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Many projects are underwvay and planned at the Hyperion Treatment Piant to
provide a significant imprdvement in quality of the discharges to Santa Monica
Bay. Recently ccmpleted and in the start-up/operationai stage as of late 1887
is the Hyperien Energy Recovery System (HERS) which was degigned to stop
discharging sludge into S5anta Monica Bay. By the HERS process, the sludge is
dehydrated and combusted into ash which then is trucked offsite for reuse as a
copperflux replacement. A highiy usable byproduct of the HERS iz steam which
is harnessed to generate electricity for the plant.

The next major series of projects at HTP will provide full secondary treatament
by December 31, 1938, Accomplishing full secondary treatment requires new
facilities, refurbishing or wmedernizing others, as well as removing and
replacing a number of facilities which have exceeded their useful 1ife. When
the projects become operaticnal, only secondary effluent will continue to be
digcharged to the ocean. However, this effluent ig avaljable for appropriate

applications.

Solid waste' Disponsal -~ The Hollywood Community Plan area is severely limited
when {t comes to available landfills for solid waste. There are no operating
landfills within the Community Plan area. According to the Los Angeles County
- Department of Public Works, all residential pick-up ie disposed of at Lopez
Canyon. *Other sites servicing the Hoilywood area include Bradley West and

Sunshine Canyon.

Moresver, only 10 landfills service all of Los Angeles County. and none of ths
surrounding counties, e.g. Orange, Riverside or 5an Barnardino, perazit the
importatiaon of solid waste. As of December 1987, there are approximately 152
miliien tong of remaining capacity in Los Angeles County. However, due to
permit inflow limitations and multiple operational constraints gniy 98 million

tons are fully permitted.

Electrical Power =-- The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power provides
gervice to the Plan area. The policy of the Department of Water and Power is to
provide glectricity, as nesded, According to department staff, the existing
infrastructure is adequate to serve the projected year 2010 population in

Hollywood,

Water Supply -- Water is supplied to the Community Plan area by the Los 4ngeles
Department of Water and Power. According to department staff, the existing
infrastructure is adequate to serve the projected year 2010 population in
Hol iyweood. .

Natural Gas -- The Northwest Division of the Southern California Gas Conpany

provides service to the Community Plan area.
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Environmental Effects

Sanjtaty “Sewers -- Based on the levei of regidential and non-resgidential
development anticipated with the Fropogsed Plan, wastewater generation would
increase by approximately € million gallons per day (mgd) over existing levels

fa 24 percent inecrease). In coomparisan the Current Flan would produce
vastewater flows of 35 agd over existing ievels (a 148 percent increass). Sae
Table 23,

The potential production of 30 mgd at buildeut of the Proposed Plan would
constitute approximately 9 opercent of the 335 mgd capacity of the Hyperion
Plant, compared to utilization of 18 percent of the plant’s capacity if the
Current FPlan were buiit out. Furthermore, it should be recognized that the
Praposed Flan's population capacity is tied directly to SCAG 82 growth forecast
fer 2018. This is the same forecast upsnn which Hyperion planning has been
based. This consistency is a marked departure from paszt land use and zoning-
based holding capacity estimates for comounity plan areas in Los Angeles. Thus,
if the remaining community plan areas and jurisdictions within the Hypericn
service area were also planned to reflect SCAG projections, then cumulative
buildout levels would be consistent with planned and progreamad improvements at
Hyperion, Nevertheless, under present circumstances, build-out of the Proposed
Plan would Increase cdemand on the Hyperion treatment systenm,

TABLE 28
WASTE WATER GENERATION

Existing Propuosed Plan Current Plan
Generation = = rr-resssessossee cocoocosermasas smesseessme— oo
Use Fatew Units MGD  Units MGD  Units HGD
Residential 250 GalsDU 81,000 du 20.3 93,000 du 23.3 154,000 du 33.5
Non-Res. 200 Gals/1000 sf 17 mil sf 3.6 31 mil sf 6.2 101 mil sf 20.2
Taotal 23.7 28.5 58.7

pu = dwelling units; sf = square feet; mil = miiiion; MGD = million gallons/day.
#Source: City of Los Angeles, EIR Manual. Non-residential rate assumes that an
extansive amount of office space {s Included 1in the coemercial and industrial

categories.
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Solid Waste Disvosal -- There would alsc be an  increase in the production of
solid waste, At  build-out for the Proposed Plan, approximately 447 tons per
day would be generated within the Community Plan area <(Table 29). In
comparison, approximately 357 tons/day are generated daily under existing
conditions, The resulting increase wouid be 88 tons daiiy (a 25 percent
increase’). Bulid-out of the Current Plan would generate 767 tons/day (a (15
percent increase over existing production). Nevertheiess, buildout of the
Proposed Plan would increase demand on existing landfills in Los Angeles
County. The Proposed Plan would generate 1.2 miliion tons of solid waste over
the [0-year period (approximately 377 tons per day average) from 18987 to 1897,
This would constitute approximately i percent of the remaining county ltandfil!
capacity. In the year 2000 it s projected that there would be & countywide
annual production of (8.6 ailllon tons., Assuming straight-line growth, the
Hollywood Commaunity Flan area for that same year would represent approximately
! percent of that total (127,300 tons/year). .

Although the contributicn of the Community Plan area is only a smal!i proportion
of the total remaining capacity, alternative action is needed because pregent
landfill capacity in Los Angeles County is soon to be exhausted. According to
the January 1888 Executjive Summary, Solid Waste MHanagement Status and Disposal
Options in Los Angeles County, prepared by the staff of the City Bureau of
Sanitation and the County Departmsnt of Public Works:

¢ By 1892 if existing sites are not expanded or new sites not devejoped there
will be a countywlde shortfall of 6,400 tons per day.

# By 1897, within the City of Los Angeles, there wiil be ng remeining disposal

capacity.
TABLE 28
DAILY SOLID WASTE GENERATION
Existing Proposed Plan Current Plan
Genegration = s-ssssosessose-m mosaeccscomoows o s
Use Rates Units Tons Units ~ Tons Units Tons

P U, T L T A e W R M A w W . W — [

Single Res. 20 ibssdu/day 18,000 du 186 21,000 du 210 21,000 du 210
HMulti{ Res. 4 |bs/du/day 83,000 du 126 72,000 du 144 133,000 du 268

Non-Res. 6 tha/1000sf/day 17 mil st 51 3f mil sf 93 87 mil =f 281
Tota! 357 447 767
DU = dwelling unit; sf = square feet; mil = wiilion;

¥Source: City of Los Angeles, EIR Manual. Non-regidential rate assumes an extensive
amount of office space is included in the commercial and industriai categories.

Ejectrical Power -- The Froposed Plan would increase electrical energy
requirements over existing levels (See Table 30). Based on typical usage
factaors, it is estigated that currently 710 miliion kilowatt hours are used In
the Plan revision area. The Proposed Plan would increase this demand to
approxisately I billion kilowatt hours (a 4! percent increase’). The Current
Plan would increase demand to approximately 2.5 billion annual kilowatt hours
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{a 260 percent increase). To provide a cont

fevelis, the Los Angeles Department of

oillion kilowatt hours were socid by the Dep

Annual projsgctions for future years from t
Thus, electrical needs in

kilowatt hours.

Water and Power

electricity deaand
indicates that 2¢.3
the 1985-86 period.?®
arg over 25 billion
Community Plan area

ext for these
artment in

he Department
the Hollivywood

would constitute 2-3 percent of the demand anticipated by DWP.

., Source: City of Los Angeles, Depart
Fiscal Year 1985-1986,
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TABLE 30 ,
ANNUAL ELECTRICAL CONSUMPTION

Existing Proposed Flan Current Flan
Generation = = =rmesmomsssesessn ceoeccmsmemces e
Use Rate# Units MKWH Units HKWH Units HKWH
Residential 5,172 kwh/du/yr 84,000 du 418 893,000 du 47} 154, 000 du 796
Noen-Res. 17.1 kwh/sf/yr 17 mil sf 289 3! mail st 530 87 wil sf 1,659
Total 708 87t 2,588
DU = dweiiing unit; sf = square feet; mil = million; MKWH = Miliion kilowatt hours

#Source: Sauth Coast Alr Quajity Management Distriect, Alr Quaiity lmpact Handbook,
April 1987. Non-residential rate assumes an extensive amount of office space Is
included in the commercial and industrial categories.

Water Supply -- There will be an Increase in demand for water in the Community
Plan area. Total consumption would be approximately 54 million gallonz per day
(mgd) when the maximum allowed development level is reached under the Current
Plan (Table 3!). In comparison, the existing consumption level is estimated at
21.5 mgd, and the Proposed Plan would result in consumption of appraoximately 28

mgd.

The Department of Water and Power estimates current water use Iin the eity at
£83.7 million gallons per day. By the year 2010, the Department projects that
water use citywide will! be approximately 663.8 millioen gallons daily, a 13
percent increase!. The comparable increase in water use for Hollywood during
this game periocd would be 21 percent with bulld-out of the Proposed Plan., Thus,
permitted growth in the Community Plan area would have a disproportionate
impact on citywide water rescurces. Retention of the Current Plan would
exacerbate this problem.

TABLE 3!
DAILY WATER CONSUMPTION
Existing Proposed Plan Current Plan

Consumption s ereesmcssemesae semmecmmcmsomoe e mmmeo—emao

Ratew Persons MGD>  Persons MGD  Persensg HGD
Population 120 gped 170,000 20.4 186,000 23.9 388,000 46.7
Ezployment 30 gped 37,400 1.t 65,000 2.0 233,000 7.0
Total 21.5 25.8 53.7

MGD = million galionsg per day; gped = gaillons per capita per day.
#Source: City of Los Angeles, EIR Manual. Neon-residential rate assumes an extensive
amount of offlce space is included in the cosmercial! and industrial categories.

', See Department of Water and Power, Urban Vater Management Plan,
December 1885, Exhibit 3.3-2,
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Natural Gas -~ There will be an increase in demand for natural gas in the
Community Plan area. At buyildout for the Proposed Plan, approxinmately 5.8
biltion cubic feet of natural gas would be required (Table 32), This would
increase existing consumption of natural gas by ajmost | billion cuble rfeet
annually.

TABLE 32 :
ANNUAL NATURAL GAS CONSUMPTION
Existing Proposed Plan Current Plan
Generation =~  “es-ecsseccaceme cnemceeresssosc o sdae e omens o
Use Rates Units HCF  Units MCF Units HCE
Single Reg. 6,885 cf/mo/du 18,000 du 1440 21,000 du 1680  2L,000 du 1880
Multi. Res., 3,818 cf/mo/du 63,000 du 2962 72,000 du 32385 133,000 du 6253
Non-Res. 2.0 cf/masst 17 mil st 408 3! mil st 744 97 mil sf 2328
Total 4810 5808 10261
GU = dwellting unit; sf = square feet; mil = million: HCF = Miliion cubic feet

tSource: Scuth Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Impact Handbook,

April

1987, HNon-residential rate assumes an extensive amount of oftice space is

included in the commercial and industrial categories.

Mitigation Measurey

« Energy. On a project-specific basgis, compliance with energy conservatian
requirements contained in the Califernia Administrative Code, Title 24,
Building Standards wil!l provide energy conservation benefits.

s GCewer., Deveiopment should be permitted when phaged with improveasnts in the

local sewer lines, as well as at Hyperion. This phasing should be undertaken
for all community plans in the Hypericn service area. Holding capacities in
each Plan area should be consistent with SCAG growth forecast.

s Water Supply - The Proposed Plan shouid encourage the use of water

conservation measures consistent with the Department of Water and Power's
Urban Water Management Plan.

o Spolid Waste, Disposal of solld waste {8 and will become an increasing
problem in Los Angeles County, Potential mitigation measures should include
some combipation of the follawing: i) recycling of residential, landfll] and
commercial/industrial waste materials, particularly a City-sponsored
curbside recycling program, 2) composting, 3) refuse-to-enargy projects, 4J
expansion of existing tandfill sites.

e Electricity and Naturai Gas - No mitigétian required.




5.9 EARTH
) Existing Conditions

The Seismic Safety Plan, which was adopted in 1974, identifies ™fault rupture
study areas™ and "slope stability study areas” and identifies policies and
programs to mitigate potential injuries and property damage in these areas.
The Santa Monica Fault, a potentially active fault, the precise location of
which is not known, is thought to run more-or~less parallel to and south of Los
Feliz Boulevard from the wvicinity of La Brea/Feuntain avenues to the vicinity
of Hyperion AvenuesRiverside Drive. Another potentialiy active fault Ig
thought to run through the northeast portion of Griffith Park. Areas of
Hollywood north of Hollywood Boulevard are considered to be slope stability
study areas. No Alquist-Prisclo Special Studies Areas, designated by the State
of California Division of HMines and Geolagy, are located within +the FPian area.
In addition to seismic constraints, major copmunity c¢oncerns have developed
regarding hillside development, and grading and lands|ide potential,

Environmental Effects

As is common in the Scouthern California region, there will be coentinued risks
of human injury and property damage because of 'potential regicnal earthquakes.
Regardless of the land use plan implemented, there will be a continued risk of
human injury and property damage because of potential regional earthquakes.

Because there would be a relatively higher degree of risgsk in densely
deveioped/high-rise areas than in low-rise single-family residential areas. The
elimination of high density residential categories in Froposed Plan would
contribute to minimizing the degree of risk.

Continued development in the Hollywood Hills‘ vill raise concerns regarding
grading practices and lands!ide potential.

Mitigation Measures

s Compliance of all affected projects with the provision of the Seismic Safety
etement and the requirement to prepare 2z geologic and solls report, when the
project is located in a "detailed study area®., when so designated in the

Seismic Safety element,

" » Adherence to the Standard Grading Specifications provided by the reguired
Geological Report,

e FRequirement that all projeets satisfy the Department of City Flanning's
"Planning Guidelines Landferm Grading Manual.®

¢ On a project-specific basis, compliance with the Los Angeies City Building
Code would minimize adverse grading and earth moving-related impacts.
Simiiarly, compliance with applicable City bullding codes on a praject-
specific basis would reduce potential seismic-related impacts to an

acceptable level of risk.
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5.10 DRAINAGE )
Existing Conditions

A large portion of the Hollywood Community Plan area is designated a hillside
area, subject to the Fiocod Hazard Management Ordinance. In additieon, Flood
Insurance Rate Maps (FIREM) avallable from the Federal Emergency Management
Agency indicate there are scattered loccations throughout the Plan area subject

to flaooding, including: :

La Rocha Drive

Beachwood Drive {(north of Franklin Avenue)

Greek Theatre vicinity

Hariposa Avenue (south of Franklin Avenue)

Griffith Park Boulevard (south of Hyperion Avenue!}

Area north of the Fan Pacific Auditorium (Beverly Blvd at Stantey)
Myra Avenue scuth of Effie Street

Pass Avenue

Laure} Canyon Boulevard

Nichols Canyon Road

Fulier Avenue (north of Hollywood Boulevard

El CerritosSycamare (north of Hollywood Boulevard:?

Area generally bounded by Hoilywood Boulevard, Laurel Avenue, Fountain

Avenue, and Formoga Avenus.

® 8 9 2 8% a8 se 9 e e

Environmental Effects

Runcff: The Proposed Plan wouid continue to permit hillside development. As &
result, there wouild be some increase In impervious surface and conzequent

increase in stormwater runoff.

Flooding: The Proposed Plan would have no discernible effect an existing
flooding patterns. With the exception of the canyon drainsges, most flood-prone
areas identified are in wurbanited and developed areas. As noted above, it is
not the intent of the Propcsed Flan to be a major stimulant for land use change

and redevelopment in existing neighborhoods.
Mitigation Measures

0n a project-specific basis, all development would comply with the provisions
¢f the Flood Hazard Management Specific Plan and any additional requirements
that may be identitied by the Bureau of Engineering.
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5.11 NATURAL RESOURCES
Existing Conditions

There are no designated sand and gravel districts or oil drilling districts
within the Plan area. No urban dril!l sites are located within the area, and nc
oil fieids are known to exist. There is no agricultural cropland within the

Flan area.

Envirenmental Effects
No adverse impacts on natural and/or mineral resources are anticipated.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

5,12 PLANT AND ANIMAL LIFE

Existing Conditions

The Conservatiuon Element of the City of Los Angeles General FPlan identifies
Griffith Park as an "Area of Major Wildlife Concentration."” No other areas in
the Hollywood Community Plan area are identified. Outside of the bhoundaries of
Griffith Park., the remaining undeveloped portions of the Hollywood Hills serve
ags habitat for a wide variety of plants and animals.

Environmental Effects

The Proposed Plan would not affect the gecgraphic boundaries of Griffith Park,
nor would development be permitted in the park. The Proposed Plan would,
however, continue to permit hillside development, The development of residences
in this area would remove undeveloped and natural areas, Flant and animal

habitats would be displaced.
Mitigation Measures

e Compliance with provisicons of the Department of Building and Safety to
minimize grading. :

s 0n a project-specific basis, all grading should be completed on a "unitized”
basis such that grading would occur oniy at times and in areas where
construction ig to be undertaken.

¢ Subsequent environmental review of specific hillside projects. particularly
residential subdivisions, shouid directly c¢onsider impacts on habitat and
wildlife and the potential occurrence of any state and/or federally listed
threatened or endangered species.

112




5.13 CULTURAL AND HISTQORIC RESQURCES
Existing Conditions

Hollywood is recognized throughout the world as the center oaf the motign
picture industry. It was the  historic cradle and site of the period of
intensive growth within the industry. Betwean {915 and 1833, Hollywood
underwent rapid residential and ceommercial development,largely due to the
growing film industry. Many architecturally significant structures and
neighborhoods remain in the area.

0f the 335 Cyltural Historic Menuments raecognized by the City, a3 of these are
lacated in the Hellywood Community Plan area. A survey copnducted by Ho!lywood
Heritage for the Community Redevelopment Agency within and around the
Redevelopment Project area concluded that over 170 structures were eligibie or
appeared to be eligible feor listing on the National Register af Historig

Places,

As a result of its high visibitity and close association with the motian
picture industry, Hollywood is historically significant at the local, state,
national and international levels, Neighborhoods and areas of historical and
architectural interest include:

Hollywood Crescent

Franklin West

Spaulding Square

Hollywood Heights

Qgden Drive

Hollywoodiand

South Los Feliz

Melrose Hill (HPOZ adopted 1/20/88)

Whitley Heights

Hollyweed Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District
Environmental Effects

The Proposed Plan revision cannot directly address the preservation of cultural
resources. The Proposed Plan deoes, however, scale back development potentials
and thuvs reduces the incentive to redevelop historic and cultural resource
praperties., Without the enforcement inherent {n Specific Plans or in the
adoption of an Historic Preservation Overlay Zone, the Plan cannct guarantee
the preservation of historic resources.

Mitigation Measures

Prepare a historic and architectura! survey of the Plan area ocutside af the
Redevelapment Project. Based on the survey develop specific plans and/or adopt
Historic Preservation Qveriay IZones. See Section 5.4 (Urban Design) for an
additional discussion of possible mitigation steps.
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6.0 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS

The Proposed Plan would resylt in environmental impacts which cannot be fully
mitigated. |n general, these unavoidable impacts cansist of:

The potential for residential and commercial dispiacement resulting from the
redevelopment of properties to higher densities.

The potential for Joss of historically significant buildings ar areas
resulting trom the redevelopment of properties to higher densities.

inereased demand on schools.

Inability to satisfy the City's parkland-to~-population criteria.

Traffic delays and congestion.

Traftic-related ncise levels adjacent to major and secondary highways in

excess of City standards.

Continued hillside development, including the removai ¢f natural areas and

the aiteration of existing views and vistas.

increased use of extremely Jimited landfill resources for solid waste

disposal.
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

7.1 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The No Project Alternative: Throughout this report, the Proposed Plan has been
directly caompared to the Ng Proiect Alternative <dretaining the Currant
Hollywood Community Plan)., As has been noted, the Current Plan would provide
for more population, housing and employment capacity than the Proposed Plian.
This assessment shows, however, that neither the existing nor a fully improved
transportation network can provide acceptable service at the leveis of
residential and non-residential development contemplated in the Current Plan.
From a neighborhood and historic preservation perspective, the Current Plan
would raise the potential for redevelopment to higher densities, and, as a
regsult, neighborhood and historic resources would likely be lost. With respect
to other public serviges and facilities, the substantial growth above existing
levets permitted by the Current Plan would generate severe demands and

pressures.

Non-Residential Alternative 1: The transportation ssction of this report tully
documents an evaluation of the impacts of permitting existing non-residential
development to develop to a floor to lot area ratico of 1.5:1 (called
Alternative 1), In this regard, the transportation anaiysis demonstrates that
this alternative 1is also unworkable. Trips generated by this level of
deveiopment cannot be accommodated by the local street system, even with
operaticonal and capacity improvements.

Non-Residential Alterpative 3: This alternative would remove non-conforming
commercial and industrial uses and weuld allow residential development in these
areas as originally designated in the Current Hollywooed Community Plan, This
alternative, however, would not reduce the toktal permitted
cammercial/industrial development in the Plan area. As a result, it would not
substantially reduce traffic and circulation ippacts. 1In addition, this
alternative would impose substantial hardships on nmany businesses that serve
the community. Most of the commercial areas that would be eliminated (like the
Hillhurst, Fountain, Laurel Canyon and Melirose shopping areas! provide valuabie
services to nearby residents. The aiternative would also be contrary to the
pbjective of providing c¢ommercial services that are easily agcessible to

residents.

Regidentia] Alternatives: Several alternatives for distributing additional
residential deveiopment were considered, including concentrating development
around future Metro Rail stations or adjacent to neighborhood centers. These
cptions were not considered further because the greater amount of residential
development could noi be reconciled with two basic plan revision objectives: [)
accommpdate oniy year 2010 population growth plus a 10 to 15 percent buffer,
and 2 create cohesive neighborhoods by permitting only enough new housing to
provide an overall wuniformity of building types, compatible with gxisting
residences.

No Growth Alternative: The purpose of the plan revision process was to

establish a means to accommodate growth levels projected in the SCAG-82
population forecast. An alternative to consider less growth than the adopted
forecast was not considered.
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7.2 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

The No Project Alternative (Current Plan) would allow for a population and
housing capacity substantially greater the Propased Plan. It should be
recognized that the Current Plan would permit development that would greatly
exceed the SCAG year 2010 population projections for the Hollywood Community
Plan area. Non-residential alternatives 1 and 3 would also permit develiopment
of commercial, office and industrial development “levels greater than the
Proposed Plan., This additional permitted growth must be weighed, however,
against the findings of this report that demonstrate that the arterial and
street systes in Hollywood ({even when ijmproved to Community Plan standards)
cannat accomtodate substantial " new trips, particularly
commercialsofficesindustriaj~related trips.

The added growth potentials of the Current Plan would also . negatively

contribute to impacts on public services and facilities, particularly schools,
parks, sewer treatment capacity ang landfill capacity. The greater number of
vehicle trips potentially generated by the Current Plan or the non-residentiai
alternatives along with attendant increases In congestion and delavs would
result in substantially greater air pallution emissions than the Proposed Plan,

From a land use perspective, any alternative shouid be accompanied by the
adaption of develppment standards f{for residential and commercial areas ir
Hollywood. Without consideration of the mitigation effects of development
standards, the Current Flan would, continue to allow a level of development,
particularly high dengity residential and officescommercial projects, that
could foster tand wuse conflicts and Incompatibility, including parking

conflicts, height conflicts, shade/shadow effects, obstruction of views and’

vistas and other potential nuisances. The Proposed Plan which has focused
largely on matching existing densities and preserving the existing character of
areas would minimize adverse Jand use impacts. Alsc the Proposed Plan, by
scaling back development levels to match existing levels, reduces the incentive
to redeveiop. This effect 1is a particular benetit to historic properties and
areas. In contrast, the higher development potential of the Current Plan or the
other non-residential alternatives wouid provide incentives tfo redevelop
histoaric resources. Thus, from both the perspective of transportation and land
use, the Proposed Plan is environmentally superior to alternatives that would

allow greater amounts of development,

When compared to a No Growth option, the Proposed Plan is not environmentaliy
superigr due to the fact that there would be some increase in development
potential over existing levels. Current environmental problems (traffic-related
air pollvtion, for example) would be exacerbated. It should be recognized,
however, that an aiternative to limit growith teo existing levels, if not enacted
citywide, would simply channel develapment to other parts of the city or county
where there is Jess restriction and any adverse impacts would be shifted to

other areas.
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8.0 LONG-TERM [MPLICATIONS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

8.1 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND THE
HAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

A significant portion of the Hollywood Comsunity Plan area includes hillsida
and canyoens in the Hollywood Hills, The 4,108-acre Griffith Park area would not
be affected by the Proposed Plan, The Plan dees, however, anticipate the
continued develgpment of residences in hillside areas.

8.2 IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES RESULTING FROM [MPLEMENTATION OF THE
PROPOSED COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION .

Build-out of development consistent with the densities and land uses aliowed in
the Hollywood Community Plan would ultimately involve the irreversible
comaitment of limited resources inciuding energy, water, and land. New
development wouwid require the commitment of land to residential, commercial,
of figce and industrial wuses, The Proposed Plan would permit the continued
deveiopment of the Hollywood Hills.

8.3 GROWTH-INDUCING IHPACTS OF THE FROQPOSED COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION

Comparison to Existing Conditionsg. The build-out of the Proposed Plan Revision
would permit a capacity of approximately 83,000 dwelling units outside of the
Redevelopment area, and 31 million square feet of non-residentiai development.
This land use development potential would transiate into a population capacity
for 198,000 persons and for approximately 65,000 jobs, Compared to existing
popuiation and employment (170,00 population and 37,400 employment), this
change would represent a 17 percent growth in population and 73 percent growth
in employment.

Comparison to the Current Plan. {t should be recognized, however, that while
the Proposed FPlan would allow increases above existing levels, the proposed
revision reduces the potential build-out leveis permitted by the Current Plan.
The populaticn capacity would be reduced from 388,000 perscns tao 199,000
persons (a reduction of 489 percent) and empioyment capacity would be reduced
from 233,000 jobs to 65,000 jobs ( & reduction of 72 percent’.

Comparison to Regicpal Growth Projections. From a regional perspective, the
Southern Califarnia Association of Governments (SCAG) has indicated that the
Hollywood Community Plan area is located within Regional Statistical Area (RSA}
No. i7. The 18984 SCAG estimate for the RSA was a population of 1,025,000
persons and 604,500 jobs. 0f these totals, the Plan area represents
approximately 11 percent of the RSA population and 6 percent of the ewployment.

SCAG has forecasted that by 2010 there will be 1,181,000 persons in the RSA and
896,600 jobs. The Proposed Plan area population capacity (188,000) would
represent 19 percent of the total RSA population, and the Proposed Plan
employment capacity of 85,000 jobs would represent 9 percent of the employment
in the RSA. These statistics suggest that the population growth in the Plan
area {s consistent with 2010 regionai growth prejections and that the
eaployment capacity is slightly higher than the 201G regional projection.
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8.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

This report has evaluated the potential environmentai impacts resulting from
the maximum build-cut of the Hollywood Community Pian Area under the Proposed
Revision. No specific projects or deveioprent proposals have been considered as
part of this anaiysis; however, evaluation of the Community Pian Revision has
been considered in the context of the popuiation, housing, and employment
projections prepared by the Southern California Association of Governments for
the year 2010. The traffic analysis, 1in particular, considered the combined
effect of locally generated traffic and future regional +traffic on the
Hollywood Community Pian sireet network. Specific impacts that would result
from the combined effect of the Proposed Plan and growth and development in
adjacent comaunity plan areas and jurisdictions would include:

Negative effect on the Jobs-Housing Balance

Increased trip making and traffic cengestion

increased vehicular and stationary emissions

Increased demand on schools

increased demand for parks

Increased demand for police and fire secvices

Increased demand on sewers and treatment capacity at Hyperion.
Accelerated use of existing landfills

Increased demand on utilities and energy sources

- 88 8 ns
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9.0 ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED
. California Department of Fish and Game, John Hernandez, Warden.

2, California Regional Water Quality Contro! Board, Les Angeles Region,
Michael L. Sowby, Environmental Specialist |V (Lettasr response to NOP)

3. City of Glendale, Planning Division, Gerald Jamriska, Director of Planning
(Letter response to NOP)

4, City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering, Land UDlevelopment, Edmond Yew
(Memo response to NOP)

5. City of Los Angeles, Department of City PFlanning, Community Flanning
Division, Michael Davies.

6. City of Les Angeles, Department of Recreaticn and Parks, Alonzo Carmichael,
Planning Officer.

7. City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, Allyn Rifkin.

8. City of Los Angeles, ULepartment eof Water and Power, Edward Katrapetian,
Engineer of Environmental and Governmental Affairs (Letter response to NOP)

9, City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, Hr. Collins.

10. City of Los Angeles, Fire Department, Bureau of Fire Prevention, James W.
Young, Assistant Bureau Commander (Letter response to NOP)

11, City of Los Angeles, Fire Department, Captain <Cooper and Inspector
Justice.

12, ity of Los Angeies, Police Department, Sergeant Bryan Galbraith.

13, City of Los Angetes, Public Works Department, Storm Drains and Sewers, HMr.
Estilban, and Bob Kimora,

{4, City of Los Angeles, Public Works Department, Wastewater, Sam Feruta,

15, City of Los Angeles, Robert S, Heorii, City Engineer (Letter response %o
NGF)

16. County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, N. . Datwyler,
Assistant Deputy Director, Planning Divigion (Letter response to NOP)

17. County of Los Angeles, Department of Publiec Works, Michael Mohajer.

18, Los Angeles Unified School District, Rebert J. Niccum, Director of Real
Eztate (Letter response to NOP)

19, Los Angeles Unified Schoo! District: Jean Acosta; Jackie Goldberg, member,
Los Angeles City Board of Education; Dominic Shambra, administirator, Special

Projects.
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20, Nature Center Asscciation

24, Zanta Monica Mountainsg Conservancy, John Diaz, Conservancy Anailyst.

-

22. Southern California Association of Governments, Richard Spicer, Principal
FPlanner (Letter response to NOP)

23. Southern California Rapid Transit District, Gary 5. Spivack, Director of
Flanning (Letter response to NOP)
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City of Los Angeles
Dffice of the City Clerk
Room 395, City Hall
Los Angeles, CA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
NOTICE DF PREPARATION

{Article VI, Section 2 ~ City CERA Guidelines!

TO: RESPONSIBLE (R TRUSTEE AGENCY FROM: LEAD AGENCY

City of Los Angeles

Department of Lity Planning
Community Planning Division
200 N. Spring Street, Room 503
l.os Angeles, CA S001Z2

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Project Title: Hollywood Community Plan Revigion
Project Applicant: City of Los Anaeles, Dept. of City Planning
Case Number: 18473

The City of Loz Angeles will be the Lead Agency and will prepares an environmental
impact report +For the project identified abave., We need to know the views of your
agency as to the scope and content of the environmental infermation which is germane to
your agency’'s statutory responsibilities in connection with the propased project. Your
agentcy will need to use the EIR prepared by this City when considering your permit or
other approval for the project.

The project description, locatipn and the probable envirgnmental effects are contained
in the attached materials.

X A copy of the Imitial Study is attached.

A copy of the Initial Study is not attached.

Due to the time limits mandated by state law, your response must be sent at the
earliest possible date but not later 30 days after receipt of this notice.

Please send your response to Michael] Davies at the address of the lead City
fgency as shown above. We will nead the name of a contact person in your agency.

7\\c,w=~ City Planner (212)485-2478  11-12-87
Signature TN Title ' Telephone No. Date
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INITIAL STUDY AND CHELCKLIST

_ZAD ABENCY: City of Los Anageles, Dapartment of City Planning
TOUNCIL DISTRICT: 4, 5, and 13

SROJECT TITLE/ZNO. Hollywood Community Flan Revision

TASE NG, 18473

=REVIOUS aCTIONS CASE NO. Not applicable
DOES have significant changes from previous actions.
DCES NOT have significant changes from previous actions.

FROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed revision would nodify and reduce residential ang
commercial development levels allowed under the existing Hollyweood Community Flan,
sdopted in 1973, Objectives of the revision are: 1) to accommodate the year 201¢
srojected population plus a 10-15% buffer, 2) provide community—serving commercial uses
tn small centers in areas outside of the Hollywood FRedevelopment Plan area, )
roncentrate major commercial development within the redevelopment plan area, 4) define
1 transportation system that works 1In conjunction with the land use pilan, and 4)
sztablish community-wide development standards.

FROJECT LOCATION: See Figures | and 2, attached. The area is lacated withir
central portion of the City of Lps Angeles, approxxmateiy J miles narthwest of the Loz

Angeles central business district.

PLANNING DISTRICT: Hollywond

STATUS: ) Preliminary
Froposed
X Adop ted

EXISTING IONING: MAX DENSITY ZONING PROJECT DENSITY
Various ) Various Various
PLANNED LAND USE & Z0ONE MAX DENSITY PLAN Deces conforas to plan

X__ Does not conform to plan
Various Various . No district plan
DETERMINATION:

I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
' environment and a MEBATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect
an the environment, there will not be a2 significant effect 1in this case
because the wmitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been
added to the project. A MITIBGATED NESATIVE DECLARATION WILL BE PREPARED

{See attached conditions).

X 1 find the proposed éruject MAY have a significant effect on the
snvironment and a ENVIRONMENTAL. IMPACT REPORYT is required.

[\/V«QQ%A._ C.\'T\[[ TLan NER.

Sigrature Title
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

BACKGROUND
PROPONENT NAME: PHONE
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning {213) 485-2478

FROPONENT ADDRESS:
200 N. Spring Street, City Hall, Room 505, Los Angeles, CA 90012

AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST: DATE BUBMITTED:
PROPOSAL NAME:
Hollywood Community Plan Revigion

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

{, EATH. Wl the crepasal result in: YESMAYEE N0
X

@. Unstasle sartn conditions or in changes In qeoipgit substruchures?
b, Disruptions, diselacesenss, cospaction or overcavering of tne so:i?l
€, Lhange 15 topography or groung surface reilef features?

6. The gestruction, covering or sodification of any unigue geologit or

physical features?

g My Increase 1n wind or water Bresim of soiis, either m or off

the site?

. Changes in deposition or erosion of besch sands, or changes in
siltation, gsposifion or erosion shich iy podify the channe] of 2
river, sirgae o~ the bed of the ocean or any hay, inlef or lake? X

. Expesure of people or property to geologic hazards such as earth
quakes, langslides, audslidss, ground fajiure or Similar hazards? {

4

U P O,
. -
P— e

]

. AR, Wil *ne provosal resuil ing

4. kir sajssions or deterioration of amient air quaiify? 1
b, The creation of obyectionable odors? . 1
oo Alteration of air wovesent, soisiure or fesperature,or any change

i clisate, erther locally or reqinally? H
d.  bapose the project residents to severe quir peliution conditions? X

I WATER, W:]l the proposal result iy
& (hanges n currents, or the course or directim of water movesents |

In erther sarmne or fresh maters? 1
b, [hanges n apsorption rates, orawnage patierns, or the rate and

the asounts of surface water mnoff? H
¢, Alteratims to the course or flow of floodwater? H
4. Change in the asount of surface 1 any water body? 1

8. Discharee into surface waters, or In any alterafion of surface
water quaiity, intluding but not liasted to tesperature, dissolved
oxygen ar turcadity?

1, Aiteration of the dirsction or rate of flow of qround waters? ] 1

Cranie In the cuantily or droung waters, 21ther througn direct

aodifions £r witheraeais, or through ntercentich of an aquiter

By cuts o &sfavations?

1
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5

10,

5
R, Cenuciion if the ecunt oF waser otherwise svailable fer suslic l1
wilar suppliss, i
Trpose peonle or sroperty 32 water related harargs suth as
ficedtng ar fizal wavesr
I, <hanges 1n tne reseerature, flow or cnesital content of surtace
nErsl serings?

PUANT LIFE. Wil the proposal resylt i

a. Change 1n the diversity of speciss or numdar of any speCies of
plants vncluding trees, shrus, 3rass, Crops, and acuatic plamts?

b, Eecuction of the nuabers ot any urique, rare or endangered specles
of plants?

¢ Introguction of new species of plants 1nto an ares, or 15 a barrier
‘o the noreal replenisheent of suisting species?

d.  PReguction in acreaqe of any sericultural crop?

AL LIFE, aill the proeosal result in:

i Dange 1n the giversity of species, or nuabers of any specles aof
animals ibirds, land anisals, including reptiles, fish and
shellfisn tenthic orqanisas or tnsecis)?

3. Feductim of the numiers of sy wnigue, rare of endangerad species

af amaals?

Introduction of new species of animals into an ared, or result ina

parrier 1o the migration or sovesent of animals?

§ Zeterigration g existing fish or wildlife habitet?

&

NOISE, Will the proposal result in:
4, Increases 1n existing noise levels?
b Exposurs of people to severe noise |evels?

LIS A0 GARE. #ill the prorosal

4. Produce new [19nt or glare frow street lights or other sources?

3. "educe access to aunlight or adjacent propertiss due to shage
ind shadow?

LA USE. i1l the prososal result in an alteration of the present or
planned land use of ap area’

NATURAL REROURIZS, Will the proposal result in:
2. increase 1n the rate of yse of any natural resource?
8. Depletion of any non-renemadle natural resource?

RIS OF PSET, Will the proposal invoive:

a. hrisk of explosion or the release of harardmus sufistances
fincluding but ant liafted to, oil, pesticices, chesicals gr
ranabiont 10 the event of an accideny or upset conditions?

bo fossible nterderence with an emergency responze plan or an
spergency evacuafion plan?
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ke

1

in

HEN

POPILATION, =1} the sroposal result in

3. The relocation of ahy persons DeCayse 0f the erfects won
housing, coomercial or industrial facilities?

5. Change ta the distribution, density cr growth rate of the nuaan
population of an area’

HIBING, will the proposal:

s, Affect exisiing housing, G¢ create & desand for addifional housing?

5, Have an iseact oo the available rental nousing in the comsunity?

. Result in gesolition, relocation, or remeceiing of residential,
comsercial, or industrial buildings or cther facilities?

TRANSFIRTATIOUCIRCILATION, Will the proposal result in:

3. Geeeratitn of additional vehicelar ecvesent?

b, Efiects on exysting parking factlities, or desand for new parking?

2. lmacr o enisting transeortation systees?

7, Alteratios to present patterns of circulation or movesent of
pecole and/or goocs?

e. Alteranions to waterberne, rail or air traffic?

£, Increases In traffic hazares to sotoe vehicles, Bicyclists or
pedestrians,

PUBLIC SERVICES. nill the proposal have an effect wpon, or result in
need for new or ajtered governsental serviCEs 1n any of the foliowing
areds:

3. Fires Protection?

b, folice Frotection?

¢ Schoels?

g, Farks or other recreational facilities?

g, Maintmance of public facilities, including roads?

4, Cther coverngental servilis? :

PEREY, il Sne proposal result

& Usa o° excestional aaaunts of fuzl or energy?

., Increase in degand upon exislIng sOUrces ot energy, or require the
development of new sturces of ensrgy? ‘

BREREY, W11l tne preposal resuid Int

a3, Use ¢f extestional asounts of fusl or energy?

b, Significant increase 1f Ceadnd upan existing sources of emergy,
or require the developsent of new sources of energy?

UTILITIER, Wil the procozal result in d need for new systoss, or
slterations ta the sollowing utlttiess

a. Fower or natural gas?

. Loemnications svstess?

z, hater?

2, dewer or smtic tanks?

e, Sioe water grainase”

i, Solid waste and C1seosall
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14

AR HEALTH, Al the promosal resuit T

i Lreatin or a6y healtn aazarg or :a.entxax nealth hazary lescluding i

sentai neaffns? } i
3, Eacosure of pemele to nealth hazirgs? if
FESTHETICS, diil the sroposed project result it
3, Tre ccstryction of any scenic vista or view ofen $0 public? X !
b, Tre creafim of an sesthetaically offensive site open 10 public view i
t. The destruchion of 3 stand of trees, 4 rock autcropping or giner

lecally recognized desireabie assthetic matursl feature?

C 4. Ay nedasive sesthetic esfect? by

FECREATION, Will the progcsal result in an ispact wpon the aualidy or
suanbity o exsting recreational ceportiniiies. 1
OATNRA. RESORCS.
i.  Will the promosal result in the aiteravion of or the destruction of

d premistaric or Astoric archaediogical site? X
b, Wil the proposal result in adverse physical or agsihetic effects

to premistor1 of mstoric duilding, structure or cbject? i
¢.  loes the proposal have the potential to cause a physicai change

ich sould affect wnigue ethnic cultural values? X
4. Wil the prooosal restrict existing religious or sicred uses within

the patential iwact area? [
MWDATIRY FINDINGS (F SIGNIF ICANCE.
a. Does tne project have the potential to degrade the quality of the

snvironeent, substantially redurs the habitat of a fish or wilglife

SpeCIes, cause fish or wildlife population to drop below self

sustaining fevels, threaten to elisinate planf or snimil coesunity

reduce the nuaber or restrict the range of rare or entangereg plant

or anaal or eliminate isportant exasples of sajor periods of

alifemiz hissory or prenisiory? - !
b, Does the project have the sotential to achieve short-ters, fo the

disadvantage of long-ters, environmental goals? 1
¢, loes the project have [mpacts shich are individually limited, but

cusylatively consideran]a? H
d. Does the project have environsental effects which cause substaniial

adverse effects on husan beings, either directly or indirectiy? Alg?

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRCONMENTAL EVALUATION: See attached.

Prepared by: Michael [Davies

Titie: City Flanner, City of Los Angeles, Dept of Cify Flamning
Telephone: (217 4BE-2478
Date: Navemper 12, 1987
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DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

Earth

b. New development allowed under the proposed elan revision would in
most instances require site preparation and grading.

C-. In the hillside areas, new devaelopment allowed unger the plan
revision could entail cuts and fillg as well as modification of iland
forms.,

g. Twp active faults are located within the plan revisicn area. Areas of
Haollywogod north of Hollywood Boulevard are considered to bs slope
stability study areas according to the City of Los Angeles Saismic
Safety Flan. ’

Ailr

a. Although the proposed plan revision would reduce development lsvels
when compared to the current Hellywoed Flan, increases 1n development
and assocliated increases in  vehicular tripz would occur. Agditicnal
trip generation would increase alr poliutant emiss:ions over existing
levels.

Water

b. New development allowed under the proposed plan revision would, in
instances-where the lang is varant or undeveloped, :increase tne
amount of impervious surface and alter the rate of stormeater runoff

and drainage patterns.
Flant Life

a, New development allowed, particularly 1n the residentizally zoneg
hillside areass would remove vegetaticn and associatec habitats.
Animal Life

a. New development allowed, particularly in the residentially roned
Rillside areas may affect local wildlife,

Noise

a. Construction activity as well as increases in traffic anticipated
under the plan revision would likely increase ambient noise levels.
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10,

i1.

a. =3Jdi1zional develoement witnin the elan revizion area clulc racreasas
tliumination sources, patrticularly 10 the case of few commercial
zegveloements and associatag parking areas,

. The possibility exists, that 1n those locations whers commercisi

davelcpment iz allowed adjacent to resigential areas, as well as
wnare mulil-family residential buildings zre  agjacent to single
family resigences that there could be adverss snade and shacow
erfects. Development standards congidersed as part of the gian
revision are intendsed to mitigate these sffects. In aoditiocn,
pravisions of the Neighborhood Pratection Ordinance woulg reduce tne
gffects at locaticns where commercial and singie family areas ars
adracent,

The proposad Hollywoog Plan Revision would resclt inoan gverall
reguction 10 the developsment levels allowed urgsr the current
Mollywood Community Flan., The proposed revisicon would allow for a
total population of 237,600 persons compared to 23,000 persans 1n
tne current plan. The existing pagpulaticn in the plan area 13 180,998

persosns.

Similarly, the proposed revision woule allow for [25.000 housing
units, compared to 204,100 units in the current plan. For commercial
and industrial categories the proposed revizion would allow for
114.4 million square feet (maximum bulld-out) compared to 142.8
millicn square feet under the current plan.

Matural Resources

a. The rate of growth in the plan revision area is depandent on
socioeconamic and market factors. The plan revisicn itseld will not
increase the rate of use Of natural rescurces,

b. In general, additional growth and development allpowed under the
proposed plan revision would increase use of non-renewable resources,
particularly fossil fusl-related.

Rizk of Upset

b Increased traffic and associated congestion could have an adverse
affect on emergency response (fire, police, ambulance) during peak
travel periods,

Fopulation

EN Ag is current]ly the case, the plan revision would allcw for increasad
develorment levels above sxisting conditions. Achisving this increase
under various circumsiances could entail the removal of eulsting
residences. '

b, Seg item # B.
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14,

Hous1ng

See 1tam # 8.
See items # 8 and # i1
Sea item # 11

Transpaortation/Circulation

a.

The proposed plan revision would result in an incr=ase in trip
generation above existing levels, This increase, howevar, wauld be
less than the trip generation +From the current adopted Holiywood
Community Plan.

The increasze in commercial development as well as multi-family
residential development allowsd in  the proposed plan revision would
likely increase parking demand. Development standards established in
the plan revision would address parking requirements o aveid ar
mitigate anticipated adverse impacts.

Circulation improvements to be identified i1n the plan revizsion would
be designed to wmeet project traffic volumes and demand. In tnose
lorations were additional capacity iz added, or where streets are
reconfigured, some potential exists to alter existing cirgulation

patterns.

Public Services

da

Froposed increases in development would place additional demands on
fire protection services. Additiomal development in hillside areas
would be of particular concern.

Projected population increases in the plan revision area would likely
result in increased demand on police services.

FProjected population increases would further exacerbate overcrowded
schopl conditicong in the plan revisich area. Additional capital
expenditures and classrooms would he neesded.

Fraojected population increases in the plan revisicn area woulg
increase the need for accessible pasgive and active recreaticnal open
space within or adjacent to residential areas to achieve city

standards.

increased trip generation and traffic, particularly truck traffic in
industrial and commercial areas will likely increase maintenance
requirements for leocal roads,

Frojected increases in development and population growth would likely
intrease the demand for a variety of governmental services.
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17.

1e.

Utrliy

f.

Aesth

A

Cultu

a.

gl 1tem 8§ 7,

<

e item ¥ 9.

ti1es

increase in development (residential and non-residential? will
incrementally increase electricity ana natural gas consumpticn,
According to  service providers, the supply of these services will be
adequate to mee: future demand. )

Increazes in development and populaticn will increase demang for
talephone services,

increases In  development {residential and non-residentisl)  will
inerementally  1ncrease water consumption. According to  sarvice
providers, the watsr supply will be adeguate to neet future demand.

Ingcreased development will Increase wastewater flow, [t 13 likely
that increased developmeént will have tfto he ghaseg ta neet the
ineremental Increases in sewdge treatment capacity planned far the
Hyperion Treatment Flant.

The timing of development may alsoc be constrained by the replacement
schedule for i1nadequate interceptor sewers within the plan revision

area.

Increases in development in the plan revision area will incrementally
increase the generation of solid waste,

atics

Views to and from the Hollywood Hills/Santa Monica Mountalns may be
atfected by new development. However, development standards will be
astablished to avoid or mitigate significantly adverse visual
impacts.

ral Resgurces

New development on undeveloped s1tes, particularly in the hillside
areas may affect archaeological resources.

It will be the intent of the proposed plan revision to establish
develcpment standards that will increase the possibilities <for
historic preservation., Hawever, allowable increases 1n develcpment
could under various circumstances entail the remaval of sxisting iand
uses, some of which may have culturals/historical sisnificance.
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Mandatory Findlngs of Signiticance

3.

within the plan revision area, the proposeg plan would allow far
increased residential and  non-residential  deveiopment. This change
would 1ncreasge traffic and pollutant emissicns. The change could alss
entail the development of undeveloped hillgside areag and tne
redevelopment of existing areas, In either case agverss 1mpacts may

result.

The intended purpose of the plan revision and “downioning” is to
improve the quality ot life in  the Hollywood community. In certan
instances however, the additicnal growth allowed by the plan may
adversely affect some specitic element of the envircnment, e.g.
natural hillside areas, cultural resources, etc.

The proposed plan revision by its mature is cumulative. R Indicated
in item # & the proposal would add approximately 77,000 perzons,
TZ,000 housing units and as much as 88 million sguare  feet of
development above existing levels., This growth will be reflegcted in
inereased traffic and demand for utilitissg, services and rublic

facilities.
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HOLLYWOOD REDEVELOPMENT PLAN
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Hedeveidpment Plan Mag

Freeway nght of way shall be designated as

pen space pnkess otharwise indicated. Aasidential Commercial
The redevelopment plan text will permit Low . Neighborbeod and Dffice
: recreatonal and mstiution uses wiltin any (Max 7 Unils / Gross Acre} Hollywood Redevelopment
: Approprate porten of the Projest, Low Madium 2 . Highway Oriented Commercial wamm  Project Ares Boundary Project

(Max 24 Linits / Gross Acre} et : Communily Redevelopment Agency
- Public Mediom 3?!'! Reglonal Commarciat Ciy of Les Angeles
5 ; .
Open Spaca (Max 43 Units § Gross Acre) Industrial Adopled May 1986

Other Publilc Land

edium
Recrestlonal and School Sie ::22 :o Units £ Grass Acre) ) ﬁm Commaercisi Menutacturing . - . ’T\
- High G Livnited Industrial H—J—-‘ .

{Max B0 Unas } Gross Acre}
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CITY CLERK

WHEMN MAKING INQUIRIES
RELATIVE TO THIS MATTER,
REFER TQ FILE NOQ.

86-0695-51
CDh 4,5 & 13
CPCs 18473
BBM {33\1 GFC_.
1o Gbe
Cctober 31, 1988

City Attorney

4TY OF Los ANGEL: v
CAL]FORN[A LFFICE OF
s CITY CLERK
RooM 393, Clty HaLL
LS ANGELES, CA S0012
A4%-5705

FILE COpy

TOM BRADLEY
MAYOR

Environmental Management, Wakter
Sewerage & Subdivision Control Sec.

Department of Telecommunications
Bureau of Engineering,
7/ Land Development & Map Division
Attn: L. Wyatt
{ Honorable Tom Bradley, Mayor

City Planning Department (w/file) Community Development Department

Advisory Agency ~ Rm 635 CH Housing Pivision
Department of Transportation Counciliman Woo

Traffic Sec. Ceuncilwoman Melina
Building & Safety Department Councilman Yaroslavsky
Bureau of Street Lighting Councilman Ferraro

P Permit Section
Fire Commission

Water & Power Commission
Attn: Judith Davison

RE: COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION, ZONE AND HEIGHT DISTRICT CHANGES RELATIVE
TO THE HOLLYWCOD COMMUNITY PLAN

At the meeting of the Council held October 26 1988, the feollowing

action was taken:

Attached report adopted as amended........ ... ..., X
" verbal amending motion adopted (Woo-Meolina).......... X
" resolution " ( ) I
Ordipance adopted. .. .o cs it vt vann o oasy e e e e,
Motlon adopted to approve attached report ....... e e e .
" communication............

To the Mayor fOr CONCUTTENCE. v v v cv v v s ronnnnvuarnassenvuress
To the Mayor FORTHWITH....... b e e e e e e

Mayor concurred. . v it iu v it mmmm et P I S
Appointment confirmed.. ... ... .Qxﬁl.,l. ...... .,
Appointee has/has not taken the Cath of Ofﬁgce.. ........... "~
Findings adopted..... et e .. .fgf ................ N
Negative Declaration adopted........... ,@ﬁ ............ A\
Categorically exempt.... ..o B S \!EE}
Generally exempt............ ceearaaas JEAERRRE gﬂva?nggﬁﬁﬁﬁg
EIR certified.......... ... . ..., B T i
Special Instructions r WOy 1 ¢ 1984 J
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File No. 86-0695-81

TO THE COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Your PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT Comuittee

reports as follows:
PUBLIC COMMENTS: YES

RECOMMENDATION

:‘1
o™ [

&

%

{(See attached Motion) .¢

&

"

AMENDED by Ccl. Action of 10~26-89.

s

[

n
A

&

K ?AD@PT b

Purguant to City Charter Section 96.5(3) and Los Angeles Municipal Code
Section 11.5.6, that the proposed Community Plan Revision, zone and
height district changes relative to the Hollywood Community Plan and
the Circulation Element of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles,
as submitted by the Mayor, the City Planning Commission, the Director
of Planning and the General Plan Advisory Board, in connection with the
State-mandated General Plan/Zoning Consistency program, be forwarded to
the Council for adoption also that the Council consider the following

changes recommended by the Committee: CPCs 18473
8§6~831 GPC
g6~835 GPC

1. Hollywood Community Plan Revision {CPC 18473)

A community plan designation of "Low Medium II density housing™
for the following properties generally fronting on Fairfax
Avenue between Sunset Boulevard and Selma Avenue and described

as:

2.

Tract No. 3390, Lots 3-11; Tract No. 1607, Lots 37-45

b. An additional footnote ({(footnote No. 14) to be added to the
Hollywood Community Plan map to be placed on the map face at
the southeast corner of Sunset Boulevard and Crescent Heights
(property extending east from Crescent Height to Laurel

Avenue); the map legend to read:

"14. Development of these properties shall be limited to a
maximum floor are ratio of 1.9:1."

c. An additional fooinote (footnote No., 15) to be added to the
Hollywood Communitv Plan map to be placed on the map face at
= the circular area bounded by Sycamore Avenue and Fitch Dxlve
north of Franklin Avenue; the map legend to read:

"15. Development of these properties shall be limited to a
maximum floor area ratio of 1l:1.%




File No. B6-0695-81

TO THE COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Your

PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT Committee

reports as follows:

d.

A community plan designation of "Low II density housing® for
the area generally bounded by Londonderry Place and Belfast
Drive north of Sunset Boulevard (as depicted in Map Exhibit B1l7
of CPC No. BE-831 CGPC attached).

A community plan designation of "Low Medium II density housing"
for the area adjacent to Sunset Plaza Drive north of Sunset
Boulevard {as depicted in Map Exhibit Bl, Subarea No. 11 of CPC
No. 86~831 GBC}.

2. General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program (CPC 86-831 GPC)

a.

3

Map Bl Subarea Nos. 2/13A (Londonderry Place) =~ a minor
modification of subarea boundaries as depilicted in new Map
Exhibit B17 attached.

Map Bl Subarea No. 11 (Sunset Plaza Drive)

Yiedor
A plan designation of "Low”II Density Housing" with a zone of
RD1.5-1X%L,

Map Bl Subarea Neo. 79 (Fairfax Avenue)

A new Subarea No. 79A {attached as Map Exh@bit B1B) with a plan
designation of "Low Medium II Density Housing" and retention of
existing zoning.

Map B2 Subarea Wos. 51, 52A (Paramount Studios)

A reformulated "Q" qualified condition to replace that approved
by the Planning Commission to read as follows:

"A maximum 150 {one hundred fifty) foot building height shall
be permitted subject to adoption by City Council of a
develcpment rights agreement which addresses the following:
height of buildings, setbacks from public streets, step~back of
built form, auvtomobiles access, landscaping, and building
design.,"

Map B4 Subarea Nos. 114A/114B (Capitol Cities/ABC)

A reformulated "D" development limitation to replace that
approved by the Planning Commission to read as follows:

"A maximum floor area ratio of 1.5:1 shall be permitted subject
to the adoption by City Council of a development rights

-




File No, 86-06%5-51

70 THE COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Your PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT Committee

reports as follows:

ITI.

agreement which addresses the following: setbacks from public
streets, automobile access, landscaping, and building design.®

3. General Plan Consistency = Hollywood II (CPC B6~835 GEC)
a. Subarea No. 40 (Magic Castle site)

2 new Subarea No. 43 (attached as Map Exhibit B9 of CPC 8§6-831
GPC) with a [Q]IR5-1VL zone; the R5 zone being subject to the
following "Q" gualified condition:

"Ugses shall be limited to private clubs and all other uses
permitted in the R4 zone, Residential development shall be
limited to a maximum of one dwelling unit for each 600 (six
hundred) sguare feet of lot area."

b. Clarification of the "D" development limitations listed as
"D=1" through "D~5" of the Planning Commission action report of
2ugust 11, 1988 (Appendix I of transmitted to Mayor}. Section
"b" of each D limitation to include the following introductory

clause:

"b. The project complies with the following two reguirements
"

That such proposed changes as approved by the Council be referred to
the Director of Planning, the City Planning Commission and the Mavyor
for their consideration and recommendation. (The Commission and the
Mayor must act thereon within 60 days or such longer period as the
Council many designate ... Final action by the Council shall be taken
within 120 days after the receipt of both the Mayor's and the City
Planning Commission's recommendations on any proposed changes, or the
expiration of their time to act thereon ...}

That upon the return of the proposed changes to the City Council,
further consideration and actions be taken with respect to its
inclusion 1n the propesed Plan.

That the Proposed Plan, as then changed, be considered for adoption by
Resolution.

That the Planning Department and Commission be instructed to prepare
and present the final consistency zone and heilght district change
ardinances including the above recommended changes.
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File No. 86-0695-51

T¢C THE COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Your PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT Committee

reports as follows:

{SCHEDULED IN COUNCIL OCTOBER 26, 1988)

SUMMARY

“The Mayor and the Director of Planning transmit communications relative to

the recommendations of the City Planning Commission in approving the
proposed amendments to the Hollywood Community Plan and the accompanying
zone and height district changes in connection with the State-mandated
conslstency program (AB 283). Said amendments have also been approved by
the General Plan Advisory Board. It is also recommended that the Council

congider the Final FIR,

The Director of Planning states in his report that the City Planning
Commission on August 11, 1988 approved the proposed Revision and
recommended that it be adopted by the City Council as set forth in
Attachment I in the Council file. The General Plan Advisory Board approved
the Plan Revision on June 15, 1988. Changes made by the Commisgsion to the
Revision as approved by the Board are explained in Annexes A and B of

Attachment I.

This Ho?lywood Communlty Plan Revision was prepared by the City Planning
Department with the assigtance of Gruen Assoczates, a prlvate consultant,
as well as with the assistance and cooperation of other City agencies, the
offices of Council District Nos. 4, 5 and 13, and residents/property owners
of the Community Plan area. Transmitted as backgreund to the Plan Revisgion
are the Staff Report dated July 28, 19%88 and a Supplemental Staff Report
dated August 11, 1988. The Staff Report briefly describes the public
involvement process (p. 12) and addresses itself to the major issues,
objectives, and methodology of the Revision. The Supplemental Staff Report
summarizes public comments presented to the Planning Commission at its July
28, 1988 meeting and the Staff's analysis. In addition, this Revision, as
proposed, will accommodate the Council~adopted Hollywood Redevelopment

Plan.

Zone changes accompanying this Revision will accomplish zoning consistency
in accordance with Califeornia Government Code 65860d and the Superior Court
settlement agreement. Those zone changes are being processed as CPC Nos.
86-831 GPC and 86~835 GPC and shall be considered by Council concurrently

with this Revision.

On September 20, 1988, the Planning and Environment Committee held a public
hearing on this matter attended by approximately 25 interested
persons/property owners from the area. After the Planning staff explained
the Commission's position, various persons spoke in regard to their
respective subareas. At the conclusion of the testimony, the Deputy City
Attorney and Planning staff members responded to guestions from the two

-4




File No. B6-0655-51

TO THE COUNCIL OF.THE
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Your PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT Commiitee

reports as follows:

Committee members present. The Committee made variocus changes as described
in detail in the recovmmendation portion of this Committee report.

After careful review of the reports in the file, letters received, as well
as the testimony presented by the proponents and opponents, your Committee
is of the opinion that the Plan amendments and zone/height district changes
as submitted by the Planning Commission together with the changes made by
the Committee should be approved. Therefore, pursuant to Charter Section
96.5(3) and Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 11.5.6, the Planning and
Environment Committee recommends that the proposed amendments, as well as
the changes of zone and height distriects for the Hollywood Community Plan
{(a part of the General Plan of the City) as approved by the Mavor and the
Planning Commission with changes proposed by the Committee, be forwarded to
the Council for consideration and approval. The final EIR was also

approved,

Respectfully submitted,

PL&NNI&F AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE

o T ? ii N ' "
ABL mcqg l‘; ‘ﬁ‘"‘# ¢ ? b /
10-4-88 SN 5.1 P
CPCs 18473 Nw»; . 6
§6~831 GPC P
86-835 GPC ¢/1“/k’f£/i’ﬁ “‘5 \z/g\majﬁ

CDs 4, 5 & 13
Attachments (3) - Maps

Note: (Notice has been published not
less than 10 days prior to the
public hearing date pursuant

eI sgey B AN R OE TR ADOPTED
* kS AMENDED
DCT 7 6 1938

LOS ANGELES CITY CouncIL

(588 ArouoD M@rfm)

P it i A 8 S e
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VERBAL AMENDING MOTICN

1 HEREBY MOVE that the Planning and Environment Committee
Report( CF86-0695 S1) relative to the Hollywood Community Plan
Revision recommendations BE AMENDED to instruct the Planning
Department staff to create a new Subarea in the area on the south
side of Hollywood Boulevard between Fullerton and Martel on the
the property owned by Temple Israel and that a [Q] R5-1 density
designation be placed on that property. The permanent [Q] would
restrict residential density to R3 density.

I FURTHER MOVE that the Planning and Environment Committee
Report BE AMENDED to add item "f" to the Hollywood Community Plan
Revision recommendations:

f. An additional footnote (No. 16) to be added to the
Hollywood Community Plan Map to be placed on the map face
at the area generally bounded by Sycamore Ave., Bonita
Terrace, Orchid Ave, and Franklin Ave. (designated as
Subarea 43, CPC 86-835 GPC) to read:

""16. Hotels may be permitted within this area subject to
approval pursuant to LAMC Sec 12.24 Cl (t)."

PRESENTED BY
MICHAEL WOO
Councilman 13th Pistrict

SECONDED BY

GLORIA MOLINA
Councilwoman lst District

CF86-0695 S1
October 26, 1988

WAl T AT st e e el



CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-831 Exhibit C

RESOLUT ION

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission on August 11, 1988 approved the
proposed Revision of the Hollywood Community Plan and its accamanying
zoning and

WHEREAS, pursuant to City Charter and Municipal Code provisions, the
City Planning Conmission has transmitted its recormendations; and

WHEREAS, the General Plan Consistency Maps, as defined in Section 1 of
Ordinance No. 159,748 may be amended by resolution of City Council, and
the Department of City Planning is charged with the preparation and
maintenance of all General Plan Consistency Maps to be utilized by the

City;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the General Plan Consistency Maps for
the area affected by the Hollywood Comunity Plan be amended to conform
to this plan revision and accompanying zoning adopted by City Council

CPC 86-831-GPC Exhibit C
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Page 5

The zoning of B3 Subarea No., 116 shall be subject to the following
[Q} Qualified condition:

"Commercial uses shall be limited to those permitted in the C4
zone,"

The zoning of B4 Subarea No. 166D shall be subject to the following
Q] Qualified condition:

"Expansion of the existing institutional use shall be subject to
site plan approval by the City Planning Commission,*

"D" Development Limitations
Conditions of Approval

The Height District (HD 1) of Subarea Nos, 53[B1], Subarea Nos, 22,
24C, 25A, 46, 49, 54, 62, 75, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 92, 111, 116,
118]B2]: Subarea Nos. 9, 22, 24, 29, 46, 63 ,64, 65, 66, 124, 126, 130,
140[B3}; and Subareas Nos. 79, 81, 101, 103, 108, 122, 122B, 123, 125,
151, 162, 169, 170A, 1708, 174, 176, 185, 186A, 186B, 189, 190, 195,
199A[BH] shall be subject to the following condition:

"The total floor area contained in all buildings on a lot shall not
exceed one-half (0.5) times the buildable area of the lot."

The Height District (HD 1} of Subarea Nos. b4, 65, 66A, 66B, 6%A,
698, 70, 78]B1); Subarea Nos. 43, 66, 67, 68, 69, 85B, 93[B2]:
Subarea Nos. 108, 109, 125[B3]: and Subarea Nos. 27, 28, 29, 31, 32A,
328, 89, 90, 91, 93, 94, T14A, 1T4B, 134, 148, 149, 179A, 180A, 180C,
181, 182[B4] shall be subject to the following condition:

"The total floor are contained in all buildings on a lot shall not
exceed one (1) time the buildable area of the lot."

The Height District (HD 2) of Subarea Nos. 51 and 52A[B2] shall be
subject to the following cendition:

"The total floor area contained in all buildings on a lot shall not
exceed one-and-one-half (1.5} times the buildable area of the lot."

COMBO5
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PERMANENT [Q] QUALIFIED CONDITIONS

The Zoning of B1 Subarea Nos. 11, 84 and 86A shall be subject to
the following [Q] Qualified condition:

"Residential density shall be limited to a maximum of one
dwelling unit for each 1,200 square feet of lot."

The Zoning of BT Subarea No. 86B and B3 Subarea Nos. 53 and 54
shall be subject to the follawing [Q] Qualified conditions:

"Residential density shall be limited to a maximum of one
dwelling unit for each 1,000 square feet of lot."

The zoning of B3 Subarea No. 2 shall be subject to the following
[Q] Qualified conditions:

"Residential density shall be limited to a maximum of one
dwelling unit for each 600 sqguare feet of lot."

The zoning of B2 Subarea Nos. 13 and 48 shall be subject to the
following [Q] Qualified conditions: '

"Residential uses at the density of the R# zone shall be
prohibited."

The zoning of B2 Subarea Nos. 52B and 25B and B#% Subarea
No. 121 shall be subject to the following [Q] Qualified conditions:

"Residential uses shall be prohibited, except as otherwise
permitted in the industrial zones.,"

The zoning of B2 Subarea Nos. 51 and 52A and B4 Subarea
Nos. 114A and 114B shall be subject to the following [Q] Qualified

conditions:

"No building or structure shall exceed sixty (60) feet in
height above grade or five {5) stories. Roof structures are
exemptied pursuant to Section 12.21,B3 of the Municipal Code,
Motion picture studio stages, scenes or sky-backings,
temporary towers, and the lke shall not exceed seventy-five

(75) feet in height above grade.™

The zoning of B6 Subarea No. 69B shall be subject to the same [Q]
Qualified conditions as published in Ordinance No. 163,084,

The zoning of B! Subarea No. 102 shall be subject to the same [Q]
Qualified conditions as published in Ordinance No, 162,794,

The zoning of B4 Subarea No. 180D shall be subject to the same
[Q] Qualified condition as published in Ordinance No, 162,441,
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Moved: Botwin
Second: Neiman
Ayes: Abernathy, Garcia, Luddy

Furthermore, the Citv Planning Commission: Initiated a height district change
to 1XL for Subarea 86 as mapped con Exhibit BY.

This action was taken by the following vote:

Moved: Botwin
Second: MNeiman
Aye: CGarcia
No: Abernethy, Luddy

Kenneth C. Topping
Director of Planning

bunoHars

Ramona Haro, Secretary
City Planning Commission

KCT:sm
COMB805




CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-831-GPC August 11, 1988

Foliowing public hearings conducted March 15 and March 17, 1988; and
following an extended public comment period and Commission deliberations
July 28 and  August 11, 1988; the City Pianning Commission on
August 11, 1588:

1. Considered the Hollywood Plan Revision Environmental Impact Report.

{SCH No, 87-112504}.

2. Adopted the Staff Report of July 28, 1988 and the Supplemental Staff
Report of August 11, 1988, as its report on this matter.

3. Recommended Approval of the zone changes and height district changes
presented in Exhibit A {dated August 1988) as hereby modified:
Map Exhibit B1 Subarea 11 {QIR3-1XL. Comment 16
Map Exhibit B2 Subarea 48 [QIC2-1VL Comment 11
Map Exhibit B2 Subarea 51 [QIM1-2D Comments 19, 21
Map Exhibit B2 Subarea 52A [QIMTI-2D Comments &, 19,
21
Map Exhibit B2 Subareas 90, 91 RD2-1XIL,
Map Exhibit B3 Subarea 26 R3-1
Map Exhibit B4 Subareas 114A, 114B [QIMI-1D Comments 15, 19
Map Exhibit B15  Subarea 166D [QIR4-1 Comment 22
Map Exhibit B16  Subarea 57A _ R3-1XL

4, Recommended that the Permanent [Q]} Qualified classification changes of
zone include the attached Conditions of Approval,

5. Recommended that the "D" Development Limitation changes of height
district include the attached Condition of Approval.

6. Recommended that the rezoning proceedings be terminated and filed as
originally authorized under the following City Plan Case and Council
Files: )

CPC 84-851-ZC CF 86-1354
CPC 11253 CF 99155
CPC 86-1054-2C CF 87-0571

7. Recommended Approval of a "Minor Addition” to Subarea Nos. 13A, 22,
66A, 69B and 86 [BT1]; 25A [B2]: 32, 113, 115 [B3]; and 153, 163, 165
[B4] as shown on Map Exhibits B12, B&, B7, B13, B9 and Bi1,
respectively, as provided for in Section 12,32-D3 of the Municipal Code.

L T P
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8. Recommended Approval of a "Minor Modification" to Subarea Nos. 5, 13A,
23,785,106 [BT]; 57, 112[B2]; 13A [B3]; 164, 166A, and 179A [Bl4] as
shown on Map Exhibits B5, B7, B8, Bis, B14, B9, Bi10¢, B11, BI15,
respectively, as provided for in Section 11.5,6-B of the Municipal Code.

9. Approved and Recommended the adoption of zone and height district
change ordinances by the City Council.

10. Directed staff to update the General Plan Consistency Maps, as
necessary, and approved the attached Resclution, Exhibit C.

Adopted the following findings:

1. The subject property is located within the Hollywood Community Plan,
adopted by the City Council on September 25, 1973, The recommended
zone and height district changes, and plan amendments, conform with the
requirements of Covernment Code Section 65860(d)} which requires that
zoning be consistent with the adopted General Plan.

2. The recommended changes are in substantial conformance with the
purposes, intent and provisions of the General Pien as reflected in the

Revised Community Plan.

3.  The Permanent [Q] Qualified Conditions and D Conditions imposed by this
action are necessary: to protect the best jnterests of, and to ensure a
development more compatible with, the surrounding property; to secure
an appropriate development in harmony with the General Plan; and to
prevent or mitigate the potential adverse environmental effects on the

recommended change.

4, Termination of proceedings, pursuant to the following City Plan Case
files, is necessary to ensure that properties will not be developed to zone
and height districts which do not conform to the Revised Hollywood
Community Plan: 84-451-2C, 11253, 86-1054-ZC.

5. The recommended changes of zone and height district will relate to and
have an effect on the Highways and Freeways Element of the General
Plan. However, because these changes are a reduction in the ultimate
potential population and development capacity of the properties, the effect
on this adopted element will be positive,

6. Other than amending the specific zoning plan and height district plan,
and except as noted above, the recommended changes of zones and height
districts will not relate to or have an effect on other General Plan
elements, specific plans or other plans in preparation by the City

Planning Department.

7. Based on the above findings, the recommended changes of zones and
height districts are deemed consistent with the public necessity,
convenience, general welfare and sound zoning practice,

These actions were taken by the following vote:

Page ¢
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EXHIBIT A

GENERAL PLAN/ZONING CONSISTENCY PROGRAM

RECOMMENDATIONS TABLE
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY
CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-831 GPC

The City of Los Angeles is required by State legislation and a court order to
bring its zoning and General Plan inte consistency. In compliance with this
mandate, the General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program was established.
Under this program, the City is initiating zone changes, height district
changes, and General Plan amendment changes within each of its thirty five
planning areas. At the conclusion of the program, the City's zoning wili be
fully consistent with the General Plan for the first time.

The General Plan/Zoning Consistency recommendations for Hollywood were
preparny in ronjunction with a comprehensive revision of the Community Plan.

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

August, 1988




