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CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
GENERAL PLAN ADVISORY BOARD 

July 20, 1988

ROOM 540, CITY HALL

ITEM NO. la - APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF June 15, 1988

ITEM NO. lb - APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF June 29, 1988 '

ITEM NO. 2 - LAX ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 2000 
- EIR No. 005-87 — Verbal Status Report.

ITEM NO. 3 - PERIOD PLAN REVIEW PROGRAM (PPR) - WINDOW 15 
VARIOUS AREAS THROUGHOUT GEOGRAPHIC AREA NO. 3: 
WEST LOS ANGELES, WESTCHESTER-PLAYA DEL REY, AND 
BRENTWOOD-PACIIFC PALISADES COMMUNITY/DISTRICT 
PLAN AREAS (AS SHOWN ON EXHIBIT A) '

O

m

o ITEM NO. 4 MAJOR PLAN REVIEW PROGRAM (MPR) - WINDOW 15 
GEOGRAPHIC AREA NO-. 3, WESTERN LOS ANGELESO

Next Regular Meeting Date: August 17, 1988CD

3
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3 -GLENN , Secretary 
General Plan Advisory Board
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All members are requested to confirm their attendance with 
Brenda Klotthor-Mayo at 485-3508 ■

Note:
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
GENERAL PLAN ADVISORY BOARD 

MINUTES OF MEETING

June 15, 1988

Members present;

Melanie Fallon, Chairman, Planning Department 
Tim Taylor, Department of Building & Safety 
Bob Duncanson, Community Development Department 
Charlie Justis, Fire Department
Alonzo A. Carmichael, Department of Recreation & Parks 
Stephen Clark, Department of Water & Power 
Allyn Rifkin, Department of Transportation 
Maurice Z. Laham, Department of Airports 
Jim Krakowski, Chief Legislative Analyst 
Maria Cardenos, City Administrative Office 

• Larry Burks, City Engineer
Bill Mason, Community Redevelopment Agency 
Larry Cottrill, Harbor Department
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Also present:

Michael Savko, Fire Department 
Zahi, Faranesh, Caltrans '
Haripal Vir, Department of Transportation 
Glenn Blossom, Planning Department 
Phil Garafalo, Planning Department 
Lourdes Green, Planning Department 
Cora Smith, Planning Department 
Linn Bumstead, Planning Department 
Larry Friedman, Planning Department 
Lynell Washington, Planning Department 
Michael F. Davies, Planning Department 
Dave Ryan, Planning Department 
Robert Duenas, Planning Department 
John Slifko, 6th District
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Members absent and not represented by an authorized person:

Council District No. I 
Mayor Tom Bradley
Leila Gonzalez-Correa, Housing Authority 

' Steve Harrington, Board of Public Works 
Chief Darryl Gates, Police Department
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ITEM NO, 1 APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF May 18, 1938

The meeting was opened shortly after 2:00 P.M. by the Acting Chairman, 
Melanie Fallon, 
approved as submitted.

There being no additions or corrections, the minutes were

ITEM NO, 2 - LAX ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 2000 - EIR NO. 005-87

Glenn Blossom gave a brief status report of the activities of the Planning 
Issues and Implementation 'Committee and Transportation Committee which had 
been meeting jointly to review the LAX Environmental Impact Report 2000. 
Councilworaan Ruth Galanter, 6th Council District joined the meeting and was 
invited by Melanie Fallon to participate in the discussion of the future 
growth of the Los Angeles International Airport.

Maurice Laham provided background information on the conditions that led to 
the preparation of the LAX EIR 2000 report. He voiced the opinion that the 
various departments involved should proceed to respond to the assignment 
from the Mayor and City Council and not be overly concerned with wanting too 
much perfection in the Draft EIR at this time. Mr. Rif kin, representing the 
Department of Transportation, reported that his department did not have 
adequate resources to review the draft EIR to the extent necessary to 
prepare a list identifying all. of the transportation-related infrastructure 
improvements that would be needed to meet the various growth levels 
identified in this draft EIR nor did they find sufficient information within 
the draft EIR to he able to answer the questions put forth in the memo from 
the CAO. Melanie Fallon stated that several of the departments were having 
difficulty responding to the assignment because of the magnitude of the 
issues involved and that there was a strong possibility that the Draft EIR 
was inadequate as a data base on which to proceed with the assignment.

in

O

o
o

Councilwoman Galanter then addressed the General Plan Advisory Board and 
stated that she wanted to encourage the various City Departments to take a 
very careful look at the Department of Airports expansion proposed because 
her constituents are very concerned about the traffic, noise and other 
impacts associated with airport operations. She further stated that she was 
concerned that the Draft EIR did not address off-site impacts to nearly the 
extent necessary for the City to be adequately informed for the decisions 
that will have to be made in the future, 
that they have much broader responsibilities than does the Department of 
Airports and that they should bear this in mind when they are reviewing the 
Draft EIR.

v-O

She reminded the Board Members

After an extensive discussion of the several issues involved by various 
members of the Board, a motion was made to establish a task force comprised 
of the CAO, Airports, Planning, Transportation and Fire Departments and 
other agencies such as the Bureau of Engineering and that after the first 
meeting of the task force, a report be prepared to identify the direction 
and problems to be resolved with respect to the future growth of the Los 
Angeles International Airport. This motion died for lack of a second.
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Another motion, was formulated to appoint a task force comprised of the 
Planning, Transportation and Fire Departments and the Bureau of Engineering 
to prepare a report by July 20, 1988 identifying the direction that should 
be taken to complete the assignment and that the Planning Department should 
be responsible for calling the meetings of this task force. This motion was 
seconded and was adopted with one vote in opposition by Mr. Laham 
representing the Department of Airports. . ■

At this point Councilwoman Galanter and Melanie Fallon left the meeting. 
Glenn Blossom became the acting Chairman of the meeting.

ITEM NO. 3 - HOLLYWOOD II, GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY CPC 86-835 GPC 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION CPC 18473

Following a Planning Department staff presentation of the proposed Community 
Plan amendments related to the Hollywood II (Redevelopment Project area) 
General Plan Consistency Program, a summary of the Community Plan Revision 
(just presented to GPAB at its February 17, 1988 meeting) was also provided 
by staff. Allyn Rifkin,
briefly presented the report of the joint
Implementation/Transportation Committee meeting of February 24, 1988. 
Modifications of the Plan's circulation element exhibit map (A2) and that 
which incorporates the recommendations of those committees were then 
distributed.

acting chair of the Transportation Committee,
Planning Issues and

--I

\E

Following further discussion of the transportation and 
circulation aspects of the Community Plan, the Board approved the staff 
recommendation, as modified by committee, for both CPC 86-835 GPC and CPC 
18473.

O
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o ITEM NO. 4 - ANNEXATION PROPOSAL - ANGELES MESA ADDITION - 1-87 - REPORT 
‘ FROM CITY BOUNDARIES COMMITTEE.O

The report of the City Boundaries Committee was presented by Glenn Blossom. 
The recommendation of the Committee was that the GPAB:

•>o

1) Inform the City Council that oh the basis of preliminary 
investigations, it appears that municipal services can be provided to 
the subject property at minimal additional cost to the City.

2) Recommend to the City Council that the applicant be informed that, 
in order to achieve a zoning classification that is consistent with the 
General Plan as required By law, an application should be filed with 
the City Planning Department for concurrent processing of a General 
Plan Amendment and zone change request.

Mr. Jim Williams, representing the owners of the property involved in this 
annexation proposal, was granted permission to address the Board. He stated 
that he was formerly employed by the City in the office of the Chief 
Legislative Analyst and that it had always been the policy of the' City to 
process this type of annexation directly and that they were not seeking any 
zone change or plan amendments. 
aftermath of the City's General Plan Consistency Program, the General Plan

Mr. Blossom responded that, in the
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would have to be amended at the time of the annexation and that it was the 
policy of the City Planning Department to require the filing of an 
application for concurrent processing of a General Plan Amendment and a zone 
change request in order to maintain consistency between the zoning and the 
City's General Plan.

After further discussion, the Board voted to approve the recommendation of 
the City Boundaries Committee, 
representatives of the City Administrative Officer and the the Department of 
Airports.

Votes in opposition were cast by

SYLMAR COMMUNITY (MPR)PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 16400 THROUGH 16700 FOOTHILL BOULEVARD 
("SUNSET FARMS")
PLANNER

ITEM NO. 5 -

REPORT FROM ED JOHNSON, SENIOR CITY

Staff presented the background and staff recommendations with regard to the 
proposed plan amendment. -

There was extended discussion of the proposed development and the various 
issues involved.

if}

vO
However, before any action was taken on this matter, the chairman announced 
that a quorum, was no longer present and that this item and the remaining 
items on the agenda would be continued until June 29, 1988 which would be a 
special meeting of the General.Plan Advisory Board.

LO
f—■.

O
The meeting was adjourned at approximately 4:15 p.ra.

T

Q
Respectfully Submitted,

•■Q

O

Glenn F. Blossom, Secretary 
General Plan Advisory Board

GFB:bkm
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DEPARTMENT OF -CITY PLANNING 
Room 605, City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4856 
(213) 485-5714

CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY 
COUNCIL DISTRICT NO. 13
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The City of Los Angeles is required by a court order to achieve consistency between its 
zoning and General Plan, in order to bring the City into conformance with Government 
Code Section 65860(d). Consistent with the adopted Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, 
adopted by City Council in 1986, Plan amendments and changes of zone and height district 
are recommended for the Hollywood Community. These particular Community Plan amendments 
and changes of zone and height district are part of a citywide effort to bring all areas 
of the City into legal compliance.

The General Plan Advisory Board, on July 15, 1988, approved the recommended changes as 
proposed. '

PROPERTY INVOLVED: See Map Exhibit "B-l".

ACTIONS RECOMMENDED BY THE STAFF: That the Planning Commission

Disapprove the changes of zone and height district as initiated for those 
subareas listed in Exhibit "A-l" which are recommended for a zone and/or height 
district which differs from the initiated.

1.

2. Pisapprove any changes of zone and height district, as initiated,-for those 
subareas listed in Exhibit "A-l" which are recommended for "no change" to the 
existing zone and/or height district. .

3. Recommend Approval of the Hollywood Community Plan amendments, zone changes and 
height district changes as recommended in Exhibit "A-l, and the attached 
resolution, Exhibit "C-l".

4. Recommend Approval of the Hollywood Community Plan amendments as recommended in 
the "Plan Text/Map/Legend/Footnote Changes" portion of the staff, report.

Recommend that the Permanent | Q[ Qualified classification changes of zone and "D" 
Development Limitation changes of height district include the attached Conditions 
of Approval.

Recommend Approval of a "Minor Addition 
Exhibit "B-2 
Code.

5.

ti6. to Subarea No. 140 as shown in Map 
as provided for in Section 12.32-D,3 of the Los Angeles Municipal

Recommend Approval of a "Minor Modification 
Exhibit "B-2

Jt7. to Subarea No. 140 as shown in Map 
as provided for in Section 11.5.6-B of the Los Angeles Municipal Code.

Approve and Recommend the adoption of the zoning and height district ordinances 
by the City Council.

8.

Recommend that the Director of Planning present the Plan amendments to the Mayor 
and City Council.

9.

Certify that it has reviewed and considered the information contained in 
Environmental Impact Report No. 1071 GP/ZC and transmit the Environmental Impact 
Report to the City Council for consideration and appropriate action.

10.
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Approve and Recommend the adoption of the Statement of Overriding Considerations.11.

12. Direct staff to update the General Plan Consistency Maps as necessary, and 
approve the attached resolution, Exhibit "c-2".

Instruct Department of Building and Safety and Planning staffs to modify the 
zoning maps (district maps) to reflect the policy of a conditional use type 
approval for property designated in the Plan as "Open Space" and 
Public/Quasi-Public Use".

13.

It
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"D" DEVELOPMENT LIMITATION 
PERMANENT |Qj QUALIFIED CONDITIONS

Q-l. The zoning of Subarea Nos. 275 and 355 shall be subject to the following permanent 
f Q| Qualified condition:

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

Q-2. The zoning of Subarea Nos. 225, 420, and 440 shall be subject to the following 
permanent |Q| Qualified condition:

The property shall be limited to the following uses:

Residential uses permitted in the R4 Zone.a.

b. Hotels, motels, and apartment hotels.

The following uses, subject to Zoning Administrator approval 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 12.24.Cl,5(j):

c.

Parking buildings, provided such parking is accessory to the 
main use of the lot or accessory to the main use of another lot 
located within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area.

1)

Any use permitted in the Cl Zone within buildings which were in 
existence on the lot upon the effective date of this qrdinance.

2)

Any other use permitted in the Cl Zone provided that the floor 
area ratio of such use does not exceed 1:1, and further 
provided that such commercial use is combined with multiple 
unit residential use for which the floor area ratio is equal to 
or exceeds 2:1 and for which the number of dwelling units is 
equal to or exceeds twelve (12).

3)
O

The Zoning Administrator may impose such conditions as he deems necessary to 
secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives and intent of 
the Hollywood Community Plan, after a finding is made by the Community 
Redevelopment Agency Board that the project conforms with the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan."

Q-3. The zoning of Subarea No. 55 shall be subject to the following permanent 
|Q| Qualified condition:

'The property shall be limited to the following uses:

Residential uses permitted in the R4 Zone.a.

Hotels, motels, and apartment hotels.b.
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Subject to Zoning Administrator approval pursuant to Municipal Code 
Section 12.24.Cl.5Cj), any other use permitted in the Cl Zone 
provided that the floor area ratio of such use does not exceed 1:1, 
and further provided that such commercial use is combined with 
multiple unit residential use for which the ratio of residential 
square footage to commercial square footage is equal to or exceeds 
2:1 and for which the number of dwelling units is equal to or 
exceeds twelve (12).

c.

The Zoning Administrator may impose such conditions as he deems necessary to 
secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives and intent of 
the Hollywood Community Plan, after a finding is made by the Community 
Redevelopment Agency Board that the project conforms with the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan."

Q-4. The zoning of Subarea Nos. 25, 35, 40, 340, 342, 460, 525, 535, 545 and 550 shall 
be subject to the following permanent [Q| Qualified condition:

"Residential density shall be limited to a maximum of one dwelling unit per 
600 square feet of lot area."

Q-5. The zoning of Subarea Nos. 530 and 540 shall be subject to the following permanent 
. |Q J Qualified condition:

"Residential density shall be limited to a maximum of one dwelling unit per 
800 square feet of lot area."

Q-6. The zoning of Subarea No. 260 shall be subject to the following permanent 
jQJ Qualified condition:

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

Q-7, The zoning of Subarea No. 435 shall be subject to the following permanent 
|Qj Qualified condition: .

"No building or structure shall exceed a height of forty-five (45) feet in 
height above grade. Roof structures are exempt pursuant to Section 12.21.B.3 
of the Municipal Code."

D-l. The height district change for Subarea Nos. 65, 68, 90, 95, 100, 170, 190, 195,
230, 240, 245, 255, 265, 270, 280, 285; and 290 shall be subject to the following 
"D" Development Limitation:

"The total floor area of a structure shall not exceed two (2) times the 
buildable area of the lot. A project may exceeed the 2:1 floor area ratio 
provided that:
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The Community Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project conforms 
(1) the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, (2) a Transportation Program 

adopted by the Community Redevelopment Agency Board pursuant to Section 
518.1 of the Redevelopment Plan and, if applicable, (3) any Design for 
Development adopted pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment Plan.

a.
to:

b. A Disposition and Development Agreement or Owner Participation Agreement 
has been executed by the Community Redevelopment Agency Board, and the 
project is approved by the City Planning Commission, or the City Council 
on appeal, pursuant to the procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 
12.24-B.3." -

D-2. The height district change for Subarea Nos. 215 and 220 shall be subject to the 
following "D" Development Limitation: .

"No building or structure shall exceed a height of forty-five (45) feet above 
grade. Roof structures are exempted pursuant to Section 12.21.B.3 of the 
Municipal Code. The total floor area of a structure shall not exceed two (2) 
times the buildable area of the lot. A project may exceeed the 2:1 floor area 
ratio provided that: ■ '

The Community Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project conforms 
to:' (1) the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, (2) a Transportation Program 
adopted by the Community Redevelopment Agency Board pursuant to Section 
518.1, of the Redevelopment Plan and, if applicable, (3) any Design for 
Development adopted pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment Plan.

a.

A Disposition and Development Agreement or Owner Participation Agreement 
has been executed by the Community Redevelopment Agency Board, and the 
project is approved by the City Planning Commission, or the City Council 
on appeal, pursuant to the procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 
12.24-B.3." •

b.
"'-i

D-3. The height district change for Subarea Nos. 45, 50, 60, 70, 75, 175, and 180 shall 
be subject to the following "d" Development Limitation:

"The total floor area of a structure shall not exiceed three (3) times the 
buildable area of the lot. A project may exceeed the 3:1 floor area ratio 
provided that: ,

The Community Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project conforms 
(1) the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, (2) a Transportation Program 

adopted by the Community Redevelopment Agency Board pursuant to Section 
518.1 of the Redevelopment Plan and, if applicable, (3) any Design for 
Development adopted pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment Plan.

a.
to:

A Disposition and Development Agreement or Owner Participation Agreement 
has been executed by the Community Redevelopment Agency Board, and the 
project is approved by the City Planning Commission, or the City Council 
on appeal, pursuant to the procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 
12.24-B.3."

b.
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ADOPT the following findings:

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

1.

The recommended changes are in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent 
and provisions of the General Plan as reflected in the adopted Community Plan, as 
recommended for amendment.

2.

The Permanent jQ[ Qualified Conditions and "D" Development Limitations imposed by 
this action are necessary: to protect the best interests of, and to assure 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 of the recommended change.

3.

4. Pursuant to and in accordance with Section 21081 of the State of California Public 
Resources Code, the environmental impact report identifies potential adverse 
impacts from the proposed action, including impacts on earth, air, water, plant and 
animal life, noise, light and glare, land use, natural resources, risk of upset, 
population and housing, transportation/circulation, public services, energy, 
utilities, aesthetics, and cultural resources. Changes or alterations have been 
incorporated into the proposed project which mitigate or avoid the significant 
environmental effects thereof to the extent feasible. The facts supporting this 
finding are set forth below.

Impacts Not Reducible to Insignificant Levels:

Earth - New development allowed under the proposed plan revision would in 
most instances require site preparation and grading, but will be generally 
limited to short-term construction activities. In the hillside areas, new 
development allowed under the plan revision could entail cuts and fills as 
well as modification of landforms. Two active faults are located within the 
plan revision area, thus requiring further seismic analysis to indentify 
potential impacts. Areas north of Hollywood Boulevard are considered to be 
within slope stability study areas according to the City of Los Angeles 
Seismic Safety Plan.

a.

Air - Although.the proposed plan revision would reduce development levels 
when compared to the current Hollywood Plan, increases in development and 
associated increases in vehicular trips will occur and contribute to air 
pollution levels. Additional trip generation would increase air pollutant 
emissions over existing levels.

b.



V.v1 :

CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC PAGE 7

Water - New development allowed under the proposed plan revision would, in 
instances where the land is vacant or undeveloped, increase the amount of 
impervious surface and alter the rate of stormwater runoff and drainage 
patterns.

c.

d. Plant Life - New development allowed, particularly in the residentially 
zoned hillside areas, would remove vegetation and associated habitats.

Animal Life - New development allowed, particularly in the residentially 
zoned hillside areas, may affect local wildlife.

e.

Noise - Construction activity as well as increases in traffic anticipated 
under the plan revision would likely increase ambient noise levels. 
Short-term construction impacts will not be significant. Increases in 
auto-related noise may be significant. Specific noise analysis may be 
performed at selected areas, but severe noise levels will be mitigated to 
acceptable levels by the City's Noise Ordinance.

f.

Light and Glare - Additional development within the plan revision area could 
increase illumination sources, particularly in the case of new commercial 
developments and associated parking areas. The possibility exists in those 
locations where commercial development is allowed adjacent to residential 
areas, as well as where multi-family residential buildings are allowed 
adjacent to single family residences that there could be adverse shade and 
shadow effects. Development standards considered as part of the plan revision 
are intended to mitigate these effects. In addition, provisions' of the 
Neighborhood Protection Ordinance would reduce the effects at locations where 
commercial and single family areas are adjacent. •

g-

h. Land Use - The proposed Hollywood Plan Revision would result in an overall 
reduction in the development levels allowed under the existing Hollywood 
Community Plan. The proposed revision would allow for the entire Hollywood 
Community Plan a total population of 257,600 persons, compared to 525,000 
persons in the existing plan. The existing population in the plan area is 
180,996 persons. Similarly, the proposed revision would allow for 125,000 
housing units for the entire community, compared to 206,100 units in the 
existing plan. For commercial and industrial categories the proposed revision 
would allow for 114.4 million square feet (maximum build-out) for the entire 
community, compared to a 163.8 million square feet under the existing plan.

Natural Resources - The rate of growth in the plan revision area is 
dependent on socioeconomic and market factors. The plan revision itself will 
not increase the rate of use of natural resources. In general, additional 
growth and development would increase use of non-renewable resources, 
particularly fossil fuel-related.

l.

Risk of Upset - Increased traffic and associated congestion have an adverse 
effect on emergency response (fire, police, ambulance) during peak travel 
periods.

j •
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k. Population and Housing - The plan revision would allow development above 
existing conditions. Achieving this increase under various circumstances 
could entail the removal or conversion of existing residences when land use 
changes from residential use to commercial or industrial use. This could 
affect the availability of housing. The proposed Hollywood Plan Revision 
would result in all overall reduction in the development levels allowed under 
the existing Hollywood Community Plan. The proposed revision would allow for 
the entire Hollywood Community Plan a total population of 257,600 persons, 
compared to 525,000 persons in the existing plan. The existing population in 
the plan area is 180,996 persons. Similarly, the proposed revision would 
allow for 125,000 housing units for the entire community, compared to 206,100 
units in the current plan.

1. Transportation/Circulation - The proposed plan revision permit an increase 
in trip generation and parking demand above existing levels, This increase, 
however, would be less than the trip generation of the adopted Hollywood 
Community Plan. New development would be required to have an evaluation of 
their own environmental impacts and be required to provide appropriate parking 
provision in order to avoid or mitigate anticipated adverse impacts. 
Circulation improvements to be identified in the plan revision would be 
designed to meet project traffic volumes and demand. In those locations where 
additional capacity is added, or where streets are reconfigured, some ~
potential exists to alter existing circulation patterns.

Public Services - New development may increase demand on existing systems 
and may increase some response times, including fire protection and police 
services. Additional development in hillside areas would be of particular 
concern. Population increases in the plan revision area would probably 
further exacerbate overcrowded school conditions. Additional capital 
expenditures and classrooms would be needed. Population increases would 
increase the need for accessible passive and active recreational 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 local 
roads. Increases in development and population growth would likely increase 
the demand for a variety of governmental services.

m.

■

Energy - The rate of growth is dependent on socioeconomic and market 
factors.
natural resources.
increase use of non-renewable resources, particularly fossil fuel-related.

n.
The plan revision itself will not increase the rate of use of 

In general, additional growth and development would

Utilities - Additional development will incrementally increase electricity ' 
and natural gas consumption. According to service provider, the supply of 
these services will be adequate to meet future demand. Increases in 
development and population will increase demand for telephone services. New 
development will incrementally increase water consumption. According to 
service providers, the water supply will be adequate to meet future demand. 
Increased development will increase wastewater flow. It is likely that 
increased development will have to be phased to meet the incremental increases 
in sewage treatment capacity planned for the Hyperion Treatment Plant. The 
timing of development may also be constrained by the replacement schedule for 
inadequate interceptor sewers within the area. Increases in development will 
incrementally increase the generation of solid waste.

o.
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Aesthetics - Views to and from the Hollywood Hills/Santa. Monica Mountains 
may be affected by new development. However, development standards will be 
established to avoid or mitigate significantly adverse visual impacts.

Cultural Resources - New development on undeveloped sites, particularly in 
the hillside areas may affect archeological resources. It will be the intent 
of the proposed plan revision to establish development standards that will 
increase the possibilities for historic preservation. However, allowable 
increases in development could under various circumstances entail the removal 
of existing land uses, some of which may have cultural/historical 
significance. Further detail on design guidelines will be required. The 
Redevelopment Plan allows and advocates the development of preservation 
guidelines.

P-

q-

Mandatory Findings of Significance:

Within the plan revision area, the proposed plan would allow for increased 
residential and non-residential development. This change would increase 
traffic and pollutant emission. The change could also entail the development 
of undeveloped hillside areas and the redevelopment of existing areas. In 
either case adverse impacts may result.

a.

b. The intended purpose of the plan revision and reductions in density is to 
improve the quality of life in the Hollywood community. In certain instances 
however, the additional growth allowed by the plan may adversely affect some 
specific element of the environment (e.g. natural hillside areas, cultural 
resources, etc.).

The proposed plan revision by its nature is cumulative. As indicated in the 
impacts for population and housing, the proposal if fully built out would add 
approximately 77,000 persons, 32,000 housing units and as much as 88 million 
square feet of development above existing levels. This growth will be 
reflected in increased traffic and demand for utilities, services and public 
facilities.

c.

Adopt the statement of overriding considerations:

The environmental report identifies the following areas of net unmitigated adverse 
impacts resulting from the proposed project: earth, air, water, plant and animal
life, noise, light and glare, land use, natural resources, risk of upset, 
population and housing, transportation/circulation, public services, energy, 
utilities, aesthetics, and cultural resources. However, the following overriding 
considerations of social, economic or environmental benefits of the subject project 
will outweigh its environmental cost and will justify approval of the 
recommendation:

The proposed changes will implement the land use plan for the Hollywood 
Community and will achieve consistency between zoning and the General Plan as 
mandated by state legislation and a court settlement agreement.

a.

b. The project implements a more logical arrangement of land uses which will 
enhance the quality of life for residents and minimize incompatible lafid uses.
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The recommended changes of zone and height district will relate to and have an 
effect upon the Highways and Freeways Element of the General Plan. However, 
because the changes are a reduction in the ultimate potential population capacity 
of the properties, the effect on this adopted element will be positive.

5.

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 effct upon other General Plan elements, specific plans or 
other plans in preparation by the Department of City Planning.

6.

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

7.

KENNETH C. TOPPING 
Director of Planning

MELANIE FALLON 
Deputy Director

£1 bird.f)7(/aa f
rober/h sutto^J^
Principal City Planner 
General Plan/Zoning Consistenty Program

(DANlfil^S&EEN 
Senior City Planner;

GARY W. 4fbOHER 
Hearing Officer

PROJECT COORDINATOR:
David Ryan



Vv.

CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC PAGE II

MAJOR ISSUES

PERMANENT LIMITATIONS ON COMMERCIAL FLOOR AREA AND HEIGHTI.

Testimony and Communications: There should be more restrictions on the floor
area and height of new development. The following concerns and suggestions were 
stated in oral and written testimony:

A maximum Floor Area Ratio of 6:1 is excessive for areas designated for 
Regional Center Commerce. No area within the Redevelopment Project Area 
should have a Floor Area Ratio exceeding 3:1. The Floor Area Ratio should be 
limited to 2.5:1 for properties with Hollywood Boulevard frontage, located' 
between La Brea Avenue and Cahuenga Boulevard. Also, the lack of a height 
limit for Regional Center Commerce, except along a small portion of Hollywood 
Boulevard (Subarea 220), is detrimental to the community.

a.

Excessive height adjacent hillside areas is also detrimental to view 
corridors. Height adjacent hillside areas along Franklin Avenue should be 
limited to 35 feet, unless a special variance is granted to an absolute 
maximum of 65 feet. Excessive height and bulk in these locations would block 
the views both from the hills and of the hills. Heights are limited on 
hillside properties, so that they will be at a disadvantage competing with 
structures on the flatlands which do not have a firm height limit.

b.

Hearing Officer' Comments: The proposed recommendations for floor area ratio and
height limitation were formulated as limitations prior to the adoption of a TRIP 
ordinance, appropriate for specific locations.. Although some areas within the 
Regional Center commercial core do not have a height limitation, the floor area 
would be limited to a level appropriate for these locations. Staff feels that the 
proposed recommendations are most appropriate for stimulating the economy of the 
community while also protecting the area from significant environmental impacts.

II. INTERIM LIMITATIONS ON COMMERCIAL FLOOR AREA AND HEIGHT

Testimony and Communications: Many persons, in both oral and written testimony,
expressed concerns about approving the Plan amendments and changes of zone and 
height district without the other regulatory measures promised in the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. The Redevelopment Plan mandated the preparation of a Hollywood ■ 
Boulevard Urban Design Plan, protection of historic buildings, protection of 
hillside view corridors, and a Transportation Specific Plan. The following points 
were rendered in the testimony.

The current recommendations do not recognize the traffic crisis in Hollywood. The 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Redevelopment Plan shows gridlock 
throughout the area, even though its statistics grossly understated future growth. 
The proposed "average" Floor Area Ratio of 4.5:1 for much of the Redevelopment Area 
would allow approximately 56 million square feet of commercial development. The 
Community Plan EIR envisions a workable circulation network at approximately 8.5 
million square feet. How can the proposed growth level be accepted without 
appropriate mitigation measures?
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Comment Nos. 18, 23 and 24 are intended to ameliorate this situation. This would 
downzone areas temporarily, but would allow the Floor Area Ratio to be exceeded on 
a case by case basis, with the Redevelopment Agency Board making the 
determination. The attempt at amelioration is laudable but too weak to be 
acceptable. It would be too easy to override the zoning requirements to allow a 
higher intensity with new buildings that would lead to severe overcrowding and 
resulting impacts on traffic. It is unthinkable that a huge increase in 
development over the 8.5 million square feet level can be accommodated without 
great sacrifice to existing properties and businesses.

The entire commercial portion of the Redevelopment Area should be subject to one of 
the following interim measures until the Hollywood Boulevard Urban Design District 
and the Transportation Specific Plan are approved:

Limit by "Q" Qualifying condition or "D" Development limitation the entire 
commercial portion of the Redevelopment Area to a. Floor Area Ratio of 1:1 
(roughly what the Community Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report was based’ 
on).

a.

b. Place a moratorium on all development within the Redevelopment Area.

The Transportation Specific Plan should ultimately have a cap on total 
development. Also, the Specific Plan should direct new development to areas with 
adequate capacity in the street system.

A suggested alternative is to not approve any of the proposed recommendations until 
after the lawsuit against the Community Redevelopment Agency is resolved. Another 
suggested alternative is that the community plan should prohibit a redevelopment 
area designation for the next 99 years in Hollywood.

Hearing Officer Comments: The proposed recommendations fox floor area ratio and
height limitation were formulated as limitations prior to the adoption of a TRIP 
ordinance, appropriate for specific locations. The proposed recommendations are 
actually a reduction from what would be permitted if no action was taken. The 
recommendations would allow less development than permitted under the existing 
zoning. On the other hand, to prohibit development or limit it to a Floor Area 
Ratio of 1:1 is excessive and might be considered too severe of an economic 
hardship from previous land use regulations.
recommendations are most appropriate as interim measures for stimulating the 
economy of the community while also protecting the area from significant 
environmental'impacts.

Staff feels that the proposed
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III. NEIGHBORHOOD AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Testimony and Communications: The .recommendations do not recognize the
importance of existing neighborhoods and historical structures in the Hollywood 
Community. Specific, impleraentable, and valid methods of preservation and 
neighborhood conservation, including design requirements, are needed and should be 
incorporated in a specific plan for the redevelopment area.

The National Register of historic sites should have also been made available with 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report. No system of Transfer of Development Rights 
makes sense in the commercial area with a permitted Floor Area Ratio of 6:1. The 
remaining intact residential neighborhoods will be destroyed because large areas 
are moderately downzoned rather than specific historic areas being downzoned 
adequately. It is incredible that the one area with height restrictions in the 
entire Redevelopment Area, a portion of the historic core of Hollywood, is backed 
by the only R5 allowable residential development in the 15,000 acre Community Plan 
area.

Another concern was registered over the high level of permitted residential 
density- One unit per 600 square feet of lot area is too high a density for 
comfortable living. It does not leave enough open space. One proposal was to 
change the recommended zone to RD1.5 within Subarea Nos. 7, 15, 25, 40, 50, 55, 60, 
70 and 80 to the RD1.5 Zone.

Hearing Officer Comments: The provision for Transfer of Development Rights is
designed to promote the preservation of historic structures by shifting development 
pressure away from the subject site while providing funds for restoring and 
maintaining the historic sites. The reduction in residential density and 
commercial intensity would also help reduce the pressures of development in 
existing neighborhoods. The proposed Urban Design. Plan would also help conserve 
neighborhoods and enhance their unique characteristics. An overall reduction to 
the RD1.5 Zone would not be desirable in this area that is largely designated for 
future commercial and residential uses that are comparable to the built scale of 
the existing land use. ■

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS ARE NOT CONSISTENT WITH THE- REDEVELOPMENT PLAN

Testimony and Communications: One letter was received that alleged that the
recommendations of the Planning Department are not consistent with the adopted 
Redevelopment Plan. The letter claims that the Planning Department has been 
removed from ordinary control within the Redevelopment Project Area, 
incumbent upon the Planning Department to adjust the Community Plan to conform with 
the specific zonings of the Redevelopment Plan, including its specified alternate 
uses, and it may not independently proceed to rezone parcels within the Project to 
disagree with those specific zonings until the- Agency informs the Commission that a 
parcel or parcels will be rezoned and that the Commission action is required to 
make the Community Plan conform to the rezoning. The zone changes and Community 
Plan- amendments which do not conform to the Redevelopment Plan must simultaneously 
be accompanied by Redevelopment Plan amendments for concurrent consideration by the 
Planning Commission and City Council. The 1973 Community Plan has already been 
replaced within the Redevelopment Project Area by the adoption of the Redevelopment 
Plan, including its Alternate Plan designations.

It is



c
CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC PAGE 14

Hearing Officer Comments: This is an inaccurate reading of redevelopment law.
Redevelopment Plans must conform to the General Plan, for a City, not the other way 
around. Alternate uses are specified to indicate a land use designation that may 
be inconsistent with the General Plan. To actually implement the alternate use 
would require that the City's General Plan be amended at an appropriate time by the 
City Council. The current proposed recommendations are in accordance with the 
latest instruction by City Council on how to amend the General Plan.

ZONE CHANGES WITHIN REDEVELOPMENT AREAS REDUCE VALUE FOR PROPERTIES THAT MAY BE 
LATER ACQUIRED THROUGH EMINENT DOMAIN .

V.

Testimony and Communications: Both oral and written testimony complained that
. downzoning within a Redevelopment Project Area reduces the value of affected 

properties and that they can then be obtained for a lower price through eminent 
domain. The Community Redevelopment Agency should be prohibited from using the 
powers of eminent domain to foster private development. Displacement of residents 
by redevelopment to commercial uses is also a problem.

Also, density is unjustly redistributed. A more equitable approach would be to 
reduce the value per square foot equally for all properties. The new level of 
development would be based on the density left after the reduction in value. 
Reductions in Floor Area Ratio should be across-the-board. Proposes that 
additional benefits accruing to property owners through upzoning be paid by the 
benefited property -owners to owners affected by downgoning.

Hearing Officer Comments: The density and intensity of zoning has been reduced
consistent with what appears appropriate for specific locations and consistent with 
the existing land use. Some areas were vastly overzoned as"to development 
potential, very little of which was realized. Therefore, an across-the-board 
reduction would allow too much development in many areas that would not be 
appropriate for those locations because of the land use and environmental impacts 
on the surrounding area. The proposed recommendations are more equitable from the 
standpoint of land use and the environment than would be an accross-the-board 
reduction in density and intensity.

VI. DEEMED-TO-BE-APPROVED CONDITIONAL USES

Comment No. 3 in Appendix A allows for theTestimony and Communications: 
maintenance of existing code designations from the 1973 Plan for conditional use. 
The inclusion of this provision would seem to nullify the positive density lowering 
effects of the recommendations and leave room for development beyond that
envisioned in the revised Plan.

Hearing Officer Comments: Comment No. 3 is provided for information rather than
as an extra allowance for new development. The comment simply indicates that there 
is an existing use within the subarea that is permitted in the recommended zone 
as a conditional use. That use shall be deemed-to-be-approved pursuant to the 
Municipal Code. ,
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VII. ZONING FOR OPEN SPACE AND PUBLIC/QOASI-PUBLIC USES

Testimony and Communications: The underlying zoning for publicly held lands
encourages the sale of public property while doing nothing to safeguard the 
public. It is curious that the underlying zoning is R4 for Hollywood High School 
and C4 for Selma Avenue School. This is not reflective of the policy for other 
communities to change zoning to a highly restrictive zone-

Hearing Officer Comments: The City policy for all communities is to change the
zoning to the most restrictive zone that corresponds with the lowest adjacent Plan 
land use. In the Hollywood community the surrounding Plan land use is generally 
higher than what is typically found in most other communities of the City. In 
order to better preserve the open space or public use of these areas, however, 
staff concurs that a more restrictive zone would be appropriate in many cases, 
zoning of several subareas with open space or public uses is recommended for 
further reductions.

The

VIII.ADEQUACY AND DISTRIBUTION OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Testimony and Communications: Several speakers and writers addressed the
adequacy and availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Report. Several 
concerns were mentioned in oral and written testimony. The impacts of the Metro 
Rail route should be evaluated more thoroughly. The adverse impacts on humans 
should be evaluated. Mitigation for stress impacts on humans should be to prohibit 
the use of eminent domain. A time extension was requested for reviewing the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report. Why-is the Draft EIR not available and distributed to 
the public?

Vf

There are discrepancies between the population projections prepared by Gruen and 
Associates and the population capacity that accompanied the Department 
recommendation. The Gruen report states a population capacity of 272,000, while 
the Overview states a capcity of 230,560. There is also a difference for the 
dwelling unit projections. The Gruen report states a capacity of 42,640 while the 
Planning Department states a capacity of 51, 310. Is this an error in 
calculation? Numbers should coincide. The number of dwelling units should be a 
function of total projected population, instead of the other way around. There are 
also discrepancies in acreage estimates. EIR figures for redevelopment subareas 
are inconsistent. Use of the Redevelopment Project EIR is also erroneous.

' J

Hearing Officer Comments: The comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
will be addressed in the "Comments and Responses" of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report. The Draft EIR was distributed for public review' at several locations in 
accordance with standard City procedure and State law.
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STAFF REPORT

Proposed Project

State Government Code Section 65860(d) requires that the City of Los Angeles make its 
zoning consistent with the General Plan. Superior Court Case No. C.526616 requires 
compliance with that state legislation. Plan amendments and changes of zone and height 
district are proposed for Part II of the Hollywood Community Plan as part of a citywide 
effort to bring all areas of the City into legal.compliance.

Planning and Zoning

The proposed Plan amendments and zone changes to Part II of the Hollywood Community Plan 
are listed in Exhibit "A-l".

ACTION OP GENERAL PLAN ADVISORY BOARD

The General Plan Advisory Board, on June 15, 1988, approved the recommended Plan 
amendments as proposed.

ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS

The City Planning Department, consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act, 
has circulated for public review two documents as the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
for Part II of the Hollywood Community: (1) the Draft Environmental Impact Report for
the Hollywood Community Plan Revision (previously referenced under City Plan Case No. 
86-831 GPC), and (2) the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area (previously referenced under City Plan Case No. 83-368). The 
general environmental setting, significant environmental impacts, alternatives, and 
mitigation measures are described in this Draft EIR, The Draft EIR for the Hollywood 
Community Plan Revision revises portions of the Final EIR for the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING AND COMMUNICATIONS
AND PREVIOUS RELEVANT CASES

Public Hearing

The public hearing concerning this matter was conducted on Thursday, June, 16 1988 in 
the auditorium at Vine Street Elementary School, located at 955 North Vine Street in 
Hollywood. Approximately 200 people were present, of whom 28 presented oral testimony. 
One person spoke in qualified support, twenty-three persons spoke in opposition and four 
persons spoke on issues not relevant to the proposals. A representative of Councilman 
Woo's office was present but did not speak. Representatives of the following 
organizations spoke mostly in opposition to the recommendations: Hollywood Heights
Association, Hollywood Boulevard Subcommittee of the Hollywood Redevelopment Project 
Area Committee, Hollywood Better Government Association, Hollywood Homeowners and 
Tenants Association, Friends of Hollywood, People's Choice of Hollywood, Concerned 
Citizen's League, Franklin/Hollywood Boulevard West Homeowners Association, and Keep Old 
Los Angeles. Also several persons spoke who are individual members of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area Committee. ■
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Communications Received

Correspondence was received from 22 separate individuals, organizations or companies.

Summary of Representation by Subarea:

Letters Speakers

Subarea For Agst Other For Agst Other

5, 7 1 1
40 1
55j 60, 90, 205, 215, 220, 225 
105, 110j 115 '

1 1
1 2

130 1
135 1
165 1 1
175, 180 2 1
235 1
260 3
335 1 1
340 1 1
380 1 2
385, 455 
General

l
1 9 91 3

TOTAL 1 22 23 41

TESTIMONY AND COMMUNICATIONS AND RELEVANT PREVIOUS CASES

Refer to Exhibit "A-l” while reading testimony and communications and relevant previous 
cases for specified subareas.

GENERAL OR COMMUNITY-WIDE

Relevant Previous Cases: City Plan Case No. 18473 - The original Hollywood Community 
Plan was approved by the City Planning Commission on November 12, 1970, and adopted by 
City Council on September 25, 1973. The Community Plan was amended by City Council on 
October 3, 1986 (Beverly Hills Freeway deletion, CF 81-3528) and on December 3, 1986 
(Highland/Cahuenga Corridor, CF 85-0946).

Testimony and Communication - Qualified Support: One person spoke, representing a
homeowners association, and one letter was received in qualified support of the 
recommendations. The representative of the homeowner association supported the 
downzoning, but felt that it does not go far enough. More limitations on development 
need to be built into the recommendations. The qualifications to that support are 
discussed under Major Issues. The letter opposed permitting more development at the 
expense of single-family dwellings.
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Testimony and Communications - Opposition: Nine letters opposed the staff
recommendationsj but did not generally pinpoint specific issues. The issues that were 
specifically identified have been discussed as Major Issues.

SUBAREA NOS. 5, 7

Adopted Plan: Very High Density Housing (R5)
Existing Zoning: Subarea 5 - C4-4; Subarea 7 - R4-1
Existing Generalized Land Use: Commercial and parking uses
Recommendation: Subarea 5 - Neighborhood and Office Commerce and C4-1VL;

Subarea 7 - Neighborhood and Office Commerce and R4-1VL

Testimony and Communications - Opposition: One person spoke and one letter was
received opposing the recommendations and claiming that the existing zoning for a 
portion of Subarea No. 7 is R4-1. They stated that the original Hollywood Community 
Plan designated these subareas for Very High Density Housing, with a corresponding zone 
of R5 and Height District 2. The staff recommendation of Height District 1-VL for both 
areas is inconsistent with the adopted Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan. 
Furthermore, this recommendation for a Floor Area Ratio of 1.5:1 and 45 foot height 
limit is too restrictive and contrary to current development trends along La Brea 
Avenue. Although the recommended Plan land use designation for Subarea No. 7 is 
Neighborhood and Office Commerce, the recommended zone is R4, which does not seem 
consistent with the Plan land use designation.

The C4-2 Zone is wanted for both subareas, otherwise a justification by staff would be 
required for the proposed change. This area faces on La Brea Avenue and is not adjacent 
single-family residential areas Properties behind the subarea are already developed to 
the density of the R4 and R5 Zones. A Plan amendment is justified to Regional Center 
Commerce for the following reasons: (1) subareas are adjacent to a major intersection
(Hollywood Boulevard and La Brea Avenue); (2) this key site is within the Redevelopment 
Project Area; and (3) subareas are underdeveloped and would support a high quality 
project which would be an asset to the community. .

Hearing Officer Comments: The proposed Plan land use designation would permit zoning
that is less restrictive than what would be allowed under the 1973 Community Plan. That 
does not mean that the Planning Department recommends changes of zone that are less 
restrictive to the maximum allowed by the proposed Plan land use designation. A 
property owner may apply for a zone change that is consistent with the new land use 
designation of Neighborhood and Office Commerce that would be evaluated on the merits of 
the project. Height District 1-VL is recommended to limitimpacts on surrounding 
residential areas and will limit development until more specific transportation studies 
are completed and implemented. '

SUBAREA NO. 40

Adopted Plan: Very High Density Housing (R5)
Existing Zoning: C4-4, R5-4, R5-1
Existing Generalized Land Use: Residential use with some commercial and parking

(including the Magic Castle) -
Recommendafcion; j-Q| R4-1VL (”Q dwelling unit per 600 square feet of lot area)one
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Relevant Previous Casas: 
installation of a railed tram, the modification of parking lot improvements, and the 
enclosure of open patio dining facilities.

Zone Variance No. 83-157 - A variance was approved for the

Testimony and Communications - Opposition: One letter was received opposing the
recommended change of zone to |q|R4-1VL. These properties contain the Magic Castle and 
the Magic Hotel, which are unique both to the area and to Los Angeles. As such they 
require unique solutions to allow their continuance and viability as institutions.

The Magic Castle and the Magic Hotel are both existing uses under the RS Zone and, 
according to comment 3, would become conditional uses. This poses great operating 
problems as any changes made to these buildings would require significant procedural 
difficulties including hearings, etc. which would make operating these businesses 
difficult if not impossible. Secondly, they would be subject to periodic review, 
reapplication, hearings, and threat of closure as conditional uses. In addition to the 
operational difficulties, financing or refinancing of the properties would be nearly 
impossible. These discretionary procedures make the uses no longer by right under the 
proposed zoning. .

The zoning should reflect the existing uses of property rather than creating 
non-conforming uses. Therefore, the commercial aspects of these existing uses are 
requested for recognition in the proposed zone changes. In a similar situation for the 
adjacent Yamashiro restaurant (which is outside the Community Redevelopment Project 
Area), the Planning Department recognized and allowed the continuation of the existing 
uses by recommending the jQ[Cl Zone. Since Yamashiro's abuts the subarea to the north, 
the concept of a "buffer" between the lower residential density in the hillsides and the 
Hollywood commercial core does not apply to this particular property.

Also, the recommendation of Height District 1-VL would limit the height of buildings to 
45 feet. Such a designation makes sense where views may be blocked. However, the only 
views affected would be that of my own property. The most desirable use of the property 
may be to leave as much land as possible open and build higher, even with the 
possibility of connecting the Franklin properties to the Yamashiro property above.

Hearing Officer Comments: The subject property abuts a high quality hillside
residential neighborhood that should be protected from further impacts of this 
commercial facility. The previous public hearing for the Hollywood Community Plan did 
not recommend a JQ|Cl Zone for Yamashiro's Restaurant, but rather the R3-1D Zone, 
existing uses would be permitted to remain in the recommended zones as conditional uses 
that would be deemed-to-be-approved pursuant to Section 12.24-F of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code. Existing uses may remain, but if a significant expansion of the 
existing use is contemplated, then a separate approval and hearing would be desirable 
and necessary for receiving the input of citizens and public agencies. The merits of 
any contemplated expansion would be evaluated on its own merits and appropriate "Q" 
Qualifying conditions could be applied at that time.

The

SUBAREA NO. 55

Adopted Plan: Very High Density Housing (R5)
Existing Zoning: C4-4
Existing Generalized Land Use: 90% commercial, 10% vacant
Recommendation: High Density Housing and |Q|R5-2 Zone ("Q" - mixed use development)
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Testimony and Communications - Opposition: One letter was received in opposition from
the Whitley Heights Civic Association, stating that it appears to be a spot zone that is 
not restrictive enough. A height limit of 45 feet is requested so that it will be 
consistent with all surrounding parcels and protect existing view corridors. The letter 
also requested that all on-site parking be underground. Hotels, motels and apartment 
hotels are not acceptable at this location, regardless of the site's frontage on a 
commercial highway.

Hearing Officer Comments: The recommended height district is compatible with the
abutting subarea. Both Subarea Nos. 55 and 205 are recommended for Height District 2. 
Subarea No, 40 is the closest area recommended for Height District 1-VL, but it is west 
of Highland Avenue, a Major Highway. ’

SUBAREA NOS. 60, 90, 220

Adopted Plan: Regional Center Commerce (C2, C4, PB, P)
(Q)PB-4, (q)C4-4, CR-4, PB-4, C4-4

Commercial use with some residential 
Recommendation: Height District 2D (Subarea 60 - 3:1 FAR;

Subarea 90 - 2:1 FAR; Subarea 220 - 2:1 FAR and 45 feet)

Existing Zoning:
Existing Generalized Land Use:

Testimony and Communications - Opposition: 
recommendations, stating that some subareas need to be broken up and redefined, 
current recommendations provide a blank check for CRA discretionary action, 
experience with CRA has demonstrated more indiscretion than discretion. '

One person spoke in opposition to the
The 

Current

One person spoke on a proposal in 
The Hollywood Boulevard Subcommittee of the

Testimony and Communications____________
addition to the current recommendations.
Redevelopment Project Area Committee passed a motion requesting the City to prepare an 
interim plan for Hollywood Boulevard until a specific plan is adopted with 
transportation measures and design regulations. This is necessary because transportion 
and urban design studies have not been completed by the Community Redevelopment Agency 
that would address the impacts of increased traffic and poor design, of new development. 
Otherwise, CRA would have too much discretion'in approving projects which would be 
detrimental to the community.

Other Position:

Hearing Officer Comments: These subareas were delimited according to the existing
land use pattern and the reasonable prospect for future development. They are all 
proposed for a reduction from what was previously permitted in the Regional Center 
Commerce designation. The difference between these subareas is primarily one of 
permissible height and floor area. The more restrictive limits were locationally 
designated where not immediately adjacent a transportation/development node. The more 
restrictive limits were placed on Hollywood Boulevard between, rather than adjacent, 
Highland Avenue and Vine Street. The concern about giving the Community Redevelopment 
Agency a "blank check" on approving development is balanced by the-requirement that the

The approval of a project may bePlanning Commission also approve the project, 
appealed to the City Council.
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SUBAREA NOS. 105. 110

Adopted Plan: High Density Housing (R4, R5)
Existing Zoning: Subarea 105 - Ml-2; Subarea 110 - R4P-2
Existing Generalized Land Use: Commercial and parking uses
Recominendation: Subarea 105 - Highway Oriented Commerce and C2-1 Zone;

Subarea 110 - Highway Oriented Commerce and P-1 Zone

Testimony and Communications - Opposition: One letter was received opposing the
recommendationsj stating that both subareas should have the same zoning. Both subareas 
are recommended for Highway Oriented Commerce. The change of zone to C2-1 is an 
appropriate recommendation for the commercial land use designation for Subarea No. 105. 
Subarea No. 110, however, is re'commended for a change of zone to P-1. The opponent 
claims that the long-term utilization of the existing surface parking lot for a future 
surface parking use is neither desireable nor planned. Subarea No. 110 was requested to 
be zoned consistent with Subarea No. 105. A, consistent zoning on this portion of the 
property will enable the owner to complement their existing buildings with new 
construction that will continue to maintain A & M Records as a significant employer in 
the entertainment community.

Also, there is another inconsistency in the recommendation table for Subarea Nos. 105 
and 110. There is a General Plan land use recommendation for "HOC" and Height/Bulk "ID 
that is inconsistent with a zoning recommendation for Height District "l". In 
Appendix A,. Comment No. 17 indicates that all "HOC" designated land located in. the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area will have a Floor Area Ratio of 1.5:1. On the 
other hand in Appendix B it is indicated that a "ID" Height/Bulk designation will be 
limited to a building restricted to 1:1 FAR or less. The opponent believes that this 

. discrepancy needs to be resolved and that the allowable FAR should be minimally 1.5:1 
and ideally 2:1.

Hearing Officer Comments: The proposed Plan land use designation would permit zoning
that is less restrictive than what would be allowed under the 1973 Community Plan.' That 
does not imply that the Planning Department recommends changes of zone to the maximum 
allowed by the proposed Plan land use designation. An individual property owner may 
apply for a zone change that is consistent with the new land use designation of Highway 
Oriented Commerce, that would be evaluated on the merits of the specifically proposed 
project and appropriate "Q" Qualifying conditions would be attached at that time.

SUBAREA NO. 115

Adopted Plan: High Density Housing (R4, R5) .
Existing Zoning: R4-2 .
Existing Generalized Land Use: 44% single family, 19% duplex, 8% RD1.5 Zone density,

15% R3 Zone density, 12% R4 Zone density '
Recommendation: Low Medium II Density Housing and RD1.5-1XL Zone
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Testimony and Communications - Opposition: Two persons spoke and was letter was *
received opposing the change of zone from R4-2 to RD1.5-1XL. The two speakers protested 
the downzoning from R4 to RD1.5-1XL, stating that the area is already surrounded by C2 
and C4 properties. A four story structure is being constructed on the corner of 
Mansfield and Leland Way, leaving only two lots on the block with such low density. 
Similarly, the 1300 block of Orange Drive is already developed with apartments. Also, 
the westerly side of Sycamore Avenue, south of DeLongpre Street, has recently been 
developed with large multiple-unit housing density. '

Hearing Officer Comments: Approximately 73% of the existing uses within the subarea
would be consistent with the recommended Plan land use designation. The subarea has 
only isolated buildings at a higher residential density. The 1300 block of Orange Drive 
is unique in that half of the properties would conform to the new zone and half would 
not. To recommend a higher zone, however, would create a spot zone in a stable 
residential neighborhood. The overall land use of the subarea does not warrant a higher 
residential density.

SUBAREA NO. 130

Adopted Plan: High Density Housing (R4, R5)
Existing Zoning: R4-2 _
Existing Generalized Land Use: 60% R1 Zone density, 5% R2 Zone density, 12% RD1.5

Zone density, 4% R3 Zone density, 19% R4 Zone density 
Recommendation: Low Medium II Density Housing .and RD 1.5-1XL Zone

Testimony and Communications - Opposition: One person spoke opposing the change of
zone from R4-2 to RD1.5-1XL as being too restrictive. This change would confiscate the 
value of the property and therefore deny the full use of the property.

Hearing Officer Comments: The majority of the properties are developed with
single-family dwellings. Approximately 77% would conform with the proposed 
recommendations. Similar to Subarea No. 115, only one block has the unique situation of 
having half of the properties conforming and half not conforming to the proposed 
recommendations (1300 block of Las Palmas Avenue). To recommend a less restrictive zone 
would also create a spot zone that would be out of character with the rest of the 
residential neighborhood. A higher residential density is not warranted.

SUBAREA NO. 135

Adopted Plan: High Density Housing (R4, R5)
Existing Zoning: Various
Existing Generalized Land Use: 88% single-family housing, 12% multiple-family housing
Recommendation: Low Medium II Density Housing and RD1.5-1XL .

One person spoke opposing the change of
The speaker claims that

Testimony and Communications - Opposition: 
zone to RD1.5-1XL as it will devalue the worth of the property, 
the value of his property has been reduced by 50-65% in value.

Hearing Officer Comments: This subarea is characterized as a very stable 
single-family neighborhood that has only a few apartment buildings. The quality and 
property value of the single-family neighborhood will be enhanced by reducing the 
incentive of the existing zone to change it.
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SUBAREA NO. 165

Adopted Plan: Regional Center Commerce (C2, C4, P, PB)
Existing Zoning: C2-2
Existing Generalized Land Use: 40% public use, 20% residential use, 40% commercial

and parking.
Original Recommendation: Low Medium II Density Housing and RD1.5-1XL Zone
Revision Recommendation: Limited Commerce and C1-1VL Zone

Testimony and Communications - Opposition: One person spoke and one letter was
received opposing the change of zone from C2-2 to RD1.5-1XL. The subarea contains five 
lots, which are zoned R4 along Hudson Avenue and C2 along Wilcox Avenue. The land use 
of the subarea is 80% commercial (including police parking), with only one lot being 
used for residential purposes. Businesses support each other in this area. The owner's 
messenger service has existed on the site since the 1940's. Residential uses are not 
appropriate in this location. Hollywood needs to serve the entertainment industry and 
the City. Therefore, commercial zoning is more appropriate for this location. A change 
of zone would also devalue the property. The testimony requests that the existing C2-2 
Zone be retained as reflecting the true character of the properties located in -this area.

Hearing Officer Comments: The land use and adjacent Plan land use designations
warrant a change in the recommendations. Approximately 80% of the subarea is already 
developed with either a public use or a commercial use. Also, the properties across the 
street are designated for either Regional Center Commerce or Public/Quasi-Public Use. 
However, since the scale of the existing commercial uses is small and the rear property 
lines'of this subarea abut onto residential properties, there should be a reduction in 
the permitted uses and height. Therefore, the recommendation for this subarea is 
revised to a Plan amendment to Limited Commerce and a zone change to CI-1VL in order to 
minimize future impacts on the adjacent residential neighborhood. .

SUBAREA NOS. 170. 175

Adopted Plan: Regional Center Commerce (C2, C4, P, PB)
Existing Zoning: C2-2
Existing Generalized Land Use: Approximately 60% broadcast facilities,

25% commercial and parking, 15% residential 
Recommendation: Subarea 170 - C4-2D (2:1 TAR); Subarea 175 - C4-2D (3:1 FAR)

Testimony and .Communications - Opposition: One letter was received opposing the
recommendation because it disregards the preservation of pockets of low density housing 
within a subarea that is designated for Regional Center Commerce. A pristine block of 
cottages exists between Cole and Cahuenga, although the surrounding area seems to be 
commercial. The general guideline that the zoning reflect existing land use is being 
ignored here. The existing row of beautiful and well kept cottages deserves as much 
protection as the commercial use that surrounds it. The letter suggests that the 
subarea be divided up into subareas that would protect these residential areas, rather 
than demolishing them through redevelopment.

Hearing Officer Comments: 
small and is surrounded by other uses, most notably entertainment industry facilities. 
The residential neighborhood has already been lost and it would not be logical to 
isolate a spot zone for retaining the few homes that remain.

The remaining area of single-family housing is extremely
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SUBAREA NOS. 180

Adopted Plan: Regional Center Commerce (C2, C4, P, PB)
Existing Zoning: G4-4, R4P-2, C4-3, C4-2
Existing Generalized Land Use: Commercial and parking uses
Recommendation: Change height district to 2D (3:1 FAR)

Testimony and Communications - Opposition: One person spoke and two letters were
received opposing the recommendations. The speaker opposes the change in height 
district from 4 to 2 along Vine Street. A community plan study is requested before 
proceeding with the plan revision. The Planning Department has not justified its 
reduction in densities. What is the basis for reducing densities? Changes in the 
Community Plan and zoning make development difficult. Other points were repeated in the 
first letter described below.

One letter claims that the existing zoning is listed incorrectly as C4-2. The Floor 
Area Ratio is being excessively reduced from 13:1 to 6:1 under the CRA Plan, and then 
again to the level specified in the Community Plan Revision. The staff recommendation 
for C4-2D is without merit and basis. If the State mandated requirement is to bring the 
underlying zoning in conformance with the,community plan, which is now the CRA Plan, 
then the zoning should be designated for the FAR of 6:1, There is no requirement to 
reduce the density further.

The Metro Rail E1R bases its economic assumptions on the zoning consistent with a FAR of 
6:1 in the designated area. The revenue calculations were based on an expected 
assessment district at the rate of .30 cents per square foot within 1/4 mile of the 
stations. A reduction to C4-2D would reduce the revenue by 50%. An assumed benefit of 
Metro Rail would be the reduction of vehicular traffic on surface streets, the adjoining 
freeway, and the further reduction of peak vehicle loads on the Los Angeles Freeway 
system. Opponent believes that at an FAR of less than 6:1 it is not economical to 
develop projects with the required amenities for this area, including security, parking 
and public areas for the "Regional Center Commerce" designation.

Furthermore, Comment No. 24 does not guarantee the developer the absolute right to 
proceed with a plan of development that would be consistent with the CRA Plan and the 
proposed Community Plan. Such approvals are at the whim of the various agencies 
involved. Historically, the City Planning Department has had greater concern with 
densities allowed than the actual creativity, engineering and architectural designs of a 
specific development project. The arguments of economics or project design have 
generally fallen on deaf ears, and the final decisions and conditions for approval of 
many projects are directly related to the number of area homeowner objections.
Therefore, planning, design and economic development criteria are controlled by the 
"elimination of objections process", which is not necessarily conducive to the 
development of landmark projects. '
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Another letter states that the proposed downzoning will create new problems rather than 
solve existing problems in Hollywood. Without substantial new tax revenue from the 
conversion of older properties to new development there is no way to provide funds 
needed to alleviate the present traffic problem. New intensive development, 4.5 to 6 
times buildable, will create environments with enough funds to pay for private security 
at those developments which will not add any strain to the Police Department. Without 
the opportunity of having intensive developments in Hollywood', projects will go to 
surrounding communities such as Burbank and Glendale. Hollywood will not remain as it 
is. Only small projects will be built lacking the critical massing and synergism 
required to create the environmnent needed to attract major retailers, offices and 
industry. The Hollywood area will continue to drift along in a slowly deteriorating 
condition.

If the problems of traffic and security are to be solved, allow building densities of 
4.5 to 10 times land area. Charge a per square foot bonus to developers for the right 
to intensify the land use, one that is economically feasible. This will create 
significant new economic forces which will attract important and viable companies to 
locate in Hollywood. Tax dollars will flow to the City to solve existing traffic 
problems and significant new tax dollars will be available to pay for sewers, police, 
lighting and traffic, etc. To be persuaded by the no growth or low density advocates 
will doom the area to a slum. Allowing capital and industry to flow into Hollywood will 
solve substantial social and economic problems. ‘

Hearing Officer Comments: The proposed recommendations for floor area ratio and
height limitation were formulated as limitations prior to the adoption of a TRIP 
ordinance, appropriate for specific locations. The proposed recommendations would allow 
less development than would be permitted by the existing zoning, but would still allow 
sufficient room for sizeable, landmark developments that would attract additional 
development to the area. The provisions of the Community Plan are designed to follow 
the Redevelopment Plan so as to allow sufficient review by both the CRA and the Planning 
Department in order to build the best project available on a site-specific basis. Staff 
feels that the proposed recommendations are most appropriate for stimulating the economy 
of the community while also protecting the area from significant environmental impacts, 
especially traffic.

SUBAREA NO. 205

Adopted Plan:
Existing Zoning;
Existing Generalized Land Use: 72% residential; 12% public, 9% parking,

7% commercial .
Recommendation: High Density Housing and R4-2 Zone

Very High Density Housing (R5) 
R5 -4

. Testimony and Communications - Opposition: One letter opposes the recommendations,
stating that they do not go far enough- Although the existing land use warrants higher 
densities, the density should be reduced to 60 dwelling units per acre instead of the 
Plan proposal for 80 dwelling units per acre. This would avoid future controversy 
concerning the little land that is left for development and the demolition of present 
structures.
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Hearing Officer Comments: The proposed recomendation reflects the development pattern 
of the existing land use. An inequitable situation would be created if the few parcels 
remaining with a lower density were to limited to a residential density lower than the 
predominant land use.

SUBAREA NOS. 215. 225

Adopted Plan: Regional Center Commerce (C2, C4, PB, P)
Existing Zoning: Subarea 215 - C4-4; Subarea 225 - R5-4
Existing Generalized Land Use: Subarea 215 - 33% commercial, 33% parking,

33% apartment hotel; Subarea 225 - 16% R1 Zone density, 14% R2 or RD1.5 Zone 
density, 8% R3 or R4 Zone density, 18% R5 Zone density, 10% apartment hotel,
24% parking or vacant, 10% new residential construction 

Original Recommendation: High Density Housing and |Q[R5-2 Zone ("Q" = mixed use
developments)

Revision Recommendation: Subarea 215 - Regional Center Commerce and C4-2D;
Subarea 225 - High Density Housing and |Q|R5-2 Zone ("q" = mixed use developments)

Testimony and Communications - Opposition: One letter was received opposing the
recommendations. Reference was made to Comment No-. 22 which quotes the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Section 12.24.Cl.5 which states that commercial uses "should be limited 
... and FAR of such uses should not exceed 1:1" (see Appendix A of Exhibit "A-l"). It 
is requested that the two "shoulds" in this section be replaced by "shall".

Hearing Officer Comments: The provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code are
applied on a citywide basis and cannot be changed for a specific area unless as a part 

• of a geographical specific plan. The revision of the Municipal Code or the adoption of 
a specific plan would require the preparation and adoption of an ordinance that 
addresses this issue. Such an action is not within the scope of this Community Plan 
revision.

SUBAREA NO. 235

Adopted Plan: Very High Density Housing (R5)
Existing Zoning: R5-4
Existing Generalized Land Use: 50% commercial, 50% parking
Recommendation: High Density Housing and R4-2 Zone

Relevant Previous Cases: ZA 87-0230 CUZ - On May 15, 1987, the Zoning Administrator
approved a self-storage use for a portion of the subarea on Vine Street.

ZA 87-0230 PAD - On March 4, 1988, the Zoning Administrator approved the 
construction plans for the subject property
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Testimony and Communications - Opposition: 
recommended change of zone from R5-4 to R4-2. 
pursued the approvals required for the development of this property for a self-storage 
use. These approvals have been the subject of extensive public review by both the City 
Planning Department and the Department of Building and Safety, as well as the Project 
Area Committee of the Hollywood Redevelopment Project and the Board of Commissioners of 
the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles. The use and construction plans 
have been approved by the Zoning Administrator (Case Nos. ZA 87-0230 CUZ and ..
ZA 87-0230 PAD).

One letter was received opposing the 
Since 1986, the property owner has

The Department of Building and Safety is currently reviewing the plans 
in Plan Check. An Owner Participation Agreement has been approved by the CRA Board of 
Commissioners. The approval of this project was based on the Alternate Land Use for 
Regional Commercial specified in the CRA Plan.

Hearing Officer Comments: The approved conditional use is not affected by the zone
change. Because the use is only a small portion of the subarea, the recommendation need 
not be changed. .

SUBAREA NO. 260

Adopted Plan: Very High Density Housing (R5)
Existing Zoning: R5-4
Existing Generalized Land Use:
Recommendation: |q|R3-1XL (“Q" —

Residential use
one dwelling unit per 1200 square feet of lot area)

Testimony and Communications - Opposition: Three persons spoke opposing the
recommendations. Two persons questioned how a zoning plan can be done without knowing 
what is being done in the area. The CRA use of eminent domain reduces property values. 
Metro Rail locations have not yet been chosen. No provision has been made for parking. 
Upzoning of some properties is unfair to others who are downzoned. Rezoning should 
affect all properties equally. Until a traffic plan has been adopted, a land use plan 
should not be considered.

Another person opposed the recommendations because of the displacement of existing 
commercial and residential uses by redevelopment to higher densities and intensities.
The recommendations have a potential for a loss of historic structures. They would also 
increase the demands on schools. The revised Plan inadequately provides for parklands. 
Traffic congestion and delays and resulting noise would also increase. Hillside 
development would also result in the loss of views and removal of natural areas. 
Increased development will overload scarce landfill resources.

Hearing Officer Comments: The proposed recommendations for residential density were
formulated as appropriate for this area. The proposed recommendations are a reduction 
from what would be permitted if no action was taken. The proposed recommendation would 
allow less development than would be permitted by the existing zoning, but would still 
allow sufficient development to help revitalize the economic situation of the 
community. Displacement of residents is not a goal of these proposals. The provisions 
of the Community Plan are designed to follow the Redevelopment Plan so as to allow 
sufficient review by both the CRA and the Planning Department in order to build the best 
project available on a site-specific basis, yet minimize disruption to the residents of 
the neighborhood. Staff feels that the proposed recommendations are most appropriate 
for stimulating the economy of the community while also protecting the area from 
undesirable significant environmental impacts.
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SUBAREA NO. 335

Adopted Plan: High Density Housing (R4, R5)
Existing Zoning: C4-3
Existing Generalized Land Use: Commercial and parking uses
Original Recommendation: High Medium Density Housing and |Q|R4-1VL
Revised Recommendation: Highway Oriented Commerce and C4-1 Zone

Testimony and Communications - Opposition: One person spoke and one- letter was
received opposing the change of zone from C4-3 to |Q|R4-1VL. The properties on both 
sides of Gower Street have existing commercial and manufacturing uses. A film and 
videotape production facility has existed within the subarea for more than twenty 
years. The Holiday Health Spa and other commercial businesses are located across the 
street. Zoning is currently C4. Apartments are not appropriate for this commercial 
street that has heavy traffic. The recommended zone change to R4 is inappropriate and 
not in keeping with the uses both within the subarea and adjacent it. Gower Street from 
Sunset Boulevard north is a main access street, heading toward the Hollywood Freeway, 
and is presently developed with commercial uses. The C4 Zone is requested to be 
retained.

Hearing Officer Comments: Staff has researched and verified the arguments presented
and concurs with them. Therefore, a Plan, amendment to Highway Oriented Commerce and a 
change to Height District 1 is recommended, consistent with the adjacent commercial 
frontages along Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard.

SUBAREA NO. 340

Adopted Plan: High Density Housing (R4, R5)
Existing Zoning: R4-3
Existing Generalized Land Use: 33% R1 Zone density, 15% R2 Zone density, 16% RD1.5

Zone density, 12% R3 Zone density, 14% R4 Zone density, 9% parking or other uses 
Original Recommendation: |Q|R4-1VL ("Q" = one dwelling unit per 1200 square feet

of lot area) ‘
Revised Recommendation: |Q[R4-1VL ("Q" = one dwelling unit per 600 square feet

of lot area)

Testimony and Communications - Opposition: One person spoke and one letter was
received opposing the recommended change of zone from R4-3 to |q|R4-1VL, claiming that 
it would reduce the value of the property by 50%. Only 5 or 6 units could be built 
under the recommended zoning; 11 units could be built under the original zone. 
Buildings are 50-60 years old, mostly one unit per lot, and need to be replaced. Since 
the structures are outmoded, land values exceed structural value. The subarea should 
receive the same "Q" Qualified condition as neighboring Subarea No. 342. The two 
subareas have the same circumstances and should have-the same "Q" Qualified condition. 
It is request ed that a "Q" condition allow a density of one dwelling unit per 600 
square feet of lot area.

Hearing Officer Comments: Staff concurs with the argument that the same 1Q' Qualified
condition should be applied to both Subarea Nos. 340 and 342.
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SUBAREA NO. 380

Adopted Plan: High Medium Density Housing (R4 Zone)
Existing Zoning: R4-2
Existing Generalized Land Use: 22% R1 Zone density, 15% R2 Zone density,

14% RD1.5 Zone density, 25% R3 Zone density, 15% R4 or R5 Zone density, 
9% parking or other uses

Recommendation: Medium Density Housing and R3-1 Zone .

Testimony and Communications - Opposition: "IWo persons spoke and one letter was
received opposing the change of zone from R4-2 to R3-1. One person claimed that the 
proposed zoning would reduce the value of the property for which he wants to redevelop 
by replacing older homes with apartments. Another person (speaker and letter) claimed 
that the hillside and surrounding flatland areas are protected areas with lower 
densities. To compensate-for this, the Redevelopment Area is designated for increased 
development. The testimony opposes more development being concentrated in the central 
portion of Hollywood, but also opposes the changes to more restrictive zoning. After 
the zoning is changed and property values reduced, the properties would be taken by 
eminent domain for a cheaper price. Downzoning by the Planning Depoartment represents 
an unfair taking of property value, 
because of this tactic.

He claims that downzoning in a CRA area is illegal

Hearing Officer Comments: The existing land use does not warrant a higher land use
designation on the Community Plan. At least 76% of the properties have an existing land 
use that would conform with the proposed recommendations. The proposed recommendation 
is a reduction from what would be permitted if no action was taken. It would allow less 
development than would be permitted by the existing zoning, but would still allow 
sufficient development that would be equitable as well as help revitalize the economic 
situation of the community. Displacement of residents is not a goal of these 
proposals. Staff feels that the proposed recommendations are most appropriate for 
stimulating the economy of the community while also protecting the area from significant 
environmental impacts.

SUBAREA NQ. 385. 455

Adopted Plan: Open Space (no corresponding zoning)
Existing Zoning: C2-2
Existing Generalized Land Use: Freeway landscaped right-of-way '
Original Recommendation: Subarea 385 - C2-1VL#; Subarea 455 - C2-1#
Revised Recommendation: A1-1XL# ’

Testimony and Communications - Opposition: One letter was received opposing the
recommendations for this freeway right-of-way. Subarea No. 385 is currently a small 
redwood forest. Subarea No. 455 is currently greenspace with many mature Native 
California Sycamore trees. The C2 Zone is inappropriate for preservation of these 
areas. Open space would be preferable to another public storage facility or mini-mall.

Staff concurs with the arguments presented and recommends aHearing Officer Comments: 
change of zone to A1-1XL# for both of these subareas.
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PLAN TEXT/HAP/LEGEND/FOOTNOTE CHANGES

In order to reflect current development patterns and previously adopted City policy, the 
following changes are recommended:

1. Plan Text Changes

The text of the Hollywood Community Plan is revised as approved separately under 
City Plan Case Nos. 18473 and 83-368.

2. Plan Map Changes

The proposed amendments to Part II of the Hollywood Community Plan are listed in 
Exhibit "A-l" and are depicted on Exhibit maps "B-l" and "B-2" (attached).

3. Map Legend Changes

The map legend of the Hollywood Community Plan is revised as approved separately 
under City Plan Case Nos. 18473 and 83-368.

4. Footnote Changes

The footnotes of the map of the Hollywood Community Plan are revised as approved 
separately under City Plan Case Nos. 18473 and 83-368.
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DESCRIPTION OF EXHIBITS

EXHIBIT "A-lfl - Plan Amendment and Zone Change Recommendation Table

EXHIBIT "B-l 
EXHIBIT "B-2 
EXHIBIT "B-3

ir - Plan Amendment and Zone Change Nap (copies to Commission only)
- Detail Map: Subarea No. 140 -
- Detail Map: Subarea Nos. 315 and 320

M
If

EXHIBIT "C-l 
EXHIBIT "C-2

ir ~ Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Report Resolution 
- General Plan Consistency Maps Resolution!!
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EXHIBIT A-I

RECOMMENDATIONS TABLE

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY, PART II

July 1988

CONTENTS

HOW TO USE THE RECOMMENDATION TABLE 1

DETAILED EXPLANATION OF HEADINGS ia

RECOMMENDATION TABLE . 1

APPENDICES

Appendix A: 
Appendix B: 
Appendix C:

Comments
Abbreviations for Plan Land Use Designations 
Corresponding Zones for Plan Land Use Designations
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HOW TO USE THE RECOMMENDATION TABLE
1. Locate your property on the Hearing Hap. 

an outlined area, your property is proposed for a zone change, height district 
change, or plan amendment. The pattern on the sap will Indicate the type of 
change proposed [see sap legend). Note the subarea number.

If your property is located within

2. In the Recommendations Table, find your subarea number, 
numerical order.

Subareas are 1isted in

3. - Refer to,the column heading "Existing" to determine the current status of your 
property, including the existing plan designation, zoning, and height 
district. See Appendix B for an explanation of General Plan codes. For 
example. In the sample table below, the adopted plan designation for subarea 15 
is "Low Medium Density Housing I" and there are no height or bulk restrictions 
in the plan for this property. The subarea is currently zoned R4 and is within 
height district 1. "

4. Refer to the "Recommendation" column to determine what change is being 
recommended for your property. If an entry appears under "Gnrl Plan Land Use 
Hgt", a plan amendment is being proposed. If an entry appears under "Zone & 
Hgt Dist", a zone change and/or height district change is being proposed. For 
example, in the sample table, a plan amendment to "Medium Density Housing" and 
a zone change from R4 to R3 is recommended for subarea IS.

S. Refer to the “Comments" column for a further explanation of the 
recommendation. Appendix A provides a list of the numbered comments. For 
example, In the sample table, the comment for subarea 25 Is "6", Comment G in 
appendix A reads!

' v

Existing 'Q-‘ and/or *T* conditions retained.

Samgleviable!

© © ©© © Existing Initiated Staff/Consultant RecommendationS Area
U In Adopt Plan 

Acres Land Hgt./
Street (net) . Use Bulk Zone & Hgt Dist Zone

©Gnrl Plan
Land Hgt./ -

Dist Criteria Use Bulk Zone & Hgt Dist
©B Hgt Concent

Nos.AREA

15 Main 9.67 LHI R4-M RD5 7 HED R3-1
0.67

25 • Spring
Spring

9.2? HOC 1VL
0.61 HOC 1VL

CS)C2~! 1-VL 10 
1-VL 19

($)C2-i-VL
P-S-VL

625 P-1
9.90

-ii-



DETAILED EXPLANATION OF HEADINGS IN RECOMMENDATION TABLE (refer to circled numbers in sample table); '

© Subarea:
amendment, 2one change, or height district change, 
to a geographic area outlined on the Nearing Map.

An area of the community or district which is proposed for a plan
The subarea number corresponds

© Street I Name of a street adjacent to the subarea,

© Area_in_Acres_{net2.‘ The lot area of the subject property in acres. 
(T) Enisling; . ‘

Adopted_Plan_Land_Use: The land use designation for the subject property'as
shown on the adopted community or district plan. For an explanation of land 
use codes, see Appendix 8.

b. AdBfli®^_fi3n_Heighi_and_|ulk: The height or hulk restrictions, if any, for
the subject property as shown in the adopted community or district plan. For 
an explanation of height/bulk restrictions, see Appendix B.

c. l2S£_iD^_H®i3bt_District,* The existing zone and height district for the . 
subject property.

d «

© Initiated:
a. Zone; The most restrictive zone which corresponds to the existing plan '
- . designation for the subject property. By "initiating" to the most restrictive 

zone, the decision-maker is given maximum flexibility in determining the most 
appropriate 2one "for the subject property. 

b>. !jgi9bi: The height district which would implement the height or bulk
restrictions. If any, contained within the adopted community or district plan.

© Criteria: The primary reason for the recommended change. The listed number(s)
refer to the Council-adopted "Criteria for A8283 General Plan/Zonlng Consistency 
Project (Annotated with Reference Numbers)**.

© ■ The recommended action, which may include a plan amendment, a 
zone change, a height district change, or a combination of changes. The person or 
body making.the recommendation will be indicated in the column heading (e.g.
"Staff/Consultant Recommendation").
a. General_Pjan_land_IJse: Recommended plan amendment for the subject property

(see appendix B for explanation of land use codas). If there is no entry In 
this column, no change is being recommended,

b. General_Plan_Height_and_Bulk! Recommended plan amendment for the subject
property (see appendix B for an explanation of height and bulk codes). If 
there is no entry in this column, no change is being recommended. ■

c. : Recommended zone change and/or height district
change for the subject property. If either the height district or the zone 
is recommended for change, the recommended zone and height district will 
appear. If the recommendation is to retain the existing zoning and height 
district, the words "No Change" will appear in this column. Vhere a plan 
amendment to "open space" is proposed, the zone will generally be repeated with 
the symbol t, which signifies that any new development on the property will be 
subject to a conditional use type^procedure.

© Comments or explanations pertaining to specific recommendationsComment^Nos^.
(see Appendix A for a listing of comments).

- i i i-
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PAGE r7/23/08 EXHIBIT ”A-3“
RECOMMENDATION TABLE
HOLLVHQGD—PART II

Existing Initiated Department Recoaaendations

GENERAL PLAN 
Land Hgt, 
Use Belt

GENERAL PLAN 
Height Land Hgt.

Zone District Use Bulk
Zone/Height
District

Sub Zone/Height
.DistrictStreet ConsentsArea

MARSHFIELD HAY VHISH 25 CA-4 C4 1VL ■ HOC 1VL C4-1VL

MARSHFIELD HAY VHISH 27 R4-1 RA 1VL NDC 1VL R4-1VL

LA BREA AVE HIGH 210 ClC4-A 1VL 1VL C4-IVLNOC

HOC ID
HOC ID
HOC ID
HOC ID

DETROIT ST 
LA BREA AVE 
LA BREA AVE 
SUNSET BLVD .

35 R4-1 3VL NOC R4-1VL
C4-1VL
CA-iVL
C4-1VI

3VL
15 ClC2-2 1VL NOC 1VL
15 C4-A Cl 1VL HOC 1VL
15 CA-l Cl 1VL NOC 1VL

LA BREA AVE ' HIGH 220 ClC2-2 ID HOC ca-i1 10

FRANKLIN AVE 
FRANKLIN AVE

HHED 1VL R4-1
HHED 1VL R4-A

1V1.25 C01RA [flJRA-!VL
I3JRA-1YL

3; 19
25 IB3RA 1VL 19

FRANKLIN AVE LON 130 RA-A RE9 1 LOW II 1 RM

FRANKLIN AVE35 VHIGH 2 R5-4 fll 1XL 1VL I8JR4-1VLB I; 19OS

HIGHLAND AVE 
ORANGE DR 
SYCAMORE AVE

VHIGH 2 
VHIGH 2 
VHISH 2

CA-AAO IBIRA HHED 1VL IQ3R4-TVL 7; 19 
HMED 1VL ISIRA-IVL 3; 19 
HHED 1VL CG3RA-1VL 19

1VL
AO R5-A ESIRA 1VL
AO R5-1 [SIRA 1VL" S

s ‘‘’I EL CERRITO PL REBC 20A5 R5-A RA 2A2D R4-2D

50 ORANGE DR 
ORCHID AVE

REGC 2D 
REGC 2D

(TM61C4-4 2D ITKS3CA-2D 4; 2A
50 R5-A RA 2D RA-2D 3; PA

HIGHLAND AVE VHIGH 255 CA-A RA 2 HIGH £ IS3R5-2 14; 22

40 EL CERRITO PL 
HAWTHORN AVE 
HAWTHORN AVE 
HOLLYWOOD BLVO 
LA BREA AVE

REGC 2D 
REGC 2D 
REGC 2D 
REGC 2D 
REGC 2D

(fi)PB-A 
• CR-4

(QIPB-2B2D 5; PA
40 2D CR-P.D 24
40 PB-A 2D PB-2P 2A
40 CA-A 2D CA-2D £4
40 (81CA-A (B1CA-2D 5; PA2D

LA BREA AVE45 REGC 2D CA-A 2D C4-2D 18
4G LA BREA AVE REGC 2D R5-4 ISRA 2D R4-2B-

HAWTHQRN AVE REGC 2070 R5-A 2D RA -2D £4RA

75 R5-AREGC 2D 2D RA-2D PARA

i Official tuning naps Hill be flagged to narn property ONners of additional restrictions {see Consent li.
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RECGHHENDATION TABLE
HOLLYWOOD—PART II

PAGE £imtns

Existing Initiated Departaent Recoaeendations
GENERAL PLAN GENERAL PLAN

Zone/Height
District

Land Hgt.Sub Height 
Zone District

Land Hgt. Zone/Height
DistrictStreet Use BulkArea Bulk CoaaentsUse

HAWTHORN AVE 
LA BREA AVE 
LANENOOB AVE

REGC ED 
REGC ED 
REGC ED

RA 2R5-A E RA-2SO HIGH
CA-A E80 RA E HIGH RA-2 3
RA-A80 -E HIGH £ RA-E

HIGHLAND AVE RCSC R5-4 Al-HLI85 AI UL IXL 1; Rj 10PEP

SUNSET BLVD REGC ED CA-A90 ED CA'ED 18

HIGH SLA BREA AVE REGC 2D CA-2Bm-2 RA ED95 19

SYCAMORE AVE P-2BHIGH £ RAP-S ED REGC100 ED IS
*■ >

LA BREA AVE HIGH £105 Cl ID 1 CE-1 10; 14; I?Hl-E HOC

SYCAMORE AVE HIGH E RAP-S 1 10; 17110 P ID P-1HOC

SYCAMORE AVE HIGH S RA-S RD2 I XL LHED II IXL115 RD1.5-1XL

SYCAMORE AVE HIGH E1E0 R3-1XLRA-E [SIRS 1XL HEB 1

HIGHLAND AVE HOC ID CE-E1£5 Cl ID CE-1 17

LAS PALMAS AVE HIGH E RA-E' 130 RDE 1XL LHED II 1XL RD1.5-1XI '

CHEROKEE AVE 
DE LQNGPRE AVE 
LAS PALMAS AVE 
LELAND HAY 
LELAND HAY 
WILCOX AVE

HIGH ED 
HIGH E 
HIGH ED 
HIGH EO 
HIGH ED 
HIGH E

135 RD1.5 1XL LHED II 1XL 
LHED II 1XL 
LHED II IXL 
LHED II IXL - RD1.5-IXL 
LHED II IXL 
LHED II 1X1

RD1.5-1XL 
RDI.5-m. 
RD1,5-1XL

P-S 3
135 RDE - IXLRA-S
135 RD2RAP-E IXL 3(THe)RAP-E RDE 1X1.135 3} 7

8CA-E RDE IXL135- RBI.5-1XL
RDI.5-IXL

.3
RDE IXL135 ca-£

CHEROKEE AVE 
DE LQNGPRE AVE

RCSC RA-E1AE Al IXL LHED II RD1.51XL
Al-tXLiRCSC RA-E 1; 10IAE Al m QS

IS3R31A5 FOUNTAIN AVE 
WILCOX AVE

HIGH S 
HIGH E

RA-E IXL 1 R3-1XL
R3-1X1

7MED
145 ca-a [SIRS IXL i 7HED

FOUNTAIN AVE 
LA HIRADA AVE

HHED IVL 
HHED IVL

150 R3-1XL
R3-IXI.

RA-E ISIR3 IXL HED 1
150 RA-1 [SIRS IXL 1HED

FOUNTAIN AVE HHED IVL [01R3 IXL155 CE-E 1 R3-1XL 7HED

WILCOX AVEliO 1X1. IXL CE-1 XIX 1; EOTPB Al PSPca-a

X Official zoning aaps will be flagged to warn property owners of additional restrictions {see Coasent- 1).
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PAGE 3EXHIBIT "A-I* 
RECQHHENBATIOK TABLE 
HOLLYWOOD--PART II

7/21/88

Existing Initiated Departaent Recoasendatione

GENERAL PLAN 
Land Hgt. 
Use Bulk

GENERAL PLAN 
Land Hgt. 
Use Bulk

Sub Zone/Height
District

Height 
Zone District

Zone/Height
DistrictArea Street Coaaents

WILCOX AVEii5 REGC 2D C2-2 R02 LTDC 1IXL 10-CI-1YL

170 CAHUENGA AVE REGC 2D ca-a CA ED CA-ED 18

CAHUENGA AVE *175 REGC ED ca-a EACA ED CA-ED
180 HOLLYWOOD BLVD 

LELAND HAY 
SUNSET BLVD 
VINE ST -

REGC ED 
REGC ED 
REGC ED 
REGC ED

CA-A ED EACA-ED
190 RAP-S ED RAP-ED EAiao CA-3 EAED CA-ED
180 CA-E ED EACA-ED

CHEROKEE AVE REGC ED185 CA-A Al PSP IXL A1-1XU !; Ej 10IXL

HAWTHORN AVE190 REGC ED CACH-A 13ED . CE-ED

195 HIGHLAND AVE ' REGC ED CA-A E£ 18CA-ED

aoo LAS PALMAS AVE RCSC ' AlR5-A POPIXL URIXL RA-Ei' t

FRANKLIN AVESOS VHISH 2 R5-A RA a HIGH RA-E2

SIS. LAS PALMAS AVE REGC ED CA-A RA E 19s 23CA-P.Da
EEO HOLLYWOOD BLVD REGC 2D CA-A RA ED S3a CA-ED

EE5 YUCCA ST REGC ES R5-A E HIGHRA I Si EEE IQ3R5-E •

CAHUENGA BLVD ' REGC ED230 CA-A ED 18CA-ED

. 235 FRANKLIN AVE VHIGH E R5-A ERA HIGH RA-Ea
HOLLYWOOD BLVDEAO REGC ED CA-A ED ISCA-ED

ARGYLE AVESA5 OTPB CA-A Al IXL PDF U IBIXL CA-EDS

£50 FRANKLIN AVE VHIGH E CE-A HIGHRA £ S RA-E
£55 YUCCA ST REGC ED R5-A iGRA ED RA-ED

EAO GGHER ST VHIGH E R5-A [SIRS El1X1 ESIR3-IXLHED 1

£45 IVAR AVE REGC ED CA-A Al PSP 1: E; 13IXL CA-SD8IXL
370 HOLLYHOOD BLVD REGC ED CA-3 ISED CA-ED

i Official zoning naps will be flawed to warn ornnprlv nnnpr= rtf a/M i f i fti** 1
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EXHIBIT
RECBHHENDATIQH TABLE
HQLLTfHQQD—PART II

7/E1/88 PAGE 4

Existing Initiated Departaent Recosaendations
GENERAL PLAN 
Land Hgt. 
Use Bulk

GENERAL PLAN
Sub Zone/Height

District
Height 

Zone District
Land Hgt. Zone/Height

DistrictStreet Bulk CoaaentsArea Use

REGC ED CMHOLLYWOOD BLVD£70 £D C4-ED 13

CN 1£75 GONER ST CA-3 I03C4 IVL IVL I03C4-1VL A; 10

£00 SUNSET BLVD REGC ED CA-3 SD CA-5D 13

DE LGNEPRE AVE 
DE LDKGPRE AVE 
EL CENTRO AVE

REGC ED 
REGC £B 
REGC £D

CS-H£85 EDCA 18CA-ED
R4P-EB
RA-ED

RAP-££85 3D IB
fiA-S£85 ED IB

E90 DE LBHGPRE AVE 
FOUNTAIN AVE

REGC ED 
REGC ED

RA-E ED 13RA-ED
£90 C4-£ £D CA-ED 16

FOUNTAIN AVE HIGH £ R4-££95 I0JR3 IXL HED 1 R3-1XI

HOC ID
HOC ID

300 FOUNTAIN AVE 
FOUNTAIN AVE

(B1CE-E ID (0/CR-1Cl 5; 17
300 C£-£ Cl ID CE-1 17

EL CENTRO AVE HHED IVL305 RA-i [Q3R3 IXL HED 1 R3-JXL"i
VHIGH £ 
VHIGH £

310 GOWER ST 
GONER ST

R5-A RA £ HIGH a RA-E
R5P-A310 RA a HIGH £ R4-£

VHIGH £315 CARLOS AVE R5-A Al IXL PSP IXL R4-1D 1

3£0 HOLLYWOOD BLVD HOC ID CA-A Al IXL IXL RA-1#P0P i

VHIGH £ _335 . CARLOS AVE RA-A £ HIGH £ R4-E

HOC ID
HOC ID
HOC ID
HOC ID

330 GONER ST 
HOLLYWOOD BLVD 
HOLLYWOOD BLVD 
HOLLYWOOD BLVD

CA-3 Cl ID 17CA-!
330 CE-3 Cl ■ ID CS-1 17
330 C£-4 Cl ID ca-i 17
330 CA-A IDCl CA-1 17

HIGH £335 GONER ST CA-3 IVL.IB3RA HOC 1 CA-1 to
3A0 CARLTON HAY HIGH E RA-3 E01RA IVL IOj 19IVL EQ3R4-1VLHHED

3AE BRONSON AVE 
CARLTON WAY

HIGH £ 
HIGH E

RA-3 IVL[03RA IVL I03RA-1VL
[Q3RA-1VL

HHED 19
3AE RA-E 103RA IVL HHED IVL 19 ■

3A5 HOC ID (THQJPB-3 ID 17P-1

350 GORDON ST HOC ID RA-3 ID 17Cl RA-1

# Official zoning naps Mill be flagged t# warn property owners of additional restrictions (see CoatPent 1)--
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EXHIBIT 'fl-i*
- RECQflHENDATIQN TABLE 

HOLLVHOOB—PART II

7/21/88 PASE 5

Existing Initiated Departaent Recoenendations

GENERAL PLAN 
Land Hgt.

GENERAL PLAN
Land Hgt, Zone/Height
Use Sulk District

Height 
Zone District

Zone/Height
District

Sub
Bulk' Street UseArea Cosisents

SUNSET BLVD 
SUNSET BLVD 
SUNSET BLVD

350 HOC ID
HOC ID
HOC ID

Cl ID CE-1 1?CE-2
CE-1 ‘350 CE-3 IDCl 1?

Cl350 CA-3 ID 17CA-i

LTD» 1 
LTDlt 1 
LTDil 1 
LTDN 1 
LTDtt 1

SUNSET BLVD 
SUNSET BLVD 
SUNSET BLVD 
SUNSET BLVD 
SUNSET BLVD

CA-3 EBHCA-1
EQ1CH-1

355 IVL A
355 CH-E IVLCQ3CH A
355 HR1 IVLHi-a m-i
355 IVLHi-3 HRi HI-1
355 IVLQlfl-E HR! SHI-1

BRONSON AVE360 LTDH 1 HRI IVLRA-E HRI -J VI. 7

BRONSON AVE365 RCSC RA-a A! IXL POP IXL R3-1B 11 E; 1A

370 HILTON PL HHED IVL RA-a 1V1.LS1GH IVL CH-1VI. 10;. 13; LACH

HHED IVL 
HHED IVL 
HHED IVL

375 HILTON PL 
HILTON PL 
HILTON PL

ca-a E0JR3 IXL HED R3-11 /
IXL375 ’ P-1 CB3R3 HED 3R3-i1

375 CQ3R3 IXL 7RAP-1 HED 1 R3-1

330 LEXINGTON AVE HHED IVL RA-E IXL[SIRS HED R3-11* ’ %

385 WESTERN AVE OS ca-a Al IXL 1; 10A1-1XLJ

390 WESTERN AVE OS AlcH-a IXL NOC IVL CA-1 Vi 1A

395 VIRGINIA AVE NOC IVL RA-E . ID RA-1VL

AOO SANTA HONICA BL HHED IVL CH IVLHl-3 CH 14IVL CH-1VL

SANTA HONICA BL HHED IVLAOS . CH-E IVL CH IVL CH-1VL

SANTA HONICA BL NOC IVLSANTA HONICA BL NOC IVL
A10 ca-a Cl ID C4-1VL

RA-1VLA10 RA-E ID

A15 VAN NESS AVE OS R3-S Al IXL HIGH a (AR3-2

HOLLYWOOD BLVD HOC ID420 CE-E RA 15: E32 HIGH E [01R5-E
' 4S5 HOLLYWOOD BLVD NOC IVL

SERRANO AVE NOC IVL
ca-a ' Cl l VI. CA-1VL

R4-1VLAES RA-E IVL

A30 SERRANO AVE HOC ID ca-a Cl ID 17ca-i.

S Official zoning aaps'will be flagged to warn property owners of additional restrictions (see Coaeent U.
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7/ai/Bfl EXHIBIT *A-1*
RECDHHENDATIGN TABLE
HOLLYHOQO—PART II

FASE h

Existing Initiated Departaent Recoaaendations
GENERAL PLAN GENERAL PLAN 

Height Land Hgt*
Zone District Use Suit

Sub Land Hgt. Zone/Height
District

Zone/Height
DistrictBulkStreet UseArea Coaaents

SERRANO AVEASS HISH £ RA-£ EBIRA £ fSIRA-2 25

WESTERN AVE440 HOC ID RA■CH-E HISH 22 W1R5-8 t5; EE
CARLTON HAY HISH 2. AlAA5 RA-2 IXLIXL PSP RA-2* . 1? 1A

A50 RCSCHILTON PL AlRA-2 IXL PSP I; 2; 1AIXL RA-2*

A55 HILTON PL OS C2-2 Al IXL Al-IXLf 1; 10

AAO VAN HESS AVE OS RA-2 Al IXL HHED [B3RA-1VIIVL 19

DE LOHGPRE AVE 
SUNSET BLVD

ASS HOC ID
HOC ID

RA-H ID t?RA-1
ASS C2-2 Cl ID 17C2-1

VAN NESS AVEA70 HOC ID Hl-2 Cl 17ID C2-1

FERNHOOD AVE 
WESTERN AVE

480 HIGH' 2 
HIGH 2

P-2 ID HOC 1.0; 17 
SO; 17

1 P-1
AGO C2-2 Cl HOC 1ID C2-1

AS5 FERNHOOD AVE OS RA-2 Al HIGH 2IXL RA-2

FERNHOOD AVE490 HOC ID RAP-2 ID 17RAP-1

WESTERN AVE495 HOC ID 0CN-2 Cl ID 17C2-1D

500 SERRANO AVE HIGH 2 RA-2 RA 2 RA-2

HESTERN AVE HOC ID505 C2-2 17Cl ID CE-1

FOUNTAIN AVE510 HIGH 2 C2-2 RA RA-2

515 HESTERN AVE OS C2-2 10 j i'f; 17Al IXL HOC 1 C2-I

520 HESTERN AVE HIGH 2 CH-B RA 2 7RA-2

525 FOUNTAIN AVE HKD IVL C2-2 [SIRA 19IVL [03RA-LVI

5S0 SERRANO AVE HKD IVL C2-2 [93P.A 20IVL ISIRA-IVL

535 SERRANO AVE HHED IVL j?RA-2 [SIRA IVL [QIRA'IVI.

5A0 SERRANO AVE HKD IVL 20[SIRARA-2 reiRA-ivLIVL

I Official zoning aaps Kill be flagged to warn property owners of additional restrictions (see Coosent 1!.
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PAGE 77/21/88 EXHIBIT °A-1‘ 
RECOMMENDATION TABLE 
HQLLVHOOD—PART II

Existing Initiated Departaent Reconiendations

GENERAL PLAN GENERAL PLAN 
Land Hgt. 
Use Bulk

Land Hgt.Sub Zone/Height
District

Height 
Znne District

Zone/Height
DistrictBulkStreet Use CoianentsArea

5A5 LA MIRADA AVE ■ OS RA-2 HUM IVL HHED IVL ISlRA-iVL 14 j 17

HHED IVL RAP-2550 SERRANO AVE C0IRA IVL E8M-1VL 3; 19

HHED IVL C2-2555 SERRANO AVE Ci ID 10; 14: 17HOC 1 C2-1

560 HOLLYHGQD FHY OS VARIOUS Al ill VARIGUS-t I

/paradox2/files/hollywd.r3 
Created April 18, 1988 
Updated 
1:30 pa

July 21, 1988

H Official zoning saps will be flagged to warn property owners of additional restrictions tsee Coanseat IL
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APPENDIX A

COMMENTS

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN, PART II

IIThe following footnote shall be added to the Community Plan map: 
property designated as Public/Quasi Public or Open Space is proposed to be 
discontinued, the proposed use shall be approved by the appropriate decision-makers 
through a procedure similar to a conditional use. The decision-maker shall find 
that the proposed use is consistent with the elements and objectives of the General 
Plan and may impose additional restrictions on the existing zoning as deemed 
necessary to assure that the proposed land use will be compatible with the land 
uses, zoning, or other restrictions of adjacent and surrounding properties, and 
consistent with the General Plan.

1. When the use of

IT

Public facility symbol shall be retained as shown on adopted Plan.2.

The existing use is permitted in the recommended zone as a conditional use, and 
shall be deemed to be approved per LAMG 12.24-F.

A new permanent "Q" condition shall be imposed as follows: 
be prohibited, except as otherwise permitted in the industrial zones.

Existing "Q" and/or "T" conditions shall be retained.

3.

ri4. Residential uses shall
II

5.
ri"T" and/or "QUnderlying zone is inconsistent with the adopted plan, 

shall be made permanent per LAMC 12.32-K to prevent expiration.
6. conditions

The property includes existing uses which are non-conforming in the recommended 
zone, but shall be permitted to be maintained pursuant to LAMC 12.23.

7.

itT" designation on the subject property is recommended to be bracketed per LAMC9. The
12.32-K, to reflect that the zone change was approved prior to March 26, 1973, and 
is not subject to a time limit for effectuation.

Current recommendation has been changed from previous one.10.

T" and/or "Q" conditions mayrtUnderlying zone is consistent with the adopted Plan, 
expire, at which time the zoning would revert to the underlying zoning.

12.

Recent action by the Planning Commission and/or City Council has resulted in the 
approval of a Plan Amendment and/or zone change consistent with the recommendation.

13.

Recommendation corresponds to an "Alternate use" as depicted in Exhibit A2 of the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan (adopted in May, 1986).

A new permanent "Q" condition is recommended: 
the following uses:

14.

tlThe property shall he limited to15.

Residential uses permitted in the R4 Zone.a.

b. Hotels, motels, and apartment hotels
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The following uses, subject to Zoning Administrator approval pursuant to 
Municipal Code Section 12.24C1.5(j) :

c.

1) Parking buildings, provided such parking is accessory to the main use of 
the lot or accessory to the main use of another lot located within the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Project area.

2) Any use permitted in the Cl Zone within buildings which were in existence 
on the lot upon the effective date of this ordinance. ‘

3) Any other use permitted in the Cl Zone provided that the floor area ratio 
of such use does not exceed 1:1, and further provided that such 
commercial use is combined with multiple unit residential use for which 
the floor area ratio is equal to or exceeds 2:1 and for which the number 
of dwelling units is equal to or exceeds, twelve (12).

The Zoning Administrator may impose such conditions as he deems necessary to secure 
an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives and intent of the 
Hollywood Community Plan, after a finding is made by the Community Redevelopment 
Agency Board that the project conforms with the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan."

A new permanent "Q" condition is recommended: 
the following uses;'

The property shall be limited to16.

Residential uses permitted in the R4 Zone.a.

b. Hotels, motels, and apartment hotels.

Subject to Zoning Administrator approval pursuant to Municipal Code Section 
12.24C1.5(j), any other use permitted in the Cl Zone provided that the floor 
area ratio of such use does not exceed 1:1, and further provided that such 
commercial use is combined with multiple unit residential use for which the 
floor area ratio is equal to or exceeds 2:1 and for which the number of 
dwelling units is equal to or exceeds twelve (12).

c.

The Zoning Administrator may impose such conditions as he deems necessary to secure 
an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives and intent of the 
Hollywood Community Plan, after a finding is made by the Community Redevelopment 
Agency Board that the project conforms with the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan.

A footnote to the Community Plan will be added follows:
1.5:1 shall be permitted on properties designated Highway Oriented Commerce located 
within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area."

17. A floor area ratio of

A new "D" Development limitation is recommended: 
structure shall not exceed two (2) time the buildable area of the lot. 
may exceed the 2:1 floor area ratio provided that:

18. The total floor area of a
A project .

The Community Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project conforms to: 
(1) the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, (2) a Transportation Program adopted by 
the Community Redevelopment Agency Board pursuant to Section 518.1 of the 
Redevelopment Plan and, if applicable, (3) any Design for Development adopted 
pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment Plan.

a.
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A Disposition and Development Agreement or Owner Participation Agreement has 
been executed by the Community Redevelopment Agency Board, and the Project is 
approved by the City Planning Commission, or the City Council on appeal, 
pursuant to the procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 12.24-B.3."

A new permanent "Q" condition is recommended:
limited to a maximum of one dwelling unit per 600 square feet of lot area.

A new permanent "Q" condition is recommended:
limited to a maximum of one dwelling unit per 800 square feet of lot area.

A new permanent "q" condition is recommended;
limited to a maximum of one dwelling unit per 1200 square feet of lot area.

b.

19. Residential density shall be

20. Residential density shall be

21. Residential density shall be

22. A footnote to the Community Plan will be added as follows: 
that certain commercial uses may be allowed on properties designed Hig;h density 
housing under Municipal Code Section 12.24.C.1.5(j). Commercial uses should be 
limited to those permitted in the Cl Zone, and the floor are ratio (FAR) of such 
uses should not exceed 1:1. Whenever possible, commercial uses should be located 
at street level, with residential uses on the upper floors."

This Plan contemplates

'D1' development limitation is recommended;23. A new
exceed a height of forty five (45) feet above grade, 
pursuant to Section 12.21.B.3 of the Municipal Code, 
structure shall not exceed two (2) times the buildable area of the lot. 
may exceed the 2;1 floor area ratio provided that:

No building or structure shall 
Roof structures are exempted 
The total floor area of a

A project

The Community Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project conforms to: 
(1) the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, (2) a Transportation Program adopted by 
the Community Redevelopment Agency Board pursuant to Section 518.1 of the 
Redevelopment Plan and, if applicable, (3) any Design for Development adopted 
pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment Plan.

a.

b. A Disposition and Development Agreement or Owner Participation Agreement has 
been executed by the Community Redevelopment Agency Board, and the Project is 
approved by the City Planning Commission, or the City Council on appeal, 
pursuant to the procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 12.24-B-3."

A new "D" Development limitation is recommended:
structure shall not exceed three (3) times the buildable area of the lot. 
project may exceed the 3:1 floor area ratio provided that:

ft24. The total floor area of a
A

The Community Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project conforms to: 
(1) the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, (2) a Transportation Program adopted by 
the Community Redevelopment Agency Board pursuant to Section 518.1 of the 
Redevelopment Plan and, if applicable, (3) any Design for Development adopted 
pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment Plan; and

a.

b. A Disposition and Development Agreement or Owner Participation Agreement has
been executed by the Community Redevelopment Agency Board, and the Project is . 
approved fay the City Planning Commission, or the City Council on appeal, 
pursuant to the procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 12.24-B.3,"

A new permanent "Q" condition is recommended: "No building or structure shall
exceed a height of forty five (45) feet above grade. Roof structures are exempt 
pursuant to Section 12.21.B.3 of the Municipal Code."

25.
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APPENDIX B

ABBREVIATIONS FOR PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN, PART II

Land Use Designations:

LOW Low Density Housing 
Low Medium Density Housing 
Medium Density Housing 
High Medium Density Housing 
High Density Housing 
Very High Density Housing

LMED
MED
HMED
HIGH
VHIGH

Highway Oriented Commercial 
Neighborhood and Office Commercial 
Regional Center

HOC
NOC
REGC

Commercial Manufacturing 
Limited Manufacturing

CM
LTDM

OS Open Space 
Other Public 
Public/Quasi-Public 
Recreation and Schools

OTPB
PQP
RCSC

y *»

Bulk/Height Designations:
'}

Height District No. 1 with building bulk up to 1.5:1 FAR 
Height District No. 1 with building restricted to 1:1 FAR or less 
Height District No. 2 with building bulk up to 6:1 FAR
Height District No. 2 with building bulk restricted to average FAR of 4.5:1 
Building height limited to 30 feet (and two stories for non-residential use) 
Building height limited to 45 feet (and three stories for non-residential use)

1
ID
2
2D
1-XL
1-VL
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APPENDIX C

CORRESPONDING ZONES AND HEIGHT FOR PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN, PART II

PLAN LAND USE CORRESPONDING ZONES CORRESPONDING HEIGHT

Housing

Minimum 
Very Low I 
Very Low II 
Low I 
Low II
Low Medium I 
Low Medium II 
Medium 
High Medium 
High

Al, A2, RE40 
RE20, RA 
RE15, RE11

1
1
1

RE9 1
RS, R1
R2, KD5, RD4, RD3 
RD2, RD1.5

1
1XL
1XL

R3 1
R4 1VL
R4, R5 1VL

Commerce

Limited
Highway Oriented 
Neighborhood and Office 
Community 
Regional Center

CR, Cl, Cl.5, P 
Cl, C2, P 
Cl, C2, C4, P 
CR, C2, C4, P, PB 
C2, C4, P, PB

1
1
1
1
2i

Industry

Commercial Manufacturing 
Limited

CM, P
Ml, MR1, P, PB

1VL
1

{
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CITY PLAN CASE IS.j. 86-835 GPC EXHIBIT "C-l

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission, on July 28, 1986, 
approved plan amendments for Part II of the Hollywood Community 
Plan in order to achieve consistency between zoning and the 
adopted plan as required by Government Code Section 65860(d) 
and settlement of Superior Court Case No. C526616 and;

WHEREAS, pursuant to the City Charter and Ordinance provisions, 
the Mayor and the City Planning Commission have transmitted 
their recommendations;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Part II of the 
Hollywood Community Plan be amended to designate the properties 

. in the various subareas as recommended in Exhibit A-1" .

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Environmental Impact Report has 
been found adequate to comply with the California Environmental 
Quality Act and the State and City Guidelines relating thereto; 
and that a Notice of Determination be filed with the Los 
Angeles County Clerk and the Los Angeles City Clerk, in 
accordance with Article VI, Sections lib and lid of the City 
of Los Angeles Guidelines for the Implementation of the
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970.



(
CITY PLAN CASE No. 86-835 GPC ...EXHIBIT *'C-2

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the City of Los Angeles adopted Ordinance No. 159,748, 
providing interim regulations to prohibit the issuance of 
building permits, changes of occupancy, or use of land permits 
for buildings, structures or uses inconsistent with the General 
Plan, establishing a procedure for determining whether building 
permits are consistent or inconsistent with the General Plan, 
utilizing a set of General Plan Consistency Maps, excepting 
certain categories of development from consistency 
determinations; and

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the General Plan 
Consistency Maps for the area affected by Part II of the 
Hollywood Community Plan be amended to conform to the plan ' 
amendments and changes of zone and height district adopted by 
the City Council.

CPCSTRPT/A011 
07/20/88.
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ORDINANCE BThe Los Angeles Daily Journal

c
ORDINANCE NO.I

2

An ordinance providing interim regulations .to prohibit the 

issuance of building permits, 

land permits for buildings, 

with the General Plan, 

whether building 

the General Plan, 

from consistency 

fees therefore.

3

changes of occupancy, or use of4

5 structures or uses inconsistent

establishing a procedure for determining 

permits are consistent or inconsistent with

6

7

excepting certain categories of development 

determinations and establishing appropriate

8

9

10

II

WHEREAS, the City of Los Angeles enacted a Comprehensive 

Zoning Ordinance in 1946 that placed 

City; and

12
zoning on all lots in the13

14

15

such original Citywide Zoning Ordinance has been 

amended numerous times since 1946 and has a potential population 

capacity of approximately 10,000,000 persons; and -

WHEREAS,16

17

18

19

WHEREAS, the City's General Plan, 

and District Plans which

including the 35 Community 

comprise the land use element of the

20
21

General Plan, projects an ultimate population capacity of22
approximately 4,000,000 persons; and23

24

25

26
27

128
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WHEREAS, this1 General Plan sets forth the City's planning 

policy and must be implemented by a variety of ordinances and other2

actions; and3

4

WHEREAS, zoning in the City of Los Angeles is required by 

Government Code Section 65860(d) to be consistent with the

5

6

General Plan; and7

8

WHEREAS, the City of Los Angeles has been working for the 

past years to effectuate the necessary changes to bring its 

zoning into consistency with the General Plan; and

9

10
11
12

WHEREAS, the current procedures for changing the zoning 

to comply with the General Plan or to amend the General Plan

13

14

are time-consuming procedures; and15

16

WHEREAS, although the City has proceeded to comply with 

Government Code Section 65860(d),

17

there is still zoning which is18

not consistent with the General Plan; and19

20
WHEREAS, the City of Los Angeles desires to permit 

development which would be consistent with its General Plan and

21
22

further the policies and objectives of that Plan, pending 

completion of its Zoning/General Plan consistency program; and

23

24

25

26
27

228
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WHEREAS, the City of Los Angeles desires to institute a 

procedure by which building permits wi

1
be issued when a2

proposed development is consistent with the General Plan; and3

4

WHEREAS, the Planning and Environment Committee of the City 

Council has instructed the preparation of an interim zoning 

consistency ordinance; and

5

6

7

8

WHEREAS, all Specific Plans and Redevelopment Plans when 

adopted were found to be consistent with the General Plan; and

9

10
11

WHEREAS, the issuance of a Zone Change, Conditional Use 

Permit, or the approval of a tentative tract map requires a 

finding of consistency with the various elements and objectives

12
13

14

of the General PJan; NOW THEREFORE15

16
THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES17

DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:18

19
Sec. T. Definitions.20

21
The following words or phrases wherever used in this ordinance 

shall be construed as defined in this section.
22

Words and phrases23

24

25

26
27

328
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not defined herein shall be construed as defined in Section 12.031

of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, if defined therein.2

3

Aggrieved Party” shall mean any person other than an4

applicant, the Mayor or a Councilmember, who is entitled to 

receive notice of a consistency determination as specified in

5

6

Section 5 of this ordinance and who is adversely affected by7

a determination respecting consistency with the General Plan.8

9
It"Consistency with the General Plan 

density, intensity {i.e

shall that themean10
floor area), height and use of a 

development, for which a building, change of occupancy or use

11 * 1

12
of land permit has been requested, is permitted by the use,13

intensity.density,

intensities or heights ds set -forth for the property on the

or range of uses, densities.height14

15

land use map of the Community or District Plan within which 

the property is located and as further explained by any 

footnotes on the map and the text of such Plan.

16

17

18

19
"Development" for the purposes of this ordinance, shall mean 

the construction of any building or structure, or the addition 

to or change of use of any land, building or structure.

20
21
22
23

24

25

26

27
428
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General Plan Consistency Maps" shall mean a set of maps.1t1

adopted by resolution of the City Council, and maintained by 

the Department of City Planning which, through appropriate 

marks, notations, references and other information, clearly

2

3

4

define the boundaries of geographic areas containing lots5

thewhere a consistency determination is required based on6
District Plan, and alsoapplicable adopted Community or7

containing lots whereboundaries ofdefines the areas8
It is the intent ofsuch determinations are not required.9

this ordinance that geographical areas designated on the maps 

as areas not requiring consistency determinations, do, in fact, 

contain zoning designations which presently conform to the 

content of the applicable adopted Community -or District Plan, or 

are otherwise excepted from the consistency determination

10
11
,12
13

14

requirement of this ordinance as provided in Section 3.15

16

Household, Low and Moderate Income" shall mean a household 

which meets the current eligibility standards for such households 

established for the City of Los Angeles from time to time by the 

United States Department of Housing and Urban Development.

if
17

18

19

20
31

Sec. 2. General Plan Consistency Maps22
23

The General Plan Consistency Maps, as defined in Section 1 

shall be adopted and may be amended by resolution of
24

herein,
25

26

27
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herebyThe Department of City Planning isthe City Council, 

charged with the preparation and maintenance of all General

1

2
Plan Consistency Maps to be utilized in the City. These maps 

shall be provided to the appropriate district offices and to

Department of

3

4

the Department of Building and Safety.5

Building and Safety personnel shall utilize said maps to

determine if an applicant has a development located in an area 

where existing zoning is shown to be consistent with the General 

Plan. If the proposed development is within such an area, the 

applicant shall not be required to obtain a consistency

6
7

8
9

10
determination prior to the issuance of a building permit. If11

thethe development is not located within such an area, 

applicant shall be subject to the provisions of this ordinance.

12
13

14

.If the zoning on a lot changes, or the land use designation 

on the General Plan is amended so that the zoning for the lot

15

16

becomes consistent with the General Plan, the General Plan17

Consistency Maps, shall be amended by the City Council.18

19

Sec. 3. Exceptions.20
21

The provisions of this ordinance shall not apply to the22
following:

23

24
Any development not requiring a consistency 

determination as indicated on the General Plan Consistency

A.
25

26
Maps.

27
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New single-family dwellings and structures accessory 

thereto, except where not permitted by the General Plan

B.1

2
designation.3

4

Any development within the area governed by a 

geographically specific plan adopted by the City Council 

pursuant to the City Charter, which specific plan implements 

the land use portion of the Community or District Plan in

C.5

6
7

8

which it is located.9

10
Any development approved by the Board of the 

Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles 

on a lot or lots within the area of a City Council adopted 

redevelopment plan, except where the development involves

D.11
12
13

14

418 ofthe transfer of floor area pursuant to SectionIS
the adopted Redevelopment Plan for the Central Business16

District Redevelopment Project.17

18

Any development for which a building permit is 

required, (1) in order to comply with an order issued by the

.19

20
Department of Building and Safety to repair an unsafe or21
substandard condition, or (2) in order to rebuild as a22
result of destruction by fire, earthquake or other natural 

disaster, with the exception of destruction by flood, 

provided that such development is not prohibited by any 

provision of the Los Angeles Municipal Code.

23

24

25

26

27
728
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A building permit for any development which does 

not increase the height, floor area, number of occupants, 

dwelling units, guest rooms, or parking previously contained 

in an existing building, and does not change the use.

F.1

2
3

4

5

A building permit, use of land permit or change ofG.6
occupancy on a lot or lots for which a zone change.7

conditional use permit, use variance, or other action where8
a consistency determination has been made, was adopted or 

approved after January 1, 1979, and has not expired, 

provided such action was taken subsequent to adoption of 

the Community or District Flan for the area involved.

9

10

12

13

H. Signs.14

15

Any development within an area where the City 

Planning Commission and City Council have recommended that 

zoning not .be changed to conform with the applicable

1.16

17

18

District or Community Plan and the Planning Department 

staff has been directed by the Planning Commission to
19

20
prepare the appropriate Plan amendment reflecting such21
action, but the appropriate Plan amendment has not been 

adopted.
22
23

24
A development on a lot or lots for which a transferJ.

25
of floor area pursuant to Section 418 of the adopted26

27
828
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Redevelopment Plan for the Central Business District Redevelopment 

Project was approved by the City Planning Commission on or before 

the effective date of the ordinance.

1
2

3

4

Sec. 4, Issuance of Permits.5

6

A permit for a development, which permit otherwise complies 

with all other applicable provisions of the law, shall be issued 

unless such development would not be consistent with the General Plan.

A.7

8

9

10
A permit referred to in Subsection A above may not be 

issued until a determination respecting consistency with the 

General Plan has been made by the Director of Planning or the 

Director's designee, the Commission or Council and such 

determination has become final.

Sections 3 and 9 of this ordinance.

B.11
12
13

14

except as otherwise provided in15

16

17

The provisions of this ordinance shall not apply to 

development (1) for which architectural and structural plans 

sufficient for a complete plan check for a permit for such 

development were accepted by the Department of Building 

Safety and for which a plan check fee was collected on or before 

the effective date of the

C.18

19

20
and21

22
ordinance and, (2) for which 

subsequent changes are made to those plans which change the height, 

floor area, occupant load, number of dwelling units, or number of 

guest rooms. However, such permit shall become invalid if the 

development is not commenced by September 7, 1986.

no23

24

25r‘

26

27
928
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Sec. 5. Consistency Determinations by the Director of1

Planning.2

3

A. Except as otherwise provided in Subsection B of this 

Section, prior to the issuance of any permit for a development, 

the Director of Planning or the Director's designee shall

determine whether such development will be consistent with the 

General Plan. All such determinations shall be made upon a form 

prescribed by the Department of City Planning for such purpose 

and shall be made within 14 days of the date of filing of an

application for a building permit, use of land permit, or change 

of occupancy, unless the applicant consents to an extension of

time pursuant to Section 8 of this ordinance. Notice of such

determination shall be mailed to the applicant, the Mayor and the 

Councilmember of the District in which the property is located. 

Notice of the determination shall also be mailed to the

following:

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
11
12
13

14

15

16

17

18

CD Owners of property across the street or 

alley from the subject property;

19

20
21

(2) Owners of property having a common corner 

or abutting the subject property; and
22
23

24
(3) Owners of property having a common corner 

abutting any properties described in 0) and
25

or26
(2) above.

27
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In the event this notice provision wilt not result in noticeX

being given to at least 12 different owners of at least 12 different2

lots other than the subject property, notice shall also be provided 

to properties abutting or having a common corner with those lots 

previously identified until at least 12 different owners of 12 

different lots have been notified.

3

4

5

6

7

shallConsistency 

in the following instances:

B. determinations not be required8

9

XO

1. For permits for which architectural and 

structural plans sufficient for a complete plan check 

were accepted by the Department of Building and Safety 

and for which a plan check fee was collected on or

XX

X2

X3

X4

before the effective date of the ordinance.X5

X6

2. For any development excepted from the provisions 

of this ordinance as specified in Section 3.

X7

X8

19

3. For any development approved pursuant to20
Section 9 of this ordinance.21

22
23

24

25

26

27
1128
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Sec. 6. Appeals From Consistency Determinations.1

2

When the Director of Planning or the Director's designee makes 

a consistency determination pursuant to Section 5, such a

3

4

shall be final 14 days after notice of thedetermination5

determination is mailed unless an appeal is filed with the City 

Planning Commission in the manner prescribed in Subsection A of

8

7

this Section. A determination that a permit or certificate is8

consistent with the General, Plan shall be appealable by the Mayor,9

the Councilmember of the District in which the property is located, 

or an aggrieved party.

10

A determination that a permit or certificate 

is not consistent with the General Plan shall be appealable by the 

applicant, the Mayor or the Councilmember of the District in which

11

12

13

the property is located.14

15

A. Appeals to the City Planning Commission Procedure.18

17

An appeal of a consistency determination may be made to the 

City Planning Commission within a period of 14 days from the date 

on which notice of such determination is mailed.

18

19

The appeal shall20
be in writing and shall be filed in a public office of the 

Department of City Planning on forms provided for that purpose 

and shall be accompanied by the applicable fees required by 

Section 11 of this ordinance.

21
22
23

An appeal shall not be considered24

25

26

27
1228
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as having been filed unless and until the form has been properly1

completed, all information required by it has been submitted and 

the fee has been paid.

2

The complete appeal form and file shall3

then immediately be transmitted to the City Planning Commission 

for hearing.

4

Notice of the hearing shall be mailed to the5

applicant, the appellant, the Mayor, the Councilmember of the 

District in which the property is located, the Director of 

Planning or the Director’s designee, those persons required to 

be notified of a consistency determination by the Director of 

Planning as provided for in Section 5 of this ordinance, and

6

7

8

9

10

anyone requesting notice of the appeal in writing, not less 

than 14 days prior to the date of such hearing.

Examiner, acting for the City Planning Commission, shall hear 

the appeal and submit his/her report to the Commission within 

30 days after the expiration of the aforementioned 14 day appeal 

period, unless the applicant consents to an extension of time

The City Planning 

Commission shall make its determination by its second meeting

11

A Hearing12

13

14

15

16

pursuant to Section 8 of this ordinance.17

18

after submission of the report by the Hearing Examiner. 

Commission

The19

sustain, establish additionalmay reverse.20
conditions, or modify any determination of the Director of21
Planning or the Director's designee and shall make findings 

in support of its determination.
22

If by the end of the time23
limit specified in this Subsection or at the end of any24

25

26

27
1328
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extension of time pursuant to Section 8, the Commission1

fails to act, the appeal shall be deemed denied, the2

decision from which the appeal was taken shall be deemed3

affirmed and an appeal therefrom may be taken to the City4

Notice of the Commission's action shall be mailedCouncil.5

to the applicant, the appellant, the Mayor, the Councilmember 

of the District in which the property is located and any other

6

7

person requesting notification in writing.8

9

Appeal to City Council - Procedure.B.10

11

An appeal of any action of the City Planning Commission with12
respect to a consistency determination may be made to the City 

Council, within a period of 14 days from the date of mailing of

The appeal

shall be in writing and shall be filed in a public office of the 

Department of City Planning on the forms provided for that purpose 

and shall be accompanied by the applicable fees required by

An appeal shall not be considered 

as having been filed unless and until the form has been properly 

completed, all information required by it has been submitted and 

the fees paid.

13

14

the Commission's determination or its failure to act.15

16

17

18

Section 11 of this ordinance.19

20

21
The completed appeal form and file shall then22

immediately be transmitted to the City Clerk to be set for hearing 

before the City Council.
23

The City Council shall hear the appeal24

25

26

27
1428
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within 30 days after the expiration date of the aforementioned 

14 day appeal period unless the applicant consents to an extension

1

2

of time pursuant to Section 8 of this ordinance. The City Council3

shall give notice of such hearing to the applicant, the appellant, 

the Mayor, the Councilmember of the District in which the property 

is located, anyone requesting notice of the appeal in writing, 

the City Planning Commission and the Director of Planning or the

4

5

6

7

Director's designee not less than 14 days prior to the date of 

such hearing.

within seven days after the conclusion of the hearing, 

sustain, reverse, establish additional conditions or modify any 

determination or ruling of the City Planning Commission and 

shall make findings supporting its determination.

8

The City Council shall make its determination9

It may10

11

12

It may only13

reverse, establish additional conditions or modify such

determinations or rulings upon a two-thirds vote of the whole

14

15

Council. If at the end of the time limit specified in this 

Subsection or at the end of any extension of time pursuant to

18

17

Section 8, the City Council fails to act, the appeal shall be

Notice of the

determination shall be mailed to the applicant, the appellant, 

the Mayor, the Councilmember of the District in which the

18

deemed denied and the decision affirmed.19

20

21
locatedproperty and any other persons requestingis22

notification tn writing.23

24

25

26

27
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Sec. 7. Notification to Department of Building and Safety of 

Consistency Determination

1

2

3

When a consistency determination becomes final, the Director 

of Planning or the Director’s designee shall send a written notice 

of the determination to the Department of Building and Safety. 

Upon the request of the Department of Building and Safety, the 

Director of Planning or his designee shall also sign the building 

permit application verifying its consistency with the General 

Plan, pursuant to the provisions of this ordinance.

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

Sec. 8, Extension of Time.12
13

Except for the time limits provided in Sections 3J, 4C and 

5B1 of this ordinance, any of the time limits specified in this 

ordinance may be extended by mutual consent of the applicant 

and the involved City agency for a period not to exceed 30 days.

14

15

16

17

18

Sec. 9. Additional Authority of the Commission.19

20
A. This ordinance shall not prohibit the issuance of a 

permit for development if the City Planning Commission finds
21
22

as follows with respect to (1) a proposed rental housing 

development for a density not to exceed "113", including any 

applicable . density bonus,

23

24
lot designated by theon a25

26

27
1628
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applicable Community or District Plan as RD2 {or its equivalent)1

or less restrictive or, (2) a proposed rental housing development 

with not less than 20 percent of the units restricted to low and

2

' 3

R4",moderate income households for a density not to exceed 

including any applicable density bonus, on a lot designated by

4

5

the applicable Community or District Plan, as RD2 (or its 

equivalent) or less restrictive:

6

7

8

(a) That the proposed development is consistent 

with the purposes and intent of the Housing Element of 

the General Plan;

9

10

U

12
(b) That the proposed development is compatible 

with the predominant density, intensity, height and use 

of other property in the vicinity;

13

14

15

16

(c) That the proposed development will provide 

off-street parking which meets the standards, if 

contained in the applicable District or Community Plan;

17

any,18

19

20
(d) That the proposed development can be adequately 

served by the street system in the vicinity; and
21

22

23
(e) That the proposed development would further the 

public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 

constitutes good zoning and planning practice.

24

25

26

27
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1 B. In making its findings, the Commission may impose such 

conditions as it deems necessary to protect the best interests of 

surrounding property or neighborhood, or to secure an 

appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the 

General Plan.

2

the3

4

5

6

C. With respect to a proposed rental housing development as 

specified in Subsection A above, the Commission shall require that 

any units built pursuant to such exemption be maintained as rental 

units for a TO-year period and that before a building permit will 

be issued for such proposed development, the owner of the subject 

property must execute and record a covenant to run with the land 

agreeing to such requirement.

7

8

9

10

11
12

13

14

D. Procedure.15

18

1. Application, Form and Content.17

18

An application for a finding referred to in this' Section 

be filed with the City Planning 

accompanied by such data and information

for that purpose by the Commission and shall be accompanied 

by the applicable fees required in Section 11 of this ordinance. 

Such application shall not be considered

19 may

Commission upon a form and20

as may be prescribed21

22

23

as having been filed 

unless and until the form has been properly completed and all

24

25
information required by it has been submitted and the fees paid.28

27
1828
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2. Hearing Date Notice.1

2

Upon filing of such application the Commission shall set the 

matter for hearing. Notice of the hearing shall be mailed to the 

applicant, to the owners of property within 300 feet of the

exterior boundaries of the property involved, to the Mayor, to the 

Councilmember of the District in which the property is located

and to the Director of Planning or the Director's designee not 

less than 15 days prior to the date of such hearing. A Hearing

hear the application and report his or her

recommendation to the Commission within 45 days after the filing

of the application, unless the applicant consents to an extension

of time pursuant to Section 8 of this ordinance. The City

Planning Commission shall make its determination within 21 days 

after submission of the report by the Hearing Examiner and shall 

transmit a copy of said determination to the applicant, the

Mayor, the Councilmember of the District in which the property is 

located and any other person requesting notification in writing. 

The Commission shall make findings supporting its determination.

3

■4

5

6

7

8

9

shallExaminer10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18
19

20
3. Determination Effective - Appeal.21

22
The determination of the Commission shall become final after23

an elapsed period of 14 days from the date of mailing of the 

Commission's determination to the applicant, unless an appeal
24

25

26
27

1928
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therefrom is filed with the City Council within such period. Any 

appeal not filed within the 14-day period shall not be considered 

by the City Council.

1

2

3

4

4. Appeal - Contents,5

6

An applicant. Mayor, Councilmember or any other person owning7

property within 300 feet of the property involved, who claims to 

be aggrieved by a determination of the Commission, may appeal to 

the City Council.

8

9
Such appeal shall be in writing, shall be10

filed in the public office of the Department of City Planning 

on forms provided for that purpose and shall be accompanied by 

the fees required in Section 11 of this ordinance.

11

12

Such appeals

shall not be considered as having been filed unless and until the

13

14

form, has been properly completed, ail information required by it 

has been submitted and the fees paid, 

and file shall be transmitted to the City Clerk to be set for 

hearing before the City Council.

15

The completed appeal form16

17

The City Council shall hear 

the appeal within 30 days after the expiration date of the

18

19

aforementioned 14-day appeal period unless the applicant20
consents to an extension of time pursuant to Section 8 of21
this ordinance. The City Council 

hearing to the applicant, the appellant, the Mayor, the

shall give notice of such22

23
Councilmember of the District in which the property is24
located. anyone requesting notification of such appeal ' in25

26

27
2028
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writing, the City Planning Commission and the Director of1

Planning or the Director's designee not less than 14 days2

prior to the date of such hearing. Upon conclusion of the 

hearing the City Council shall, within 14 days, declare

3

4

its findings. It may sustain, reverse or modify any 

determination or ruling of the City Planning Commission and

5

6

shall make such findings supporting its determination. it7

may only reverse or modify such determination or ruling upon a 

two-thirds vote of the whole Council.

8

If at the end of the time9

limit specified in this subdivision or at the end of any 

extension of time pursuant to Section 8, the City Council fails 

to act, the appeal shall be deemed denied and the decision from 

which the appeal was taken shall be deemed affirmed. Notice of

10
11

12

13

the determination shall be mailed to the applicant. Mayor, 

Councilmember of the District in which the property is located, 

appellant and any other person requesting notification 

writing.

14

15

16 in

17

18

Failure to Act - Transfer of Jurisdiction.5.19

20
If the Commission fails to act on an application within the

the applicant may file 

a request for a transfer of jurisdiction to the City Council for 

a determination of the original application, in which case the 

Commission shall lose jurisdiction.

21
time limit specified in this Subsection,22

23

24

Such request shall be filed25

26

27
2128
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in a public office of the Department of Planning, Thereupon, 

the request and the Planning Commission file shall be transmitted

1

2

to the Council.3

4

Hearing by Council.6.5

6

Before action on any matter transferred to rt because of the 

failure of the Commission to act, the City Council shall set the 

matter for hearing, giving the same notice as provided in this 

Section for hearings before the Commission.

7

8

9

10
11

7. Notification to Department of Building and Safety of12
Determination.13

14

The Director of Planning or his designee shall notify 

the Department of Building and Safety in writing of the final 

result of this procedure.

15

19

17

18

10.Sec. Extension of Time for Preparation and Processing19

of Environmental Impact Reports.20

21
Nothwithstanding any provision contained in this ordinance 

which establishes time limits for certain actions to be taken, 

the time limits so specified shall be extended for such a period 

of time, not to exceed six months, as may be necessary to prepare

22
23

24

25

26

27
2228
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1 and process any Environmental Impact Report required under

Section 21151 of the Public Resources Code. If the required2

report cannot be completed before the expiration of the six-month3

extension, a request for additional time may be made to the City 

Council and the applicable time limit may be further extended for 

such a period of time as the Council shall specify.

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
11
12
13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20
21
22
23

24

25

26

27
2328
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Sec. 11. Fees.1

2

A. The following fees shall be paid in connection with3

applications and appeals filed pursuant to this ordinance:4

5

6

Type of 
Application

Each
Addtl

2% Appeal to
Planning
Commission

For
First
Block

Appeal to 
Council

7
Sur
charge Block8

or or
Portion
Thereof

Portion
Thereof

9

10
11

Consistency 
Determination 
by Commission

$ 1,035 
(S21)

$ 880 
($18)12

13

Permits issued 
under 
Additional Authority 
of the Planning 
Commission

14
$ 1,035 $ 21 $ 525 (n.a.) $ 880

15

16

17

18
The fees as specified above shall be subject to the 

following exceptions:

B.

19

20
21 A fee of $50 shall be paid for an appeal to the 

Commission or City Council when filed by a person other 

than the applicant, his representative or the owner of the 

property involved in the application.

1.
22
23

24

25

26

27
2428
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2. The fees contained in this section shall not apply to 

an appeal filed by the Mayor or Councilmember in which 

District the property is located.

1

2

3

4

Sec. 12. If any provision or clause of this ordinance or the 

application thereof to any person or circumstance is held to be 

unconstitutional or otherwise invalid by any court of competent

5

6

7

jurisdiction, such invalidity shall not affect other ordinance 

provisions, clauses or applications thereof which can be 

implemented without the invalid provision, clauses or applications 

thereof which can be implemented without the invalid provision, 

clause or application and to this end the provisions and clauses 

of this ordinance are declared to be severable.

8

9

10
11
12

13

14

Urgency ClauseSec. 13.15

16

The City Council finds and declares that this ordinance is17

required for the immediate protection of the public peace, health 

and safety, for the following reasons: 

prevent potentially irreversible development inconsistent with 

the zones and height districts reflected in the land

18

This ordinance will19

20
use21

designations on the 35 Community and District Plans throughout 

the City of Los Angeles.
22

many areas of the City, suchIn23

24

25

26

27
2528
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development will create problems resulting from increased land 

use density, including traffic congestion and a shortage of 

off-street parking. These problems will in turn result in excess 

noise and air pollution inimical to the health of City residents. 

In addition, such increased density will overtax the City's 

ability to provide adequate police, fire and sanitation services 

to the detriment of the health and safety of City residents. 

Therefore, this ordinance shall become effective upon publication 

pursuant to Section 281 of the Los Angeles City Charter.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

a
9

10
11
12
13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20
21
22
23

24

25

26

27
2628
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Sec.....14____ ......The City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this ordinance
, and cause the same to be published in some daily newspaper printed and published in the

CitjLof LpiAneeles__ ________ _— ........... ...—  -- .................................... ■— —*

>•

1 I hereby certify that the foregoing ordinance was introduced at the meeting of the
and was passed at its 

e of not less than two-thirds of
•Council of the City of Los Angeles of 
meeting of 
its members. ^ r

MAR 2(L1305
K 2 1985 

APR 2 1985Approved ELIAS MARTINEZ, City Clerk

By
deputy

83-0003 s/9File No
Mayor

5t ^------
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

At its July 28, 1 988, meeting the City Planning Commission commenced its 
consideration of the Hollywood Community Plan Revision, CPC 18473 [Staff 
Report dated July 28, 1988) and the Genera! Plan Consistency 
program/Hollywood I (Staff Report dated July 28, 1988). During the Public 
Comment Period relative to these cases, several speakers provided testimony 
and/or written communications regarding staff recommendations. A summary of 
that public comment and staff response to it constitute this supplemental staff 
report.

ACTIONS RECOMMENDED BY STAFF: That the City Planning Commission fin
addition to those actions and findings recommended as set forth in CPC 18473 
and CPC 86-831-GPC each dated July 28, 1988) -

Adopt the attached Supplemental Staff Report.

2. Disapprove the Hollywood Community Plan Revision land use map, legend, 
and footnotes as depicted in Exhibit A1 and C of the CPC 18473, Staff 
Report dated July 28, 1988;

3. Disapprove the revised Hollywood community Plan text as presented in 
Exhibit and D of the CPC 18473 Staff Report dated July 28, 1988;

4. Recommend approval of the Hollywood Community Plan Revision land use 
map, legend, and footnotes as depicted in Exhibits A1 and C of this 
report dated August 11 , 1988;

5. Recommend approval of the Hollywood Community Plan Revision text as 
presented m Exhibits B and D of this report dated August 11 , 1988;

6. Disapprove the Hollywood Community Plan amendments, zone changes, and 
height district changes as recommended in Exhibit 
CPC 86-831-GPC staff report dated July 28, 1988;

7. Recommend Approval of the Hollywood Community Plan amendments, Zone 
Changes, and Height District changes as recommended in Exhibit "A" of 
this report dated August 11 , 1988;

8. Recommend Approval of a ’'minor addition" to Subarea Nos. 22, and 13A 
[BT] and Subarea 25A [B2] as shown on Map Exhibits B12 and Bl3 as 
provided for in Section 12.32-D3 of the Municipal Code.

9. Recommend Approval of a "minor modification" to Subareas No. 179A [B4]
as shown on Map..Exhibit B 15 and to Subarea 13A [B3] as shown in
Exhibit Bl4 as provided for in Section 12.32-D3 of the Municipal Code.

10. Recommend Approval of the Hollywood Community Plan Revision and 
amendments to Circulation Element of the General Plan as recommended in 
Exhibit G of this report.

Ss
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SUPPLEMENTAL STAFF REPORT

At the July 28, 1 988 City Planning Commission meeting, thirty-three individuals 
requested to address the Commission regarding staff recommendations 
presented in the CPC 18473 and CPC 86-831-GPC staff reports each dated 
July 28, 1988.
summary of the public hearings,
contained in the CPC 86-831-GPC (July 28, 1988) staff report.

Their testimony, and other communications supplement the 
conducted March 15 and March 17, 1988,

TESTIMONY AND COMMUNICATIONS

GENERAL ISSUES

Eleven speakers expressed strong support for the current (July 28, 1 988) 
recommendations for the Hollywood Community Plan, 
presented to this effect.

A petition was also

PLAN TEXT

Four speakers expressed support for the current (July 28, 1988; CPC 18473 
Exhibit B) revised Community Plan Text but suggested stronger language to 
virtually preclude approval of surface parking on R-zoned lots or expansion of 
industrial uses into’ R-zoned area.

O
Hearing Officer Comment: current recommended Plan language discourages, in
very clear terms, parking uses in areas 
restrictive.
Conditional Use Permit nor from 
application.
precluded or categorically denied for changes in zone and Plan, 
equally true for Public Works approval cases related to alley and street 
vacation. The need for some flexibility, given the size of the Community Plan 
area, in the matter seems evident. All such changes are subject to individual 
case review; no change in Plan language is justified.

designated LMED 
A property owner cannot be precluded from applying for a

receiving due consideration on that 
(Periodic Plan Revision) cases be

This is

O or more

-»=}•
Neither can "batching t!o

o

N.O •
MAP EXHIBIT B1 (CPC 86-831-GPA)

Subarea 6: (2 lots on the south side of Shoreham Drive)
1973 Plan Low DeivHy housing (RE9, RS, Rl) " ’
Existing Zoning: R1-1
Recommendation: Low II density housing, Rl — 1
Communication: one letter reiterated the arguments discussed on page
10 of CPC 86-831-GPC dated July 28, 1988.

Hearing Officer Comment: refer to page 10, of the'above-cited report- no
change in recommendation is warranted.

Subarea 11:
1973 Plan: 
Existing zones: 
Recommendations:

Sunset Plaza Drive
Medium density housing (R3-1) 

R3-1
Low II, density, R1-1
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Testimony and Communication: Opposition to the staff recommendation
cited current construction plans by the property owner for an R3 
development on a portion of the property and existing parking uses 
allowed by conditional use permit on the remainder. Reference was made 
in the letter submitted to Commision of Subarea 10 as a parcel "adjoining" 
Subarea 11, .

Hearing Officer Comment: The boundary area between the City of Los Angeles
and the City of West Hollywoood in the vicinity of Sunset Boulevard generally 
separates commercial zoning (West Hollywood) and residential zoning (Los 
Angeles); there is also a rather steep grade separation between the two 
jurisdictions above Sunset Boulevard. At no point west of Crescent Heights 
Boulevard, north of Sunset Boulevard are there recommended multiple-unit 
housing Plan designations. The one exception is Subarea 12 - the former 
Sunset Plaza Apartments site (CulturalHistoric monument No. 233). As part 
of the negotiation related to the demolition of the Sunset Plaza Apartments, a 
maximum density of RD1 ,5 for redevelopment of that parcel was stipulated. 
Based on the proximity of Subarea 11 to Subarea 12 and to the commercial 
frontage on Sunset Boulevard, a Plan designation of LMED II with a 
corresponding zone of RD1.5-1XL seems appropriate. The reference to 
Subarea 10 is unclear; that "adjoining" subarea is approximately 1 ,500 linear 
feet distant to the southwest. That portion of the communication is too 
unclear to merit a response. Any change in zone will not affect the validity of 
the existing conditional use permits.

Subarea 13A/22 (vicinity of Stanley Hills Drive) '

1973 Plan: Very Low density housing (RE11, RE15, RE20)
Existing Zoning: Rl-1
Recommenations; Low II, R1-1(13A); Low I, RE9-1 (22)
Testimony: one speaker indicated a discrepancy in record lot size within
Subarea 22, in the vicinity of Stanley Hills Drive i.e., many properties 
recommended for RE9 zoning are only 5,000 square feet.

Hearing Officer Comment: A review of the City Clerk Land Records confirms 
that testimony. Tt is hereby recommended that a modification to the 
boundaries of Subarea 22 be made as indicated in Map Exhibit B12, The newly 
modified Subarea 22, given its slope, is hereby recommended for a Plan 
designation of Minimum with corresponding zone of RE40. '

Subarea 63 (south side of Hollywood Boulevard)

1973 Plan: Medium density housing (R3)
Existing Zoning: R3-1
Recommendation: Medium density, R3-1XL
Testimony: one speaker reiterated concern over the furute of several
single-family homes on the south side of Hollywood Boulevard within 
Subafea 63 (see page 12, of CPC 86-831-GPC dated July 28, 1988).

Hearing Officer Comment: In addition to the comments included in the report
cited above, it should be added that preservation of the single-family homes 
might best be achieved through designation as cultural historic monuments or 
as part of an Historic Preservation Overlay Zone,

M'S.
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Subarea 69A (southeast corner Sunset/Crescent Heights)

1973 Plan:
Existing zoning:
Recommendations:
Testimony: one speaker representing the property owner requested a
change in height district - 2D - to accommodate a floor area ratio in 
excess of 1.5:1 necessary for desirable tenant mix within the project and 
also to provide a community meeting room.

Community Commercial (CR, C2, C4; HD1)
(T) (Q3C2-1
Neighborhood and Office Commercial, ET] fQjC2—1

Hearing Officer Comment: 
established the (T) (Q')C2-1 
inappropriate to modify the conditions 
established by that ordinance through a General Plan Consistency procedure. 
Any further zone and/or height district change should be applied for in the

thus ensuring

Ordinance No. 163,513 published in April, 1988 
Zone over this property.

and height district designation
It would be

procedure set forth in Municipal Code Section 12.21.1 
adequate public notification and environmental review. .

Subarea 79 (Fairfax Avenue north of Sunset)

1973 Plan:
Existing zoning:
Recommendation:
Testimony:
raised the issues of an expired zone change at 1515
Building plans have been submitted for plan check for a 10-unit‘ 
condominium project. Illegal use of homes as offices and proximity to R3 
zoned properties to the west were also cited as justification for a LMED l! 
Plan designation with RD1.5 zoning on the Fairfax - fronting properties 
north of Sunset.

Low Medium density housing (R2, RD4, RD3, RD2, RD1 .5) 
R1-1
Low II density housing, R1 —1 

Two speakers (a property owner and his representative)
1517 North Fairfax.

v,j

o

o

o
o Hearing Officer Comment:

established a (T) (Q) RD1 .5-1 Zone on these two lots.
Commission had disapproved this zone change in August, 1981. in approving 
that zone change the City Council imposed a (T) classification requiring the 
recordation of a Tract Map for condominium purposes. The final of three time 
extensions of effectuation of the zone change expired in early July, 1988. A 
tentative tract map (TT 43485) has been approved but is not recorded. 
However well-designed the structure might be, and in spite of allegations of 
zoning violations elsewhere on the street, land use surveys as recent as 1987 
indicate both block faces as being developed with single-family homes 
(excluding the two vacant lots at 1515 - 1517 North Fairfax). No change in 
recommendation is appropriate under these proceedings..

Subareas 82, 89 (generally west of La Brea north of Fountain, south of 
Hollywood Boulevard) -

1973 Plan:
Existing zoning:
Recommendations: Medium density housing, R3-1
Testimony and Communications: One speaker and two letters opposed the
recommendations citing the build-out of residential development in the 
vicinity.
production of rental housing and proximity to proposed

Ordinance No. 156,782 published in June, 1982
City Planning

High density housing (R4-2) 
R4-1

Mention of the Housing Element's encouragement of the
Metro Rail
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alignment were further cited as justification for R4 zoning and an 
appropriate corresponding Plan designation. ,

Hearing Officer Comment: Staff recommendation is discussed on Page 13, of
CPC 86-831-GPC, dated July 28, 1988. The Centers Concept of the General 
Plan encourages medium density housing "at the periphery11 of designated 
centers, with high density deemed appropriate only for centers. Neither of 
these subareas are located within the Hollywood Center, nor are they within a 
half-mile of the nearest proposed Metro Rail Station. R4 density can be 
achieved on these properties through the State-mandated density bonus 
program. No change in recommendation is warranted.

MAP EXHIBIT B2

Subarea 25A (specifically Vine Street north of Waring)

Highway Oriented Commerce (C1, C2, P) HD1 
C2-1VL 
HOC, C2-1D

Testimony: Two speakers discussed specific development plans for the
. block bounded by Vine Street/Waring Avenue/LiiMan Way/Wiiioughby which 
involve RenMar Studios and Musicians Local No. 47. 
encourage of entertainment industry uses was also cited, 
and a 60-foot building height is proposed.

Hearing Officer Comment: Approval of specific projects is not appropriate for
this General Plan Consistency procedure. However, retention of the existing 
C2-1VL Zone on this block seems appropriate given the proximity to industrial 
lands immediately to the west. It is hereby recommended that Map Exhibit B13 
indicate a new subarea 25A corresponding to the above-cited boundaries, the 
Plan designation is to be LTDM with a zone of [QJC2-1VL. (The [Q] condition 
will prohibit residential use in the industrial designation). Any development
needs which exceed the C2-1VL zoning capacity should be subject to 
discretionary approval as an individual case.

Subarea 48 (west side of Gower south of Santa Monica)

1973 Plan: 
Existing zoning: 
Recommendation:

J-f*

h Community Plan 
A FAR of 1.8:1

O

D

5*

3

Medium density housing (R3-1) 
C2-1

1973:
Existing zoning:
Recommendation: Medium density housing, R3-1XL
Testimony and Communications: two speakers and communication from six
business operator/property owners urged retention of the C2-1 Zone to 
avoid hardship relating to non-conforming status; a 
designation of 180 to 200 feet in depth on the west side of Gower is also 
proposed.

LTDM Plan

Hearing Officer Comment: Staff recommendation is discussed on Page 17, of
CPC 86-831 dated July 28, 1988. The west side of Gower between Melrose 
Avenue and Santa Monica Boulevard would be better analyzed through a 
batching (periodic Plan Review) case. The expansion in commercial depth 
beyond the existing zone boundary mentioned in testimony could only be 
accomplished through the PPR procedure. No change in recommendation is 
proposed.
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Subareas 47, 51 , 52A, 57 (Paramount Studios)

1973 Plan: Limited Industry (MR1, Ml, P-HD1);
Medium Density (R3-1) for subareas 47, 57 

Existing zoning: MI-1 (Subarea 51); (Q)M1~1 (Subarea 52A);
R4-1 (Subareas 47, 57)

Recommendation: Limited Industry - no change in zone for subareas 51
and 52A; Medium density housing, R3 - 1XL for Subarea 47; Low Medium 
II density housing, RD1.5-1XL for Subarea 57.
Testimony: A representative of Paramount Studios requested a height
District of 2D for subareas 51 and 52A citing yard requirements set forth 
in the Zoning Code for HD1 as an impediment to studio activity. FAR of 
1.5:1 would be retained. Some form of "Parking Buffer" designation or 
P-zoning was also requested for Paramount property in Subareas 47 and 
57 currently used for parking under conditional use permits.

Hearing Officer Comment: Section 12.21.1A10-B1 sets forth yard requirements
for "motion picture studio stages, scenes or sky-backings... and the like" in 
Height District No. 1 which exceed forty-five (45) feet. For example, in the 
M1 Zone a 60-foot-tall sound stage exterior wail would have to be set back just 
less than four feet from a property line. This yard requirement in itself does 
not seem a compelling reason for a height district change in this proceeding. 
No change in recommendation is proposed. Regarding the parking areas, the 
Hollywood Community Plan does not include a "Parking Buffer" designation. 
Given the valid conditional use permit on these parking areas, and their 
relative controversy, a zone change to P or PB through this proceeding is' 
inappropriate.

Sub-area 57 (generally Ridgewood Place south of Melrose)

1973 Plan:
Existing zoning:
Recommendation:
Testimony: one speaker opposed the staff recommendation as being too
restrictive, citing especially the east side of Van Ness Avenue between 
Lemon Grove and Melrose. A minimum of eight units on a particular lot 
on Van Ness was requested; an R3 Zone was implied.

Hearing Officer Comment: Review of the land use survey for Subarea 57 (the
portion south of Lemon Grove Avenue) indicates that of 66 residentially - 
zoned lots, 51 are presently developed at the RD1.5 Zone capacity or less 
approximately 77%. A density in the R3 range on any given lot could be 
achieved through the State-mandated density bonus program. No change in 
recommendation is warranted.

CM

o

o

■■
Medium density housing (R3-1)

R4-1
Low Medium II density housing, RD1.5-1XL

O

O

sO

vQ .

(Alexandria, Kenmore and Edgemont north of Melrose 
Avenue)

Sub-areas 90, 91

1973 Plan:
Existing zoning:
Recommendation:
Testimony: one speaker opposed the staff recommendation citing proposed
development of a lot in the subarea to R3 density based on a 
determination in October 1987; he also cited extreme reduction in zoning

Medium density housing (R3-1)
R4-1 (Subarea 90); R3-1 (Subarea 91) 
Low El density housing, R1-1

PC
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No specific zone was suggested.capacity from R4 to Rl. 
mistakenly referenced Subarea 164).

(Speaker

Hearing Officer Comment: 
review of the land use”-survey indicates that of 87 residentially - zoned lots,

- approximately 86%, 
Some structures have

In subarea 90, where the subject lot is located, a

all but 12 are developed at the RD2 level or less 
Individual lots are 6,300 square feet or less, 
deteriorated but this is not widespread. While a single-family designation may 
not be appropriate, medium density is equally inappropriate, 
designation of LMED II with a zone of RD2-1XL is hereby proposed in order to 
accommodate the majority of existing multiple-unit buildings as well as permit

The recommendation

A Plan

an additional unit or two on the single-family lots, 
applies to both Subareas 90 and 91.

MAP EXHIBIT B3

Subarea 26 (Barham Boulevard)

1973 Plan:
Existing zoning:
Recommendation: Minimum density housing, RE40-1 ■
Testimony: One speaker pointed out that Subarea 26 is the only parcel
designated "Minimum" density which fronts on the east side of Barham 
Boulevard. A designation similar to adjacent properties on Barham 
Boulevard (Subareas 25 and 27) was suggested.

Hearing Officer Comment: Points made in the testimony and communication are
well-founded. Retention of the R3-1 Zone is hereby recommended, with a Plan 
designation of Medium density housing recommended for the existing R3-zoned 
area i.e.. Plan designation will correspond to existing R3 Zone boundary.

(Scientology, ownership)

Minimum density housing (RE40) 
R3-1■S

N

5?

□

D ■

y

Subareas 57, 893

Very High density housing (R5-2)
R5-2 (Subarea 57); R4-2 (Subarea 89)

3 1973 Plan:
Existing Zone:
Recommendation: Medium density hosing, R3-1 .

A representative of the Church of Scientology opposed the
3 -

Testimony:
staff recommendation for the Scientology property generally bounded by 
Franklin Avenue on the north. Tamarind on the west and Bronson on the 

This property functions as the "Church of Scientology Celebrity 
part of the existing "centre" is the former Chateau 

Downzoning to R3 would no longer permit church use by 
Retention of R5 and R4 zones is requested.

east.
Center international; 
Elysee hotel, 
right.

Hearing Officer Comment: The redesignation and rezoning of the area along
Franklin Avenue from Vista del Mar to Canyon Drive is related to predominant 
residential density. Retention of R4 zoning on the particular site would 
normally require a Plan designation of High density housing - a case of 
spot-zoning and spot-planning. The further development and renovation of 
the site for church uses is not precluded by R3 zoning; it becomes subject to 
conditional use approval. No change in recommendation is warranted.
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Subarea 67 (east side of Bronson Avenue north of Franklin)

Low density housing (RS, Rl)
R3-1
Low Medium II housing, RD1.5-1XL 

One speaker called into question the RD1.5-1XL zoning

1973 Plan: 
Existing zoning: 
Recommendation:
Testimony:
recommendation given the current buiid-out and the existing R2 zoning 
adjacent on Bronson to the north, 
suggested.

R2 zoning for Subarea 67 was

Hearing Officer Comment: A downzoning from the existing R3 to R2 would not
be appropriate given the Plan designation of LMEDII, However, a reduction 
from RD1.5-1XL to RD2-1XL is justified and would not render any properties 
within the subarea non-conforming. The recommended zone for Subarea 67 is 
hereby proposed to be RD2-1XL.

NB Map Exhibit B14 is attached to this report to indicate a new Subarea 13A 
on Map Exhibit B3. Subarea 13 of B3 was erroneously listed as having 
an underlying zone of RD2-1. New Subarea 13A has an existing zone of 
RD1 .5-1 and is proposed for zoning of RD1.5-1XL. No change in Plan 
designation is recommended.53

v-i
MAP EXHIBIT B4

Subareas 33, 34A, 34B, 38 (generally Avocado St./Ambrose Ave. east of 
Hillhurst) '

1973 Plan: Medium density housing (R3-1) .
Existing zoning: R3-1 (Subareas 33, 34A, 38); C2-1 (Subarea 34B)
Recommendation: Low Medium I, R2-1XL
Testimony and Communication: ' One letter was received opposing the staff 
recommendation.

O

o

The letter cites "approval" of RD1.5 density for two 
projects in this area, and RD1.5 is suggested as the appropriate zoning.

O

Hearing Officer Comment: The "approval" cited in the communication relates to
the threshold established by Ordinance 161,425 - the Hollywood interim Control 
Ordinance. That threshold - which permits RD1.5-1XL development by 
right - was never intended to be construed as recommended zoning; it is 
merely a threshold established to determine at what point discretionary 
approval would be required during the effective life of that ordinance. 
Predominant density is these Subareas justify a LMEDI, R2-1XL designation. 
No change in recommendation is warranted.

Subarea 114A/114B (ABC Studios) -

1973 Plan: Limited Industry (MR1, Ml, P-HD1)
Existing Zoning: MI-1 . .
Recommendation: [Q3M1-1D (building height restricted to 60 feet; FAR'
limited to 1:1. .
Testimony: A representative of Capital Cities/ABC expressed opposition
to the building height and height district/FAR limitations. • A preliminary 
strategic plan for future development of the ABC site has been prepared; 
anticipated growth would argue for a 1.5:1 FAR and a seventy-five (75) 
foot building height.

. r\
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Hearing Officer Comment: Staff recommendation was discussed on p. 26 of
CFC"86-831 CPC dated July 28, 1988. The setting of height limits and FAR 
restrictions for purposes of this set of land use regulations is to establish 
parameters for discretionary approvals. Hearing Officer maintains that 
building height in excess of 60 feet and FAR in excess of 1:1 over this 
23-acre site should be subject to discretionary review. No change in 
recommendation is warranted.

Sub-area 166A/179A (Scientology)

1973 Plan: Community Commercial (CR, C2, C4-HD1)
Existing Zoning: R4-1 (Subarea 166A); C2-1 (Subarea 179A)
Recommendation: Medium density housing, R3-1 (166A) neighborhood and
Office Commercial, C4-1D (179A)
Testimony: A representative of the Church of Scientology opposed the
recommendation. Current Church use of the site (formerly Cedars of 
Lebanon Hospital) is permitted by right in the existing zoning. Retention 
of the R4 zoning is requested.

Hearing Officer Comment: r “
within the East Hollywood Center Study area, 
substantia! use could be achieved by retaining the "Community Commercial" 

It is hereby recommended that Subareas 166A and 166B be 
COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL and that the R4-1 zone be 

Map Exhibit B15 attached creates a new Subarea 179C 
(north side of Fountain Avenue, New Hampshire to Catalina) for which the 
recommended Plan designation is COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL and the zoning 
C2-1.

Both Subareas are located in whole or in part
Accommodation of this

t\S
designation, 
redesignated as 
established for them.D

w

MAP EXHIBIT B7
3

Subarea 86 (north side of Franklin, west of La Brea)
1973 Plan: High Medium density housing (R4-1)
Existing Zoning: R4-1
Recommendation: Medium density housing:, R3-1 .
Testimony and Communication: One speaker and two letters requested
that a thirty (30) feet building height be imposed on Subarea 86. It was 
suggested that such a height limitation would be consistent with existing 
development in the sub-area.

Hearing Officer Comment: 
building heTgfTt ~
single-family areas.
Avenue west of La Brea, land which slopes upward to the rear line of 
R3-zoned properties fronting on Hillside Avenue. Further height restriction, 
given these circumstances and the scale of development on the south side of 
Franklin, is not warranted.

Approved by:

1>

3

The Community Plan encourages transitional 
restrictions, especially where multiple-unit zoning adjoins 

Subarea 86 now consists.of the north side of Franklin

Prepared

Michael F. Davies 
CityA*!anner

G. David Lessley 
Principal Planner

'A#'
Lyrtell Washington 
Planning Assistant
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CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

CITY PLANNING CASE NO. 86-835-GPC August 11, 1988

Following its deliberations on July 28, 1988 and August 11, 1988; and following 
a public hearing conducted June 16, 1988; the City Planning Commission on 
August 11, 1988: -

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

Approved the zone and height district changes1 as presented in Exhibit A2 
and Map Exhibits B1-B6 of the Supplemental Staff Report with the 
following modifications:

[B8] Subarea (new) 272 
[Bl] Subareas 55, 205 
[B7] Subarea (new) 236 
[Bl] Subarea 435 
[Bl] Subarea 500 
[Bl] Subarea 530 
[Bl] Subarea 540

1)

2)O

V»r

C3 [Q]C4-2D 
[Q3R4-2 
[Q]R4-2 
[Q] R4-2 
[Q]R4-2 
[Q3R4-1VL 
[Q] R4-1VL

Comment No. 31 
Comment Nos. 19, 30 
Comment No. 32 
Comment Nos. 20, 25 
Comment No. 20 
Comment No. 20 
Comment No. 20

Q

O-
o

here attached as Appendix I.

Certified the Environmental Impact Report No. 107T GP/ZC for the 
recommended zone and height district changes.

Approved and Recommended adoption of the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations (attached here as Appendix II).

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

3)vO

4)

5)

6) D" Development limitations on changes of heightRecommended that the 
district include the attached Conditions of Approval.

Recommended Approval of a "Minor Addition" to Subarea No. 140 as shown 
on Map Exhibit B2 as provided for in Section 12.32-D.3 of the Municipal 
Code.

Recommended Approval of a "Minor Modification" to Subarea Nos. 51, 61 
and 62 as shown on Map Exhibit B4; to Subarea Nos. 91, 181 and 241 as 
shown on Map Exhibit B5; to Subarea Nos. 181 and 271 as shown on Map 
Exhibit B6; to Subarea Nos. 235 and 236 as shown on Map Exhibit B7;

7)

8)
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and to Subarea 271 and 272 as shown on Map Exhibit B8 as provided for 
in Section 11.5.6-B of the Municipal Code.

Approved and Recommended adoption of the zoning and height district 
ordinances by the City Council.

Directed staff to update the General Plan Consistency Maps as necessary, 
and approved the attached resolution. Exhibit "C-3".

9)

10)

11) Approved and Recommended adoption of the attached resolution, Exhibit 
"E", relating to historic preservation.

12) Adopted the findings here attached as Appendix II.

These actions were taken by the following vote:

Nieman
Botwin -
Abernethy, Garcia, Luddy

Moved:
Seconded:
Ayes:

r*'

:d
Kenneth C. Topping 
Director of PlanningvV

D
t—D Ramona Haro, Secretary 

City Planning Commissioncr-
KCT: RH:trt 
COM806D

D

3
>9
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CONDITIONS of APPROVAL 
PERMANENT [Q] QUALIFIED CONDITIONS

Q-1 . The zoning of Subarea Nos. 275 and 355 shall be subject to the following 
permanent [Q] . Qualified condition:

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

Q-2: The zoning of Subarea Nos. 225, 420, and 440 shall be subject to the 
following permanent [Q] Qualified condition: .

"The property shall be limited to the following uses:

a. Residential uses and density permitted in the R4 Zone.

b. Hotels, motels, and apartment hotels.

c. The following uses, 
approval 
Section 12.24.C1.5(j):

subject to Zoning Administrator 
Municipal Codepursuant to*53?

O CD Parking buildings, provided such parking is 
accessory to the main use of the lot or accessory to 
the main use of another lot located within the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area.

Any use permitted in the Cl Zone within buildings 
which were in existence on the lot upon the effective 
date of this ordinance.

^r

CD-
Q . (2)

O
(3) Any other use permitted in the Cl Zone provided 

that the floor area ratio of such use does not exceed 
1:T, and further provided that such commercial use 
is combined with multiple unit residential use for 
which the floor area ratio is equal to or exceeds 2:1 
and for which the number of dwelling units is equal 
to or exceeds twelve. (12) .

O
-o

The Zoning Administrator may impose such conditions as he deems 
necessary to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the 
objectives and intent of the Hollywood Community Plan, after a finding is 
made by the Community Redevelopment Agency Board that the project 
conforms with the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan,"

Q-3. The zoning of Subarea No. 55 shall be subject to the following permanent 
[Q] Qualified condition:

"The property shall be limited to the following uses:

Residential uses and density permitted in the R4 Zone.a.
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Hotels, motels, and apartment hotels.b.

Subject to Zoning Administrator approval pursuant to 
Municipal Code Section 12.24.Cl.5(j), any other use permitted 
in the Cl Zone provided that the floor area ratio of such use 
does not exceed 1:1, and further provided that such 
commercial use is combined with multiple unit residential use 
for which the ratio or residential square footage to commercial 
square footage is equal to or exceeds 2:1 and for which the 
number of dwelling units is equal to or exceeds twelve (12).

The Zoning Administrator may impose such conditions as he deems 
necessary to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the 
objectives and intent of the Hollywood Community Plan, after a finding is 
made by the Community Redevelopment Agency Board that the project 
conforms with the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan."

c.

Q-4. The zoning of Subarea Nos. 25, 35, 40, 55, 205, 340, 342, 460, 525, 
535, 545 and 550 shall be subject to the following permanent [Q] Qualified 
condition:

r> "Residential density shall be limited to a maximum of one dwelling 
unit per 600 square feet of lot area."3

Q-5, The zoning of Subarea Nos. 435 , 500 , 530 and 540 shall be subject to the 
following permanent [Q] Qualified condition:

"Residential density shall be limited to a maximum of one dwelling 
unit per 800 square feet of lot area."D

3s Q-6. The zoning of Subarea No. 260 shall be subject to the following permanent 
[Q] Qualified condition:

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

3

3

O
Q-7. The zoning of Subarea No. 435 shall be subject to the following permanent 

[Q] Qualified condition:

"No building or structure shall exceed a height of forty-five (45) 
feet in height above grade. Roof structures are exempt pursuant 
to Section 12.21. B.3 of the Municipal Code.”

Q-8. The zoning of Subarea Nos. 55 and 205 shall be subject to the following 
permanent [Q] Qualified condition:

"No building or structure shall exceed a height of sixty (60) feet 
above grade. Roof structures are ‘ exempt pursuant to 
Section 12.21.B.3 of the Municipal Code."

Q

Q-9. The zoning of Subarea No. 272 shall be subject to the following permanent 
[Q] Qualified condition:
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"Uses and residential density shall be limited to those permitted in 
the R3 zone."

Q-IO.The zoning of Subarea No, 236 shall be subject to the following permanent 
[Q] Qualified condition:

"Residential density shall be limited to that permitted in the R4 
zone."

D" Development Limitations 
Conditions of Approval

D-1. The height district (HD2) of Subarea Nos. 65, 68, 91, 95, 100, 190, 195, 
230, 241, 245, 255, 265, 271 and 272 shall be further limited by the 
following condition: ■

"The total floor area of a structure of structures shall not exceed two (2) 
times the buildable area of the lot. A project may exceed the 2:1 floor 
area ratio provided that:

■
The Community Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project 
conforms to: (1) the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, (2) a
Transportation Program adopted by the Community Redevelopment 
Agency Board pursuant to Section 518.1 of the Redevelopment Plan, 
(3) the Hollywood Boulevard District urban design plan as approved 
by the City Planning Commission and adopted by the CRA Board

and 506.2.1 of the Hollywood 
if applicable, (4) any Designs for 

Development adopted pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment 
Plan; and '

a.
O

o
pursuant to Sections 501 
Redevelopment Plan; and.

O
sg'5 ■

O”
A .Disposition and Development Agreement or Owner Participation 
Agreement has been executed by the Community Redevelopment 

, Agency Board, and the Project is approved by the City Planning 
Commission, or the City Council on appeal, pursuant to the 
procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 12.24-B.3".

D-2. The height district (HD2) of Subarea Nos. 215 and 220 shall be further , 
limited by the following condition:

"No building or structure shall exceed a height of forty five (45) feet in 
height above grade. Roof structures are exempted pursuant to
Section 12.21.B.3 of the Municipal Code! The total floor area of a 

1 structure or structures shall not exceed two (2) times the buildable area 
of the lot. A project may exceed the 2:1 floor area ratio provided that:

The Community Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project 
conforms to: (1) the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, (2) a
Transportation Program adopted by the Community Redevelopment 
Agency Board pursuant to Section 518.1 of the Redevelopment Plan, 
(3) the Hollywood Boulevard District urban design plan as approved 
by the City Planning Commission and adopted by the CRA Board

b.O

-o

•£>

a.
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pursuant to Sections 501 
Redevelopment Plan; and.
Development adopted pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment 
Plan; and .

and 506.2.1 of the 
applicable, (4) any Designs for

Hollywood
if

b. A Disposition and Development Agreement or Owner Participation 
Agreement has been executed by the Community Redevelopment 
Agency Board, and the Project is approved by the City Planning 
Commission, or the City Council on appeal, pursuant to the 
procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 12.24-B.3".

D-3. The height district (HD2) of Subarea Nos, 45, 50, 60, 70, 75 and 181 
shall be further limited by the following condition:

"The total floor area of a structure of structures shall not exceed three 
(3) times the buildable are of the lot. A project may exceed the 3:1 floor 
area ratio provided that: .

The Community Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project 
conforms to: (1) the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, (2) a
Transportation Program adopted by the Community Redevelopment 
Agency Board pursuant to Section 518.1 of. the-Redevelopment Plan, . 
(3) the Hollywood Boulevard District urban design plan as approved 
by the City Planning Commission and adopted by the CRA Board 
pursuant to Sections 501 and 506.2.1 of the Hollywood
Redevelopment Plan; arid, if applicable, (4) any Designs for 
Development adopted pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment 
Plan; and

a.

v

3
* -

3

D

A Disposition and Development Agreement or Owner Participation 
Agreement has been executed by the Community Redevelopment 
Agency Board, and the Project is approved by the City Planning 
Commission, or the City Council on appeal, pursuant to the 
procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 12.24-B.3".

b.9'
f

3
.n,t3

9
D-4. The height district (HD2) of Subarea Nos. 90, 170 and 240 shall be 

further limited by the following condition: ' ^

"The total floor area of a structure or structures shall not exceed two (2) 
times the buildable of the lot. A project may exceed the 2:1 floor area 
ratio provided that:

n,O

The Community Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project 
conforms to:
Transportation Program adopted by the Community Redevelopment 
Agency Board pursuant to Section 518.1 of the Redevelopment Plan, 
and, if applicable, (3) and Designs for Development adopted 
pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment Plan; and

A Disposition and Development Agreement or Owner Participation 
Agreement has been executed by the Community Redevelopment 
Agency Board, and the Project is approved by the City Planning

a.
(2) a(1) the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan,

b.
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Commission, or the City Council on appeal, pursuant to the 
procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 12.24-B.3".

D-5. The height district (HD2) of Subarea Nos. 175 and 180 shall be further 
limited by the following condition:

The Community Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project 
conforms to: (1) the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, (2) a
Transportation Program adopted by the Community Redevelopment 
Agency Board pursuant to Section 518.1 of the Redevelopment Plan, 
and, if applicable, (3) and Designs for Development adopted 
pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment Plan; and

A Disposition and Development Agreement or Owner Participation 
Agreement has been executed by the Community Redevelopment 
Agency Board, and the Project is approved by the City Planning 
Commission, or the City Council on appeal, pursuant to the 
procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 12.24-B.3".

a.

b.

D-6. The height district (HD2) of Subarea Nos. 51, 61 and 62 shall be further 
limited by the following conditions:O

o "The total floor area of a structure of structures shall not exceed four 
and one-half (4.5) times the buildable are of the lot. A project may 
exceed the 4:5:1 floor area ratio up to a maximum of 6:1 FAR provided 
that:O

cthe Community Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project 
meets the objectives set forth in Section 506.2.3 of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan and that:

A.
'%3!'

O. 1) The proposed development conforms with (a) the provisions 
and. goals of the Redevelopment Plan; (b). any applicable 
Design for Development; and (c) the requirements of the 
Hollywood Boulevard District urban design plan as approved 
by the City Planning Commission and as adopted by the CRA 
Board pursuant to Sections 501 and 506.2.1 of the 
Redevelopment Plan; and ,

Permitting the proposed development serves a public purpose 
objective such as: the provision of additional open space,
cultural facilities, public parking, or the rehabilitation of an 
architecturally or historically significant building; and

O

yQ ■

2)

3) Any adverse environmental impacts, especially upon the 
transportation and circulation system of the area caused by 
the proposed development shall be mitigated or are overridden 
by other social, economic and physical considerations, and 
statements of findings area made.

The City Planning Commission determines that the proposed 
development conforms to the Hollywood Community Plan pursuant to 
the procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 12.2.4-B.3."

B.
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FINDINGS

At its August 11, 1988 meeting, the Commission adopted the following findings:

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

The recommended changes are in substantial conformance with the 
purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan as reflected in the 
Revised Community Plan.

The Permanent [Q] Qualified Conditions and "D" Development Limitations 
imposed by this action are necessary: to protect the best interests of,
and to assure 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 of the recommended change.

2.

3.

4. Pursuant to and in accordance with Section 21081 of the State of 
California Public Resources Code, the environmental impact report 
identifies potential adverse impacts from the proposed action, including 
impacts on earth, air, water, plant and animal life, noise, light and 
glare, land use, natural resources, risk of upset, population and 
housing, transportation/circulation, public services, energy, utilities, 
aesthetics, and cultural resources. Changes or alterations have been 
incorporated into the proposed project which mitigate or avoid the 
significant environmental effects thereof to the extent feasible. The facts 
supporting this finding are set forth below.

:i
D

r •

3

?
yt*

3
Impacts Not Reducible to Insignificant Levels: '3

Earth - New development allowed under the proposed plan revision 
would in most instances require site preparation and grading, but 
will be. generally limited to short-term construction activities, 
the hillside areas, new development allowed under the plan revision 
could entail cuts and fills as well as modification of lahdforms. Two 
active faults are located within the plan revision area, thus 
requiring further seismic analysis to identify potential impacts. 
Areas north of Hollywood Boulevard are considered to be within 
slope stability study areas according to the City of Los Angeles 
Seismic Safety Plan.

3 a.

3 ■ I n

Although the proposed plan revision would reduce 
development levels when compared to the current Hollywood Plan, 
increases in development and associated increases in vehicular trips 
will occur and contribute to air pollution levels, 
generation would increase air pollutant emissions 
levels.

Airb.

Additional trip 
over existing
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Water - New development allowed under the proposed plan revision 
would, in instances where the land is. vacant or undeveloped, 
increase the- amount of impervious surface and alter the rate of 
stormwater runoff and drainage patterns.

c.

d. Plant Life the
and

_________ New development allowed, particularly in
residentially zoned hillside areas, would remove vegetation 
associated habitats.

Animal Life___________ p New development allowed, particularly in the
residentially zoned hillside areas, may affect local wildlife.

e.

f. Noise - Construction activity as well as increases in traffic 
anticipated under the plan revision would likely increase ambient 
noise levels. Short-term construction impacts will not be
significant. Increases in auto-related noise may be significant. 
Specific noise analysis may be performed at selected areas, but 
severe noise levels -will be mitigated to acceptable levels by the 
City's Noise Ordinance.

Light and Glare - Additional development within the plan revision 
area could increase illumination sources, particularly in the case of 
new commercial developments and associated parking areas. The 
possibility exists in those locations where commercial development is 
a!lowedi adjacent to residential areas, as well as where multi-family 
residential buildings are allowed adjacent to single family residences 
that there could be adverse shade and shadow effects. 
Development standards considered as part of the plan revision are 
intended to mitigate these effects. In addition, provisions of the 
Neighborhood Protection Ordinance would reduce the effects at 
locations where commercial and single family areas are adjacent.

Land Use - The proposed Hollywood Plan Revision would result in 
an overall reduction in the development levels allowed under the 
existing Hollywood Community Plan. The proposed revision would 
allow for the entire Hollywood Community Plan a total population of 
257,600 persons, compared to 525,000 persons in the existing plan. 
The existing (1980) population in the plan area is 180,996 persons. 
Similarly, the proposed revision would allow for 125,000 housing 
units for the entire community, compared to 206,100 units in the 
existing plan. For commercial and industrial categories the 
proposed revision would allow for 114.4 million square feet 
(maximum build-out) for the entire community, compared to a 163.8 
million square feet under the existing plan..

Natural Resources - The rate of growth in 'the plan revision area is 
dependent on socioeconomic and market factors. The plan revision 
itself will not increase the rate of use of natural resources, 
general, additional growth and development would increase use of 
non-renewable resources, particularly fossil fuel-related.

9-

o

o
h.o

■£>

i.
In
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Risk of Upset - Increased traffic and associated congestion have an 
adverse effect on emergency response (fire, police, ambulance) 
during peak travel periods. ’

Population and Housing - The plan revision would allovv development 
above existing conditions. Achieving this increase Under various 
circumstances could entail the removal or conversion of existing 
residences when land use changes from residential usejto commercial 
or industrial use. This could affect the availability of housing. 
The proposed Hollywood Plan Revision would result in an overall 
reduction in the development levels allowed under j the existing 
Hollywood Community Plan. The proposed revision would allow for 
the entire Hollywood Community Plan a total population of 257,600 
person, compared to 525,000 persons in the existing plan. The 
existing population in the plan area is 180,996 persons. Similarly, 
the proposed revision would allow for 125,000 housing [units for the 
entire community, compared to 206,100 units in the ^current plan.

Transportation/Circulation - The proposed plan revision permit an 
increase in trip generation and parking demand above existing 
levels. This increase, however, would be less than the trip 
generation of the adopted Hollywood Community Plan. New 
development would be required to have an evaluation of their own 
environmental impacts . and be required to provide appropriate 
parking provision in order to avoid or mitigate anticipated adverse 
impacts. -Circulation improvements to be identified in the plan 
revision would be designed to meet project traffic volumes and 
demand. In those locations where additional capacity is added, or 
where streets are reconfigured, some potential exjsts to alter 
existing circulation patterns. !

Public Services - New development may increase demand on existing 
systems and may increase some response times, including fire 
protection and police services. Additional development in hillside 
areas would be of particular concern. Population Increases in the 
plan revision area would probably further exacerbate overcrowded 
school conditions. Additional capital expenditures and classrooms 
would be needed. Population increases would increase! the need for 
accessible passive and active recreational 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 local roads. increases in development and popu ation growth 
would likely increase the demand for a variety of governmental 
services.

J-

k.

5

m.3

3

D

3

Energy - The rate of growth is dependent on socioeconomic and 
market factors. The plan revision itself will not increase the rate 
of use of natural resources. In general, additional growth and 
development would increase use of non-renewablie resources, 
particularly fossil fuel-related.

n.

I
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Additional development will incrementally increase 
electricity and natural gas consumption. According to service 
provider, the supply of these services will be adequate to meet 
future demand.
increase demand for telephone services, 
incrementally increase water consumption, 
providers, the water supply will be adequate to meet future 
demand. increased development will increase wastewater flow. It 
is likely that increased development will have to be phased to meet 
the incremental increases in sewage treatment capacity planned for 
the Hyperion Treatment Plant. The timing of development may also 
be constrained by the replacement schedule for inadequate 
interceptor sewers within the area. Increases in development will 
incrementally increase the generation of solid waste.

Aesthetics
Mountains may be affected by new development, 
development standards will be established to avoid or mitigate 
significantly adverse visual impacts.

Utilitieso.

Increases in development ' and population will
New development will 
According to service

Views to and from the Hollywood Hills/Santa Monica
However,

P-

Cultural Resources_________________________ New development on undeveloped sites,
particularly in the hillside areas may affect archeological resources. 
It will be the intent of the proposed plan revision to establish 
development standards that will increase the possibilities for historic 
preservation. However, allowable increases in development could 
under various circumstances entail the removal of existing land 
uses, some of which may have cultural/hrstorical significance.
Further detail on design guidelines will be required. The
Redevelopment Plan allows and advocates the development of
preservation guidelines.

q-

o
O-

o Mandatory Findings of Significance:

Within the plan revision area, the proposed plan would allow .for 
increased residential and non-residential development. This change 
would increase traffic arvd pollutant emission. The change could 
also entail the development of undeveloped hillside areas and the 
redevelopment of existing areas. In either case adverse impacts 
may result.

O a.

•>0

b. The intended purpose of the plan revision and reductions in density 
is to improve the quality of life in the Hollywood community. In 
certain instances however, the additional growth allowed by the 
plan may adversely affect some specific element of the environment 
(e.g. natural hillside areas, cultural resources, etc.).

The proposed plan revision by its nature is cumulative. As 
indicated in the impacts for population and housing, the proposal if 
fully built out would add approximately 77,000 persons, 
housing units and as much as 88 million square feet of development 
above existing levels. This growth will be reflected in increased 
traffic and demand for utilities, services and public facilities.

c.

32,000
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Adopt the statement of overriding considerations:

The environmental -report identifies the following areas of ijiet unmitigated 
adverse impacts resulting from the proposed project: earth, air, water,
plant and animal life, noise, light and glare, land use, natural resources, 
risk of upset, population and housing, transportation/cirujclation, public 
services, energy, utilities, aesthetics, and cultural resources. However, 
the following overriding considerations of social, economic or
environmental benefits of the subject project will j outweigh its
environmental cost and will justify approval of the recommendation:

The proposed changes will implement the land usel plan for the 
Hollywood Community and will achieve consistency between zoning 
and the General Plan mandated by state legislation! and a court 
settlement agreement. j

|
The project implements a more logical arrangement I of land uses 
which will enhance the quality of life for residents and minimize 
incompatible land uses.

a.

b.

The recommended changes of zone and height district will relate to and 
have an effect upon the Highways and Freeways Element of the General 

However, because the changes are a reduction in the ultimate 
potential population capacity of the properties, the' effect ori this adopted 
element will be positive.

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

5.

Plan.

■3 6.
D

-7

0
7. Based upon the. above findings, the recommended changes of zones and 

height districts are deemed consistent with the pub ic necessity, 
convenience, general welfare and good zoning practice. j

D

Q
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r

'i EXHIBIT "C-3n
i

RESOLUTION

VIHEREAS, the City Planning Commission, on July 28, 1986, approved plan 
amendments for Part II of the Hollywood Community Plan in order to 
achieve consistency between zoning and the adopted plan as required by 
Government Code Section 65860(d) and settlement of Superior Court Case 
No, C526616 and;

WHEREAS,
Mayor and 
recorrmehdat i ons;

pursuant to the City Charter and Ordinance provisions, the 
the City Planning Commission have transmitted their

NOT, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Part II of the Hollywood 
Comrunity Plan be amended to designate the properties in the various 
subareas as recommended in Exhibit HA-2!I and Map Exhibits B1-B8.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Environmental Impact Report has been 
found adequate to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act 
and the State and City Guidelines relating thereto; arid that a Notice of 
Determination be filed with the Los Angeles County Clerk and the Los 
Angeles City Clerk, in accordance with VI, Sections 11b of the City of 
Los Angeles Guidel ines for the Inrplementation of the California 
Environmental Quality Act of 19707 ’ ' "O

o

<$■

o

o
vD

vO
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RESOLUTION NO.

A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Los Angeles, California,

WHEREAS, the Hollywood Comrunity Plan, a portion of the City's General 
Plan, incorporates, sites designated on the Cultural iand Historic 
Monuments Element of the General Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Hollywood Community Plan encourages the addition of suitable 
sites thereto; and . .

WHEREAS, the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, adopted in May, 1986 is to 
provide protections to such suitable sites; and

WHEREAS, a survey and report by Hollywood Heritage, cormissioned by the 
Comrunity Redevelopment Agency, designates a list of such suitable sites;
and

WHEREAS,
coordinate the Implementation 
Cultural Heritage Commission of the City;

VON THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Los 
Angeles that: ’

The Comrunity Redevelopment Agency is instructed to transmit the 
attached list of significant structures to the City's Cultural 
Heritage Carmission for consideration each -for cul tural-HhIstoric 
monument status.

the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan states the ''Agency shall
of its preservation provisions with the'> ■i

7

3
D3

3F r’"
D

That the City's Department of Building and Safety is instructed to 
create a zoning information (Zl) number for assignment to each of 
the sites on the attached list, whereby any application for a 
demolition and/or building permit will require notification of the 
Cultural Heritage Corrmission.

2)D
■O

&

Exhibit ECPC 86-835 CPC



•NGS LISTED ON OR POTWIALLT i^IBLE FOR 
_Z MOTIONAL REGISTER OF HISTOR^—AACES 
AMD PROTECTED BY SECTION 511 oi .HE 

HOLLVTOOD REDEVELOPMENT PLAN

ai

Croup I

6331 Hollywood Boulevard * 
6381 Hollywood Boulevard *

1615 Wi! cox Avenue

* listed individually but within Historic District boundaries

Group ID

Hollywood Boulevard Comrtercia I and Entertainment Historic District:

6253 Hollywood Boulevard 
6264 Hollywood Boulevard 
6280 Hollywood Boulevard

6330 Hollywood Boulevard 
6301 Hollywood Boulevard 
6313 Hollywood Boulevard
6320 Hollywood Boulevard
6321 Hollywood Boulevard
6324 Hollywood Boulevard
6325 Hollywood Boulevard' 
6336 Hollywood Boulevard
6349 Hollywood Boulevard
6350 Hollywood Boulevard 
6356 Hollywood Boulevard
6362 Hollywood Boulevard
6363 Hollywood Boulevard 
6368 Hoilywood Boulevard 
6374 Hoilywood Boulevard 
6377 Hoilywood Boulevard 
6380 Hollywood Boulevard

o
o

o

vQ‘

nQ ■

6400 Hoilywood Boulevard
6401 Hollywood Boulevard
6410 Hollywood Bouelvard
6411 Hoflywood BouIevard 
6413 Hollywood Boulevard

Exhibit ECPC 86-835 CPC
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Croup ID (Continued)

6418 Hollywood Boulevard 
6423 Hollywood Boulevard 
6430 Hollywood Boulevard 
6436 Hoilywood Boulevard

6501 Hollywood Boulevard 
6505 Hollywood Boulevard 
6523 Hollywood Boulevard 
6531 Hoilywood Boulevard 
6542 Hollywood Boulevard 
6547 Hollywood Boulevard 
6549 Hollywood Boulevard
6553 Hollywood Boulevard
6554 Hollywood Boulevard 
6565 Hollywood Boulevard

6600 Hollywood Boulevard
6601 Hollywood Boulevard

6606 Hollywood Boulevard 
6614 Hollywood Boulevard 
6616 Hollywood Boulevard 
6624 Hollywood Boulevard 
6626 Hollywood Boulevard 
6630 Hollywood Boulevard 
6636 Hollywood Boulevard 
6652 Hollywood Boulevard 
6658 Hollywood Boulevard
6662 Hollywood Boulevard
6663 Hollywood Boulevard
6669 Hollywood Boulevard
6670 Hollywood Boulevard 
6679 Hollywood Boulevard

V '

r

3

3
6700 Hollywood Boulevard
6701 Hoi lywood Boulevard 
6712 Hollywood Boulevard 
6728 Hollywood Boulevard 
6724 Hollywood Boulevard 
6727 Hoi lywood Boulevard
6739 Hollywood Boulevard
6740 Hoilywood Boulevard 
6743 Hoilywood Boulevard
6751 Hollywood Boulevard
6752 Hollywood Boulevard 
6755 Hollywood Boulevard 
6758 Hollywood Boulevard
6765 Hollywood Boulevard
6766 Hollywood Boulevard 
6768 Hollywood Boulevard 
6777 Hollywood Boulevard 
6780 Hollywood Boulevard

3
*7
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Group ID (Continued)

6800 Ho! lywood Boulevard 
6806 Ho!lywood Boulevard 
6834 Ho!lywood Boulevard

6901 HoIIywood BouIevard 
6904 Hoi lywood Boulevard 
6922 Hoi lywood Boulevard

7000 Hollywood Boulevard
7001 Ho I I ywood BouIevard 
7024 Hollywood Boulevard 
7036 Hollywood Boulevard 
7048 Hoi lywood Boulevard 
7046 Hoilywood Boulevard 
7051 Hoilywood Boulevard 
7055 Hoilywood Boulevard 
7065 Ho!lywood Boulevard

1714 Ivar Avenue
3*>

1620 Vine Street
1632 Vine Street
1633 Vine Street 
1717 Vine Street 
1735 Vine StreetO
Group 3

6141 Afton Place

O 1316 Bronson Avenue

O 6831 De Longpre Avenue

1832-50 Grace Avenue
wo -

1774 N. Gower Avenue

6776 Hawthorn Avenue

Exhibit ECPC 86-835 GPC



Group 3 (Continued)

5618-28 Hoilywood Boulevard 
5701 Hollywood Boulevard 
5716 Hollywood Boulevard

5617 La Mirada Avenue

1809-11 Las Palmas Avenue

1782 Orange Drive

6000 Santa Monica Boulevard

5858 Sunset Boulevard

6121 Sunset Boulevard 
6525 Sunset Boulevard 
6641 Sunset Boulevard 
6657 Sunset Boulevard

1201 N. Vine Street 
1313 N. Vine Street 
1750 N. Vine Street

T-

1277 Wi I cox Avenue 
1803-05 Wilcox Avenue

D
6303-17 Yucca Street

?■

5
3

D
O ■
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August 10, 1988
^ -----

Board of City Planning Commissioners
City of Los Angeles
200 N. Spring Sreet, Room 503
Los Angeles, CA 90012

* j1 I'f s i 1 1. j

^yyuy:y
“"W

fRE: Hollywood II/CPC No. 86-835 GPC i QS0K*jesi| I
(-tiri tj.Dear Commissioners:

I would like to first extend my thanks for your thoughtful and 
deliberate consideration of the Hollywood Community Plan Revision 
at your meeting of August 4. I look forward to considering your 
recommendations at the Planning and Environment Committee in the 
near future.

* ci*

\int
t ^r There are several concerns involving policy recommendations and 

specific sub-areas that I would like to express to the Commission 
at this time, and they are outlined as follows:

1. Commercial Density Reduction: I am in full support, of 
the density reduction formula as proposed lay the Planning 
Department for the_Reqional^Commercial designation within 
the Hollywood Redevelopment area. This proposal is a result 
of my call for a means to lower overall commercial densities 
in order to reduce future traffic projections to more 
manageable levels, but to allow individual developments to 
be able to achieve the higher (4.5:1 to 6:1 PAR) densities 
by funding a prescribed set of improvements to the Hollywood 
circulation system. This program will be fully outlined in, 
the Hollywood Transportation Plan currently underway by the 
Community Redevelopment Agency. .

;Qi
iO

i’SF

Q ■

\Q

.o

I am pleased to see the Planning ^ \ 
Department's recommendations to Vtre’h'gthgfr~fEe^"lanquaqe on 
historic preservation, and to call" for the Community 
Redevelopment Agency to submit the list of identified 
significant structures within the Redevelopment area to the

I am

Historic Preservation:2.

Cultural Heritage Commission for their review, 
recommending one change to the list of significant 
structures: that the list be expanded to include the 
designation, those buildings that appear eligible for 
listing as part of a district.

II 3D ii

Chair
Governmental Operations Committee 

Vice Chair
Planning and Environment Committee 

Member
Transportation and Traffic Committee

District Offices:

4640 Hollywood Boulevard 
Los Angeles. CA 90027 
(213) 485-6471 
12229 Ventura Boulevard 
Studio City. CA 91604 
(818) 989-8099

Mailing Address:

City Halt, Room 239 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles. CA 90012 
(213) 485-3353



Planning Commissioners 
August 10, 1988 
Page 2

I am proposing for your consideration an additional measure 
to protect historic resources. The Redevelopment Plan has 
identified several "potential significant neighborhoods” 
that represent groupings that have common architectural or 
historic significance. In the absence of design for 
development standards that would be imposed by the CRA at an 
uncertain date, I am recommending that height limits of 
30 feet be imposed in order to provide for some protection 
of existing homes, and ensure that new infill structures be 
compatible with the overall neighborhood scale. ■

and Height..■Limitations.,;.3. a >e:
O I have two primary concerns on residential densities within 

the Redevelopment area. The first is the heavy burden that 
high density residential designation has placed on certain 
segments of the redevelopment area, especially the northern 
residential areas north of Hollywood Boulevard. The existing 
residential densities are very high and consist primarily of 
older buildings with little or no parking on narrow streets.
New, high-density housing being built in the area has only 
exacerbated the problem, since the existing parking code 
does not address the local problem of inadequate off-street 
parking and the lack of guest parking provisions. My second 
concern is over the height of residential buildings, 
particularly in the area described. The existing narrow 
streets are being built up with multi-story buildings, 
blocking light and air and in some cases, views to and from 
the Hollywood Hills. From the street level a larger problem 
has become evident: due to the lack of height limits and 
restrictions on above-grade parking structures, most new 
buildings are built with fully above-grade parking 
structures. This situation has produced a highly 
undesirable, forbidding streetscape in an area that is being 
planned to have a vibrant, active and pedestrian-friendly 
street-life.

vO

O

o

O
3

3

•O
not

In the absence of design for development standards that 
would be imposed by the CRA at a later date, I am 
recommending that height limits and density restrictions be 
placed in certain parts of the Redevelopment area, 
subareas are described below, and a map of the areas 
proposed for change is attached.

The
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Planning Cimmissioners 
August 10, 1988 
Page 3

RECOMMENDED CHANGES - Hollywood II Plan area
1. Area 340: - recommend change in residential density to 

1/800 Sg. ft. IXL height designation
2. Areas 435 + 500:

along the Serrano Avenue frontages
- recommend change in residential density to 1/800 sq.ft.
- IXL height designation
- remaining parts of subdistricts change to IVL height 

district

recommend new subdistricts be created

3. Areas 205, 55, 235: - recommend change in residential 
density to 1/600 sq. ft.

- IVL height designation
- recommend imposing guest parking restrictions

4. Area 380: - IVL height designation
vO

O
Sincerely,o

o

o Councilman
vO MKW:DDsc
vO

cc: Mr. Ken Topping, Director, Los Angeles City Planning
Department
Mr. John Tuite, Administrator, Community Redevelopment 
Department
Mr. Cooke Sunoo, Community Redevelopment Agency
Mr. Michael Davies, Los Angeles City Planning Department
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Daw354 South Spring Street 
Suite 300 
Los Angeles 
Conform 900134258

Telecopier
Number 213 977 ISB5

of the City 

of Ins Angebs

313 977 1300

The Honorable Daniel P. Garcia 
President, City Planning Commission 
200 N. Spring Street 
City Hall, Room 561 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

SUBJECT: GENERAL PLAN/ZONING CONSISTENCY PROGRAM AND 
HOLLYWOOD REDEVELOPMENT PLAN

7 §} i
ll 7-1I Dear President Garcia:

During the discussion of the General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program for the 
Hollywood Community Plan area some community members have raised 
questions regarding the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Urban Design Plan 
and the Hollywood Redevelopment Area Transportation Program. This letter is 
intended to clarify the status of these programs.

UJ-)

■,n

Lrs

As you know, the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan instructs the Agency to 
prepare both an Urban Design Plan for Hollywood Boulevard and a 
Transportation Program for the Project Area within two years of the adoption 
of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. Following the adoption of the 
Redevelopment Plan the Agency had to secure funding to begin these efforts. 
While this caused considerable delay, the Agency has identified and committed 
funding and has placed a high priority on both of these efforts.

O

O

O
A preliminary draft of the Hollywood Boulevard Urban Design Plan was 
distributed to the community in May of this year, at which time we received 
considerable comment, 
substantially revising the plan to address community concerns. We anticipate 
distributing a revised draft within the next month. Agency and Commission 
consideration of the Urban Design Plan should occur later this year.

O

Agency staff in conjunction with a consultant is

vO

We are meeting with the community on a regular basis to formulate the 
Transportation Program. To date, baseline conditions and a series of 
transportation options have been identified to meet the future needs of 
Hollywood, including roadway system improvements, transportation 
management programs, parking strategies, integration of Metro Rail stations, 
and residential traffic protection strategies. Specific transportation programs 
and projects are currently being discussed with the community, and we 
anticipate having a complete draft transportation program available in the fall 
of this year for Agency, Planning Commission and Council consideration.

JamesAUfosd
Cbatmw
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Honorable Darnel P. Garcia 
Page 2

V. : \ ■\

The Community Plan/Zoning Consistency Program and the adopted 
Redevelopment Plan establish a consistent framework for the revitalization of 
Hollywood. The Redevelopment Plan and the proposed revisions to the 
Community Plan and Zoning within the Redevelopment Project Area recognize 
the need for The Hollywood Boulevard Urban Design Plan and a

The Hollywood Boulevard Plan and theTransportation Program.
Transportation Program will implement portions of these broader Plans.

The current zoning proposals before the Commission were developed with the 
knowledge that the Transportation Program would be available in the future to 
ensure effective linkages between land use and circulation issues. The proposed 
zoning reduces densities in central Hollywood, and is consistent with the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. Density reductions within the core of 
Hollywood were contemplated at the time the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 
was adopted.Ln

The proposed zoning creates a critical link between circulation, density, and 
design standards. Under the current zoning proposal, any increases in density 
would only be allowed after completion of the Transportation Program, and 
upon the condition that the particular project is consistent with this program.

r<r

o
o

Prior to the completion of the Transportation Program, it should be noted that 
the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan requires a traffic study and appropriate 
mitigation measures for any project expected to have a significant circulation 
impact. In addition, these projects will have to comply with the California 
Environmental Quality Act, which requires that all aspects of the project be 
thoroughly examined and documented.

V

o
O ■

•£>
Since the Urban Design Plan and the Transportation Program will help shape 
the future of this community and will be implemented over several years, it is 
critical that they be prepared carefully and that the community participate in 
their review. We continue to place a high priority on the completion of these 
Plans, and work is progressing in an expeditious manner.

-O

We will be available to answer any questions you may have on August II, 1988 
when you next consider the Community Plan/Zoning Consistency program for 
Hollywood.

Sincerely,

Joi\n/J. Tuite 
Administrator

Vice President 
Commissioners

cc:
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OFFICE OR 

CITY Ct-ERK
ELIAS MARTINET 

city clerk
& room 395, city Hall 

LOS ANGELES* CA 30012 

485-5705

WHEN MAKING INQUIRIES RELATIVE TO THIS MATTER.refer to file no.
TOM BRADLEY

MAYOR

Environmental Management, Water 
Sewerage & Subdivision Control Sec.

86-0695-SI

CD 4,5 & 13 
CPCs 18473 
. 86-831 GPC

86-835 GPC Department of Telecommunications 
^Bureau of Engineering,
Land Development & Map Division 
Attn: L. Wyatt 

Honorable Tom Bradley, Mayor

f
1 October 31, 1988

City Attorney
City Planning Department (w/file) Community Development Department

Housing Division 
Councilman Woo

Advisory Agency - Rm 655 CH 
Department of Transportation 
Traffic Sec. Councilwoman Molina 

Councilman Yaroslavsky 
Councilman 
Water & Power Commission 
Attn: Judith Davison

Building & Safety Department 
Bureau of Street Lighting 
B Permit Section 

Fire Commission
FerrarosS>

50
1 HE: COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION, ZONE AND HEIGHT DISTRICT CHANGES RELATIVE 

TO THE HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN .
O

W5 At the meeting of the Council held October 26 1988, the following 
action was taken: 'i

0
Attached report adopted as amended................

verbal amending motion adopted (Woo-Molina) 
resolution 

Ordinance adopted
Motion adopted to approve attached report........

communication..-

XCD ii X
ii ti (

it n ti itii

v To the Mayor for concurrence....................
To the Mayor FORTHWITH...........................
Mayor concurred...................................
Appointment confirmed............................
Appointee has/has not taken the Oath of Office
Findings adopted....................... ..........
Negative Declaration adopted....................
Categorically exempt.............................
Generally exempt........ ....................... 1
EIR certified.....................................
Special Instructions______________________________

(

•QTt OF 10s ANGfc-l&S

City Clerk

5051642
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' i ) File No. 86—0695-Sl

TO THE COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

CommitteeYour PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT
ooco reports as follows:(
CMl PUBLIC COMMENTS: YESo

RECOMMENDATION4-1
O

Pursuant 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

0 I •o
oC\
><\^i
h i\J
Ou State-mandated General Plan/Zoning Consistency program, be forwarded
.idle Council for adoption also that the Council consider the following 

g changes recommended by the Committee: .
4J

DO ‘
s

CPCs 18473
86-831 GPC 
86-835 GPC

W Hollywood Community Plan Revision
a. 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:

1. (CPC 18473)0)
IIw o

o*: 5
Q P STM fij Eh

<0OO <D Q m Tract No. 3390, Lots 3-11; Tract No. 1607, Lots 37-45
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: •

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

b.
.

vO

it 14.
ii

An additional footnote (footnote No. 15) to be added to the 
Hollywood Community Plan map to be placed on the map face at 
the circular area bounded by Sycamore Avenue and Fitch Drive 
north of Franklin Avenue; the map legend to read: -

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

c .

U 15 .

-1-
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File No. 86—0695-Sl

TO THE COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

CommitteeYour PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT
reports as follows:

A community plan designation of 
the area generally bounded by Londonderry Place and Belfast 
Drive north of Sunset Boulevard (as depicted in Map Exhibit B17 
of CPC No. 86-831 GPC attached).

Low II density housing" ford .

A community plan designation of 
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 GPC).

Low Medium II density housing IIe.

General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program (CPC 86-831 GPC)2.
■m Map Bl Subarea Nos. 2/13A (Londonderry Place) 

modification of subarea boundaries as depicted in new Map 
Exhibit B17 attached. '

a. a minor
SO .

ro b. Map Bl Subarea No. 11 (Sunset Plaza Drive)
SVA'OlO

A plan designation of "Low'll Density Housing" with a zone of 
RD1.5-1XL.

O

o
c. Map Bl Subarea No. 79 (Fairfax Avenue)

A new Subarea No. 79A (attached as Map Exhibit B18) with a plan 
designation of "Low Medium II Density Housing" and retention of 
existing zoning. '

d. Map B2 Subarea Nos. 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 
development rights agreement which addresses the following: 
height of buildings, setbacks from public streets, step-back of 

' built form, automobiles access, landscaping, and building 
design."

e. 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

O
o

■*£>

vD
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File No. 86-0695-SI
TO THE COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

CommitteeYour PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT
reports as follows:

setbacks■from publicagreement which addresses the following: 
streets, automobile access, landscaping, and building design. If

3. General Plan Consistency
a. Subarea No. 40 (Magic Castle site)

A new Subarea No. 43 (attached as Map Exhibit B9 of CPC 86-831 
- GPC) with a [Q]R5-1VL zone; the R5 zone being subject to the 

following "Q" qualified condition:
Uses 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) square feet of lot area.".

b. Clarification of the "D" development limitations listed as 
"D-l" through "D-5" of the Planning Commission action report of 
August 11, 1988 (Appendix I of transmitted to Mayor). Section 
*’b" of each D limitation to include the following introductory 
clause:

Hollywood II (CPC 86-835 GPC)

so

m

o
o

o .
The.project complies with the following two requirementsb.O

That such proposed changes as approved by the Council be referred to 
the Director of Planning, the City Planning Commission and the Mayor 
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 th^ 
expiration of their time to act thereon ...) , j
That upon the return of the proposed changes to the City Council, 
further consideration and actions be taken with respect to its 
inclusion in the proposed Plan. •

i

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

vQ

II. That the Planning Department and Commission be instructed to prepare 
and present the final consistency zone and height district change 
ordinances including the above recommended changes.

\

-3-
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File No. 86—0695—Si

TO THE COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

CommitteeYour PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT
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 
consistency program (AB 283). Said amendments have also been approved by 
the General Plan Advisory Board. It is also recommended that the Council 
consider the Final EIR. -
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 Commission to the 
Revision as approved by the Board are explained in Annexes A and B of 
Attachment I.

Q

O"*

O

o
This Hollywood Community Plan Revision was prepared by the City Planning 
Department with the assistance of Gruen Associates, a private 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 background to the Plan Revision 

are the Staff Report dated July 28, 1988 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. ■

o

o

-O '

so

Zone changes accompanying this Revision will accomplish zoning consistency 
in accordance with California 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 questions from the two

-4-
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File No. 86-0695-SI
TO THE COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

CommitteeYour PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT
reports as follows:
Committee members present. The Committee made various changes as described 
in detail in the recommendation 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 districts for the Hollywood Community Plan 
(a part of the General Plan of the City) as approved by the Mayor 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.

to

CD

o Respectfully submitted, •
PLANNINp AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE

Ai/CD
/AE1:mcg 

10-4-88 
CPCs 18473

/ifi ft.O

Xf • Ci / vf\ / A86-8.31 GPC 
86-835 GPC 

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

\i i

Note: (Notice has been published not .
less than 10 days prior to the 
public hearing date pursuant 
to'Section 11.5.6 B and D of the 
Municipal Code). , ADOPTED 

kS M&HPgP
OCT ? 6 I3SS

LOS ANGELES Clir COUNCIL
wrw

I
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- VERBAL AMENDING MOTION

I HEREBY MOVE that the Planning and Environment Committee 
Report( CF86-0695 Si) 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:

i

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:

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

f.

r*5

0*
11 16.to IT

.O

PRESENTED BY.
MICHAEL WOO
Councilman 13th DistrictO

o SECONDED BY.
GLORIA MOLINA 
Councilwoman 1st District

CF86-0695 Si 
October 26, 1988
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 
CITY PLAN CASE NO.

HOLLYTOCD COMMUNITY 
OOUNCIL DISTRICT 4, 5, 13

18473
86-831 CPC 
86-835 GPC

Decisi on Date: Novenber 10, 1988

To: City Planning Coirmission

Kenneth C. Topping 
Director of Planning

From:

Subject: CONSIDERATION OF CITY COUNCIL-PROPOSED CHANCES 
TO REGTMTIDED PLAN AMENDMENTS AND ZONE CHANCES 
FOR THE HOLLYWOOD OOVMUNITY PLAN RB/ISICN/ZCNING 
CONSISTENCY PROGRAM.

O
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o
o
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CITY PLW CASE N3s. 1L i / 86-831 CPC / 86-835 CPC Page'2

RECOVMENCATION

ACTIONS REQQ^MENDED BY STAFF: that the City Planning Corrmission:

CPC 18473

Recommend disapproval of a Plan amendment to "Low Medium I 111 density 
housing for the area depicted in Map Exhibit B18 attached (Fairfax Avenue 
north of Sunset Boulevard, south of Selma Avenue).

1 .

Recorrmend approval of an additional footnote to the Community Plan 
(footnote no. T4) as described in the Staff Report (southeast corner of 
Sunset Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard), '

Recommend disapprovaI of an additional footnote to the Community Plan 
(footnote no. 15) as described in the Staff Report ("Yamashiro" site north 
of Franklin Avenue, west of Orchid Avenue).

Recommend approval of a Plan amendment to "Low I I" density housing for the 
area depicted in Map Exhibit B17 attached (vicinity of Londonderry Place 
and Belfast Drive north of Sunset Boulevard).

2.

3.

FSi
4.

Recommend disapproval of a Plan amendment to "Low Medium II" density 
housing for the the area depicted as Subarea No. 11, Map Exhibit B1 of CPC 
86-831 CPC (Sunset Plaza Drive).

5.O

Recommend disapprove 1 of an additional footnote (No. 16) as described in 
the Staff Report ("vicinity of Sycamore Avenue, Bonita Terrace, Orchid 
Avenue, and Frank I in Avenue.)

6.

'<9

CPC 86-831 CPC

Recommend disapproval of a zone change to RD1 .5XL for Subarea No. 11 (Map 
Exhibit BTJ

1.

Recommend disapproval of a new "Q" qualified condition for Subarea Nos. 51 
and 52A (Map Exhibi t—B2-port ion owned by Paramount Studios as described in 
the Staff Report).

Recommend d i sapprova I of a new "D" development I imitation for Subarea Nos. 
Ti4A and 114B (Map Exhibit B4-ABC Studios as described in the Staff 
Report).

Recorrmend approval of a minor modification of subarea 2 and 13A 
(Londonderry Place) boundaries (Exhibit B17) as described in Staff Comment 
"C".

2.

3.

4.

Recommend disapproval of a new Subarea No. 79A with a plan designation of 
"Low Medium TTHBehsTty Housing (Map Exhibit B18) as described in Staff 
Report Comment "B". .

5.
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Reconrmend disapproval of a zone change to [Q]R5-1 for a new Subarea No. 
84A - L.H. Field Tract, Lots 1,Zand 21 (Map Exhibit B19) as described in 
Staff Report Comment (,K".

6.

CPC 86-835 CPC

Recommend approval of a (Q)R5-1VL zone for new Subarea No. 43 (Map Exhibit 
B9 attached-Magic Castle site) subject to the attached condition of 
approvaI.

1 .

Re comae nd approval of the clarification of the "D" development limitation 
previously I isted as "DP1 through "D5" of Appendix i of the Commission 
Action Report of August 11 , 1988 and as described in the attached
conditions of approvaI.

2.

5*v

O

vO
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Adopt the following findings:

The reconrmended changes to the Hollywood Community Plan are in substantial 
conformance with the purposes, intent and provision of the General Plan.

Approval of additional footnote No. 14 is consistent with previous 
Commission action (CPC No. 87-368 ZC) in this site and is congruent with 
Comnission discussion of this site at the July 28, 1988 and August 11, 
1988 Conrmission meetings.

Approval of the "Low II" density housing designation for the area depicted 
in Map Exhibit B17 wifi provide a Plan designation which more accurately 
reflects existing lot size.

Disapproval of the remaining Counci I-proposed Plan amendments is 
consistent with the previous Commission discussion and action of August 
11, 1988.

1.

2.

3.

4.

The recommended rezoning of (Q)R5~1VL for new Subarea No. 43 of CPC 86-835 
GPC is consistent with related Commission action in this vicinity and 
would permit continuing operation of a private club, the Magic Castle, by 
right.

The recommended clarification of the "D" development limitation ("D1 
through "D5" of Appendix I of the Commission Action Report of August 11, 
1988) is in substantial conformance with the previous Commission action on 
this matter.

5.
EX-

fro
o II6.
O

for new subarea No. 
with Commission Action Report of

The recommended 
CPC 86-831 CPC 
August 11, 1988 on this matter.

Disapproval of additional footnote No. 16 is consistent with previous 
Commission discussion of this site at the July 28, 1988 and 
August 11, 1988 Commission meetings.

Disapproval of the remaining Counci I-proposed zone changes is consistent 
with Commission discussion and actions of July 28, 1988 and August 11, 
1988.

of (Q]R5-1 
is inconsistent

84A of7. zoning
O

'-O
8.vO

9.

10. The recommended permanent and "D" development I imi tat ions imposed by this
action are necessary: to protect the best interests of, and ensure a
development compatible with, the surrounding neighborhood; to secure an 
appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General 
Plan; and to prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effect.

11. The Final Envirormental Impact Report (Sch No. 87112504) was certified by 
the City Planning Commission on August 11, 1988,

12. Other than amending the specific zoning plans and the Hollywood Community 
Plan, the reconrmended actions will not relate to or have an effect upon 
the Genera! Plan elements. Specific Plans, or other plans in preparation 
by the Department of City Planning.
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Based on the above findings, the recoomended Plan amendments and zone 
changes are deemed to be consistent with the public necessity, 
convenience, general welfare, sound planning and zoning practice.

13.

r*%/0)./
V

y /
//t

/>•/KENNETH C. TOPPING 
Director of Planning //

(■

o

o

©
o
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PERMANENT [Q] QUALIFIED OONDIT!CNS

The rezoning of new Subarea No.43 (as shown in Exhibit B9, CPC 86-835 
attached) shall be subject to the following [Q] qualified conditions.

1.

Uses shall be. limited to private clubs and all other uses permitted 
in the R4 zone.

a.

b. Residential density shall be limited to a maxirrun of one dwelling 
unit per 600 (six hundred) square feet of iot area.

The rezoning of new Subarea No. 84A (as shown in Exhibit B19, 
CPC 86-831 GPC attached) shall be subject to the following [Q] qualified 
conditions:

2.

"Uses shall be limited to houses of worship and all other uses 
permitted in the R3 zone.

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

a.

b.fv

O "D11 Development Limitations

The language of subsection "b" of D1 through D5 as listed in the Comnission 
Action Report of August 11 , 1 988 (Appendix I) shall be clarified as follows:

"b.
A Disposition and Development Agreement or Q/vner Participation Agreement 
has been executed by the Corrmunity Redevelopment Agency Board, and the 
project is approved by the City Planning Comnission or the City Council on 
appeal, pursuant to the procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 
12.24-B.3".

O

O ...the project complies with the following two requirements:

O
vO
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STAFF REPORT

Reques t

accordance with City Council instructions, it is requested that the 
Commission consider Plan amendments and changes of zone/height district for 
several subareas of the Hollywood Community Plan.

Commission Action

In

On August 1 1 , 1988, the City Planning Commission approved a revision of the 
Hollywood Community Plan (Plan map and text}; it also approved zoning and 
height district designations for properties throughout the Plan area as part of 
the Court-mandated General Plan Consistency Program.

Coinci I Action

Os October 26, 1988 the City Council, upon reviewing the Commission 
recommendations, approved a report of the Planning and Environment Ccnmittee 
which recommended certain changes. These changes and Staff Comments on each 
are listed below. “

\.0

o STAFF OCfvMENTS
O

A. CPC 18473
CPC 86-831 CPC Subarea 11 [B1] Sunset Plaza Drive

O
CPC approved: 
Council proposed:

MED density housing, [Qj R3-1XL 
LMED II density housing, RD1.5-1XL

O

Discussion: At its July 28, 1988 and August 11, 1988 
deliberations, the Commission considered and rejected 
a Plan designation of LMED II wi th a corresponding zone 
of RD1.5-1XL for this subarea. The Commission-approved 
[Q]R3 limits residential density to one dwelling unit 
per 1200 square feet of lot. 
disapprovaI,

vO

Staff recommends

B. CPC 18473
CPC 86-831 CPC New subarea 79A [B18 attached] Fair fax Avenue

CPC approved: 
Council proposed:

IXW II density housing, retain existing R1-1 zone. 
LMED fi density housing, retain existing R1-1 zone.

At its July 28, 1988 and August 11, 1988 
deliberations, the Commission considered and rejected 
a Plan designation of LMED II for this subarea. That 
rejection was based on analysis of existing 
development and zoning. Staff recommends disapproval.

D.i scuss ion:
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C. CPC 18473
CPC 86-831 GPC Subarea 2/13A [B17 attached] Londonderry Place

VLCW II density housing, RE11-1
LOA/ II density housing, retain existing R1-1

CPC approved:
Counci I proposed

Discussion: An analysis of record lot size in the vicinity of 
Londonderry Place and Belfast Drive indicates that the 
R1 zone more closely approximates the typical lot 
size; by modifying the Subarea 2/13A boundary in this 
manner, the zoning pattern would become uniform east 
of Sunset Plaza Drive. Staff recommends approval.

D. CPC 86-831 CPC Subareas 51, 52A [B2]

fQJ M1-2D, with building height limited to 75 feet 
for sound stages, 60 feet for office.
[Q] M1-2D, with a max innun 150-foot building height 
possible subject to adoption of a Development Rights 
Agreement; this applies to Paramount Studio site only.

Paramount Studios

CPC approved: 

CourierI proposed
■‘Sf

tv

Discussion: At its July 28, 1988 and August 11, 1988 
deliberations, the Corrmission considered potential 
irrpacts of further development of motion
picture/television production studios on adjacent

Absolute building height 
for inclusion as [Q] 

The Council proposal doubles the
maxinum building height recommended by

a Development Rights

cs

O residential neighborhoods, 
limits were recommended 
condt tions. 
potentiaI
Corrmission and calls for 
Agreement. Staff recommends disapproval.

^r-
© ■

Q

E. CPC 86-831 GPC Subareas 119A, 114B ABC Studios
'0

CPC approved: 
CounciI proposed:

[Q]M1-1D, with FAR limited to 1:1 
[Q]M1-1D, with FAR up to 1.5:1
possible subject to adoption of a Development Rights 
Agreement.

At its deliberations, the Commission considered and 
approved a FAR restriction of 1:1 on the ABC site, and 
rejected the 1.5:1 FAR. 
residential neighborhoods were 
action could permit substantially more development 
over the 23 acre site and calls for a Development 
Rights Agreement.

Discussion:

Impacts on adjacent 
cited. The Council

Staff recommends disapproval.

F. CPC 86-835 CPC NEW Subarea 43jB9 attached] Magic Castle

CPC approved: 
Council proposed:

HVSED density housing, [Q]R4-1VL
LMED density housing, [QJR5-1VL which would permit 
private clubs by right.
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The Magic Castle, which operates as a private club, 
requires R5 zoning to be permitted as a by-right use. 
Commission in its deliberations, in a similar instance 
(Subarea 237), approved a [Q]R5 in order to maintain a 
use permitted by R5, but limiting residential density 
to the appropriate R4 range. The Magic Castle is a 
celebrated fixture in Hollywood. Staff recommends 
approval of the Counci I-proposed [Q]R5-1VL zone.

Discussion:

G. CPC 86-835 GPC "D" LimitationsVarious Subareas

Discussion: The Counci i-proposed change is the language of the 
Corrmi ss i on-approved
properties within the Regional Center Commercial 
designation and is merely a clarification.
Council version adds the words..."The project complies 
with the following two requirements" to a subsection 
which was already construed as requiring both CRA 
Board and City Planning Commission approvals (see Page 
6). Staff recommends approval of this language as it 
is in substantial conformance with the previous CPC 
action. ■

limitation placed"D" on

The

ttO
o

Sunset/Crescent HeightsH. CPC 18473 New Footnote No. 14O
CounciI proposal: A new footnote be added to the Community Plan 

referring to the property designated as Subarea 
69A[B6] stating:

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

C3

O

<7
Discussion: During its deliberations, the Commission had been 

aware of an impending application to modify the 
conditions of approval CPC 87-368 ZC (published as 
Ordinance 163513} regarding a substantial commercial 
complex to be built at the southeast corner of Sunset 
Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard (former 
Schwab's site). In its discussion, the Commission 
recognized concerns that such modifications could be 
precluded by the Revised Community Plan if FAR in 
excess of 1.5:1 would be necessary to accommodate the 
modified project. The proposed footnote would only 
enable an application for a height district/zone 
change and does not imply a grant or approval. Staff 
recommends approval of the proposed footnote based on 
previous Commission discussion.
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I. CPC 18473 New Footnote No. 15 Yamashiro Site

Council proposal: A new footnote to be added to the Community Plan, 
referring to the Yamashiro site (Subarea No. 53, 81 of 
CPC 86-831 GPC) stating:

"Development of these properties shall be limited to a 
maxinxm floor area ratio of 1:1. \t

Discussion: The LTDC category in the revised Hollywood Comnrunity 
Plan is generally limited to a 0.5:1 FAR. The 
Counci I-proposed footnote would enable FAR up to 1:1 
on this particular site (which is presently R-zoned). 
Despite the R-zoning, this subarea is developed with 
the Yamashi ro restaurant, a nonconforming use. 
Corrmission approved the LTDC Plan category and 
accompanying 0.5:1 FAR as a means to enable a zone 
change which could alleviate the threat to the 
continued operation of this restaurant. Unlike 
Footnote 14 above, which relates to a precise and 
previously reviewed project, this footnote relates to 
theoretical future development and would appear to 
constitute an exception to the Plan Map legend solely 
on the basis of undefined future development. Staff 
recommends disapproval.

■

ro .

o
J. CPC 18473

Council proposal: A new footnote to be added to the Corrmunity Plan,
referring to the Magic Castle site (Subarea No. 43, 

. Map Exhibit 89 of CPC 86-835 GPC), stating:

"Hotels may be permitted within this property subject 
to approval pursuant to LAMC SEC. 12.24 Cl.toi 
(Footnote to be placed on Community Plan map face).

Q

O

'O' U

Discussion: The Magic Castle Hotel is existing under the R5 zone 
(Commission Approved [Q]5), and according to LAMC 
SEC. 12.24F would become a deemed-to-be-approved 
conditional use. Like footnote 15 discussed above, 
this proposed footnote relates to theoretical future 
development and would appear to constitute an 
exception to the Plan Map legend solely on the basis 
of undefined future development. Staff recommends 
disapproval. The proposed Plan footnote merely cites 
a Municipal Code section which refers to Zoning 
Administrator authority to grant conditional use 
permits for hotel uses in the R4 and R5 zones in those 
cases where the proposed hotel use is not permitted by 
right.
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K. CPC 18473

CPC 86-831 CPC New Subarea 84A [B19 attached] Hollywood Boulevard

Mediun density housing [Q]R3-1XL 
Medium density housing [Q]R5-1

CPC approved: 
Counci I proposed:

Discussion: At its July 28, 1988 and August 11, 1988 
deliberations, the Commission considered and rejected 
a Plan designation of high density housing for the 
large subarea surrounding this site. That rejection 

was based on analysis of existing development and 
zoning. The council proposed zone change would permit 
the existing house of worship (Temple Israel) by 
right. Future development would be limited to R3-1 
density.
Commission-approved [Q]R3 zone would permit the house 
of worship as a deemed-to-be-approved conditional use. 
That same status appl ies to dozens of houses of 
worship in the Hollywood Plan area. Staff recommends 
disapproval.

TheStaff recommends disapprovaI.

Q Conclusion:

O The City Council has approved zone changes and Plan amendments for several 
subareas of the Hollywood Community Plan which differ from those recommended by 
the Commission.
Plan amendment
discussions and recommendations, the staff has recommended approva! by the 
Corrmission of those changes through this consideration.

In those instances where the Counci I-proposed zone change or 
is in substantial conformance with previous CommissionO

CZ3

Approved by: Reviewed by:

X
\

G. David Less ley L—x 
Principal City Planner

Michael F. Davies 
City Planner

Prepared by: V
A

.ynei/l Washington 
Planning Assistant

G0M821
caw
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o. Subarea 84A: New Subarea (MEDIUM*. QR5-1)
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CPC-No. 86-831 GPC Exhibit B19
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MAP EXHIBIT B 9 
MINOR ADDITION
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New Subarea 43 HMED [QJR5 - 1VL

Development of this property shall be limited by the following "Q" Qualified 
condition :

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

CPC No. 86-835 Gpc 
CF No. 85-1576

Planning and Environment Committee 
recommendation



DWELLING UNITS 
PER GROSS 

ACRE
SINGLE-FAMILY 
HOUSINGHOUSING ZONE TOTAL HOUSING ?

' Minimum 
Very Low I i

0.5+ to 1 
2 + to 3 ■

AT, A2, RE40 
RE15, RE11

Total Acres 5,395 
% of Total Area 34.8 
D.U. Capacity 20,912 
Pop. Capacity 66,900

Total Acres 8,130 y 
% of Total Area 52.4 
D.U.Capacity '?7.,'.370. . 
Pop.Capacity 231 /435

’ Low I 
Low 11 
Low Med. I 

■ Low Med. fj 
Med.
High Med. 
High

3 + to 5 
5 + to 7 
7 + to 12 

12 to 24 
24+ to 40 
40 + to 60 
60 + to 80

RE9
RS, R1

. . R2, RD5, RD4, RD3
RD2, RD1 .5

Multiple-Family Housing 
Total Acres 2,735 
% of Total Area 17.6 
Dwelling Unit Cap. 76,458 
Pop. Capaicty 164,535

R3
[Q]R4 
R4, [Q] R5'‘.•if

n.
COMMERCE 8 PARKING

..t
CR, C1, Cl .5, PLimited Total Acres 59 ,

% .of Total Area 0.4
Total Commerce 
Total Acres 1,139 
% of Total Area 7.3

3

p

Highway-
Oriented

Total Acres 367 
% of TotaI Area 2.4

>
C2, Cl, P

3
Neighborhood 4 
Office

1Total Acres 363 
% of Total Area 2.3C2, C4, C1, P

C2, C4, CR, P, PB Total Acres 82 
% of Total Area 0.5

Community

Total Acres 268 
% of Total Area 1.7

C2, C4, P, PB .■ Regional 
Center

EXHIBIT C 

' -November 10, 1988

Land Use Statistics - Hollywood Community Plan
CPC 18473



"TV

; . INDUSTRY AND PARKING

. Comm. Manuf. CM, P Total Acres 57 
% of Total Area 0,3

Total industry 
Total Acres 335 O'

. \
■% of Total Area 2.1

Limited Ml, MR1, P, PB Total Acres 278 
% of Total Area 1.8

OPEN SPACE

Public/Quasi Public Total Acres 300 
% of Total Area 1.9

3 ■
Open Space . Total Acres 5,621 

% of Total Area 36 .2
3

>

Total Open Space 
Total Acres 5,921 
% of Total Area 38.1

r

jTOTAL ACRES . . 
15,525 '3 :

V

EXHIBIT C Land Use Statistics - Hollywood Community Plan {cont.] 

November'10, 1 988 ' , ■ '
CPC 18473



DWELLING 
UNITS PER 

- GROSS ACRE*

- % of 
’ RESD 

LAND

% OF 
POP.'RESIDENTIAL

DENSITY
• PERSONS PER 

GROSS ACRE
GROSS

ACRES
POP.
CAPACITY . CAPACITY

Minimum 
Very-Low i I 

. Low I 
Low 11 
Low-Med 1 
Low-Med 11 
Medium 
High-Medium 
High

0.5 to 1 
2+ to 3 
3+ to 5 
5+ to 7 
7+ to 12 

12+ to 24 
24+ to 40 
40+ to 60 
60+ to 80

3 945 . 11.6
20,5

' 2,835
14,965 
5,125 

43,975
11,415 
38,360 
77,330 . 
11,590 ' 
25,840

1 .2
9 1,663- 6.4 <r
12,5 410 5.0 2.2

2',37718.5 29.2 19.0
26 439 5.4 5.0
40 959 11.9

12.8
16.6
33.474 1 ,045

95 122 1.5 5.0'1
152 170 2.1 11.2

3
231,435TOTALS 8,130 100.0 100.0y

3

J

T-■

V.

£ .v
‘;'v-V!' 'r. *■i'.

T...

Residential Land Use Statistics - Hollywood Community PlanEXHIBIT D
1 A ' rl.QfiP

i
CPC- 18473. • ••
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CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC November 10, 1988

Following Its consideration of a City Planning Department staff report relative 
to City Council - proposed changes to the Commission - approved Hollywood II 
Zoning Consistency Program, the City Planning Commission on November 10, 
1988:

1. Approved a (Q)R5-1VL zone for new Subarea No. 43 (Map Exhibit B9 
attached-Magic Castle site) subject to the attached Condition of Approval 
(Appendix I) as proposed by City Council.

2. Approved the clarification of the 11Dr* development limitation previously listed 
as "Dl" through "DS” of Appendix I of the Commission Action Report of 
August 11 , 1988 and as described In the attached Conditions of Approval 
(Appendix I) as proposed by City Council.

3. Adopted the following findings:

- The recommended rezoning of (Q)R5-1VL for new Subarea No. 43 of CPC 
86-835 GPC is consistent with related Commission action in this vicinity and 
would permit continuing operation of a private club, the Magic Castle, by 
right.

vO

to

o

o - The recommended clarification of the 11D" development limitation ("D1M 
through llD5" of Appendix I of the Commission Action Report of August 11, 
1 988) is in substantial conformance with the previous Commission action on this 
matter.O

- The recommended permanent “Q" Conditions and 11D" development limitation 
imposed by this action are necessary: to protect the best interest of, and 
ensure a development compatible with, the surrounding neighborhood; to 
secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the 
Genera! Plan; and to prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental 
effect.

Q

■■■O

vO

- The Final Environmental Impact Report No. 1071 GP/ZC was certified by the 
City Planning Commission on August 1 1 , 1988,

- Other than amending-the specific zoning plans and the Hollywood Community 
Plan, the recommended actions will not relate to or have an effect upon the 
General Plan Elements, Specific Plans, or other plans in preparation by the 
Department of City Planning.

- Based on the above findings, the recommended Plan zone changes are deemed 
to be consistent with the public necessity, convenience, general welfare, sound 
planning and zoning practice.

4, Recommended that the Permanent (Q) Qualified classification and "D" 
Development limitations include the attached Condition of Approval (Appendix
I).
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Appendix 1

City Plan Case No. 86-835 GPC November TO, 1988

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

PERMANENT [QJ QUALIFIED CONDITIONS

Q-1. The zoning of Subarea No. 43 (Map Exhibit B9) shall be subject to the 
following permanent [Q] Qualified condition:

a. Uses shall be limited to private clubs and all other uses permitted in 
the R4 zone.

//

b. Residential density shall be limited to a maximum of one dwelling unit 
per 600 (six hundred) square feet of lot area. II

II D" DEVELOPMENT LIMITATIONS
vC-'

The language of subsection "b11 of Dl through D5 development limitations as 
listed in the Commission Action Report of August 11 , 1988 (Appendix I) shall1^
be:O . ti

B. The Project complies with the following two requirements:

A Disposition and Development Agreement or Owner Participation 
Agreement has been executed by the Community Redevelopment Agency Board, 
and the Project is approved by the City Planning Commission, or the City 
Council on appeal, pursuant to the procedures set forth in Municipal Code 
Section 12.24-B.3”.

O

o- ■

o

vC-
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City Plan Case No. 86-835 GPC November 10, 1988

These actions were taken by the following vote:

ChristopherMoved: 
Seconded: Stein
Aye:
Absent:

Luddy
Estrada, Neiman

Kenneth C. Topping 
Director of Planning

Ramona Haro, Secretary 
City Planning Commission

o
to

CL

o

-■vj ■'

o

■o
VO
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OFFICE OF 

CITY CLERK
'.■ELiAtf MART’JrEZ " 
' * CITY C'XflK , "

•mm, room 393, City Hall 
LOS ANGELES. CA 900*2 

483-5703

WHEN MAKING INQUIRIES 
V • RELATIVE to THIS MATTER. 

REFER TO FILE NO,

TOM BRADLEY
MAYOR86-0695-SI

' (ofJL

■ ' CD's 4, 5 and 13 '
. • CPC 18473 .

f’December 14, 1988

Resolutions)
-City Planning Department (w/file & Resolutions)
City Redevelopment Agency (w/copy of Resolutions)
Cultural Heritage Commission (w/copy of Resolutions) 
Building and Safety, Zoning Section (w/copy of Resolutions)

Honorable Tom Bradley, Mayor (w/cop-

COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION, ZONE :AND HEIGHT DISTRICT CHANGES RELATIVE 
TO THE HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN ■

RE:a*

Lf>

At the meeting of the Council held December 13, 1988, the following 
action was taken: „ . ■

W

o
Attached report adopted 

motion
resolutions adopted................

Ordinance adopted..........................
Motion adopted to approve attached report

communication

o I! II >(ii X -*8*
O

ii it it niio To the Mayor for concurrence..............
-To the Planning Department FORTHWITH....
Mayor concurred................. ...........
Appointment confirmed............... .
Appointee has/has not taken the Oath of Oftrkp |_05

*"*' . Findings adopted........... ........... . .Q*T:....
Negative Declaration adopted............ .
Categorically exempt.................. .

. Generally exempt............................
EIR certified...............................

X
*0

ssipt'.
ML?•••»«••* Hi*:

Off*'; x
Tract map approved for filing with the County Recorder....
Parcel map approved for filing with the County Recorder.... 
Bond approved is No. ____________ _____ °£ Contract......
Resolution of acceptance of future street to be known as
______________________________________ adopted.............. . . .
Agreement mentioned therein is/are No. ___________ _______
_________________ . - _____ of Contracts................
Attach a copy of follow-up Department Report to file.... 
Special Instructions_________________________________________

5^ /K ft

City Clerk 
crm

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER
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RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the city Planning Commission, on August 11, 1988, approved 
the Hollywood Community Plan Revision; and
WHEREAS, the City Council, at its October 26, 1988 meeting approved 
the Hollywood community Plan Revision with an additional two Community 
Planning footnotes, (Nos. 15 and 16)
WHEREAS, pursuant to the city charter and Ordinance provisions, the 
Mayor and the city Planning Commission have transmitted their .
recommendations?.
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission agreed with the Council's 
recommendations with the exception of footnotes; however, the 
Mayor concurred with the entire Council action*;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that this Proposed Hollywood 
Community Plan Revision be adopted by the City Council of the 
city of Los Angeles, superseding all previously adopted General 
Plan elements, relating to the community, most particularly the 
Hollywood Community Plan Map and Text, and the Hollywood portion 
of the Circulation Element. .

O '

to

©

CD

©

O

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Environmental Impact Report has been 
found adequate to comply with the ..California Environmental Quality Act 
and the State and city Guidelines relating thereto; arid that a notice 
of Determination be filed with the Los Angeles county clerk and the 
Los Angeles City Clerk in accordance with Article VI Sections lib and 
lid of the City of Los Angeles Guidelines for the Implementation of 
the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970.

J7ESY Ills!- Vns foregoing 
resolution was adopted by the Coun
cil of the City of los Angeles at its 
meeting held

l

*10 vote item
DEC 13«» *

ELIAS 9^ Clerl<fiS
5i>.By

iv
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RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission on August 11, 1988, approved the 
proposed Revision of the Hollywood community Plan and its accompanying 
zoning; and ,
WHEREAS, pursuant to city Charter and Municipal Code provisions, the 
City Planning Commission has transmitted its recommendations; 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 Community Plan be amended to 
conform to this plan revision and accompanying zone adoptedby City Council. ’ - - ,.

\0 ■

e*&-

o

o

o

o

o

rtiiVifiatifia-fbrsgoinf 
? adopted by the Ooun . 

- sty oj Los Anqeles at its

7tr^y
J3W .va

ill V

seating ***''

DEC 131998
F*.

EUfls“5f!Mi?!cleri^P'
' By n
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A Resolution of theCity Council of the City of Los Angeles, California,

WHEREAS, the Hollywood Carmunity Plan, a portion of the City's General 
Plan, incorporates sites designated on the Cultural and Historic 

. Monunents Element of the General Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Hollywood ComTunlty Plan encourages the addition of suitable 
sites thereto; and

W-EREAS, the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, adopted in May, 1986 is to 
provide protections to such suitable sites; and

WHEREAS, a survey and report by Hollywood Heritage, camiissioned by the 
Canrunity Redevelopment Agency, designates a list of such suitable sites;
and

WHEREAS, the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan states the "Agency shall 
coordinate the inplamentation" of its. preservation provisions with the 
Cultural Heritage Ccrmnission of the City;

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Los 
Angeles that: ■

1) The Ccrmunity Redevelopment Agency is instructed to transmit the 
attached list of significant structures to the City's Cultural 
Heritage Commission for consideration each -for cultural-historic 
montment status.

AO

c>

o

»

ID

That the City's Department of Building and Safety is instructed to 
create a zoning information (Zl) nmber for assignment to each of 
the sites on the attached list, whereby; any application for a 
demolition and/or building permit will require notification of the 
Cultural Heritage Comaission;

2).0 :

0

A1

: -TltEBY Znd'.rj ll;st lha faragoinr- 
iKm was sdoptGd by the Coup 

ity of los Angelas at its

■u

^eating ^tfj

DEC 131988
&ELIAS MA£r<NEZ City Clerk 0

By
m m?*acO,

v

CPC 86-835 CPC
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DINGS LISTED CM CK POTENTIAL^ 'JGIBLE FOR 

• SWTICMAL REGISTER OF HtSTOx.G^OsCES 
! AND PROTECTED BY SECTION 5110. .TE 

HOLLYWXD REDEVElOFfvENT PLAN

L

Group l

6331 Hollywood Boulevard * 
6381 Hollywood Boulevard *

1615 WiI cox Avenue

* listed individually but within Historic District boundaries

Group ID

and Entertairment Historic District;Hollywood Boulevard Corrmercia

6253 Hollywood Boulevard 
6264 Hollywood Boulevard 
6280 Hoilywood Boulevard

6330 Hollywood Boulevard 
6301 Hollywood Boulevard 
6313 Hollywood Boulevard
6320 Hollywood Boulevard
6321 Hollywood Boulevard
6324 Hollywood Boulevard
6325 Hollywood Boulevard 
6336 Hollywood Boulevard
6349 Hollywood Boulevard
6350 Hollywood Boulevard 
6356 Hollywood Boulevard
6362 Hoilywood Boulevard
6363 Hollywood Boulevard 
6368 Hollywood Boulevard 
6374 Hollywood Boulevard 
6377 Hollywood Boulevard ■
6380 Hollywood Boulevard

6400 Hollywood Boulevard
6401 Hollywood Boulevard 
6410 Hollywood Bouelvard

. 6411 Hollywood Boulevard 
6413 Hollywood Boulevard

9^5

O

O

o

o

VD .

O

CPC 86-835 CPC
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Croup 1D (Continued)

6418 Hollywood Boulevard 
6423 Hollywood Boulevard 
6430 Hollywood Boulevard 
6436 Hollywood Boulevard

6501 Hollywood Boulevard 
6505 Hoilywood Boulevard 
6523 Hollywood Boulevard 
6531 Hollywood Boulevard 
6542 Hollywood Boulevard 
6547 Hollywood Boulevard 
6549 Hollywood Boulevard
6553 Hollywood Boulevard
6554 Hollywood Boulevartf ■ 
6565 Hollywood Boulevard

6600 Hollywood Boulevard
6601 Hollywood Boulevard

6606 Hollywood Boulevard 
6614 Hollywood Boulevard 
6616 Hollywood Boulevard 
6624 Hollywood Boulevard 
6626 Hollywood Boulevard 
6630 Hoilywood Boulevard 
6636 Hollywood Boulevard 
6652-HoIlywood Boulevard 
6658 Hollywood Boulevard
6662 Hollywood Boulevard
6663 Hotlywood Boulevard
6669 Hoi lywood ..Boulevard ‘
6670 Hollywood Boulevard 
6679 Hollywood Boulevard

6700 Hollywood Boulevard
6701 Hollywood Boulevard 
6712 Hollywood Boulevard 
6728 Hollywood Boulevard 
6724 Hollywood Boulevard 
6727 Hoilywood Boulevard
6739 Hollywood Boulevard
6740 Hollywood Boulevard 
6743 Hollywood Boulevard
6751 Hollywood Boulevard
6752 Hollywood Boulevard 

.6755 Hollywood Boulevard
6758 Hollywood Boulevard
6765 Hollywood Boulevard
6766 Hoilywood Boulevard 
6768 Hollywood Boulevard 
6777 Hoilywood Boulevard 
6780 Hoilywood Boulevard

■(;

i ■

O

o
*3»

O

o

\0

'l

CPC 86-835 CPC
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Croup 1D (Continued)

6800 Hoilywood Boulevard 
6806 Hollywood Boulevard 
6834 Hollywood Boulevard

6901 Hollywood Boulevard 
6904 Hollywood Boulevard 
6922 Hollywood Boulevard

7000 Hoilywood Boulevard
7001 Hollywood Boulevard . 
7024 Hoilywood Boulevard 
7036 Hollywood Boulevard 
7048 Hollywood Boulevard 
7046 Hollywood Boulevard 
7051 Hollywood Boulevard

' 7055 Hollywood Boulevard
7065 Hollywood Boulevard

1714 Ivar Avenue

N0 •. 1620 Vine Street
1632 Vine Street
1633 Vine Street 
1717 Vine Street 
1735 Vine Street

Q

O
Croup 3

6141 Afton PlaceO

1316 Bronson AvenueO

*0' • ■ 6831 De Longpre Avenue 

1832-50 Grace Avenue

1774 N. Cower Avenue

;6776 Hawthorn Avenue

CPC 86-835 CPC
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Group 3 (Continued)

5618-28 Hollywood Boulevard 
5701 Hollywood Boulevard 
5716 Hollywood Boulevard

5617 La Mirada Avenue

1809-11 Las Palmas Avenue •

1782 Orange Drive

6000 Santa Monica Boulevard

5858 Sunset Boulevard

6121 Sunset Boulevard 
6525 Sunset Boulevard 
6641 Sunset Boulevard 
6657 Sunset Boulevard<r-

"43 1201 N. Vine Street 
. 1313 N. Vine Street 

1750 N. Vine Street
7*3

O-
‘ 1277 WiIcox Avenue 

1803-05 Wilcox AvenueQ

6303-17 Yucca Street
O

O

‘■S>.

<0

CPC 86-835 CPC
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DATE: February 28, 1990

City Plan Case No. 86-835 GPC 
Council File No. 86-0695 S. 1 
Council District No. 13

Honorable City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
Rm. 395, City Hall

TO:

Kenneth C. Topping 
Director of Planning

FROM: }h&

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCES CHANGING THE ZONES AND HEIGHT 
DISTRICTS IN THE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA' OF THE HOLLYWOOD 
COMMUNITY PLAN IN ORDER TO MAKE THE ZONES/HEIGHT DISTRICTS 
CONSISTENT WITH THE COUNCIL-ADOPTED REVISED HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY 
PLAN

SUBJECT:in

o
o Pursuant to Section 97.8 of the City Charter, on behalf of the City Planning 

Commission, I adopt the attached findings and approve these ordinances, 
recommend their adoption, and find such action conforms to the latest action 
of the City Planning Commission on this matter.Q

O Transmitted herewith are the above-described ordinances, report and 
recommendation for appropriate action and subsequent submittal to City 
Council. There are a total of eighteen (18) ordinances.

'O

sO

KCT/MFD/ad

Attachment
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STAFF REPORT

Ordinances changing the zones and height districts for property located in the 
Redevelopment Project area of the Hollywood Community Plan (Hollywood XI).

SUMMARY:

The Commission approved the Revision of 
the Hollywood Community Plan and 
accompanying zone changes.

August 11, 1988

September 20, 1988 The Planning and Environment Committee 
of the City Council approved the 
recommended zone changes but modified 
the zoning on the Magic Castle (new 
Subarea No. 43) and clarified nD 
Development limitations D1-D5 of the 
Planning Commission report of August 
11, 1988.

II

m
November 10, 1988 The Planning Commission approved the 

recommended _ modification of the 
Planning and Environment Committee.

£0 '

O

o December 13, 1988 City Council adopted the Hollywood 
Community ■ Plan and accompanying zone 
changes as recommended by its Committee.

*53*

The procedural requirements for the action of the Planning Department have 
been fulfilled as follows: '

August 11, 1988 The Commission certified the 
Environmental Impact Reports (SCH No. 
87-112504
prepared for the Hollywood Community 
Plan Revision and accompanying zone 
changes.

SCH No. 85-052903)and

December 13, 1988 The City Council found the EIR's for 
the Hollywood Community Plan Revision 
and accompanying zone changes to be 
adequate and in compliance with CEQA 
and the State and City Guidelines 
relating thereto.

REMARKS

The subject zone change/height district change ordinances are consistent with 
the purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan as reflected in the.



\

V.V.5 .EITY PLAN CASE NO. 86- j GPC PAGE 3

- adopted Revised Hollywood Community Plan. There are 18 ordinances mapped for 
.■ the action.

These ordinances complete the rezoning of the Hollywood Community Plan are and 
complement the previously adopted 47 ordinances processed under City Plan Case 
No. 86-831 GPC.

RECOMMENDATIONS BY STAFF: That the Director of Planning adopt the 
following recommendation;

I have reviewed the findings of the City Planning Commission's actions 
taken on City Plan Cases Nos. 18473 and 86-835 GPC at its August 11, 1988 
and November 10, 1988 meetings, and have determined that the findings are 
adequate for the subject changes of zone and height district.

VKENNETH C. TOPPING 
Director of Planning

LD

PO
Approved;

O

o
MiCHAEL F. DAVIES 
City Planner

Q

vO
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CITY PLAN' CASE NO. 86-835 GPC 
EIR NO. 86-1071 GP/ZC

COUNCIL DISTRICT NO. 13

PROPOSED FINAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Jx.-

O
HOLLYWOOD II

ifi

O
GENERAL PLAN/ZONING CONSISTENCY PROGRAM

O

o

o
The Proposed Final Environmental Impact Report is comprised of 
the attached report and the previously circulated Draft EIRs.--O

vQ

Prepared By:

Los Angeles City Planning Department 
General Plan Implementation Division

July 1988
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INTRODUCTION

The Los Angeles City Planning Department in accordance with Section 15153 of the 
California Environmental Quality Act, recirculated the originally certified 
Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) for the Hollywood Community Plan and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment project as the Draft EIR for the Community Plan Revision 
and General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program for the Hollywood Community within 
the Hollywood Redevelopment Area. The Draft EIR was distributed for public 
review and comment for a period of 30 days ending on June 13, 1988.

This report includes a summary of comments received along with the Planning 
Department's responses to those comments. Comments may be paraphrased for 
clarity, but the intent has not been altered. The original comments received 
during that period are on file with the City Planning Department and may be 
reviewed upon request.

Also attached to this report is a record of those persons, groups, or agencies 
who received a copy of the Draft EIR but did not respond with comments.

The Proposed Final Environmental Impact Report for Part I-I of the General 
Plan/Zoning Consistency Program for the Hollywood Community is comprised of the 
attached report and the previously circulated Draft EIR.■O

*/>

O '

o

N

o

••o

•o
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

CITY OF LOS ANGELES. BUREAU OF ENGINEERING

Comment

The Hollywood Community is located within the City's Hyperion Wastewater 
Treatment System Tributary Area, and wastewater generated within this community 
area will be treated within the Hyperion System. Treatment capacity within the 
Hyperion System is presently limited, and the City has enacted a series of 
ordinances (Ordinance Nos. 163,559 and 163,565) to restrict new connections to 
the Hyperion Treatment System.

Comment noted for inclusion in the Final EIR.
O

Commentfs.

1,0 The following statement should be incorporated in' the Final EIR:
O The Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP) is located along the coastline at Playa

Itsdel Rey, directly southeast of the Los Angeles International Airport, 
service area includes most of the City of Los Angeles, the cities of Culver 
City, El Segundo, Santa Monica, San Fernando, Beverly Hills, Burbank, 
Glendale, and several unincorporated areas of the County of Los Angeles. 
These neighboring areas have contractual obligations to share the cost of 
having their Wastewater treated at the City's facilities.

O

T
"D
O

"The HTP was designed and constructed in the early 1950's with capability to 
process 420 MGD (million gallons per day) of wastewater. All flows receive 
primary treatment and 100 MGD receive secondary treatment through a 5-mile 
ocean outfall into Santa Monica Bay. The sludge or solids retained by the 
primary and secondary treatment processes are biologically digested and, 
until December 31, 1987, were discharged through a 7-mile outfall to the rim 
of a submarine canyon. Since December 31, 1987 the sludge has been 
dewatered and processed to recover energy, hauled to a sanitary landfill, 
used for soil amendment purposes, or handled in a combination of these 
disposal methods. Methane gas produced in the digestion process is used to 
power electrical generator and air compressor equipment for plant 
operations. '

•O
a

The Hyperion service area also includes two inland water reclamation 
plants, namely, the Los Angeles/Glendale Water Reclamation Plant (LAGWRP) 
and the Tillman Water Reclamation Plant (TWRP). The LAWGRP was completed in 
1976 with capability to treat 20 MGD of wastewater. The TWRP became 
operational in 1985 with a design capacity of 40 MGD. These upstream 
capacities reduce the need for construction of lengthy relief sewers and add 
potential for beneficial use of reclaimed water. These upstream plants will 
be expanded as necessary to treat increases in sewage volumes within their 
tributary area. ' '
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Many projects are underway and planned at the Hyperion Treatment Plant to 
provide a significant improvement in quality of the discharges to the Santa 
Monica Bay.

Recently completed and in the start-up/operational stage as of late .1987 is 
the Hyperion Energy Recovery System (HERS) which was designed to stop 
discharging sludge into Santa Monica Bay. By the HERS process, the sludge- 
is dehydrated and combusted into ash which is then trucked offsite for reuse 
as a copperflux replacement. A highly usable byproduct of the HERS system 
is steam which is harnessed to generate electricity for the plant.

The next major series of projects at the Hyperion Treatment Plant will 
provide full secondary treatment by December 31, 1998. Accomplishing full 
secondary treatment requires new facilities, refurbishing or modernizing 
others, as well as removing and replacing a number of facilities which have 
exceeded their useful life. When the projects become operational, only 
secondary effluent will continue to be discharged into the ocean. However, 
this effluent is available for appropriate application's.

Other improvement projects now in the planning, design or construction 
stage are being implemented within the Hyperion System. These improvements 
include additions, repairs and replacements of sewer, lines and pumping 
stations that make up a good part of the collection system. These projects 
are being implemented to mitigate the impacts resulting from development and 
the.resulting additional wastewater volumes so as to prevent overflows and 
to reliably transport wastewater to the treatment plants.o

o
As of 1987 the treatment capacity of the Hyperion System (including HTP, 

TWRP and LAGWRP) is 477 mgd. System flows are approaching 440 mgd. Flows 
are anticipated to increase and in response, the City has near term plans 
for expansion at the TWRP and LAGWRP. Longer range additional expansion 
provisions exist at all three of the treatment plants within the Hyperion 
System."

O

o
vQ

Response

Comments noted for inclusion in the Final EIR.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Comment

The mitigation proposed for Santa Monica Boulevard (Route 2) and Highland Avenue 
(Route 170) is consistent with Caltrans1 Route Concept Report. However, the 
Volume Capacity ratios showing existing conditions (Figure 11 of the recirculated 
Hollywood Community Plan EIR) do not agree with the State's Route Concept 
Report. The State's data shows Level of Service F2 and F3, and a Volume/Capacity 
ratio of 1.27 for Routes 2 and 170.

■ Response

Figure 11 is based on traffic counts from the City of Los Angeles shown in Table 
However, the comment is noted for correction of the Environmental.Impact11.

Report.
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Comment

The Plan should include an assessment of traffic impacts to the Hollywood Freeway.

Kespons e

At the outset of preparation of the revised Community Plan and Draft EIR, a total 
of 39 intersections were specified by the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation for detailed evaluation in the Draft EIR. The 39 intersections 
consisted basically of all crossings of major arterials with major arterials and 
with secondary arterials. Based on coordination with the Los Angeles Department 
of Transportation it was determined that a detailed evaluation of traffic impacts 
and potential mitigation measures at all intersections and freeway ramp locations 
in the Community Plan area was not feasible, and that the selected 39 
intersections would provide an indication of the general types of improvements 
which may be necessary.

The Hollywood Freeway is a major link in the Los Angeles regional freeway 
system. Portions of the freeway operate under congested conditions during peak 
periods. Continued growth, not only in the Hollywood area but throughout the Los 
Angeles region, can be expected to result in an increase in congestion levels and 
a lengthening of peak periods. The impacts of this continued growth on operating 
conditions along the Hollywood Freeway, and potential measures to alleviate these 
impacts (such as freeway widening, increased ridesharing,.or increased transit 
use), are issues which must be addressed at the regional level.

Ps
in
o

The Draft EIR recommends that.the City of Los Angeles initiate the preparation of 
a Transportation Specific Plan for the entire community plan area, in which 
transportation improvement options and costs would be fully identified, an 
implementation program would be prepared, and a funding mechanism would be . 
developed. It is anticipated that the Transportation Specific Plan would include 
a more detailed evaluation of traffic.impacts and mitigation measures, not only 
on surface streets and at the 39 intersections evaluated in this Draft EIR, but 
also at freeway onramps and along the Hollywood Freeway.

O
'■Zf

O
3

-O
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES. FIRE DEPARTMENT

Comment

The Fire Department continually evaluates fire station placement and overall 
Department services for the entire City, as well as specific areas. Any 
additional development in the Hollywood Community may result in the need for 
increased staffing for existing facilities, additional fire protection 
facilities, and/or relocation of present fire protection facilities.

Response

Comments noted. The net effect of the proposed Plan revisions is to reduce 
permitted development significantly below the level permitted by the existing 
Community Plan.
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LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT--BUILDING SERVICES DIVISION

Comment

The boundaries of Subarea 185 (Selma Avenue School) should be extended to include 
parcels fronting on Cherokee and Selma Avenues, in accordance with the attached 
map.

Response

Correction noted.

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT

Comment

The intensity of development allowed by the Plan Revision proposal represents a 
significant reduction from that permitted by the existing zoning and Community 
Plan. This works against the City Centers concept underlying the Genera]. Plan, 
and the City's policy to concentrate development in areas served by Metro Rail. 
Two stations will serve the Hollywood II area, intended to induce growth within 
the Center while offsetting growth-induced traffic demand. A minimum Floor Area 
Ratio of 6:1 should be allowed within three blocks of each proposed station where 
surrounding land use patterns are compatible, with commercial zoning. Density 
bonuses and transfer of development rights should be allowed in addition to an 
FAR of 6:1.

rsi

to
o

o ■

Responsew

o This is not a comment as to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Much of the land 
surrounding proposed Metro Rail stations at Hollywood and Vine (Subarea 180) and 
Hollywood and Highland (Subarea 60) permits a maximum floor area ratio of 6:1.
The High Density housing area recommended for Subarea 420 also permits mixed use 
commercial development. This implements the City Centers concept while 
recognizing that Hollywood is already severely impacted by development. 
Utilization of the full permissible floor area ratio will depend on accordance to 
a transportation mitigation plan which should promote public transit usage.

Certain Center areas are designated for housing development. This responds to 
the need for upgrading the housing stock in Hollywood. Areas recommended for 
residential zones which lie within a designated Regional Center may be changed to 
a commercial zone through a zone change procedure.

O

»4D

CITY OF LOS ANGELES, DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER (POWER SYSTEMS)

Comment

Distribution Station 10 may be adversely impacted by the Community Plan 
Revision. The Community Plan's change in zone may not be compatible with the 
existing facility which would.make it difficult to update or expand DS-10. 
appropriate zone is C2 with a corresponding height district. '

The
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Response

The existing use as a distribution station is permitted in the recommended zone 
as a conditional use, and shall be deemed to be approved per LAMC 12.24 F.

HOLLYWOOD HOMEOWNERS AND TENANTS ASSOCIATION

Comment

The effect of concentration of Hollywood's major commercial development within 
the Redevelopment Area will be to make a dumping ground of the project area, 
appropriate traffic study should be completed prior to Community Plan revision. 
This traffic study should be completed by the Planning Department.

An

Response

This is not a comment as to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The recommendations 
focus development intensity in Hollywood in areas where infrastructure is most 
developed, implementing the City Centers concept. The Plan revision proposes a 
significant reduction in allowable development compared to that allowed by the 
existing Plan and zoning, measured by intensity, density, and permitted height.

The Transportation Plan is being prepared by the City Agency to which it was 
assigned. The Plan will be subject to public review and comment, and must be 
approved by the Planning Commission and the City Council. Until such a plan is 
adopted, development in much of the Redevelopment Area will be restricted as 
described in Comments 18, 23 and 24.

to
r-\

O
Comment

According to the former Director of the Los Angeles City Planning Department, the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan permits SD% greater densities than is allowed by the 
streets and infrastructure. The Plan should permit no more than a 3:1 floor area 
ratio, with a 45 foot height limit. -

O

O

-.o
Response

This is not a comment as to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The proposed 
amendments reduce permitted development at maximum buildout by 65.4% within the 
Regional Center area, compared to the 1973 Plan. Street improvements and 
infrastructure developments, along with Transportation Demand Management programs 
will mitigate some of the effects of individual developments, and may be 
considered in the environmental review process for new projects.

Comment

The Planning Department and Commission should recommend an amendment to the 
Redevelopment Plan requiring Transfers of Development Rights in order to curb the 
loss of historic and architectural resources.
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Response

Comment acknowledged. Preservation of historic and architectural resources is a 
stated goal of the Hollywood Community Plan. This may be implemented through 
transfers of development rights, individual project review, public acquisition, 
or a number of other methods. ‘

Comment

The City Planning Department and Planning Commission should request an amendment 
to the Redevelopment Plan deleting the power of eminent domain to avoid 
residential and commercial displacement.

Response

Use of eminent domain is not specifically sanctioned by the Community Plan for 
Hollywood; rather, it is authorized by the Redevelopment Plan approved by the 
City Council in May, 1986.
Comment

A number of planning studies are currently underway affecting planning in 
Hollywood: the adoption of an alignment for Metro Rail, the CRA's Urban Design 
Plan for the Hollywood Boulevard District, and the Transportation Plan for 
Hollywood. The Community Plan revision should be delayed until these studies are 
complete and adopted. ‘

• : 4

Response

City Planning staff has been directed to prepare the Community Plan amendments 
for the Hollywood area. The Community Plan is by nature a long term planning 
document. Transportation and design plans are implementation programs which are 
subsidiary to the framework established by the Community Plan, which therefore 
may be adopted later than the Community Plan. .

CD

-*•3

CD
r-s

HOLLYWOOD HERITAGEO
Comment■-O

The Draft EIR incorrectly states that a survey of historic and architectural 
resources "should be prepared". Such a survey exists, and should be included in 
the EIR.
of Historic Preservation Overlay Zones: permitted density may be reduced in
neighborhoods identified as having historic/cultural resources, with development 
channelled to other areas through zoning incentives.

Plan Revision should achieve more than simply recommending the adoption

Response

The survey is included in the recirculated Draft EIR for the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Area as Appendix C. Mechanisms other than Historic Preservation 
Overlay Zones are addressed in the Draft EIR.
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GROUPS, INDIVIDUALS, AND AGENCIES THAT RECEIVED 
THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT BUT DID NOT COMMENT

Groups and Individuals:

Center for Law in the Public Interest 
Francine F. Rabinovitz 
Sierra Club -
Outpost Homeowners' Association 
Hollywood Coordinating Council 
Hollywood YMCA

Agencies:

City of Los Angeles .
Department of Water and Power (Water Systems) 
Department of Building and Safety 
Bureau of Sanitation 
City Attorney
City Clerk, Environmental Section 
Environmental Quality Board 
Office of the Mayor, Energy Coordinator 
Police Department, Planning Section 
Department of Recreation and Parks 

■ Department of Transportation

-O

IN.

m

o
o
V County of Los Angeles

Department of Public Works
Department of Engineering, Sanitation Division 
Flood Control
Health Services Department 
Regional Planning Department

TO
ZD
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o
Southern California Association of Governments

State of California
Department of Fish and Game
Santa Monica Mountains Planning Commission

United States Government
Environmental Protection Agency .
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area

Other Agencies
South Coast Air Quality Management District . 
Southern California Association of Governments 
Southern California Gas Company

FINALEIR/A011 
07/2.0/88
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24. Haul Routes. The developer shall install appropriate traffic signs around the site to ensure 
pedestrian and vehicle safety. Fences shall be constructed around the site to minimize 
trespassing, vandalism, short-cut attractions and attractive nuisances. A site in the 
"Hillside Exempt" or non Hillside area with more than 20,000 cubic yards of grading shall 
obtain haul route approval.

25. Liquefaction. The project shall comply with the Uniform Building Code Chapter 18. 
Dlvlsionl Sectionl 804.5 Liquefaction Potential and Soil Strength Loss which requires the 
preparation of a geotechnical report. The geotechnical report shall assess potential 
consequences of any liquefaction and soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement or reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, and discuss mitigation 
measures that may include building design consideration. Building design considerations 
shall include, but are not limited to: ground stabilization, selection of appropriate 
foundation type and depths, selection of appropriate structural systems to accommodate 
anticipated displacements or any combination of these measures.

26. Subsidence. Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the applicant shall 
' submit a geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified
engineering geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety.

27. Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control. Environmental impacts may result 
from the release of toxins into the stormwater drainage channels during the routine 
operation of commercial development projects. Ordinance No. 172,176 and Ordinance 
No, 173,494 specify Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control which requires the 
application of Best Management Practices (BMPs). Chapter IX, Division 70 of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code addresses grading, excavations, and fills, Applicants must meet 
the requirements of the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) approved 
by Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, including the following (a copy of 
the SUSMP can be downloaded at: http://www.swrcb.ca.aov/rwo cb4/):

a. Project applicants are required to implement stormwater BMPs to treat and infiltrate 
the runoff from a storm event producing 3/4 inch of rainfall in a 24 hour period. The 
design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development Best 
Management Practices Handbook Part B Planning Activities. A signed certificate from 
a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs meet 
this numerical threshold standard is required.

b. Post development peak stormwater runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate for developments where the increase peak 
stormwater discharge rate will result in increased potential for downstream erosion.

c. Reduce Impervious surface area by using permeable pavement materials where 
appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt; unit pavers, i.e. turf block; and 
granular materials, i.e. crushed aggregates, cobbles.

d. Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and run-off of 
stormwater.

e. Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are 
prohibited.

f. Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn't 
allow stormwater run-on or contact with stormwater runoff.

http://www.swrcb.ca.aov/rwo_cb4/
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u. Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons, which prohibit illegal dumping, 
must be posted at public access points along channels and creeks within the project 
area.

v. Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

w. Materials with the potential to contaminate stormwater must be; (1) placed in an 
enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar stormwater 
conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures such as 
berms, dikes, or curbs,

x. The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

y. The storage area must have a roof or awning to minimize collection of stormwater 
within the secondary containment area.

z. The owner(s) of the property will 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.

28. Solid Waste. The developer shall Institute a recycling program to the satisfaction of the 
Planning Department to reduce the volume of solid waste going to landfills. Recycling 
bins shall be provided at appropriate locations to promote recycling of paper, metal, glass, 
and other recyclable material. These bins shall be picked up no less than once a week as 
a part of the project’s regular trash pick-up program.

D. Administrative Conditions of Approval

Approval, Verification and Submittals, 
verification of consultations, reviews or approval, plans, etc, as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Planning Department for placement in the 
subject file.

Code Compliance. Area, height and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions are more 
restrictive.

Copies of any approvals, guarantees or29,

30.

31. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of shoring, excavation, and foundation permits relative to 
this matter, an agreement concerning all the information contained in the (Q) conditions 
shall be recorded in the County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land 
and shall be binding on any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The 
agreement shall be submitted to the Planning Department for approval before being 
recorded, after recordation, a copy bearing the Recorder1 number and date shall be 
provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the file.

32. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced In these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public offices, legislation or their successors, designees or 
amendment to any legislation.

33. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Planning Department and any designated agency, or the
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g. Design repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and 
spills. Connect drains to a standard sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection 
of the repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required, 
obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

h. Vehicle/equipment wash areas must be self-contained and/or covered, equipped with 
a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and properly connected to the sanitary sewer.

i. Any connection to the sanitary sewer must have authorization from the Bureau of 
Sanitation.

j. Store above ground liquid storage tanks (drums and dumpsters) in areas with 
impervious surfaces in order to contain leaks and spills. Install a secondary 
containment system such as berms, dikes, liners, vaults, and double-wail tanks. Where 
used oil or dangerous waste is stored, a dead-end sump should be installed in the 
drain.

k. Toxic wastes must be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. Store trash 
dumpsters both under cover and with drains routed to the sanitary sewer or use non
leaking and water-tight dumpsters with lids. Use drip pans or absorbent materials 
whenever grease containers are emptied. Wash containers in an area with properly 
connected sanitary sewer.

l. Reduce and recycle wastes, including: paper; glass; aluminum; oil; and grease.

m. Reduce the use of hazardous materials and waste by: using detergent-based or water- 
based cleaning systems; and avoid chlorinated compounds, petroleum distillates, 
phenols, and formaldehyde.

n. Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

o. Utilize natural drainage systems to the maximum extent practicable.

p. Control or reduce or eliminate flow to natural drainage systems to the maximum extent 
practicable.

q. Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

r. Protect slopes and channels and reduce run-off velocities by complying with Chapter 
IX, Division 70 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code and utilizing vegetation (grass, 
shrubs, vines, ground covers, and trees) to provide long-term stabilization of soil.

s. Cleaning of vehicles and equipment to be performed within designated covered or 
bermed wash area paved with Portland concrete, sloped for wash water collection, and 
with a pretreatment facility for wash water before discharging to properly connected 
sanitary sewer with a CPI type oif/water separator. The separator unit must be: 
designed to handle the quantity of flows; removed for cleaning on a regular basis (at 
least twice a year) to remove any solids; and the oil absorbent pads must be replaced 
regularly, once in fall just before the wet season, and in accordance with manufacturer' 
specifications.

t. All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping.


