
Doug Haines, La Mirada Avenue Neighborhood Association
P.O. Box 93596
Los Angeles, CA 90093-0596

Planning and Land Use Management Committee,
Los Angeles City Council
c/o Office of the City Clerk
City of Los Angeles, City Hall
200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 395
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Date: 0-$/ 02>\lj~___________

Submitted in Committee

Council Pile No IU '00 3 3.........

RE: Council File 16-0033
Case No.: CPC-2015-74-GPA-CUB-SPP-SPR
CEOA No.: ENV-2008-1421-EIR
Project Location: 5500 - 5544 Sunset Blvd., 1417 - 1441 N. Western Ave., 1414 St. Andrews PL, 

and 5505 - 5545 De Longpre Ave.

Dear Chair Huizar, and Honorable Council members:

Please note the following comments written in response to a March 17,2016 letter submitted into the 
record by the firm Hecht Solberg, on behalf of their client, the Target Corporation. The Hecht Solberg 
letter addresses three appeals of the City Planning Commission’s November 12,2015 approval of the 
revised Target at Sunset and Western project.

If completed as proposed, the Target development would consist of a structure 74 feet, 4 inches in 
height, with 194,749 sq. ft. of retail development and 225,286 sq. ft. of above-grade parking spaces in 
two levels totaling 458 stalls. Total site development is 420,035 sq. ft. The net lot area is 160,678 sq. ft.
The primary component of the project would be a 163,862 sq. ft. Target retail store on the third level, 
with 30,887 sq. ft. of unidentified retail at ground level. The applicant is Target Corporation.

Target seeks to amend the General Plan, the Vermont/Western Transit Oriented Specific Plan (also 
known as the Station Neighborhood Area Plan, or “SNAP”), and the Hollywood Community Plan to 
proceed with its project, which the Court invalidated in 2014.

I. THE 201Q TARGET PROJECT’S EIR ISN’T RELEVANT TO THE CURRENT
PROJECT. AND A NEW EIR IS REQUIRED UNDER CEOA.

The Target EIR has a 2010 baseline that reviewed a site-specific project requiring eight exceptions to 
SNAP. The project now before the Council, in contrast, would create an entirely new subarea that is not 
confined to the Target site, and instead requests amendments not only to SNAP, but also to the General Plan 
and the Hollywood Community Plan. The prior Target project is therefore not the current Target project 
either in scope or subject site location, and is not in any manner applicable to the entitlement requests now 
presented for your review.



Neither the Target Environmental Impact Report nor SNAP’s original environmental analysis 
considered a Subarea F, and therefore an addendum to the Target EIR is inadequate under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Hecht Solberg letter (hereafter referenced as “Target”) dismisses 
La Mirada’s contention that a new environmental impact report is required, stating that because La Mirada 
and petitioner Citizens Coalition Los Angeles did not challenge the adequacy of the 2010 EIR in a cross 
appeal to the Court of Appeal, the trial court’s decision to uphold that document is final. Target cites Roe v. 
McDonald’s Corp. at page 107 to support this claim. (2005,129 Cal.App.4t5 1107).

Roe v. McDonald’s Corp. is a case holding that factual trial court findings that weren’t challenged on 
appeal are held by the courts to be waived. Target is citing this case for the proposition that, since the 
appellants did not challenge the validity of the EIR on appeal, the validity of the EIR is beyond challenge. 
However, La Mirada is not challenging that 2010 EIR, but is instead challenging the addendum, which has 
not been ruled on by any court. The addendum is a different document, and it is invalid for reasons argued 
in the appeal and in subsequent objections submitted into the record. Target’s comments are therefore 
irrelevant.

Target further states “a new EIR is only necessary with consequences to the physical 
environment...while the SNAP amendment is paper allowing the physical project to proceed. The physical 
project, and thus its impacts on the environment, has not changed, so an addendum is proper.”

The argument that the addendum is just paper and does not affect the physical environment is rhetoric, 
not legal argument. All CEQA documents are paper, and none by itself affects the physical environment. 
What they permit to occur is what affects the physical environment. Target’s characterization of the CEQA 
process involved here as merely “paper” says far more about Target’s attitude towards CEQA than about the 
CEQA process itself.

Target further cites to River Valley Preservation Project v. Metropolitan Transit Development Board 
(2005) 37 Cal.App.4th 154,174-178, to support its statement that “a new EIR is only necessary for changes 
with consequences to the physical environment.” The River Valley case examines a change in a transit 
development plan, and evaluates whether the change would result in changes to environmental impacts 
(here, flooding and changes in land contours that could influence flood flows) and mitigation measures 
(creation of new wetlands) that were significant enough to require a subsequent EIR, not just the addendum 
that the transit development board prepared. The Court’s answer was that the addendum was adequate.

Yet the River Valley Preservation Project case is irrelevant to the factual and legal situation 
encompassing the revised Target approvals. The City is considering a different Target project than the one 
studied in the 2010 Target EIR, which required eight exceptions to SNAP. The new project, in contrast, 
includes a change in land use classifications, not just the potentially more intense impacts at issue in River 
Valley Preservation Project. It is well-established CEQA law that a full EIR is necessary when changes in 
planning documents or zoning laws could result in projects of sufficiently significant development. Under 
CEQA, the agency must identify and analyze the impacts of the expected development that could occur by 
virtue of setting in motion a new regulatory scheme. The agency is required under CEQA to perform proper 
environmental analysis of the proposed zoning changes before approving the plan change or zoning 
approval decision, even though a City’s plan change or zoning approval decision, in and of itself, might not 
result in immediate physical changes to the environment. See City of Carmel By the Sea v. Board of 
Supervisors (1986) 183 Cal.App.3d 229,240-249.
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Target cites to Fort Mojave Indian Tribe v. Department of Health Services (1995) 38 Cal.App.4th 
1574 when claiming: “The physical project, and thus its impacts on the environment, has not changed, so an 
addendum is proper.” The Fort Mojave case involved the siting of a disposal site for low-level radioactive 
waste, and the designation of the chosen site as part of the critical habitat of the desert tortoise. The Court 
of Appeal held that this designation of habitat was not a change in the physical project itself, and therefore 
was not grounds to require a subsequent project EIR.

Yet the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe case is fully distinguishable from the Target project because the new 
entitlements being granted to Target by the City involve more than a change to the Target building and site; it 
involves the creation of a new land use designation that may include more than the Target building and site.

Target also cites to Snarled Traffic Obstructs Progress v. City and County of San Francisco (1999) 74 
Cal .A pp ,4th 793,797, note 2, in claiming “the EIR for this project had already addressed its conformance 
with both the old and the new versions of the Hollywood plan, so there is no need for another analysis.”
The Snarled Traffic case, however, involved the initial approval for development of a parking structure with 
retail on the ground level, but that project sat idled for nine years, after which time it was proposed to be 
built on a somewhat smaller scale. The parking structure had been approved based on a negative 
declaration. When the development was altered and ready to proceed, the City/County did not do a new 
CEQA document, determining that the project and the circumstances had not changed sufficiently to require 
new CEQA analysis. The Court upheld the City/County decision.

The Snarled Traffic case is factually distinguishable from the Target matter since the Target project 
has been expanded to potentially have larger, not smaller environmental impacts. The creation of Subarea 
F, and the potential impacts of such a subarea, makes this case significantly different from the circumstances 
involved in Snarled Traffic.

The Target letter repeatedly contends “it is too late to challenge the original EIR.” As previously 
noted, however, appellants are challenging the addendum, not the original EIR. Target cites to Public 
Resources Code § 21167 for support, yet this section of CEQA establishes the statute of limitations for 
challenging the adequacy of the original EIR. The statute of limitations has not run out on a new CEQA 
document for the current project, since no such CEQA document has been certified. La Mirada and co
appellants do not seek to set aside the original EIR, but to instead require new CEQA analysis for the new 
project and new approvals.

Target incorrectly states that appellants have argued “that the City cannot create Subarea F,” and that 
“the City Council cannot pass new laws or repeal old ones.” Target cites to Cartv v. City of Ojai (1978) 77 
Cal.App.3d 329,342, which sets out the principle that municipal governments are not required to keep 
zoning in place in perpetuity, so long as zoning changes are done by fair rules and for a legitimate purpose. 
However, appellants are not claiming that the City Council cannot create new subareas, only that that they 
cannot be created in a manner that establishes “spot zoning,” applicable only to one parcel, and conferring a 
benefit on that parcel’s owner that owners of other, similarly situated parcels cannot share.

The Cartv case is not relevant to the Target project. While creating new subareas within SNAP does 
not necessarily violate zoning principles when done within a fair and honest process, creating a new subarea 
without properly complying with CEQA does violate CEQA.



Target further claims: “the only property actually to be placed in Subarea F now is Target’s. The 
application of some other zone to those properties is pure speculation with no legal value’’ To support this 
claim, Target cites to Apartment Association of Greater Los Angeles v. City of Los Angeles (2001) 90 
Cal.App.4th 1162,1176. While this case does deal with speculation as evidence, it is in a context so 
different from the Target case to be inapplicable.

In Apartment Association, the City had found that a program requiring the inspection of property to 
determine if properties were up to Code (and to require repairs if they weren’t) was within a categorical 
exemption under the City’s own CEQA Guidelines. A categorical exemption is a legal exemption from 
CEQA, based on evidence that the particular type of activity is usually incapable of having a significant 
adverse effect on the environment. The State CEQA Guidelines contain 33 different classes of exemptions. 
If a government agency finds that a project falls within an exempt category, the finding must be supported 
by substantial evidence, but the burden of proving that the project does not qualify for the exemption falls 
on the person or group challenging the designation.

In Apartment Association, all the apartment owners had was an expert opining that it was reasonable 
to assume that problems would happen if the inspection and repair program went into effect. The Court 
held that such an assumption was speculation and was not enough to invalidate the City’s substantial 
evidence that the exemption was valid. Target cites this case for the premise that speculation won’t overturn 
a city’s determination of the appropriate CEQA document for a particular project. However, the type of 
project here (zoning and land use plan changes) has long been held to be subject to, and not exempt from, 
CEQA.

Appellants are not attempting to overcome inclusion of the Target project in a categorical exemption, 
making the Apartment Association case inapplicable to the discussion of the appropriateness of an 
addendum.

Target has had 19 months to prepare and re-circulate an updated EIR that properly studies both 
Subarea F and the implications of amending SNAP, the General Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan. 
A re-circulated EIR would also offer alternatives to proposed Subarea F, as well as potential modifications 
to the partially constructed structure. Instead, both the City and Target have refused to conform to 
established CEQA law and properly analyze the impacts associated with the proposed zoning changes.

II. THE CITY HAS NO BASIS FOR APPROVING THE SITE PLAN REVIEW.

La Mirada has shown in its appeal that the City Planning Commission’s findings approving Target’s 
Site Plan Review are without merit. Target attacks La Mirada for raising these issues, claiming “bad faith 
and obstructionism” because, as Target reasons, “in court, La Mirada did not argue against the Site Plan 
Review for the original project.” Target has no basis for such a claim.

La Mirada challenged Target’s 2013 approvals and won in court, overturning the vast majority of 
entitlements illegally granted by the City to Target. The Court upheld La Mirada’s claim that the 
exceptions granted to Target were illegal, and consequently the Site Plan Review justifying the exceptions 
was a bogus document. La Mirada did not need to further assert this obvious point for the Court to 
understand it.
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Target claims in its March 17,2016 letter that “many of (La Mirada’s) specific statements 
(regarding the Site Plan Review) are patently false,” singling out La Mirada’s statement in its appeal that 
Target’s claim of providing school fees is bogus since school fees are paid by residential developments, 
not commercial projects such as Target’s that have no measurable impact on student seat count. Target 
claims that California governing law charges both residential and commercial projects, citing 
Government Code § 65995(b)(2).

Target is wrong. While Government Code § 65995(b)(2) limits the fees that may be charged by a 
local agency to mitigate impacts to schools, no such condition has been placed on the Target project, and 
the comment is therefore irrelevant. As noted in Target’s January, 2009 Initial Study at page IV-104, 
“The Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (SB50) sets a maximum level of fees which a 
developer may be required to pay to mitigate a project’s impact on school facilities...The proposed 
project.. .would be required to pay these fees as applicable.” (Bold emphasis added). Target’s Initial 
Study found that the project would have no impact to schools, and thus no fees have been conditioned 
upon the project.

In contrast, note at Exhibit 1 Condition of Approval number MM-SCH-1 from the 1/8/16 Letter of 
Determination for the Palladium Hollywood project (6201 Sunset Blvd.). This mitigation measure 
states: “The Project shall pay required school mitigation fees pursuant to Government Code Section 
65995 and in compliance with SB 50 (payment of developer fees).” Note further that the Palladium 
project’s conditions for effectuating tentative (T) classification removal include Condition of Approval 
number 10: “Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District to 
offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area.” (Emphasis in 
original). No such language is included in the Target conditions of approval.

Target further takes exception to La Mirada’s comment in its appeal that Target tried “to weasel 
out” of paying for childcare for its employees, as required by SNAP. Target states that its original 
request for an exception to avoid paying for childcare was “a mistake that was corrected in the final 
EIR.” Yet this “mistake” came only after La Mirada noted the omission in its comment letter to the Draft 
EIR. Of further note is that Target’s offer to pay $170,000 as an in-lieu fee was rejected by the Los 
Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks Commission, which estimated that the actual cost for the 
childcare needs of Target’s minimum wage employees is in excess of $2.7 million.

III. TARGET HAS OFFERED NO EVIDENCE FOR PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND 
NECESSITY TO JUSTIFY ITS REQUEST FOR BEER AND WINE SALES IN A 
REPORTING DISTRICT OF INCREASING CRIME AND A CENSUS TRACT OF 
EXISTING UNDUE CONCENTRATION. AND THE CITY PLANNING 
COMMISSION HAS ABUSED ITS DESCRETION BY MAKING THE GRANT OF 
THE CONDITIONAL USE BEVERAGE PERMIT PERMANENT.
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Target goes to great lengths to try to massage the facts related to the Commission’s approval of a 
Conditional Use Beverage permit to Target to sell alcohol in perpetuity in a census tract with an existing 
undue concentration of licenses, and in a LAPD Crime Reporting District 380% greater than the citywide



Note at Exhibit 2 the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control’s “Number of Licenses 
Authorized by Census Tract.” The subject census tract (1909.01) is authorized for 3 licenses for off-site 
consumption. Three such licenses already exist.

In April of 2011, the City Planning Department dismissed a CUB request to sell beer and wine for 
off-site consumption at a 7-11 store located at 5609 Sunset Blvd., across from the proposed Target site (see 
Exhibit 3). As noted at page 11 of the determination letter for Case No. ZA 2010-0317 (CUB), LAPD 
submitted a letter stating in part:

“The reason for our protest is that the proposed location is directly across from a home 
improvement center that draws nearly 100-150 laborers each day. This transient worker 
population is one of the largest in the City of Los Angeles. Unfortunately, this area has been 
plagued with alcohol-related criminal activity including public drunkenness, urination and 415 
activities. Over the past several years, there have been numerous citizen complaints of vice- 
related activity that includes gambling and prostitution. These conditions have had an 
undesirable affect on local business and the overall deterioration of this area. For these reasons, 
the Los Angeles Police Department is opposed to any issuance of a Conditional Use Permit for 
this location including any option on single can sells of beer:”

In December of 2014, the City Planning Department denied a CUB request to sell beer and wine for 
off-site consumption at a 7-11 store located at 5700 Santa Monica Blvd., six blocks south of the Target site. 
As noted in the determination letter’s findings at page 9, “while 7-Eleven is a national chain, the 
convenience and the benefit of selling beer and wine for off-site consumption is already available in this 
neighborhood and therefore will not perform a function or provide a service that is essential, and the 
offering to sell beer and wine may have potential adverse impact on crime and public nuisances and result 
in further degrading living conditions in this community.” (See Exhibit 4).

LAPD Hollywood Division has 314 officers to cover an area of 17.2 square miles (see Exhibit 5, 
from the 2012 Hollywood Community Plan Update EIR). As noted in the Update Draft EIR, the National 
Association of City Managers and Police Dept, standard is 4 sworn officers per 1,000 residents, which 
means that Hollywood alone requires 898 officers, or 584 more officers than the entire division has, and 
which doesn’t even factor in the ten million tourists who visit Hollywood every year.

In response to La Mirada’s objection that the CUB has been granted in perpetuity (in contrast to the 15 
year grant in the 2013 approval), Target states in its March 17, 2016 letter that “Target’s counsel is aware of 
other permits that have been granted in the area without a termination date.” Target provides no evidence to 
support this claim. Oral testimony by expert Gilbert Mora of Behavioral Health Services at the March 22, 
2016 PLUM hearing countered this statement. Standard Office of Zoning Administration policy is a 5-year 
grant for CUB requests in low crime areas, and shorter grants in high crime areas. (See Exhibit 6).

Target alleges that the City of Los Angeles does not have the authority to impose conditions on 
alcohol sales, and that only the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control has the ability to do 
so. This is incorrect. Note at Exhibit 7 a January 5,2015 report titled “The City of Los Angeles’
Authority to Regulate Alcohol Retailers.” This report counters Target’s claim that cities lack such 
authority. Note at Exhibit 8 additional evidence related to the enormous impacts associated with alcohol 
sales in Hollywood.
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Under Section 23958 of the California Business and Professions Code, whenever a new 
alcohol sales use is proposed in a census tract which has an overconcentration of existing ABC 
licenses or a high crime rate, the ABC will not consider granting a new license unless the City 
Council of the local jurisdiction first adopts a Public Convenience and Necessity finding that gives 
justification for their approval of the new alcohol sales for overriding reasons. The Commission 
does not have this authority. Therefore, it is improper for the Commission to have considered this 
grant prior to Council review.

Furthermore, there is no excuse for the City to impose stringent conditions on the approval of 
other CUB requests in the same vicinity, while granting extraordinary privileges for Target.

IV. BOTH THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT’S APRIL 27.2016 LETTER AND THE CITY
ATTORNEY S APRIL 28.2016 REPORT ARE INCORRECT REGARDING THE
CHILDCARE REQUIREMENTS IMPOSED BY THE CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION ON TARGET.

The City Planning Commission voted at its November 12,2015 hearing on Target’s 
entitlement requests to impose condition number 47, requiring that Target either provide childcare 
on-site or within a mile of the subject location. Yet both the City Planning Department’s letter of 
April 27, and the City Attorney’s report of April 28, mistakenly state that the Commission required 
childcare exclusively on-site. The Planning Department letter further confuses the matter by first 
stating that the amended ordinance is disapproved on behalf of the Commission, but then states that 
the findings made by the Commission regarding the amended ordinance “support the adoption of the 
Specific Plan Amendment as proposed.” This makes no sense.

The Commission cannot disapprove an ordinance and support it at the same time. Clearly, 
Planning staff has exceeded their authority in representing the intent of the Commission, which was 
explicit in requiring that Target provide childcare for its employees.

Y. CONCLUSION
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Los Angeles City Planning Commission
200 N, Spring Street, Room 532, Los Angeles, California, 90012-4801 

(213) 978-1300; http://planning.lacity.org/

LETTER OF DETERMINATION

Mailing Date: j^' 0 8 2016

CASE NO.: VTT-72213-1A
CEQA: ENV-2013-1938-EIR,

SCH#2013081022 
Related Case:
CPC-2014-3808-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-ZAI- 
SPR

Location: 6201 -6229 W. Sunset Boulevard, 
1510 - 1520 N. Argyle Ave., 6210 W. Selma Ave., 
1531 - 1541 N. El Centro Ave.
Council District: 13-O’Farrell 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Request: Vesting Tentative Tract

Applicant: CH Palladium, LLC
Representative: Heather Crossner, Latham & Watkins, LLP 

Appellant #1: David Simon, Kilroy Realty Corporation 
Appellant #2: Miki Jackson, AIDS Healthcare Foundation

At its meeting of December 10, 2015, the Los Angeles City Planning Commission took 
the following action:

1. Denied the appeal in part and granted the appeal in part, of Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map No. VTT-72213 by removing all references to Option 2 (Hotel), which included 598 
residential units and a 250-room hotel.

2. Sustained the Deputy Advisory Agency’s approval of Vesting Tentative Tract No. 72213 
to permit one Master Lot and 19 airspace lots for the development of 731 residential 
condominiums and 24,000 square feet of retail and restaurant uses (Option 1).

3. Adopted the attached modified Conditions of Approval.
4. Adopted the attached Findings.
5. Certified that it has reviewed and considered the information contained in the Draft and 

Final Environmental Impact Report, Environmental Clearance No. ENV-2013-1938-EIR, 
(SCH. No. 2013081022), including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program, Adopt the related environmental Findings, the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, and the Mitigation Monitoring Program as the environmental clearance for 
the proposed project and find that:
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Palladium Residences, which includes 

the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and 
the State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines.

b. The Project’s EIR is presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a 
recommending and decision-making body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed 
and considered the information contained in the EIR prior to certification of the EIR and 
recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the record of 
proceedings on this matter.

c. The Project’s EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead 
agency.

6. Advised the applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 
21081.6, the City shall monitor or require evidence that mitigation conditions are 
implemented and maintained throughout the life of the project and the City may require any 
necessary fees to cover the cost of such monitoring; and, that pursuant to the State Fish 
and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game and/or Certificate of Game Exemption is
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VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 72213 PAGE 23

Monitoring Frequency: Annually for first three years of Project operations

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection report

PDF-POL-2: Site Uses: No nightclub shall be included in the Project, except that the 
Hollywood Palladium is permitted to continue its current operations as an event and 
concert venue.

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 
Monitoring Phase: 
Monitoring Frequency:

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

Pre-construction 

Once at Project approval

Action Indicating Compliance: Certificate of occupancy

MM- POL-1: Prior to the occupancy of the Project, the Applicant shall provide the 
Hollywood Area Commanding Officer with a diagram of each portion of the property, 
including access routes, and additional information to facilitate potential LAPD 
responses.

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency:

Monitoring Phase:

Los Angeles Police Department

Los Angeles Police Department; Los Angeles 
Department of building and Safety

Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to certificate of occupancy

MM- PRK-1: In the event that the Project’s amenities do not provide sufficient credit 
against the Project’s land dedication and/or in lieu fee requirement, the Project applicant 
shall do one or more of the following: (1) dedicate additional parkland to meet the 
requirements of LAMC Section 17.12; (2) pay in-lieu fees for any land dedication 
requirement shortfall; or (3) provide on-site improvements equivalent in value to said in- 
lieu fees.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks; Los
Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks; Los
Angeles Department of Building and Safety



Los Angeles City Planning Commission
200 N. Spring Street, Room 532, Los Angeles, California, 90012-4801 

(213) 978-1300; http://pianning.lacity.org/

LETTER OF DETERMINATION

Mailing Date: m

CASE NO.:
CPC-2014-3808-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-ZAI-
SPR
CEQA: ENV-2013-1938-ElR,

SCH#2013081022 
Related Case: VTT-72213-1A

Location: 6201 - 6229 W. Sunset Boulevard, 
1510-1520 N. Argyle Ave., 6210 W. Selma Ave., 
1531 - 1541 N. El Centro Ave.
Council District: 13 - O’Farrell
Plan Area: Hollywood
Request: General Plan Amendment, Zone
Change, Conditional Use, Conditional Use
Beverage, Zoning Administrator's
Interpretation, Site Plan Review

Applicant: CH Palladium, LLC
Representative: Heather Crossner, Latham & Watkins, LLP

At its meeting of November 19, 2015, the Los Angeles City Planning Commission took
the following action:
1. Certified and adopted the EIR, Errata, Mitigation Measures, Mitigation Monitoring Program, 

CEQA findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations.
2. Approved a General Plan Amendment from Commercial Manufacturing to Regional 

Center Commercial.
4. Approved a Zone Change and Height District Change from [Q]C4-1VL-SN and C4-2D- 

SN to [T][Q]C4-2D-SN.
5. Approved a Conditional Use for the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic 

beverages for on-site consumption in conjunction with three restaurant/dining uses; and 
the sale of alcoholic beverages for off-site consumption in conjunction with one 
gourmet food/boutique wine store.

6. Dismissed, without prejudice, Conditional Use requests to: (1) allow a hotel within 500 
feet of an R Zone; and, (2) allow Floor Area Averaging and Residential Density Transfer 
between the project site's two parcels.

7. Approved a Zoning Administrator's Interpretations: (1) specifying front, rear, and side 
yards of the project; and, (2) allowing the use of automated parking.

8. Approved a Site Plan Review for a project which creates or results in an increase of 50 or 
more dwelling units.

9. Adopted the attached modified Conditions of Approval.
10. Adopted the attached Findings.
11. Advised the applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 

21081.6, the City shall monitor or require evidence that mitigation conditions are 
implemented and maintained throughout the life of the project and the City may require any 
necessary fees to cover the cost of such monitoring.

RECOMMENDATION TO CITY COUNCIL:
1. Recommend the City Council adopt a General Plan Amendment from Commercial 

Manufacturing to Regional Center Commercial.
2. Recommend the City Council adopt a Zone Change and Height District Change from 

[Q]C4-1VL-SN and C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2D-SN.
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and requirements. Upon compliance with its conditions and requirements, the Bureau of 
Sanitation, Wastewater Collection Systems Division will forward the necessary 
clearances to the Bureau of Engineering.

8. Drainage. Construct drainage facilities as required by existing regulations to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Recreation and Parks Dedication/Fee. Per Section 12.33 of the Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall dedicate land for park or recreational purposes or pay the applicable 
Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for 
construction of apartment buildings.

Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District 
to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area.

Cable Television. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with the 
appropriate cable television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in City rights-of-way in the same manner as is required of other facilities, 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.N, to the satisfaction of the Information 
Technology Agency.

12. Police. The building plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security, semi
public and private spaces (which may include but not be limited to access control to 
building), secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semipublic space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas 
of concealment, location of toilet facilities and building entrances in high-foot traffic 
areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Refer 
to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department’s Crime Prevention Section (located at 
Parker Center, 150 N. Los Angeles Street, Room 818, Los Angeles, Phone: 213-485
3134). These measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the 
issuance of building permits.

13. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded by the 
property owner in the County Recorder’s Office. The agreement shall run with the land 
and shall be binding on any subsequent owners, heirs or assigns. Further, the 
agreement must be submitted to the Department of City Planning for approval before 
being recorded. After recordation, a copy bearing the Recorder’s number and date must 
be given to the Department of City Planning for attachment to the subject file.

Notice: Certificates of Occupancies for the subject properties will not be issued by the City until 
the construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, etc.), as required 
herein, are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer
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CASE NO. ZA 2010-0317(CUB)(CU)
CONDITIONAL USE
5609-5615 West Sunset Boulevard
Hollywood Planning Area
Zone : C2-1
D. M. : 147A193
C. D. : 13
CEQA : ENV 2010-318-MND
Legal Description: Lots 5-7, Grant Tract

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.24-W,1, I hereby DISMISS:

a conditional use request to permit the sale and dispensing of beer and wine for off
site consumption because the applicant withdrew the request for the sale of beer 
and wine; and

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.24-W.27, I hereby APPROVE:

a conditional use authorizing commercial corner development to allow 24 hours of 
operation daily in lieu of the hours between 7 a.m. and 11 p,m. daily as required by 
Section 12.22-A.23, all in conjunction with an existing convenience store [7-Eleven],■

upon the following additional terms and conditions:

1. All other use, height and area regulations of the Municipal Code and all other 
applicable government/regulatory agencies shall be strictly complied with in the 
development and use of the property, except as such regulations are herein 
specifically varied or required.

2. The use and development of the property shall be in substantial conformance with 
the plot plan submitted with the application and marked Exhibit "A", except as may 
be revised as a result of this action.

3. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character 
of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the Zoning Administrator to

http://www.planning.laclty.org
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The pastor of a church located at 1528 North Wilton Place stated the following in opposition
to the applicant’s request for the sale of beer and wine.

• A request to allow the sale of beer and wine at a Shell gasoline station located at the 
corner of Sunset Boulevard and Wilton Place was denied twice in the past.

• The Dunes Motel located at 5625 West Sunset Boulevard serves alcoholic 
beverages at its restaurant. There are many other alcoholic beverage outlets in the 
area [Food for Less and other liquor stores] in close proximity to the subject location.

• There are nuisance activities in the area that are associated with the 
homeless/transient population, gang activities, litter, graffiti, prostitution, and the 
consumption of alcoholic beverages resulting in adverse impacts to the surrounding 
properties. The residents and business owners/operators currently experience these 
nuisance activities without the sale of alcoholic beverages on the subject site. 
Allowing the sale of beer and wine with a 24-hour store operation at the subject 
location will only make the current nuisance activities worse.

• There are a church, a school and residential uses in close proximity to the subject 
site.

• The site is across the street from Home Depot where day laborers congregate 
around the Home Deport and spill over to the surrounding area resulting in adverse 
impacts to the surrounding properties.

The following was received to the file: '

• On January 20, 2011, a letter from the Los Angeles Police Department, Hollywood 
Division, was received in opposition to the applicant’s request stating that “...The Los 
Angeles Police Department is opposed to the issuance of a Conditional Use Permit 
(CUP) for APPLICANT: Tom Lee and John Shin, doing business at 5609-5615 
Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles. The reason for our protest is that the proposed 
location is directly across from a home improvement center that draws nearly 100
150 laborers each day. This transient worker population is one of the largest in the 
City of Los Angeles. Unfortunately, this area has been plagued with alcohol-related 
criminal activity including public drunkenness, urination and 415 activities. Overthat 
past several years, there have been numerous citizen complaints of vice-related 
activity that includes gambling and prostitution. These conditions have had an 
undesirable affect on local business and the overall deterioration of this area. For 
these reasons, the Los Angeles Police Department is opposed to any issuance of a 
Conditional Use Permit for this location including any option on single can sells of 
beer. ” •

• On April 22, 2011, an e-mail was received from the Los Angeles Police Department 
[LAPD] stating that “...On 04/12/11, Hollywood Vice conducted a surveillance task 
force which netted seven arrests for 330 PC-Gambling. This activity occurred on a 
public sidewalk at DeLonpre and Fernwood Avenue. This is located to the rear of 
the Home Depot Center, which is directly across Sunset Blvd from the applicant’s 
location.
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The Con 1 i I Corner Development site is not located in an identified 
pedes!ri 'cited, commercial and art craft, community design overlay, 
historic t v liion overlay, or transit-oriented district, area orzone or, if the
lot or lo located in the identified district, area or zone, that the Mini-
Shoppin. o' or or Commercial Corner Development would be consistent 
with the f 1 !, area orzone.
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ADDITIONAL IV

o is located within the Vermont/Western Transit Oriented District 
b; ,ame effective on March 1,2001 per Ordinance No. 173,749.

, the subject application was reviewed and signed off by the 
for the Transit Oriented District Specific Plan indicating that a 

Lorn a fast food restaurant [Subway] to a convenience store [7- 
oHered as a project; therefore, is not subject to the provisions of 

District Specific Plan. No oth ir over lay zones are identified in

ORY FINDINGS

The Nation-,: blood Insurance Program rate maps, which are a part of the Flood 
Hazard ' je«*ont Specific Plan adopted by the City Council by Ordinance No. 
172,0^ i b reviewed and it has been detei mined that this project is located 
in Zone f minimal flooding.

On Jur ■- a Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV 2010-318-MND) was
prepar rosed project. On the basis r f the; '.. ' ole of T o record before
the lea .ding any comments received, the I . . I agency finds that with
imposi. itigation measures described in the MND (and identified in this
determin ere is no substantial evidence that the proposed project will have a
significar i the environment. I hereby adopt that action. This Mitigated
Negative ion reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.
The rcr 'hich this decision is based are with the Environmental Review
Sectio: t i- '■'<) Department in Room 750, 200 North Spring Street.

SUE CHANG
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Direct Telepti 078-3304
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CASE NO. ZA 2014-2554(CUB)(CU)
CONDITIONAL USE
5700-5704 Santa Monica Boulevard
Hollywood Community Plan
Zone : C2-1D
D.M. : 144B189
C.D. : 13
CEQA: ENV-2014-2555-MND 
Legal Description: FR Lot 31, TR1886

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.24-W.1, I hereby DENY:

a Conditional Use Permit authorizing the sale and dispensing of beer and wine for 
off-site consumption only; and

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.24-W,27, I hereby APPROVE:

a Conditional Use to allow 24-hour operation, daily in conjunction with a 
convenience store (7-Eleven) at a commercial corner in the C2-1D Zone,

upon the following additional terms and conditions:

1. All other use, height and area regulations of the Municipal Code and all other 
applicable government/regulatory agencies shall be strictly complied with in the 
development and use of the property, except as such regulations are herein 
specifically varied or required.

2. The use and development of the property shall be in substantial conformance with 
the plot plan submitted with the application and marked Exhibit "A", except as may 
be revised as a result of this action.

http://www.planning.lacity.arg
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The subject site is located in a commercial zone and all premises surrounding it are 
compatible and in character with the neighborhood. The request is for off-site 
consumption only so it will not be adversely affecting the welfare of the pertinent 
community. The mini market on site has been serving the area for years without any 
problems. Under ABC authorization, 2 off-site alcohol licenses are allowed under this 
census tract. Currently, only one exists and therefore the project will not exceed the 
allowed amount. The subject premise is bounded on three sides by commercially 
developed properties and is well-buffered from nearby, residential zone and occupied 
properties. The total occupancy load of space as determined by the Fire Department is 
50. here is no additional floor area being added. There will be 3 to 5 employees on site 
at all times and there will be security cameras inside and outside in lieu of security guards 
on-site. The applicant indicated that the location will improve the economic base of the 
area through the exchange of goods and services with other commercial uses.

Santa Monica Boulevard is a Major Highway Class II dedicated to a width of 90-93 feet 
at the project’s northerly frontage.

Wilton Place is a Secondary Highway dedicated to a width of 90 feet at the project’s 
easterly frontage and is fully improved.

PUBLIC HEARING

A public hearing was held by the Associate Zoning Administrator on October 22, 2014 at 
Los Angeles City Hall. The hearing was attended by the applicant, the applicant’s 
representative, a representative from Council District 13, a representative from the Los 
Angeles Police Department, and approximately 20 members from the general public.

The representative for the applicant made the following points:

• Applicant has met with LAPD and the neighborhood council.
• Site has operated as a market with hours until 11:00 p.m.
• 7-Eleven to invest half a million dollars to upgrade the tenant space.
• Site will have numerous security measures.
• 24-hour operation will keep eyes on street.
• 24-hour operation is necessary for successful operation, approximately 99% of 7- 

Eleven’s are 24 hour operations.

Speakers opposed to the application (7 speakers) made the following points:

• Neighborhood has numerous alcohol selling and serving businesses.
• Location is near sensitive uses including a school and a church.
• A 24-hour business selling alcohol will attract the homeless and drug addicts to the 

site and encourage loitering.
• Crime rate is high in the neighborhood could cause additional burden on LAPD.
• Due to the high density of the area with many living in poverty conditions, the 

availability of alcohol is detrimental.
• There is an existing liquor store across the street.
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cases, there are additional findings in lieu of the standard findings for most other 
conditional use categories.

FINDINGS

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

Denial of Conditional Use for off-site sale of beer and wine.

1. The project will NOT enhance the built environment in the surrounding 
neighborhood or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential 
or beneficial to the community, city or region.

The applicant has requested a Conditional Use Permit authorizing the sale and 
dispensing of beer and wine for off-site consumption in a proposed 2,500 square- 
foot convenience store (7-Eleven) within an existing commercial corner 
development. The site is fully developed and includes two existing vacant 
storefronts. The project proposes tenant improvements but no new construction.

In denying the request, the decision maker has weighed the evidence in record 
and concluded that while 7-Eleven is a national chain, the convenience and the 
benefit of selling beer and wine for off-site consumption is already available in this 
neighborhood and therefore will not perform a function or provide a service that is 
essential, and the offering to sell beer and wine may have potential adverse impact 
on crime and public nuisances and result in further degrading living conditions in 
this community.

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

Surrounding uses are a mix of commercial, residential, and institutional uses. 
Properties to the north, across Santa Monica Boulevard are zoned CM-1VL and 
are improved with commercial buildings and a surface parking lot. Properties to 
the east, across Wilton Place, are zoned C2-1D and are improved with retail uses. 
Properties to the south are zoned RD1.5-1 XL and are improved with mostly single
family homes and duplexes. Abutting properties to the west are zoned C2-1D and 
are developed with retail uses. Further west, across Ridgewood Place, properties 
are zoned [QJPF-1XL and are improved with a charter school.

The northwest corner of Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilton Place and directly 
across the street from the subject site is developed with a liquor store selling a full 
line of alcoholic beverages. Several written communications and oral testimony 
were submitted into record in strong opposition to the proposed sale of alcoholic 
beverages at a 24-hour operation 7-Eleven. Neighboring residents repeatedly 
cited that they are already subjected to homeless vagrancy, crime, public



drunkenness, loitering and littering, and they do not wish to have a store sell 
alcoholic beverages late at night or in their neighborhood. Testimony was taken 
that many children at the nearby Charter School walk past the site and having beer 
and wine available at the store will expose the school age children to potentially 
drunk persons who could harass the children, not only on-site but in the immediate 
neighborhood. The potential conflict could be exacerbated by the 7-Eleven having 
other merchandise and food products geared towards young children who shop at 
the store.

Therefore public hearing testimony on the nature of the everyday problems in the 
area, do not point to there being a perceived public need by the community for 
alcohol sales which would contribute to an improvement in the welfare of the area. 
Thus no finding of public welfare and no finding of desirability can be made that 
another store selling alcohol would serve public convenience or be proper in 
relation to the adjacent uses.

3. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions 
of the General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any specific plan.

The Hollywood Community Plan Map designates the property for Highway 
Oriented Commercial uses with corresponding zones of C1, C2, P, RAS3 and 
RAS4. The property is not located within the areas of any specific plan but is 
located in the Revised Hollywood Injunction (ZI-2433). The subject convenience 
store is permitted in the C2 Zone and is in conformance with the type of 
development permitted by the Community Plan, While the community plan does 
not specifically regulate the sales of alcoholic beverages, the LAMC requires 
approval of a discretionary conditional use provided that the findings are made in 
the affirmative. Such findings cannot be made for the sale of alcoholic beverages 
under this request as the request does not serve to provide a service that is 
essential or beneficial to the community.

4. The proposed use WILL adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent 
community.

The introduction of the sale of beer and wine for off-site consumption at a proposed 
convenience store will not benefit the community and adversely affect the area due 
to the surrounding sensitive uses in the area, the crime rate in the area, the 
presence of another alcohol-selling outlet across the street which has caused 
problems and the concerns identified by the community and the Police at the 
hearing and in subsequent communication. The sale of alcohol on the site will 
potentially further create a demand for Police resources which are already limited 
in the area. Given the ongoing efforts in the area to curtail the potentially negative 
impacts of certain uses and the ongoing efforts to improve the area through 
community efforts, an approval of the request would undermine those efforts and 
potentially bring a negative impact on the character of the community.

5. The granting of the application WILL result in an undue concentration of 
premises for the sale or dispensing for consideration of alcoholic beverages,
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including beer and wine, in the area of the City involved, giving consideration 
to applicable State laws and to the California Department of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control’s guidelines for undue concentration; and also giving 
consideration to the number and proximity of these establishments within a 
one thousand foot radius of the site, the crime rate in the area (especially 
those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal sale or use of 
narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly conduct), 
and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any 
use in the area.

According to the California State Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control 
licensing criteria, three licenses (two on-site and one off-site) are allocated to the 
subject Census Tract No. 1917.20. The Alcoholic Beverage Control has allocated 
three on-site and two off-site, within this census tract. Currently, there are four on
site and one off-site active licenses in the Census Tract.

Statistics from the Los Angeles Police Department’s Hollywood Vice Unit reveal 
that in Crime Reporting District No. 657, which has jurisdiction over the subject 
property, a total of 133 crimes were reported in 2013, compared to the citywide 
average of 180 crimes and the high crime reporting district average of 216 crimes 
for the same period. Crimes reported by LAPD include (6) Narcotics/Drug 
Violations, (0), Liquor Laws, (4) Drunkenness, (0) Disorderly Conduct, (1) DWI and 
Other Violations (10) during the same time period.

While there does not appear to be overconcentration of licenses in the subject 
tract, all testimony and written communications made it very clear that any new 
license may exasperate the crime rate and public nuisances and potentially 
deteriorate the quality of life in this neighborhood. The LAPD is opposed to the 
selling of alcoholic beverages at this location citing an oversaturation of businesses 
within a five mile radius and potential traffic and crowd control issues may tax city 
resources.

6. The proposed use WILL detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 
communities in the area of the City involved, after giving consideration to 
the distance of the proposed use from residential buildings, churches, 
schools, hospitals, public playgrounds and other similar uses, and other 
establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine.

The following sensitive uses are located within 1,000 feet of the subject site:

• Iglesia De Cristo Monte Elim - 5724 Santa Monica Boulevard
• Santa Monica Community Charter School - 1022 Van Ness Avenue
• Faithful Presbyterian Church - 1063 Wilton Place
• Sally Rodriquez Park - 5711 Lexington Avenue
• Multi-family and single family residences

CASE NO. ZA 2014-2554(CUB)(CU) PAGE 11
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create a traffic hazard or cause significant traffic congestion or disruption of 
vehicular circulation on adjacent streets.

The subject 7-Eleven store is located in an existing 7,409 square-foot, “L” shaped, 
multi-tenant commercial building on a 13,850 square feet property, with 
ingress/egress along Wilton Place. Parking on the site is provided in front of the 
subject building. The Department of Transportation did not require a traffic study; 
since the commercial center is existing and the proposed project does not create 
new circulation and access. Therefore, the project is not expected to cause a traffic 
hazard or significant traffic congestion or disruption of vehicular circulation on 
adjacent streets.

11. Project approval will not create or add to a detrimental concentration of Mini
Shopping Centers or Commercial Corner Developments in the vicinity of the 
proposed project.

The requested application is for a 24-hour operation of 7-Eleven convenience store 
in a vacant tenant space and not for the development of a new commercial center. 
The project is located in an existing commercial corner development in a fully 
developed mixed commercial and multi-family residential land use environment. 
The approval of the request, therefore, will not create or add to a detrimental 
concentration of commercial corner developments in the project area.

ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDINGS

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

On October 2, 2014, the Department of City Planning Environmental Staff Advisory 
Committee (ESAC) issued Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV 2014-2555- 
MND and determined that by imposing conditions, project-related impacts could 
be reduced to less than significant levels (Section 15074, State CEQA Guidelines). 
I hereby adopt that action. This Negative Declaration reflects the lead agency's 
independent judgment and analysis

W-

IM TOKANAGA 
Associate Zoning Administrator

JT:HB:jq

Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell 
Thirteenth District 

Adjoining Property Owners
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1. Identify areas of the Hollywood" CPA with deficient fire protection facilities and/or 
services and prioritize the order in which the areas should be upgraded to established fire 
protection standards to ensure acceptable fire protection at all times.

2. Continue to require, in coordination with the Fire Department, adequate fire service 
capacity prior to the approval of proposed developments in areas currently located 
outside of the service areas or capability of existing city fire stations.

3. Promote continued mutual assistance agreements with neighboring cities, the County of 
Los Angeles, and other applicable agencies for the provision of fire protection services to 
the residents of the Hollywood CPA.

4. Implement the Hollywood Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Program (TIMP) 
contained in Section 4.5 of the DE1R (Transportation) to improve traffic conditions 
thereby improving fire and life safety in the community.

UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS

With implementation of the recommended mitigation measures listed above, impacts would be 
less than significant.

POLICE PROTECTION SERVICES 

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) has the responsibility for providing police 
protection services to the residents of the City including the Hollywood CPA. There were a total 
of 9,830 sworn officers in the LAPD, as of December 31, 2008.2 The LAPD is divided into four 
Police Station Bureaus: Central Bureau, South Bureau, Valley Bureau, and West Bureau. Each 
of the bureaus encompasses several communities. The Hollywood CPA is within the jurisdiction 
of LAPD’s West Bureau.

The West Bureau is comprised of a 124 square mile territory with a population of approximately 
840,400 residents. The border of West Bureau to the North is Forest Lawn Drive, to the East is 
Normandie Boulevard, to the South is El Segundo Boulevard, and to the West is the Pacific 
Ocean. The Bureau oversees operations in the following communities: Hollywood, Wilshire, 
Pacific and West Los Angeles, as well as the West Traffic Division, which includes the 
neighborhoods of Pacific Palisades, Westwood, Century City, Venice, Hancock Park, and the 
Miracle Mile.

The Hollywood Community Police Station is located at 1358 N. Wilcox Avenue, Los Angeles, 
CA 90028 and has a service area of approximately 17.2 square miles. The approximate borders 
of its service area are Normandie Avenue on the east, West Hollywood on the west, Mulholland 
Drive on the north and Beverly Boulevard on the south. Neighborhoods served by the

Los Angeles Police Department, www.lapdonline.org/year in review/content basic view/32918

Hollywood Community Plan Update

c
t
e

Page 4.3-6

http://www.lapdonline.org/year_in_review/content_basic_view/32918
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Hollywood Community Police Station include: Hollywood, Mount Olympus, Fairfax District 
(North of Beverly Boulevard), Melrose District, Argyle Avenue and Los Feliz Estates. There are 
approximately 314 sworn police officers and 42 civilian support staff deployed over three 
watches at the Hollywood Area. _

The Average response time to emergency calls for service in the Hollywood Area during 2001 
was 7.6 minutes. The Citywide average during 2001 was 8.9 minutes.

Table 4.3-4 provides the crime statistics for the Hollywood Area and Citywide, for the years 
2007 and 2008 (as of November 29,2008).

In 2007, in the Hollywood Area, there were a total of 6,846 Part I (Violent, Property) crimes, of 
which, 1,573 were Violent Crimes (homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assaults) and 5,273 were 
Property Crimes (burglary, grand theft auto, burglary theft from vehicle, personal/other theft). 
There were also a total of 469 Child/Spousal Abuse (Part 1 and Part II) with 214 shots fired and 
67 shooting victims in 2007. Citywide, in 2007, there were a total of 117,569 Part I (Violent, 
Property) crimes, of which 25,463 were Violent Crimes (homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated 
assaults) and 92,106 Property Crimes (burglary, grand theft auto, burglary theft from vehicle, 
personal/other theft). The total for Child/Spousal Abuse (Part I and Part II) Citywide, in 2007, 
was 11,646 with 5,172 shots fired and 1,761 shooting victims.

In comparison, as of November 29, 2008, in the Hollywood Area, there were a total of 6,215 Part, 
I (Violent, Property) crimes, of which, 1,333 were Violent Crimes (homicide, rape, robbery,' 
aggravated assaults) and 4,882 Property Crimes (burglary, grand theft auto, burglary theft from 
vehicle, personal/other theft). There were also a total of 435 Child/Spousal Abuse (Part I and 
Part II), with 95 shots fired and 40 shooting victims for the same period of time. Citywide 
statistics as of November 29, 2008 indicate that there were a total of 113,856 Part I crimes, of 
which 24,219 were violent crimes and 89,637 were property crimes. In addition, there were 
11,675 Child/Spousal abuse (Part I and Part II) crimes with 3,197 shots fired and 1,485 shooting 
victims.

There were 277.9 Part I (Violent and Property) crimes per 1,000 persons in the Hollywood Area 
in 2008 as compared to 269.8 Citywide. The predominant crimes in the Hollywood Area were 
burglary theft from vehicle, personal/other types of thefts, vehicle theft, robbery, burglary, and 
aggravated assault.

I
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Table 4.3-5: Arrests in the Hollywood Area and Citywide, 2007 and 2008

Hollywood Area Citywide

Arrests by Type 2007 2008 %
Change

2007 2008 %
Change

Homicide 11 19 73% 403 329 -18%

Rape 8 12 50% 239 263 10%

Robbery 235 250 6% 3,724 3,830 3%

Aggravated Assault 475 399 -16% 9,186 9,124 -1%

Burglary 125 130 4% 3,088 3,062 -1%

Larceny 383 405 6% 7,439 8,179 10%

Auto Theft 88 95 8% 3,063 2,397 -22%

Total Violent 729 680 -7% 13,552 13,546 0%

Total Part I 1,325 1,310 -1% 27,142 27,184 0%

Total All Arrests 12,659 12,824 1% 162,870 160,676 -1%

Source: Los Angeles Police Department, www.lapdonline.org, COMPSTAT Citvwide and Hollywood Area
Profiles, 11/02/08 -11/29/08

The Hollywood CPA had an Existing (2005) population of approximately 224,426 persons. As a 
general guideline, the Citywide General Plan Framework Element, using a National Association 
of City Managers and Police Department standard, considers as adequate a deployment ratio of 
four police officers per 1,000 residents. Based on this guideline, to have an adequate deployment 
to provide for the police services needs of the Hollywood CPA residents, approximately 898 
police officers should be deployed in the Hollywood CPA. —'

This calculation does not take into consideration the fact that Hollywood is a major tourist 
destination, which attracts visitors from all over the world. These visitors tend to swell the 
population of the area at any given time and should be taken into consideration when the 
adequacy of police services is evaluated. In addition, entertainment-industry related special 
events, which take place in the area, create special needs for police protection services and 
should be taken into consideration, as well.

Deployment of police officers to existing area stations in the City, however, is based on a 
number of factors and cannot be precisely calculated based on police-need-per-population 
standards alone. The Los Angeles Police Department presently uses a quantitative workload 
model, known as Patrol Plan, to determine the deployment level in each of the area stations. 
Patrol Plan, which was developed by a private consultant, is a computer program which 
mathematically formulates 25 data variables (factors) to provide patrol officer deployment 
recommendations for the 18 geographic areas in the City to meet predetermined constraints 
(response time and available time). These factors include patrol speed, number of units fielded, 
forecast call rate, percent of calls with 1-6+ units dispatched, average service time, dispatching

fell Holiywood Community Plan Update Page 4.3-9

http://www.lapdonline.org
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1425 North Cahuenga Boulevard 
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Lee Rabun (R)
CLR Enterprises, Inc.
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CASE NO. ZA 2011-2820(CUB)
CONDITIONAL USE
4666 West Santa Monica Boulevard
Hollywood Planning Area
Zone : C2-1D
D. M. : 144B197
C. D. : 13
CEQA : ENV 2011-2821-ND
Legal Description: Pt. Lots 61,63, and 65, 

Conner's Subdivision of the Johannsen 
Tract

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.24-W.1, I hereby APPROVE:

a conditional use to permit the sale of beer and wine for off-site consumption in 
conjunction with a proposed mini-mart within a service gas station,

upon the following additional terms and conditions:

1. All other use, height and area regulations of the Municipal Code and all other 
applicable government/regulatory agencies shall be strictly complied with in the 
development and use of the property, except as such regulations are herein 
specifically varied or required.

2. The use and development of the property shall be in substantial conformance with the 
plot plan submitted with the application and marked Exhibit "A", except as may be 
revised as a result of this action.

3. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of 
the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the Zoning Administrator to impose 
additional corrective Conditions, if, in the Administrator's opinion, such Conditions are 
proven necessary for the protection of persons in the neighborhood or occupants of 
adjacent property.

4. All graffiti on the site shall be removed or painted over to match the color of the surface 
to which it is applied within 24 hours of its occurrence.

http://www.planning.lacity.org
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Condition Nos. 25 through 36 are alcohol-specific conditions which have been 
volunteered by the applicant:

25. The sale of beer and wine shall only be conducted between the hours of 8 a.m. to 
12 midnight.

26. No single can sales of beer or malt beverages shall be conducted.

27. Beer and malt beverages products shall not be sold in less than six-pack quantities.

28. No fortified beer or malt beverage products shall be sold.

29. No fortified wine (alcohol content greater than 16%) shall be sold.

30. No caffeinated alcoholic beverage products shall be sold.

31. Wine shall not be sold in bottles containing less than 750ml, except wine coolers, 
which shall not be sold in less than four-pack quantities.

32. Wine shall not be sold in bottles which do not require a corkscrew to be opened.

33. AH beer and wine displays shall be locked during the hours when their sales are not 
permitted.

34. No exterior advertising indicating the availability of alcohol shall be permitted.

35. No alcohol shall be allowed to be consumed on any adjacent property under the 
control of the applicant.

36. The quarterly gross sales of alcoholic beverages shall not exceed the gross sales of 
items during the same period. The licensee shall at all times maintain records which 
reflect separately the gross sales of items and the gross sales of alcoholic beverages 
of the licensee's business. Said records shall be kept no less frequently than on a 
quarterly basis and shall be made available to the Police Department or other 
enforcement agency upon demand.

Condition Nos. 37 through 41 are additional alcohol-related conditions submitted by 
the applicant identifying conditions required by Section 23790.5 of the California 
Alcoholic Beverage Control Act when beer and wine and motor vehicle fuels are 
retailed concurrently.

37. No beer and wine shall be displayed within 5 feet of the cash register or the front door, 
unless it is in a permanently affixed cooler.

38. No advertisement of alcoholic beverages shall be displayed at motor fuel islands.

39. No sale of alcoholic beverages shall be made from a drive-through window.

40. No beer or wine display shall be made from an ice tub.



No self-illuminated advertising of beer or wine shall be located on buildings or 
windows.

The authorization granted herein for the sale of alcohol, specifically beer and wine, is 
for a period of two years from the effective date of this grant. Thereafter, a new 
authorization to allow the sale of alcohol will be required.

Within 30 days of the effective date of this action, prior to the issuance of any 
permits relative to this matter, a covenant acknowledging and agreeing to comply with 
all the terms and conditions established herein shall be recorded in the County 
Recorder's Office. The agreement (standard master covenant and agreement form 
CP-6770) shall run with the land and shall be binding on any subsequent owners, heirs 
or assigns. The agreement with the conditions attached must be submitted to the 
Development Services Center for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
certified copy bearing the Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Zoning 
Administrator for attachment to the subject case file.

OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS - TIME LIMIT - LAPSE OF PRIVILEGES - 
TIME EXTENSION

All terms and Conditions of the approval shall be fulfilled before the use may be established. 
The instant authorization is further conditional upon the privileges being utilized within two 
years after the effective date of approval and, if such privileges are not utilized or substantial 
physical construction work is not begun within said time and carried on diligently to 
completion, the authorization shall terminate and become void. A Zoning Administrator may 
extend the termination date for one additional period not to exceed one year, if a written 
request on appropriate forms, accompanied by the applicable fee is filed therefore with a 
public Office of the Department of City Planning setting forth the reasons for said request and 
a Zoning Administrator determines that good and reasonable cause exists therefore.

TRANSFERABILITY

This authorization runs with the land, in the event the property is to be sold, leased, rented or 
occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent upon you to advise 
them regarding the conditions of this grant.

VIOLATIONS OF THESE CONDITIONS, A MISDEMEANOR

Section 12.29 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code provides:

"A variance, conditional use, adjustment, public benefit or other quasi-judicial approval, 
or any conditional approval granted by the Director, pursuant to the authority of this 
chapter shall become effective upon utilization of any portion of the privilege, and the 
owner and applicant shall immediately comply with its Conditions. The violation of any 
valid Condition imposed by the Director, Zoning Administrator, Area Planning 
Commission, City Planning Commission or City Council in connection with the granting 
of any action taken pursuant to the authority of this chapter, shall constitute a violation
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on the proposed project and not authorized uses of the property which might create 
potential nuisances for the surrounding area. Such imposition of conditions, including 
a two-year term grant on the approval regarding the sale of alcohol, is anticipated to 
make the use a more compatible and accountable neighbor to the surrounding uses 
than would otherwise be the case.

ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDINGS

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

On February 1, 2012, the Department of City Planning Environmental Staff Advisory 
Committee (ESAC) issued Negative Declaration No. ENV 2011-2821-ND and 
determined that this project will not have a significant effect on the environment 
(Section 15074, State CEQA Guidelines). I hereby adopt that action. This Negative 
Declaration reflects the lead agency's independent judgment and analysis. The 
records upon which this decision is based are with the Environmental Review Section 
of the Planning Department in Room 750, 200 North Spring Street.

LOURDES GREEN 
Associate Zoning Administrator 
Direct Telephone No. (213) 978-1313

LG:aln

cc: Councilmember Eric Garcetti
Thirteenth District 

Adjoining Property Owners
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THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES’ AUTHORITY 
TO REGULATE ALCOHOL RETAILERS:

Response to the Los Angeles City Office of Zoning Administration and Planning
Department

Prepared by:
James F. Mosher, JD and Ryan D. Treffers, JD 

Prepared for:
San Fernando Valley Partnership and the Institute for Public Strategies

January 5, 2015

I. ISSUE

To what extent does the City of Los Angeles have the authority to impose and enforce 
conditions on alcohol retailers that may restrict their alcohol sales and distribution 
practices?

II. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

The City of Los Angeles’ (“City’s”) position that it does not have any authority to regulate 
retailers’ alcohol sales and distribution practices (to impose “alcohol-specific” conditions) is 
based on a faulty legal analysis that relies on outdated court cases. More current case law and 
legal analyses as well as accepted practices in other California cities and counties demonstrate 
that the City of Los Angeles does have the authority to impose and enforce an array of alcohol- 
specific conditions.

HI. BASIS FOR THE CITY’S POSITION

The City’s position for nearly twenty years is that it is preempted by state law from imposing 
alcohol-specific conditions on alcohol retailers (such as restrictions on what types of alcohol 
products can be sold). In a May 16, 1996, memorandum (“Prohibited Conditions Memo”) then- 
Chief Zoning Administrator Robert Janovici instructed zoning administrators to avoid imposing 
any conditions on alcohol retailers that expressly regulate the sale of alcoholic beverages.1 The 
directive was prompted by a 1990 Superior Court writ invalidating alcohol-specific conditions

1 Memorandum from Robert Janovici, Chief Zoning Administrator, Los Angeles City Planning Department, to All 
Zoning Administrators (May 16, 1996) (on file with author),
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imposed on a Pacoima food market (“Pacoima decision”).2 The conditions included restrictions 
on hours and days of sale, sale of single cans and bottles, size of products, refrigeration of 
products, amount of retail floor space devoted to alcoholic beverages, and age of clerks. The city 
had imposed the conditions to mitigate nuisance activities at and surrounding the market.

The position stated in the 1996 Prohibited Conditions Memo has been recently reaffirmed in two 
instances, with the first being in a January 7, 2014, Letter of Clarification issued by the Los 
Angeles Office of Zoning Administration.3 At issue was a voluntary operating condition agreed 
to by a new Sprouts Farmers Market restricting it from selling malt liquor, fortified wine, and 
single bottles of beer. The market sought clarification from the city, arguing that the product 
restrictions should not include sales of craft beer in bottles in excess of 20 ounces since craft beer 
should not be considered malt liquor.4 The Zoning Administrator opted to strike the condition 
entirely, as directed by the Prohibited Conditions Memo, stating that it “has no direct authority to 
regulate or enforce conditions assigned to alcohol sales or distribution.” The Letter of 
Clarification made no distinction between the Pacoima case, involving nuisance abatement 
conditions imposed on a pre-existing market, and Sprouts Farmers Market, involving the 
issuance of a Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) for a new business.

The City reaffirmed its position again in a letter dated January 9, 2014, from the Planning 
Department to the Venice Neighborhood Council.5 The Neighborhood Council had requested 
clarification from the Planning Department regarding what conditions can and cannot be legally 
included when approving a CUP for alcohol retailers. Citing directly both the 1996 Prohibited 
Conditions Memo and Pacoima decision, the Planning Department responded that it is 
preempted by state law from imposing the conditions listed in the two documents.

IV. REBUTTAL SUMMARY

The Los Angeles Office of Zoning Administration and Planning Department are incorrect in 
their conclusion that it does not have any authority to impose alcohol-specific conditions on 
alcohol retail outlets because their analysis:

2 Pacoima Food Market v. City of Los Angeles, Superior Court of Los Angeles County, No. C753794 (Peremptory 
Writ of Mandate of mandate filed May 24,1990).
3 Letter of Clarification from Maya E. Zaitzevsky, Associate Zoning Administrator, City of Los Angeles, to Seth 
Brown, Sprouts Market, Regency Centers Corporation, and Terri Dickerhoff, CGR Development (January 7, 2014) 
(on file with author).
4 Letter from Terri Dickerhoff, CGR Development to Maya Zaitzevsky, Office of Zoning Administration, Los 
Angeles Department of City Planning (December 18, 2013) (on file with author).
5 Letter from Terry P: Kaufman Macias, Managing Assistant, Land Use Division, City of Los Aneles, to Linda 
Lucks, President, Venice Neighborhood Council (January 9, 20000) (on file with author).
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1. Overstates the breadth of the state’s alcohol licensing authority, particularly as to new 
businesses subject to the City’s CUP process, while ignoring more recent case law and 
legal analyses that supersede and clarify the 1990 Pacoima decision;

2. Ignores the practices and progress made in other local California jurisdictions; and,
3Fails to recognize the need for a comprehensive policy that can fully articulate and

exercise local authority, instead relying on an ad hoc strategy that undermines that 
authority.

V. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

To overcome concerns of express alcohol regulation the City needs to update its legal analysis to 
provide a clear statement of local authority, conduct a review of policies and practices adopted 
by other California cities and counties, and assess the alcohol-related problems faced by 
neighborhoods in the City. Based on these analyses and reviews, the City should formalize a 
comprehensive program to reduce problems associated with alcohol retail sales. The program 
should:

1. Articulate how nuisance activities are directly related to alcohol sales thus establishing a 
clear nexus between local police and zoning powers and the alcohol-specific specific 
sales conditions;

2. Include an alcohol-specific CUP ordinance that includes standards for determining the 
number, location, type, and sales practices of new alcohol outlets designed to minimize 
public health, safety and nuisance problems associated with alcohol sales;

3. Include a Deemed Approve Ordinance (DAO) that establishes public nuisance abatement 
standards for pre-existing alcohol retail outlets;

4. Establish the administrative mechanism by which action can be taken against alcohol 
retailers for violations of the CUP and DAOs;

5. Impose a fee paid by alcohol retailers to defray the costs associated with implementing 
and enforcing the program;

6. Assign a dedicated law enforcement officer, trained in alcohol law enforcement 
techniques, to administer the policy and enforce its provisions; and

7. Establish steps for working with the ABC Department to ensure good collaboration when 
administering and enforcing the policy.

VI. LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. The City overstates the breadth of the state’s alcohol licensing authority, particularly as 
to new businesses subject to the City’s Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process, while 
ignoring more recent case law and legal analyses that supersede the 1990 Pacoima 
decision.



1. Introduction

The City’s position that it is preempted by state law from imposing alcohol-specific standards on 
new and existing alcohol retailers appears to be based on the 1990 Pacoima decision by the 
Superior Court. The decision struck down alcohol-specific conditions imposed by the Zoning 
Administrator on an existing alcohol retailer as a condition of remaining open. The Pacoima 
decision has been superseded by more recent court decisions and legal analyses, which clearly 
give California local jurisdictions much broader authority to impose operating conditions 
(including those specific to alcohol) on both new and existing alcohol retailers.

Although California state law expressly reserves the authority to license and regulate alcohol 
sales, this authority is not absolute.6 The foundation for local governments’ ability to regulate 
alcohol outlets rests on their police and zoning powers to address land use and public safety 
problems. This includes the prevention and abatement of public nuisances associated with 
alcohol availability and the authority to address the impact of alcohol retail outlets on public 
health, safety, and welfare. State courts have affirmed that the state’s licensing authority and 
local government’s land use authority operate concurrently based on the fundamental conceptual 
difference between the two regulatory activities. As stated in a seminal 1961 case upholding a 
local government’s restrictions on the location of cocktail lounges:

“The essence of zoning lies in metropolitan and regional planning; it is the use 
and treatment of public and private land and its appurtenances in the interest of 
the community as a whole. The factors and reasons that determine the imposition 
of metropolitan zoning are entirely different from those which control the 
regulation of the consumption of liquor.”7

Local governments therefore have authority to regulate alcohol outlets and alcohol sales 
practices so long as the restrictions are grounded in its land use authority and police powers. The 
extent of and basis for this authority varies based on whether the retail alcohol outlet is a new or 
pre-existing business, as discussed below.

2. Regulation of new alcohol retail outlets.

The state legislature has explicitly prohibited the issuance of new alcohol retail licenses that 
would violate a valid local zoning ordinance. The relevant statute states: “No retail license shall 
be issued for any premises which are located in any territory where the exercise of the rights and

6 California Constitution. Art. 20 §22 states “the State of California ... shall have the exclusive right and power to 
license and regulate the ... sale ... of alcoholic beverages within the State” to the exclusion of cities and counties.
7 Floresta Inc. v. City Council, 190 Cal.App.2d 599, 605 (1961).



privileges conferred by the license is contrary to a valid zoning ordinance of any county or 
city.”8

In the early 1980s, many California cities and counties, including Los Angeles, became 
concerned about the public health and safety issues associated with the overconcentration of 
alcohol outlets, particularly in urban settings.9 In response to the state’s minimal limitations on 
the number of alcohol licenses that could be issued, local jurisdictions began exercising their 
land use powers through the enactment of CUP ordinances specific to alcohol outlets.10 Today 
most local jurisdictions have CUP ordinances that limit the geographic location, type, and 
number of alcohol retail outlets. Many of the CUPs also include restrictions on alcohol-specific 
selling and serving practices, including those imposed on both the Pacoima Market and Sprouts 
Fanners Market (see section 4 for specific examples). The ordinances routinely include findings 
that establish the connection between the regulations, the mitigation of public health, safety and 
nuisance problems, and the jurisdiction’s land use and police powers.

This local authority is now widely accepted, and there are no successful legal challenges of a 
thorough local, alcohol-specific CUP ordinance, at least at the appellate level. As expressly 
required by the Legislature, and recognized by the courts, the state’s authority to license a new 
alcohol outlet only comes into play if the proposed outlet meets the local government’s land use 
requirements Alcohol-specific conditions, such as restrictions on the types of alcohol to be sold 
in the new business, are permissible so long as the restriction is based on the local government’s 
land use authority. The Pacoima decision is not relevant to this issue, since it addresses 
conditions imposed on a pre-existing retail outlet. The Zoning Administrator’s decision to 
rescind conditions placed on the Sprouts Farmers Market, a new business, is a misreading of 
Pacoima and an unnecessary limitation on the City’s authority to regulate new alcohol outlets.

3. Local Regulation of pre-existing (grandfathered) alcohol retail outlets

Although an important first step, CUPs have proven to be an imperfect tool. As noted above, 
alcohol retail outlets in existence prior to the enactment of a city or county CUP ordinance are 
exempt (or “grandfathered” or treated as “non-conforming uses”). Local governments cannot 
require them to obtain a CUP and be subject to CUP conditions so long as they are continuously 
open for business without substantial change in mode or character of operation. The large 
majority of a locality’s alcohol outlets fit this category.

8 Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code § 23790.
9 Wittman, F. and Shane, P., Manual for Community Planning to Prevent Problems of Alcohol Availability, 
Sacramento: California State Dept of Alcohol and Drug Programs (September, 1988).
10 Id. at Appendix B: Case Studies, pp. 119-140.



In 1993, prompted by the inability to regulate existing alcohol retail outlets, the City of Oakland 
enacted the first “deemed approved” ordinance (DAO).11 It exercises authority over 
grandfathered outlets by requiring they receive “deemed approved” permits and established 
“public nuisance standards” by which pre-existing retailers must abide in order to maintain their 
permit. The ordinance gives the city the authority to close the business if violations occur. The 
standards are monitored by the city through an enforcement and education program financed 
with a fee paid by all the city’s alcohol retailers. The public nuisance standards address land use 
and public safety issues associated with alcohol sales, such as loitering, increased police calls, 
noise, graffiti, and drug sales.

Alcohol retailers in Oakland challenged the ordinance on several grounds, including that the 
ordinance was preempted by the state’s exclusive licensing authority and interfered with their 
grandfathered rights to sell alcohol. All of the claims would ultimately be rejected in a decision 
by the California Court of Appeal, and the decision was left standing by the California Supreme 
Court when it denied further review.12

The Court of Appeal concluded that the ordinance did not interfere with a business’s 
grandfathered rights because the city retained its authority to abate nuisances and enforce its . 
criminal laws, stating that “[n]o business—not even an alcoholic beverage sales establishment 
regulated by state law—has a vested right to conduct its business in a manner that attracts public 
nuisances and encourages criminal activities near its premises.”13 The court reasoned that the 
city:

“.. .already has this authority [to abate nuisance]—independent of [the deemed 
approved] ordinance—which it may use in appropriate cases in the proper 
exercise of its police power. The ordinance does not create any new authority 
empowering the city to halt operation of an alcoholic beverage sales 
establishment premises. It merely creates an administrative mechanism that may 
result in a third party taking action against the alcoholic beverage seller— 
abatement by a court or license revocation by the Department of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control.”14

In other words, Oakland was exercising its zoning authority and police powers, which exist 
separate from and in concert with the state’s licensing authority.

11 Oakland, Cal., Ordinance 11624 (1993). For a description of the Oakland ordinance and its enactment, see 
Mosher, J. and Works, R., Confronting Sacramento: State Preemption, Community Control, and Alcohol-Outlet 
Blight in Two Inner-City Communities. San Rafael, CA: Marin Institute for the Prevention of Alcohol and Other 
Drug Problems (1994). The current ordinance is at Oakland, Cal. Planning Code ch. 17.156.
12 City of Oakland v. Superior Court, 47 Cal. App.4* 740 (1996), review denied.
13 Id. at 758.
14 Id. at 757
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Left ambiguous by the Oakland decision was the permissible reach of DAOs - to what extent can 
they restrict the mode of operation in relationship to alcohol sales and service? What is not 
ambiguous is the court’s opinion that the purpose of an ordinance, not its impact, determines 
whether it is distinct from the direct regulation of alcoholic beverage licensees.15

A separate line of cases has introduced the distinction between “direct” and “indirect” 
regulations on alcohol sales, with the former being within the exclusive domain of the ABC 
Department and the latter permissible by local regulation. In 2011, the Court of Appeal, Second 
District, Division 3 grappled with this distinction in People v. Schlimbach,16 a case involving an 
action by the Los Angeles City Attorney under the state’s Unlawful Liquor Sale Abatement 
Law.17 The City had imposed the following conditions on Schlimbach (the owner of a pre
existing restaurant and bar):

> Prohibit the employment of individuals who have been convicted of alcohol-related 
violations;

> Require all employees to attend STAR training within six months of employment;
y Prohibit the unlawful sale or service of any alcoholic beverage to an obviously intoxicated 

person;
> Require a uniformed security guard when there is live entertainment;
> Require the kitchen to be operational and food service available at all hours that the business 

is open; and
> Maintain and post signs in English and Spanish that state, “PERSONS UNDER THE AGE 

OF 21 AND INTOXICATED PERSONS WILL NOT BE SERVED ALCOHOLIC 
BEVERAGES.

Schlimbach appealed a lower court opinion claiming that the provisions were preempted by state 
law and within the exclusive jurisdiction of the ABC Department.

In weighing its decision that the provisions were not preempted, the Appeals court evaluated the 
relevant line of cases, stating in part (and quoting the Oakland DAO case):

“[A] city ordinance addressing nuisance problems associated with alcoholic 
beverage sale establishments does not improperly regulate preexisting ... 
licensees.” (City of Oakland v. Superior Court (1996) 45 Cal.App. 4th 740, 747,
53 Cal.Rptr. 2d 120.) While the ABC's exclusive right to regulate the sale and 
purchase of alcohol may prevent a city from enacting “ ‘such regulatory measures

15 See id. at 763 - 766.
16 193 Cal.App.4th 1132 (2011).
17 Cal. Pen. Code § 11200-11207.



as “restrictions as to the class of persons to whom liquors may be sold, and as to 
the hours of the day and the days of the week during which places of sale may be 
open,” ’ ” it does not preempt an ordinance that “does not directly affect the 
licensee's ability to sell alcoholic beverages to a willing purchaser.”18

The court reasoned that because the provisions did not restrict Schlimbach’s right to sell alcohol 
to a willing purchaser and were intended to prevent future problematic sales and abate nuisance 
arising from them, there was no improper interference with the jurisdiction of the ABC 
Department. Even the provision prohibiting sales to obviously intoxicated persons (which 
clearly affects a licensee’s ability to sell to a willing customer and is prohibited by state law) was 
determined to be within the City’s jurisdiction.

Central to this finding, as well as those cases cited for forming the legal basis of the decision, is 
the principle that a local regulation is not immediately preempted because it may have an impact 
on alcohol sales. Rather, a regulation needs to be evaluated with regard to its purpose and 
connection to the local jurisdiction’s land use and police powers to determine whether it 
improperly interferes with ABC Department authority.

The distinction between the “direct” and “indirect” regulation of alcohol is in fact artificial and 
evolving over time. Clearly DAOs can affect the ability of a retailer to sell to a willing 
customer; they include provisions that allow a local jurisdiction to close the business entirely if 
the prohibited public nuisance activities are violated. The Schlimbach court appeared to 
recognize this ambiguity when it stated that restrictions on hours and days of sale “may” be 
preempted, a matter the court explicitly stated it was not addressing in its opinion.19 The crucial 
issue, as illustrated in Schlimbach by its acceptance of the sales to obviously intoxicated persons 
condition, is that the local jurisdiction must establish the nexus between the condition and the 
abatement of public nuisances.

As discussed in Section 4, many California cities and counties have extended the reach of their 
DAOs to include provisions that might previously been considered “direct” regulation of alcohol 
sales (e.g., types of beverages permitted to be sold) based on the local jurisdictions’ 
determination that the restrictions are necessary and permissible to abate and prevent public 
nuisance activities. In many instances, these conditions are placed on retail outlets after a 
violation of the DAO has been determined, are issued to abate the nuisance, and serve as an 
alternative to outright revocation of the DAO permit.

18 Id. at 1146 (emphasis added) (citation omitted).
19 Indeed, an earlier case had approved hours of sales restrictions applicable to certain alcohol retailers as a means to 
abate nuisance activities. Korean American Legal Advocacy Foundation v. City of Los Angeles, 23 Cal.App. 376 
(1994).
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The Chief Zoning Administrator issued the Prohibited Conditions Memo (May 16, 1996), which 
relied on the Pacoima case, prior to either the City of Oakland v. Superior Court or Schlimbach 
cases. The Pacoima case is clearly dated and does not reflect the evolving legal jurisprudence on 
this issue. For example, the Pacoima court rejected the city’s conditions related to the age of 
clerks, refrigeration of products, and amount of retail floor space devoted to alcoholic beverages. 
The reasoning found in the cases following Pacoima suggests these would be treated as 
“indirect” regulations today, since they do not directly interfere with the retailer’s ability to sell 
to a willing customer. The other conditions, related to hours and days of sale, sales of single 
cans and bottles, and size of products, were issued as public nuisance abatement measures. 
Although California courts have not recently ruled on the permissibility of such local restrictions 
on grandfathered alcohol outlets, many cities and counties are now imposing similar conditions. 
The evolving jurisprudence suggests that they are permissible and do not encroach on the ABC 
Department’s licensing authority so long as they are clearly connected to legitimate local land 
use and public safety concerns.

B. The City ignores the practices and progress made in other local California jurisdictions.

The City’s position ignores the successes of other jurisdictions in California with regard to 
imposing alcohol-specific conditions on retailers. In the wake of City of Oakland, many other 
local governments in California have enacted ordinances imposing conditions on both new and 
existing retailers,20 many of which include fees paid by retailers to cover the cost of 
implementation and enforcement. While these ordinances vary in scope, the purpose remains 
focused on reducing nuisance activity associated with the sale of alcohol by retailers. Moreover, 
the most comprehensive of these ordinances go beyond simply imposing standards that address 
nuisance activity, and impose standards that directly restrict certain alcohol sales practices at new 
retail outlets, and existing retail outlets to a lesser degree.

Examples of local governments in California that impose alcohol-specific conditions on alcohol 
retailers include:

> Contra Costa County may impose restrictions on the sale of specific types of alcoholic 
beverages at an existing off-sale retailer that is seeking approval to continue operations after 
a violation of its DAO.21

20 Mosher, J., Cannon, C. and Treffers, R., Reducing Community Alcohol Problems Assocaited with Alcohol Sales. 
The Case of Deemed Approved Ordinances in California. Ventura County Limits, Alcohol & Drug Programs, 
Ventura County Health Care Agency, (September 2009). Available at . 
http://venturacountylimits.org/resource_documentsWC_CommAlcProb_lupPress_FNL.pdf.
21 Contra Costa County CA Code § 82.38.814
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> Lancaster gives its planning commission discretion to impose conditions on new retail 
alcohol outlets that restrict container sizes and hours of operation.22

> Hayward authorizes its planning commission and city council to impose conditions on new 
retail outlets related to minimum and maximum container sizes for beer, malt liquor, wine 
and distilled spirits.23 Hayward also restricts happy hour promotions in new bona fide 
restaurants 24 25

> Huntington Park imposes limits on container sizes for all types of alcoholic beverages and 
prohibits sales of beer and wine that exceed 14 percent alcohol content by volume. The 
restrictions are applicable to all alcohol retail establishments.23

> Montebello prohibits new off-sale retails from selling single containers of beer or wine 
coolers.26

> Orange restricts employees under 21 years of age from working between 10:00 p.m. and 2:00 
a.m. at new retailers with motor fuel that sell beer and wine. Additionally, at these locations 
all containers of alcoholic beverages that are displayed for sale must be secured against 
public access between the hours of 2 a.m. and 6 a.m., or more restrictive hours as determined 
by the conditional use permit process.27

Palmdale’s zoning ordinance includes the following provision applicable to new off-sale 
alcohol retail outlets: “For specific locations or defined geographic areas, the approval 
authority may restrict alcoholic beverages by container size and type, and/or by strength of 
alcohol content, where a nexus is demonstrated between such restriction and the public health 
and safety.”28

> Pinole restricts new retailers from selling beers or wines that have screw tops in bottles less 
than 375 milliliters, unless sold in manufacturer prepackaged multi-unit quantities. Also, the 
sale of liquor in a new store shall be limited to no more than 200 linear feet of display, which 
shall include the use of multi-tiered shelving not to exceed 36 inches in depth.29

y San Bernardino gives its planning commission discretion to impose conditions on new retail 
alcohol outlets that restrict container sizes and hours of operation.30

22 Lancaster, CA Municipal Code § 17.42.080.
23 Hayward, CA, Municipal Code § 10-1.2760.
24 Hayward, CA Municipal Code § 10-1.2751.
25 Huntington Park, CA Municipal Code § 9-4.203(6)(p).
26 Montebello, CA Municipal Code § 17.61.080(A)(7).
27 Orange, Cal. Municipal Code § 17.30.030:
28 Palmdale, CA Municipal Code § 92.07(F)(11).
29 Pinole, CA Municipal Code § 17.59.040.
30 San Bernardino Development Code § 19.06.030(2)(B), Section V11I(A).

10



San Buenaventura (Ventura) imposes on both new and existing off-sale alcoholic beverage 
establishments a prohibition on the “sale of beer or malt beverage products in bottles or cans 
greater than 32 ounces in volume.”31

Santa Cruz requires that new “eating and drinking establishments” have a minimum of fifty- 
one percent of their monthly gross receipts be from the sale of meals, and not include cover 
or admission charges, or alcoholic beverages sales, during the same period.32

Walnut Creek may evaluate and impose conditions on hours and days of operation before 
approving a new alcohol retailer.33

Watsonville prohibits any outlet from selling malt liquors and fortified wine in large 
containers; it also prohibits drive-through alcohol service and prohibits restaurants from 
having distinct bar areas 34

Also commonly found in many of these CUP and DAOs are requirements that owners, 
supervisors, and employees at both new and existing establishments attend responsible beverage 
service training to remain in compliance.

The examples of conditions listed above should not be considered an exhaustive list. As is 
described in the previous section, local governments have significant authority with regard to the 
conditions they may impose on an alcohol retailer so long as they are based in their local land 
use authority and the policy clearly articulates how it addresses a problem that falls within the 
bounds of that authority.

The ABC Department has not only accepted this expanding use of local land use authority, in 
many instances it has actively cooperated with local law enforcement to insure effective 
enforcement ofboth local and state restrictions.35 Notable is the ABC Department’s statement in 
response to an inquiry by the Schlimbach court, that the conditions imposed by the City do not 
interfere with its regulatory jurisdiction.

C. The City needs a comprehensive policy that fully articulates and exercises its local 
authority, instead of relying on an ad hoc strategy that undermines that authority.

31 San Buenaventura, CA, Municipal Code § 24.460.420.
32 Santa Cruz, CA, Municipal Code ch. 24.12, pt. 12.
33 Walnut Creek, CAMunicipal Code. § 10-2.3.1211.
34 Watsonville, CA Municipal Code § 14-25.
35 See, for example, the City of Ventura’s description of its collaboration with the ABC Department: 
http://www.citvofyentura.net/pd/coromunity/abc.
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The City clearly recognizes its zoning and police powers, as is illustrated by the authority 
granted to the Zoning Administrator to approve new alcohol retailers and take nuisance actions 
against all retailers through its general CUP ordinance. Additionally, the City has an ordinance 
addressing nuisance abatement procedure for activity commonly occurring near alcohol outlets.36 
The City, however, has taken an ad hoc approach to addressing land use problems associated 
alcohol retailers - as illustrated by Pacoima Food Market and Sprouts Farmers Market cases. 
While the actions in both instances came after a formalized process, it was not specific to alcohol 
retailers and the conditions imposed were not linked specifically to problems associated with 
alcohol retail sales.

The City’s approach contrasts with the more comprehensive and carefully crafted policies and 
programs taken by other local jurisdiction, which establish a nexus between alcohol sales 
activities and nuisance problems and include alcohol-specific CUP and DAOs. The ordinances 
set standards for determining whether new retail outlets should be permitted and if so with what 
operational requirements, and standards for pre-existing retail outlets that reduce the risk of 
public nuisance activities.

For the City to overcome concerns about imposing conditions on alcohol retailers, especially 
those that specifically address alcohol sales, it needs to establish a comprehensive policy that 
clearly articulates that its proposed actions are tied to its state-granted land use and police 
powers. The policy can include the following components:

1. An alcohol-specific CUP ordinance that includes standards for determining the number, 
location, type, and sales practices of new alcohol outlets designed to minimize public 
health, safety and nuisance problems associated with alcohol sales;

2. A Deemed Approve Ordinance that establishes public nuisance abatement standards for 
pre-existing alcohol retail outlets;

3. Establish the administrative mechanism by which action can be taken against retailers for 
violations;

4. A fee paid by alcohol retailers to defray the costs associated with implementing and 
enforcing the program;

5. Dedicated law enforcement personnel trained in alcohol law enforcement techniques 
assigned to administer the policy and enforce its provisions; and,

6. Procedures for working with the ABC Department to ensure effective collaboration.

36 Los Angeles, Cal., Planning and Zoning Code §12.27.1



Guidance for drafting a clear and cohesive policy can be found in the Policy Briefing published 
by Ventura County Limits in January 2014 titled Best Practices in Municipal Regulation to 
Reduce Alcohol-Related Harms from Licensed Alcohol Outlets?1

37 Alcohol & Drug Programs, Ventura County Health Care Agency. Available at 
http://venturacountviimits.org/resource documents/VC BestPractAlcSales Jan2014fhl.t>df.

http://venturacountviimits.org/resource_documents/VC_BestPractAlcSales_Jan2014fhl.t%3edf
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Title 4 Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control § 61.5

3. Amendment filed 4-4-78; effective thirtieth day thereafter (Register 78, No.
14).

4. Repealer filed 6-4-84; effective thirtieth day thereafter (Register 84, No. 23).

{ 61J2.. Restrictions on Government-Owned Premises. 
Note Authority cited: Sections 23824 and 25750, Business and Professions 
Code, and Section 22 of Article XX of the California Constitution.

History
I .New section filed 4-18-62; designated effective 5-21-62 (Register 62, No. 8).

For history of former Section 61.2, see Register 61, No. 20.
2. Repealer filed 6-4-84; effective thirtieth day thereafter (Register 84, No. 23).

$61.3. Undue Concentration.
(a) For the purpose of section 23958 of the Alcoholic Beverage Con

trol Act, undue concentration includes, but is not limited to, conditions 
set forth below:

The applicant premises for an original orpremises-to-premises trans
fer of any retail license are located in a crime reporting district which has 
a 20% greaternumber of reported crimes, as defined below, than the aver
age number of reported crimes as determined from all crime reporting 
districts within the jurisdiction of the local law enforcement agency if the 
Mowing conditions exist;

(1) As toon-sale retail license applications, the ratio of co-sale retail 
licenses to population in the census tract or census division in which the 
applicant premises are located exceeds the ratio of on-sale retail licenses 
to population in the county in which the applicant premises are located.

(2) As to off-sale retail license applications, the ratio of off-sale retail 
licenses to population in the census tract or census division in which die 
applicant premises are located exceeds the ratio of oil-sale retail licenses 
to population in the county in which the applicant premises are located.

Notwithstanding the above, the department may issue a license if the 
applicant shows that public convenience ornecessity would be served by 
such issuance.

(b) Definition of Terms and Data Sources. The following definitions
and data sources shall govern the construction and application of this 
rule: - '

(1) “Reporting Districts” mean geographical areas within the bound
aries of a single governmental entity (city or the unincorporated area of 
a county), which reporting districts are identified by the local law en
forcement agency in the c ompilation and maintenance of statistical infor
mation on reported crimes and arrests.

(2) “Reported Crimes” are the most recent yearly compilation by the 
local law enforcement agency of reported offenses of criminal homicide, 
forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny theft, motor 
vehicle theft, and such offenses shall be combined with all arrests for oth
er crimes, felonies and misdemeanors, except traffic citations.

(3) “Population Within the Census Tract or Census Division" means 
the population as determined by fee most recent United States decennial 
or special census. Such population determination shall not operate to pre
vent an applicant from establishing that an increase of resident population 
has occurred within the census tract or census division.

(4) “Population in the County” shall be determined by the annual popu
lation estimate for California counties published by the Population Re
search Unit, Stale Department of Finance.

(5) “Retail Licenses” shall include the following:
(A) Off-sale Retail Licenses: Typ>es 20 (off-sale beer and wine) and 

21 (off-sale general).
(B) On-sale Retail Licenses: All retail on-sale licenses except Types 

43 (on-sale beer and wine for train), 44 (on-sale beer and wine for fishing 
party boat), 45 (on-sale beer and wine for boat), 46 (on-sale beer and 
wine for airplane), 53 (on-sale general for train and sleepingcar), 54 (on- 
sale general for boat), 55 (on-sale general for airplane). 56 (on-sale gen
eral for vessel of more than 1,000 tons burden), and 62 (on-sale general 
bona fide public eating place intermittent dockside license for vessels of 
more than 15,000 tens displacement).

(6) The number of retail licenses in the county shall be determined by 
the most recent yearly retail license count published by the department 
in.

This rule does not apply where the premises have been licensed and 
operated with the same type license within 90 days of the application. 
Note- Authority cited: Section 25750, Business and Professions Code and Sec
tion 22 of Article XX, California Constitution. Reference; Section 23958,Busi. 
ness and Professions Code.

History
1. New section fifed 8-1-77; effective thirtieth day thereafter (Register 77, No. 

32). For history of former section, see Register 61, No. 20.
2. Amendment filed 4-4-79 as an emergency; effective upon filing (Register 79, 

No. 14).
3. Certificate of Compliance filed 6-29-79 (Register 79, No. 26).
4. Amendment filed 6-29-79; effective thirtieth day thereafter (Register 79, No.

5. Change without regulatory effect amending section pursuant to section 100, 
title 1, California Code of Regulations filed 2-28-91 (Register 91, No. 13).

$61.4. Proximity lo Residences.
No original issuance of a retail license orpremises-to-premises trans

fer of a retail license shall be approved for premises at which either of the 
Mowing conditions exist

(a) The premises are located within 100 feet of a residence.
(b) The parking lot or parking area which is maintained for the benefit 

of patrons of the premises, or operated in conjunction with the premises, 
is located within 100 feet of a residence. Where the parking lot is main
tained for the benefit of patrons of multiple businesses in the vicinity of 
the premises, the parking area considered forthepurpose of this rule shall 
be determined by the area necessary tocomply with the off-street parking 
requirements as mandated by the local ordinance, or if there are no local 
requirements for off-street parking, then the area which would reason
ably be necessary to accommodate the anticipated parking needs erf the 
premises, taking into c onsideration the type business and operation con
templated.

Distances provided for in this rule shall be measured by airline from 
the closest edge of any residential structure to the closest edge of the 
premises or the closest edge of the parking lot or parking area, as defined 
herein above, whichever distance is shorter.

This rule does not apply where the premises have been licensed and 
operated with the same type license within 90 days of the application.

Notwithstanding the provisions erf this rule, the department may issue 
an original retail license or transfer a retail license pre mis es-to-pre raises 
where the applicant establishes that fire operation of the business would 
not interfere with the quiet enjoyment of the property by residents.
Note Authority cited: Section 25750, Business and Professions Code; Section 
22, Article XX, California Constitution. Reference: Section 23958, Business and 
Professions Code. .

History
1. New section filed 8-1-77; effective thirtieth day thereafter (Register 77, No.

32). For history of former section, see Register 61, No. 20. ,
2. Amendment filed 6-27-79 as an emergency; effective upon filing (Register79, 

No. 26).
3. Certificate of Compliance filed 10-25-79 (Register 79, No. 43). ,

$ 61.5. Off-Sale General License Restriction.
No original off-sale general license shall be issued to any premises for 

wbichan on-sale license is issued, except that the department may issue 
an off-sale general license to (remises licensed underan on-sale general 
license if it is satisfied thattbe on-sale business and the off-sale business 
are to be physically separated and operated independently of each other 
and the privile ges thereby granted are to be fully exercised in a bona fide 
manner. Subject to the provisions of Section 24044 of the Alcoholic Bev
erage Control Act. and Rule 65 of these regulations, no off-sale general 
license shall be held by any person who does not, in good faith, exercise 
the privileges granted thereby at the licensed premises.
Note Authority cited: Section 25750. Business and Professions Code: Section 
22, ArticJe XX, California Constimtion. Reference: Sections 23300, 23320, 
23355,23394, 23401 and 24040. Business and Professions Code.
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Alcohol Outlet Density
East Hollywood Neighborhood Council boundaries

The California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control authorizes on- and off-sale alcohol licenses by 
census tract population.

According to ABC regulations, in order for a new license to be issued, census tracts must meet the 
following criteria:

License to sell beer, wine, and distilled spirits
On-sale: 1 license per 2,000 residents 
Off-sale: 1 license per 2,500 residents

License to sell beer and wine
On-sale: No state limit
Off-sale: 1 license per 2,500 residents

Hollywood
Area
Reporting
District

Corresponding 
Census Tract

Total
Population

Active On- 
Sale (beer, 
wine, and 
distilled 
spirits)

Active Off-
Sale
(beer,
wine, and
distilled
spirits)

Active On- 
Sale
(beer and 
wine)

Active Off- 
Sale
(beer and 
wine)

639 1904.01 3,370 1 2 0
1 per 3,370 
residents

1 per 1,685 
residents

N/A

639 1904.02 2,294 0 5 0
N/A 1 per 459 

residents
N/A

657 1917.20 4,271 1 1 0
1 per 4,271 
residents

1 per 4,271 
residents

N/A

659 1911.10 3,457 0 2 0
N/A 1 per 1,729 

residents
N/A

667 1909.02 4,055 1 0 0 1
1 per 4,055 
residents

N/A N/A 1 per 4,055 
residents

668 1909.01 4,232 1 1 0 2
1 per 4,232 
residents

1 per 4,232 
residents

N/A 1 per 2,116 
residents

669 1911.20 4,383 0 1 0 1
N/A 1 per 4,383 

residents
N/A 1 per 4,383 

residents -
679 1916.20 . 2,917 0 1 2 1

N/A 1 per 2,917 
residents

1 per 1,459 
residents

1 per 2,917 
residents

1912.01 4,701 0 4 2 2
1 per 2,917 
residents

1 per 2,917 
residents

1 per 2,917 
residents

1 per 2,917 
residents
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1912.03 2,655 0 1 4 1
1 per 2,917 
residents

1 per 2,917 
residents

1 per 2,917 
residents

1 per 2,917 
residents

1912.04 1,909 0 0 3 3
1 per 2,917 
residents

1 per 2,917 
residents

1 per 2,917 
residents

1 per 2,917 
residents

1913.01 2,541 4 1 0 0
1 per 2,917 
residents

1 per 2,917 
residents

1 per 2,917 
residents

1 per 2,917 
residents

1913.02 2,433

EKS9I
6
1 per 406 
residents

1914.10 4,964 1 0 0
1 per 4,964 
residents

N/A N/A

1914.20 3,981 0 2
N/A 1 per 1,991 

residents
1915.00 5,424 1 1 1 1

1 per 5,424 
residents

1 per 5,424 
residents

1 per 5,424 
residents

1 per 5,424 
residents

1926.10 4,953 1 0 2
1 per 4,953 
residents

N/A 1 per 2,462 
residents

1927.00 3,326 1 0 4
1 per 3,326 
residents

N/A 1 per 832 
residents .
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Reporting
District

Census
Tract

Retailer Name Retailer Address License
Number

License Type

639 1904.01 Hollywood Thai 
Restaurant

5241 Hollywood
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90027

381059 47

Mark Paul Houston 5221 Hollywood
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90027

484264 48

El Adobe Market & 
Liquor

5203 Hollywood
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90027

439948 21

Jumbo’s Clown Room 5153 Hollywood
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90027

38542 48

5151 Hollywood, LLC 5151 Hollywood
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90027

454226 41

Yum Yum Restaurant 5103 Hollywood
Blvd., Los Angeles,
CA, 90027

538159 41

Thailand Plaza 5321 Hollywood
Blvd. 2nd Floor, Los 
Angeles, CA, 90027

284933 47

639 1904.02 Pink Elephant Liquor & 
Deli

1836 N Western
Ave., Los Angeles,
CA, 90027

441262 21

Ralphs 5429 Hollywood
Blvd., Los Angeles,
CA, 90027

407382 21

Silom Supermarket 5321 Hollywood
Blvd., Los Angeles,
CA, 90027

284657 21

Thai Patio Restaurant 
by JB

5273 Hollywood
Blvd., Los Angeles,
CA, 90027

506725 41

Pa Ord Noodle 3 5269 Hollywood
Blvd., Los Angeles,
CA, 90027

543561 41

Ruenpair Restaurant 5225A Hollywood
Blvd., Los Angeles,
CA, 90027

477622 41

Kazoku Sushi 5259 Hollywood
Blvd., Los Angeles,
CA, 90027

529944 41

Red Corner Asia 5267 Hollywood
Blvd., #A-B,
Los Angeles, CA
90027

436909 41

657 1917.20 Golddiggers 5630 Santa Monica 
Blvd., Los Angeles,

257501 48
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CA, 90038

Prime Time Pub 5556 Santa Monica 
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90038_______

401654

Tempo 5520 Santa Monica 
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90038

330602

939 N Western Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

Smart & Final 456560

Little San Salvador 
Restaurant

905 N Western Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

444929

Food 4 Less 5420 W Sunset 
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90027

407376

Bill’s Liquor & Jr 
Market

5332 Sunset Blvd 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90027

516445

Shakey’s Pizza 
Restaurant

5170 W Sunset 
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90027_______

463716

Parus Indian 
Restaurant

5140 W Sunset 
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90027_______

500364

Fountain Market & 
Liquor

5203 Fountain Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

1909.02 5936 W Sunset 
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90028 ___

Delancey 454768

Market Plus 6010 Fountain Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90028

560545

Blacklite Cafe 1159 N Western 
Ave., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90029______

1909.01 368891

Four Aces Market 1111 N Western 
Ave., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90029

517271

Young’s Market 1114 N St Andrews 
PL, Los Angeles, 
CA, 90038_______

544885

5707 Santa Monica 
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90038_______

Tony’s Liquor

1911.20 Day N Nite Mini Market 5101 Santa Monica 
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90029______

518608

Jons Market 5311 Santa Monica 221489
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Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90029

679 1916.20 Villalobos Market 5244 Santa Monica 
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90029

291187 20

El Nuevo San
Salvador Restaurant 2

5230 Santa Monica 
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90029

245694 41

J&J Grocery & Liquor 5100 Santa Monica 
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90029

489323 21 ■

Marias Ramada
Mexican Restaurant

1064 N Kingsley Dr., 
Los Angeles, 90029

511694 41

1912.01 Jon’s Markets 1601 N Vermont
Ave., Los Angeles,
CA, 90027 w

297962 21

Rite Aid 1637 N Vermont
Ave., Los Angeles,
CA, 90027

348162 21

Norwood Market 5070 Hollywood
Blvd., Los Angeles,
CA, 90027

428296 20

Fountain Liquor 4711 Fountain Ave., 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

467020 21

7-Eleven 5070 W Sunset
Blvd., Los Angeles,
CA, 90027

500301 20

Bamboo House 
Restaurant

4852 Hollywood
Blvd., Los Angeles,
CA, 90027

536768 41 .

T&J Mini Mart 5063 W Sunset
Blvd., Los Angeles,
CA, 90027

540929 21

Yai's On Vermont 1627 N Vermont
Ave., Los Angeles,
CA, 90027

556539 41

1912.03 Raffaallo’s Pizza 4708 Fountain Ave., 
Los Anqeles, CA, 
90029

287772 41

Lotus Lounge 1135 N Vermont
Ave., Los Angeles,
CA 90029

349511 42

Bezjian’s Grocery 4725 Santa Monica 
Blvd., Los Angeles,
CA, 90029

42541 20

Los Tres Amigos 
Restaurant

4869 Santa Monica 
Blvd., Los Angeles,
CA, 90029

433312 41

JB Liquor 1185 N Vermont
Ave., Los Angeles,
CA, 90029

508242 21

El Pajonal Restaurant 1133 N Vermont
Ave., Los Angeles,

563080 41
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Blvd., Los Angeles
CA, 90029
4348 Fountain Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

The Kitchen 450028

Covell 4628 Hollywood 
Blvd., Los Angeles,

485564

CA, 90027
Acapulco 4444 W Sunset 

Blvd., Los Angeles 
CA, 90027______

521474

Wat Dong Moon Lek 4356 Fountain Ave 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

541357

India’s Restaurant 4366 Fountain Ave 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

Two Girls and Two 
Boys

4648 Hollywood 
Blvd., Los Angeles

564751

CA, 90027
1914.10 Smog Cutter 864 N Virgil Ave., 

Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

226416

7-Eleven 4460 Santa Monica 
Blvd., Los Angeles,

347268

CA, 90029
4666 Santa Monica 
Blvd., Los Angeles, 
CA, 90029_______

Virgil Farm Market 868 N Virgil Ave., 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

1914.20 Nelie’s Market 816 N Vermont Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

278733

808 N Vermont Ave 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

Golfo De Fonseca 
Restaurant

311946

Golfo De Fonseca 
Market

804 N Vermont Ave 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

377306

Amalia's Kitchen 751 N Virgil Ave., 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

509238

Virgil Market 780 N Virgil Ave., 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

Virgil Square Market 721 N Virgil Ave., 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029
720 N Virgil Ave., 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

531895

Carniceria21 Market 825 N Vermont Ave 538540
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Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

1915.00 Calamigos 480 Riverside Dr.,
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

382891 47

Tripti Market 4550 Marathon St.,
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

419013 20

The Faculty 707 N Heliotrope Dr., 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

510369 41

Super Market & Liquor 4820 Santa Monica 
Blvd., Los Angeles,
CA, 90029

513458 21

1926.10 Rincon Chileno 
Restaurant

4352-56 Melrose
Ave., Los Angeles,
CA,90029

123758 41

Pizza Paul 4330 Melrose Ave.,
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

223992 41

Dad’s Mobil 657 N Vermont Ave., 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90004

325797 20

MB Market 663 N Heliotrope
Ave., Los Angeles,
CA, 90004 "

378078 20

Faultline Bar 4216 Melrose Ave.,
Los Angeles, CA, 
90029

52149 48

1927.00 Denny’s 400 N Vermont Ave., 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90004

216500 r4T

-
Cha Cha Cha 656 N Virgil Ave.,

Los Angeles, CA, 
90004

247195 41

Don Felix Restaurant 303-305-307 Virgil 
Ave., Los Angeles,
CA, 90004

451356 41

Garam 600 N Vermont Ave., 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90004

454477 57

Remy Market - 559 N Hoover St.,
Los Angeles, CA, 
90004

510522 20

Osi Food Mart 601 N Vermont Ave., 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90004

523830 20

India’s Clay Pit 309-11 N Virgil Ave., 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90004

548505 41

United Oil 304 N Vermont Ave., 
Los Angeles, CA, 
90004

558886 20
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Robin Sodahm Yoo | Prevention Specialist

California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control 
License Query System - Map Query 
<http://maps.gis.ca.gov/abc/lqs/>

United States Census Bureau
American FactFinder, Selected Social Characteristics in the United States 
2009-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
<http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml>

Contact Information

Behavioral Health Services—Hollywood Family Recovery Center 
6838 Sunset Boulevard 
Hollywood, CA 90038

Gilbert Mora | Prevention Coordinator 
tel: (323) 461-3161 ext. 3819 
mobile: (323) 695-9386 
email: qmora@bhs-inc.org

Robin Sodahm Yoo | Prevention Specialist 
tel: (323) 461-3161 ext. 3815 
mobile: (310) 386-8609 
email: svoo@bhs-inc.org
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A Cities and Communities Health Report

Excessive alcokol consumption costs 
LA County Z,$oo Lives and. billion
eack year.

ALcokoL misuse and abuse Is not only 
treatable, but preventable!

Howj cormvumitles cata. take action.:
© Stop alcokol sales to minors
© Reduce ^outU exposure to alcokoL advertising 
© Li-ifwLl: tke density of alcokol outlets 
© Increase goutk awareness of tke ka^ards of alcokoL
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Mess age from the Health Officer
As the second-leading cause of premature death and disability in Los Angeles Coun
ty,1 excessive alcohol consumption continues to be a serious public health concern.
Each year 2,500 people in the county die from alcohol-related causes, with the loss 
of approximately 78,000 years of potential life. In addition to the devastating per
sonal and societal effects of alcohol abuse on individuals, families, and communi
ties, excessive alcohol consumption costs Los Angeles County an estimated $10.8 
billion annually, or roughly $1,000 for every resident.2

More than half of adults in Los Angeles County report drinking alcohol in the 
past month. When used in moderation, alcohol use may have modest health 
benefits. However, excessive alcohol consumption, which includes binge drinking3 and heavy drinking,4 leads 
to serious medical illnesses, impaired mental health, increased motor vehicle crashes, increased rates of violent 
crime, and a multitude of other harmful social consequences on family interactions, work productivity, and 
school performance.

An estimated 16.2% (or 1,190,000) of county adults are binge drinkers (Figure 1) and an additional 3.3%
(or 242,000) are heavy drinkers (Figure 2). Both binge drinking and heavy drinking are more common 
among males and young adults; heavy drinking is also more common among whites and those of higher 
socioeconomic status.5 The high rates of binge drinking among teens and young adults are a particular cause 
for concern, as close to 1 in 5 high school students in Los Angeles reported at least one episode of binge 
drinking in the past month.

A high density of alcohol outlets increases alcohol consumption,6 motor vehicle crashes,7 alcohol-related 
hospital admissions,8 injury deaths,9 assaults and violent crime,10 suicides,7 drinking and driving,1112 child 
maltreatment,13 and neighborhood disturbances.14 In this report, we examined the relationship between the 
density of alcohol outlets and three alcohol-related harms in 117 cities and communities across Los Angeles 
County and found similar results; increased rates of violent crime, alcohol-involved motor vehicle crashes, 
and alcohol-related deaths were all associated with having a high density of alcohol outlets in that city or 
community.

Limiting the density of alcohol outlets is one effective approach to reducing excessive alcohol consumption 
and alcohol-related harms.13 To assist communities in designing strategies and in policy making efforts to 
prevent alcohol-related harms, this report provides a profile of alcohol outlet density and alcohol-related 
consequences by city and community. We hope the information provided will help support and strengthen 
efforts to prevent alcohol-related diseases and injuries throughout the county.

Jonathan E. Fielding, MD, MPH 
Director of Public Health and Health Officer
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Figure 1. Percent of Adults Who Reported Binge Drinking in the Past Month, by Age Group, 2007
Binge drinking for females is drinking 4 or more drinks, and for males 5 or more drinks, on one occasion 
at least one time in the past month. Source: 2007 Los Angeles County Health Survey

25-28 50-39 4CM9 60-59 60-64 65 or over
Age Group (years)

Figure 2. Number of Adults Who Reported Heavy Drinking in the Past Month, by Gender, 2007
Heavy drinking for males is consuming more than 60 drinks, and for females more than 30 drinks, 
in the past month. Source: 2007 Los Angeles County Health Survey
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Study Methods
Defining Cities and Communities within Los Angeles County
Cities and communities (unincorporated areas) in Los Angeles County were defined using the Census 2000 
Incorporated Places and Census Designated Places. The city of Los Angeles was further divided into its 15 city 
council districts to provide more local information.16

The 2007 population estimates for Los Angeles County17 were used to determine density and those at risk for 
alcohol-related harms. Cities and communities with less than 10,000 residents are excluded from this report 
because estimates for these areas are unreliable. For each of the remaining 117 cities and communities, the 
density of alcohol outlets and the rates of several alcohol-related harms were examined.

Determining Alcohol Outlet Density
Information on alcohol outlets within Los Angeles County was obtained from the California Department of 
Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC).18 ABC categorizes alcohol outlets as:

• on-premises - outlets where alcohol is served to be consumed on site, e.g. bars and restaurants.

• off-premises - outlets where alcohol is sold to be consumed off site, e.g. liquor stores and grocery 
stores.19

A total of 16,039 alcohol outlets in LA County were identified and included in the analysis. The densities 
(number of outlets per 10,000 residents) of on-premises and off-premises alcohol outlets were calculated 
separately, and categorized into tertiles of “low,” “medium,” or “high” density.

Measuring Alcohol-Related Harms
In this report, three alcohol-related harms were examined: alcohol-involved motor vehicle crashes,20 violent 
crimes,21 and alcohol-related deaths.22 These three harms were analyzed because city/community-level data 
were available and because they have been found in other studies to be related to alcohol outlet density.

Data Analysis
As the intent of this report was to explore the potential impact of the density of alcohol outlets on cities and 
communities, all data were aggregated at the city and community level. The density of on-premises and off- 
premises alcohol outlets and the rates of alcohol-related harms (motor vehicle crashes, violent crime, and 
deaths) were calculated for each city/community. Each city/community was then ranked relative to others in 
Los Angeles County, where a low ranking indicates fewer alcohol outlets per resident and a high ranking 
indicates more alcohol outlets per resident. While the relative rankings are listed, alcohol outlet density was 
also categorized into three groups (low/medium/high) by tertile, and alcohol-related harms were categorized 
into four groups (lowest/low/high/highest) by quartile, to allow for more stable and easily interpretable com
parisons.

Logistic regression modeling was performed to examine the associations between alcohol outlet density and 
alcohol-related harms, adjusting for economic hardship to account for neighborhood socioeconomic condi
tions. Details regarding the economic hardship index have been published elsewhere.23No adjustments were 
made for other neighborhood characteristics; e.g., population density, neighborhood diversity, or urban 
versus rural.

■ . -f - L: r.Ti - v.,.;. r. . ■ '
. . 'vj. vTioVi-: i. "- -at •, ’’

! •J.si.-irljrt'i,- COpuy irtleV-iOt.Sl.littV

", ■ . ' ' ''■* . (W. i ■ '■ r •' • ■ ■



Findings
Alcohol Outlet Density
In Los Angeles County, there is an average of 16 alcohol outlets (on- and off-premises combined) per 10,000 
people and about four alcohol outlets per square mile. This is slightly lower than the statewide average for 
California of 18 outlets per 10,000 people. However, outlet density varies widely among cities and communi
ties across the county, ranging from 0 to 47.3 (West Hollywood) on-premises alcohol outlets, and 0 to 23.8 
(Commerce) off-premises alcohol outlets per 10,000 residents. Table 1 presents the density of on-premises and 
off-premises alcohol outlets for each city and community.

The geographic distribution of on- and off-premises outlets differs (Maps 1 and 2). There is a higher density of 
on-premises outlets in affluent communities, including the Beach Cities, West Hollywood, and some Foothill 
communities (Map 1, p<0.001). On the other hand, a higher density of off-premises outlets was only weakly 
associated with less affluent communities (Map 2, p=0.076), with higher density seen in some central and 
south Los Angeles communities, as well as the cities of Commerce, Malibu, and Sante Fe Springs.

Map 1. On-Premises Alcohol Outlet Density among Los Angeles County Cities and Communities, 2009
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Map 2. Off-Premises Alcohol Outlet Density among Los Angeles County Cities and Communities, 2009

Association Between Alcohol Outlet Density and Alcohol-Related Harms
Using logistic regression to adjust for community-level economic hardship, we found that having a high 
density of either on-premises or off-premises outlets was associated with significantly higher rates of alcohol 
related harms.

Violent Crime
Communities with a high density* of either On- or Off-Premises outlets were...

• 9 to 10 times more likely to have increased rates of violent crime (p<0.01)
• While rates of Violent Crime were generally lower in areas of low economc hardship 

(i.e. more affluent areas), areas with higher on- or off-premises outlet density were 
much more likely to have increased rates of violent crime, when comparing communi
ties with similar levels of economic hardship.

Alcohol-involved Motor Vehicle Crashes
Communities with a high density of On-Premises alcohol outlets were...

• 4 times more likely to have increased rates of alcohol-involved crashes (p=0.G08)

Alcohol-related Deaths
Communities with a high density of Off-Premises alcohol outlets were...

• 5 times more likely to have increased rates of alcohol-related deaths (p=0.004)

* compared to low density

The rates of violent crimes, alcohol-involved motor vehicle crashes, and alcohol-related deaths for each city 
and community are presented in Table 2.
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Table 1. On-Premises and Off-Premises Alcohol Outlet Density, by City and Community, Los Angeles County, 20091819

■

Cify/CoivntTily N.ime Of«|s Rank^rtile City/Community Name On-Premises Rank/Tertile Off-Premises Rank/Tertile
AODAOD AOD AOD-

Los Angefes County LA City Council Distnct ©5 108 : mm18.5

Agoura Hills L. I LA City Council Distort 0615.5

Alhambra LA City Council District 07

Altadena LA City Council District 08

r_ t LA City Council District 09 I 'Arcadia 10.4 L .13.5

t—iArtesia LA City Council Distnct 1023.1 111 8.4 10.3

Avocado Heights LA City Council District 114.0

LA uly Council District 12Azusa

LA City Council District 13Baldwin Park

LA City Council Distnct 14L- •
Bel! Gardens 105 LA City Counal District 15

Lynwood

Beverly Hills Malibu107 [ . . 27.0 113 12.4 113 L. .

Burbank Manhattan Beach r “110

Calabasas Maywood 10.1 106

Carson Monrovia 14.0

Cerritos Montebello

Citrus

Claremont r :11.9

Commerce 10.4 23.8 117

Compton

Covina mm
Cudahy 10416.6

Culver City 20.6 109 11.3 109

iDel Aire
Rancho Palos VerdesDiamond Bar

Redondo Beach 8.0 107

SSKK RosemeadDuarte 100

Rowland HeightsEast Compton

East La Mirada 3.0 San Dimas

CT": San FernandoEast Los Angeles 103 r ;:
San Gabriel C. JEast San Gabriel 16.9 105

El Monte 5an Marino

El Segundo MBS' Santa Clarita12.3

Florence-Graham Santa Fe Springs r. r:16.3 103 23.6 116 v ..
Gardena ns Santa Monica 25.5

GlendaJe Sierra Madre 10.9

Signal HillG endora 12.5

South El MonteHacienda Heights 13.4

Hawaiian Gardens L_ I South Gate l L.11.9

Hawthorne 5outh Pasadena I
Hermosa Beach 5outh San Jose Hills

Huntington Park

Inglewood

La Canada Flintridge

La Crescenta-Montrose

La Mirada

La Puente

West Covina

West Hollywood ras*47.3 117 11.0 ZJ -108

West Puente Valley

West Whittier-Los NietosLomita

Long Beach Westmont

Los Angeles, All Districts Whittier

WillowbraDk

LA City Council District 02 MediumLow .. High
LA City Council District 03 Excludes cities/commumties with populations less than 10,000;
LA City Council District 04 AOD = Alcohol Outlet Density/10,000 population
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High (59th to 88th) Highest (89th to 117th)Lowest (1 st to 29th) Low (30th to 58th) i

Excludes cities/communities with populations less than 10,000

MMl
M n

Los Angeles County 6.1 — — 12.8 - - 8.9 - —

Agoura Hills 1.9 15 12.9 86 tiSSL 3.2 6

Alhambra 3.2 37 7.8 29 t 6.3 27

Altadena 4.1 57 s 7.5 26 5.8 22

Arcadia 2.6 30 r. . ■ 10.2 56 i 6.2 25

Artesia 4.7 68 Bern. 8.4 35 t 9.8 69 mw:

Avocado Heights 3.2 37 18.5 113 10.6 85

Azusa 4.1 57 * . 14.9 100 ims 11.6 99 l«K

Baldwin Park 3.6 45 % 13.0 88 10.0 71 mm.

Bell 4.5 63 15.2 104 mm 8.0 40 i

Bell Gardens 5.4 76 mm. 5.6 10 8.6 48 ;

Bellflower 6.4 86 9.3 41 t ■- 11.4 95

Beverly Hills 3.9 53 ? - ■ 8.0 33 s 2.1 5

Burbank 2.4 27 11.5 71 ma 8.1 43

Calabasas 0.8 2 9.0 38 & ■ 4.2 9

Carson 6.8 90 mm 10.8 64 msz. 7.9 39

Cerritos 2.7 32 15.2 103 mm 3.2 6

Citrus 3.0 34 * 7.8 32 f ■ 7.8 38 «.

Claremont 2.2 21 11.3 67 9.1 58

Commerce 10.1 110 imm 50.2 117 mem 15.8 116 mm
Compton 16.8 115 mm 9.7 47 k ■ 10.8 88 smk

Covina 3.6 45 m 6.9 22 9.3 62

Cudahy 5.4 76 6.3 15 5.3 15

Culver City 4.3 61 ISIS 13.7 94 mm 8.6 48 f

Del Aire 3.5 42 7.3 24 11.1 94

Diamond Bar 1.8 13 12.7 82 4.6 12

Downey 4.2 59 *§££ 15.4 105 mm 9.0 56 *

Duarte 4.0 55 sti. •- 5.2 8 9.2 60

East Compton 14.5 112 EflMg 10.1 54 t 7.2 35

East La Mirada 2.2 21 4.6 7 14.8 112 ism
East Los Angeles 7.3 98 ■c 14.2 98 mm 15.2 115 raw

East San Gabriel 1.5 9 2.5 1 6.2 25

El Monte 5.6 79 11.7 75 wm 9.2 60 «ss&.

El Segundo 2.1 19 17.6 111 emm 10.3 77

FI ore nee-Graham 12.2 111 mm 10.3 59 10.9 90

Gardena 7.1 95 mm 15.9 106 mm 8.5 47 5

Glendale 1.8 13 9.8 51 i 7.0 33 jk

Glendora 1.4 7 11.6 72 10.7 87 him

Hacienda Heights 2.3 23 10.9 65 wm® 5.7 21

Hawaiian Gardens 9.1 108 mi 7.5 27 13.4 110 mm
Hawthorne 8.0 102 mm 13.2 90 m 9.4 63 few;

Hermosa Beach 3.5 42 12.5 80 5.2 14

Huntington Park 8.8 106 SM 15.0 102 tmm 10.4 79

Inglewood 8.6 103 7.8 30 t, 10.8 88 SswC

La Canada Flintridge 1.0 4 6.6 17 5.3 i 15
La Crescenta-Montrose 1.9 15 8.2 34 6.8 ' 31
La Mirada 2.4 27 10.7 61 8.1 1 43

La Puente 5.8 81 L.,.; 9.6 43 10.4 79 t :v.!.

La Verne 2.0 18 8.9 37 7.1 34 s

Lake Los Angeles 5.9 83 t 7.8 31 i 11.5 98 ES3B

Lakewood 4.9 70 i mm 6.4 16 6.4 28



Table 2. Alcohol-Related Harms, by City and Community, Los Angeles County2 0-22

Violent Crime Rank/Quartile 
Rate</1.ODD)

Rank/Quariile Alcohol-Related Rank/Quarlile; 
Death Rate 
(/tOO,000)

Motor
Vehicle Crash Rate 

(/10.000)
Lancaster t 1706 70.4

Lawndale 71.6 10.1

Lennox 11.6 10.9 L ~
Lomita

Long Beach i :'13.8

Los Angeles, Alt Districts 17.6

tsmLA City Council Distnct 01 L14.6 12.1 i_:
LA City Council Distnct 02 12.9

LA City Council District 03 10.5

LA City Council Distnct 04 f - ~13.3

LA Cily Council Distnct 05 10.0

LA City Council District 06 12.8

LA City Council District 07 9.4 10.9 i; ;
LA City Council District 08 15.3 113 11.1 10.5

1A City Counal District 09 5.-117.0 716 r j 12.7 r. i15.0 107

LA City Council District 10 KsHH 12.0

LA Oty Council Distnct 11

LA City Council District 12 10 1

LA City Council District13 Ef-'-j 11.5

LA City Council District 14 1-0.8 12.4 L L'J
LA City Council District 15 11.410.2

Lynwood 109 10.3

Malibu 25.0 L ;.V ,

Manhattan Beach 11.4

Maywood 8.8

Monrovia 11.8 r. -112.6

Montebello l 111.4 13.9 111

Monterey Park

Norwalk 12.8 10.6

Palmdale 6.7 10.2

Palos Verdes Estates

E 1Paramount

Pasadena U...13.7

Pico Rivera r _12.5 105

Pomona 17.1 109

Rancho Palos Verdes

Redondo Beach mm16.7 108

Rosemead

Rowland Heights

San Dimas 10.1

San Fernando r a13.8 16.9 117

5an Gabriel 12.0 10.0

San Marino

Santa Clanta

Santa Fe Springs L _ - 45.8 116 r j 13.3 109

5anta Monica I ,J18.1 10.0

Sierra Mad re

Signal Hill 17.6 110 10.0

South El Monte l a*15.1 114

South Gate r; ! WBK13.2 11.8

South Pasadena 10.7

Lowest (1st to 29th) Low (30th to 58th) High (59th to 88th) [l . _J Highest (89th to 117th)

Excludes cities/communities with populations less than 10,000
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The Surgeon General's
Call to Action

To Prevent and Seduce

Alcohol is the third-leading cause of preventable death in the United States,15 and 
accounts for 2,500 deaths in Los Angeles County each year, 75% of which occur in 
men.24 It also results in 78,000 years of potential life lost due to premature death from 
alcohol use (Figure 3), with premature deaths among young people (less than age 
21) accounting for more than 12% of the years of life lost. Excessive consumption of 
alcohol is a major public health concern among teenagers and adults in Los Angeles 
County, with significant health and economic impacts. These include societal harms 
not only from illnesses, but also due to injuries, violent crimes and property crimes, 
traffic accidents, work loss, and community and family disruptions.

The findings in this analysis are consistent with previous studies which have shown 
significant associations between alcohol availability and alcohol-related harms. For example, environmental 
factors such as the density of alcohol outlets have been found to play an important role in teenage drinking. 
Among teenagers in California, binge drinking and driving after drinking have been associated with the avail
ability of alcohol outlets within a half-mile from home.25

Preventing alcohol misuse and abuse among teenagers and young adults is especially critical. Attitudes toward 
drinking and drinking behaviors are formed during youth, and alcohol is the most frequently used drug 
among teenagers. Underage drinking is a major cause of death from injuries among persons under the age of 
21, and the early onset of drinking increases the risk of alcohol-related problems later in life.26 The serious
ness of this problem led the U.S. Surgeon General to issue a “Call to Action to Prevent and Reduce Underage 
Drinking” in 2007.

Excessive alcohol use also disproportionately affects some racial/ethnic groups. For example, although rates 
of heavy drinking are highest among whites, the death rate from alcohol-related liver disease and cirrhosis is 
much higher among Hispanics.22

Fortunately, alcohol misuse and abuse is not only highly treatable, but largely preventable. Drinking among 
youth and adults is strongly influenced by alcohol control policies,27 and the findings in this report empha
size the need to take preventive actions at the community level and to implement targeted interventions that 
reduce alcohol outlet density.

In California, laws and regulations that determine alcohol access and availability primarily rest with the state, 
and to a lesser degree, local government. The California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC), 
has the authority to license and regulate the manufacture, importation, and sale of alcoholic beverages. This 
includes reviewing and approving new outlet licenses, ensuring compliance with laws and regulations, and 
conducting limited prevention and education programs. Local governments can influence the licensing and 
compliance process and help minimize harms associated with problem alcohol outlets through their land use 
policies (e.g., zoning, conditional use permits, ordinances). Communities can also participate in public hear
ings and work with ABC to identify outlets that fail to comply with requirements.

The State has the sole authority to impose alcohol taxes. State excise taxes are levied on the sale of specific 
goods or commodities (e.g., alcohol), and are controlled at the State level, with revenues benefiting the State 
General Fund. Recently, State and local policy-makers have considered mitigation fees as a way to address 
adverse affects on public health by funding programs to address or prevent those harms at the State or local 
level. The passage of Proposition 26 in 2010 will make adoption of mitigation fees more difficult to enact 
because the measure increased the vote requirement to enact from a simple majority to a 2A majority. It is im
portant for communities to understand these processes and authorities so they can best effect needed changes.
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Strategies to Reduce Alcohol-Related Harms 
in Our Cities and Communities
The following are eight recommendations that policymakers, communities, businesses, schools, and
health care providers can use to reduce alcohol-related consequences in our cities and communities.

1. Take actions to limit alcohol outlet density.
ABC has the authority to license and regulate the sale of alcoholic beverages. As part of the licensing process
ABC is required to inform local government of applications. Local government and communities can play an
important role in the ABC decision-making process, including commenting on or protesting an application.
Additionally, as recommend by the Community Guide,28 local government can use land use powers to influ
ence the process by limiting the number of new alcohol outlets allowed by the city or county general plans, or
by imposing operating restrictions on new or existing outlets.

New Alcohol Outlets: Local jurisdictions can implement zoning ordinances or require applicants to ob
tain a “conditional use permit” prior to ABC license approval that includes conditions such as restrictions
on location/density, hours of sale, types of beverages sold, and licensee conduct. Community members
can also participate in public hearings for new outlets, e.g., by highlighting areas where on-premises or
off-premises outlets are oversaturated.

Existing Alcohol Outlets: Local jurisdictions can implement “deemed approved” ordinances that require
off-premises outlets to comply with performance standards (e.g., properly maintained premises that do
not adversely affect the surrounding community), and require that owners/employees do not permit or
facilitate unlawful behavior (e.g., sales to minors, public consumption on the property or surrounding
sidewalk, or other illegal activity). Community members can inform or collaborate with ABC in identify
ing problem outlets or encouraging revocation of a license for continued violations.28,29

2. Change the economics of alcoholic beverages.
Despite the clear link between alcohol consumption and alcohol-related harms (e.g., motor vehicle crashes,
alcohol-impaired driving, liver cirrhosis, illness/injury, crime), California’s alcohol taxes per gallon are below
the national average for beer (204 vs. 284), liquor ($3.30 vs. $3.70), and wine (204 vs. 794); only Louisi
ana has a lower wine tax than California.30,31 California’s last increase in alcohol taxes occurred in 1991; the
increase was 14 per glass of wine and 24 per serving of beer and liquor. Alcohol-related harms cost California
$38.0 billion annually, including $10.8 billion in Los Angeles County.2 The Community Guide has found that
higher alcohol taxes can reduce over-consumption and youth access, as well as provide funds for prevention
and health care.28,29 In California, efforts to raise taxes begin at the state level, but communities can inform
legislators regarding the benefits of such legislation and mobilize support around related ballot initiatives.

3. Restrict alcohol availability and accessibility to minors.
Underage drinking and early initiation of alcohol use are as
sociated with greater alcohol-related problems in adulthood.
Restricting the ability of minors to obtain alcohol in the
home and community can change social norms regarding the
permissibility of underage drinking and delay early initiation
of alcohol use. Parents and guardians should closely monitor
alcoholic beverages in the home and ensure underage drink
ing does not occur at family events. Furthermore, communi
ties can implement and enforce social host ordinances that
increase consequences for adults who knowingly permit
underage drinking in private settings, such as parties.
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Communities can also support the implementation of policies to limit the consumption of alcohol in public 
places (e.g., parks, beaches) and to decrease the possibility of minors obtaining alcohol at events highly at
tended by youth (e.g., by requiring ID bracelets).32

4. Reduce alcohol advertising in public places and in areas commonly seen by minors.
Exposure to alcohol advertising influences youths’ beliefs about alcohol and their intention to drink. Restrict
ing alcohol advertising in public places (e.g., billboards, sporting events) and enforcing signage restrictions at 
liquor and convenience stores (e.g., no more than 33% of square footage of window advertisements, specific 
area for alcohol product placement) reduces youth exposure to alcohol marketing.

5. Ensure compliance with responsible sales and serving practices.
Requiring regular retailer/vendor education to deter sales to underage youth (e.g., Responsible Beverage Sales 
and Service training, ID checks) in combination with compliance checks has been effective in limiting under
age alcohol access and use. In California, completion of a Responsible Beverage Sales and Service training is 
voluntary, but it can be required locally through Conditional Use Permits. The Los Angeles Police Depart
ment’s Standardized Training for Alcohol Retailers “STAR" training is one no-cost option for those employed 
in the alcoholic beverage service industry; additional trainers are listed on ABC’s website.33'34 The Community 
Guide has also identified maintaining limits on hours of alcohol sales as effective in reducing excessive alcohol 
consumption and related harms.29 In California, city and county governments have the authority to set 
different sale hours.

6. Provide educational services.
Providing alcohol education and training to youth in school 
and community settings can raise awareness, develop refusal 
skills, and reduce the likelihood they will ride with alcohol- 
impaired drivers. Information about the hazards of alcohol 
and the legal and social consequences of use can be dis
seminated through school and community programs. This 
will help change students’ perceptions, decrease the public’s 
acceptance of underage drinking, and support the message 
that underage drinking is not acceptable.29'35

7. Increase screening by health care providers for alcohol use and misuse.
The U.S. Preventive Services Task Force recommends screening and behavioral counseling to reduce alcohol 
misuse by adults, including pregnant women. The 5As framework may be helpful for behavioral counseling: 
ASSESS alcohol consumption with a brief screening tool followed by clinical assessment as needed; ADVISE 
patients to reduce alcohol consumption to moderate levels; AGREE on individual goals for reducing alcohol 
use or abstinence (if indicated); ASSIST patients with acquiring the motivations, self-help skills, or supports 
needed for behavior change; and ARRANGE follow-up support and repeated counseling, including referring 
dependent drinkers for specialty treatment. In addition, all pregnant women and women contemplating preg

nancy should be informed of the harmful effects of alcohol on the fetus.36

8. Provide access to mental health and substance abuse services.
Health care providers who are unable to directly provide substance abuse 
treatment should refer patients who screen positive for further assessment 
and treatment services, and then follow-up to ensure that the patient received 
needed sendees. In LA County, persons without insurance can call the Com
munity Assessment Services Centers at (800) 564-6600 to find the nearest 
appropriate treatment center.
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Helpful Online Resources

Substance Abuse Prevention and Control, LA County Department of Public Health
www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/sapc/

National Institute on Drug Abuse
www.nida.nih.gov/

Federal Resources to Stop Underage Drinking
www. stopalcoholabuse. gov/

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration 
Center for Substance Abuse Prevention
www. samhsa. gov/prevention/

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention's Alcohol Program
www. cdc. gov/Alcohol/

The Guide to Community Preventive Services
www. thecommunityguide. org

Join Together: Advancing Effective Alcohol and Drug Policy, Prevention, and Treatment
www.j ointogether. org

http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/sapc/
http://www.nida.nih.gov/
http://www.j
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