic analysis is adequate for consideration of the Class 32 
Exemption (where a change of density from existing residential uses to a 57 unit 
development) is concerned. Additionally, concerns of traffic impacts during construction 
that may impact access to nearby Roxbury Park facilities would be substantially disrupted. 

• Density Bonus and Code Deviations - The letter questions if adequate environmental 
review was performed for the project of the 57-unit senior care facility. The amount of 
bonus needs to be commensurate with the extent of the numerous deviations that the 
project is requesting . 
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• Public Recreational Facilities - Has the case been evaluated as to the impacts to the 
subject site, being adjacent to Roxbury Park, a Beverly Hills City facility? 

An email communication was received on December 7, 2018 from Aviv Kleinman representing 
Councilman Paul Koretz of Council District 5 indicating their support for the eldercare facility. 

One communication dated, December 27, 2018, was received from the South Robertson 
Neighborhood Council indicating their support. They note that on December 10, 2018, their 
General Board voted 15-0 to approve the applicant 's project. 

Public Hearing 

The public hearing was held on December 10, 2018 at 11 : 15 a.m. at West LA Municipal Building, 
1645 Corinth Avenue. There were approximately 24 persons in attendance - the applicant, his 
representative, stakeholders in the area , and a representative of the Council Office. 

Daniel Ahadian, representative for Leonard Rosenblatt of Lenmar Roxbury, LLC, the applicant, 
indicated that the applicant was present and made the following comments: 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

He presented the project in detail as an eldercare facility to allow res idents to age in place 
within the neighborhood by transitioning from their single family home to the proposed 
project. Within the project, a resident can take advantage of the senior independent living 
units and the one assisted living unit. 
There are existing four-story apartments in the area . 
The proposed building will have a modernist architectural style. The new project was 
modified to remove buildings portions of the building bulk from the Roxbury side to 
accommodate open space area. The lobby will have a 2-story space on the interior. We 
are matching the existing massing of buildings in the adjacent area. There will be 56 
senior independent units and one unit for assisted living care. 
Market studies show that senior independent housing is needed in the region . Services 
for seniors are close by in Roxbury Park with senior services , shopping (Beverly Center), 
and medical care (Cedar Sinai Hospital). 
The project will allow an opportunity for the residents to age in place and free up single 
family residences for younger families. 

Heather Fels, a resident and physician in the area opposed the project. Indicating that it would 
increase patient population in the area as well as imposed new and .unwanted traffic and 
congestion, thereby, creating pedestrian/vehicle conflicts. 

Katherine Wheeler, a property owner of the area indicated that she is concerned with overbuilding 
that exceeds the building code. 

• She only heard of the project recently. No time to understand the project and provide 
comment. 

• Developers don't care about residents. 
• Local residents can't afford the facility . 
• She read an article that addressed another project. 

Steven Rich , a homeowner in the area, addressed the senior living facil ity with his experience of 
having his father in such a senior home. 

• The cost is more than $10,000 each month on the typical development of this type. 
• As a property owner, we will lose the vista that we enjoy now. He asked about the grade 

and building heights of adjacent properties. 
• This is a business for residential living . There will be lots of density here. The winner 

here is the City having more tax base and the loser is the neighborhood. 
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• From this site, it is not easy to access the Cedar Sinai Hospital. 
• He asked what is the unit breakdown and square footage of the units. 
• He felt that the project will not support focal residents and that will see outside 

employment. 
• He indicated that he doesn't have a problem to development the site , but the proposal is 

too high. The project will be out of character for the neighborhood. He also felt the use 
will create impacts. 

Stuart Cramer, a resident across the street, made the following comments: 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

Rexford is not an area that promotes full height. There are some 2-story high buildings . 
In the 1990s, the area was downzoned to limit height. Compared with tree heights, to the 
scale of building heights. Many of the 4 story high buildings are out of scale with the lower 
density neighborhood. 
The site has more than 300 feet of frontage with the proposal of 4-stories that will be 
continuous. The "break" to accommodate opens pace and a pool is a fallacy because the 
4 stories is continuous throughout the building. There is little articulation. 
The Eldercare Ordinance intends on providing a continuum of efdercare services in a 
single facility - from ambulatory to full care. This is only an apartment building for 
someone in their senior year. What is next? What about memory care? This only has 
one assisted living unit. This project is not the intent of the Eldercare Ordinance. 
Some of the proposed structure will be built beyond code and should not be approved . 

Jennie Lewkowiciz, a neighboring property owner, made the following comments: 
• Proposal of the existing buildings will change character of neighborhood. 
• The applicant's comment on opening up R 1 properties are untrue to those who can 't 

afford it. 
• The request change in setbacks will be unfair to residents in the neighborhood and will 

be unfair to other developers. 
• The project will increase the population by more than 100% which will result in more 

traffic. 
• Height increase is out of character with the neighborhood. 
• Setbacks on the triangular open space area will not really be effective to lessen the 

building bulk imposed on the surrounding area . 

Emmanuel Gotley, a resident across Bedford Drive, indicated that she is sensitive to the need for 
senior housing in the city, but will endure looking at the height and massing of the project for years 
to come. The project will change the character of the neighborhood. The project would be better 
off on Wilshire and Pico, but not on Roxbury. 

Sandy Richman, a resident, and indicated knowing of others who share her thoughts on the 
project, indicated the following : 

• She echoed the concerns of the prior speakers' concerns on the narrow streets, high 
speed traffic, doubling residential density and staff. These issues would result in impacts 
to the surrounding neighborhood. 

• There is a mix of 2- and 4-story multiple family buildings in the area . Though we live in 
Beverly Hills, our services will be impacted. I don't know if the City of Beverly Hills is 
aware of this. 

• The radius of notification is limited so not everyone who was concerned might have 
attended. 

Brandon Collins, a resident, noted the following : 
• He indicated that the use is a business with all the same impacts including traffic. 
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• The building size is too big and he opposes the density. 
• No other buildings have on-site staffers. 
• He doesn't like the architectural style. The neighborhood is composed of traditional and 

classic architectural styles. This bears no resemblance to other existing styles in the 
area . 

• He indicated that he is 32 years old and the area is not only for seniors. Other residents 
his age are opposed too. 

• The developer indicated that Roxbury Park has lots of senior services available. He finds 
that the programs are too impacted with parking and people and cannot even access a 
picnic-table. 

• He stated that, in his experience, health and building requirements are not required for 
review in the City of LA as compared to other cities. 

Juan Acauz, a planner with the City of Beverly Hills, submitted a letter and asked if their agency 
can meet with the Zoning Administrator prior to the determination letter to discuss the issues. 

• He asked the Zoning Administrator to describe the process. 
• He questioned if the Class 32 Environmental Exemption was fully vetted and justified. 
• He was concerned with providing park services for the project was coordinated with the 

City of Beverly Hills Department of Parks. 
• He questioned if the traffic study was performed appropriately. 

Bobbe Feels, a resident, made the following comments: 
• This is a proposed Eldercare Facility but the only offering is independent living units. 
• What is the unit breakdown? 
• Does parking meet the requirements of the LAMC? 
• What are the traffic mitigations and traffic safety measures? 
• The project will be adding immense population to the area . 
• The building 's architecture will be imposing on the neighborhood. 
• This is not commonly known as a senior area. 
• The applicant is using the Eldercare process as an umbrella to get away from setback, 

height, and parking standards. 

Robert Kaus, a resident up the hill, made the following comments: 
• This is a crossing area of Roxbury Drive for pedestrians but has no signal or crosswalk. 

We need these features to ensure pedestrian safety. 
• He agrees with other comments made today. 
• He doesn't agree that this is the same architectural style as the Lovell House. 
• Density is too high for the area - he feels that this is an SRO (single room occupancy 

hotel) for the rich . 
• A 3-story building fits the area with the tree line - not 4-stories. Four stories will be 

impactful. 

Leonard Rosenblatt, representing the owner of subject property, made the following comments: 
• He takes pride of ownership in building projects they construct. We build quality buildings 

and keep the project as a part of their portfolio as a family business. 
• We care about the neighborhood. 
• This is not a business - we will manage the building. 
• We would like to build a project that fits in the area. 
• We want to do something nice here. 

Daniel Ahadian, responded to the comments: 
• Mr. Ahadian described the project details as offering limited Alzheimer's services, 56 
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senior independent living units, and one assisted care unit. No affordable units. 
• He noted that the traffic status was cleared with the Department of Transportation. 
• The scale and height of the proposal will be equivalent to other surrounding 4-story 

buildings . 
• He further explained the setbacks variations requested. 
• The parking situation is compliant based on the requirements of senior housing unit 

standards. 
• The present alley characteristics was described as an alley. 
• Bedford Drive is a Local Street 
• Rexford Drive is already improved to a higher standard of the street designation and will 

not require further improvements. 

Steve Albert, Architect of the project, remarked that he is a formerly an Architectural Commission 
Member of Beverly Hills. The BHAC is not limited to only one style of architecture. Trees will be 
plentiful. 

Two individuals who signed speaker cards as residents and were opposed to the project either 
left or elected not speak. 

The Zoning Administrator closed the public hearing and stated that he finds the testimony 
compelling. There are many aspects that deserve further review for which will be pending my 
analysis. No verbal determination, at the moment will be indicated due to this anticipated review. 
The anticipated determination will be subject to making the required findings and consideration of 
the testimony received in the public record this morning. 

Since the public hearing, the applicant, on February 19, 2019, provided an update to the 
application . This includes a revised set of building plans and an updated programming calendar 
for senior activities. 

• The updated plans includes improvements to the ground floor amenities such as 
consolidating some of the interior open space; improvement to access these common 
spaces; the ground floor exterior will be improved with a walking path and vegetable 
garden are for senior activities; on the second floor, the TV Lounge has been enlarged; 
similarly, the third floor billiards room has been enlarged and proposed with skylights. 

• The programming calendar includes a sample events schedule of various activities such 
as water aerobics, cooking classes, movie night, tending to the garden, bridge club, and 
bingo. These events are intended to "promote the health, wellness and keeping their mind 
and bodies fit. " 

ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED PERMIT FINDINGS 

Following (highlighted) is a delineation of the findings and the application of the relevant facts to 
same: 

1. The strict application of the land use regulations on the subject property would not 
result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the 
general purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

The request has been filed pursuant to the City's Eldercare Ordinance, Section 14.3.1 of 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code (L.A.M.C.) which authorizes the Zoning Administrator to 
permit an Eldercare Facility on a lot or lots located in the A 1 through R3 Zones , or in the 
RAS3, R4, RAS4 and R5 and all C Zones, when an Eldercare Facility does not meet the 
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use, area, or height provisions of the respective zone contained in the respective chapter, 
or the requirements of any specific plan, supplemental use district, "T" classification, "Q" 
condition, "D" limitation, or Citywide regulation adopted or imposed by City action subject 
to certain required findings. 

The Zoning Administrator is authorize to grant relief from the zoning regulations, including 
use regulations , when an Eldercare Facility is not permitted by-right in the underlying zone 
or when permitted by-right but the applicant seeks relief from the underlying zoning 
regulations. The Zoning Administrator's authority in granting relief from the zoning 
regulations only applies to an Eldercare Facility and not authorized to permit relief to allow 
other uses not permitted by the underlying zone. 

An Eldercare Facility is defined by the L.A.M.C. as "one functionally operated facility which 
provides residential housing for persons 62 years and older, and which combines in one 
facility, two or more of the following types of uses: Senior Independent Housing, Assisted 
Living Care Housing, Skilled Nursing Care Housing, and/or Alzheimer's/Dementia Care 
Housing. A minimum of 75 percent of the floor area, exclusive of common areas, shall 
consist of Senior Independent Housing and/or Assisted Living Care Housing". 

The project site is comprised of eight (8) irregular shaped lots that encompasses the entire 
block totaling approximately 28,269 square feet (0.64 acre). The subject site has a 
frontage along Roxbury Drive, Bedford Drive and along the public alley. The property is 
zoned [Q]R3-1-O with a land use designation of Medium Residential. The property is 
located within the West Los Angeles Community Plan Area, and the West Los Angeles 
Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan Area . The site is not located 
within a flood zone, a liquefaction area or a landslide area. However, the subject site is 
located in a Methane Zone, and a special grading area. The subject site is 1.469 
kilometers to the nearest fault, the Santa Monica Fault 

The request is for an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit for an Eldercare Facility with 57 
units, with 56 units reserved for Senior Independent Housing, one (1) unit reserved for 
Assisted Living Care Housing, and with the following deviations from the L.A.M.C.: to 
allow 57 dwelling units in lieu of the 25 dwelling units stipulated by the Q condition; to allow 
an increase in building height of 47' in lieu of the 36 ' restricted by the "Q" conditions; to 
allow a front yard setback of 5' for the center garden, and 12' for the building along 
Roxbury Drive in lieu of the required 15'; to allow a side yard setback of 5' along Bedford 
Drive in lieu of the 7' required for a 4-story building ; and to allow balconies on all floors 
with a 50 square foot minimum to count towards open space in lieu of the ground-floor 
only and 150 square foot minimum required by the Q conditions. 

The proposed facility will contain a total of 57 units. One one-bedroom unit will be 
designated for Assisted Living Care Housing and 56 units are for Senior Independent 
Housing. Of the residential floor area proposed (exclusive of common areas), 
approximately 98.5 percent will consist of Senior Independent Housing. As proposed, the 
project meets the definition of an Eldercare Facility and is eligible for an Eldercare Unified 
Permit through such discretionary process outlined in Section 14.3.1 of the LAMC. The 
facility will contain approximately 73,482 square-feet of which approximately almost all of 
the floor area is devoted to Senior Independent Living and Assisted Living purposes, with 
4,323 square feet will be devoted common areas and on-site amenities including activities 
room , T.V. lounges on two levels, and a garden area with a pool, a bridge/billiards room 
and a recreation room. The proposed project also includes 2,200 square-feet of balconies 
throughout the development. Additionally, the development includes two levels of 
subterranean parking over the entire site. 
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The difference between Senior Independent Housing and the remaining types of elderly 
housing is that Senior Independent Housing is not required to be licensed by the California 
Department of Social Services or by the California Department of Health. It is geared 
toward elderly who are healthy, independent and can lead active lifestyles. These 
residents don 't require specialized on-site support services, supervision or monitoring. 
The units in Senior Independent Housing consist of self-contained dwelling units including 
a kitchen. 

Meanwhile, Alzheimer's/Dementia Care, Skilled Nursing Care and Assisted Living 
Housing are all required to be licensed by the California Department of Social Services or 
California Health Department. Alzheimer's/Dementia Care and Skilled Nursing Care 
Housing consist of guest rooms which are not permitted to maintain a kitchen. These are 
efficiency units similar to hotel guest rooms. These residents require 24/7 supervision, 
assistance and care-giving and typically have medical or cognitive issues that require 
skilled health care professionals. Residents are not likely to perform basic activities such 
as cooking for themselves (hence, they are housed in guest rooms) . Assisted Living 
Housing may consist of either dwelling units or guest rooms depending on the residents ' 
health and abilities. To be eligible for this housing, residents must require assistance with 
at least two non-medical activities of daily living. These residents do not require the same 
level of care as Alzheimer's or Skilled Nursing residents but require assistance with basic 
daily activities such as dressing, hygiene, grooming, bathing. More often than not, the 
Assisted Living Care Housing consists of guest rooms. 

Hence, given the special needs of residents of Eldercare facilities, a significantly greater 
portion of an Eldercare Facility 's floor area is typically devoted to common areas and 
accessory support services than would be required for a typical apar1ment building. In 
adopting the Eldercare Ordinance, the City Council recognized the need for special needs 
housing for the elderly and allows siting Eldercare Facilities in a broad range of zones 
(including single-family zones) and empowers the Zoning Administrator to grant deviations 
from the zoning regulations, including density, floor area, height, yards or other deviations 
as needed to facilitate development of Eldercare Facilities. 

However, given the code's allowance to site Eldercare facilities in a broad range of zones, 
including single-family zones, by requiring that at least 75% of the floor area of a facility 
be devoted to either Senior Independent Housing or Assisted Living Housing, it was the 
City Council's intent to ensure that the dominant housing component of a facility consist 
of the least intensive of the various housing types in order to maintain their compatibility 
with surrounding uses. Therefore, the more intense elderly housing type (Alzheimer's and 
Skilled Nursing) which would require a higher level of on-site medical support services 
and a higher staff to resident ratio is limited to a maximum of 25% of the floor area of a 
facility (exclusive of common areas) . 

The proposal includes 56 (98.2%) of units as Senior Independent housing and one ( 1. 7%) 
unit of Assisted Living . This is very disproportionate to other comparable projects of similar 
combinations. Many projects of similar senior housing types vary between 5% - 25% of 
Assisted Living Units and include exclusive on-site facilities devoted to appurtenant 
services for elderly. The subject project does not provide broad enough Assisted Living 
units to substantiate a range of housing types that would that would serve the aging 
population. Aging in place will not be served well here. 

During the public hearing , concerns were raised about the proportion of the senior 
independent units vs. the single assisted living unit. This would be essentially be a senior 
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apartment contended Mr. Cramer when he noted, "The Eldercare Ordinance intends on 
providing a continuum of eldercare services in a single facility - from ambulatory to full 
care. This is only an apartment building for someone in their senior year. What is next? 
What about memory care? This only has one assisted living unit. This project is not the 
intent of the Eldercare Ordinance." Other speakers at the public hearing challenged the 
density, traffic, bulk, and scale of the proposal - especially with the multiple variations rom 
the Q Conditions and Municipal Code. The Zoning Administrator questioned the types of 
services related to senior care would be available for future residents are linked to the 
proposal? Mr. Ahadian described the project details as offering limited Alzheimer's 
services to the 56 senior independent living units and one assisted care unit. No further 
description was presented . Overall, there were approximately 11 speakers opposed to 
the project and 3 in support. 

While the LAMC has certain criteria for accepting an Elderly Care Facility, the subject 
project does meet the minimum requirements for acceptance and processing. 
Subsequent to the public hearing, the applicant submitted revised plans in response to 
the issues raised by the neighbors and by the Zoning Administrator. The revised design 
maintains an overall height of 47 feet but provides interior and exterior improvements and 
a programming calendar for senior activities. 

• The updated plans includes improvements to the ground floor amenities such as 
consolidating some of the interior open space; improvement to access these 
common spaces; the ground floor exterior will be improved with a walking path and 
vegetable garden are for senior activities; on the second floor, the TV Lounge has 
been enlarged; similarly, the third floor billiards room has been enlarged and 
proposed with skylights. The plans and tabular information indicate that the existing 
8,974 square feet of combined open space area has expanded to a total of 9,621 
square feet. 

The programming calendar includes a sample events schedule of various activities 
such as water aerobics, cooking classes, movie night, tending to the garden , bridge 
club, and bingo. A range of 2-4 activities are listed daily. These events are intended 
to "promote the health, wellness and keeping their mind and bodies fit. " 

Though enriched with active amenities generally aimed at the larger Senior Independent 
residents, no services for the Assisted Living unit was identifed. As such, it appears that 
the proposal only supports active seniors and omits support for Alzheimer's care as well 
as assisted living . Assisted Living care does require Department of Social Services 
licensing for people 62 years of age or older who require assistance with two or more non
medical activities of daily living . 

To review, the following requests are being made in this application, relative to the building 
envelope: 
• Density: 57 units in lieu of the 25 allowed by the Q condition and R3 Zone. 
• Height: An increase in building height from the 36' allowed by the "Q" condition to a 

proposed 4 7' . 
• Setback: A setback reduction to 5 and 12-feet for the front yard in lieu of the 15-feet 

requirement, and a side yard of 5-feet in lieu of 7-feet required . 

• Open Space: To allow balconies on all floors with a 50 square foot minimum to count 
towards open space in lieu of the ground-floor only and 150 square foot minimum 
required by the Q condition 
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With respect to the applicable Q Conditions, and zoning regulations , the applicant asserts 
that: 

Strict compliance to the zoning regulations would limit the development of the subject site. 
Ordinance 165,987, which became effective in 1990 limits density to one dwelling unit per 
1,200 square feet of lot area , thus resulting in the 25 dwelling unit maximum. The Q 
conditions did not limit Floor to Area Ratio (FAR) for the site, but did limit density. The 
purpose of the Q condition when it was passed in 1990 was to regulate multi-family 
housing. However, the same logic does not apply to senior housing. The Q condition did 
not anticipate dwelling units with such a low impact, nor did it anticipate that senior citizens 
requires less space and square footage per unit. 

Additionally, the applicant notes that the International Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 
Generation Manual, 9th Edition, identifies traditional Apartments with a Peak Hour Rate 
of 0. 7 per unit, but Senior Housing is only at 0.27 per unit. Based on these rates , the 
threshold needed to require the lowest level of traffic review by the Department of 
Transportation would be 36 traditional Apartments, but at least 91 units of Senior Housing, 
which this project is well under. 

Additionally, the applicant provided information relative to housing studies from various 
sources that identified dwelling unit shortages and how the state and city have responded 
with various senate bills and local laws that support the development of affordable housing 
units. The less reported genera includes senior housing products. In their findings, the 
applicant asserts that Market studies identified that, "As of 2016, there were 49.4 mill ion 
U.S. residents aged 65 or older, or about 15 percent of total population . By 2030, that 
figure is projected to grow to 75.5 million, or 21 percent of the population, according to the 
U.S. Census Bureau." Further, they submit a Senior Housing Occupancy Rates chart from 
NICMAP Data & Analysis Service, 02 2017 Primary Markets Segment Data , a graph that 
demonstrates during the Second Quarter of 2017, that "Independent Living, another title 
for Senior Independent, "led the pack" with the highest occupancy rates of the four senior 
housing categories." 

This data indicates that there are not enough dwelling units and/or beds serving that 
category. The table to the right reinforces this theory, illustrating that of all the senior 
housing units available, facilities that consist of a majority of Independent Living units are 
the lowest percentage. 

The proposed project is an Eldercare Facility consisting of mostly Senior Independent 
units. The facility will not only bring 57 units into California 's housing market, but sorely 
needed Senior Independent units that will serve to meet an unmet demand. In addition, 
the project will further the stated policies of the City without introducing any significant 
impacts to adjacent neighbors or the surrounding community. In fact, it is likely to cause 
less of an impact than a traditional apartment at the site. Therefore, denying the additional 
density for the project would result in a practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship that 
is inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

The result of a strict application of the code would be that the proposed Eldercare Facility 
could not be built. Based on the demand that exists for the housing and services that 
would be provided by the proposed facility, to prevent it from being built would place a 
hardship on 57 seniors who need supportive housing, and the families of those seniors 
who would have to search for other available housing and services. By extension, a 
hardship would also be borne by all the other seniors and their families searching and 
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competing for the same limited resources in the local area and citywide. Eldercare 
Facilities allow seniors to age in place and to give them an opportunity to move out of a 
home that may be too big or difficult to manage as they grow older. The 57 senior housing 
units that will be home to senior citizens at this facility will make available 57 other homes 
in the City, thus giving opportunities to young families that need the space and are capable 
of managing it. 

In addition to the hardship that is imposed on the seniors and families in need of such 
facilities, denying the proposed project would impose an unnecessary hardship since 
granting the requested deviations under an Eldercare Unified Permit will not impose a 
significant impact to the neighboring properties. As mentioned previously, the proposed 
project can actually reduce the strain on the AM and PM peak hour traffic period since 
senior citizens are primarily retired and it can be assumed that the proposed Eldercare 
Facility will yield a steadier inflow and outflow of traffic throughout the day. Due to the 
nature of the operation, the threshold that the Department of Transportation requires for a 
traffic study for senior housing is 91 units, as compared to 36 units for a typical apartment 
building. 

The applicant cites practical difficulties and unnecessary hardship as being the 
overwhelming need for senior housing without the requested density of 57 units, hardships 
to the families and seniors who need supportive housing in order to age in place, and that 
granting the requested deviations will not impose significant impacts on the neighborhood 
since traffic would be insignificant - even if 91 senior units were granted. 

In reviewing these reasons, the overwhelming need for senior housing is a policy issue 
that is well known. However, determining the hardship or difficulty fell short without proper 
analysis outlining the density and range of housing needs. On the second identified 
hardship to families and seniors who need supportive housing , aging in place is not 
properly addressed with only one Assisted Living Unit out of the 57 being proposed , and 
without adequate description or space for services for the one future resident. Such 
services should address daily living activities. Further, the proposal is not diversified with 
a range of Eldercare Housing Types to allow residents to "age in place" as claimed. An 
aging senior will pass through many stages of care throughout the aging process, 
including assisted living, memory care, and skilled nursing. As planned, there is only one 
resident that will have an opportunity to remain housed here when an Assisted Living need 
arises. Finally, the lack of traffic impact is more properly addressed in Finding No. 4 as 
measure of impacts to the neighborhood. Practical difficulty or hardship based upon only 
a vehicle trip comparison does not adequately substantiate the additional density. The 
following text extrapolates on these observations. 

The Zoning Code sets forth regulations to promote orderly development and to maintain 
compatibility between respective land uses. Generally, the code establishes broad 
categories of zones to separate incompatible uses and to separate land uses according 
to their density and intensity. Further, the Q Conditions for various properties addresses 
specific development issues that affect the site or immediate vicinity. While the city 
intended to facilitate development of Eldercare Facilities by creating a streamlined process 
that allows granting deviations from zoning regulations in connection with an Eldercare 
Unified Permit, the applicant has not adequately substantiated why the requested 
deviations from the code are necessary to make the project feasible . 

In this case, the applicant not only requested deviations from the Q Conditions to exceed 
the allowable density, yards, open space, and height limitations of the (Q]R3-1 Zone, but 
requested other code deviations that result in a substantially larger building envelope. The 



CASE NO. ZA-2018-341~-ELD PAGE14 

applicant did not provide any analysis to demonstrate why the proposed Eldercare facility 
cannot be developed within the confines of the zoning restrictions and why the deviations 
to permit additional height, density and reduced yards are necessary to make the project 
feasible. Setting aside the limitations on density and yards, the applicant did not indicate 
the maximum number of units that would be practical if the 36-foot height limit and required 
yards are observed and why this number of units would not be feasible. 

While the applicant made revisions to the project that increased the amount of proposed 
open space by approximately 2,400 square feet, these revis ions or do not explain or justify 
the need for the requested deviations and appear arbitrary. If anything , these revisions 
raise questions concern ing the need for the requested deviations. Why did the project 
require a density of 57 units as orig inally proposed and with locating even more interior 
area , why yard and height relief are now more feasible for 57 dwelling units? Why not 
fewer units where relief from height, yards, and open space may not need to be varied . 

Furthermore, while the need to devote a substantial amount of floor area to common areas 
devoted to on-site support services and amenities geared toward the special needs of 
elderly residents may merit some consideration, in this case, the number of units devoted 
to Assisted Living is nominal and the level of on-site support services provided is not 
identified. A review of recently approved Eldercare Facilities shows that these facilities 
are typically composed an Assisted Living or Memory Care component that comprises not 
less than 25% for the facility 's floor area (exclusive of common areas) and typically have 
a larger Assisted Living component and between 33% to 40% of the facility 's floor area is 
devoted to common areas. These common areas typically consist of administrative 
offices, a large commercial kitchen and large common dining area , larger multi-purpose 
spaces devoted to social activities and programs specifically geared toward Assisted 
Living residents as well as back of the house uses for housekeeping , laundry and 
maintenance. Common outdoor areas typically consist of passive open space with 
gardens, walking paths and sitting areas well suited for Assisted Living residents who may 
have mobility restrictions. Unlike typical Eldercare facilities , common areas for the instant 
project comprise less than 6% of the total floor area and most of the amenities provided 
are not specifically geared toward the specialized needs of elderly residents and are not 
very different than amenities that would be provided in a typical apartment bu ilding . As 
designed, the project's emphasis is Senior Independent Housing and does not resemble 
or meet the definition of a genuine Eldercare Facility, which must consist of two 
components. The construction of Independent Senior Housing alone does not require or 
merit deviations from the Zoning Code that would not only permit a high density apartment 
on a lot zoned for single-family uses, but would permit a substantially higher and larger 
building than otherwise permitted . 

The code provides reduced parking by-right to incentivize construction of Independent 
Senior Housing in any commercial or multiple-fam ily zone. If the applicant's desire is to 
construct Independent Senior Housing for active seniors, there are plenty of sites 
throughout the city appropriately zoned and suited for multiple-family residential uses that 
could accommodate the proposed project. The mere provision of a very limited number 
of Assisted Living Units in combination with Senior Independent Housing seeks to exploit 
the City's Eldercare Ordinance in order to enable high density development in a Medium 
Density Multiple-Family Zone further restricted with a Q Condition , inconsistent with the 
intent of the Eldercare Ordinance. Given the lack of analysis to substantiate why the 
proposed facility cannot be constructed within the confines of the zoning regulations, and 
given the limited number of Assisted Living units and on-site support services incorporated 
into the proposed project, the proposed facility minimally meets the definition of a genuine 
Eldercare Facility and does not support consideration for granting a request to allow 
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placement of a high residential density development in an R3 Multiple Family Zone / 
Med ium Residential land use category inconsistent with the code's intent. 

2. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will be 
compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, 
the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare and safety. 

The proposed project is a new four-story Eldercare Facility in the [Q]R3-1-O Zone located 
within a developed urban setting in the West Los Angeles Community Plan area. 

The allowed density for this property is limited by the Q condition pursuant to Ordinance 
165,987, which was effectuated in 1990. The Q condition limits density to one dwelling 
unit per 1,.200 square feet of lot area , thus resulting in the 25 dwelling unit maximum. The 
additional story requested and the increase in height accommodates this additional square 
footage that would have otherwise been devoted to units. The open space requirement 
for this site is 5,700 square feet. The amount of open space that is provided is in excess 
of the required square footage . The site setbacks are regulated by the R3 zone. The 
required front yard along Roxbury Drive is 15 feet. The required side yard is 5 feet, plus 
an additional foot for every story proposed over the second story, which results in a 7-foot 
side yard along Bedford Drive. The setback reductions requested will allow for better 
programming of the open space area as well as a larger building footprint to accommodate 
senior housing units that are needed in the community. 

The surrounding area is characterized by commercial , and residential uses. The 
residential uses in the area include a mix of low and medium density developments. The 
properties to the north across the public alley are zoned [Q]R3-1 -O and are developed 
four story multi-family residential buildings. The properties to the east, across Bedford 
Drive are zoned [Q]R3-1-O and are developed with four-story multi-family residential uses. 
The properties to the south across Roxbury Drive are zoned [Q]R3-1-O, and are 
developed with a four-story multi-family residential building and a two-story multi-family 
residential building . The properties to the west across Roxbury Drive and Beverly Green 
Drive are zoned [Q]R3-1-O, and are developed with two-story residential buildings. 
Therefore, the proposed building would be compatible with respect to the height and scale 
of buildings in the area. There are a number of senior-oriented activities within close 
proximity that would serve the residents at the proposed new facility. These uses includes 
Roxbury Park and the Roxbury Park Community Center, and Cedars-Sinai Hospital. 

Correspondence in opposition was received with concerns regarding the height, 
incompatibility of scale to surrounding buildings, reduced setbacks, additional traffic and 
parking congestion , pedestrian safety on Roxbury Drive and Beverly Glen Drive. This was 
a consistent perception from virtually all those opposed to the project. The size and height 
were cited as issues by many who noted that the modernistic design of the building does 
not provide much articulation of the building fa9ade to integrate into the neighborhood with 
the older 2-story structures across Roxbury. 

During the public hearing, some comments were received on this issue from stakeholders 
as to the impacts on other uses that would sustain a barrage of seniors from the subject 
project. With as many active senior res idents, little was said about the impacts on 
community services to the programs and facilities at nearby Roxbury Park - within the City 
of Beverly Hills. A representative of the City of Beverly Hills was present at the hearing 
and intended to investigate the matter. The applicant intended to meet with the City of 
Beverly Hills, however, no follow-up discussion was provided to the Zoning Administrator 
for consideration. The applicant subsequently provided a draft calendar of events and 
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enhanced the on-site open space, with the understanding that their intent is to hold regular 
on-site programmed activities. 

The R3 Zone permits Senior Independent and Assisted Living Housing, individually by
right; however, the combination of such uses (Eldercare Facility) is not permitted by-right 
and requires the requested actions. An Eldercare Facility on the subject property would 
be a compatible use relative to the adjacent properties and to the surrounding area. The 
two buildings across the alley to the North are both 4-story residential structures. Existing 
multi-family buildings to the west across Roxbury Drive are 2 to 3 stories. The proposed 
project is four stories. Overall , the majority of the structures to the north and east along 
Roxbury Drive are also four stories. The Zoning Administrator finds that the size and 
height of building in comparison to the surrounding development is consistent with other 
4-story structures. Approximately 75 percent of the abutting structures contain 4 levels of 
living and/or parking . 

As part of the facility, the applicant proposes to provide Assisted Living Care and Senior 
Independent Housing. The combination of the two uses and the operation of the facility 
is generally considered a passive use. Although the project proposes a substantial amount 
of outdoor open space, it is not anticipated that the facility would emit noises that would 
be considered a nuisance to the surrounding residential uses. Pursuant to the State of 
California's licensing requirement, and as defined by LAMC Section 12.03, Assisted Living 
Care would provide assistance with two or more non-medical activities of daily living and 
full time medical services are not permitted on-site. 

Residents of the Senior Independent housing consists of dwelling units for persons 62 
years of age and older and may include common dining areas or other community rooms. 
As proposed and conditioned herein, the project is not anticipated to adversely affect or 
further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, 
welfare, and safety. 

3. The project does not provide services to the elderly such as housing, medical 
services, social services, or long term care to meet citywide demand. 

As designed, the project meets the definition of an "Eldercare Facility," which requires that 
it is "one functionally operated facility which provides residential housing for persons 62 
years and older, and which combines in one facility, two or more of the following types of 
uses: Senior Independent Housing, Assisted Living Care Housing, Skilled Nursing Care 
Housing, and/or Alzheimer's/Dementia Care Housing. A minimum of 75 percent of the 
floor area, exclusive of common areas, shall consist of Senior Independent Housing and/or 
Assisted Living Care Housing" (LAMC Section 12.03). 

The proposed facil ity will contain a total of 57 units. One one-bedroom unit will be 
designated for Assisted Living Care Housing and 56 units are for Senior Independent 
Housing. Of the residential floor area proposed (exclusive of common areas), 
approximately 98.5 percent will consist of Senior Independent Housing. As proposed, the 
project meets the definition of an Eldercare Facility and is eligible for an Eldercare Unified 
Permit. The facility will contain approximately 73,482 square-feet of which approximately 
4,323 square feet will be devoted common areas and on-site amenities including activities 
room , T.V. lounges on two levels, and a garden area with a pool, a bridge/billiards room 
and a recreation room. The proposed project also includes 2,200 square-feet of balconies 
throughout the development. Additionally, the development includes two levels of 
subterranean parking over the entire site. 
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The facility will have a resident services office, housing staff that will manage the common 
areas, provide support for the non-medical needs of the Assisted Living Care Unit. The 
resident services office will develop a calendar with program management to fully engage 
the residents and promote health, activity and fully utilize the amenities and common areas 
provided. The applicant did provide such a schedule for active seniors following the public 
hearing, however, no information of any non-medical services to the Assisted Living 
resident was made available. Additionally, the applicant did provide other services and 
opportunities throughout the community for mostly active seniors who are typically mobile. 

On site, the proposed facility is designed to provide housing and services to meet the 
predominately active elderly residents . Approximately 4,323 square feet of the project 's 
floor area is devoted to common areas and on-site support services for the residents . 
Theses on-site activities are intended to provide care and amenities and enhance the 
quality of life of the eldercare facil ity residents and surrounding community. The Eldercare 
Facility is requ ired to be licensed by the State of California and will have on-site staff to 
assist residents . The project would also provide security features including, but not limited 
to , controlled access to on-site parking areas and building entries, video surveillance, and 
security lighting. 

There is an evident demand for senior housing and housing in general. As such, the City 
of Los Angeles, in accordance with Charter Section 558 (b)(2}, enacted the Eldercare 
Facility Ordinance and found it to be in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent 
and provisions of the General Plan. As stated in Chapter 3 of the Housing Element of the 
General Plan, an eldercare facility will encourage various types of housing for every 
stage/condition of a senior's life. 

Providing an aging in place environment is indeed a key feature of Eldercare Facilities, 
where residents can transition between care settings or levels of care within a care setting 
as they're needs increase and they're abilities decline, all within the comfort of the same 
facility in order to maintain their quality of life in a familiar environment. Thus, In order to 
provide a continuum of care, typical Eldercare Facilities consist of a combination of at least 
two or more components of Assisted Living , Alzheimer's care, Skilled Nursing and 
Independent Senior housing, each component successively providing increasing levels of 
care and services as residents ' age. 

However, as designed, the project 's emphasis is Senior Independent Housing and is not 
designed or set up to address the special needs of residents that require a higher level of 
care giving and assistance. As designed, the applicant proposed 56 units and according 
to the project description, an unspecified area of the floor area greater than 75% ( exclusive 
of common areas) would be devoted Senior Independent Housing and the remaining one 
unit to Assisted Living. Also, the plans and project description depicted minimal common 
areas and on-site support service that would be specifically geared toward Assisted Living 
residents. The amenities provided consisted of a 2,291 square-foot dance/yoga & fitness 
center, a 1,194 square-foot grand lounge, a 419 square-foot TV Lounge, and a 419 
square-foot billiards room , which comprised approximately 6% of the total floor area . 
Outdoor amenities consisted of a 3,098 square-foot pool and garden center. 

The Zoning Administrator noted at the public hearing that as designed, the faci lity 
appeared to meet the defin ition of an Eldercare Facility which is required to consist of two 
components of elderly housing. Instead, the facility appeared to be designed and intended 
primarily to serve Independent Seniors who have no special needs that requires special 
services or amenities. 
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Subsequent to the public hearing, the applicant submitted revised plans to enhance the 
open space areas and provide a draft schedule of activities that would be a typical monthly 
program, largely for activities seniors. The revised design increased common areas and 
amenities discussed how the common areas would be used. 

• The updated plans includes improvements to the ground floor amenities such as 
consolidating some of the interior open space; improvement to access these 
common spaces; the ground floor exterior will be improved with a walking path and 
vegetable garden are for senior activities; on the second floor, the TV Lounge has 
been enlarged; similarly, the third floor billiards room has been enlarged and 
proposed with skyl ights. 

• The programming calendar includes a sample events schedule of various activities 
such as water aerobics, cooking classes, movie night, tending to the garden, 
bridge club, and bingo. These events are intended to "promote the health, 
wellness and keeping their mind and bodies fit. " 

The revised plans basically combined some of the common open space areas with 
corridors and other spaces to expand a single open space. Other design modifications 
enhanced various spaces. No additional floor area was added to the orig inal plan . 

In order to provide a full continuum of care in one setting , Eldercare Facilities similar in 
size to the proposed facility typically incorporate at least two of the following : Independent 
Living , Assisted Living, Skilled Nursing Care or Alzheimer's Care, with at least 25% 
devoted to Assisted Living or Alzheimer's Care which typically require 24-hour staff on
site to monitor and supervise residents. These facilities also require larger commercial 
kitchens on-site where meals are prepared on behalf of the residents by staff of the facility 
and include a large common dining area where meals are served . A peak shift at an 
assisted living facility or a memory care facility can have a staffing ratio of at least 1 staff 
for every 6 residents or greater, depending on the level of care required for each resident. 
Thus, Eldercare Facilities (similar in size to the proposed facility) typically include 
administrative offices for on-site staff and also include on-site support services and 
amenities to meet the specialized needs of the residents . Due to residents ' lack of 
mobility, an Eldercare Facility also typically requires wider hallways and corridors that can 
accommodate two-way traffic for persons on wheel chairs and walkers (typically an 8-foot 
wide corridor). 

The unit designated for Assisted Living and the level of on-site support services contained 
in the proposed facility is adequate to provide a full continuum of care within one functional 
facility for only one resident at all stages of health. The common kitchen is very small and 
no common dining area is provided. There is one small office off a small lobby for the 
building manager and staff responsible for monitoring and supervising the resident of the 
Assisted Living unit at the ground floor level. The offices in the garage are not adequate 
to monitor Assisted Living residents . Interior corridors are 6 feet including corridors where 
the Assisted Living unit is located which are typically 8 feet wide in an Eldercare Facility 
to allow two-way traffic for persons on wheel chairs or walkers. Access to all common 
areas is via elevator or stairwell . The outdoor courtyard incorporates a swimming pool for 
active Independent Seniors. While the pool does not show an ADA lift, without the proper 
level of assistance and supervision, less able residents would not benefit from the pool 
and would be better served by passive recreational amenities better suited to their needs. 
The Department of Building and Safety will review the project plans for compliance with 
ADA standards. 
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While Assisted Living residents may be ambulatory, a functional facility providing a full 
continuum of care would provide a range of services that can address increasing intensity 
of care as residents health challenges escalate and some residents become non
ambulatory or bed-ridden . Given the nominal number of Assisted Living units provided 
and the minimal on-site support services or amenities included in the project to provide 
the range of care and services necessary to meet the needs of frail elderly residents as 
they age, the proposed Eldercare Facility does not provide the setting required to provide 
a full continuum of care. Moreover, the designation of only one Assisted Living unit out of 
57 units is not consistent or in spirit with the code's definition an Eldercare facility which is 
comprised of a functional facil ity with two elderly housing components. 

Citywide Demand: With respect to the proposed facility's ability to meet the citywide 
demand, the applicant cited various excerpts from the City of Los Angeles Eldercare 
Facility Ordinance explaining the need for senior housing and services. From this staff 
report , they raise the expected growing population of seniors to become 88 million by 
2056. Moreover, he cites the increased life expectancy after the year 2015 with an 
additional 5.2 years . It is projected that one of every four 65-yearolds will live to be 90 
years old , according to a CBRE National Senior Housing Report. Additionally, they cite, 
"As of 2016, there were 49.4 million U.S. residents aged 65 or older, or about 15 percent 
of total population. By 2030, that figure is projected to grow to 75.5 million , or 21 percent 
of the population, according to the U.S. Census Bureau ." Further, they submit a Senior 
Housing Occupancy Rates chart from NICMAP Data & Analysis Service, 02 2017 Primary 
Markets Segment Data, a graph that demonstrates during the Second Quarter of 2017, 
that "Independent Living , another title for Senior Independent, "led the pack" with the 
highest occupancy rates of the four senior housing categories." These numbers only 
address the related demand over the nationwide spectrum and not locally. The market 
analysis simply identified the high rate of occupancy of the three acceptable types of 
eldercare housing but not the project demand. Essentially, this demonstrates a broad 
demand for al l eldercare housing. 

The applicant concludes that since the highest rate of occupancy is the Senior 
Independent Living category, they will be developing primarily this category. During the 
public hearing, there were questions on the affordability aspect of the units; however, the 
responded with the units will be market rate. 

While the applicant furnished general data concerning projections and forecasts on the 
elderly population and on household incomes, the applicant did not analyze the number 
of persons that require this type of housing , are also income eligible and the current supply 
to extrapolate the unmet need, if any. The applicant's summary does not filter or analyze 
the data to identify and narrow the pool or percentage of elderly residents within each 
respective age group, sorted by income, that would be health qualified and income 
qualified and that would actually opt for either Independent Senior Housing or Assisted 
Living over other alternatives including in-home care. 

Surveys and/or a market study would more accurately identify the principal users within 
the target area of both Senior Independent and Assisted Living Housing and identify the 
actual unmet need, if any, that the proposed facility would fill. Therefore, the project does 
not provide services to the elderly such as housing , medical services, social services, or 
long term care to meet citywide demand. 
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4. The project shall not create an adverse impact on street access or circulation in the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

Pedestrian access to the project site is provided along Roxbury Drive, wh ich would provide 
direct access to the ground-floor. On-site parking for project will be provided in 
conformance to the code within a two-level subterranean parking structure. Vehicular 
access to the site is provided along the alley. The subject site will have a 2-way driveway 
for ingress and egress. The ingress driveway provides access to the subterranean 
parking. The project will provide vehicular parking in conformance to the L.A.M.C. and will 
also provide on-site long- and short-term bicycle parking. The on-site long-term bicycle 
parking would be provided on the second level of the subterranean parking structure. 
Short-term bicycle parking would be provided on-site in racks along Roxbury Drive, on the 
first floor of the building. A total of 100 vehicle parking spaces and 22 bicycle parking 
spaces (7 short-term and 15 long-term) would be provided in compliance with the 
requirements of the L.A.M.C. 

In correspondence dated June 11 , 2018, the Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(LADOT) stated that the project would not generate enough trips to require a traffic 
analysis. The aging population residing on the site may not be able to drive vehicles; 
therefore the traffic demand generated by the site should be sign ificantly less than the 
adjacent properties. The internal circulation and parking plan is designed to minimize 
congestion and back-up onto the street, thereby locating the ingress and egress in the 
public alley. All circulation would be contained on site with access to the subterranean 
parking garage, parking would be provided in accordance with L.A.M.C. requirements. 

The driveway access and circulation would be subject to review and approval by the 
Department of Transportation at the time of permitting, ensuring that the proposed 
circulation would comply with applicable regulations and would not create an adverse 
impact on the street access or circulation in the surrounding neighborhood. 

5. The project provides for an arrangement of uses, buildings, structures, open 
spaces and other improvements that are compatible with the scale and character of 
the adjacent properties and surrounding neighborhood. 

The surrounding area is characterized by commercial , residential , and institutional uses, 
with commercial uses. The residential uses in the area include a mix of low, medium, and 
high medium density developments. Existing buildings near the subject site ranges in 
height from two to six stories. The properties to the north are developed four-story multi
family residential buildings. The properties to the east are developed with four-story multi
family residential uses. The properties to the south are developed with a four-story multi
family residential building and a two-story multi-family residential building. The properties 
to the west are developed with two- and three-story residential buildings. 

The 47-foot height of the proposed building would be comparable to the 4-story, buildings 
within close proximity. While the proposed eldercare facility would result in a change in 
building height from the existing conditions, it would not substantially contrast with the 
existing heights of some surrounding buildings on Roxbury Drive and character of the area 
in general, which includes buildings of a variety of heights. The proposed project and the 
design of the facility are primarily residential in character. The proposed parking is 
complaint with the Los Angeles Municipal Code requirements for Eldercare Facilities will 
be provided on site. The design of the proposed facility incorporates street-facing facades 
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that are varied in color, texture, setback and materials, with variations providing an 
interesting appearance that can be enjoyed by residents, and neighbors. 

The proposed eldercare facility requires additional density, height, and reduced yards; the 
building would accommodate space that will be utilized to provide for on-site services and 
amenities for residents who are unable to travel to nearby facilities which provide senior 
services. The project has been designed to maintain compatibility with the surrounding 
uses and also to enhance the aesthetics of the surrounding neighborhood. 

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

The City of Los Angeles' General Plan consists of elements that dictates policies that 
provides the regulatory environment in managing the City and addressing environmental 
issues. The subject site is located in the West Los Angeles Community Plan Area, and 
the West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation. 

The West Los Angeles Community Plan Map designates the property for Medium 
Residential uses with corresponding zones of R3, and Height District No. 1, and is 
developed with primarily commercial, and residential uses. The land use designation and 
surrounding zoning permits for a variety of uses including the proposed Eldercare Facility. 
This request is allowed through the approval of the Zoning Administrator, subject to certain 
findings. 

The purpose of the West Los Angeles Community Plan is to promote an arrangement of 
land uses, streets, and services which will encourage and contribute to the economic, 
social and physical health, safety, welfare and convenience of the people who live and 
work in the community. Moreover, the Community Plan aims to preserve and enhance the 
positive characteristics of existing residential neighborhoods while providing a variety of 
compatible housing opportunities. The use of the subject site is consistent with, and aids 
to advance the following goals and objectives identified in the West Los Angeles 
Community Plan . 

Goal 1 

Policies 1-1. 3 

Objective 1-2 

Policies 1-2.2 

Policies 1-4. 1 

A safe, secure, and high quality residential environment for all 
economic, age, and ethnic segments of the community. 

Provide for adequate multi-family residential development. 

To reduce vehicular trips and congestion by developing new 
housing in proximity to adequate services and facilities. 

Locate senior citizen housing within reasonable walking distance of 
health and community facilities, services and public transportation. 

Promote greater individual choice in type, quality, price and location 
of housing. 

While the city intended to facilitate development of Eldercare Facilities by creating a 
streamlined process that allows granting deviations from zoning regulations in connection 
with an Eldercare Unified Permit, the applicant has not adequately substantiated why the 
requested deviations from the code are necessary to make the project feasible. Moreover, 
while the provision of service-enriched housing for the elderly is consistent with the goals 
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and objectives of the Community Plan, as enumerated in more detail under Finding Nos. 
1 and 3 above, given the limited number of Assisted Living units and on-site support 
services incorporated into the proposed project, the proposed facility minimally meets the 
definition of a genuine Eldercare Facility and does not support consideration or granting a 
special privilege to allow placement of a high density residential development in a Medium 
Residential land use category / R3 Multiple-Family Zone inconsistent with the site's 
planned land use and the code's intent. 

ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDINGS 

7. The National Flood Insurance Program rate maps, which are a part of the Flood Hazard 
Management Specific Plan adopted by the City Council by Ordinance No. 172,081, have 
been reviewed and it has been determined that this project is located in Zone C, areas of 
minimal flooding . 

8. DETERMINE, that based on the whole of the administrative record that the project is 
exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15332, Class 32, and there is 
no substantial evidence demonstrating that an exception to a categorical exemption 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies. 

APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE 

The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this grant is not a permit or license and that any 
permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public agency. 
Furthermore, if any Condition of this grant is violated or if the same be not complied with , then the 
applicant or his successor in interest may be prosecuted for violating these Conditions the same 
as for any violation of the requirements contained in the Municipal Code. The Zoning 
Administrator's determination in this matter will become effective after APRIL 81 2019, unless an 
appeal therefrom is filed with the City Planning Department. It is strongly advised that appeals 
be filed early during the appeal period and in person so that imperfections/incompleteness may 
be corrected before the appeal period expires. Any appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, 
accompanied by the required fee, a copy of the Zoning Administrator's action, and received and 
receipted at a public office of the Department of City Planning on or before the above date or the 
appeal will not be accepted. Forms are available on-line at http://planning.lacity.org. Public 
offices are located at: 

Downtown 
Figueroa Plaza 

201 North Figueroa Street, 
4th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077 

San Fernando Valley 
Marvin Braude San Fernando 

Valley Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard , Room 

251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 

(818) 374-5050 

West Los Angeles 
West Los Angeles Development 

Services Center 
1828 Sawtelle Boulevard, 

2nd Floor 
Los Angeles , CA 90025 

(310) 231 -2598 

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

Inquiries regarding this matter should be directed to Michelle Carter, Planning Staff for the 
Department of City Planning at (213) 978-1262. 

FRANKLIN N. QUON 
Associate Zoning Administrator 

FNQ:ON:MC 

cc: Councilmember Paul Koretz 
Fifth District 

Adjoining Property Owners 
Interested Parties 
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CITY CLERK'S USE 

200 NORTH SPRING STREET, ROOM 360 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

NOTICE OF EXEMPTION 
(California Environmental Quality Act Section 15062) 

Filing of this form is optional. If filed, the form shall be filed with the County Clerk, 12400 E. Imperial Highway, Norwalk, CA 90650, 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 (b). Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167 (d), the filing of this notice 
starts a 35-day statute of limitations on court challenges to the approval of the project. Failure to file this notice with the County Clerk 
results in the statute of limitations bein extended to 180 da . 
LEAD CITY AGENCY 
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

COUNCIL DISTRICT 

5 
PROJECT TITLE 

PROJECT LOCATION 

1122 S Roxbu Dr 
DESCRIPTION OF NATURE, PURPOSE, AND BENEFICIARIES OF PROJECT: 

A 57-unit, 4-story, Eldercare Facility project. 
NAME OF PERSON OR AGENCY CARRYING OUT PROJECT, IF OTHER THAN LEAD CITY AGENCY: 

CONT ACT PERSON 

Daniel Ahadian nor - DEVELOPMENT CONSUL TING 
AREA CODE 

(310 
EXEMPT STATUS: (Check One) 

□ MINISTERIAL 

□ DECLARED EMERGENCY 

□ EMERGENCY PROJECT 

0 CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION 

ST ATE CEQA GUIDELINES 

Sec. 15268 

Sec. 15269 

Sec. 15269 (b) & (c) 

Sec. 15300 et seq. 

!TELEPHONE NUMBER 

339 - 7344 
EXT. 

CITY CEQA GUIDELINES 

Art. II, Sec. 2b 

Art. II, Sec. 2a (1) 

Art. II, Sec. 2a (2) & (3) 

Art. Ill, Sec. 1 

Class __ ~32 ____ Category ____ (City CEQA Guidelines) 

□ OTHER (See Public Resources Code Sec. 21080 (b) and set forth state and City guideline provision. 

-CE 

JUSTIFICATION FOR PROJECT EXEMPTION: ln-fiN development meeting the condijions described in this section. (a) The project is consistent with the 
applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan policies as well as wijh the applicable zoning designation and regulations. (b) The proposed development 
occurs wijhin city limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses. (c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or 
threatened species. (d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air qualfy, or water quality. (e) The s~e can be adequately 
served b all r uired utilijies and ublic services. 

IF FILED BY APPLICANT, ATTACH CERTIFIED DOCUMENT ISSUED BY THE CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT STATING THAT 
THE DEP RT E - A ND THE PROJECT TO BE EXEMPT. 

DISTRIBUTION: (1) County Clerk, (2) City Clerk, (3) Agency Record 
Rev. 11-1-03 Rev. 1-31-06 Word 

IF FILED BY THE APPLICANT: 

x Daniel Ahadian 
NAME (PRINTED) 

X 06/11/2018 
DATE 

DATE 

DATE 



APPLICATIONS: 

THIS BOX FOR CITY PLANNING STAFF USE ONLY 

Environmental Case Number: 

Related Case Numbers: 

Case Filed With (Print Name): 

EAF Accepted By (Print Name): 

~nV'\ \J'"OYW~ DateFiled: 

___________________ Date Accepted: 

All terms in this document are applicable to the singular as well as the plural forms of such terms. 

Project Address 1: 1122 S Roxbury Dr. 

Assessor's Parcel Number: 4330-012-006,007,008,009 ----------------------------------
Major Cross Streets: Olympic Blvd/Roxbury Dr; Pico Blvd/Roxbury Dr 

Community Plan Area: _W_e_s_t_L_o_s_A_n~g'-e_le_s _________________ Council District: _5 ____ _ 

APPLICANT (if not Property Owner) 

Name: _________________ _ 

Company: ________________ _ 

Address: ________________ _ 

City: ______ State: __ Zip Code: ___ _ 

E-Mail: ________________ _ 

Telephone No.: ______________ _ 

APPLICANT'S REPRESENTATIVE 

Name: Daniel Ahadian 

Company: nur - DEVELOPMENT I CONSUL TING 

Address: 1601 S Genesee Ave 

City: Los Angeles State: CA Zip Code: 90019 

E-Mail: daniel@nurdevelopment.com 

Telephone No.: ~(3_1_0~) _33_9_-_73_4_4 ________ _ 

PROPERTY OWNER 

Name: Leonard Rosenblatt 

Company: Lenmar Roxbury LLC 

Address: 127 N Roxbury 

City: Beverly Hills State: CA Zip Code: 90211 

E-Mail: lenrosenblatt@yahoo.com 

Telephone No.: (310) 550-0744 

ENVIRONMENT AL REVIEW CONSULT ANT 

Name: _________________ _ 

Company: ________________ _ 

Address: ________________ _ 

City: ______ State: __ Zip Code: ___ _ 

E-Mail: _________________ _ 

Telephone No.: ______________ _ 

1 Project address must include all addresses on the subject site (as identified in ZIMAS; http:f/zimas.lacity.org) 
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OVERVIEW 
CEQA, or the California Environmental Quality Act, is a statute that requires state and local agencies to identify the 
significant environmental impacts of their actions and to avoid or mitigate those impacts, if feasible. CEQA requires 
public agencies to conduct environmental review before making a determination on a project. The environmental review 
process examines the potential impacts your project will have on the property and its surroundings, and makes 
recommendations (mitigation measures) on how to minimize or reduce those impacts that are found to be significant. 
The purpose of this application is to assist staff in determining the appropriate environmental clearance for your project. 
Please fill out this form completely. Missing, incomplete or inconsistent information will cause delays in the processing 
of your application. 

1. PROJECT DESCTIPTION 

A. Briefly describe the entire project and any related entitlements (e.g. Tentative Tract, Conditional Use, Zone 
Change, etc.). The description must include all phases and plans for future expansion. 

A new 4-story, 47' high, 57-unit Eldercare Facility over 2-levels of subterranean parking providing 

100 auto stalls, 15 long-term bicycle stalls and 7 short-term bicycle stalls. 

Additional information or Expanded Initial Study attached: 0 YES 121 NO 

B. Will the project require certification, authorization, clearance or issuance of a permit by any federal, state, 
county, or environmental control agency, such as Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Management 

District, Water Resources Board, Environmental Affairs, etc.? D YES 121 NO 

If YES, please specify: 

2. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

A. Project Site. 

Lot Area: _2_8~,2_6_9 ____________________________ square feet 

Net Acres: _o_.6_4_8_9 ___________ _ Gross Acres: _0_.64_8_9 ________ _ 

B. Zoning/Land Use. 

Existing Proposed 

Zoning [Q]R3-1-O [Q]R3-1-O 

Use of Land Residential Eldercare Facility 

General Plan Designation Medium Residential Medium Residential 
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C. Structures. 

1. Does the property contain any vacant structure? 0 YES 121 NO 

If YES, describe and state how long it has been vacant: _________________ _ 

2. Will any structures be removed/demolished as a result of the project? 121 YES 0 NO 

If YES, provide the number: 4 , type: _4_-.._p_le_x_b_u_i_ld_in_..9._s ________ _ 

_______________ , total square footage: _1_7~,3_0_3_s_g~ft __________ _ 

and age: 81-82 years old of structures to be removed. 

If residential dwellings (apartments, single-family, condominiums etc.) are being removed indicate the 

number of units: 16 ---------

D. Trees. *See attached Tree Report* 
Are there any trees on the property, and/or within the public right-of-way next to the property, that will be 

removed or impacted* as a result of the project? 0 YES O NO 

If YES complete the following: 

Tree Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity 
Status Existing Tree Types Removed Relocated Replaced Impacted* 

Non-Protected 
(8" trunk diameter 

and greater) 

Oak Tree 
Protected 

(4" trunk diameter 
(excluding Scrub Oak) 

and greater Southern California 
Black Walnut 

Western Sycamore 

California Bay 

* Impacted means that grading or construction activity will be conducted within five (5) feet of, or underneath 

the tree's canopy. 

Additional information attached: 121 YES 0 NO 

If a protected tree (as defined in Section 17. 02 of the LAMC) will be removed, replaced, relocated, or impacted, 
a Tree Report is required. 

E. Slope. State the percent of property which is: 

Less than 10% slope: 100% 10-15% slope: ___ over 15% slope: _____ _ 

If slopes over 10% exist, a Topographic Map will be required. 
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F. Grading. Specify the total amount of dirt being moved: 

D 0-500 cubic yards Ill More than 500 cubic yards 

If more than 500 cubic yards (indicate amount): _1_6_,5_0_0 ______________ cubic yards 

G. Import/Export. Indicate the amount of dirt to be imported or exported: 

Imported: N/A cubic yards Exported: _1_6_,5_0_0 ______ cubic yards 

Location of disposal site: _T_B_D ____________________________ _ 

Location of borrow site: TBD -------------------------------

Is the Project Site located within a Bureau of Engineering (BOE) Special Grading Area? IZI YES 

If YES, a Haul Route is required. 

□ NO 

H. Hazardous Materials and Substances. Is the project proposed on land that is or was developed with a dry 
cleaning, automobile repair, gasoline station, or industrial/manufacturing use, or other similar type of use that 

may have resulted in site contamination? D YES Ill NO 

If YES, describe: ---------------------------------

If YES, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) is required. 

I. Historic, Cultural and/or Architecturally Significant Site or Structure. Does the project involve any 
structures, buildings, street lighting systems, spaces, sites or components thereof which are designated or may 
be eligible for designation in any of the following? If YES, please check and describe: 

D National Register of Historic Places: _N_/_A _______________________ _ 

D California Register of Historic Resources: _N_/_A _____________________ _ 

D City of Los Angeles Cultural Historic Monument: _N_/A ___________________ _ 

D Located within a City of Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ): _N_IA _______ _ 

D Identified on SurveyLA: _N_/A __________________________ _ 

D Identified in HistoricPlacesLA: NIA ---------------------------
Does the Project affect fil1Y structure 45 or more years old that does not have a local, state, or federal 

designation for cultural or historic preservation? IZI YES □ NO 
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J. Miscellaneous. Does the property contain any easements, rights-of-way, Covenant & Agreements, contracts, 

underground storage tanks or pipelines which restrict full use of the property? D YES 121 NO 

If YES, describe: --------------------------------
_______________________________ and indicate the sheet 

number on your plans showing the condition: __________ _ 

3. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
In the sections below, describe the entire project, not just the area in need of the entitlement request. If the project 

involves more than one phase or substantial expansion or changes of existing uses, please document each portion 
separately, with the total or project details written below. Attach additional sheets as necessary to fully describe 

the project. 

A. ALL PROJECTS 

i. Parking. 

Vehicular Parking 

Required: _5_7 __________ + Guest: _1_4 ______ _ 

Proposed: 86 + Guest: _1_4 ______ _ 

Bicycle Parking: 

Required Long-Term: _7 _____ _ Required Short-Term: _1_5 _____ _ 

Proposed Long-Term: _7 _____ _ Proposed Short-Term: _1_5 _____ _ 

ii. Height. 

Number of stories (not including mezzanine levels): _4 ____ Maximum height: _4_7_' _____ _ 

Are Mezzanine levels proposed? 0 YES 121 NO 

If YES, indicate on which floor: _____ _ 

If YES, indicate the total square feet of each mezzanine: _________________ _ 

New construction resulting in a height in excess of 60 feet may require a Shade/Shadow Analysis. This 
does not apply to projects that are located within a Transit Priority Area (TPA) as defined by Zl-2452 (check 
the Planning and Zoning tab in ZIMAS for this information http://ZIMAS.lacity.org). 

iii. Project Size. 

What is the total floor area of the project? _2_8_,2_6_9 _________ gross square feet 

iv. Lot Coverage. Indicate the percent of the total project that is proposed for: 

Building footprint: 70 % 

Paving/hardscape: ______ 1_5 ______ % 

Landscaping: ______ 1_5 _____ % 

v. Lighting. Describe night lighting of project: _A_m_b_i_e_ntl_s_e_c_u_ri~ty ____________ _ 
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B. RESIDENTIAL PROJECT 
If no portion of the project is residential check O-N/A and continue to next section 

i. Number of Dwelling Units. 

Single Family: _______ , Apartment: ___ 5_7 ____ , Condominium: ________ _ 

ii. Recreational Facilities. List recreational facilities for project: Central Garden (including pool), a 

recreation room and attached patio, bridge/billiards room, two TV lounges, and Roxbury park is 

only one-minute by foot. 

iii. Open Space. 
Does the project involve new construction resulting in additional floor area and units? Ill YES D NO 

Does the project involve six or more residential units? 121 YES □ NO 

If YES to both, complete the following ~ 
Pursuant to LAMC 12.21.G Required Proposed 

Common Open Space (Square Feet) 

Private Open Space (Square Feet) 

Landscaped Open Space Area (Square Feet) 

Number of trees (24 inch box or greater) 

iv. Utilities. Describe the types of appliances and heating (gas, electric, gas/electric, solar): Gas/electric 

v. Accessory Uses. Describe new accessory structures (detached garage, guest house, swimming pool , 

fence, stable, etc.) and/or additions: _N_/_A ______________________ _ 

C. COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL OR OTHER PROJECT 
If the project is residential only check 0-N/A and continue to next section 

i. Type of Use. 

i i. Project Size. Does the project only involve the remodel or change of use of an existing interior space or 

leasehold? □ YES □ NO 

If YES, indicate the total size of the interior space or leasehold: _________ square feet 

iii. Hotel/Motel. Identify the number of guest rooms: -------~uest rooms 
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iv. Days of operation. _____________________________ _ 

Hours of operation. _____________________________ _ 

v. Special Events. Will there be special events not normally associated with a day-to-day operation (e.g. 

fund raisers, pay-for-view events, parent-teacher nights, athletic events, graduations)? D YES D NO 

If YES, describe events and how often they are proposed ________________ _ 

vi. Occupancy Limit. Total Fire Department occupancy limit: __________ _ 

a. Number of fixed seats or beds _________ _ 

b. Total number of patrons/students ________ _ 

c. Number of employees per shift ______ _, number of shifts _______ _ 

d. Size of largest assembly area square feet 

v. Security. Describe security provisions for the project __________________ _ 

4. SELECTED INFORMATION 

A Circulation. Identify by name all arterial road types (i.e. Boulevard I, 11, Avenue I, II, Ill) and freeways within 

1,000 feet of the proposed Project; give the approximate distances (check http://navigatela.lacity.org for this 

information). Olympic Blvd is a Boulevard II and is 1,000' away (albeit within the City of Beverly Hills) 

B. Green building certification. Will the project be LEED-certified or equivalent? □ YES 0 NO 

If YES, check appropriate box: 

D Certified D Equivalent D Silver □ Gold D Platinum D Other --------

C. Fire sprinklers. Will the Project include fire sprinklers? 121 YES □ NO 
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5. CLASS 32 URBAN INFILL CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION (CE) REQUEST 
The Class 32 "Urban Infill" Categorical Exemption (Section 15332 of the State CEQA Guidelines), is available for 
development within urbanized areas. This class is not intended to be applied to projects that would result in any 
significant traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality impacts. 

Ill Check this box if you are requesting a Class 32 Exemption, and: 

Ill You have read DCP's Specialized Instructions for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption (CP-7828) and, 

IZI You have submitted the written justifications identified in the Specialized Instructions, and any supporting 
documents and/or technical studies to support your position that the proposed Project is eligible for the 
Class 32 Exemption and the project does not fall under any of the Exceptions pursuant to CEQA Section 
15300.2. 

Note that requesting the Urban Infill CE does not guarantee that the request will be accepted. The City may require 
additional studies and information if necessary to process the CE. The City reserves all rights to determine the 
appropriate CEQA clearance, including using multiple clearances and requiring an EIR if necessary. 
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APPLICANT/CONSULTANT'S AFFIDAVIT 

OWNER MUST SIGN AND BE NOTARIZED, 

IF THERE IS AN AGENT, THE AGENT MUST ALSO SIGN AND BE NOTARIZED 

PROPERTY OWNER CONSULTANT/AGENT 

Signature _______________ _ 

being duly sworn, state that the statements nd information, including plans and other attachments, contained in this 
Environmental Assessment Form are in all respects true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. I hereby certify 
that I have fully informed the City of the nature of the Project for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and have not submitted this application with the intention of segmenting a larger Project in violation of CEQA. I 
understand that should the City determine that the Project is part of a larger Project for purposes of CEQA; the City may 
revoke any approvals and/or stay any subsequent entitlements or permits (including certificates of occupancy) until a full 
and complete CEQA analysis is reviewed and appropriate CEQA clearance is adopted or certified. 

Space Below for Notary's Use 

California All-Purpose Acknowledgement Civil Code Section 1189 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the 
document, to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California 

County of Lo,::. ~e.b 

On Ca/ \ 2 ) 1..D\i. before me, ~Q.b'c,--:X--"'bM~Oi\1~~Q...~q\,\~ t., 
(Insert Name of Notary~lic and Title) 

personally appeared keen Q..S:6 ~'f>e,~\o....lc-\c , who 
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(~ whose name~ is/~ subscribed to the within 
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/¥,'t~ executed the same in his/1),!ltp(lir authorized capacity~. and that 
by his/pir!tp6ir signature~ on the instrument the person~ or the entity upon behalf on which the person~ acted, 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph is true and 
correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

4 w:e (Seal) 
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GRACIE THOIPSON 
COMM,. #21 79847 2 

Notary Public • Cllifornl1 g 
Los Angeles County .. 

Comm. E irGS Jan.15, 2021 
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INSTRUCTIONS: Environmenta l Assessment Form 

REQUIRED SUBMITTAL MATERIALS: 

The following materials are required when submitting an Environmental Assessment Form (EAF); materials must be 
consistent with the application. All materials should reflect the entire Project, not just the area in need of a zone change, 
variance, or other entitlement. 

The submittal materials are IN ADDITION TO those required for any case/application for which the Environmental 
Assessment Form is being filed. 

Exhibits Required: Please note that based on the circumstances of a particular project proposal, in order to 
adequately analyze the environmental impacts of the project, assigned staff may require any of the following 
reports even if the project does not meet the indicated threshold. 

A. Plot Plans and/or Subdivision Map and/or Haul Route Map: One full size plot plan, subdivision map or haul 
route map and two 11" x 17" copes; material must show the location and layout of proposed development including 
dimensions. Include topographic lines where grade is over 10%; and the location and diameter of all existing trees 
with a trunk diameter greater than four inches on the project site and the adjacent public right-of-way. 

B. Vicinity Maps: Two copies (8½" x 11 ") showing an area larger than the Radius/Land Use Map and depicting 
nearby street system, public facilities and other significant physical features with project area highlighted (similar to 
road maps, Thomas Brothers Maps, etc.). 

C. Color Pictures: Two or more color pictures of the project site (taken within the last 30 days) showing existing 
improvements, walls, trees and other structures on the property. Black and white or gray scale copies of color 
photos are not acceptable; internet "street view'' images are not acceptable. 

D. Notice of Intent Fee: An UNDATED check in the amount of $75 made out to the Los Angeles County Clerk for 
the purpose of filing a Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration as required by Section 15072 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines. 

E. Payment Receipt: Fees must be paid at the time of filing the Environmental Assessment per Article 9, Section 
19.05 of the LAMC for the purpose of processing the initial study and for the publication of the Negative Declaration 
or Mitigated Negative Declaration; provide one copy of the payment receipt. 

F. Associated Application: A duplicate copy of the application for the associated entitlement (e.g. zone change, 
general plan amendment, variance, conditional use, subdivider's statement) including entitlement justification 
and/or findings, if available. 

G. Project Planning Referral Form: A copy of signed Project Planning Referral form (CP-7812) if the proposed 
project is located in a specific plan area, Community Design Overlay (CDO), Neighborhood Oriented District (NOD), 
Sign District (SN), Pedestrian Oriented District (POD), Community Plan Implementation Ordinance area and/or 
involves small lot subdivision or affordable housing (e.g. Density Bonus, Conditional Use >35% increase, Public 
Benefit) type of project. 

H. Radius/Land Use Maps: Two full size and two 8½" x 11" reduced size radius maps, if required for discretionary 
filing. Maps shall be prepared in compliance with DCP's Radius Map Requirements & Guidelines (form CP-7826); 
300' radius line is okay for site plan review applications. 
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I. Elevation Plans: One full size and two 11" x 17" size plans. See DCP's Elevation Instructions form CP-7817) 
for technical requirements and a listing of types of cases where elevations are always required. Exterior elevations 
can be required by planning staff as needed to illustrate and communicate the details of any case. Elevation plans 
must always show legible height dimensions. 

J. Floor Plans: One full size and two 11" x 17 size. Floor plans should include patios, balconies and, if proposed for 
use, portions of the right-of-way. Floor plans are always required for hillside projects, CUB's (seats must be 
numbered), projects where the City Planning Commission (CPC) or the Area Planning Commission (APC) is the 
decision maker and other cases when the request involves the interior lay-out of a project. Refer to the Floor Plan 
Instructions (CP-7751 ) for detailed information about technical requirements. 

K. Tree Report: Two copies of a tree report if project involves removal, relocation, or replacement of any protected 
trees on the project site or in the right-of way adjacent to the site. 

L. Geology/Soils Approval Letter: A copy of letter from Department of Building and Safety and copy of referenced 
geotechnical report, if located in hillside area and only if new construction is proposed. 

M. Haul Route Approval: Projects within a Hillside Grading Area involving import/export of 1,000 cubic yards or more 
shall submit a soils and/or geotechnical report reviewed & approved by LADBS. 

N. Topographic Map: If slopes over 10% exist. If site is over 50 acres, 1" = 200' scale is acceptable. 

0. Cultural/Historic Impact Report: If project involves a designated Cultural/Historic property or a historic/cultural 
resource deemed eligible as historic resources through SurveyLA. 

P. Cultural/Historic Assessment: If project involves an undesignated structure, 45 years or older, provide clear 
unobstructed color photographs of all building facades, including accessory structures and a copy of the original 
(oldest) building permit, with plan sketch, if available. 

Q. Traffic Assessment: If the project approaches or exceeds the following thresholds a Traffic Assessment review 
by the Department of Transportation (DOT) may be required (this list is not exhaustive, and unlisted uses may also 
require assessment). 

Use Threshold Use Threshold 
Apartments 40 units General office 16,000 sf. 
Condominiums (incl. live/work) 48 units Fast food w/no drive-thru 570 sf. 
Convenience store (24-hr) 340 sf. Fast food w/drive thru 550 sf. 
Convenience store (<24-hr) 720sf. Restaurant - hiqh turn over 2,300 sf. 
Shopping center 6,700 sf. Restaurant (includino bars) 3,300 sf. 
Supermarket 2,600 sf. 

Please note that a Traffic Assessment does not necessarily result in a Traffic Study. However, an additional fee , 
pursuant to Section 19.15 will be required by the DOT for review of the assessment 

R. Duplicate Files: An additional copy of the EAF and each exhibit is necessary for projects which are located in: 

□ The Coastal Zone and 

□ The Santa Monica Mountains area 
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PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT
APPLICATION 



I .. ~ • 

APPLICATIONS: :;-~~/-f ixP·Eo1rEo , -
?'.ii\,'.-. ·.PROCESSING · 

·.;_.·, .. · .. _ ·. ··....__ ·•;·L . . --. ..1 _ 

THIS BOX FOR CITY PLANNING STAFF USE ONLY 

Case Number 

Env. Case Number 

Application Type 

Case Filed With (Print Name) 

Application includes letter requesting: 

2 [)) 1 ~ = ~ 4 1 C9) - BL[) 

eN\/-2.ol e- '3J:( 2.0 - EA-F 

'J.O' 8 

□ Waived hearing □ Concurrent hearing 
Related Case Number 

□ Hearing not be scheduled on a specific date (e.g. vacation hold) 

Provide all information requested. Missing, incomplete or inconsistent information will cause delays. 
All terms in this document are applicable to the singular as well as the plural forms of such terms. 

Detailed filing instructions are found on form CP-7810 

1. PROJECT LOCATION 

Street Address 1 1112-1136 S Roxbury Dr UniUSpace Number ___ _ 

Legal Description 2 (Lot, Block, Tract) _L_o~ts_4_3~-4_7_T_r_ac_t_1_1_1_06 ___________________ _ 

Assessor Parcel Number 4330-012-006, 007, 0081 & 009 Total Lot Area -=2=8=,2"-'7-=2:....;s::.:q,_ft=-=---------

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Present Use ""'R"""e;;..;s;;.;.id"""e.c.;n-"t~ia"""I __________________________________ _ 

Proposed Use Residential for Seniors (Eldercare Facility) 

Project Name (if applicable) _______________________________ _ 

Describe in detail the characteristics , scope and/or operation of the proposed project A new 4-story, 47' high, 57-unit 

Eldercare Facility over 2 levels of subterranean parking providing 100 auto stalls, 15 long-term bicycles, and 6 

short-term bicycles. 

Additional information attached 

Complete and check all that apply: 

Existing Site Conditions 

□ YES 

□ Site is undeveloped or unimproved (i.e. vacant) 

~ NO 

liZI Site has existing buildings (provide copies of building 
permits) 

□ Site is located within 500 feet of a freeway or railroad 

□ Site is located within 500 feet of a sensitive use (e.g. 
school, park) 

1 Street Addresses must include all addresses on the subject/application site (as identified in ZIMAS- http://zimas.lacity.org) 
2 Legal Description must include all contiguously owned properties (even if they are not a part of the proposed project site) 
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D Site is/was developed with use that could release 
hazardous materials on soil and/or groundwater (e.g. 
dry cleaning, gas station, auto repair, industrial) 

Proposed Project Information 

(Check all that apply or could apply) 

121 Demolition of existing buildings/structures 

D Relocation of existing buildings/structures 

D Interior tenant improvement 

D Additions to existing buildings 

0 Grading 

121 Removal of any on-site tree 

D Removal of any street tree 

Housing Component Information 

□ Site has special designation (e.g. National Historic 
Register, Survey LA) 

□ Removal of protected trees on site or in the 
public right of way 

IZI New construction: _7_3~,4_8_2 _____ square feet 

□ Accessory use (fence, sign, wireless, carport, etc.) 

□ Exterior renovation or alteration 

□ Change of use and/or hours of operation 

IZI Haul Route 

D Uses or structures in public right-of-way 

□ Phased project 

Number of Residential Units: Existing 16 - Demolish(ed)3 16 + Adding 54 = Total _...;:5;...;4'-_ 

Number of Affordable Units4 

Number of Market Rate Units 

Existing 0 - Demolish(ed) 0 + Adding O = Total __ a __ 
Existing 16 - Demolish(ed) 16 + Adding 54 = Total __ 54 __ 

Mixed Use Projects, Amount of Non-Residential Floor Area: ______________ square feet 

Public Right-of-Way Information 

Have you submitted the Planning Case Referral Form to BOE? (required) 121 YES D NO 

Is your project required to dedicate land to the public right-of-way? D YES It'.! NO 
If so, what is/are your dedication requirement(s)? 0 ft. 
If you have dedication requirements on multiple streets, please indicate: _N_/A _______________ _ 

3. ACTION(S) REQUESTED 

Provide the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section that authorizes the request and (if applicable) the LAMC 
Section or the Specific Plan/Overlay Section from which relief is sought; follow with a description of the requested action. 

Does the project include Multiple Approval Requests per LAMC 12.36? □ YES 121 NO 

Authorizing Code Section ___ S __ e .... e"""'a""'tt"'""a'""c-'h-"-ed"'""" _________________________ _ 

Code Section from which relief is requested (if any): _____________________ _ 

Action Requested, Narrative: -------------------------------

Authorizing Code Section -'S"""'e""'"e_a;.;.;tt"'""'a-'c_h-'-e..;;..d __________________________ _ 

Code Section from which relief is requested (if any): _____________________ _ 

Action Requested, Narrative: ______________________________ _ 

Additional Requests Attached 121 YES D NO 

3 Number of units to be demolished and/or which have been demolished within the last five (5) years. 
4 As determined by the Housing and Community Investment Department 
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3. ACTION(S) REQUESTED 

Provide the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section that authorizes the request and (if applicable) the 
LAMC Section or the Specific Plan/Overlay Section from which relief is sought; follow with a description of 
the requested action. 

Does the project include Multiple Approval Requests per LAMC 12.36? □ YES 0 NO 

1. Authorizing Section: 14.3.1.B. Section from which relief is requested (if any): 12.1 O.A. - ------
Request: To allow an Eldercare Facility in the R3 zone. 

2. Authorizing Section: 14.3.1.B. Section from which relief is requested (if any): Ordinance 165,987 

Request: To allow 57 units in lieu of 25 units allowed by the Q condition. 

3. Authorizing Section: 14.3.1. B. Section from which relief is requested (if any): Ordinance 167,939 

Request: To allow an 11 ' height increase from the 36' allowed by the "Q" condition to 47'. 

4. Authorizing Section: 14.3.1.B. Section from which relief is requested (if any): 12.10.C.1. 

Request: To allow a front yard setback of 5' for the center garden, and 12' for the building along 

Roxbury Drive in lieu of the 15' required. 

5. Authorizing Section: 14.3.1 .B. Section from which relief is requested (if any): 12.10.C.2. 

Request: To allow a side yard setback of 5' along Bedford Drive in lieu of the 7' required for a 4-story 

building. 

6. Authorizing Section: 14.3.1 .B. Section from which relief is requested (if any): Ordinance 167,939 

Request: To allow balconies on all floors with a 50 square foot minimum to count towards open space 

in lieu of the ground-floor only and 150 square foot minimum required by the Q condition. 



4. RELATED DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING CASES 

Are there previous or pending cases/decisions/environmental clearances on the project site? Ill YES D NO 

If YES, list all case number(s) _D_IR_-_2_0_14_-_43_1_0_-D_B~TT_-_66_8_8_2 __________________ _ 

If the application/project is directly related to one of the above cases, list the pertinent case numbers below and 

complete/check all that apply (provide copy). 

Case No. 

D Condition compliance review 

D Modification of conditions 

D Revision of approved plans 

D Renewal of entitlement 

D Plan Approval subsequent to Master Conditional Use 

Ordinance No.: 

D Clarification of Q (Qualified) classification 

D Clarification of D (Development Limitations) classification 

D Amendment to T (Tentative) classification 

For purposes of environmental (CEQA) analysis , is there intent to develop a larger project? 0 YES Ill NO 

0 YES 0 NO Have you filed, or is there intent to file, a Subdivision with this project? 

If YES, to either of the above, describe the other parts of the projects or the larger project below, whether or not currently 

filed with the City: 

5. RELATED DOCUMENTS/ REFERRALS 

To help assigned staff coordinate with other Departments that may have a role in the proposed project, please provide 
a copy of any applicable form and reference number if known . 

a. Specialized Requirement Form See attached (part of Background & Findings document) 

b. Geographic Project Planning Referral __________________________ _ 

c. Citywide Urban Design Guidelines Checklist_S_e_e_a_tt_a_c_h_ed ___________________ _ 

d. Affordable Housing Referral Form ____________________________ _ 

e. Mello Form------------------------------------
f. Unpermitted Dwelling Unit (UDU) Inter-Agency Referral Form __________________ _ 

g. HPOZ Authorization Form 

h. Management Team Authorization ____________________________ _ 

i. Expedite Fee Agreement """'S'""'e"""'e-'a'-t"'""ta-'-'-c_h-'-ed-'---------------------------

j . Department of Transportation (DOT) Referral Form _____________________ _ 

k. Bureau of Engineering (BOE) Planning Case Referral Form (PCRF) _S_e_e_a_t_ta_c_h_e_d __________ _ 

I. Order to Comply __________________________________ _ 

m. Building Permits and Certificates of Occupancy _S_e_e_a_tta_c_h_e_d __________________ _ 

n. Hillside Referral Form---------------------------------

0. Low Impact Development (LID) Referral Form (Storm water Mitigation) ....;SC--'e'-'e'-a'"'"ttc.;.;ac.;.;c'-h...;;.e""'d _________ _ 

p Proof of Filing with the Housing and Community Investment Department ______________ _ 

q. Are there any recorded Covenants, affidavits or easements on this property? □ YES (provide copy) Ill NO 
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PROJECT TEAM INFORMATION (Complete all applicable fields) 

Applicant5 name Leonard Rosenblatt 

Company/Firm Lenmar Roxbury, LLC 

Address: 127 N Roberston Blvd. UniUSpace Number ___ _ 

City _ B_e_v_e~rly.__H_il_ls ____________ State...;:C_A..;._ _____ Zip Code: ...:.9...:.0_2_1..;..1 _______ _ 

Telephone (310) 550-0744 

Are you in escrow to purchase the subject property? 

Property Owner of Record 

Name (if different from applicant) 

0 Same as applicant 

E-mail : lenrosenblatt@yahoo.com 

□ YES □ NO 

□ Different from applicant 

Address 

City 

____________________________ Unit/Space Number ___ _ 

________________ State _______ Zip Code: _________ _ 

Telephone ________________ _ E-mail: ___________________ _ 

Agent/Representative name =D~a~n~ie~l~A~h=a=di=a~n __________________________ _ 

Company/Firm nur - DEVELOPMENT I CONSUL TING 

Address: 1601 S Genesee Ave. Unit/Space Number ___ _ 

City Los Angeles State_C_A _____ Zip: 90019 

Telephone (310) 339-7344 E-mail : daniel@nurdevelopment.com 

Other (Specify Architect, Engineer, CEQA Consultant etc.) _____________________ _ 

Name-----------------------------------------
Company/Firm 

Address: ____________________________ Unit/Space Number ___ _ 

City ________________ State _______ Zip Code: _ ________ _ 

Telephone _________________ E-mail: ___________________ _ 

Primary Contact for Project Information 
(select only one) 

□ Owner 

0 Agent/Representative 

□ Applicant 

□ Other 

To ensure notification of any public hearing as well as decisions on the project, make sure to include an individual mailing 
label for each member of the project team in both the Property Owners List, and the Abutting Property Owners List. 

5 An applicant is a person with a lasting interest in the completed project such as the property owner or a lessee/user of a project. An 
applicant is not someone filing the case on behalf of a client (i.e. usually not the agent/representative). 
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PROPERTY-OWNER 

7. PROPERTY OWNER AFFIDAVIT. Before the application can be accepted, the owner of each property involved must provide 
a notarized signature to verify the application is being filed with their knowledge . Staff will confirm ownership based on 
the records of the City Engineer or County Assessor. In the case of partnerships, corporations, LLCs or trusts the agent 
for service of process or an officer of the ownership entity so authorized may sign as stipulated below. 

• Ownership Disclosure. If the property is owned by a partnership, corporation , LLC or trust, a disclosure 
identifying the agent for service or process or an officer of the ownership entity must be submitted . The 
disclosure must list the names and addresses of the principal owners (25% interest or greater). The signatory 
must appear in this list of names. A letter of authorization , as described below, may be submitted provided the 
signatory of the letter is included in the Ownership Disclosure. Include a copy of the current partnership 
agreement, corporate articles, or trust document as applicable. 

• Letter of Authorization {LOA). A LOA from a property owner granting someone else permission to sign the 
application form may be provided if the property is owned by a partnership, corporation , LLC or trust or in rare 
circumstances when an individual property owner is unable to sign the application form . To be considered for 
acceptance, the LOA must indicate the name of the person being authorized the file , their relationship to the 
owner or project, the site address, a general description of the type of application being filed and must also 
include the language in items A-D below. In the case of partnerships , corporations, LLCs or trusts the LOA 
must be signed and notarized by the authorized signatory as shown on the Ownership Disclosure or in the case 
of private ownership by the property owner. Proof of Ownership for the signatory of the LOA must be submitted 
with said letter. 

• Grant Deed. Provide a Copy of the Grant Deed If the ownership of the property does not match City Records 
and/or if the application is for a Coastal Development Permit. The Deed must correspond exactly with the 
ownership listed on the application . 

• Multiple Owners. If the property is owned by more than one individual (e.g. John and Jane Doe or Mary Smith 
and Mark Jones) notarized signatures are required of all owners . 

a. I hereby certify that I am the owner of record of the herein previously described property located in the City of Los 
Angeles which is involved in th is application or have been empowered to sign as the owner on behalf of a 
partnership, corporation, LLC or trust as evidenced by the documents attached hereto. 

b. I hereby consent to the filing of this application on my property for processing by the Department of City Planning. 

c. I understand if the application is approved, as a part of the process the City will apply conditions of approval which 
may be my responsibility to satisfy including, but not limited to, recording the decision and all conditions in the 
County Deed Records for the property. 

d. By my signature below, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
statements are true and correct. 

Property Owner's signatures must be signed/notarized in the presence of a Notary Public. 
The City requires an or: inal signature from t property owner with the "wet" notary stamp. 

A Notary Ac edgeme ·s availa r-y,etlf convenience on following page. 

Date __ b-__ n_-_l_t __ _ 

Print Name ___ t,_,:;-rD_,-.._ ~,,f>.._ l;> ___ ~_o_ S_t_~_-JI_ ( 4-'._'/i_r __ _ 

Signature ________________________ _ Date _________ _ 

Print Name ________________________ _ 
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Space Below For Notary's Use 

California All-Purpose Acknowledgement Civil Code' 1189 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the 
document, to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California 

County of L~ ~':, 
On <o(l 1-.[ 'ZO\$ before me, Q,~~,e:-rb0~Y1?C>O ,Noxo.:'\l>u\,\,~ 

(Insert Name of Notary Public and Title) 

personally appeared l.e,ooCLCb ~~e.f\'o\C&.,* ~ , who 
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the personyi1 whose name¢ is/~ subscribed to the within 
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/~ /t~ executed the same in his/~ /~ ir authorized capacity~ ). and that 
by his/l)lr/t~ ir signature~ on the instrument the person¢ , or the entity upon behalf on which the person~ acted , 
executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph is true and 
correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

GRACIE THOMPSON 
COMM. #2179847 I 

Notary Public • Cllifornta 0 
Los Angeles County .. 

M Comm. Ex ires Jan. 15, 2021 
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APPLICANT 

8. APPLICANT DECLARATION. A separate signature from the applicant, whether they are the property owner or not, attesting 
to the following, is required before the application can be accepted. 

a. I hereby certify that the information provided in this application, including plans and other attachments, is accurate 
and correct to the best of my knowledge. Furthermore, should the stated information be found false or insufficient 
to fulfill the requirements of the Department of City Planning, I agree to revise the information as appropriate. 

b. I hereby certify that I have fully informed the City of the nature of the project for purposes of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and have not submitted this application with the intention of segmenting a larger 
project in violation of CEQA. I understand that should the City determine that the project is part of a larger project 
for purposes of CEQA, the City may revoke any approvals and/or stay any subsequent entitlements or permits 
(including certificates of occupancy) until a full and complete CEQA analysis is reviewed and appropriate CEQA 
clearance is adopted or certified . 

c. I understand that the environmental review associated with this application is preliminary, and that after further 
evaluation, additional reports, studies, applications and/or fees may be required .. 

d. I understand and agree that any report, study, map or other information submitted to the City in furtherance of this 
application will be treated by the City as public records which may be reviewed by any person and if requested, that 
a copy will be provided by the City to any person upon the payment of its direct costs of duplication. 

e. I understand that the burden of proof to substantiate the request is the responsibility of the applicant. Additionally, 
I understand that planning staff are not permitted to assist the applicant or opponents of the project in preparing 
arguments for or against a request. 

f. I understand that there is no guarantee, expressed or implied, that any permit or application will be granted. 
understand that each matter must be carefully evaluated and that the resulting recommendation or decision may 
be contrary to a position taken or implied in any preliminary discussions. 

g. I understand that if this application is denied , there is no refund of fees paid. 

i. I understand and agree to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless, the City, its officers, agents, employees, and 
volunteers (collectively "City), from any and all legal actions, claims, or proceedings (including administrative or 
alternative dispute resolution (collectively "actions"), arising out of any City process or approval prompted by this 
Action , either in whole or in part. Such actions include but are not limited to: actions to attack, set aside, void, or 
otherwise modify, an entitlement approval, environmental review, or subsequent permit decision; actions for 
personal or property damage; actions based on an allegation of an unlawful pattern and practice; inverse 
condemnation actions; and civil rights or an action based on the protected status of the petitioner or claimant under 
state or federal law (e.g. ADA or Unruh Act). I understand and agree to reimburse the City for any and all costs 
incurred in defense of such actions . This includes, but it not limited to, the payment of all court costs and attorneys' 
fees , all judgments or awards, damages, and settlement costs . The indemnity language in this paragraph is 
intended to be interpreted to the broadest extent permitted by law and shall be in addition to any other 
indemnification language agreed to by the applicant. 

i. By my signature below, I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California, that all 
statements contained in this application and any accompanying documents are true and correct, with full knowledge 
that all statements made in this application are subject to investigation and that any false or dishonest answer to 
any question may be grounds for denial or subsequent revocation of license or permit. 

The City requires an original signature from the applic t. The applicant's signature below does not need to be notarized. 

Signature: ----:::;,,,.c.... ____ ..c:_ __ __,~ -----------

6,,J),.-1 f 
Date: _________ _ 

Print Name: 
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OPTIONAL 

NEIGHBORHOOD CONT ACT SHEET 

9. SIGNATURES of adjoining or neighboring property owners in support of the request are not required but are helpful, 
especially for projects in single-family residential areas . Signatures may be provided below (attach additional sheets if 
necessary). 

NAME (PRINT) SIGNATURE ADDRESS KEY#ONMAP 

REVIEW of the project by the applicable Neighborhood Council is not required, but is helpful. If applicable, describe, below 
or separately, any contact you have had with the Neighborhood Council or other community groups, business associations 
and/or officials in the area surrounding the project site (attach additional sheets if necessary). 
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6/11/2018 nor Mail - Roxbury Eldercare: Traffic Study E> on 

-nur Daniel Ahadian <daniel@nurdevelopment.com> .. 
Roxbury Eldercare: Traffic Study Exemption 

Wes Pringle <wes.pringle@lacity.org> 
To: Lakeisha Houston <lakeisha@nurdevelopment.com> 
Cc: Daniel Ahadian <daniel@nurdevelopment.com> 7} ~ 

Hi Lakeisha, /.!:, 

Mon, Jun 11, 2018 at 1:58 PM 

You are correct. This project would not generate enough trips to require the referral form. No traffic analysis is 
necessary. 

Wes 

On Mon, Jun 11 , 2018 at 11 :29 AM, Lakeisha Houston <lakeisha@nurdevelopment.com> wrote : 
Hi Wes, 

I hope you are having a great Monday! 

I work with Daniel Ahadian and we have a 57-unit Eldercare Facility (56 Senior Independent and 1 Assisted Living) on 
1112-1136 Roxbury Dr. 

Per the thresholds, we don't need to submit a DOT referral form . Can you confirm that this is correct and that we will be 
exempt from any form of traffic study? 

Thanks for your help! 

Best, 

Lakeisha Houston 
nor - DEVELOPMENT I CONSULTING 
832.466.9989 
lakeisha@nurdevelopment.com 
www.nurdevelopment.com 

Wes Pringle. P.E. 

Transportation Engineer 
Metro Development Review 

100 S. Main Street, 9th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Cell Phone: 213-718-0713 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
213 .972 .8482 

***************************Confidentiality Notice************************************ 
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Senior classes meet year round, unless otherwise noted, and are offered on a drop-in basis. All fees should be paid directly to the 
instructor. Classes are offered at the fol/owing locations: 

Roxbury Community Center (RX) 471 S. Roxbury Drive, Beverly Hills, CA 90212 310.285.6840 
Beverly Hills Public Library (BHPL) 444 N. Rexford Drive, Beverly Hills 310.288.2220 

La Cienega Community Center (LCCC) 8400 Gregory Way, Beverly Hills , CA 90211 310.285.6810 

ACTING FOR SENIORS with Steven Polinsky 
Express your talent and personality with simple acting exercises, theater games, monologues and short scene study. 
Fridays 1pm-3pm RX Magnolia 130 $1/$2 

BINGO 
Every second and fourth Friday of the month. 
Friday 1 pm-2:30pm RX Multipurpose B $0.25 per card 

BRAIN FITNESS with Cynthia Harper 
Work on stimulating the brain through a variety of puzzles, games, brain teasers and more. Improve memory and stretch your mind. The 
class will entertain your brain and improve your spirits and your brain health! 
Thursdays 10-11am RX Magnolia 129 $1/$2 

BUILDING BETTER BALANCE with Cynthia Harper 
Build balance, confidence and strength through a variety of exercises. Class will include standing and seated exercise. Relieve stress and 

walk tall! 
Wednesdays 10am-11am RX Exercise Studio $1/$2 
Thursdays 11am-12pm RX Exercise Studio $1/$2 

CREATIVE WRITING with Ilse Nusbaum 
The world is full of stories. Hone the art of writing them in poetry and prose under the direction of an experienced teacher and published 

author. 
Thursdays 10:30pm-12:00pm RX Magnolia 130 $1/$2 

CURRENT EVENTS with Margot Reiner 
A discussion of world events for senior adults . Participants consider and discuss important topical subjects. 
Tuesdays 1 pm-3pm BHPL Free 

FOLK AND LINE DANCE with Beverly Barr 
Put your best foot forward and join the fun in the folk and line dance class for senior adults . Wear comfortable shoes. 
Tuesdays 11 :30am-1pm RX Multipurpose Room A $1 /$2 

KNIT AND CROCHET TIME with Helen Hakimi 
Come join our knit and crochet group taught by senior experts. A special group meets every Wednesday to knit and decorate items for various 

charities. 
Wednesdays 1pm-3pm RX Magnolia 130 Free 

LAWN BOWLING with Bill Wolff 
The Beverly Hills Lawn Bowling Club at Roxbury Park invites you to learn how to play this enjoyable and historical social game. Contact club 
president, Bill Wolff, directly for more information regarding membership 323.857.6676. 
Thursdays 12:30pm-2pm RX Lawn Bowling Green Free 

MIDWEEK MATINEE 
Free movies shown on the big screen at La Cienega Community Center every week! See the current schedule here. 
Wednesdays 1 pm LCCC Auditorium Free 

MOVE/ GROOVE/ & STRETCH/ with Cynthia Harper 
Enjoy moving, dancing and stretching to fun music in creative ways that will put a smile on your face! This aerobics class is for everyone of all 

fitness levels. 
Mondays and Wednsdays 8:30-9:30am LCCC Auditorium $1/$2 
Tuesdays and Thursdays 9-10am RX Multipurpose Room B $1/$2 

MUDWALKING: UNLEASH THE POWER OF WALKING! with Larry Sarokln 
Turn Back the Clock by Mudwalking! Learn this ancient Chinese exercise prized for its ability to revitalize both your body and mind. Walking for 
Vitality+Rejuvenation+Longevity. All fitness levels welcome! 
Tuesdays 10:30am-11:30am RX Magnolia 130 Free 
Sundays 9:30am-10:30am RX putting green Free 

MULTI-MEDIA ART CLASS with Howard Marshall 
This class stresses using your imagination and being creative. Create note cards, collages , paintings or drawings. Bring your own supplies. 
Fridays 9:30am-11am RX Redwood $2/$3 

ORIGAMI FOR EVERYONE with Joel Stern 
Learn to fold a simple sheet of paper into a beautiful crane . Beginners and experienced folders welcome. 
4th Sunday of each month 1 pm-4pm RX Redwood Free 

ROXBURY REELS with Donald Butler 
Don't miss this opportunity to see your favorite films on the big screen. Please arrive early. Bring your popcorn or favorite snack. See the 

current schedule ~ -
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Thursdays 1 pm-3:30pm RX Multipurpose Room Free 

SENIOR INTRODUCTION TO SKETCHING with Shelley Seamone 
Learn to draw using different mediums; pencil, pastel , conte, crayon, water color pencils, colored background and highlights. Learn at your 
own pace! Discover the sketcher inside of you! Please bring #48 pencil and paper. 
Tuesdays 1-2:30pm RX Magnolia 129 Free 

SENIOR SIZZLE with Cynthia Harper 
Learn to exercise through dance movements and have a great time! 
Mondays 10am-11am RX Exercise Studio $1 /$2 

STRETCH & TONE with Perdita Chan-Rouse 
A fitness program specially designed for senior adults. 
Monday/Wednesday/Friday 9am-10am RX Multipurpose Room B $1 /$2 

TABLE TENNIS (OPEN PLAY) 
Enjoy a game of table tennis at Roxbury Park. A lifelong sport for all ages. 
Tuesday-Friday 12:30pm-2:30pm RX Elm Free 

VITAL MOVEMENT with Perdlta Chan-Rouse 
Enjoy gentle exercise while seated in a chair. Experience well-being and vitality from this mild workout set to music and designed for seniors 
with limited mobility. 
Friday 10:15am-11 :1 5am RX Multipurpose Room B $1/$2 

ACTIVE ADULT (lli) CLASSES: 

COMPUTER FOR SENIORS (55 yrs and above) with Phil Seelig 
Beginning students will learn basic computer operations including: mouse skills, commands, how to create and find 
documents, accessories and much more. If you are up for something more challenging, you can try the Level II class 
where you'll add to your knowledge with Internet, E mail , troubleshooting and a review of MS Office. Teacher makes all 
the hand-outs. Space is extremely limited. 9 weeks 

Beginner Level I 
#2058 Tue/Thu 10-10:50am 6/5 - 8/2 $28/$35 RX Centennial 

Beginner Level II 
#2059 Tue/Thu 11-11:50am 6/5 - 8/2 $28 I $35 RX Centennial 

VITALITY YOGA with Leslle Kazadl 
Improve your balance, strength and flexibility with yoga. All levels are welcome in this class led by a certified yoga 
therapist with experience in yoga research for older adults. Be ready to laugh more and stress less. Requirement: You 
must be able to get up and down from the fioor unassisted safely to attend this class. Bring your own mat. 9 weeks 

#2062 
#2063 

Tuesday 
Thursday 

11 :30-1pm 
11-12:30pm 

6/5 - 7/28 $36/$45 
617 -8/2 $36/$45 

RX Multipurpose Room B 
RX Multipurpose Room B 

YOGA FOR BALANCE with Leslle Kazadl • NEWI 
This yoga class uses chairs to assist with balance and build strength. We will begin and end seated in chairs. In the 
middle we will explore new versions of standing and balance poses that wil l be safe and fun using the chairs as props. 9 
weeks 

#2065 Wednesday 1pm-2:30pm 6/6-8/8 $36/$45 RX Multipurpose Room B 

YOGA with Perdlta Chan-Rouse 
This class offers gentle yoga, stretching, ton ing, loosening, deep breathing, relaxation and meditation designed for 
persons 55 years and older. 

#2064 

Chair 
#2057 

Saturday 9:30-10:30am 

Monday 10:30-11 :30am 

6/9 - 7 /28 $20/ $25 RX Exercise Studio 

6/11 - 7/30 $20 / $25 RX Multipurpose Room B 

http ://www.beverlyhills.org/living/seniorprograms/senioractiveadultcla sses/ Page 2 of 2 
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Case Management - Jewish Family Services 
Beverly Hills residents ages 55 and older are eligible for this program of careful and ongoing support for older adults who need assistance in order to 
continue living independently in the community. Call Lisa Shainberg at 323.937.5900 x1304 for more information. 

Beverly Hills Meals on Wheels 
The Beverly Hills Meals on Wheels delivers a hot lunch and cold supper daily, Monday - Friday at the cost of $6.00 ($7.00 for kosher meals) per day to 
homebound seniors in and around the Beverly Hills area. Please call Pat Jacobson for more information: 310.423.3517. 

Legal Counseling 
The Beverly Hills Bar Association Barristers offer free legal counseling to seniors on the first Saturday of each month from 10am-12 noon on a first
come, first-serve basis in the Roxbury Elm Room. Call 310 .601 .2440 for more information . 

Reduced Fare MTA Tap Card 
Beverly Hills residents aged 62 and older are eligible for a reduced fare MTA Tap Card . Call MTA 213 .680.0054 to obtain a card which can be reloaded 
monthly at Roxbury Community Center, La Cienega Park or at the Cashier's office in City Hall. 

Senior Lunch Program 
Nutritious meals are available to seniors 60 years of age and older, Monday-Friday, 11 :30am-12:15pm. Registration is required . The suggested 
donation for registered seniors is $3 per meal. Non-seniors and non-registered seniors must pay $4 per meal. Please call 310 .285.6844 24 hours in 
advance to reserve a meal. current menu here . 

Shuttle Service 
A shuttle service within Beverly Hills and some medical sites in adjacent areas is available to residents of Beverly Hills ages 62 and older or disabled 
persons of any age. Call 310.275.2791 to create an account. 

Stroke Support Group 
Re-socialization meeting , field trips and socials for those who have suffered a stroke, and their caregivers. Bi-monthly meetings on Fridays at 12:45pm 
in the Roxbury Magnolia Suite. 

Beverly Hills Active Adult Club (BHAAC) 
The Beverly Hills Active Adult Club is a lively club for Beverly Hills residents age 55 and over. Its purpose is to enrich the lives of older persons through 
educational , cultural and social activities. To join the club please complete the BHAAC membership application and bring to Roxbury Community Center 
in order to take your picture and pay the registration fees. 

Business Meeting and Entertainment Schedule 
Mondays, 1 pm-2:30pm in the Roxbury Community Center Multipurpose Room 

2017- 2018 
BHAAC EXECUTIVE BOARD AND COUNCIL 

President Les Bronte 

1st Vice President Gloria Gordon 

2nd Vice President Maria Heilpern 

Treasurer Lou Milkowski 

Secretary Gloria Jennings Milkowski 
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Historians Gloria Shepard 

Sunshine Committee Ethel Yablon 
Jeanette Lorin 

Entertainment Chair/ Winifred Hervey 
Past President 

Past President Mildred Heller 

Sergeant of Arms Leo Kaye 

Fundraising Advisor Ellyn Snowden 

Advisor Judie Fenton 

Member-at-large Irene Schwartz 

Call 310.285.6840 for Senior Programs & Services Information 

Senior Programs and Events 

Senior/Active Adult Classes Senior Cookbook Senior Services 

Senior & Disabled Transit Service 

Roxbury Views 

l. 
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Senior & Disabled Transit Service 
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Beverly Hills Dial-A-Ride 

The following free shuttle services are provided for Beverly Hills senior residents age 62 and older and disabled residents of any age. The shuttle 
provides curb to curb pick•up and drop.off to and from your home for all transit services provided . You may also download the Senior Transit Guide 
(PDF). 

Dial-A-Ride Shuttle 

• Service provided for seniors age 62 and older and disabled residents of any age 
• The Dial-A-Ride shuttle provides free curb-to-curb service to any location within the City of Beverly Hills 
• Dial-A-Ride transports passengers to certa in areas adjacent to the City for medical appointments only 
• Reservations for medical appointments may be made up to one month in advance and for non-medical trips up to one week in advance 

Supermarket Shuttle 

• Service provided for seniors age 62 and older and disabled residents of any age 
• The Supermarket Shuttle operates on Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Fridays from 9:00 AM to 2:00 PM 
• The shuttle serves three markets, Ralphs on 10309 West Olympic Boulevard , Ralphs on 9040 Beverly Boulevard 

To reserve your seat or for more information about the Beverly Hills Dial-A-Ride Shuttle please call (310) 275-2791 . This is a shared ride service and 
therefore, the shuttle may service other residents at the same time you are being driven . 

Taxi Coupons 

Taxi Coupon Program 

Beverly Hills residents age 62 or older and disabled residents with certain medical conditions may purchase one taxi coupon book each month worth 
$24 .00 for only $6.00 . A maximum of $12.00 worth of coupons may be used per taxi ride. To register for the Taxi Coupon Program, send proof of birth 
date and Beverly Hills residency (e.g., a copy of your ID card & utility bill) to the following address: 

Beverly Hills Taxi Coupon Program 
P.O. Box 741165 
Los Angeles, CA 90004 

Once registered, you can continue to receive taxi coupons by mail by sending payment to the address above. 

For more information regarding the Taxi Coupon Program please call (310) 981-9318. 
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Effective July 1, 2013, the Taxi Coupon Program will be converted into a Swipe Card Program. 

Program eligibility requirements will remain the same. Participants will be able to check their taxi card balance online at: 
http://beverlyhills.taxiprogram.net 

MTA Bus Passes 

Metro Bus Pass Senior Discount Program 

Beverly Hills residents age 62 or older, and disabled residents of any age, are eligible for a 30-day discounted bus passes for $7 .00. Proof of Beverly 
Hills residency (i.e. , utility bill) and a Metro Reduced Fare TAP ID Carri are required for each purchase. 

Resident Seniors and disabled persons must first obtain a Reduced Fare TAP I.D. Card from a METRO Customer Service Center (Applications 
may also be downloaded from the PDF files located at the bottom of this page or by clicking on the followng links Metro TAP Disabled Services ID Card 
Application, Metro TAP Senior ID Card Application) . 

The Metro Wilshire/La Brea Customer Center located at 5301 Wilshire Boulevard (at La Brea Boulevard) is the closest office to Beverly Hills. Seniors 
may also mail in copies of the required documentation and a full-face photo to: Metro TAP Service Center, PO Box 811310, Los Angeles, CA, 90081 
(213) 680-0054. 

Beverly Hills residents may purchase a Senior 30-day pass Monday through Friday at the three locations below: 

• Roxbury Park Community Center, 471 S. Roxbury Drive, Beverly Hills, CA 90212 
8am to4pm 

• La Cienega Community Center, 8400 Gregory Way, Beverly Hills, CA 90211 
9am to 5pm 

• Beverly Hills City Hall, 455 North Rexford Drive (1st floor, Cashier), Beverly Hills, CA 90210 
7:30am to 5pm 

For more information regarding the MTA Bus Pass Senior Discount Program, please call (310) 285-6840 or visit the website at metro .net. 

6, Access Services Inc. 
Access Services Inc. 

Access Services Inc. is a county-wide agency that provides shared ride, curb-to-curb transportation to serve the needs of individuals with disabilities 
throughout the Los Angeles County. Access Services provides transportation within ¾ mile of each bus route or rail line for those individuals unable to 
board, ride or disembark public buses or rail transportation. Access Services operates seven days a week, 24 hours a day in most areas with reduced 
"Night Owl" services between 1 :00 AM and 5:00 AM. 

There is a certification process to ensure that service is reserved for individuals who truly cannot use accessible fixed route transportation systems. For 
an application or more information regarding Access Services Inc., please visit their web site at www.asila .org or call (800) 827-0829 [(800) 827-1359 
for the hearing impaired] . 

D Metro TAP Disabled Services ID Card Application 

D Metro TAP Senior ID Card Application 

D Senior Transit Guide 

Senior Programs and Events 

Ferm,:, 
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Senior/Active Adult Classes Senior Cookbook Senior Services 

Senior & Disabled Transit Service 

Roxbury Views 
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PLANNING CASE REFERRAL FORM (PCRF) 
City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering (BOE)/ Department of City Planning (DCP) 

Part I. To be Completed by Applicant 

1 
Applicant 

·1 Phone 

Owner 

Daniel Ahadian 

213.482.0376 

LenMar Roxbury LLC 

DCP Case Number 

address 

email 

address 

, Project Address 

j Engineering District 

1112-1136 S Roxbury Drive APN 

West LA 

Project description (attach ZIMAS map with highlighted parcel(s)) 
New 4-Story, 54 Unit Eldercare Facility over 1 level of subterranean parking . 

! Is there a tract or parcel map being filed in conjunction with this: I If yes.Tract Map No. ___ ______ Parcel Map No. 

l Has the Tract/Parcel report been prepared and submitted to DCP by BOE 

If yes, please refer to the Tract or Parcel map conditions, if not, then 

Is any part of this project on a corner lot? 

Engineering Case Referral Form(PCRF) 
Rev. 7/22/20 IO H: Private Deve lopment / Written Procedures 

Reference Number: 201800289 

449 N Hoover Street, #4 
Los Angeles, CA 90004 

daniel@nurdevelopment.c 

1112-1136 S Roxbury Dr 
Los Angeles, CA 90035 

4330-012-006, 007, 008, 0 9 

[ ] Yes [ X] No 

[ ] Yes [ X] No 

[ X] Yes [ l No 

Dept. of Publ ic Works I BOE 
Page Number: I 



Reference Number: 201800289 

Part II. To be Completed by BOE Staff 
- I 

What is/are the street classification(s) for the adjacent streets (list all)? 
Roxbury Drive: Collector; Bedford Drive: Local Street - Standard ; Alley: Alley 

I Does the project front an intersection of two major or secondary highways? [ ] Yes [ X] No 

t If yes, additional dedication may be required for dual left-turn pockets. If no, how far is the project from the nearest 
J major/secondary intersection? Additional dedication may be required if within the standard flare section . Dedication 

and improvements are to be consistent with Standard Street Dimensions. See Standard Plan S-470-1. 

Apparent width of existing half right of way (street centerline to property line): 

i 
1 Standard dimension for half right of way (from S-4 70-1 ), (street centerline to property 
j line): 

Apparent width of existing half roadway (street centerline to curb face): 

Standard street dimension for half roadway (street centerline to curb face) : 

Is the lot connected to the sewer? 

Distance from subject lot to nearest main line sewer 

Is the subject lot(s) within the hillside ordinance boundary? 

Preliminary Required Improvements: 

Planning Case Referral Form Recommendation : 

Dedication Required: 

Street Widening Required : 

. Other Improvements Required : 

j If yes, please list preliminary required improvements: 

Engineering Case Referra l Form(PCRF) 
Rev. 7/22/20 10 H: Private Development / Written Procedures 

Roxbury Drive: 40 ft, 
Bedford Drive: 30 ft, Alley: 
10 ft 

Roxbury Drive: 33 ft , 
Bedford Drive: 30 ft , Alley: 
10 ft 

Roxbury Drive: 27.5ft, 
Bedford Drive: 17 .5 ft , Alley: 
10 ft 

Roxbury Drive: 20 ft , 
Bedford Drive: 18 ft, Alley: 
10 ft 

(X]Yes l No 

_______ ft 

[ ] Yes [ X l No 

[ ] Yes [ X] No 

[ ] Yes [ X] No 

[ X] Yes [ ] No 

Roxbury Drive: No 
dedication or street widening 
required. Repair and/or 
replace any broken or 
off-grade asphalt, sidewalk 
or curb and gutter. Close all 
unused driveways (with full 
width sidewalk, new integral 
concrete curb and 2-ft 
gutter). Reconstruct the alley 
intersection at Roxbury 
Drive per City standards. 
Reconstruct the curb return 
at the intersection of 
Roxbury Drive and Bedford 
Drive to match the existing 
radius with an ADA standard 
access ramp abutting the 

Dept. of Pub lic Works / BOE 
Page Number: 2 
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Engineering Case Referral Form(PCRF) 
Rev. 7/22/20 IO H: Private Deve lopment / Written Procedures 

property corner. Bedford 
Drive: No dedication or 
street widening required. 
Repair and/or replace any 
broken or off-grade asphalt, 
sidewalk or curb and gutter. 
Alley: No dedication or alley 
widening required. Repair 
and/or replace any broken 
or off-grade asphalt, or curb 
and gutter. Reconstruct alley 
with asphalt pavement and 
2-ft longitudinal gutter per 
City standard . All 
non-standard improvements 
and encroachments located 
in the public right-of-way 
must be removed or 
permitted under a Revocable 
permit. Install street trees to 
the satisfaction of the Urban 
Forestry Division of the 
Bureau of Street Services. 
Install street lights as 
required by the Bureau of 
Street Lighting . All 
improvements shall be to 
the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer. 

Dept. of Publ ic Works / BOE 
Page Number: 3 



Reference Number: 201800289 

NOTE: The info~ tion on this PCRF is only a "preliminary recommend-a-ti_o_n_" _b_y_B_O_E_,- which provides the ;;;i;~~-;-1 
with a general understanding of what m.ru£. be required by BOE. If the PCRF Recommendations for Dedication or 
Street Widening is marked "Yes", a formal investigation and engineering report will be required . The engineering 
report will be provided after submittal of all documentation and payment of fees. Measurements and statements 

I contained herein may be adjusted in the engineering report. 

1 Street Trees: If the PCRF Recommendation for Street Widening is marked "Yes", Street tree removals may be 
required . All street tree removals must be approved by the Board of Public Works. Applicant shall contact the Urban 
Forestry Division at (213) 847-3077 before proceeding with the Master Land Use Application . 

In all cases, the Applicant will be required to close any unused driveways; remove and reconstruct broken, 
off-grade, or bad order concrete curb, gutter, driveways or sidewalk, ; and install/replace public improvements, such 
as driveway aprons and access ramps, to meet ADA requirements. 

Applicants with PCRF Recommendation of "Yes" for Dedication or Street Widening are advised to submit the 
1 following documents and pay the BOE investigation fee. 

I 1. BOE investigation fee. 
2. Two (2) copies of the Planning Master Land Use Application . 
3. Two (2) copies of the project site plan. 
4. Two (2) copies of the radius map. 
5. Picture of the existing building, sidewalk, curb, and gutter. 

Due to the possible implications that dedications and improvements may have on the development of a project, 
applicants that do not pay the BOE investigation fee for the preparation of a detailed engineering report may have 
their application placed on hold until such information is provided. Questions and concerns regarding the 
engineering report may be presented at the hearing. 

Prepared by: Kristen Ly 

Engineering Case Referral Form(PCRF) 
Rev. 7/22/20 IO H: Private Development / Written Procedures 

Date: 06/11/2018 

Dept. of Public Works I BOE 
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RESIDENTIAL 
CITYWIDE DESIGN GUIDELINES 
Multi-Family Residential & Commercial Mixed-Use 
Projects 

Checklist for Project Submittal 

Submit a completed copy of this checklist with the Master Land Use Application if the project meets all of the 
following criteria : 

A discretionary Planning Department application that: 

1) Requires a building permit, and 
2) The building or structure is visible from the public right-of-way, and 
3) The project involves the construction of, addition to or exterior alteration of any building or structure. 

Single-family homes are exempt. Small lot subdivisions will be exempt when the Small Lot Design Guidelines 
are issued. 

Refer to the Residential Citywide Design Guidelines when filling out this checklist. The Residential Citywide 
Design Guidelines are available on www.cityplanning.lacity.org or at www.UrbanDesignLA.com . It is important 
to remember they are performance goals, not zoning regulations or development standards and therefore do 
not supersede regulations in the municipal code. 

Complete this checklist with respect to the proposed project. For any "No" or "NIA" marks, applicant must 
supply a written justification at the end of the checklist or as an attachment. Applications that do not 
meet specific guidelines applicable to the project should provide rationale for the design and explain 
how the project will meet the overall intent of the objective. 

If an adopted and required community-specific guideline such as the Community Plan Urban Design chapter, 
specific plan, or Downtown Design Guideline varies from the Citywide Design Guidelines, then the community
specific guideline shall prevail. 

See the Notes section at the end of the checklist for applicability and compliance. 

CPC-4046 Residential - Citywide Design Guidelines (11/01/16) Page 1 of 13 



OBJECTIVE 1: Consider Neighborhood Context & Linkages In Building & Site Design 

Indicate which (if any) of the following methodologies you applied in your project. 

1.1 Site Planning: 

YES NO N/A 

0 0 

0 0 

@ 0 

0 0 

@ 0 

@ 0 

@ 0 

0 0 

0 0 

@ Works with the natural topography of the site to avoid dramatic and 
unnecessary grade changes by utilizing landform grading. 

The site slopes at less than 10% 

@ On hillside lots, uses smaller terraced retaining walls to avoid massive blank 
wall faces. Uses the site's natural topography to terrace the structure along 
the hillside. 

O Creates a strong street wall by locating building frontages at the front 
property line where no setback requirement exists, or at the required 
setback. Where additional setback is necessary or a prevailing setback 
exists, activates the area with a courtyard or "outdoor room" adjacent to the 
street by incorporating residential amenities such as seating or water 
features, for example. 

O In small lot subdivisions where there is an existing average prevailing 
setback, applies the setback to provide continuity along the street edge. 

Not a small lot subdivision 

O Locates a majority of code-required open space at the ground level in a 
manner that is equally accessible to all residential units to promote safety 
and the use of outdoor areas. In mid- and high-rise buildings, podiums 
between buildings and rooftop areas can be used as common areas. 

O Uses 50 percent lot coverage ratio as a rule of thumb for low-rise housing 
developments and townhomes, especially in primarily residential, low- and 
low medium-density areas. 

O Provides direct paths of travel for pedestrian destinations within large 
developments. Especially near transit lines, creates primary entrances for 
pedestrians that are safe, easily accessible, and a short distance from transit 
stops. 

@ In dense neighborhoods, incorporates passageways or paseos into mid
block developments, particularly on through blocks, to facilitate pedestrian 
access to commercial amenities nearby, such that pedestrians will not need 
to walk the perimeter of a block in order to access the middle of the next 
parallel street or alley. 

@ Activates mid-block passageways or paseos using water features , 
pedestrian-level lighting , artwork, benches, landscaping; or special paving so 
that they are safe and visually interesting spaces. 

STAFF 
REVIEW 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

A passageway or paseo is not needed for th is site since all surrounding sites are primari ly residen tial. There are 
entrances located on Roxbury drive that allow easy access to the site lobby area as well as the 1st floor garden, which is 
a visua lly appealing foca l point of the site . 
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@ 0 O Incorporates transitions such as landscaping , paving , porches, stoops, and 
canopies at individual entrances, and from the sidewalk to the front door. 
These methods should not protrude into required yards or negatively impact 
the overall street wall. 

1.2 Building Orientation 

YES NO N/A 

@ 0 

@ 0 

O Design small lot subdivisions, low-rise townhomes and apartment buildings 
to ensure that all street-fronting units have a primary entrance facing the 
street. Alternatively for Medium and High-Median density buildings without 
ground floor entrances for individual units, create a prominent ground or first 
floor entry, such as a highly visible lobby or atrium. 

O Locate gathering spaces such as gyms, recreation rooms, and community 
space at the ground level and accessible to the street. 

1.3 Entrances 

YES NO N/A 

@ 0 

@ 0 

@ 0 

@ 0 

@ 0 

0 0 

0 0 

O Incorporate transitions such as landscaping , paving , porches, stoops, and 
canopies at individual entrances to residences, and from the sidewalk to the 
front door. These methods should not protrude into required yards or 
negatively impact the overall street wall. 

O Entries should be designed according to simple and harmonious proportions 
in relationship to the overall size and scale of the building . Design entries in 
proportion to the number of units being accessed. Ensure that pedestrian 
entries provide shelter year-round. 

O Ensure that the main entrance and entry approach can accommodate 
persons of all mobility levels. 

O Promote pedestrian activity by placing entrances at grade level or slightly 
above, and unobstructed from view from the public right-of-way. Entryways 
below street level should be avoided. 

O If stairs are used in common areas, such as an atrium or lobby, they should 
be highly visible and integrated with the predominant architectural design 
elements of the main building. 

@ Maintain an active street presence for ground floor retail establishments in 
mixed-use projects by incorporating at least one usable street-facing 
entrance with doors unlocked during regular business hours. 

The site does not include a ground fl oor retail establishment 

@ In mixed-use projects, ensure that ground floor uses maintain a high degree 
of transparency and maximize a visual connection to the street by providing 
clear and unobstructed windows, free of reflective glass coatings, exterior 
mounted gates, or security grills. 

Not a mixed-use project 

□ 

STAFF 
REVIEW 

□ 

□ 

STAFF 
REVIEW 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
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1.4 Relationship to Adjacent Buildings 

YES NO N/A 

@ 0 

0 0 

0 0 

@ 0 

@ 0 

O Ensure that new buildings are compatible in scale, massing, style, and/or 
architectural materials with existing structures in the surrounding 
neighborhood. In older neighborhoods, new developments should likewise 
respect the character of existing buildings with regards to height, scale, 
style, and architectural materials. 

@ For RD1 .5, RD2 , R3, R4, RAS3, and RAS4 developments, apply additional 
setbacks in side and rear yards abutting single-family and/or R2 zoned lots. 

There are no single-family or R2 zoned lots adjacent to the site. 

@ Where multi-family projects are adjacent to single-family zones, provide a 
sensitive transition by maintaining a height compatible with adjacent 
buildings. Mitigate negative shade/shadow and privacy impacts by stepping 
back upper floors and avoiding direct views into neighboring single-family 
yards. 

The project is not adjacent to any single fami ly zones. 

O When designing small lot subdivisions or projects built over two or more lots, 
provide sufficient space between buildings, articulation along the street 
frontage, and visual breaks to diminish the scale and massing. 

O Plant trees , shrubs, and vines to screen walls between property lines. Use 
decorative walls that include a change in color, material and texture. 

Does the project meet the overall intent of Objective 1: 
Consider Neighborhood Context & Linkages in Building and Site Design? 

STAFF 
REVIEW 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

YES NO STAFF INTIALS 

@ O (See page 13 for explanation) 

OBJECTIVE 2: Employ Distinguishable and Attractive Building Design 

Indicate which (if any) of the following methodologies you applied in your project. 

2.1 Building Facade: 

YES NO N/A 

@ 0 O Add architectural details to enhance scale and interest on the building fa9ade 
by breaking it up into distinct planes that are offset from the main building 
fa9ade. Porches and stoops can be used to orient housing towards the street 
and promote active and interesting neighborhood streetscapes. 

STAFF 
REVIEW 

□ 
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@ 0 0 Design multi-family buildings to convey individual residential uses, even when □ 
applying a modern aesthetic. Modulated facades can prevent residential 
buildings from appearing commercial. 

@ 0 0 Layer building architectural features to emphasize certain features of the □ building such as entries, corners, and organization of units. 

@ 0 0 Alternate different textures, colors, materials, and distinctive architectural □ treatments to add visual interest while avoiding dull and repetitive facades. 

@ 0 0 Utilize windows and doors as character-defining features to reflect an □ 
architectural style or theme consistent with other far;ade elements. Windows 
should project or be inset from the exterior building wall and incorporate well-
designed trims and details. 

@ 0 0 Treat all facades of the building with an equal level of detail , articulation, and □ 
architectural rigor. 

@ 0 0 Integrate varied roof lines through the use of sloping roofs, modulated □ building heights, gables, dormers, or innovative architectural solutions. 

@ 0 0 Reinforce existing facade rhythm along the street where it exists by using □ architectural elements such as trim, material changes, paved walkways, and 
other design treatments consistent with surrounding buildings. 

@ 0 0 Include overhead architectural features such as eaves, awnings, canopies, □ 
trellises, or cornice treatments at entrances and windows that provide shade, 
provide passive cooling, and reduce daytime heat gain. 

@ 0 0 Orient windows on street facing units toward public streets, rather than □ 
inward, to contribute to neighborhood safety and provide design interest. 

@ 0 0 Orient interior unit spaces so that larger windows for more public rooms, such □ 
as living and dining areas, face onto the street. 

@ 0 0 Design balconies such that their size and location maximize their intended □ use for open space. Avoid "tacked on" balconies with limited purpose or 
function . 

2.2 Building Materials: 

YES NO N/A STAFF 
REVIEW 

@ 0 0 Approach character-defining details in a manner that is true to a style of □ 
Architecture or common theme. 

@ 0 0 Apply trim, metal- and woodwork, lighting, and other details in a harmonious □ manner, consistent with the proportions and scale of the building(s). 

@ 0 0 Select building materials, such as architectural details and finishes that □ 
convey a sense of permanence. Quality materials should be used to 
withstand weather and wear regardless of architectural style. 
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@ 0 

@ 0 

@ 0 

O Apply changes in material purposefully and in a manner corresponding to 
variations in building mass. 

O Long expanses of fences should incorporate openings, changes in 
materials, texture, and/or landscaping . Avoid materials such as chain link, 
wrought iron spears, and barbed wire. 

O Exterior bars on windows convey an environment of hostility and are 
therefore strongly discouraged. 

Does the project meet the overall intent of Objective 2: 
Employ Distinguishable and Attractive Building Design? 

□ 

□ 

□ 

YES NO STAFF INTIALS 

@ O (See page 13 for explanation) 

OBJECTIVE 3: Provide Pedestrian Connections Within and Around the Prolect 

Indicate which (if any) of the following methodologies you applied in your project. 

3.1 

YES 

0 

@ 

@ 

@ 

@ 

Sidewalks: 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

N/A 

@ For new multi-family residential projects where a sidewalk does not currently 
exist, establish a new sidewalk along the length of the public street frontage. 

There is alrea dy an existing sidewalk 

0 On Major and Secondary Highways, provide a comfortable sidewalk and 
parkway; at least 1 O feet in width to accommodate pedestrian flow and 
activity, but wider if possible. Sidewalks and parkway widths on Local and 
Collector streets may be narrower, but generally not less than nine feet 
wide. 

0 Create continuous and predominantly straight sidewalks and open space. 
Reconstruct abandoned driveways as sidewalks. 

0 Plant parkways separating the curb from the sidewalk with ground cover, 
low-growing vegetation or permeable materials that accommodate both 
pedestrian movement and the use of car doors. Brick work, pavers, gravel, 
and wood chips are examples of suitable permeable materials. 

O Create a buffer zone between pedestrians, moving vehicles , and other 
transit modes by the use of landscape and street furniture. Examples include 
street trees, benches, newspaper racks, pedestrian information kiosks, 
bicycle racks, bus shelters, and pedestrian lighting . 

STAFF 
REVIEW 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
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@ 0 

@ 0 

@ 0 

O Plant street trees at the minimum spacing permitted by the Division of Urban 
Forestry, typically one tree for every 20 feet of street frontage, to create a 
consistent rhythm. Broad-leaf evergreen and deciduous trees should be 
used to maintain a continuous tree canopy. Shade producing street trees 
may be interspersed with an occasional non-shade tree. In high pedestrian 
use areas, install tree guards to protect tree trunks from damage. 

O Provide lights on sidewalks to encourage and extend safe pedestrian 
activities into the evening. 

O Utilize pedestrian lighting, seating areas, special paving , or landscaping. 
Ensure that new developments adjacent to transit stops invest in 
pedestrians amenities such as trash receptacles and sheltered benches or 
seating areas for pedestrian that do not intrude into the accessible route. 

3.2 Crosswalks/Street Crossings for Large-Scale Developments 

YES NO 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

N/A 

The project is not a large-scale development. 

@ Incorporate features such as white markings, signage, and lighting so that 
pedestrian crossings are visible to moving vehicles during the day and at 
night. 

@ Improve visibility for pedestrians in crosswalks by installing curb 
extensions/bump outs and advance stop bars, and eliminating on
street parking spaces adjacent to the crossing. 

@ Emphasize pedestrian safety and comfort at crosswalks with devices 
such as pedestrian crossing signals, visible and accessible push 
buttons for pedestrian activated signals, and dual sidewalk ramps that 
are directed to each crosswalk. 

@ Create the shortest possible crossing distance at pedestrian crossings 
on wide streets. Devices that decrease the crossing distance may 
include a mid-street crossing island, an area of refuge between a 
right-turn lane and through lane, a curb extension/bump out, or a 
minimal curb radius. 

3.3 On-Street Parking: 

YES NO NIA 

@ 0 

@ 0 

O Locate curb cuts in a manner that does not reduce on-street parking and 
replace any unused curb cuts and driveways with sidewalks to maintain 
continuity for pedestrians. 

O Provide angled or parallel on-street parking to maximize the safety of 
bicyclists and other vehicular traffic. 

□ 

□ 

□ 

STAFF 
REVIEW 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

STAFF 
REVIEW 

□ 

□ 
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Does the project meet the overall intent of Objective 3: 
Provide Pedestrian Connections Within and Around the Project? 

YES NO STAFF INTIALS 

@ O (See page 13 for explanation) 

OBJECTIVE 4: Minimize the Appearance of Driveways and Parking Areas 

Indicate which (if any) of the following methodologies you applied in your project. 

4.1 Off-Street Parking and Driveways 

YES NO N/A 

@ 0 

@ 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

O Prioritize pedestrian access first and automobile access second. Orient 
parking and driveways toward the rear or side of buildings and away from 
the public right-of-way. On corner lots, parking should be oriented as far 
from the corner as possible. 

O Maintain continuity of the sidewalk by minimizing the number of curb cuts for 
driveways and utilizing alleys for access and egress. 

@ Provide drop-off areas for large-scale residential projects to the side or rear 
of the building. The project is not a large-scale development. 

@ When a driveway in a front yard cannot be avoided, locate the driveway at 
the edge of the parcel rather than the center. Ensure that the street-facing 
driveway width is minimized to 20 feet or less. The driveway is off the alley. 

@ Wrap structured parking with active uses such as housing units or retail 
spaces on the ground floor. No wrap parking is proposed. 

@ Blend parking structure facades with nearby buildings by incorporating 
architectural treatments such as arches or other architectural openings and 
varied building materials, decorative screening, climbing vines, or green 
walls to provide visual interest. No parking structure is proposed . 

STAFF 
REVIEW 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

0 0 @ Mitigate the impact of parking visible to the street with the use of planting D 
and landscape walls tall enough to screen headlights. Parking wi ll not be visible from the street. 

@ 0 O Illuminate all parking areas and pedestrian walkways to improve safety. □ 
Avoid unintended spillover impacts onto adjacent properties. 
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@ 0 O Where openings occur due to driveways or other breaks in the sidewalk or 
building wall, use architectural features such as decorative gates and 
pergolas in combination with landscaping to provide a continuous visual 
presence at the street level. 

□ 

0 0 @ When multiple units share a common driveway lined with individual garages, O 
provide distinguishable pedestrian paths to connect parking areas to 
individual or common entries. There is only one driveway to a subte rranean structu re from the rear . 

Does the project meet the overall intent of Objective 4: 
Minimize the Appearance of Driveways and Parking Areas? 
YES NO STAFF INTIALS 

@ O (See page 13 for explanation) 

OBJECTIVE 5: Utlllze Open Areas and Landscape Opportunities to their Full Potential 

Indicate which (if any) of the following methodologies you applied in your project. 

5.1 On-Site Landscaping: 

YES NO N/A STAFF 
REVIEW 

@ 0 0 Retain mature and healthy vegetation and trees when developing a site. □ 
@ 0 0 Design landscaping to be architecturally integrated with the building and □ 

suitable to the functions of the space while selecting plant materials that 
complement the architectural style and form of the building. 

@ 0 0 Design open areas to maintain a balance of landscaping and paved area. □ 
YES NO N/A STAFF 

REVIEW 

@ 0 0 Select drought tolerant, native landscaping to limit irrigation needs and □ 
conserve water. Mediterranean and other local climate-friendly plants may 
be used alongside native species. 

@ 0 0 Facilitate sustainable water use by using automated watering systems and □ 
drip irrigation to water landscaped areas. 

@ 0 0 Facilitate stormwater capture, retention , and infiltration, and prevent runoff □ 
by using permeable or porous paving materials in lieu of concrete or asphalt. 
Collect, store, and reuse stormwater for landscape irrigation. 
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@ 

@ 

0 

0 

O In addition to street trees, provide canopy trees in planting areas for shade 
and energy efficiency, especially on south and southwest facing fa9ades. 

O Use landscape features to screen any portion of a parking level or podium 
that is above grade. Trees, shrubbery, planter boxes, climbing plants, vines, 
green walls, or berms can be used to soften views from the public right-of
way. 

5.2 Open Space and Recreational Activities: 

YES NO N/A 

@ 

@ 

0 

0 

O Activate all open areas not used for buildings, driveways, parking , 
recreational facilities, or pedestrian amenities with landscaping. Landscaping 
may include any practicable combination of shrubs, trees, ground cover, 
minimal lawns, planter boxes, flowers, or fountains that reduce dust and 
other pollutants and promote outdoor activities, especially for children and 
seniors. 

O For buildings with six units or more, cluster code-required common open 
space areas in a central location, rather than dispersing smaller less usable 
areas throughout the site. 

5.2 Open Space and Recreational Activities (continued): 

YES NO NIA 

@ 0 0 Provide balconies to augment, rather than substitute for actively used 
common open spaces and recreational areas. 

@ 0 0 Provide common amenities such as community gardens and tot lots. 

Does the project meet the overall intent of Objective 5: 
Utilize Open Areas and Landscaping Opportunities to their Full Potential? 

□ 

□ 

STAFF 
REVIEW 

□ 

□ 

STAFF 
REVIEW 

□ 

□ 

YES NO STAFF INTIALS 

@ O (See page 13 for explanation) 
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OBJECTIVE 6: Improve the Streetscape Experience by Reducing Visual Clutter 

Indicate which (if any) of the following methodologies you applied in your project. 

6.1 

YES 

@ 

@ 

0 

6.2 

YES 

@ 

@ 

@ 

6.3 

YES 

@ 

@ 

Building Signage: 

NO N/A 

0 0 Place signs so they do not dominate or obscure the architectural elements of 
the building design. 

0 0 Include signage at a height and of a size that is visible to pedestrians and 
facilitates access to the building entrance. In residential-only buildings, 
permanent signs affixed to the building solely for the purpose of 
communicating the name of a business or entity, or for advertising rentals are 
inappropriate in residential areas. 

0 @ For mixed-use projects, incorporate an overall sign program for the building, 
including business identification signs, directional and informational signs, 
and residential signage to maintain a common graphic character and theme. 

Not a mixed use building. 

Lighting and Security: 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

Utilities: 

NO 

0 

0 

N/A 

0 Use ornamental low-level lighting to highlight and provide security for 
pedestrian paths and entrances. Ensure that all parking areas and pedestrian 
walkways are illuminated. 

0 Install lighting fixtures to accent and complement architectural details at night 
to establish a fai;:ade pattern and animate a building's architectural features. 

0 Utilize adequate, uniform, and glare-free lighting, such as dark-sky compliant 
fixtures, to avoid uneven light distribution, harsh shadows, and light spillage. 

N/A 

0 Place utilities such as gas, electric, and water meters in side yard setbacks 
or in landscaped areas and out of the line-of-sight from crosswalks or 
sidewalks. 

O Utilities such as power lines, transformers, and wireless facilities should be 
placed underground or on rooftops when appropriately screened by a 
parapet. Otherwise, any mechanical or electrical equipment should be 
buffered by planting materials in a manner that contributes to the quality of 
the existing landscaping on the property and the public streetscape. 

STAFF 
REVIEW 

□ 

□ 

□ 

STAFF 
REVIEW 

□ 

□ 

□ 

STAFF 
REVIEW 

□ 

□ 
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@ 0 

@ 0 

@ 0 

O Screen rooftop equipment such as air conditioning units, antennas and 
communication equipment, mechanical equipment, and vents from the public 
right-of-way. 

O Hide trash enclosures within parking garages so that they are not visible to 
passersby. Screen outdoor standalone trash enclosures using walls 
consistent with the architectural character of the main building and locate 
them so that they are out of the line-of-sight from crosswalks or sidewalks. 

O Locate noise and odor-generating functions in enclosed structures so as not 
to create a nuisance for building residents or adjacent neighbors. 

Does the project meet the overall intent of Objective 6: 
Improve the Streetscape Experience by Reducing Visual Clutter? 

□ 

□ 

□ 

YES NO STAFF INTIALS 

@ O (See page 13 for explanation) 

Notes 

Many neighborhoods in Los Angeles have adopted guidelines as part of a Community Plan Urban 
Design chapter, or special zoning designations such as specific plans, community design overlay 
districts, designated historic properties and historic districts. This policy applies to all areas, but is 
particularly applicable to those areas within the City that do not currently have adopted design 
guidelines. 

Proposed projects must substantially comply with the Citywide Design Guidelines through either the 
methods listed in the guidelines or through alternative methods that achieve the same objective. 
Applications that do not meet the specific guidelines applicable to that project should provide rationale 
for the design and explain how the project will meet the intent of the General Plan, the Municipal 
Code, and these Guidelines objectives. 

In cases where site characteristics, existing improvements, or special circumstances make 
substantial adherence impractical, substantial compliance may not be possible. The Citywide Design 
Guidelines will be used to condition an approved project and not as the basis for decision makers to 
approve or deny it. Conditions imposed by the initial decision maker may be appealed. 
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WRITTEN JUSTIFICATION 

Objective 1: Consider Neighborhood Context & Linkages in Building and Site Design 

See notes adjacent to each item. 

Objective 2: Employ Distinguishable and Attractive Building Design 

See notes adjacent to each item. 

Objective 3: Provide Pedestrian Connections Within and Around the Project 

See notes adjacent to each item. 

Objective 4: Minimize the Appearance of Driveways and Parking Areas 

See notes adjacent to each item. 

Objective 5: Utilize Open Areas and Landscaping Opportunities to their Full Potential 

See notes adjacent to each item. 

Objective 6: Improve the Streetscape Experience by Reducing Visual Clutter 

See notes adjacent to each item. 
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REVIEW 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
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SOIL§ REPORT APPROVAL LETTER 

January 03, 2015 

Len Mar Roxbury, LLC 
127 N. Robe11son Blvd. 
Beverly Hills, CA 90211 

TRACT: 
BLOCK: 

11106 

LOT(S): 
LOCATION: 

43 to 45 and portion of 46 
1122 - 1136 S. Roxbury Dr. 

CURRENT REFERENCE REPORT 
REPORT/LETTER(S) ~ 
Addendum Report 24-3878-01 

PREVIOUS REFERENCE REPORT 
REPORT/LETTER(S) ~ 
Soils Report 24-3878-00 
Dept. Corr. Letter 85991 

LOG# 85991 -01 
SOILS/GEOLOGY FILE - 2 

DATE(S)OF 
.QOCUMENT PREPARED BY 
11/18/2014 AGI Geotechnical, Inc. 

DATE(S) OF 
DOQUMENT PREPARED BY 
08/27/2014 AGI Geotechnical, Inc. 
11/21/2014 LADBS 

The Grading Division of the Department of Building and Safety has reviewed the referenced report providing 
recommendations for the proposed 25-unit 5-story apartment building over one level of subterranean parking. 

The earth materials at the subsurface exploration locations consist of firm to stiff sandy clays. The upper 
2 to 3 feet of subsurface soils were characterized by the consultants as "somewhat softer". 

The consultants recommend to support the proposed structures on conventional foundations bearing on 
native undisturbed soils. 

The referenced reports are acceptable, provided the following conditions are complied with during site 
development: 

(Note: Numbers in parenthesis () refer to applicable sections of the 2014 City of LA Building Code. P/BC 
numbers refer the applicable Information Bulletin. Information Bulletins can be accessed on the internet at 
LADBS.ORG.) 

I. The soils engineer sh al I review and approve the detailed plans prior to issuance of any permit. This 
approval shall be by signature on the plans which clearly indicates that the soils engineer has 
reviewed the plans prepared by the design engineer and that the plans included the recommendations 
contained in his report. (7006.1) 

LADBS G-5 (Rev. 08/05/2014) AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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2. All recommendations of the reports which are in addition to or more restrictive than the conditions 
contained herein shall be incorporated into the plans. 

3. A copy of the subject and appropriate referenced reports and this approval letter shall be attached 
to the District Office and field set of plans. Submit one copy of the above reports to the Building 
Department Plan Checker prior to issuance of the permit. (7006.1) 

4. A grading permit shall be obtained for all structural fill and retaining wall backfill. (106.1.2) 

5. All man-made fill shall be compacted to a minimum 90 percent of the maximum dry density of the 
fill material per the latest version of ASTM D 1557. Where cohesionless soil having less than IS 
percent finer than 0.005 millimeters is used for fill, it shall be compacted to a minimum of 95 percent 
relative compaction based on maximum dry density (D 1556). Placement of gravel in lieu of 
compacted fill is allowed only if complying with Section 91.7011.3 of the Code. (7011.3) 

6. Existing uncertified fill shall not be used for support of footings, concrete slabs or new fill. ( 1809.2) 

7. Drainage in conformance with the provisions of the Code shall be maintained during and subsequent 
to construction.(7013.12) 

8. The applicant is advised that the approval of this report does not waive the requirements for 
excavations contained in the State Construction Safety Orders enforced by the State Division of 
Industrial Safety. (3301.1) 

9. Excavations shall not remove lateral support from a public way, adjacent property or an existing 
structure. Note: Lateral support shall be considered to be removed when the excavation extends 
below a plane projected downward at an angle of 45 degrees from the bottom of a footing of an 
existing structure, from the edge of the public way or an adjacent property. (3307.3.1) 

10. Prior to the issuance of any permit which authorizes an excavation where the excavation is to be of 
a greater depth than are the walls or foundation of any adjoining building or structure and located 
closer to the property line than the depth of the excavation, the owner of the subject site shall 
provide the Department with evidence that the adjacent property owner has been given a 30-day 
written notice of such intent to make an excavation. (3307.1) 

11. The soils engineer shall review and approve the shoring plans prior to issuance of the permit. 
(3307.3.2) 

12. Prior to the issuance of the permits, the soils engineer and the structural designer shall evaluate all 
applicable surcharge loads for the design of the retaining walls and shoring. 

13. Unsurcharged temporary excavations over 5 feet exposing soil shall be trimmed back at a gradient 
not exceeding 3/4: I, as recommended in the 11/18/2014 report. 

14. Shoring shall be designed for a minimum EFP of24-PCF; all surcharge loads shall be included into 
the design, as recommended. 

15. Shoring shall be designed for a maximum lateral deflection of I inch, provided there are no 
structures within a I: I plane projected up from the base of the excavation. Where a structure is 
within a I: 1 plane projected up from the base of the excavation, shoring shall be designed for a 
maximum lateral deflection of½ inch, or to a lower deflection determined by the consultant that 
does not present any potential hazard to the adjacent structure. 
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A shoring monitoring program shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the soils engineer. 

16. Surcharged A-B-C slot-cut method may be used for temporary excavations with each slot cut not 
exceeding 10 feet in height and not exceeding 8 feet in width, as recommended. The surcharge load 
shall not exceed the value given in the report. The soils engineer shall determine the clearance 
between the excavation and the existing foundation. The soils engineer shall verify in the field if the 
existing earth materials are stable in the slot cut excavation. Each slot shall be inspected by the soils 
engineer and approved in writing prior to any worker access. The width of the slot cut shall not be 
larger than the height of the excavation. 

17. All foundations shall derive entire support from native undisturbed soils, as recommended and shall 
be approved by the geologist and soils engineer by inspection. 

18. Footings supported on approved compacted fill or expansive soil shall be reinforced with a minimum 
of four (4) ½-inch diameter (#4) defonned reinforcing bars. Two (2) bars shall be placed near the 
bottom and two (2) bars placed near the top. 

19. The foundation/slab design shall satisfy all requirements of the Information Bulletin P/BC 2011-116 
"Foundation Design for Expansive Soils" (1803.5.3). 

20. Slabs placed on approved compacted fill shall be at least 4 inches thick and shall be reinforced with 
½-inch diameter (#4) reinforcing bars spaced maximum of 16 inches on center each way. 

21. Concrete floor slabs placed on expansive soil shall be placed on a 4-inch fill of coarse aggregate or 
on a moisture barrier membrane. The slabs shall be at least 3 ½ inches thick and shall be reinforced 
with ½-inch diameter (#4) reinforcing bars spaced maximum of 16 inches on center each way. 

22. The seismic design shall be based on a Site Class D as recommended. All other seismic design 
parameters shall be reviewed by LADBS building plan check. 

23. Retaining walls shall be designed for the lateral ea1th pressures specified in the section titled 
"Lateral Loads" starting on page 8 of the 08/27/2014 report. All surcharge loads shall be included 
into the design. · 

24. All retaining walls shall be provided with a standard surface backdrain system and all drainage shall 
be conducted to the street in an acceptable manner and in a non-erosive device. (7013 .11) 

25. With the exception ofretaining walls designed for hydrostatic pressure, all retaining walls shall be 
provided with a subdrain system to prevent possible hydrostatic pressure behind the wall. Prior to 
issuance of any pennit, the retaining wall subdrain system recommended in the soil report shall be 
incorporated into the foundation plan which shall be reviewed and approved by the soils engineer 
ofrecord. (1805.4) 

26. h1stallation of the subdrain system shall be inspected and approved by the soils engineer ofrecord 
and the City grading/building inspector. (108.9) 

27. Basement walls and floors shall be waterproofed/damp-proofed with an L.A. City approved "Below
grade" waterproofing/damp-proofing material with a research report number. ( I 04.2.6) 

28. Prefabricated drainage composites (Miradrain) (Geotextiles) may be only used in addition to 
traditionally accepted methods of draining retained earth. 

29. The structure shall be connected to the public sewer system. (P/BC 2008-27) 
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30. All roof and pad drainage sh al I be conducted lo the street in an acceptable manner. (7013 . I 0) 

3 I. An on-site storm water infiltration system at the subject site shall not be implemented, as 
recommended . 

32. All concentrated drainage shall be conducted in an approved device and disposed of in a manner 
approved by the LADBS. (7013 .10) 

33 . The soils engineer shall inspect all excavations lo determine that conditions anticipated in the repot1 
have been encountered and to provide recommendations for the correction of hazards found during 
grading. (7008 & 1705.6) 

34. Prior to the pouring or concrclc, a representative of the consulting soils engineer shall inspect and 
approve the footing excavations. He shall post a notice on the job site for the LADBS Building 
Inspector and the Contractor slating that the work so inspected meets the conditions of the report, 
but that no concrete shall be poured until the City Building Inspector has also inspected and 
approved the footing excavations. A written certification to this effect shall be filed with the 
Grading Division of the Department upon completion of the work. ( I 08.9 & 7008.2) 

35. Prior to excavation, an initial inspection shall be called with LADBS Inspector at which lime 
sequence of construction, [shoring, ABC slot cuts, underpinning, pile installation,] protection fences 
and dust and traffic control will be scheduled. ( I 08.9.1) 

36. Installation of shoring, underpinning, slot cutting excavations and/or pile installation shall be 
performed under the inspection and approval of the soils engineer and deputy grading inspector. 
(1705.6) 

3 7. Prior to the placing of compacted fill, a representative of the soils engineer shall inspect and approve 
the bottom excavations. He shall post a notice on the job site for the City Grading Inspector and the 
Contractor stating that the soil inspected meets the conditions of the report, but that no fill shall be 
placed until the LADI3S Grading Inspector has also inspected and approved the bottom excavations. 
A written certification to this effect shall be included in the final compaction report filed with the 
Grading Division of the Department. All fill shall be placed under the inspection and approval of 
the soils engineer. A compaction repott together with the approved soil repost and Department 
approval letter shall be submitted to the Grading Division of the Department upon completion of the 
compaction. In addition, an Engineer's Certificate of Compliance with the legal description as 
indicated in the grading permit and the permit number shall be included. (7011.3) 

YL/yl 
Log No. 85991-01 
213-482-0480 

cc: Applicant 
AGI Geotechnical, Inc., Project Consultant 
WLA District Office 
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Certification Letter 
June 12, 2018 

Mr. Daniel Ahadian 
Nur - Development/Consulting 
1601 S. Genesee Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90019 

Dear Mr. Ahadian: 

Recently you contacted me and requested an Arborist Letter concerning the trees located at 1112-
1136 Roxbury Drive, Los Angeles. The subject property is located in a multi-family area within 
the City of Los Angeles. 

Background/Observations: 

On Monday, June 11, 2018 at approximately 2:00 p.m. J arrived at the properties located at 1112-
1136 Roxbury Drive, Los Angeles, California. These properties appear to be multi-family 
apartment dwellings. 

Tree Inspection Data: 

1. Geijera parviflora or Australian Willow; 4,5,5" D.B.H.; Sp. 26'; Ht. 20'; Rating: C-
2. Cinnamomum camphora or Camphor; 8" D.B.H.; Sp. 30'; Ht. 30'; Rating: C-
3. Melia azedarach or Chinaberry; 10" D.B.H.; Sp. 14'; Ht. 30'; Rating: D+ 
4. Fraxinus americana or White Ash; 13,13,18" D.B.H.; Sp. 30'; Ht. 40'; Rating: C-
5. Juniperus c. 'Torulosa' or Hollywood Juniper; 5,5,5, 12" D.B.H.; Sp. 10'; Ht. 20'; Rating: C 
6. Cupressus sempervirens or Italian Cypress; 12" D.B.H.; Sp. 6' ; Ht. 35'; Rating: C+ 
7. Cupressus sempervirens or Italian Cypress; 12" D.B.H.; Sp. 6'; Ht. 35'; Rating: C 
8. Cupressus sempervirens or Italian Cypress; 10" D.B.H.; Sp. 3'; Ht. 20'; Rating: C-
9. Cupressus sempervirens or Italian Cypress; 10" D.B.H.; Sp. 3'; Ht. 20'; Rating: C-
10. Juniperus c. 'Torulosa' or Hollywood Juniper; 8" D.B.H.; Sp. 10'; Ht. 22'; Rating: C 
11. Juniperus c. 'Torulosa' or Hollywood Juniper; 15" D.B.H.; Sp. 12'; Ht. 22'; Rating: C 
12. Cupressus sempervirens or Italian Cypress; 12" D.B.H.; Sp. 4'; Ht. 20'; Rating: C 
13. Cupressus sempervirens or Italian Cypress; 12" D.B.H.; Sp. 4'; Ht. 20'; Rating: C 
14. Tupidanthus calyptratus or Tupidanthus; 6,6,6" D.B.H.; Sp. 24'; Ht. 20'; Rating: C 
15. Cupressus sempervirens or Italian Cypress; 12" D.B.H.; Sp. 4'; Ht. 50'; Rating: B 
16. Juniperus c. 'Torulosa' or Hollywood Juniper; 9, 12, 17" D.B.H.; Sp. 12'; Ht. 22'; Rating: C 
17. Ligustrum lucidum or Glossy Privet; 3,3,4,4,4,6" D.B.H.; Sp. 18'; Ht. 20'; Rating: C-
18. Tupidanthus calyptratus or Tupidanthus; 6,6,8,9, 12" D.B.H.; Sp. 24'; Ht. 30'; Rating: C 
19. Ficus benjamina or Weeping Chinese Banyan; 2,2,3,3,4" D.B.H.; Sp. 20'; Ht. 25' Rating: C-
20. Cupressus sempervirens or Italian Cypress; 15" D.B.H.; Sp. 8'; Ht. 40'; Rating: C-

Arborists and Environn1ental Consultants 
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Recommendation 

The existing trees on the site will be removed in order to accommodate the new multi-family 
residential dwelling units. The City of Los Angeles, Planning Department requires the planting of 
one-24 inch-box size tree for each mature tree removed measuring 8 inches or greater in diameter 
at D .B.H. There are a total of 20 mature trees growing on the site. I would therefore recommend 
that at least 20-24 inch-box size trees be planted on these properties as part of the landscape plan. 
The trees must be marked as replacement trees on the landscape plan. 

Certification 
As an LS.A Certified Arborist and ASCA Consulting Arborist I further certify that there are no 
native, protected species of Oak, California Bay, California Sycamore or Southern California 
Black Walnut trees growing on or near the subject property. No native, protected Oak, Bay, 
Sycamore or Southern California Black Walnut trees will be impacted on neighboring properties 
by any future development of this property. 

Should you require a more detailed report, my services are available. If you have questions, 
please feel free to contact me on my business cell phone at (818) 426-2432 or you may call my 
office (818) 240-1358. 

William R. McKinley, Consulting Arborist 
American Society of Consulting Arborists 
Certified Arborist #WE-4578A 
International Society of Arboriculture 

Arborish:i and Environmental Consultants 
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ORDINANCE NO. 

An ordinance amending Section 12. 04 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code by amending the zoning map. 

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is 
hereby amended by changing the zones and zone boundaries shown upon a 
portion of the zone map attached thereto and made a part of Article 2, 
Chapter 1, of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, so that such portion of 
the zoning map shall be as follows: 

1 
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QUALIFIED PERMANENT CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Sec. 2. Pursuant to Section 12 . 32-K of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code the following limitations are hereby imposed upon the use of 
that property shown in Section 1 hereof which is s~bject to the 
Permanent "Q" Qualified classification. 

1. Height. No building or structure located on the subject 
property shall exceed three-stories or 36 feet in height, as 
defined by Section Nos . 12.03 and 12 . 21.l of the Municipal 
Code. Any structures on the roof, such as air conditioning 
units and other equipment, shall be fully screened from view 
of any nearby residential properties. 

2. Landscaping. All open areas not used for buildings, 
driveways. parking areas, recreational facilities or walks 
shall be attractively landscaped, including an automatic 
irrigation system, in accordance with a landscape plan 
prepared by a licensed landscape architect, licensed architect 
or landscape contractor to the satisfaction of the Planning 
Department. 

3. Open Space. 

a. Definition. "Usable open space" for the purpose of this 
sect'ion shall be defined as open areas or recreational 
amenities which are designed and intended to be used for 
outdoor recreation purposes. 

b. Open space for active and passive recreational purposes 
shall be provided on the subject site as follows: 

(1) A minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space 
shall be provided for each dwelling unit. Parking 
areas, driveways and the required front yard area 
shall not be included as open space. 

(2) Pedestrian access ways, building separations, 
courtyards (an average of 20 feet in width and no 
less than 15 feet in width at any point) and side 
yard and rear yard areas (at least 15 feet in width) 
may be included as usable open space, provided· such 
areas are landscaped or improved for recreational 
use to the satisfaction of the Planning Department. 

(3) Private patios or enclosed yards (located at ground 
level or at the first habitable room level) which 
are part of a dwelling unit may be included as 
usable open space if they are a minimum of 150 
square feet. Recreation rooms may be included as 
open space but may not count for more than 10% of 
the total required open space area . 
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(4) Each common open space area (for use by more than 
one dwelling unit) including recreational rooms 
shall be a minimum of 400 square feet. 

(5) A maximum of 50 percent of the common usable open 
space may be hardscaped treatments, such as swimming 
pools, spas, walks, patios, courts, fountains, and 
barbecue areas. 

(6) A minimum of 50 percent of the usable open space 
shall be appropriately landscaped. Fifty percent of 
the required landscaped areas shall be planted with 
lawn or other ground cover which can be used for 
recreational purposes. The remainder of these 
landscaped areas shall be planted in ground cover, 
shrubs or trees and shall include at least one 
24-inch box tree for every three dwelling units. An 
automatic irrigation system shall be provided for 
all required landscaped areas. 

4. Parking - Residential. Any multiple residential use of the 
subject property shall provide for resident parking on the 
subject property as required by Municipal Code Section 
12.21-A.4, or any amendment thereto, and guest parking at a 
ratio of at least one-quarter space per rental dwelling unit 
and one-half space per condominium dwelling unit in excess of 
that required by the Municipal Code. Any designated guest 
parking shall be clearly identified and readily accessible to 
guests of the project. 

a. Tandem parking may 
which are assigned 
residential unit. 

be used only for the 
and designated for a 

spaces 
single 

b. Guest parking signs shall be clearly posted at 
building entrances. The signs shall be in large, 
easy to read lettering and shall indicate the 
general location of guest parking. Sign wording 
shall be to the satisfaction of the Planning 
Department and shall indicate the number of reserved 
guest parking spaces. 

c. If any guest parking is located behind security 
gates, the following shall apply: 

(1) A remote electronic gate opening system shall 
be installed so that the security gate can be 
opened from each residential unit served by the 
secured guest parking. 

(2) An electronic intercommunication system shall 
be installed. The system shall be readily 
accessible to the drivers of guest vehicles and 
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to the units served by the secured guest 
parking. 

(3) The security gate shall be set back at least 18 
feet from the public right of way so as to 
provide a waiting area for guest vehicles and 
to prohibit blockage or interference with the 
public right of way by waiting guest vehicles. 

(4) Alternatives to the provisions of this 
condition may be approved by the Planning 
Department provided that the intent of readily 
accessible guest parking facilities and no 
interference with the public right of way is 
assured. 

5. Density. Development of the subject property shall not exceed 
one dwelling unit per 1, 200 square feet of lot area. 

The two lots on the east side of Roxbury Drive adjacent to the 
alley (north side) shall be limited to a density of 1, 000 
square feet of lot area per dwelling unit. 



I · ~')t.~,.,...~ 
,, .. " -' 

· Sec .. ~ ............ ilt ...... The City Clerk shnll certif- the passage of tfii_s 
ordinance and cause the same· to be published in some daily newspaper printed and 
published in the City of Los Angeles. • 

I hereby certify that the foregoing ordinance was introduced at the meeting of the 

Council of the City of Los Angeles JUN O 6 1990 
meeting of JUN 1 3 l990 

and was passed at its 

Approved ,JUN 18 1990 ---'-----------
.. 

File No. -------

c11, Clm Form ll 

ELIAS MARTINEX, City Clerk · 

l~ 87/C,</6 ~7 

Pursuant to Sec. 97.8 of the City Charter, 
approval of this ordinance recommended 
for the City Planning Commission ........... . 

MAY 1 Ci 1990 
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DENSITY BONUS & AFFORDABLE HOUSING INCENTIVES . .., LJ 'l/ 

April 26, 2016 

Applicant 
Manny Labranche 
Duke Development 
127 N. Robertson Blvd . 
Beverly Hills, CA 90211 

Property Owner 
Lenmar Roxbury, LLC 
127 N. Robertson Blvd. 
Beverly Hills, CA 90211 

Representative 
Daniel Ahadian 
nor - Development Consulting 
1601 S Genesee Ave 
Los Angeles, CA 90019 

Case No. 
CEQA: 

Location: 

Council District: 
Neighborhood Council 
Community Plan Area: 
Land Use Designation: 

Zone: 
Legal Description: 

Last Day to File an Appeal: 

DIR-2014-4310-DB 
ENV-2014-4311-CE 
1122 - 1136 S. Roxbury Drive and 
1123 S. Bedford Drive 
5 - Koretz 
South Robertson 
West Los Angeles 
Medium Residential 
(Q]R3-1-O 
Lots : 43-45 & 46, Block: None, 
Tract 11106 

May 11, 2016 

DETERMINATION - Density Bonus/Affordable Housing Incentives Program 
Pursuant to the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.22 A.25 , I have reviewed the 
proposed project and as the designee of the Director of Planning, I hereby: 

Approve the following two incentives requested by the applicant for a project totaling 25 
dwelling units, reserving 2 units for Very Low Income household occupancy for a period of 
55 years, with the following requested incentives: 

1. Yard/Setback. A twenty (20) percent decrease in the required depth of the front yard 
setback to 12 feet in lieu of the required 15 feet. 

2. Height. An eleven ( 11) percent increase in the height requirement, allowing 47 feet in 
height in lieu of the required 36 feet. 

Find that the project is categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) pursuant to Section 21080 of the California Public Resources Code, and Article Ill , 
Section 1, Class 32 of the CEQA Guidelines, 

Adopt the attached Findings. 



CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

1. Site Development. Except as modified herein, the project shall be in substantial 
conformance with the plans and materials submitted by the Applicant, stamped "Exhibit A," 
and attached to the subject case file . No change to the plans will be made without prior 
review by the Department of City Planning, Project Planning Division, and written approval 
by the Director of Planning . Each change shall be identified and justified in writing . Minor 
deviations may be allowed in order to comply with the provisions of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code or the project conditions. 

2. Residential Density. The project shall be limited to a maximum density of 25 residential 
units including Density Bonus Units. 

3. Affordable Units. A minimum of two (2) units, that is eleven ( 11) percent of the base 
dwelling units, shall be reserved as affordable units, as defined by the State Density Bonus 
Law 65915 (C)(2). 

4. Changes in Restricted Units. Deviations that increase the number of restricted affordable 
units or that change the composition of units or change parking numbers shall be consistent 
with LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 (9a-d). 

5. Housing Requirements. Prior to issuance of a building permit , the owner shall execute a 
covenant to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment 
Department (HCIDLA) to make two (2) units available to Very Low Income Households, for 
rental as determined to be affordable to such households by HCIDLA for a period of 55 
years. Enforcement of the terms of said covenant shall be the responsibility of HCIDLA. The 
applicant will present a copy of the recorded covenant to the Department of City Planning for 
inclusion in this file . The project shall comply with any monitoring requirements established 
by the HCIDLA. Refer to the Density Bonus Legislation Background section of this 
determination . 

6. Front yard. The project shall provide no less than a 12-foot front yard . 

7. Height. The requested incentive allows for a 35 percent increase of the height limit with a 
maximum of 11 additional feet or one additional story, whichever is lower. The project is 
limited to a maximum height of 47 feet and four stories. Any structures on the roof, such as 
air conditioning units and other equipment, shall be fully screened from view of any nearby 
residential properties. 

8. Automobile Parking. Based upon the number and/or type of dwelling units proposed 48 
parking spaces shall be provided for the project . Vehicle parking shall be provided 
consistent with LAMC Section 12.22 A.25, Parking Option 1, which permits one on-site 
parking space for each residential unit with one or fewer bedrooms; two on-site parking 
spaces for each residential unit with two to three bedrooms; and two-and-one-half parking 
spaces for each residential unit with four or more bedrooms. The Bicycle Parking Ordinance, 
LAMC Section 12.21 .A.4, allows affordable residential projects to reduce required vehicle 
parking by 10 percent if the number of LAMC-required bicycle parking spaces does not 
exceed 10 percent. Based upon the number and type of dwelling units proposed and the 10 
percent reduction per the Bicycle Ordinance, a minimum of 45 parking spaces shall be 
provided . 

9. Adjustment of Parking. In the event that the number of Restricted Affordable Units should 
increase, or the composition of such units should change (i.e . the number of bedrooms, or 
the number of units made available to Senior Citizens and/or Disabled Persons), or the 
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applicant selects another Parking Option (including Bicycle Parking Ordinance) and no other 
Condition of Approval or incentive is affected, then no modification of this determination 
shall be necessary, and the number of parking spaces shall be re-calculated by the 
Department of Building and Safety based upon the ratios set forth above. 

10. Bicycle Parking. Bicycle parking shall be provided consistent with LAMC 12.21 
A.16. Long-term bicycle parking shall be provided at a rate of one per dwelling unit or guest 
room . Additionally, short-term bicycle parking shall be provided at a rate of one per ten 
dwelling units or guest rooms, with a minimum of two short-term bicycle parking 
spaces. Based upon the number of dwelling units and the permitted replacement of the 
required automobile parking with bicycle parking for residential buildings per LAMC 12.21 
A.4, 25 long-term and 2 short-term bicycle parking spaces shall be provided onsite. 

11 . Landscaping. All open areas not used for buildings, driveways, parking areas, facilities or 
walks shall be attractively landscaped, including an automatic irrigation system, and 
maintained in accordance with a landscape plan prepared by a licensed landscape architect 
or licensed architect, and submitted for approval to the Department of City Planning . The 
landscape plan shall indicate landscape points for the project required by LAMC 12.40 and 
Landscape Ordinance Guidelines "O". The project plans shall also comply with the 
landscaping requirements required per "Q" Condition No. 2 of Ordinance No. 165,987. In the 
case of conflicts between Sections 12.40 through 12.43 of the Landscape Ordinance and 
Landscape Guidelines "O", the existing "Q" conditions shall prevail. 

12. Open Space. The project plans shall comply with the open space requirements, both private 
and common, required per Ordinance No. 165,987. 

Administrative Conditions 

13. Final Plans. Prior to the issuance of any building permits for the project by the Department 
of Building & Safety, the applicant shall submit all final construction plans that are awaiting 
issuance of a building permit by the Department of Building & Safety for final review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning . All plans that are awaiting issuance of a 
building permit by the Department of Building & Safety shall be stamped by Department of 
City Planning staff "Final Plans": A copy of the Final Plans, supplied by the applicant, shall 
be retained in the subject case file . 

14. Notations on Plans. Plans submitted to the Department of Building & Safety, for the 
purpose of processing a building permit application shall include all of the Conditions of 
Approval herein attached as a cover sheet, and shall include any modifications or notations 
required herein. 

15. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or verification 
of consultations, review of approval , plans, etc., as may be required by the subject 
conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning prior to clearance of any 
building permits , for placement in the subject file. 

16. Code Compliance. Use, area, height, and yard regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with , except where granted conditions differ herein. 

17. Department of Building & Safety. The granting of this determination by the Director of 
Planning does not in any way indicate full compliance with applicable provisions of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code Chapter IX (Building Code). Any corrections and/or modifications to 
plans made subsequent to this determination by a Department of Building & Safety Plan 
Check Engineer that affect any part of the exterior design or appearance of the project as 
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approved by the Director, and which are deemed necessary by the Department of Building & 
Safety for Building Code compliance, shall require a referral of the revised plans back to the 
Department of City Planning for additional review and sign-off prior to the issuance of any 
permit in connection with those plans. 

18. Indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs. 

Applicant shall do all of the following : 
(i) Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against 

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

(ii) Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action related 
to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City's processing and approval of the 
entitlement, including but not limited to payment of all court costs and attorney's 
fees, costs of any judgments or awards against the City (including an award of 
attorney's fees) . damages, and/or settlement costs . 

(iii) Submit an initial deposit for the City 's litigation costs to the City within 10 days' 
notice of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a deposit. 
The initial deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney 's Office, in its 
sole discretion, based on the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall the 
initial deposit be less than $25,000. The City's failure to notice or collect the 
deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City 
pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii). 

(iv) Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental deposits 
may be required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if found 
necessary by the City to protect the City 's interests. The City's failure to notice or 
collect the deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse 
the City pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii). 

(v) If the City determines it necessary to protect the City 's interest, execute an 
indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent 
with the requirements of this condition . 

The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt of any 
action and the City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City fails to notify the applicant 
of any claim , action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City fails to reasonably 
cooperate in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, 
indemnify or hold harmless the City. 

The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel , including the City Attorney 's 
office or outside counsel. At its sole discretion. the City may participate at its own 
expense in the defense of any action, but such participation shall not relieve the 
applicant of any obligation imposed by this condition . In the event the Applicant fails to 
comply with this condition , in whole or in part, the City may withdraw its defense of the 
action, void its approval of the entitlement , or take any other action. The City retains the 
right to make all decisions with respect to its representations in any legal proceeding, 
including its inherent right to abandon or settle litigation. 

For purposes of this condition , the following definitions apply: 

"City" shall be defined to include the City , its agents, officers, boards, 
commissions, committees , employees, and volunteers. 
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"Action" shall be defined to include suits , proceedings (including those held under 
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes 
actions, as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or 
local law. 

Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the 
City or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise c~eated by this condition. 
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PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The project proposes the demolition of twelve (12) apartment units within three existing 
residential buildings and the construction of an approximately 48, 780-square-foot , four-story, 
47-foot high residential building consisting of 25 dwelling units, of which 2 units will be restricted 
for Very Low Income residents . The project will provide with a minimum of 45 parking spaces 
within one level of subterranean parking and approximately 2,703 square feet of open space on 
the ground floor and roof deck . 

In accordance with California State Law (including Senate Bill 1818, and Assembly Bills 2280 
and 2222), the applicant is proposing to utilize Section 12.22 A.25 (Density Bonus) of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), which permits a density bonus of 35 percent. This allows for 
25 total dwelling units in lieu of the otherwise maximum density limit of 18 dwelling units on the 
property. A density bonus is automatically granted in exchange for the applicant setting aside a 
portion of dwelling units, in this case 2, for habitation by Very Low Income households for a 
period of 55 years. Consistent with the Density Bonus Ordinance, the Applicant is also 
automatically granted a reduction in required parking based on two Parking Options, or a 
reduction based on the Bicycle Parking Ordinance . The Applicant selected Parking Option 1, 
which requires a total of 49 parking spaces. The Applicant also selected an automobile 
reduction based on the Bicycle Parking Ordinance. Based on the 10 percent automobile 
reduction with the replacement of bicycle parking spaces in excess of the normally required 
bicycle parking spaces, the proposed project shall provide a minimum of 45 automobile spaces 
and a minimum of 27 bicycle parking spaces. 

LAMC Criteria 
As permitted by LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 the applicant is requesting two incentives that will 
facilitate the provision of affordable housing at the site : a 20 percent reduction of the front 
setback to 12 feet in lieu of the required 15 feet , and an 11 foot increase in height to 4 7 feet in 
lieu of 36 feet. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 (e)(2) , in order to be eligible for any on
menu incentives, a Housing Development Project (other than an Adaptive Reuse Project) shall 
comply with the following criteria , which it does: 

a. The far;ade of any portion of a building that abuts a street shall be articulated with a 
change of material or a break in plane, so that the far;ade is not a flat surface. 

The subject site is located on the north side of Roxbury Drive and on the west side of 
Bedford Drive. As evident from the elevation drawings and the floor plans displayed 
in Exhibit "A ," the south and east elevations of the proposed building (facing Roxbury 
and Bedford Drives) are not flat surfaces, but rather articulated fa9ades with 
variations in plane. The south elevation is defined by a central , recessed , double
story lobby framed by two slender columns on each side that support the balconies 
above. The street facing facades are articulated with recessed balconies, horizontal 
and vertical shading devices, and projecting window frames, all of which create 
sufficient breaks in plane and articulation. As depicted in the elevations in "Exhibit 
"A", the project's fa9ade will be composed of a variety of materials including 
weathered steel , painted sheet metal and stucco. 

b. All buildings must be oriented to the street by providing entrances, windows 
architectural features and/or balconies on the front and along any street facing 
elevation. 

As displayed in the plans marked as Exhibit "A ," the building is oriented toward 
Roxbury Drive, which is a Collector Street. The pedestrian entrance is located in the 
center of the building, which is defined by a double-height lobby. The proposed 
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Project has two street facing facades, measuring approximately 150 feet, oriented to 
Roxbury Drive with the main entrance facing this frontage, and approximately 100 
feet on Bedford Drive . The Project includes many architectural features that help to 
define the main entrances along these facades such as architectural projections, 
exterior reveals, details , windows and recessed balconies. The Roxbury Drive fai;;ade 
is oriented towards the street and is designed to provide views toward the street with 
large expanses of windows, as well as private open space in the form of the 
balconies. Landscaping elements facing the street frontage along Roxbury and 
Bedford Drives will further define this entry. 

c. The Housing Development Project shall not involve a contributing structure in a 
designated Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) and shall not involve a 
structure that is a City of Los Angeles designated Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM) . 

The proposed project is not located within a designated Historic Preservation 
Overlay Zone, nor does it involve a property that is designated as a City Historic
Cultural Monument. 

d. The Housing Development Project shall not be located on a substandard street in a 
Hillside Area or in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone as established in Section 
57.25.01 of the LAMC. 

The project is not located in a Hillside Area , nor is it located in a Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone. The project is located in a Special Grading Area and along a 
Collector Street (Roxbury Drive) and Standard Local Street (Bedford Drive). 
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DENSITY BONUS/AFFORDABLE HOUSING INCENTIVES COMPLIANCE FINDINGS 

1. Pursuant to Section 12.22 A.25(c) of the LAMC, the Director shall approve a density 
bonus and requested incentive(s) unless the director finds that: 

a. The incentives are not required to provide for affordable housing costs as defined in 
California Health and Safety Code Section 50052. 5 or Section 50053 for rents for the 
affordable units. 

The record does not contain substantial evidence that would allow the Director to 
make a finding that the requested incentives are not necessary to provide for 
affordable housing costs per State Law. The California Health & Safety Code 
Sections 50052.5 and 50053 define formulas for calculating affordable housing costs 
for Very Low, Low, and Moderate Income households. Section 50052.5 addresses 
owner-occupied housing and Section 50053 addresses rental households. Affordable 
housing costs are a calculation of residential rent or ownership pricing not to exceed 
25 percent gross income based on area median income thresholds dependent on 
affordability levels. 

The list of on-menu incentives in 12.22 A.25 was pre-evaluated at the time the 
Density Bonus Ordinance was adopted to include types of relief that minimize 
restrictions on the size of the project. As such, the Director will always arrive at the 
conclusion that the density bonus on-menu incentives are required to provide for 
affordable housing costs because the incentives by their nature increase the scale of 
the project. 

The requested incentives, a decrease in the required front yard setback and an 
increase in the height requirement, are expressed in the Menu of Incentives per 
LAMC 12.22 A.25(f) and , as such, permit exceptions to zoning requirements that 
result in building design or construction efficiencies that provide for affordable housing 
costs . The requested incentives allow the developer to expand the building envelope 
so the additional units can be constructed and the overall space dedicated to 
residential uses is increased . These incentives support the applicant's decision to set 
aside 2 Very Low Income dwelling units for 55 years . 

Front Yard Setback: The Project would be required to provide a 15-foot front yard 
setback. The requested incentive allows for a 20 percent decrease of the front yard 
setback requirement, which is approximately a 12-foot rear yard setback. The 
proposed Project is providing a 12-foot front yard setback. This requested reduction 
of the front yard setback allows for an expanded building envelope. 

Height: The Project is subject to a 36-foot height limit per Ordinance 165,987. The 
requested incentive allows for a 35 percent increase of the height limit with a 
maximum of 11 additional feet or one additional story, whichever is lower. The Project 
is proposing 47 feet. LAMC Section 12.22.A.25(f)(5) provides an incentive to increase 
the allowable building height if the site is in a zone where the height is limited, is not 
within 15 feet of a property zoned R2, and is not within 50 feet of nor shares a lot line 
with any R1 property. The project site is in Height District 1 and is not within the buffer 
distance requirements set forth for R1 and R2 zones. Therefore, it qualifies for the 
height incentive increase. The requested incentives, a decrease in the required front 
yard setback and an increase in height are expressed in the Menu of Incentives per 
LAMC 12.22 A.25(f) and, as such. permit exceptions to zoning requirements that 
result in building design or construction efficiencies that provide for affordable housing 
costs. The requested incentives allow the developer to expand the building envelope 
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so the additional 2 units (above 18 base density dwelling units) can be constructed 
and thereby cover the affordable housing costs. These incentives support the 
applicant's decision to set aside two (2) Very Low Income dwelling units for 55 years. 

b. The Incentive will have a specific adverse impact upon public health and safety or the 
physical environment, or on any real property that is listed in the California Register of 
Historical Resources and for which there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate 
or avoid the specific adverse impact without rendering the development unaffordable 
to Very Low, Low and Moderate Income households. Inconsistency with the zoning 
ordinance or the general plan land use designation shall not constitute a specific, 
adverse impact upon the public health or safety. 

There is no evidence that the proposed incentive will have a specific adverse impact. 
A "specific adverse impact" is defined as, "a significant, quantifiable, direct and 
unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified written public health or safety 
standards, policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the application was 
deemed complete" (LAMC Section 12.22.A.25(b)). The proposed project and 
potential impacts were analyzed in accordance with the City's California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the City's L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide. These two documents establish guidelines and thresholds of significant 
impact, and provide the data for determining whether or not the impacts of a proposed 
project reach or exceed those thresholds. Analysis of the proposed project 
determined that the proposed Project is Categorically Exempt from environmental 
review pursuant to Article Ill , Section I, and Class 32 of the CEQA Statute and 
Guidelines (Section 15332. In-Fill Development Projects). The proposed project 
qualifies for a Categorical Exemption because it is determined to be an in-fill project 
and it is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable 
general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations ; 
the development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres 
substantially surrounded by urban uses; the project site has no value as habitat for 
endangered, rare or threatened species; the approval of the project would not result in 
any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality; and, the 
site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services. Therefore, 
there is no substantial evidence that the proposed project will have a specific adverse 
impact on the physical environment, on public health and safety, and on property 
listed in the California Register of Historic Resources. 

The proposed project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption because it conforms to the 
definition of "In-fill Projects" as follows: 

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and 
all applicable general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation 
and regulations: 

The project is located within the adopted West Los Angeles Community Plan area, and 
is designated for Medium Residential land uses corresponding to the R3 Zones. The 
property is zoned (Q)R3-1 -O which allows up to twenty-five (25) dwelling units on the 
project site through the Density Bonus Ordinance. The "Q" conditions imposed by 
Ordinance No. 165,987 also restrict buildings to a maximum of three stories or a height 
of 36 feet, but an on-menu incentive permits an additional 11 feet or one story. 
Therefore, the project meets parking, open space, and landscaping requirements, with 
modifications to reduce the front yard setback, allow additional building height, and 
reduce parking through the Density Bonus Ordinance. 
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Consistent with the Chapter 5 Urban Design of the Community Plan, the proposed 25-
unit apartment development, which includes two Very Low Income units, adds new, 
multi-family housing to Los Angeles' housing supply, within a building that provides 
sufficient articulation, a common open space amenity within a central landscaped 
courtyard, and integrated subterranean parking that is screened from view with 
landscaping elements. 

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no 
more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses: 

The proposed development is located in a highly urbanized area , approximately 130 
feet south of the City of Los Angeles ' boundary with Beverly Hills. The subject 
property is comprised of four legal lots totaling approximately 20,682 square feet, or 
0.47 acres, which is well within the five-acre threshold . The subject property is 
substantially surrounded by urban uses. The entire site is surrounded by (Q]R3-1-O
zoned properties that are improved with multi-family residential land uses. The 
subject property is located approximately 1,100 feet from Pico Boulevard and 
approximately 1,275 feet from Olympic Boulevard (outside of Los Angeles city limits). 
Properties along Pico Boulevard are zoned C4-1VL and improved with neighborhood 
serving commercial uses. The subject property is located near various public 
transportation opportunities. Local busses serve the Pico Boulevard & Century Park 
East Bus Stop, which is approximately 2,100 feet from the subject property. The 
Santa Monica Blue Bus can be accessed at Pico Boulevard and Roxbury Drive, which 
is less than a half-mile from the subject property. 

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened 
species: 
The project is located within an established, fully developed, medium-density 
residential neighborhood adjacent to several commercial corridors, large boulevards 
and other large employment centers . The project site has no value as a habitat for 
endangered, rare or threatened species. 

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating 
to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality: 

The proposed project replaces twelve existing units, adding a net total of thirteen 
dwelling units. Based upon the existing mobility and circulation networks in direct 
proximity to the proposed project, the introduction of thirteen additional units to the 
community will not result in significant traffic impacts. The project will generate well 
under 500 daily trips, which is the established CEQA threshold . 

The project must comply with the adopted City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinances Nos. 
144,331 and 161 ,574, as well as any subsequent Ordinances, which prohibit the 
emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels. These Ordinances cover both 
operational noise levels (i .e., post-construction), and any construction noise impacts. 
As a result of this mandatory compliance, the proposed project will not result in any 
significant noise impacts. 

The building construction phase includes the construction of the proposed building on 
the subject property, which includes grading and a haul-route for the 
importing/exporting of approximately 2,500 cubic yards of dirt, connection of utilities, 
laying irrigation for landscaping, architectural coatings, paving, and landscaping the 
subject property. These construction activities would temporarily create emissions of 
dusts, fumes , equipment exhaust , and other air contaminants . Construction activities 
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involving grading and foundation preparation would primarily generate PM2.5 and 
PM10 emissions. Mobile sources (such as diesel-fueled equipment onsite and 
traveling to and from the Project Site) would primarily generate NOx emissions. The 
application of architectural coatings would result primarily in the release of ROG 
emissions. The amount of emissions generated on a daily basis would vary, 
depending on the amount and types of construction activities occurring at the same 
time. 

Nevertheless, appropriate dust control measures would be implemented as part of the 
proposed project during each phase of development, as required by SCAQMD Rule 
403 - Fugitive Dust. Specific Rule 403 control requirements include, but are not 
limited to, applying water in sufficient quantities to prevent the generation of visible 
dust plumes, applying soil binders to uncovered areas, reestablishing ground cover 
as quickly as possible, utilizing a wheel washing system to remove bulk material from 
tires and vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the project site , and maintaining 
effective cover over exposed areas. 

Best Management Practices (BMP) will be implemented that would include (but not 
be limited to) the following: 

• Unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least three times 
daily during excavation and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be used 
to reduce emissions and meets SCAQMD Rule 403; 

• All dirt/soil loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust; 

• General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment to minimize 
exhaust emissions; and 

• Trucks shall not idle but be turned off. 

The project, a 48, 780-square foot multi-family building, will replace three existing 
structures with a total floor area of approximately 12,290 square feet. Mobile source 
emissions generated from the proposed residential uses may cause possible project
related air quality concerns for the project site. Operational emissions for project
related traffic will be less than significant. In addition to mobile sources from vehicles, 
general development causes smaller amounts of "area source" air pollution to be 
generated from on-site energy consumption (natural gas combustion) and from off
site electrical generation. These sources represent a small percentage of the total 
pollutants. The inclusion of such emissions adds negligibly to the total significant 
project-related emissions burden generated by the proposed project. The proposed 
project will not cause the SCAQMD's recommended threshold levels to be exceeded . 
Operational emission impacts will be at a less-than-significant level. 

The development of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to 
water quality. The subject site is not adjacent to any water sources and construction 
of the project will not create any impact to water quality. Furthermore, the project will 
comply with the City's stormwater management provisions per LAMC 64.70. 

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public 
services: 

The site is currently and adequately served by the City's Department of Water and 
Power, the City's Bureau of Sanitation, the Southern California (SoCal) Gas 
Company, the Los Angeles Police Department, the Los Angeles Fire Department, Los 
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Angeles Unified School District, Los Angeles Public Library, and other public services. 
These utilities and public services have continuously served the neighborhood for 
more than 50 years. In addition, the California Green Code requires new construction 
to meet stringent efficiency standards for both water and power, such as high
efficiency toilets, dual-flush water closets, minimum irrigation standards, LED lighting, 
etc. As a result of these new building codes, which are required of all projects , it can 
be anticipated that the proposed project will not create any impact on existing utilities 
and public services through the net addition of thirteen dwelling units. 

The project can be characterized as in-fill development within urban areas for the 
purpose of qualifying for Class 32 Categorical Exemption as a result of meeting the 
five conditions listed above . 

DENSITY BONUS LEGISLATION BACKGROUND 

The California State Legislature has declared that "[t]he availability of housing is of vital 
statewide importance," and has determined that state and local governments have a 
responsibility to "make adequate provision for the housing needs of all economic segments of 
the community." Section §65580, subds. (a), (d). Section 65915 further provides that an 
applicant must agree to, and the municipality must ensure, the "continued affordability of all low 
and very low income units that qualified the applicant" for the density bonus . 

California State Assembly Bill 2222 went into effect January 1, 2015. It introduces rental 
dwelling unit replacement requirements, which pertain to cases filed (not issued) as of January 
1, 2015. This determination letter does not reflect replacement requirements because the case 
application was submitted to the Department of City Planning on November 18, 2014, prior to 
the effective date of the amended Law. The new state law also increases covenant restrictions 
from 30 to 55 years for cases issued (not just filed) as of January 1, 2015. This determination 
letter does reflect 55 year covenant restrictions, given that the case decision, or approval , as 
noted on the front page, is being issued after January 1, 2015. 

With Senate Bill 1818 (2004 ), state law created a requirement that local jurisdictions approve a 
density bonus and up to three "concessions or incentives" for projects that include defined levels 
of affordable housing in their projects. In response to this requirement, the City created an 
ordinance that includes a menu of incentives (referred to as "on-menu" incentives) comprised of 
eight zoning adjustments that meet the definition of concessions or incentives in state law 
(California Government Code Section 65915). The eight on-menu incentives allow for: 1) 
reducing setbacks; 2) reducing lot coverage; 3) reducing lot width, 4) increasing floor area ratio 
(FAR); 5) increasing height; 6) reducing required open space; 7) allowing for an alternative 
density calculation that includes streets/alley dedications; and 8) allowing for "averaging" of 
FAR, density, parking or open space . In order to grant approval of an on-menu incentive, the 
City utilizes the same findings contained in state law for the approval of incentives or 
concessions. 

Under Government Code Section§ 65915(a), § 65915(d)(2)(C) and § 65915(d)(3) the City of 
Los Angeles complies with the State Density Bonus law by adopting density bonus regulations 
and procedures as codified in Section 12.22 A.25 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. Section 
12.22 A.25 creates a procedure to waive or modify zoning code standards which may prevent, 
preclude or interfere with the effect of the density bonus by which the incentive or concession is 
granted, including legislative body review. The Ordinance must apply equally to all new 
residential development. 
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In exchange for setting aside a defined number of affordable dwelling units within a 
development, applicants may request up to three incentives in addition to the density bonus and 
parking relief which are permitted by right. The incentives are deviations from the City's 
development standards, thus providing greater relief from regulatory constraints. Utilization of 
the Density Bonus/Affordable Housing Incentives Program supersedes requirements of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code and underlying ordinances relative to density, number of units, parking , 
and other requirements relative to incentives, if requested . 

For the purpose of clarifying the Covenant Subordination Agreement between the City of Los 
Angeles and the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) note that 
the covenant required in the Conditions of Approval herein shall prevail unless pre-empted by 
State or Federal law. 

FINANCIAL ANAL YSIS/PRO-FORMA 

Pursuant to the Affordable Housing Incentive Density Bonus provisions of the LAMC (Section 
12.22 A.25), proposed projects that involve on-menu incentives are required to complete the 
Department's Master Land Use Permit Application form, and no supplemental financial data is 
required . The City typically has the discretion to request additional information when it is needed 
to help make required findings. However, the City has determined that the level of detail 
provided in a pro forma is not necessary to make the findings for on-menu incentives. This is 
primarily because each of the City's eight on-menu incentives provides additional buildable 
area, which, if requested by a developer, can be assumed to provide additional project income 
and therefore provide for affordable housing costs . When the menu of incentives was adopted 
by ordinance , the impacts of each were assessed in proportion to the benefits gained with a set
aside of affordable housing units. Therefore, a pro-forma illustrating construction costs and 
operating income and expenses is not a submittal requirement when filing a request for on
menu incentives. The City's Density Bonus Ordinance requires "a pro forma or other 
documentation" with requests for off-menu incentives but has no such requirement for on-menu 
requests. 

TIME LIMIT-OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS 

All terms and conditions of the Director's Determination shall be fulfilled before the use may be 
established . Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.25 A.2, the instant authorization is further conditional 
upon the privileges being utilized within three years after the effective date of this determination 
and , if such privileges are not utilized, building permits are not issued, or substantial physical 
construction work is not begun within said time and carried on diligently so that building permits 
do not lapse, the authorization shall terminate and become void . 

TRANSFERABILITY 

This determination runs with the land. In the event the property is to be sold, leased , rented or 
occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent that you advise them 
regarding the conditions of this grant. If any portion of this approval is utilized, then all other 
conditions and requirements set forth herein become immediately operative and must be strictly 
observed. 

VIOLATIONS OF THESE CONDITIONS, A MISDEMEANOR 

The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this grant is not a permit or license and that 
any permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public agency. 
Furthermore, if any condition of this grant is violated or not complied with, then the applicant or 
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his successor in interest may be prosecuted for violating these conditions the same as for any 
violation of the requirements contained in the Municipal Code, or the approval may be revoked . 

Section 11 .00 of the LAMC states in part (m): "It shall be unlawful for any person to violate any 
provision or fail to comply with any of the requirements of this Code. Any person violating any 
of the provisions or failing to comply with any of the mandatory requirements of this Code shall 
be guilty of a misdemeanor unless that violation or failure is declared in that section to be an 
infraction. An infraction shall be tried and be punishable as provided in Section 19.6 of the 
Penal Code and the provisions of this section. Any violation of this Code that is designated as a 
misdemeanor may be charged by the City Attorney as either a misdemeanor or an infraction. 

Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor unless provision is 
otherwise made, and shall be punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment 
in the County Jail for a period of not more than six months, or by both a fine and imprisonment. " 

APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE 

The Determination in this matter will become effective and final fifteen ( 15) days after the 
date of mailing of the Notice of Director's Determination unless an appeal there from is filed 
with the City Planning Department. It is strongly advised that appeals be filed early during the 
appeal period and in person so that imperfections/incompleteness may be corrected before the 
appeal period expires. Any appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, accompanied by the 
required fee, a copy of this Determination, and received and receipted at a public office of the 
Department of City Planning on or before the above date or the appeal will not be accepted . 
Forms are available on-line at www.cityplanning.lacity.org . 

Planning Department public offices are located at: 

Downtown Office 
Figueroa Plaza 
201 North Figueroa Street, 4rh Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077 

Valley Office 
Marvin Braude Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suite 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5050 

Only an applicant or any owner or tenant of a property abutting, across the street or 
alley from, or having a common corner with the subject property can appeal this Density 
Bonus Compliance Review Determination. Per the Density Bonus Provision of State Law 
(Government Code Section §65915) the Density Bonus increase in units above the base 
density zone limits and the appurtenant parking reductions are not a discretionary action and 
therefore cannot be appealed. Only the requested incentives are appealable. Per Section 
12.22 A.25 of the LAMC, appeals of Density Bonus Compliance Review cases are heard by the 
City Planning Commission . 

Verification of condition compliance with building plans and/or building permit applications are 
done at the Development Services Center of the Department of City Planning at either Figueroa 
Plaza in Downtown Los Angeles or the Marvin Braude Constituent Service Center in the 
Valley. In order to assure that you receive service with a minimum amount of waiting, applicants 
are encouraged to schedule an appointment with the Development Services Center either by 
calling (213) 482-7077, (818) 374-5050, or through the Department of City Planning website 
at http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The applicant is further advised to notify any consultant 
representing you of this requirement as well. 
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The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by 
California Code of Civil Procedures Section 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may seek 
judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.5, only if the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section is filed no later than the 
90th day following the date on which the City's decision becomes final. 

Vincent P. Bertoni , AICP 
Director of Planning 

Reviewed by: 

~ J',.l, "" ; J Ov.,' ,--,,_.... '-"--
ieawrence, AICP, Senior City Planner 

Reviewed by: 
/ /l,ide ,(,/~ 

Mich,611 vy-;-ctty, Planner 
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ann.choi@lacity.org 
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Harvey Goodman (E) 
834 17th Street 
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MAYOR 

A. 2 

INFORMATION 
(213) 976-1270 

www.lacity.org/PLN 

Re: Tentative Tract Map No. 66882 
1120-1136 S. Roxbury Drive and1123-

1127 S. Bedford Drive 
Council District: 5 
Existing Zone: [Q]R3-1-O 
Community Plan: West Los Angeles 
CEQA No.: ENV-2006-6126 -MND 
Fish and Game: Exempt 

In accordance with provisions of Section 17.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the 
Advisory Agency approved Tentative Tract Map No. 66882, composed of one lot, 
located at 1120-1136 S. Roxbury Drive and 1123-1127 S. Bedford Drive for a new 
maximum 20-unit residential condominium as shown on map stamp-dated July 13, 
2006 in the West Los Angeles Community Plan. This unit density is based on the 
[Q]R3-1-O Zone. (The subdivider is hereby advised that the Municipal Code may not 
permit this maximum approved density. Therefore, verification should be obtained from 
the Department of Building and Safety, which will legally interpret the Zoning code as it 
applies to this particular property.) For an appointment with the Subdivision Counter 
call (213) 978-1362. The Advisory Agency's approval is subject to the following 
conditions: 

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION 

1. Comply with any requirements with the Department of Building and Safety, 
Grading Division for recordation of the final map and issuance of any permit. 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION 

2. That prior to recordation of the final map. the Department of Building and Safety, 
Zoning Division shall certify that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on 
the subject site. In addition, the following items shall be satisfied: 

a. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on 
the site. Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on 
lots without a main structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition 
permits and signed inspection cards to show completion of the demolition 
work. 

b. Provide a copy of [Q] condition(s). Show compliance with the above 
condition(s) as applicable or Department of City Planning approval is 
required. 

c. Provide a copy of CPC case CPC-1988-341-ZC. Show compliance with 
all conditions/requirements of the CPC cases(s) as applicable. 

ct. Show all street/alley dedication(s) as required by Bureau of Engineering 
and provide net lot area after dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re
checked as per net lot area after street/alley dedication. 

Any proposed structures or uses on the site have not been checked for and shall 
comply with Building and Zoning Code requirements. Plan check will be required 
before any construction, occupancy or change of use. 

An appointment is required for the issuance of a clearance letter from the 
Department of Building and Safety. The applicant is asked to contact Del Reyes at 
(213) 482-6682 to schedule and appointment. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

3. That prior to recordation of the final map, satisfactory arrangements shall be 
made with the Department of Transportation to assure: 

a. A minimum of 20-foot reservoir space be provided between any security 
gate(s) and the property line or to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Transportation. 
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6. That satisfactory arrangements be made in accordance with the requirements of 
the Information Technology Agency to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in the same manner as other required improvements. Refer to the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 17.05N. Written evidence of such 
arrangements must be submitted to the Information Technology Agency, 200 N. 
Main Street, 12th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 922.8363. 

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS 

7. That the Quimby fee be based on the R3 Zone. (MM) 

URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION AND THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

8. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a plot plan prepared by a reputable tree 
expert, indicating the location, size, type, and condition of all existing trees on the 
site shall be submitted for approval by the Department of City Planning. All trees 
in the public right-of-way shall be provided per the current Urban Forestry 
Division standards. 

Replacement by a minimum of (4) 24-inch box trees in the parkway and on the 
site of the trees to be removed, shall be required for the unavoidable loss of 
desirable trees on the site, and to the satisfaction of the Advisory Agency. (MM) 
Note: Removal of all trees in the public right-of-way shall require approval of the 
Board of Public Works. Contact: Urban Forestry Division at: 213-485-5675. 
Failure to comply with this condition as written shall require the filing of a 
modification to this tract map in order to clear the condition. 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

9. Prior to the recordation of the final map. the subdivider shall prepare and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a 
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all 
successors to the following: 

a. Limit the proposed development to a maximum of 20 dwelling units. 

b. Provide a minimum of 2 covered off-street parking spaces per dwelling 
unit, plus ½ guest parking spaces per dwelling unit. All guest spaces shall 
be readily accessible, conveniently located, specifically reserved for guest 
parking, posted and maintained satisfactory to the Department of Building 
and Safety. 
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satisfactory to the Advisory Agency~ The ·mitigation monitor(s) shall be identified 
as to their areas of responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, 
construction, postconstruction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation 
of the above mentioned mitigation items. 

13. Prior to the recordation of the final-map, -the subdivider will prepare and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a 
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all 
successors to the following: 

MM-1. 

MM-2. 

MM-3. 

MM-4 

MM-5 

MM-6 

All open areas "nor·used for buildings, driveways, parking areas, 
recreational facilities or walks shall be attractively landscaped and 
maintained in accordance with a landscape plan, including an 
automatic irrigation plan, prepared by a licensed landscape 
architect to the satisfaction of the decision maker. 

Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, so 
that the light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential 
properties. 

The design and construction of the project shall conform to the 
Uniform Building Code seismic standards as approved by the 
Department of Building and Safety. 

All multiple residential buildings shall have adequate ventilation as 
defined in Section 91.7102 and the Municipal Code of a gas
detection system installed in the basement or on the lowest floor 
level on grade, and within the under floor space in buildings with 
raised foundations. 

Prior to the issuance of the demolition permit, the applicant shall 
provide a letter to the Department of Building and Safety from a 
qualified asbestos abatement consultant that no ACM are present 
in the building. If ACM are found to be present, it will need to be 
abated in compliance with the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District's Rule 1403 as well as all other state and federal rules and 
regulations. 

Project applicants are required to implement stormwater BMPs to 
retain or treat the runoff from a storm event producing 3/4 inch of 
rainfall in a 24-hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be 
1n accordance with the Development Best Management Practices 
Handbook Part B Planning Activities. A signed certificate from a 
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MM-16 The owner{s) of the propertywilt prepare and execute a covenant 
and agreement (Planning Department General form CP-6770) 
satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the owners to post 
construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in accordance 
with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions, - - -

MM-17 Concrete, not metal, shall be used for construction of parking 
ramps. 

MM-18 

MM-19 

MM-20 

MM-21 

The interior ramps shall be·textured to prevent tire squeal at turning 
areas. 

Parking lots located adjacent to residential buildings shall have a 
solid decorative wall adjacent to the residential buildings. 

Provide a tenant relocation plan to the City Planning Department for 
approval. 

Per Section 17 .12-A of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall pay the applicable Quimby fees for the construction 
of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for construction of 
apartment buildings. 

14. Construction Mitigation Conditions - Prior to the issuance of a grading or 
building permit, or the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare 
and execute a Covenant and Agreement {Planning Department General Form 
CP-6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the 
subdivider and all successors to the following: 

CM-1. That a sign be required on site clearly stating a contact/complaint 
telephone number that provides contact to a live voice, not a recording 
or voice mail, during all hours of construction, the construction site 
address, and the tract map number. YOU ARE REQUIRED TO POST 
THE SIGN 7 DAYS BEFORE CONSTRUCTION IS TO BEGIN. 

a. Locate the sign in a conspicuous place on the subject site or 
structure {if developed) so that the public can easily read it. The 
sign must be sturdily attached to a wooden post if it will be 
freestanding. 
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CM-10. 

CM-11. 

CM-12. 

CM-13. 

CM-14. 

CM-15. 

CM-16. 

CM-17. 

CM-18. 

CM-19. 

Construction and demolition activities ·shall be scheduled so as to 
avoid operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which 
causes high noise levels. 

The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with 
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices. 

The project sponsor must comply with the Noise Insulation 
Standards of Title 24 of the California Code Regulations, which 
insure an acceptable interior noise environment. 

Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry 
weather periods. If grading occurs during the rainy season 
(October 15 through April 1), construct diversion dikes to channel 
runoff around the site. Line channels with grass or roughened 
pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Incorporate appropriate erosion control and drainage devices to the 
satisfaction of the Building and Safety Department shall be 
incorporated, such as interceptor terraces, berms, vee-channels, 
and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91 .7013 of 
the Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and 
perennial grasses in areas where construction is not immediately 
planned. These will shield and bind the soil. 

Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps 
or plastic sheeting. 

All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled 
recycling bins to recycle construction materials including: solvents, 
water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, 
wood, and vegetation. Non recyclable materials/wastes must be 
taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes must be discarded at 
a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Clean up leaks, drips and spills immediately to prevent 
contaminated soil on paved surfaces that can be washed away into 
the storm drains. 

Do not hose down pavement at material spills. Use dry cleanup 
methods whenever possible. 

Cover and maintain dumpsters. Place uncovered dumpsters under 
a roof or cover with tarps or plastic sheeting. 
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In the event the subdivider decides not to request a"permit before the 
recordation of the final map, a covenant and agreement satisfactory to 
the Advisory Agency guaranteeing the submission of such plan before 
obtaining any permit shall be recorded. 

C-5. In order to expedite the development, -- the --applicant may apply for a 
building permit for an apartment building. However, prior to issuance of 
a building permit for apartments, the registered civil engineer, architect 
or licensed land surveyor shall certify in a letter to the Advisory Agency 
that all applicable tract conditions affecting the physical design of the 
building and/or site, have been included into the building plans. Such 
letter is sufficient to clear this condition. In addition. all of the applicable 
tract conditions shall be stated in full on the building plans and a copy of 
the plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Advisory Agency prior 
to submittal to the Department of Building and Safety for a building 
permit. 

OR 

If a building permit for apartments will not be requested, the project civil 
engineer, architect or licensed land surveyor must certify in a letter to the 
Advisory Agency that the applicant will not request a permit for 
apartments and intends to acquire a building permit for a condominium 
building(s). Such letter is sufficient to clear this condition. 

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - STANDARD CONDITIONS 

S-1. (a) That the sewerage facilities charge be deposited prior to recordation of 
the final map over all of the tract in conformance with Section 64.11.2 of 
the Municipal Code. 

(b) That survey boundary monuments be established in the field in a 
manner satisfactory to the City Engineer and located within the California 
Coordinate System prior to recordation of the final map. Any alternative 
measure approved by the City Engineer would require prior submission 
of complete field notes in support of the boundary survey. 

(c) That satisfactory arrangements be made with both the Water System 
and the Power System of the Department of Water and Power with 
respect to water mains, fire hydrants, service connections and public 
utility easements. 
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(c) All grading done on private property outside the tract boundaries in 
connection with public improvements shall be performed within 
dedicated slope easements or by grants of satisfactory rights of entry by 
the affected property owners. 

(d) All improvements within public streets, private street, alleys and 
easements shall be constructed under permit in conformity with plans 
and specifications approved by the Bureau of Engineering. 

(e) Any required bon~ed sewer fees shall be paid prior to recordation of the 
final map. 

S-3. That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of 
the final map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed: 

(a) Construct on-site sewers to serve the tract as determined by the City 
Engineer. 

(b) Construct any necessary drainage facilities. 

(c) Install street lighting facilities to serve the tract as required by the Bureau 
of Street Lighting. 

(d) Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated street 
or proposed dedicated streets as required by the Street Tree Division of 
the Bureau of Street Maintenance. All street tree planting's shall be 
brought up to current standards. When the City has previously been paid 
for tree planting, the subdivider or contractor shall notify the Street Tree 
Division ((213) 485-5675) upon completion of construction to expedite 
tree planting. 

(e) Repair or replace any off-grade or broken curb, gutter and sidewalk 
satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

(f) Construct access ramps for the handicapped as required by the City 
Engineer. 

(g) Close any unused driveways satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

(h) Construct any necessary additional street improvements to comply with 
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. 
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- ·· Approval from Board of Public Works may be necessary before removal of any street 
trees in conjunction with the improvements in this tract map through Bureau of Street 
Services Urban Forestry Division. 

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power, Power System, to pay for removal, relocation, replacement or adjustment 
of power facilities due to this development. The subdivider must make arrangements 
for the underground installation of all new utility lines in conformance with Section 
17 .0SN of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

The final map must record within 36 months of this approval, unless a time extension 
is granted before the end of such period. 

The Advisory Agency hereby finds that this tract conforms to the California Water 
Code, as required by the Subdivision Map Act. 

No building permit will be issued until the subdivider has secured a certification from 
the Housing Authority that the development complies with the requirements for low
and moderate-income housing, per Section 12.39-A of the LAMC. 

The subdivider should consult the Department of Water and Power to obtain energy 
saving design features that can be incorporated into the final building plans for the 
subject development. As part of the Total Energy Management Program of the 
Department of Water and Power, this no-cost consultation service will be provided to 
the subdivider upon his request. 

Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, 
its agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the 
City or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this 
approval which action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall 
promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall 
cooperate fully in the defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any 
claim action or proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the 
applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the 
City. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

The Department of City Planning issued Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV-2006-
6126-MND on September 13, 2006. The Department found that potential negative 
impact could occur from the project's implementation due to: 

Aesthetics (visual character light,); 
Air Quality (construction, operational); 
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(a) THE PROPOSED MAP IS CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL ANO 
SPECIFIC PLANS. 

The adopted West Los Angeles Community Plan designates the subject 
property for Medium Residential land use with the corresponding zone of R3. 
The property is located in the West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement 
and Mitigation Specific Plan. The property contains approximately 20,693 net 
square feet after required dedication and is presently zoned [Q]R3-1-O. The 
proposed development of 20 residential condominium is allowable under the 
current adopted zone and the land use designation. The project will provide 
much needed new home ownership opportunities for the Community Plan area. 
The existing tenants will be provided with relocation assistance pursuant to the 
Los Angeles Housing Department's applicable ordinances. 

The site is not subject to the Specific Plan for the Management of Flood 
Hazards (floodways, floodplains, mud prone areas, coastal high-hazard and 
flood-related erosion hazard areas). 

Therefore, as conditioned, the proposed tract map is consistent with the intent 
and purpose of the applicable General and Specific Plans. 

(b) THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ARE 
CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. 

Roxbury Drive is a Collector Street dedicated to a width 80-foot width at the 
project's street frontage. Bedford Drive adjoining the property to the east is a 
local street dedicated to a width of 60 feet. The Bureau of Engineering is 
requiring no dedication. This project is subject to the West Los Angeles 
Transportation Improvement Mitigation Specific Plan requirements. The 
proposed project will provide parking spaces in conformance with the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code and the Deputy Advisory Agency's parking policy for 
condominium projects in parking congested areas. As conditioned the design 
and improvements of the proposed project are consistent with the applicable 
General and Specific Plans. 

(c) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED TYPE OF 
DEVELOPMENT. 

The site is currently developed with three apartment buildings and a total of 12 
units. It's one of the under-improved properties in the vicinity. The 
development of this tract is an infill of an otherwise multiple-family 
neighborhood. 
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The development is required to be connected to the City's sanitary sewer system, 
where the sewage will be directed to the LA Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has 
been upgraded to meet Statewide ocean discharge standards. The Bureau of 
Engineering has reported that the proposed subdivision does not violate the 
existing California Water Code because the subdivision will be connected to the 
public ·sewer system and will have only a minor incremental impact on the quality 
of the effluent from the Hyperion Treatment Plant. 

(g) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 
WILL NOT CONFLICT WITH EASEMENTS ACQUIRED BY THE PUBLIC AT 
LARGE FOR ACCESS THROUGH OR USE OF PROPERTY WITHIN THE 
PROPOSED SUBDIVISION. 

No such easements are known to exist. Needed public access for roads and 
utilities will be acquired by the City prior to recordation of the proposed tract. 

(h) THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION WILL PROVIDE, TO THE 
EXTENT FEASIBLE, FOR FUTURE PASSIVE OR NATURAL HEATING OR 
COOLING OPPORTUNITIES IN THE SUBDIVISION. (REF. SECTION 66473.1). 

In assessing the feasibility of passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities 
in the proposed subdivision design, the applicant has prepared and submitted 
materials which consider the local climate, contours, configuration of the 
parcel(s) to be subdivided and other design and improvement requirements. 

Providing for passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities will not result in 
reducing allowable densities or the percentage of a lot which may be occupied by 
a building or structure under applicable planning and zoning in effect at the time 
the tentative map was filed . 

The lot layout of the subdivision has taken into consideration the maximizing of 
the north/south orientation. 

The topography of the site has been considered in the maximization of passive or 
natural heating and cooling opportunities. 

In addition, prior to obtaining a building permit, the subdivider shall consider 
building construction techniques, such as overhanging eaves, location of 
windows, insulation, exhaust fans; planting of trees for shade purposes and the 
height of the buildings on the site in relation to adjacent development. 
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...... ···································· .. ···· ··············· ... · ...................................................................................... ,. ......................... _ (; 
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,, llfs.,Porm 2 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY • •·-'2 BUILDING DIVISION ~. 

Application for the Erection of ~ilding 
OF ; 

CLASS "D" '<.. 
To tlllt Board of BuU•Jnr and Sarely ConunlHlo .. ,. ol tlM Chy •• Lo11 An .. lNa ...,d 

Aps,llcat!on la btrcbf m•dt Lo lbo Uoard or DulldlDI' and Safet, Conl,llttalGMn ut tbt Cltr of Lo, Aa1eles, ~,'ito~lhfo oftlet ot Ua■ 8uperla• 
ttnde1U ot Dolldla11. tor a llulldln1 pemlt In aceordanca wlth th dt1crfptl01J and for th• parpou MNfnafter Ht tcrrtb. ~ripllc111tton I• 1nade •ab~ 
Jett to lhe tollo"lnlC cundltl,n■,. wlllcla •r• beret., asncd t.o by t!u1 ondt,.lcnea .. pllcaat aQd •blch aball be dttmitd concllt ~rhu: Jntu th• ucrclt• 
uf t)H Plltrmlt.: 

Flr111 Thall the wrndl doH not 11nnt •111 rJrht or prJ•ll•a• to Httel anv bulldl11: OI' other 11ruduH thntla dotcrib ru,rUoa thu .. t, 
11pon 111,- 1trf>et. allay or olbtr Jl\lbllc plac::e or pot\lon thtrHf. 

Second, That tho P"rmlt. due, nut Rrant ADJ' rhrht. or prJvllect ta UH any b1i1Udlnr or other 1trucl11re therein deacrillNI, or 

for an'rl!f,'1i°1h~~1:h~
11:!nn:; ~i':h!t;:,:a•.,P~:!!b!:t .b1e::!1:;~:;11dtc~h:n~1~.:! !;; tl~=~~'~r rlrht of po11n1Jon la. tbt PNPfflt . r . -· •• aur• 

· penrut, 

~-.; . .LL~ 
· Lot No ........ ---/':.. . ............ ......................... ................................................................................................. . 

......... . .. ••• •••••••..• .• . , .... ............ . .. . .. . .. . ... .. ·-···•"········ · ·· .................... •••••••• ..... ,. , u ... ............ ....... .................. . .. . . .. . .. ..... ............ ...... . 

·;~;~: ···~ract. ........... ///c::J,.~ ........... -· ................................................................................. r,············· .. ············· 

.,(~.:. /,Z2!:R-~- .... ~ .... --~· ~~~· f,·: Approvedby · · ... · · Lo t· f B ·1d · ,. ";,.;J;.. v · q City E11gineer x·:. ca ton O UI Jng ........... ~ .... , ........ ..... jii;;;;;·ii~;;,i;;;·;~·,;·jj· ··;3:····· .. ··.··=·:z~·· •:h •••.••• • : .. . . 

·~t'. . . .. ;~,A~A1 . L ~ ~ . . ·.L:JOff1 A: . ..:: '" .... ~ ... :.::~.:._,_,,_ .. .,., 
.-: .··. -Between what cross 11treets.... .,:<:,'':~,F.,,:O .. ,~: .. .. "r-"--:................. . ... '!ow.'............................. \ ».,.,,.. 
},}USE .INK OR INDELIBLE PENCIL ,_: 
y;; · .. . ~ ~-- ~ ~ 
• .. :/· ·1. Purpose of building......... . ............................................ ·-·············Families .... 7-.

1
'1 • .-Rooms ......... 2-

·$~.·- • ~St atdente, Apartm~O\IM,B .o.ran,o,btrPDfPO&•) t'J 
:f.:· 2. Owner(PrlnL Notot).. . .. • .•..• .. (..~. ........ .. . ......................... Phg£ ............... -......•.. 

· S. Owner's addrees ............. ~~ .. ...... . '::27. ........ ~ ........ ~.:::: .............. ·-··· 
· /; ----------- State . 4. Certificated .Archltect. ....................................................... ....... L!cense No .......................... .Phone.·-······--·-······-

r! 6. Licensed Engineer .... J :···!.g. ... : .... ~ ....................... r:a~No.._2.4-0, .. a .... Phone. ____ _ 

. '.··/ ii. Contractor ....... &~ ............................................ !.E~No ............................. Phone ............ _~~- · 

· ;:;:: .:·. 7. . Contractor's address................................................................................................ /.:2,s,,:s. e:> . ~ 
, 'I'. ·,···. • , {lncludlne all labot aa.d matolal and 11U »umanenl.} 

', ~ _:·· . . 8~ ,r .ALU A TI ON OF PROPOSED WORK ~~':~ =~:~,::l'.'::i':r•.'l'J!<; :.:'/f~:·.r.~::~ $ .. ,e;J{.d .. "-'--.~ ~ 
'i :.i' ;.· - . . . 1:q1dpmcnt thcrela w thereon. 

r;·: S. ::1~t ~';f ~~e~d~!~~.NOW} ....................... ii;i,;;;;·lk._-,:i,;~-;,·A~~·;;;,;;~~._-j········ .............. . 
· } ~ 10. Size of new bulldlng,f.::.a .. x.~.No. Stories~ .. Height to highest poi~ . .$.Size lo~ .. »c.'.'~.d 

: ~J··1~. Type of soi~~ ............ Foundation (Material) ~ ........ Depth in ground .. /.z...:.: ........ . 
. . , 12. Width. of footing ...... !..f;O-···Widtb of .foundation wall ......... £'.: ..... .Size of red~ood sill.:::?. ... x.~ ... . 

: :·:." 18. Material exterior ~ .. ~1ze of studs: (Exter,or~.~.~ (Interior~)~·: 

l◄. Joist: First Jloori2'.x.<:".43econd fto~ .. x,<o,Ruftcrij.c::!.,x .. :,--Maler1al) of roof=~··· 

15. Chimney (Malcriul) ........... .Size Flue ...... x ...... No. Inlets each flue .......... Ilepth footing in ground ....... . .. .. .. 

,. 



_. .,· .... . . .. ,, , ..•. •; .. :··'~ .-;·:-\•. . ·: ·· , • I ' • • I 

. ; ;' 

POI DIPA'lt'l'NINT ,.VII ONLY 

.... - ...................... _. Street Wldenb1 ............ ,....... ; . ·. J; 
( (2) .. :; ','. ; 

REINFORCED CONCRETE The building referred to In thla Aµpllc11tlon will be mo111 / : 
than 100 feet from ·:.\ 

.': , Bnrrels of Cement.. ............................. . . ............................................. ... ............ ........ ... ............ Strt!i!t ·. ·.;:,:. 

Tons of Reinforcing Steel ................... . Sign Here ... .............. .................................................................... : ·--f ~ 
lOWllfforAatbmNd A ... t, '.'·\:. 

(S) Thia building wlll be not lees 
than 10 feet from a11y other bulldinr 
used for residential purposes on this 
Jot. 

(4) ·! ] 
There will be an unobatrqoted pa1&ageway at leJSt ten; ... }i 

(10) feet wide, eirtendlngfrom any dwelUng on lot to a Poblf~· >i 
Street or Pub11c Alley at least 10 feet In width. · .. . ::( 

Sign Here ........... ·--············· ........................... _ ........................ _~;·}:!'. 
(Owner or Audaor11e-d Al'nl) . ~•. ~ 

Sign here ..... .. .............................. ........ . 
(Owner or A.utlloriud Atfflt) 

REMARKS: ............ ~M u1\:i .. \ .......................... -............... 9-. :2 r-.. 3 e-........................................ · 
..... ................................. ....................... ................ ,~ ..... p✓-v. .•. ~ ..... .)..,S, ... Q.!i .. (.d.) ... ::-: ...... QA:/ 

.. ,.FJbA~··GH£CKiNG ......... r··· .............. /~ ... /.JS .. !.. A, J. .. c.. . . ., .............................. . 
.,_ '}(it,~ -IT .... ~. v.:...0-·-~··· ,: -~ 

•···~·EGEff01-•No, ... 2;:..:,, .... ,::e,_.il'<P"............................................. ..,.:r..Y.. ..... .... 1,-• .et.H.li.J.J:.✓..<1. .. ........... : ••••••• 

.... llALUAT.ION.$:i!:--:::. .................................... /.H~······-······ 

.... F.li;E PA10........ .. ................................................................................................................. .. 

... -••• •••••• .. •••• - ,.• • ••• • .. •• ••••• .. •••• .. •••••• .. ... ........ ......... ••••••••• .. •••••••• .. •• .................. u .. ••••••••••••n•••• ........ .... ... ............ .. ....... ...... , ,,,, ,,..,,,.,.,_. ,. • .,., .. ,,. t t 

;.···. 

•• •••• •·•-... ••• .... •••••• •••• .. ·•••••-•• .. •• .. •• •• .. •u••••••• •• , · ... .... ... .. . ._ ............................................................ ,-• .. •••• .. ••••• .. ••• • ............ ,u,•- ••••• .. ••••••••••••••••••,t• 

........................................... ,..................................... .................................. ......... . . . . . . . . 

..................... . ....... . ... .... ......... . .. ..... •• •••· ••H •O H ...... • •• • •• ••••••• .. ••••••••·• •• • • .. •• • o •• •••• • • • •••••••• .. ••• •• ••·•• .. • •• ••••• ·• • • •• • .. ••• .. ••· •• .. • • .. ,• • •·• .. •• .. ·••; .. ,. 

. ·-· .. ···· .. -- ··············· ...... .. ,. ............................................................................................... ......... .. .. .. ............ .... .. .............................. ...... .... ............... ...... ,, 

.............. ........................ .... .., .. ... u.......................................................................................... .... .. ....... ...... .. .... ... . 'S - .... . 

. .. • • • • •• ·••• •U •• .. •••••• • --• • o •• • •• • • • .. o , ,_• •• , ................ . .. .. . . . ............ . .......... ... - ..................... ......... . ...... , ... ... ..... .. . H• ... ......... ........... .. • • • ... • ••••--••• .. •• .. .._,_• ........... .. 
.J ''-• 

I .. .. .... .. ..................... ........................... ...... ..................... .......... ...... ................ .... ..... ... ......... ... ... ........................... ................... ................ 

.... .... ....... · ... .... .................... .. .......... ............................. ....... .. .... ............ .. .. ........... ......... .. ............ .... ... .................... ......... ,. .......................... , , 

. .' 

••• , . . ................... ,, . • , .. . . . . , ............... , ... , ........................................................... .,,. ......... .. . . ....... .. . . ... ........ u, .............. , ... . ... -, .. ••t••••o• .... ••• ........ -•• 

.-........... ............... .... .. ....... ... ..... . _, .. -....................................... ........ ............... ............ ....................................................................................... ,. ...... . 
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• CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY 

2 
BUILDING DIVISION ~ ·-

Application for the Erection of a .ding 
OP > 

CLASS "D" -<. 
Te ••• "-11 •f Dto1Wla1 ... lafatr eo.ai.o.....,, ti , .. a,, •I Lu ~,ohor • _,.,,, 

APfll•llff !t llltrtbT .... lo ... Doud ., B■lWJ ...... llalalr CommlsalOMH of 1H Cltr of Lot An1•1 ... u.l'g,,111 "" olll•• of "'· ll•Ptrl•• 
tndnt o D•IWla•• ter • lnlU4f•• pmr,lt Ill aceordaaoe wl•• tlle cln,rtpUon ad for tll• ,.,_. b_ut,ot HI fortl,. ~appllcatlon to •eel• Hb-
_,Setl ,!! Ila■ followta1 tCHldllleH. wbld1 or• loent.1 asne,I It b:, tbe uadtrol1DICI appUca11t aad wlllcll tball lit clHJDed <OD41 •~rfoc lato Ille axerc tt 

·--11, 
Finto Tlla!,,~• J>tr•II doe• Dol 11nn1 aar 1'lrkt or pd,11t1• lo encl aar buUdlu u oclttr atraature tbrreln cr.tcrlb• ~:, portua u..r.or, 

uea uy •~••t. ...,,. or olba publlo plae• or portlOD tlsereor. ~ 
1 s.c.n,h That the Pnmlt doca not paDt •~r dsh\ or »rlvUe.ae to 11H an,- buJldrDS' or other •tnctun tberdo ducdbed, o foa tlereof, 

or anr,i:r:;r,>;J!i:a:ii~•,:n':J:~ ~~~!';!!"fl"Z!1>~'::1 .!'J.::'!.~':!u~ei11:,.~11a~~ ~ u~!~~ rl■ht of »omulon 111. tb• proptrl .. la IHII .-11. 

Lot N•·:;;~·········~ .. :1,.f·_'····I-·-~··,£'.£ ......... ~.... . ~ ·-··········., _o .......... ~.q:f ~ .. ,.,-t: .. ~······· ·········· ... ,i-••· .. ·•··•·· .. •·····•··· .... · ........................... b ....... .. 
Tract ...... /..,C/ .. a .. 6 .. 'J1';;~~;;;?7'?~/~······~···· ................... ········~,:. --;~·::;···· 
Location of Buildlng ... :U.2~-ff a,.).(,1~~~·£ii:,:.:,.·• .. ·· .. ·-:: ............. :;); · f 1~? . . 
Between what cross streets ..... ~,&~~--~.~/:i ... ~~./!/.§1:>./4J.&,A.,. ~~ 77'"J: I / . 
USE INK OR INJ)ELIBLE PENCIL 1.. .~ 

l, Purpose of building ........ /:2.~--"? .. -................................................ Familie .. ~ •.. Ri3ns .. ::?. .... 2!-
2. 

s. 
4. 

~parillart Jlo ,ou •~-..1";<';,.,c;,,:.,_• ~ !;;:-,: 
Phon_. ::::~~•.-•-.-·-·-.. 

5. Licensed Engineer .. .. 

6. ContrActor .............. . 

7, 

8. 
Contractor's address ................................... ;::;:·;;~~··;; ... ~~~··:;·;;.:-;~;;:;·~:;·:;;·,.:::;:;·· -~- ~-" 

y ALUATION OF PROPOSED WORK {:::.c"'~ ~u: ........ ·:~'::f-..rJ::: .:'lf.,:·i~::~},.L .. o: • .1,.t'-.~.9.---······· 
~qulpmcnt tbettlo or tbfff'On.. , 

9. !1:1':t = =~~~d:i:f~.NOW} •·??··~;,;i·ii;~·;;ji;;i;;;~,~th;;:p;;,;;;.;;··•··:···:•·········· 
10. Size of ne~ ~n6~.~No. S~ries.~.Height to highest poin~.~ize lot::-!..~ .. x./.~~-" 

11. Type o~~ ...... Foundation (-Material) ... ~eptb m ground ..... C.~ ........• 

12. 

18. 

14, 

15, 

g-· 
Width. o<fooU~g ... ,:'.'..~o<~ ... dation walL. ... ~ . ..'. .... .51,o o< ,ed~ood ,nt.~.xb ... 
Matenal exterior wall .. . .,.Size of studs: (Extenor~.?.(In~r1or bearmg;.:-:?.-4-

Joist: First ftoaie.. .. i✓.'~econd flooe.: .. r.:'aafter~.x.6.Materlal of ro~ ... P."'~ 

Chimney (Material). ...... ...... o. i~lets eac rflue .......... ~ting in ground ....... . 

I) 

r-. 

llamP. kn• wboo 
Ptrmlt It lHiatd 

SEP -2 ljJ7 

I 



. ' . FOR DEPA"I\TM!MT USE ONLY ~, 
AJ plication -•·~ Fire Dlltrlct..-... •··--•·-- Bldr. Lin, ··-·-·-·· .......... Forced Draft V.nW. .. -

Construction. ••. ·--~ • Zonln• .................................... Street Wldenln11 .... - .............. · 
(1) - (2) 

REJ1'"FORCED CONCRETE The building referred to in this Aµpllcatton will be more 
than 100 feet from 

Barrels of Cement ............. - .....•........... . .................................................................. _ ............... Street 
Tons of Reinforcing Steel... ................. ' Slitl Her-e ............................................................................................ 

IOnw.,. Aal~ot- Asull 
(3) This building will be not less (4) 
than 10 feet !rom any other building There will be an unobatrqcted paaaa1ew"ic at le- ten 
used for residential parposes on thf11 (10) feet wide, extendlnt from any dwellina on qt to a Public 
Jot. Street or Public Alley at eaat 10 feet ID width. 

Sign bere ... _ ......................................... Sign Here ............ H---•····--··· .. ····· .... · .... -... -..... -..... -.................... 
(-or Aatl,orised Asn,O (Oner or Aaturls .. A ... ,, 

. 

REMARKS: (L~1~d. .... 7f::!..'li.2. .. f. .......................... -................................................................................... . 
I herPby c~rtify that th~re is . 

••- •• ........ •••-•••-u••-•• .............. ••••••J,••••••••• ••.,•• ............................ •,.•••••" ................... ••••• ..................... _ ................................................................ ., ................... ,. •• .,,.., ••• -

•- ••-•-•--••-•--•••-•••••-••••-••••--• .............................................................. ., ............. ., ................ n .... •••••• ................... . ..... ................ .-, ....................................... ., •• ,.,..,..,.,.,.,. U 

··--• .......... _. ______ ,._ ................. ,-.................................................................................................................................................................................................................... -........... ~,;."""-

··-···-----··--··•-............... -.-................................ ...... .............. .... ............................ -......... .. .................. ....... .......................... -.................. .. ................... _ 
•• • ............ ----• ....... ......... ....,. ... . ••-••• .... ,. ......... u.,.. ........... .. . ...................... .. ........... ,. . .......... . ...................................... _ ................................................................ - .......................... -•,.H•• 

.. _ .. . .......... _ ..... - . .................... Hu ........ , ................................................................. ................................. . . ............................. .. .................................................... . ....... , ... - ... 

......... •••••• -- • • • • • • •• • • • •• • - • - .. •• .. • .. •••••••• ............................ .. ........... u .............. . . ..... ........................... .,. ... ., • ...... ........................ • .. •••••• ........................... - ........ . 

... •-••• .. ••• ......... ... ......... _ .... ..... u•• .............. u-•• .. . ... .. .. .. , .... .. .......... ••••--•••• .. •••• ••• .. •• .... . ............ •••••-.... • ..................................................... .................... ... ............. , 

• • • •• .. • · • - .. • •oh • • ••••4• ... - ....... . . ..... ... .-.. .. .......... .. ...... . ................. . .................... ... ....... . ........... .... .............. - ........ _ ..... ............................... . ....................... _ ........ -

. . . ----..- .. . . . . . ..., ,.,. 

...... ... ...... .. . ............................... ... . ... . ... ........... .. .... .. -.. ... •-···· ................................................. _ .................... _ .. ....,. 
............... ......................................... ................................................. _ .................... ............ ................................. -...... -........ . 
- ... . .. ............................... ... ...... ... ... .. _, ..... ..................... .-......... .......... .. .......... ........... -......... ,-.................. -..""._ 

.. .. ..... •·-·· .. ................................................... -.. "·"•·"' ............................. ___ ., ..... ~1 .. ~ 

' ..... .... -.. .... ... ··• .......................... ... ..... _ ............. ....... .. ...................... ................................................. .... _ ...... , ............ ,.~ .... ... 

, 

., .......... .. .. ........ -., ................................. ~ ... ...... __ ..... -.......... ................... -........... ................................. ,_ ........................... -... , ...... . 

....... . .. ..... . ......... .. ·•·· •• • · • ·· ··· .... - • • - - ... --.-..... - .. ---·-.... - .. ,-......... -----"-··· · ........... --...... .......... __ .... _ ... __ ............... __ c-

• • 



MB,. 1. I. BACKUS, 

Clff 01' 1M .AlfOILU 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY 

Loa A1111ole:,, CAl!f,, .• L,w_, ____ , lo/ 

Superintendent ot Building. 
Los Angeles, Oallf • 

.,/J Dear Sir! 

I hcrcb1 respectfully- request.the-chA~e of_ addrcs., on ,' ·, 0 
Jr::,:nd Vantilt1thig Pe~lt Noe. . .2.;···•··•· ....... _.t.::, , .. .lissued~:c-r.~·····,::-; . ... ..,J .. ... . 
. :1~~:. j . '-J.J .;t ;, i,-. 9 2 · ~ ; . ') ., 2 

from .... .u.'L~-~.K.i .. 11.r.:,l, .. D.C.L.V.:.,lfl ........... _ ............. ~~.--···-;-······ ......................... -...... . 
~ To ........ .l.L1.t;/..::.!2: . .::a!.i. .. ~~., ... ~t.6.v.r.;.L:>.r.::tl.(& .................................. .. 

for the following renoons: . 
4 • ~ 

~) Clun1go on S4mo street,. 1t .not from e48t to west, or north to south, or vice ver.st1. 
( ) Cbnnge from t>llO street to _another street for comer lot. 
( ) ChAnge becaUl!e of error on part ot some city depArtm.ent. 
( ) Change where charge fa made f,or extra Inspection trip of not less then '15 cents. 
NOTE: Above conditions for change of "ddre3.'I shall not be deemed to waive ADY fnspec-

tf.on fees required by ordinance; nor to require the Buildmg and Safety Der,art
ment to change any ~ddress exeept in Jwttitlable eases. ,,. 

Respectfully, 

Address ............ ·-······-·····-~·····-·-·-.. ············· 
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12/10/2018 

1112-1136 Roxbury Dr 

Aviv Kleinman <a"1v.kleinman@lacity.org> 
To: Michelle Carter <michelle.carter@lacity.org> 

Hello Michelle, 

City of Los Angeles Mail -1112-1136 RoJdx.lrvnr 
I 

Michelle Carter <michelle.carter@lacity.org> 

Councilmember Koretz's office supports the case at 1112-1136 Roxbury Dr., for an Eldercare Facility. The location 
appears to be well-chosen, among multi-story housing and near a park with Senior acti"1ties. The South Robertson 
Neighborhood Council supported the project as well . 
Please include this in the case file. 

Thank you, 

AY.v Kleinman 

Paul Koretz 
CouNCILMEMBER • 5TH DISTRICT • CITY OF Los ANGHES 

If you would like to sign up to receive the Fifth Council District e-newsletter, click here 

Aviv Kleinman, M.U.R.P. 

Planning Deputy 
Councilmember Paul Koretz - Council District 5 
Encino - Valley District Office: 
15760 Ventura Bl\rj Suite 600 
Encino, CA 91436 
(818) 971-3088 
West LA - Wilshire District Office 
6380 Wilshire Bl\rj , Suite 800, Los Angeles , CA 
90048 
323-866-1828 
LA City Hall Office 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles , CA 90012 
213-473-7005 
Email: AIAv.Kleinman@lacity.org 

**** ******************** *** ********************* ** ******* ** ********** **** 

This e-mail is intended only for the party to wiom It is addressed as It may contain privileged or confidential information. If 

you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination or copying of this transmission Is 

prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please notify the sender Immed iately and delete this e-mail and 

any copies. 

***************************************************************** ** ****** 

Ay,v Kleinman, M.U.R.P. 
Planning Deputy 
Councilmember Paul Koretz - Council District 5 
15760 Ventura Bl\rj Suite 600 
Encino, CA 91436 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/0?ik=c2fe36f8d2&1.iew=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1619231612164384298&simpl=msg-f%3A1619231612164384298 1/2 



sore 
south robertson 
neighborhoods council 

Krystal Nivar 
PrHldent 

Ken Blaker 
Vlce.PrHident 

Jon Liberman 
Treasurer 

Vacant 
Secretary 

Martin Epstein 
Corresponding Secretary 

South Robertson 
Neighborhood• Council 

PO Box 35836 
Los Angeles, CA 90035 

P: (310) 295-9920 
F: (310) 295-9906 
E: info@soronc.org 

soronc.org 

City of Los Angeles Cenified 
Neighborhood Council 

Michelle Carter 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

27 December 2018 

Re: Case Number ZA-2018-3419-ELD 

Dear Ms. Carter: 

I am writing on behalf of the South Robertson Neighborhoods Council rsoRO NC") 
to comment on the proposed 57-unit Eldercare Facility at 1112-1136 S Roxbury Dr. 

At a duly-noticed meeting of the General Board on December 20, 2018, SORO NC 
voted 15 yes / 00 no/ 00 abstain to recommend that the applicant's project be 
approved. The project provides 57-units of much-needed senior living in a 
neighborhood rich with programming for seniors. While the list of entitlement requests 
is long, granting these requests allows for a building that is appropriate for the site 
and that fits in the existing context of the neighborhood. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions about this comment 
letter. 

Sincerely, 

Krystal Navar 
President, South Robertson Neighborhoods Council , 
Land Use and Economic Development Committee Chair 

Cc: Aviv Kleinman, Office of Council Member Paul Koretz 



ROXBURY 
1122-naa S IOIBIIY DI, LIS INIWS, Cl 90212 
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PEDESTRIAN ENTRANCE 

PROJECT DIRECTORY 
OWNER 

COMPANY: LENMAR DOHENY UC 
CONTACT: MANNY LABRANCHE 
EMAL: MAfl'IY@OUKEDEVELOPMENTNC.COM 
TELEPHONE: 310.738.8515 
ADDRESS: 127 NORTH ROBERTSON BLVD, BEVERLY HUS, CA 90211 

LAND USE CONSUL TANT: 

COMPANY: NUR DEVELOPMENT 
CONTACT: DANIEL AHADIAN 
EMAL: daniel@nurdewlopment.com 
TEL: (310) 339-7344 

ARCHITECT 
COMPANY: 
CONTACT: 
EMAIL: 

TEL: 
ADDRESS: 

THE ALBERT GROUP ARCHITECTS I ARCHITAG LLP 
STEVE ALBERT; MEHRZAD RAFEEI 
SALBERT@TAGARCH.NET; 
MRAFEEl@TAGARCH.NET 
(310) 82=63 x 207 
2032 STONER AVE ., STUDIO TAG 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90025 
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VEHICLE ENlRANCE • 
RAMPOOWNTO 
SUBTERRANEAN 
PARKING 

sm SCALE: 

1/32" 21 '-0" 
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DRAWING LIST 
IIClfflC1llll 
A2.10 SUBTERRANEAN PARKING -2 
A2.11 SUBTERRANEAN PARKING 

A2.21 GROUND FLOOR PLAN 
A2.22 SECOND FLOOR PLAN 

A223 THIRD FLOOR PLAN 
A2.24 FOURTH FLOOR PLAN 
A2.40 ENLARGED UNIT PLANS 
A3.00 3DVEWS 
A3.01 3DVEWS 
A3.02 3DVEWS 
A3.11 BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
A3.12 BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
A4.10 BUILDING SECTIONS 

1 

PROJECT DATA 
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

SITE ADDRESS: 

APN'S: 

LEGAL DESCRIPflON; 

TRACT 
LOTS 

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 

1122-1136 S ROXBURY DRIVE, 
1123 S BEDFORD DRIVE 

4330-012-006 
4330-012--007 
4330-012--008 
4330-012--009 

TR11106 
43, 44, 45, 46.1,47 

CD S. Paul Koretz 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

PROPOSED NEW 4-STORY , 57 UNIT SENIOR-LIVING APARiMENT 
BULDING; 4 STORES OF RESIDENTIAL OVER 2 STORY OF 
SUBTERRANEAN PARKING. 

11111111 •••n•• 
ZONH3 DESIGWITION: 

ZONNG INFORMA.TK>N: 

(Q)RJ-1-0 

NONE 

SPECFIC Pl.Ml ~ WEST LOS mGEI.ES TRNGPORTATK>N 
M'ROI/EMENT mD MITIGATION PlM 

Q.CONOOIONS· C.P.C. NO. 8&.0341 (ZC) 
~CE NO. 165981 

MAX ALLOWABLE HBGHT PER (QJRl-1.0: 38' / )..STORES 

PROPOSED HEIGHT PER 
ElOERCAAE UNFED PERt.U PROCESS: 1.r I ~STORES 

RESIOENTW. DENSITY: 

GROSS srre AREA: 
112. All.EV >REA 
GROSS+ 1/2 Ml.EV 

DENSrrY RATIO PERO CONOfTION: 
,UOWASl.E, 
PROPOSED PER 

28.269SF 
Z,130SF 

30,999SF 

1 UNT PER 1.200 SF. 
31.999 / 1.200 • 25.8 

ELOERCARE UNFED PROCESS: 57 (51 SENOR N>EPENDENT uNrrs. Iii ASSISTED lNNG 
CAREUW) 

FAR& SOl.JM.E FOOTNJE. 
BUlDMILE AREA 

JltUONABLE FlOOR AREA: 

28.269- S' SETBACKFROM SIT'EBOUNORY• 24.605 SF 

MAX. F.A.R. 3:1 
3 :112-4,605 • 73,815 SF 

PROPOSED FAR; 7l,4RSfCitflfSf 

r1111•111111n11 

AIITOPARKJNG 
SEMOR NlEPENDENT RA.TIO 1PER<HT 

SENK>R NlEPENDENT REQUIRED 51x 1 s1 SP.tees 

ASSISTED Lr/NO RATJO 1PER<HT 

ASSISTED LIVNG REQUIRED .. , ss,,,ce 

GlEST PARIQNG PER 0-CONJITION ST x 25%-U.25 14SPACES 

TOTAL \l&IICUI.AR l'ARl<JNO REOfARBJ 11gAczs 

TOTAL \1!NCVLAlt l'AMJNO M0'1IDBJ t7Sl'ACU 

NlA. P~NG: 2 MIN. (TABlE 118,-208.2) 1 V~ SPPCE + 1 SNGLE ST .PLL 

/1,0A GUEST PARKING: 1 MIN. (11 ~2011.2.3.3) 1SINGLEST.-U 

TOTA.MA PARKNG: 3SPACES 

EVCS: 5% TOTAL 5% "69• 3.45 4SPACES 

BIKE PARKING 
LONG TERM BICYCLE RATIO 1 PER 10K Sf 

LONG1BWREQIJIRED:7l."Zl5.000•f4..1 f5PACES 

" 
SHORT TERM BICYCI.E RATIO 1 PER 5K SF 

SHORT nRII ~ 1l,U1 I 10,000- 7.J 7 Sl'ACEJ 

ASSISTED IND INDEPENDENT LIVING 
SCHEMATIC DESIGN 

PROJECT DATA 
IPII SPICETIIIIATIII 

LIM!L DUalO'TIOH .. c ._ BAI.CONY ---P2 REC ROOM 2,141 

Pl REC ROOM 1.697 

1 GAAOEN ..... 
.N:TMTIES ROOM m 

2 14BALCONES 700 
(50 sf PER BM.CONY} 

3 14 BAL.CONES 700 
(50 sf PER Ml.CONY} 

• 148.ALCONES 700 
(50 If PER IW.CONY} 

-= .... .. ... ,, .. ,. .... 2., .... .. - - -
TCJrAL .. ....... 

l. ""V"'lli"'1'0S 0119a.OSB> V....,.JlOCAnD"TGIOt.te)l~&Oll"TT..al"IIIST =~~~~~~':'"50o,_:,,r-l.KJ1NT""V•IJQ.la0"$US,O,kli 

~~~fllEIN:UUDASOJIOISll'IP-CE9UT ""YMJTOOUolfA'.JR IOl:WAN10"', ~ 

:1. IJICl'IC.O.S All:AN:ll.lJINO FEIIXMl-ffl.L 11:A """""' a' 40030 A 

OPEN SPACE REQUIRED PER Q-CONDITIONS 

UNT1I I REQ'DV 1 ~ 
PER UNT NO. OP' lNTI 

A.OORS 1-4 I 100SF I 57 

TOTAL c:.EN SPAU ltEQUIIB) 

OPEN SPACE PROVIDED 

CENTRAL GARDEN: 
RE<:: ROOM: ACTI,.W. • 1,513&828 MAX• 10% X5,700 
Ml.CONES: 
TOTAL OPEN SPACE PMMDED: 

-,WAL 
.. QUAID 

5,700SF ~-.. 
3.096SF 
570SF 
2.200SF , .. ,. 

RINIIIA TMIUTIII 
ZONINGAREA FAR 

IIITSSI..U I 
NAME ! COUNT 

FLOOR LEVEL -- 1 BEDROOM 22 
2BEOROOM 27 

PMKING2 
3BEOROOM 2 

PARIONG1 l .696Sf 

1ST ft(X)R 18,200SF IISISBI IMNI 
2NDFLOOA. 17.mSF 

3RDFLOOR 18,439SF 

4THFlOOR 17,370SF 

NAME I COUNT 
ASSISTED LIVING 

16 UNIT 
ROOF 

TOTAL n_,azs, TOTAL: 57 

PIIOPOIIDFAN. J :1 

ADA 3 
Compact Sland alone 5 7.5' x15' 
Compact Tandem 27 T-10"x15' 

Standard 62 8.5'x 18' 
Grand total: 97 

WIISCIIIII 

3DVIEW 

REQUIRED LN«>SCAPE: 50'.-<. Of 3.096 1.S49SF ,.;;'✓ \ \ 
t.. .. ,_. PROIADED l.N40SCAPE: 1,549 SF 

PROJECT SITE ,--'----':......--
REQUIRED# OF TREES: 57 LNTS / 3 TREES 19 
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Room Legend 
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PAIIINI IVEIAll 
Description Count Dimentions 

ADA 3 I 
Compact Stand alone 5 17.5' x15' 
Compact Tandem 27 r -10" X 15' 
Standard 62 8.5' "-~--·-
Grand total : 97 
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Compact Stand alone 

Compact Tandem 
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LOBBY / LOUNGE 
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KITCHEN & FOOD PREP 
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OUIDOOR POOL 
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MEDICATION ROOM 
PATIO & VEGETABLE GARDENS 
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BA THING DRESSING ANO GROOMING 
SPEC~LeEDDAL YPROGRAMS 
ASSISTANCE WITH DINING SOLUTIONS 
ASSISTANCE WITH MEDICATIONS 
ASSISTANCE WITH PERSONAL LAUNDRY 
CARE IN w 1TH OR'S APPrs HOME HEAL TH 
PHYSICAL THERAPY 
CONCIERGE AND RESPITE 
PRIVATE OR SEMI PRIVATE SUITES 
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□ DANCE/YOGA & FITNESS 

□ ELEVATOR/ STAIR 

□ HYDRO SPA 

□ PATIO 
□ RECY&TRASH 

□ TOILET 

PAIIING IVEIAU. 
Descnptlon Count DimentiOns 
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PARll■ I.EIB.-1 
Descnption Count Dimentlons Level 

ADA 13 LEVELP1 

Compact Stand alone 11 7.5' x15' LEVELP1 

Compact Tand~ _!~ r -10" x 15' LEVEL P1 

Standard J~ _ 8.5' X 18' LEVEL P1 --- ---
Grand total : 53 

[ill @] @] ~ @!] 

§] @] §] @[I Ii @!] 

UIUIIIG IIIIEIIITIES: 
1. LOBBY/ LOUNGE 
2. OUIDOOR POOL DECK & LOUNGE 
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9. T.V LOUNGE 
10. BILLIARD$ BRIDGE ROOM 
11 . MEDICATION ROOM 
12. PATIO & VEGETABLE GARDENS 
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14. SPECIALIZED DAILY PROGRAMS 
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Room Legend ELEVATOR/ STAIR 

-~~ESl~OUN~l 
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□ 1 BEDROOM 
0 GRAND LOUNGE 

□ 2BEDROOM □ LOBBY 1 BEDROOM 22 

2BEDROOM 27 

□ 3BEDROOM □ MEDICATION 3BEDROOM 2 

□ ACTIVITIES 
□ RESIDENT SERVICES 

□ ASSISTED LIVING UNIT 
□ STORAGE ~ 

□ TOILET 03 

IOIM SC■DIIE- lMl 1 
Name Level Count 

1 BEDROOM l1STFLOOR 16 I 
2BEDROOM l1STFLOOR 11 I 
3 BEDROOM l1STFLOOR 11 I 

ASSISTED lMll8 
NAME I COUNT 

ASSISTED LIVING 16 UNIT 

TOTAL: 15 

BUIUN• IMOITIES: 
1. LOBBY /LOUNGE 
2. OUTDOOR POOL DECK & LOUNGE 
3. PRIVATE MEETING ROOMS 
4. KITCHEN & FOOD PREP 
5, INDOOR GYM 
6. OUTDOOR POOL 
7. YOGA & PILATlS STUDIOS 
8. HYDROSPA 
9. T,V LOUNGE 
10. BILLIARD$ BRIDGE ROOM 
11 . MEDICATKJN ROOM 
12. PAID & VEGETABLE GARDENS 

ASSISTlD lMIII SEIIIGS INClUIE: 
13. BATHING DRESSING AND GROOMING 
14. SPECIALIZED DALY PROGRAMS 
15, ASSISTANCE WITH DINING SOLUTIONS 
16. ASSISTANCE WITH MEDICATIONS 
17. ASSISTANCE WITH PERSOOAL LAUNDRY 
18. CARE IN WITH DR'S APPrs HOME HEAL TH 
19, PHYSCAL THERAPY 
20. CONCERGE AND RESPITE 
21. PRIVATE OR SEMI PRIVATE SUITES 
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Room Legend 

□ 1 BEDROOM 

□ 2BEDROOM 

□ 3BEDROOM 

"' 

□ ELEVATOR/ STAIR 

□ LOBBY 

O r.vLOUNGE 

O rn1LET 

□ UTILITIES 

BALCONY 

2BEDROOM 

[ -■SCBlll-lllB 2 
Name Lewi Count 

1 BEDROOM 2ND FLOOR 

2 BEDROOM 2ND FLOOR 
3 BEDROOM 2NDFLOOR 
Grand total : 14 

--------
BALCONY 

1 BEDROOM 2BEllROOM 

' 

..... 

B■lllNC AIIINITIIS: 
1. LOBBY I LOUNGE 
2. OUTDOOR POOL DECK & LOUNGE 
3. PRIVATE MEETING ROOMS 
4 . KITCHEN & FOOD PREP 
5. INDOOR GYM 
6. OUTDOOR POOL 
7. YOGA & PILATI$ STUDIOS 
8. HYDROSPA 
9. T.V LOUNGE 
10. BILLIARD$ BRIDGE ROOM 
11 . MEDICATION ROOM 
12. PATIO & VEGETABLE GARDENS 
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SPECIALIZED DAILY PROGRAMS 
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Planning APCWestLA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

Opposition/Comment from Owner/Occupant Within a 500-Foot Radius - Case No.
ZA-2018-3419-ELD-1A / CEQA No. ENV-2018-3420-CE (Class 32) 
1 message

Cherie Lewis <cherie0206@hotmail.com> Sun, Jun 16, 2019 at 2:40 PM
To: "Michelle.Carter@lacity.org" <Michelle.Carter@lacity.org>, "apcWestLA@lacity.org" <apcWestLA@lacity.org>
Cc: Cherie Lewis <cherie0206@hotmail.com>

Dear Appeal Board of the Department of City Planning of the City of Los Angeles, City Planning
Associate Michelle Carter, and Zoning Administrator of the Department of City Planning of the City
of Los Angeles,
 
Thank you for the opportunity to file an opposition/comment on the proposed project with a project
site of "1122 South Roxbury Drive; 1112 - 1136 South Roxbury Drive," Los Angeles, California
90035.
 
I am deeply and firmly opposed to this project, because I think that the project would be
detrimental to my property, the vulnerable populations which frequently visit nearby Roxbury Park,
and the neighborhood taken as a whole.
 
In my email dated November 24, 2018, I expressed several areas of opposition to this project,
including but not limited to, the requested deviations from the requirements of the Q condition
without sufficient justification or rationale.
 
Here, I express an additional area of opposition to this project, as follows.
 
Environmental Hazards to the Vulnerable Populations Which Frequently Visit Nearby Roxbury
Park: Unnecessary Air Pollution and Noise Pollution
 
The proposed project site is located just a few yards from the Roxbury Park in Beverly Hills, almost
across the street.  
 
Quite a few types of vulnerable populations visit Roxbury Park (hereinafter "the Park") on a
daily basis.  These vulnerable populations include, senior citizens, young children, and individuals
with serious medical/health issues.  For example, the Park offers a prepared lunch on weekdays
for senior persons, and the Park operates a daycare center on weekdays for young children under
five years old.
 
Also, the Park offers multiple health-oriented programs for persons with medical issues.  Some of
the health-oriented programs are offered in cooperation/partnership with local institutions, including
but not limited to, Cedars Sinai Medical Center (CSMC) and the Cancer Support Community of Los
Angeles (CSLA).  Some of these health-oriented programs are regularly held outside on the
grounds of Roxbury Park.
 
Further, the Park is regularly visited by developmentally disabled adults as part of a program of
Adult Day Care sponsored by the local Etta Israel Center.  Many of these developmentally disabled
adults have serious medical issues of a physical nature in addition to their cognitive issues, and
quite a few of them utilize wheelchairs.
 

https://www.google.com/maps/search/1122+South+Roxbury+Drive?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/1136+South+Roxbury+Drive,+Los+Angeles,+California+90035?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/1136+South+Roxbury+Drive,+Los+Angeles,+California+90035?entry=gmail&source=g
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Finally, the Park is visited every day by children who play on the playground, teenagers who play
basketball and tennis, and dogs who walk with their guardians.  The playground, the basketball
courts, the tennis courts, and the open areas for dog walking are some of the few such areas in the
neighborhood.  These areas are treasured by local residents, both those who live in Los Angeles
and those who live in Beverly Hills.
 
Here, the proposed project anticipates building two (2) levels of subterranean parking and
exporting approximately 16,500 cubic yards of soil.
 
This proposed activity would create unnecessary air pollution and noise pollution for a
lengthy period of months, perhaps years, and would, therefore, constitute an environmental hazard
for the above vulnerable populations: senior persons, young children under five years of age,
persons with medical issues, and developmentally disabled adults.
 
The polluted air and noise would make it difficult, if not possible, for the above vulnerable
populations to participate in activities at Roxbury Park, especially outdoor activities.  
 
The air and noise pollution would also make it difficult for persons who seek to utilize the Park's
playground and athletic facilities.  The air and noise pollution would make it difficult for persons
who seek to walk their dogs and anyone who seeks to enjoy the trees and natural setting of the
Park.
 
In brief, the proposed plans for building subterranean parking would create an unnecessary
environmental hazard which would detrimentally affect both vulnerable and general populations.
 
I again express my opposition to this project and hope that the Appeal of the Zoning
Administrator's denial of this object will be upheld.
 
Thank you.
 
Cherie S. Lewis, Esq.
1201 Roxbury Drive
Los Angeles, California 90035
 
**********************************
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.google.com/maps/search/1201+Roxbury+Drive+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles,+California+90035?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/1201+Roxbury+Drive+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles,+California+90035?entry=gmail&source=g
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Planning APCWestLA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

ZA-2018-3419-ELD-1A

Judith Friedman <mickeymechaya@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 15, 2019 at 11:57 AM
To: apcWestLA@lacity.org, michelle.carter@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Carter -

As homeowners at 1167 So. Roxbury Derive, Unit #205, Los Angeles, CA 90035, we feel obligated and compelled to
state our opinion on a most important issue; the intended construction across the street from our property.  As per your
instructions, we're writing this e-mail to officially express our position regarding the proposed construction of an
inordinately large adult home care/assisting living facility located on South Roxbury Drive in West Los Angeles.  In our
opinion, the proposed construction will put an undue burden on the already existing facilities (parking, the local park, the
street-supported traffic, etc.), and significantly increase the present traffic danger associated with existing exaggerated
curve on Roxbury Drive.  In addition, our hope is that your office will comply with the current regulations that render the
proposed construction a violation of the present zoning ordinances.  If you make the mistake of allowing the petitioning
owner to do as he wishes, you will have simply opened the floodgates for any and all future speculators in the area, and
seriously compromise the confidence we've had in our local government....and that would be a tragedy for all the current
residents in the community.  It WAS and IS a lovely residential community, not a commercial environment.

In closing we request and expect your support in this case.  

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact us at (310) 699-5235.

Grace Herwit
Judy Herwit Friedman, Trustee

https://www.google.com/maps/search/1167+So.+Roxbury?entry=gmail&source=g


 
 

9401 Wilshire Blvd., 9th Floor 

Beverly Hills, CA 90212-2974 

jriker@ecjlaw.com 

PH: 310.281.6378 

FX: 310.859.2325 

 July 15, 2019 
 
VIA E-MAIL 

Michael Newhouse, President  
Lisa Waltz Morocco, Vice President  
Esther Margulies, Commissioner  
Heather Rozman, Commissioner  
Adele Yellin, Commissioner 
 
James K. Williams, Commission Executive Assistant II 
apcwestla@lacity.org  

 

 

Re: ZA-2018-3419-ELD-1A; 1112-1136 S. Roxbury Drive  
 
Dear Commissioners: 

 Our law firm represents Lenmar Roxbury, LLC (the “Applicant”), owner of 1112-1136 S. 
Roxbury Drive in the City of Los Angeles (the “City”), whose application for an Eldercare Facility 
Unified Permit was denied by the Associate Zoning Administrator (“AZA”) on March 22, 2019.  
Had the application been approved, it would have allowed construction of a 73,482 sq.-ft., four-
story eldercare facility with 57 units, including 56 units reserved for Senior Independent 
Housing and one unit reserved for Assisted Living Care Housing (the “Previous Project”) .   

 As a result of this denial, the Applicant filed an appeal to allow us the opportunity to 
revise the Previous Project so that it could better meet the intent of the City’s Eldercare 
Ordinance.  After careful consultation with the AZA and City Planning Department staff, the 
Applicant is proposing construction of a similarly-sized, 73,482 sq.-ft., four-story eldercare 
facility with a revised unit mix of 48 units reserved for Senior Independent Housing and nine (9) 
units reserved for Assisted Living Care Housing, as well as additional support facilities and 
services for aging residents (the “Revised Project”).  These changes are described below in 
more detail as well as in the attached plans and renderings.  Also, note that none of the 
originally-proposed requested deviations from the City’s zoning code have changed. 

The Revised Project meets the intent of the Eldercare Ordinance for the following reasons: 

• Unit Mix.  The revised unit mix addresses the primary reason raised by the AZA for his denial 
– that facilities meeting the intent of the Eldercare Ordinance typically include between 5% 
and 25% of the units as Assisted Living units when paired with Senior Independent units.  
The Revised Project includes approx. 16% of its units as Assisted Living, instead of 2%.   

mailto:apcwestla@lacity.org
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• Services, Facilities and Staff.  The Revised Project addresses the second main reason raised 
by the AZA for his denial – that on-site services and facilities devoted to serving aging 
residents should be expanded and described in more detail.   The Revised Project includes 
16,989 sq. feet of floor area dedicated to eldercare services and amenities, instead of 8,974 
sq. feet originally submitted, and 9,621 sq. feet submitted subsequent to the public hearing 
– this is nearly double the amount originally proposed.   

Such services and amenities include a grand lounge with expanded community kitchen and 
dining tables, yoga/pilates studio and physical therapy room, hydro spa, family visit/quiet 
room, medication room, laundry room, respite/staff lounge, residents garden and walking 
path/vegetable garden and television and bridge/billiards lounges, among other amenities.  
While a significant amount of common area is designated to staff, such as the director’s 
office, leasing office, valet office and respite/staff lounge, we anticipate the majority of staff 
to be located throughout the facility and in the residents’ rooms for the majority of business 
hours.   

Additionally, the Revised Project includes direct elevator access from the parking garage to 
the Assisted Living units and valet parking for easy access to the facility for guests, 
healthcare providers and support staff.  A breakdown of these spaces is provided on page 
A2.10 of the attached plans, which we will describe in more detail at the upcoming public 
hearing.  

• Consistency with Previously-Approved Projects.  The amount of floor area dedicated to 
eldercare services and facilities is consistent with other eldercare projects approved by the 
City.  A thorough survey of Eldercare Facility projects submitted to the City was conducted 
and found that out of 14 cases that were submitted and approved, the average percentage 
of floor area dedicated to common areas is 29%. However, the majority of these projects 
consist of a majority of Assisted Living units with a smaller portion designated for 
Alzheimer/Dementia Care. Of the projects that were researched that contain a significant 
amount of Senior Independent units, the average percentage of floor area dedicated to 
common areas drops to 16%. The Revised Project now includes 23% of the project floor area 
dedicated to common areas, well above the average compared to similarly approved 
projects. 

• Economic Feasibility.  To address an additional concern raised by the AZA, we have included 
an economic analysis to substantiate why the requested deviations from the City’s zoning 
code proposed in the Revised Project are necessary to make the project financially feasible. 
The economic analysis includes the analysis of two hypothetical Alternative Developments 
to determine whether the Revised Project could be financially feasible under two different 
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scenarios: if it is fully zoning-compliant, or if it did not conform but relied upon fewer and 
/or lesser deviations than are now being requested. The results of the analysis were that 
neither of the Alternative Developments are financially feasible, and that the requested 
entitlements are necessary to secure construction financing and stable operation for the life 
of the project, consistent with market expectations. 

o Alternative #1: A By-Right Project 

Alternative #1 describes a project that only requests for an Eldercare Facility to be 
allowed in the R3 zone and without any of the requested entitlements related to 
density, height, open space, or yards. Alternative #1 would yield a return on investment 
of 1.96%, well below the 4.5% industry standard. 

o Alternative #2: Intermediate Project 

Alternative #2 describes a project with similar entitlement requests, but only at 38 units 
with the same proportional allocation to Senior Independent (32 units) Assisted Living (6 
units). As a result of the reduced density, less parking is provided and less open space. 
However, Alternative #2 would yield a return on investment of 3.55%, still below the 
4.5% industry standard. 

o Proposed Project 

The proposed project, assuming all the requested entitlements are granted, would yield 
a return on investment of 5.57%, which is over the target threshold. The primary reason 
that the proposed project is the only financially feasible alternative is due to the 
inherent operating expenses of running an Eldercare Facility, which are much higher 
than typical apartment buildings. A chef is required whether there are 10 occupants, or 
100 occupants, as is a specialist to develop activities and programs, instructors to lead 
physical therapy classes, a shuttle service to transport the residents, etc… As such, these 
facilities require a minimum number of units to justify the intensive minimum operating 
expenses. The impacts of these additional units are de minimus to adjacent neighbors 
and the nearby community, while providing a much-needed use and ensuring our 
communities are multi-faceted and not singular in character. 

Thus, a strict application of the land use regulations to the proposed Eldercare Facility would 
impose significant practical difficulties on its design, and prevent the facility from being 
built.  Further details on the Alternatives are provided in the attached Table “A” – 
Alternative Project Comparison.  We are happy to answer any questions regarding this 
analysis at the public hearing.   
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Table “A” – Alternative Project Comparison 

Development Standard By-Right Intermediate Proposed 

Developable Area 16,000 SF 18,200 SF 18,200 SF 

# of Stories 3 4 4 

Gross Building Area 48,000 SF 72,800 SF 73,482 SF 

Residential Building Efficiency 65% 75% 76% 

Senior Independent Units 21 32 48 

Assisted Living Care Units 4 6 9 

Total Units 25 38 57 

Subterranean Parking Spaces 40 50 113 

Return on Investment 1.96% 3.55% 5.57% 

Feasibility Threshold 4.5% 4.5% 4.5% 

Feasible? NO NO YES 

 

• Conditions of Approval.   Also, to ensure that operations of the Revised project are 
consistent with the City’s requirements for eldercare facilities and are conducted in a 
manner that is compatible with adjacent properties and the surrounding  community, 
the following Conditions shall be volunteered by the Applicant if the Revised Project is 
approved: 

1. The facility shall provide assistance with instrumental activities of daily living in the 
combinations which meet the needs of residents, including but not limited to 
bathing, dressing and grooming, medication, laundry and daily finances; 

2. Availability of food service shall be ensured to each resident of the facility, including 
three meals per day, if requested by a resident. 

3. The facility shall be aware of each resident’s general whereabouts, although the 
resident may travel independently in the community; 

4. The facility shall monitor the activities of the residents while they are under the 
supervision of the facility to ensure their general health, safety, and well-being; 

5. The facility shall encourage the residents to maintain and develop their maximum 
functional ability through participation in planned activities. 

6. The facility’s policy concerning family visits and other communication with resident 
clients shall be provided to each resident, and notice shall be conspicuously posted  
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in the facility.  The facility’s policy concerning family visits and communication shall 
be designed to encourage regular family involvement with the resident and shall 
provide ample opportunities for family participation in activities at the facility. 

7. A monthly programming calendar shall be provided to residents with an events 
schedule of various activities such as water aerobics, cooking classes, movie night, 
tending to the garden, bridge club, and bingo. For events/activities located offsite, 
transportation will be coordinated and arranged by the facility.  

8. Yoga/pilates classes shall be available daily to residents of the facility and a limited 
number of family members/guests, only, with no additional charge to residents.  
Classes will not be open to the general public.   

9. Valet parking shall be provided to all guests of the facility, free of charge. 

 For the reasons stated above and as demonstrated in the attached plans and 
renderings, we firmly believe that the Revised Project meets the intent of the City’s Eldercare 
Ordinance.  Therefore, we respectfully ask you to grant the appeal and approve the Revised 
Project.   

 We appreciate your time and attention to this matter and look forward to answer any 
questions you may have at the upcoming public hearing.    

Very truly yours, 
 

 
Jonathan H. Riker 
 



ROXBURY ELDERCARE – EXTERIOR DAY



ROXBURY ELDERCARE – EXTERIOR CORNER



ROXBURY ELDERCARE – EXTERIOR NIGHT



ROXBURY ELDERCARE – POOL & CENTER COURTYARD



ROXBURY ELDERCARE – POOL, GRAND LOUNGE & COMMON DINING



ROXBURY ELDERCARE – CENTER COURTYARD



ROXBURY ELDERCARE – DETOX BAR @ THE GRAND LOUNGE



ROXBURY ELDERCARE – COMMON DINING @ THE GROUND LOUNGE



ROXBURY ELDERCARE – LOBBY & RECEPTION



ROXBURY ELDERCARE – SOLARIUM



ROXBURY ELDERCARE – PHYSICAL THERAPY, YOGA & PILATES ROOM



ROXBURY ELDERCARE – WALKING PATH & VEGETABLE GARDEN
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