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June 6, 2019

Los Angeles City Council 
c/o Office of the City Clerk 
City Hall, Room 395 
Los Angeles, California 90012

Attention: PLUM Committee

Dear Honorable Members:

APPEAL RESPONSE; CF 18-0982-S1 / 18-0982-S2

The project before you is for the demolition of an existing commercial building and a single-level 
subterranean parking garage, for the construction of a mixed-use development containing up to 
200 residential units, of which five (5) percent of the units, will be reserved for Very Low-Income 
households, and 7,000 square feet of ground floor commercial space within a 26-story building, 
with a maximum height of 285 feet and a total floor area of 231,836 square feet, for a floor area 
ratio (FAR) of 6:1, located at 6400 Sunset Boulevard (Project).

On November 21, 2018, the City Council found that the Project met the criteria for a Sustainable 
Communities Project Exemption (SCPE) and approved the SCPE pursuant to Public Resources 
Code (PRC) Section 21155.1.

On January 9, 2019, the Deputy Advisory Agency (DAA) approved Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
No. 74496-CN (VTT) for the merger and re-subdivision of three lots on a 0.73-net acre site into 
one ground lot for condominium purposes in conjuncton with the construction of a new mixed-use 
development, containing 200 dwelling units and 7,000 square feet of commercial space.

On January 28, 2019, an appeal was filed by Coalition to Preserve LA, represented by Doug 
Carstens (Appellant), challenging the DAA’s decision to approve the VTT (Tract Appeal), based 
on three broad points. The Tract Appeal also included as an attachment a letter dated October 
25, 2018 (PLUM letter ), which had previously been submitted to the Planning and Land Use 
Management (PLUM) Committee, during its consideration of the SCPE. The appeal points 
outlined were:

• Prior comments have not been addressed.

• The Project should not be exempt from CEQA and an EIR is required.

• Consideration of the Vesting Tentative Tract map was improperly piecemealed from 
consideration of related approvals necessary for the Project.
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It should be noted that the Appellant also appealed the SCPE, citing to PRC Section 21151(c). 
However, PRC Section 21151(c) relates to appeals of CEQA determinations by a non-elected 
decision-making body, which is not applicable to this SCPE as it was approved by the City 
Council, an elected decision-making body, on November 21, 2018, prior to the DAA pursuant to 
PRC Section 21151(c). That the SCPE was not appealable was stated in both the hearing notice 
and at the joint public hearing by the DAA and the Hearing Officer for the CPC, on January 9, 
2019.

The Appellant submitted a second letter to the file, dated March 13, 2019 (Supplemental Letter), 
prior to the distribution of the Tract Appeal. This Supplemental Letter asserted two additional 
objections to the project:

• The project fails to provide affordable housing as required by the Community 
Redevelopment Agency’s Hollywood Redevelopment Project Plan.

• The project may not be found to be consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan, 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, and General Plan Framework Element.

The Department of City Planning (DCP) responded to the Tract Appeal in a report dated March 
14, 2019 (Appeal Report). DCP staff addressed these additional points, raised in the March 13 
Supplemental letter to the City Planning Commission (CPC) at the Appeal hearing before the CPC 
on March 14, 2019. At this hearing, following its consideration of the materials and oral testimony, 
the CPC denied the Tract Appeal, sustained the action of the Advisory Agency in approving 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74496-CN; found that the SCPE was the appropriate 
environmental clearance for the case; recommended that the City Council approve the Vesting 
Zone Change and Height District Change, including "Q” Conditions and a Zone Change 
Ordinance to permit the removal of the "D” Limitation on site; approved a Conditional Use for 
alcohol sales, On-Menu and Off-Menu Density Bonus Incentives and Waiver of Development 
Standards, Project Permit Compliance with the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, 
and Site Plan Review; and dismissed without prejudice the Waiver of Development Standards 
entitlement request, under Case No. CPC-2016-VZC-HD-DB-MCUP-SPP-SPR-WDI.

On April 17, 2019, the same Appellant filed appeals on both decisions related to the Project (Case 
Nos. VTT-74496-CN-1A and CPC-2016-3630-VZC-HD-DB-MCUP-SPP-SPR-WDI). The appeals 
contain similar points, as well as a copy of the Supplemental Letter referred to above. The appeal 
points mainly rely on the same arguments and information as presented in the Appellant’s 
previous letters to the City, except that the Appellant further elaborates on the point relating to the 
Project’s consistency with the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan.

As evidenced, the City has already provided detailed responses to the appeal points, supported 
by substantial evidence in the record, the SCPE, and the Appeal Recommendation Report, as 
well as via oral testimony into the record at the CPC meeting on March 14, 2019. The Appellant 
has failed to present any new information or substantial evidence to dispute the City’s SCPE or 
Subdivision and Entitlement Findings. Nonetheless, a summary and response to the appeal points 
identified in the appeals filed on April 17, 2019 are provided below, following a brief summary of 
the PLUM action taken on the environmental determination.
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Sustainable Communities Project Exemption (SCPE)

Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), enacted on September 30, 2008 to incentivize development of 
environmentally superior residential projects near transit, created a statutory exemption to the 
CEQA for transit priority projects that meet rigorous statutory requirements.

A transit priority project is defined as a project that shall:

(1) contain at least 50 percent residential use; based on total building square footage 
and, if the project contains between 26 and 50 percent nonresidential uses, a floor 
area ratio of not less than 0.75;

(2) provide a minimum net density of at least 20 dwelling units per acre; and

(3) be within one-half mile of a major transit stop or high-quality transit corridor included 
in a regional transportation plan. Specifically, for a transit priority project to be 
considered for an exemption, the City Council, after conducting a public hearing, must 
find that specific environmental criteria, land-use criteria, and one of three affordable 
housing criteria have all been met.

Pursuant to PRC Section 21155.1, a Sustainable Communities Project CEQA Statutory 
Exemption (SCPE) was prepared for the Project. The DCP recommended that the City Council 
consider and determine that the Project satisfies all of the SCPE’s criteria, and is therefore exempt 
from CEQA pursuant to Public Resource Code (PRC) Section 21155.1, as set forth in the SCPE.

As previously mentioned, on November 6, 2018, after a duly-noticed public hearing and based on 
the whole of the administrative record, the City Council’s PLUM Committee made a 
recommendation to the full City Council to determine that the Project is exempt from CEQA 
pursuant to PRC Section 21155.1 as a Sustainable Communities Project. Notice of the hearing 
before the PLUM Committee was provided October 2, 2018.

On November 21, 2018, after a duly-noticed public hearing and based on the whole of the 
administrative record and using its independent judgment, the City Council found that the Project 
met the criteria for a Sustainable Communities Project exemption and approved the exemption 
pursuant to PRC Section 21155.1.

The approval of the SCPE did not equate to approval of the Project, which must still go through 
the public entitlement approval process that could result in approval, modification, or disapproval 
of the Project. PRC Section 21155.1 merely states that "if the legislative body finds, after 
conducting a public hearing, that a transit priority project meets all of the requirements of 
subdivisions (a) and (b) and one of the requirements of subdivision (c), the transit priority project 
is declared to be a sustainable communities project and shall be exempt....” As previously 
discussed, the SCPE determination for the Project was made by the City Council on November 
21, 2018. Thereafter, the City provided public notice and commenced the public hearings for the 
entitlements.

On March 14, 2019, the CPC recommended the City Council approve a Zone Change and Height 
District Change, and approved a Density Bonus, Master Conditional Use Permit, Project Permit 
Compliance, and Site Plan Review. The Commission also found, based on the independent 
judgment of the decision maker and the whole of the administrative record, that the exemption 
was the appropriate environmental clearance for the Project.
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Appeal Analysis

The Appellant’s statements have been summarized below, followed by DCP Staff responses. 
Additional points raised in the Supplemental Letter have also been responded.

April 17, 2019 Appeal

Appellant’s Statement:

The Project is inconsistent with the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the Hollywood Community 
Plan, and the Framework Element. The Hollywood Community Plan (HCP) is outdated and cannot 
support a finding of consistency because it is not based on current population projections and 
affordable housing requirements. The HCP is not correlated with the housing element and the 
Framework Element as it does not provide for monitoring and control of growth or sufficient 
provision of affordable housing. The Project is inconsistent with the infrastructure adequacy 
provisions of the HCP that require adequate infrastructure including road capacity prior to 
approval of density increases.

Staff Response:

The Project was found to be consistent with the goals and policies of these documents in a Staff 
Recommendation Report to the CPC dated March 14, 2019 Specifically, the project is consistent 
with the General Plan, and is in conformity with public necessity, convenience, general welfare, 
and good zoning practice, because the project provides additional residential units within close 
proximity to public transit, is in accordance with the General Plan Land Use Designation for the 
site, and matching the varied scale of development in the area. Further, the project is in 
conformance with the Hollywood Community Plan because the project will provide needed 
housing while also preserving and enhancing the residential character of the Community, 
protecting lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments, while also providing 
additional individual choice in housing.

The applicant states that the age of the Hollywood Community Plan affects the City’s ability to 
make a consistency finding. However, the current Hollywood Community Plan has been upheld 
as the operative document governing the Hollywood area; a ruling struck down the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update (Fix The City et. al. Vs. City of Los Angeles) resulting in the previously 
adopted plan remaining in effect. Further, the General Plan and Community Plans forecast and 
accommodate growth, as required by state law (Government Code Section 65580-65589.8), 
which does not require a local jurisdiction to institute growth limits, but rather anticipate and 
accommodate future growth. Government code section 65302.8 requires cities to contain findings 
in their general plan elements which restrict housing unit development, The City has no such 
restrictions or findings. Further, the appellant asserts affordability requirements are included in 
the referenced documents. The Framework Element and Hollywood Community Plan contain no 
such requirements, while the Hollywood Community Plan contains goals for affordable housing 
they are not legal requirements. The Redevelopment Plan contains affordability requirements, but 
the appellant, as described above, misquotes the plan as requiring affordability requirements for 
specific development projects which is not the case. Nonetheless, the project will provide 5% or 
ten units reserved as affordable units (as conditioned by the City Planning Commission these 
units would be restricted to extremely low income, while the project initially proposed 5% of units 
restricted to Very Low Income Households, as a condition of approval one of these).

Finally, the Appellant asserts that the infrastructure adequacy provisions of the Community Plan 
have not been met. However, pursuant to PRC Section 21155.1 (a)(1), in order to be considered
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for a Sustainable Communities Project Exemption, other prior approved but not yet built projects 
must be adequately served by existing infrastructure. On November 21, 2018, the City Council, in 
their independent judgement, and based on the whole of the administrative record, determined 
the project to be a Sustainable Communities Project pursuant to PRC Section 21155.1. Therefore, 
the Project is served by adequate infrastructure.

Appellant’s Statement:

The Project fails to provide at least 15% affordable units or more as required by Community 
Redevelopment Law and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. The City and CRA/LA have failed 
to prepare Implementation Reports regarding the creation of affordable housing as required by 
Community Redevelopment Law. The City and CRA/LA on an areawide basis have failed to 
provide sufficient affordable housing units as required by Community Redevelopment Law and 
the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan.

Staff Response:

The Hollywood Redevelopment Plan states (emphasis added): ".At least fifteen percent (15%) 
of all new or rehabilitated units developed within the Project Area by public or private entities or 
persons other than the Agency shall be for persons and families of low or moderate income; and 
of such fifteen percent, not less than forty percent (40%) thereof shall be for very low income 
households. The percentage requirements set forth in this Section shall apply in the aggregate to 
housing in the Project Area and not to each individual case of rehabilitation, development or 
construction of dwelling units.1” Therefore, the 15% affordable unit requirement is clearly intended 
to be applied area wide, and not to specific projects. Regardless, the proposed project would be 
contributing to the Hollywood area’s affordable housing needs given that five percent of the units 
will be reserved for Very Low Income households.

Appellant’s Statement:

The Appellant’s prior comments have not been addressed.

Staff Response:

The Appellant does not specify which comments DCP has failed to address. On October 25, 2018, 
the Appellant provided comments to the PLUM Committee during their consideration of the SCPE. 
As the PLUM Committee held a public hearing on the Exemption, public comment and 
correspondence were considered by the PLUM Committee, including supporting information 
submitted by the Applicant; and Staff testimony; in their independent judgment the Committee 
found the qualified as a Sustainable Communities Project. PRC Section 21155.1 requires that an 
elected body hold a public hearing before determining whether a project qualifies as a Sustainable 
Communities Project. However, it does not require the City to provide a separate comment period 
on the study prepared to support the determination that the project qualifies as a Sustainable 
Communities Project. Both the PLUM Committee and City Council found the project complies with 
the requirements and is exempt from CEQA. Furthermore, during its hearing January 9, 2019, the 
Deputy Advisory Agency did not consider, hear testimony, or act on any environmental clearance. 
Subsequently, the appellant submitted additional comments and by reference the letter previously 
submitted to PLUM (Supplemental Letter) in an appeal of the Tract Map action by the DAA. Staff 
responded to these points and points raised in the Supplemental Letter in an Appeal Report March 
14, 2019. Further, the appellant submitted an additional letter to the record dated March 13, 2019.

1 Section 410.4 of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, page 17 http://www.crala.org/internet- 
site/Proiects/Hollvwood/upload/HollvwoodRedevelopmentPlan.pdf

http://www.crala.org/internet-site/Projects/Hollywood/upload/HollywoodRedevelopmentPlan.pdf
http://www.crala.org/internet-site/Projects/Hollywood/upload/HollywoodRedevelopmentPlan.pdf
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The points raised in this letter were addressed during oral testimony before the CPC, as well as 
addressed again in this correspondence.

Appellant’s Statement:

Consideration of the vesting tentative tract map was improperly piecemealed from consideration 
of related approvals necessary for the Project.

Staff Response:

The Appellant contends that consideration of the Case No. VTT-74496-CN is improperly 
piecemealed from consideration of related approvals necessary for the Project under Case No. 
CPC-2016-ZC-HD-DB-MCUP-SPP-SPR-WDI. However, the Appellant fails to provide any factual 
or legal basis to support this claim. In addition, the Zone and Height District Changes are within 
the jurisdiction of the City Planning Commission under related Case No.CPC-2016-ZC-HD-DB- 
MCUP-SPP-SPR-WDI. The DAA does not have the authority to grant or deny a Zone Change, 
Height District Change, Density Bonus, Master Conditional Use Permit, Project Permit 
Compliance, or Site Plan Review.. In addition, the approval of VTT was contingent upon the 
approval of the related CPC Case per the following Site Specific Condition of Approval No. 13 in 
the Letter of Determination that reads:

13. Prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map, a copy 
of CPC-2016-3630-ZC-HD-DB-MCUP-SPP-SPR-WDI shall be submitted to the 
satisfaction pf the Advisory Agency. In the event that CPC-2016-3630-ZC-HD-DB-MCUP- 
SPP-SPR-WDI is not approved, the subdivider shall submit a tract modification.

In the event the related CPC case was denied, the Applicant would have been required to modify 
the VTT and request a Modification to the subject case. Therefore, given that the Tract Map 
approval is contingent upon the approval of entitlements, the case was not improperly 
piecemealed from consideration.

Note that this argument was also made in the Tract Appeal and previously addressed in the 
Appeal Report.

Appellant’s Statements:

The project should not be exempt from CEQA and an EIR should be prepared for the project.

Staff Response:

The Project was duly reviewed pursuant to PRC Section 21155.1, and determined by the City 
Council to be exempt from CEQA, on November 21, 2018. That the SCPE was not under 
consideration before the DAA was stated in both the hearing notice and at the joint public hearing 
by the DAA and the Hearing Officer for the CPC, on January 9, 2019. In addition, the Appellant 
does not provide any evidence to substantiate this claim.

Note that this argument was also made in the Tract Appeal and previously addressed in the 
Appeal Report.
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Additional Points

In conjunction with the April 17, 2019 Appeal Letter, the Appellant included the Supplemental 
Letter submitted to the PLUM Committee on October 28, 2018 during their consideration of the 
SCPE. The additional points raised, which have not previously been addressed above, are 
summarized below.

Appellant’s Statement:

The Project does not meet the requirements of CEQA for approval as a Sustainable Communities 
Exemption Project. The notice requirements were not met for the Exemption.

Staff Response:

The Appellant cites PRC Section 21155.2 which establishes procedure and requirements for 
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA). However, the project sought an 
environmental clearance exemption pursuant to PRC Section 21155.1, which does not establish 
noticing requirements.

As stated above, to be considered as a Sustainable Communities Project, a project must be a 
Transit Priority Project that is consistent with the general use designation, density, building 
intensity, and applicable polices specified in a sustainable communities strategy. As 
demonstrated in the exemption document prepared for the project, the Project is a transit priority 
project and is consistent with the general land use designation, density, and building intensity 
identified in the Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG) 2016-2040 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016 RTP/SCS) and meets the 
requirements of PRC Section 21155 (a) and (b) and Section 21155.1(a) and (b), and one of the 
criteria of PRC Section 21155.1(c).

The Project is consistent with PRC 21155 (a) in that the Project is comprised of a surface parking 
lot and a mixed-use building consisting of up to 200 residential units, totaling 224,836 square feet, 
with five (5) percent reserved for Very-Low Income households, and 7,000 square feet 
commercial uses, on approximately 0.89 acres, in a highly urbanized part of Hollywood, on a site 
already occupied by a two-story commercial building and surface parking.

The new building would be constructed on the northern lot where there is an existing retail store. 
The southern lot, approximately 150 feet to the south of the northern lot, would remain as a 
surface parking lot. The Project Site is accessible by regional and local transit and the Project 
would provide on-site bicycle and vehicular parking. The Project is approximately 97 percent 
residential and the residential mix is 100 percent multi-family. The FAR is 6:1 with an average 
density per acre of 225 households per acre. In addition, the Project would be at least 15 percent 
more energy efficient than Title 24 standards and the building and landscaping have been 
designed to achieve 25 percent less water usage than the average household in the region. The 
Project is consistent with the SCAG land use designation for the Project Site, as well as the 
associated density and building intensity assumptions in the 2016 RTP/SCS. (SCPE pages 1 -
3.) Furthermore, the Project is consistent with the applicable goals and polices in the 2016 
RTP/SCS, as outlined in Attachment B of the SCPE.

As set forth in the SCPE and summarized below, the Project is a Transit Priority Project, as 
defined by PRC 21155 (b) because the Project meets all the enumerated requirements to be 
considered a transit priority project, as follows:
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(1) The Project will contain at least 50 percent residential use in that it will contain a total 
floor area of 231,836 square feet that will consist of approximately 7,000 square feet 
of commercial uses and 224,836 square feet of residential uses which results in 
approximately 97 percent residential use.

(2) The Project will provide a minimum net density of at least 20 dwelling units in that it 
will have a net housing density of approximately 225 dwelling units per acre (200 
units/0.89 acre).

(3) The Project will be within one-half mile of a major transit stop or high-quality transit 
corridor included in a transportation plan in that all parcels within the Project Site are 
located within one-half mile of an existing major stop and an existing high-quality 
transit corridor as shown in the 2016 TRP/SCS. An existing rail station, the Metro Red 
Line Hollywood/Vine Station, a major transit stop, is located approximately 0.3 miles 
northeast of the Project Site. Additional transit information can be found in the 
Exemption document, Attachment C, Gibson Traffic Study, pages 18-20. Furthermore, 
the Project Site is in an area identified as a High Quality Transit Area by SCAG (2016 
RTP/SCS Exhibit 5.1).

Thus, the Project is consistent with all three criteria required to qualify as a Transit Priority Project. 
(SCPE pages 3 - 4.)

Although the Project qualifies as a Sustainable Communities Project pursuant to PRC Sections 
21155, as explained above, and 21155.1, as explained below, Appellants claim, without providing 
any evidence that the Project fails to qualify as a Sustainable Communities Project, citing PRC 
Section 21155.2. This claim is not substantiated as Section 21155.2 does not apply to the SCPE. 
It applies to an alternative CEQA determination, a SCEA, which streamlines CEQA review for 
certain projects that do not qualify for the SCPE under PRC Section 21155.1. The Project 
prepared a document pursuant to PRC Section 21155.1, and this exemption document was 
approved the City Council of Los Angeles, designating the Project exempt from CEQA.

Additionally, further substantiation of Section 21155.1 compliance can be found in in the SCPE at 
pages 4 - 17. In summary, the Project meets all the requirements Section 21155.1 (a), as follows:

(1) The Project is adequately served by existing utilities, and the applicant has paid, or 
has committed to pay, all applicable in-lieu or development fees. The immediate 
vicinity of the Project Site is fully built out. The Project Site is currently served by the 
existing utilities, including water mains, sewer lines and storm drain inlets. Based on 
the Wastewater and Water Utility Infrastructure Technical Report (SCPE, Attachment 
D), the Project will be adequately served by existing utilities and the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power has confirmed that there is sufficient capacity to 
provide water service to the Project. In addition, the Project is consistent with regional 
growth projections and would not require new water supply entitlements and/or require 
expansion of existing or construction of new water treatment facilities beyond those 
already considered in the DWP 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. Moreover, the 
Project will be required to comply with numerous water conservation measures. Also, 
the results of the Sewer Capacity Availability Request to the Bureau of Engineering 
confirms that there is sufficient sewer capacity to service the Project. (SCPE, 
Attachment D, page 14.) The Project would also not increase the existing peak flow 
rate or runoff volumes into the stormwater drainage system since the Project Site is 
currently 100 percent impervious and the Project will comply with applicable 
regulations. Finally, the Applicant will pay all applicable in-lieu or development fees 
pursuant to code requirements and conditions of Project approval. (SCPE, pages 4 -
5)
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The Appellant appears to rely upon comments submitted to PLUM by Casey Maddren, in 
a letter dated October 19, 2018, that there is inadequate infrastructure to support this 
project. However, reference to LA Times articles regarding water main ruptures does not 
establish that the Project site has inadequate infrastructure to support the project, 
especially in light of the fact that DWP and BOE have concluded there is adequate 
infrastructure for the project.

The Project Site does not contain wetlands or riparian areas and does not have significant 
value as a wildlife habitat, and the Project does not harm any species protected by the 
federal Endangered Species Act, the Native Plant Protection Act, or the California 
Endangered Species Act, and the Project does not cause the destruction or removal of 
any species protected by a local ordinance. The Project Site is fully developed with a 
commercial building and a surface parking lot, and is located in a heavily urbanized area 
of the Hollywood Community Plan area. For additional information see SCPE pages 5 - 7.

(2)

The Project Site is not included on any list of facilities and sites compiled pursuant to 
Section 65962.5 of the Government Code. A preliminary endangerment assessment 
(PEA) was prepared for the Project (SCPE, Attachment F). The PEA concluded that 
asbestos previously present on the Project Site was removed and no further recognized 
environmental conditions on the Project Site were identified. The PEA concluded that the 
Project is not located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites nor 
does it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. (SCPE, page 7)

(3)

The Project Site has been subject to a PEA (SCPE, Attachment F), prepared by an 
environmental assessor, which determined that there are no hazardous substances on 
the Project Site and determined that the potential exposure of future occupants to 
significant health hazards from any nearby property of activity is minimal. The PEA 
determined that based on the age of the existing building, it is unlikely that asbestos or 
lead would be encountered during demolition. However, development of the Project Site 
will require compliance with all regulatory measures to ensure proper handling and 
disposal of hazardous materials if any are encountered. Further, other than asbestos 
which was previously disposed of, the PEA did not identify any other recognized 
environmental conditions, or historical recognized environmental conditions on the Project 
Site. (SCPE, pages 8 - 9)

(4)

The Project Site does not have a significant effect on historical resources. There are no 
historical resources on the Project Site. The existing building on the Project Site was built 
in 2001 and has not been determined to be eligible for listing in any national, state, regional 
or local register (SCPE, Attachment G). In addition, although several historical resources 
have been identified in the vicinity of the Project Site, none of these would be directly or 
indirectly impacted as determined in the Historic Resources Report prepared for the 
Project (SCPE, pages 9 - 10 and Attachment G.) The determination of whether a building 
falls within CEQA’s definition of a historical resource requires expert opinion. Appellant 
attempts to rely upon the comments provided by Casey Maddren in a letter dated October 
19, 2018. However, there is no evidence in the record establishing that Casey Maddren 
qualifies as an expert in historic preservation. As such, Casey Maddren’s lay comments 
on this topic do not constitute substantial evidence.

(5)

The Project Site is not subject to any:(6)

1. Wildland fire hazard,
2. Unusually high risk of fire or explosion from materials stored or used on nearby 

properties,
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3. Risk of public health exposure at a level that would exceed the standards 
established by any state or federal agency,

4. Being within a delineated earthquake fault zone, or a seismic hazard zone, and
5. Is not in a landslide hazard, flood plain, flood way or restriction zone.

As described above, the Project Site is located in a highly urbanized area and is fully 
developed. There are no wetlands in the vicinity of the Project Site and the Project Site is 
not located within a fire hazard zone. Therefore, the Project Site is not subject to a wildfire 
hazard. Additionally, the surrounding buildings are occupied by office, retail, restaurant, 
entertainment and institutional uses which would not typically involve the use or storage 
of high risk fire or explosive materials. Such properties typically do not contain large 
quantities of hazardous materials that would pose an unusually high risk of fire or 
explosion. In addition, although the PEA identified sites of environmental concern within a 
quarter-mile radius of the Project Site, the risk of release of hazardous materials from 
these sites is considered unlikely. (SCPE, Attachment F, page 21) Therefore, the Project 
Site is not subject to an unusually high risk of fire or explosion. (SCPE, page 10)

The PEA also reviewed potentials for methane, radon and vapor encroachment and 
concluded that the potential for public health exposure from the Project is unlikely. 
Moreover, the PEA did not identify any other controlled or recognized environmental 
conditions, historical recognized environmental conditions, or controlled recognized 
conditions on the Project Site (SCPE, Attachment F, page 21). Additionally, the project 
site is not listed in a methane zone on ZIMAS. Therefore, the Project would not result in 
public health exposure at a level that would exceed the standards established by any state 
or federal agency. (SCPE, pages 10 and 11)

The Project Site is not within any designated fault zones. Additionally, a geotechnical 
investigation was conducted which concluded that there are no known active faults or 
potentially active faults that cross the Project Site (SCPE, Attachment H, pages 4-12). 
Therefore, the Project would not result in seismic risk as a result of being within a 
delineated earthquake fault zone or seismic hazard zone. Similarly, the Project Site is not 
located in a landslide area and the probability of seismically induced landslides at the Site 
is low. Nor is the Project Site located in a flood plain and therefore, the risk of flooding or 
seismically induced seiche is remote. (SCPE, pages 10 - 12, and Attachment H, pages 14 
- 15)

The Project Site is not located on developed open space. The Project Site is not public 
owned, designated for acquisition by a public agency for use as open space or located on 
open space land. The Project Site is located in a highly urbanized area and is currently 
occupied with a building and a surface parking lot. There is no landscaping on the Project 
Site or in the surrounding sidewalks. Instead, existing power poles and street lights are 
situated within the Project Site and along the sidewalks surrounding the Project Site. 
Moreover, the Project Site is not zoned for open space. (SCPE, pages 12 - 13)

(7)

Project buildings will be at least 15 percent more energy efficient that required by Chapter 
6 of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations and the Project’s buildings and 
landscaping are designed to achieve at least 25 percent less water usage than the 
average household use in the region. As shown in the Title 24 Energy Performance Report 
for the Project (SCPE, Attachment I, page 4), the Project will be 15.3 percent more energy 
efficient than required by Title 24. As shown in the Utility Report (SCPE, Attachment E, 
page 3), with implementation of the required water conservation measures, the Project will 
use approximately 64 percent less water than the average California household. (SCPE, 
pages 13 - 14.)

(8)
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The Project also meets all of requirements of Section 21155.1(b), as follows:

The Project Site is 0.89 acres and, therefore, the Project will not be more than eight acres 
in total area. (SCPE, page 14)

(1)

(2) The Project will contain 200 residential units and, therefore, the Project will not contain 
more than 200 residential units. (SCPE, page 14)

The Project Site currently does not contain any residential uses and, therefore, the Project 
will not result in any net loss in the number of affordable housing units within the Project 
area. In fact, the Project will create new residential units, including at least 5 percent for 
very-low income households. (SCPE, page 14)

(3)

(4) The Project will not include any single level building that exceeds 75,000 square feet since 
it does not include any single level buildings. (SCPE, page 14)

(5) All applicable mitigation measures or performance standards or criteria set forth in the 
prior environmental impact reports, and adopted findings, have been or will be 
incorporated into the Project. The Project is subject to compliance with all applicable 
environmental mitigation measures or performance standards or criteria set forth in four 
prior EIRs which apply the Project Site: (i) Hollywood Redevelopment Project Final EIR 
(January 1986); (ii) Hollywood Community Plan Revision Final EIR (July 1988); (iii) 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan Amended Final EIR (April 2003), and; (iv) SCAG 2016
2040 RTP/SCS Final Program EIR (April 2016). (sCpE, page 15 and Attachment K, 
Tables K-1 and K-2)

(6) The Project will not be in conflict with nearby operating industrial uses since the nearest 
site utilized and zoned for industrial uses is located approximately 2,000 feet east of the 
Project Site and occupied by a production studio. Due to the distance from the Project as 
well as the buffering provided by existing intervening development, the Project will not 
conflict with the operation of the studio. (SCPE, page 16)

(7) The Project is located within one-half mile of a rail transit station or a within one-quarter 
mile of a high quality transit corridor included in a regional transportation plan. The Metro 
Red Line Hollywood/Vine Station is located approximately 0.3 miles northeast of the 
Project Site. In addition, Sunset Boulevard is considered a high quality transit corridor 
since it has fixed route bus service provided by Metro Lines 2 and 302 (SCPE, page 16 
and Attachment C, pages 18-20).

Finally, the Project meets part one of the criteria of Section 21155.1(c) in that it meets both of the 
following conditions:

(1) Not less than five percent (10 units) of the Project’s housing will be dedicated 
for Very-Low Income households; and,

(2) The five percent of the residential units shall be reserved for Very-Low Income 
households for at least 55 years. The Project operator will enter into a housing 
regulatory agreement memorializing these requirements and making them 
binding on any successors or assigns for the full 55 years.

Accordingly, the Project meets the criteria that at least 5 percent of the housing will be for Very- 
Low Income households. (SCPE, pages 16 - 17.) As described and affirmed by the City Council, 
the Project qualifies as a Sustainable Communities Project, and no additional evidence has been 
provided by the applicant to refute the determination of the City Council.
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Appellant Statement:

The Project cannot meet the requirements for review of a Transit Priority Project.

Staff Response:

The Appellant contends, without providing evidence, that the Project does not meet the 
requirements for review of a transit priority project because the Project (i) cannot be served 
adequately by existing utilities, (ii) has a significant effect on historical resources, and (iii) is 
subject to a preliminary endangerment assessment for release of hazardous substances and the 
Department of Toxic Substances Control should have been consulted. Each of the three specific 
issues raised in the letter are addressed below:

(i) The Project and other projects approved prior to the approval of the Project can 
be adequately served by existing utilities.

As described in detail on pages 4 and 5 of the SCPE and Attachment D, the Utility 
Report, the Project and other projects approved prior to the approval of the Project 
can be adequately served by existing utilities. Specifically, the Project is located in 
Hollywood, and the Project Site’s immediate vicinity is fully built out. The Project Site 
is currently served by existing utilities, including water mains, sewer lines, and storm 
drain inlets maintained by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power and the 
Department of Public Works (Bureau of Sanitation). The Project would connect to the 
existing utility infrastructure. Therefore, and as explained in the SCPE, the Project and 
other projects approved prior to the approval of the Project can be adequately served 
by existing utilities.

(ii) The Project will not have a significant effect on historical resources.

The Project will not have a significant effect on historical resources because there are 
no historical resources on the Project Site. The Project Site is currently occupied by 
Amoeba Music, a retail record store, and its associated parking facilities, which 
obtained its original certificate of occupancy in 2001. Historical Resources Group 
prepared a historic technical report (SCPE Attachment G, Historical Resources 
Report), which confirmed that the Project Site has not been determined to be eligible 
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historic 
Resources, the Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments Register, or any other local 
register. Furthermore, the Project Site is not significant because of its association with 
events or persons.

Specifically, with regard to events, the Historic Report states:

"Amoeba Music as an institution in the music industry was not established 
until 1990, and the Los Angeles location was constructed less than 20 
years in the past. It does not represent exceptional importance, as required 
for listing in the National Register, and sufficient time has not passed for its 
inclusion in the California Register or as a City of Los Angeles Historic- 
Cultural Monument. Therefore, 6400 Sunset Boulevard is not eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places, the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or as a City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural 
Monument under Criterion A/1/1. (SCPE Attachment G, Historical 
Resources Report, p. 29-30) "

Specifically, with regard to association of people, the Historic Report provides:
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"The property has hosted such musical artists as Elvis Costello, Los Lobos, 
The Roots, P.J. Harvey, Nancy Sinatra, Lucinda Williams, and Pat Benatar. 
However, individual performances do not meet eligibility thresholds 
established by the National Park Service for properties that are significant 
for their association with an important person. In general, a property that is 
significant for its association with an important person is the property that 
best represents the person’s historic significance, and the length of the 
association is an important factor. Amoeba Records does not represent the 
property that best represents the significance of each artist. Therefore, 
6400 Sunset Boulevard is not eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, or as a City 
of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument under Criterion B/2/2. (SCPE, 
Attachment G, Historical Resources Report, p. 30)”

Therefore, based on substantial evidence, the Project will not have a significant effect 
on historical resources.

(iii) The preliminary endangerment assessment was prepared to determine the 
potential for exposure of future occupants to significant health hazards from 
any nearby Project Site or activity.

The comment letter incorrectly asserts that historical automobile repair/maintenance- 
related uses on or around the Project Site has contaminated the Project Site, which 
would pose a significant health hazard. A preliminary endangerment assessment 
(PEA) was prepared as part of the analysis set forth in the SCPE. (SCPE, pages 7
8.) As part of the PEA, a thorough assessment of historical uses that took place on 
the Project Site were evaluated dating back to the early 1900s. Based on the 
information provided in the PEA, the Northern Lot of the Project Site was occupied by 
retail stores, offices, a residence, and an autos sales/repair facility in the 1950s 
through the 1970s. The Southern Lot was used primarily for residential uses until the 
1940s and was vacant by the 1950s. In the 1960s, the Southern Lot was developed 
for its current use as a surface parking lot.

The PEA did not, however, identify the potential for exposure of future occupants to 
hazardous substances from a historical release in the immediate vicinity of the Project 
Site. The Phase I environmental site assessment and the Preliminary Endangerment 
Assessment (PEA) prepared, by California Environmental, for the Project Site (SCPE, 
Attachment F) concluded:

"No evidence of recognized environmental conditions (RECs), 
Historical Recognized Environmental Conditions (HREC), or Controlled 
Recognized Environmental Conditions (CRECs) was identified in 
connection with the subject property. The nearest listed release site is 
the aforementioned Texaco service station formerly located at 6407 
West Sunset Boulevard. Impact to the subject site from this offsite 
property is considered unlikely as the site was granted case closure by 
the LARWQCB. No releases were identified during the research portion 
of this report on any of the contiguous properties. the potential for 
exposure of future occupants to hazardous substances from a historical 
release in the immediate vicinity of the subject property is considered 
unlikely.” (SCPE Attachment F, PEA, page 21)
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Additionally, the PEA did investigate and determine whether the Project was included 
on any list of facilities and sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 (SCPE Attachment F, PEA, page 11). Contrary to the contention in the 
appeal, as part of the PEA, inquiry letters were sent to Department of Toxic Substance 
Control and the Regional Water Quality Control Board and their on-line data bases 
were reviewed. Based on that review, the PEA determined that the Project is not listed 
on these databases. (SCPE, page 7) The appeal presents no evidence to support a 
contention that the consultation was inadequate or that the findings of the PEA are 
inaccurate.

Therefore, based on substantial evidence, the Project will not expose future occupants 
to significant health hazards from any nearby property or activity nor is the Project Site 
listed pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.

Note that this argument was also made in the Tract Appeal and previously addressed in the 
Appeal Report.

Appellant Statement:

Air Quality Impacts would be significant but feasible mitigation measures are impermissibly 
omitted.

Staff Response:

The appeal relies on PRC Section 21155.2 to allege that the Project has failed to comply with 
CEQA requirements that include an initial study and imposition of mitigation measures. As 
previously discussed, PRC Section 21155.2 (for SCEA, not SCPEs) is not applicable to the 
Project. The SCPE determination of the City Council was based on compliance with all the 
requirements for an exemption pursuant to PRC Section 21155.1, which is separate and distinct 
from the requirements of PRC 21155.2. While an Initial Study was prepared for the project, dated 
August 7, 2017, PRC Section 21155.1 does not require an Initial Study be prepared to comply 
with its requirements.

All feasible applicable mitigation measures from prior EIRs have been incorporated as a 
conditions of the Project, as described in the SCPE document, as well as the Staff Report 
prepared for the associated Case No. CPC-2016-3630-ZC-HD-DB-MCUP-SPP-SPR-WDI 
(SCPE, page 15). See Attachment K of the SCPE, Table K-1 for the mitigation measures from 
the prior EIRs that will be applied to the Project as Project Conditions and Table K-2 for mitigation 
measures from the prior EIRs that will be applied to the Project as a result of compliance with 
regulatory requirements. These conditions and regulatory compliance measures contain 
numerous provisions regarding air quality.

Note that this argument was also made in the Tract Appeal and previously addressed in the 
Appeal Report.

Supplemental Information

Responses to this appeal have also been provided by the Applicant in a document dated October 
18, 2018, and is available for reference in Council Files 18-0982-S1 and 18-0982-S2
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Clarification of Project

The following clarifications shall be should be considered with regard to both the VTT-74496-CN 
and CPC-2016-3630-ZC-HD-DB-MCUP-SPP-SPR-WDI letters of determination.

The project is listed as 26 stories tall, the number of floors is clarified as 25 occupied floors 
and a mechanical floor. The maximum height shall be 285 feet, with the roofline and 
parapet extending to 290 feet.

The project site is 0.73 acres in size.

The project will provide 201 bicycle parking spaces (180 long-term and 21 short-term).

The project will provide 19,664 square feet of common open space. The project will also 
provide 5,719 square feet of planted common area.

Technical Modifications to the Tract Map Letter of Determination (VTT-74496-CN)

Corrections or modifications be updated throughout the document if mentioned here.

(Strikethrough indicates deletion, bold and underline indicates additions.)

Subdivision Map Act Finding (a) Page 18

Bureau of Engineering requires dedication and improvements on Ivar Avenue in accordance with 
the City’s Street Standards, as well as a 20-foot radius property line returns or 15-foot by 15-foot 
cut corners be a dedicated limited dedication at the intersection of Sunset Boulevard and 
Cahuenga Boulevard. The above dedication shall be limited to 15-feet above finished 
sidewalk grade and 10-feet below sidewalk grade.

Technical Modifications to the City Planning Commission Letter of Determination (CPC-
2016-3630-ZC-HD-DB-MCUP-SPP-SPR-WDI)

Corrections or modifications should be considered to be updated throughout the document if 
mentioned here.

(Strikethrough indicates deletion, bold and underline indicates additions.)

Bureau of Street Lighting Page T-2

a. Install street lighting facilities to serve the tract as required by the Bureau of 
Street Lighting.

No street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE 
improvement conditions. Otherwise relocate and upgrade street 
lights; two (2) on Cahuenga Boulevard, two (2) on Sunset Boulevard, 
and two (2) on Ivar Avenue.

Relocate and upgrade street lights; two (2) on Cahuenga Boulevard, two (2) 
on Sunset Boulevard, and two (2) on Ivar Avenue.
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Project Permit Compliance Findings F-16 & F-17

6400 Sunset Proposed Signage Information
Type of Sign Sign Elevations 

(upper/lower)
Location Dimensions Area (sf)

Cahuenga
Blvd.

Wall 6.3 ft. x 13.3 ft. 26.7-1/2 ft./ 20.4 ft 84
29.6 ft./21.5 ft.

Cahuenga
Blvd.

Wall 6.3 ft. x 13.3 ft. 26.7-1/2 ft./ 20.4 ft 84
29.6 ft./21.5 ft.

Cahuenga
Blvd.

Wall 6.3 ft. x 13.3 ft. 26.7-1/2 ft./ 20.4 ft 84
29.6 ft./21.5 ft.

Cahuenga
Blvd.

Wall 6.3 ft. x 13.3 ft. 26.7-1/2 ft./ 20.4 ft 84
29.6 ft./21.5 ft.

Sunset Blvd.Digital Display 
(Wall Sign)

14.2 ft. x 19.3 ft. 57.4 ft./38.2 ft. 275

Wall Ivar Ave. 6.3 ft. x 13.3 ft. 26.7-1/2 ft./ 20.4 ft 84
29.6 ft./21.5 ft.

Wall Ivar Ave. 6.3 ft. x 13.3 ft. 26.7-1/2 ft./ 20.4 ft 84
29.6 ft./21.5 ft.

Wall Ivar Ave. 6.3 ft. x 13.3 ft. 26.7-1/2 ft./ 20.4 ft 84
29.6 ft./21.5 ft.

Cahuenga
Blvd.

Wall 6.3 ft. x 13.3 ft. 26.7-1/2 ft./ 20.4 ft 84
29.6 ft./21.5 ft.

Total 947

Section 7.C Standards for Digital display Signs Page F-18-F19-

L.1.a Location Paragraph 2

The proposed wall signs along Ivar Avenue and Cahuenga Boulevard would be located on the 
second story of the building and no higher than at 29.6 26.7 / feet above the finished grade of the 
sidewalk

L.1.b Location Paragraph 2

The three four (3 4) Ivar Wall Signs and three four (3 4) Cahuenga Wall Signs would be integrated 
into the Project’s parking structure and seamlessly blend with the Project’s architectural design 
elements.
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L.2. Area

The three four proposed wall signs along Ivar Avenue and three four proposed wall signs along 
Cahuenga Boulevard would each be 84 square feet in area, as listed in the above table and 
illustrated on page 15 and 16 of Exhibit A.

Site Plan Review

Building Signage and Lighting Page F-29 paragraph 2

Sizes would comply with the HSSUD, total 84 square feet, with 8.2 feet by 1&2 feet 6.3 feet by 
13.3 feet dimensions. Wall signs would be located at 21 to 29 feet 20.4 to 26.7 1/2 above grade 
on the podium level. The digital display sign located at 38-feet 38.2 feet above grade along Sunset 
Boulevard would be 14 feet by 19 feet 14.2 feet by 19.3 feet for a total of 275 square feet.

Conclusion

The appeal and referenced comment letters address specific concerns and focus on the 
adequacy and appropriate use of the SCPE, including comments regarding the entitlement 
conditions or findings. Upon careful consideration of the appeal points, the Appellant has failed to 
adequately disclose how the City erred or abused its discretion. In addition, no new substantial 
evidence was presented that City as erred in its actions relative to the SCPE and the associated 
entitlements. Therefore, staff recommends that the appeal be denied and the actions of the CPC 
sustained.

Therefore staff recommends the appeal be denied, the Commission Decision be sustained, and 
that the PLUM Committee recommend City Council adopt the technical modifications, and 
Supplemental Findings.

Sincerely,

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning

Jason McCrea 
Planning Assistant

VPB:HB:MN:JM
Craig Bullock, Planning Director, Council District 13c:


