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PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

1520-1542 North Cahuenga Boulevard; 1523-1549 North Ivar Avenue; and 6350 West Selma 
Avenue 

  
PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

Construction of a 25-story, mixed-use building with 260 residential units (including 26 units set 
aside for Extremely Low Income Households) and 6,790 square feet of ground floor 
retail/restaurant uses, and retention of six existing commercial buildings. 

 
REQUESTED 
ACTIONS: 
 

Appeal of the Associate Zoning Administrator’s determination, dated September 26, 2023, 
which: 
 
1. Found, based on the independent judgment of the decision-maker, after consideration 

of the whole of the administrative record, the Project was assessed in the previously 
certified Artisan Hollywood Project Environmental Impact Report (EIR) No. ENV-2019-
5591-EIR, State Clearinghouse No. 2020110295, certified on September 15, 2023; and 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15162 and 15164, no subsequent EIR, negative 
declaration, or addendum is required for approval of the project;  

 
2. Dismissed, pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.27 a Zone 

Variance to permit off-site parking for the existing commercial uses by lease in lieu of 
covenant during construction of the Project, as not necessary, as California Government 

https://planning.lacity.org/about/commissions-boards-hearings
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ZA-2019-5590-ZV-TOC-SPR-1A Page 2 

 

Code Section 65863.2 prohibits the City from implementing or enforcing any minimum 
automobile parking requirements for the Project; and 

 
3. Approved, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22 A.31, a 50 percent increase in Floor Area 

Ratio (FAR) from 3:1 to 4.5:1 consistent with the provisions of the Transit Oriented 
Communities (TOC) Affordable Housing Incentive Program for a Tier 3 project with a 
total of 260 dwelling units, including 26 units reserved for Extremely Low Income (ELI) 
Household occupancy for a period of 55 years, along with the following one Additional 
Incentive: 

 
a. Yards/Setbacks. Permit the utilization of the side yard setback requirements of 

the RAS3 Zone for a project in a commercial zone; and thereby permitting 
minimum five-foot side yard setbacks for the first residential story, consistent with 
LAMC Section 12.10.5 C, in lieu of the 16 feet otherwise required for a 25-story 
residential building by LAMC Section 12.11 C.2; and, 

  
4. Approved, pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, a Site Plan Review for a development 

project creating 50 or more residential dwelling units. 
 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:   
 
Deny the appeal, and sustain the following modified actions of the Associate Zoning Administrator: 

 
1. Find that based on the independent judgment of the decision-maker, after consideration of the whole of 

the administrative record, the Project was assessed in the previously certified Artisan Hollywood Project 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) No. ENV-2019-5591-EIR, State Clearinghouse No. 2020110295, 
certified on December 7, 2023; and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15162 and 15164, no 
subsequent EIR, negative declaration, or addendum is required for approval of the project; and 

 
2. Dismiss a Zone Variance to permit off-site parking for the existing commercial uses by lease in lieu of 

covenant during construction of the Project, as not necessary, as California Government Code Section 
65863.2 prohibits the City from implementing or enforcing any minimum automobile parking requirements 
for the Project; and 
 

3. Approve a 50 percent increase in FAR from 3:1 to 4.5:1 consistent with the provisions of the Transit 
Oriented Communities (TOC) Affordable Housing Incentive Program for a Tier 3 project with a total of 
260 dwelling units, including 26 units reserved for Extremely Low Income (ELI) Household occupancy for 
a period of 55 years, along with the following one Additional Incentive: 
 
a. Yards/Setbacks. Permit the utilization of the side yard setback requirements of the RAS3 Zone for 

a project in a commercial zone; and thereby permitting minimum five-foot side yard setbacks for the 
first residential story, consistent with LAMC Section 12.10.5 C, in lieu of the 16 feet otherwise 
required for a 25-story residential building by LAMC Section 12.11 C.2; and, 

  
4. Approve a Site Plan Review for a development project creating 50 or more residential dwelling units.   

 
5. Adopt the Zoning Administrator’s Conditions of Approval and Findings.  
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VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning 
 
 
 
 
  
Jack Chiang 
Associate Zoning Administrator 
 
 
 
 
ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be several other 
items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications are given to the Commission for 
consideration, the initial packets are sent to the week prior to the Commission’s meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in 
court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written 
correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to these programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, assistive 
listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure availability of services, please 
make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-
1300. 
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APPEAL ANALYSIS 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
On September 26, 2023, the Associate Zoning Administrator dismissed a Zone Variance, and 
approved a 50-percent increase in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) from 3:1 to 4.5:1 and one incentive to 
permit the utilization of the side yard setback requirements of the RAS3 Zone, for a Tier 3 eligible 
Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) Affordable Housing Incentive Program and Site Plan 
Review, for the demolition of an existing surface parking area located in the northeast portion of 
the Project Site, to allow for the development of a 25-story, 286-foot-tall building that would include 
260 residential units (including 26 units restricted for Extremely Low Income households), 6,790 
square feet of ground floor commercial space, and vehicular parking within four subterranean and 
two above-grade parking levels. The Project would result in a total of 300,996 square feet of floor 
area, including six existing commercial buildings that have a combined floor area of 33,828 square 
feet, on a 1.55-acre site, for a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of up to 4.5:1. 
 
The ZA approval is related to Case No. VTT-82764 (VTTM), approved by the Advisory Agency 
on September 15, 2023, which was subsequently appealed and is being heard by the City 
Planning Commission concurrently with the subject appeal. 
 
APPEAL 
 
The Associate Zoning Administrator issued a Letter of Determination (LOD) on September 26, 
2023, finding that the Project was previously assessed in the Artisan Hollywood Project EIR 
certified with the related VTTM approval, and approving the Artisan Hollywood Project described 
above. One appeal was filed in a timely manner on October 10, 2023, by Leo Mellace, on behalf 
of The Sound Factory, an operator on an adjacent property, and the same appellant who filed an 
appeal of the related VTTM, with similar appeal points as discussed in more detail below. 
Pursuant to LAMC Sections 12.27,12.22 A.31, and 16.05, the Zone Variance, TOC entitlements, 
and Site Plan Review are not further appealable.  
 
The appeal primarily references comments in a letter that was previously submitted by The Sound 
Factory on November 7, 2022 (November 7, 2022 Letter), in response to the publication of the 
Project’s Draft EIR, providing comments primarily focused on concerns regarding the analysis of 
and impacts from noise and vibration.  

As detailed in the Final EIR’s Response to Comments, the City found that the issues raised in the 
November 7, 2022 Letter lacked merit and credible evidence that the Project would result in new 
or substantially increased impacts than what was analyzed in the EIR, that the comment did not 
include new information, and that any of the other criteria for recirculation under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5 had not been met.  

It should be noted that the Appellant submitted the November 7, 2022 Letter as the primary 
justifications for the appeal. However, the Appellant’s justification cover letter (See Exhibit A, pg. 
5) introduces two new claims that were not included in the November 7, 2022 Letter; namely that: 
1) that the proposed Project is inconsistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood 
Community Plan and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan; and 2) that the Project does not consist 
of an arrangement of buildings and structures compatible with existing and future development 
on neighboring properties. For reference, a link to the Draft and Final EIR, and Erratum, is 
provided in the Table of Contents of this Report. 
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Below is a summary of the appeal’s main points and staff’s responses, to provide clarity where 
necessary for purposes of assisting the Commission in their consideration of the Project and the 
appeal. 
 
APPEAL POINTS AND STAFF RESPONSES 
 
Appeal Point 1 
 
The Appellant asserts that the approved Project will cause significant noise and vibration impacts 
during both construction and operation of the Project and will contribute to a potentially cumulative 
construction impact along with other nearby planned or approved projects. Collectively, the 
Appellant asserts that these noise and vibration impacts have no feasible means of mitigation, 
would make recording inside their studio impossible, and thereby jeopardize their long-running 
business, the loss of which would result in a specific adverse impact on The Sound Factory as a 
historic resource. The Appellant asserts that the EIR erred in its analysis of the Project’s potential 
historic impacts by only analyzing the change of setting to the building’s exterior and ignoring the 
importance of the physicality of The Sound Factory’s interior. The Appellant asserts that closure 
of the Sound Factory’s business would result in a specific adverse impact to a historic resource. 
 
Staff Response 1 
 
The Appellant has previously raised these same issues in relation to the proposed Project’s noise 
and vibration impacts, first in the November 7, 2022 Letter in response to the Draft EIR, which 
have been addressed in detail in the Final EIR (refer to Response to Comment Nos. 5-2 through 
5-24), and again in correspondence submitted prior to and in testimony taken during the joint 
Deputy Advisory Agency and Zoning Administrator Joint Public Hearing on August 30th, 2023, 
which were addressed verbally by staff and in the subsequent LOD. The appeal points do not 
constitute new significant information or result in new significant impacts or a substantial increase 
in a significant impact already identified in the Draft EIR.  
 
As discussed in the Final EIR, the noise and vibration analysis contained in the Draft EIR was 
performed in full compliance with CEQA, and all feasible, effective mitigation measures were 
included to reduce the potential impacts that were identified. Under the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide, recording studios are not defined as a noise-sensitive use. Nonetheless, the DEIR did 
include the two nearby recording studios, Goya Studios and The Sound Factory, in the Draft EIR 
noise analysis for informational purposes, and the Project’s potential noise and vibration impacts 
upon these receptors were analyzed using the City’s standard, accepted methodology as 
acknowledged by the Appellant’s own consultant and detailed in the EIR.  
 
As identified in the Draft EIR, the Project’s temporary construction noise impacts, associated with 
both on- and off-site noise sources would be significant and unavoidable, and cumulative impacts 
related to both on- and off-site construction noise would also be significant and unavoidable in 
the event of concurrent construction activities associated with related projects in the near vicinity. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-1 would reduce the Project’s on-site construction 
noise levels to the extent feasible, but it is acknowledged in the EIR that temporary on- and off-
site construction noise impacts would remain significant and unavoidable even after 
implementation of this feasible mitigation. Specifically, Response to Comment No. 5-9 of the Final 
EIR describes how the noise levels of the Project’s construction activities, as perceived within the 
Sound Factory building’s studios, would be consistent with the Sound Factory’s existing measured 
interior ambient noise levels and would also be below the industry standard of 25 dBA for 
recording studios. As described in that Response to Comment, the estimated Project-related 
construction noise level inside the Sound Factory building was based on the actual building’s 
noise reduction performance, as measured by the Sound Factory consultant and provided to the 
City in the Sound Factory’s comment letter on the Draft EIR.  As indicated therein, the estimated 
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construction noise level inside the Sound Factory during the loudest construction phase would be 
18.8 dBA, which would be consistent with the existing measured ambient noise levels of 17–23 
dBA inside the Sound Factory building.  Furthermore, the estimated maximum noise level at the 
exterior of the Sound Factory building from Project construction would be 75 dBA (Lmax), which 
would be less than the exterior noise levels associated with a motorcycle pass-by identified and 
as measured by the Sound Factory’s acoustical consultant.0F

1  These noise impacts would be 
temporary, however, and strictly limited to the Project’s construction phase, which is expected to 
take 26 months. Contrary to the Appellant’s assertion, and as demonstrated in the EIR’s noise 
analysis, operation of the Project would not result in any significant noise or vibration impacts, 
either from stationary sources such as building mechanical equipment, or from activity on rooftop 
decks, inside the building or in the subterranean parking.  
 
The EIR for the Project was completed in full compliance with CEQA, and the Project complies 
with applicable zoning and planning laws. Regarding the Appellant’s assertation that the Project 
would result in a historic cultural impact, the threshold of significance when determining a project’s 
potential impact to a historic resource is whether the project would cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of the historical resource. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(1), 
a substantial adverse change is defined as physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or 
alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of the resource 
would be materially impaired. Material impairment would occur if a project demolished or altered 
the physical characteristics that convey the significance of a historical resource and that justify its 
inclusion in or eligibility for inclusion in national, state, or local landmark or historic district 
programs pursuant to the requirements of CEQA.  
 
While The Sound Factory building is historic, the use is not. The Sound Factory building itself 
would not be demolished, destroyed, relocated, or altered as a result of the Project. Furthermore, 
as detailed in the Draft EIR’s Cultural Resources analysis, while the Project would introduce a 
new visual element to the study area (a new building in place of a parking lot), it would not affect 
the setting of any of the identified historical resources, nor would it affect the physical integrity of 
the designated historical and potentially historical buildings within the study area to the degree 
that they would no longer qualify as historical resource. This finding would apply equally, if not 
more so, to the interior setting of The Sound Factory as it would the exterior. Therefore, the Project 
would not result in a specific adverse impact to the historic recording studio building. 
 
In addition, as discussed in Response to Comments of the Final EIR and in the Draft EIR, 
operation of the Project would not result in significant noise impacts at the Sound Factory building 
or any other off-site location.  Thus, contrary to the Appellant’s comments, operation of the Project 
would not result in the permanent elimination of the Sound Factory’s ability to operate as a 
recording studio. 
 
Appeal Point 2 
 
The Appellant asserts the Project is not in conformance with the purposes, intent, and provisions 
and goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan and the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan. 
 
 
 
 

 
1  The maximum noise level (Lmax) at the exterior of the Sound Factory during Project construction is equal 

to the loudest construction equipment noise level of 90 dBA (Lmax) at a distance of 50 feet (see Table 
IV.G-10 of the Draft EIR) minus the 15-dBA noise reduction provided by the construction noise barrier 
along the Project Site’s northern property line, which is equal to 75 dBA (Lmax). 
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Staff Response 2 
 
As detailed in the Associate Zoning Administrator’s findings, the Project is in substantial 
conformance with the purposes, intent, and provisions of the City’s General Plan, including the 
Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, which designates the Project 
Site for Regional Center Commercial Plan land uses. The Project’s uses, density, and 
development envelope are consistent with the Community Plan, the LAMC, and the City’s adopted 
TOC Guidelines. The Project would construct a mixed-use development consisting of residential 
uses and community-serving commercial uses in an infill, transit-priority area, as encouraged 
within the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and consistent with many of both 
plan’s goals, policies, and objectives. Furthermore, there is no density increase requested and 
the Project is developing less than the base or by-right density. 
 
The specific Community Plan goals cited by the Appellant are proposed as part of the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update, which is not yet in effect and therefore do not pertain to the Artisan 
Hollywood Project. In addition, CEQA does not require that a project be completely consistent 
with all relevant General Plan policies (Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland 
(1993) 23 Cal App.4th 704, 717). Furthermore, the Appellant did not provide any new information 
to support the assertion that the map is inconsistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood 
Community and Redevelopment Plans. 
 
Additionally, as shown in the Associate Zoning Administrator’s findings, the Project meets Goals 
3, 9 and 10 of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan by improving an underutilized site for the 
construction of new housing, increasing housing supply and options including 26 units of 
covenanted affordable housing units set aside for Extremely Low Income Households, and 
preserving existing and increasing commercial uses within a highly developed commercial area 
of Hollywood. 
 
Appeal Point 3  
 
The Appellant asserts that the Project does not consist of an arrangement of buildings and 
structures compatible with existing and future development on neighboring properties. 
 
Staff Response 3 
 
The Project Site is zoned C4-2D, which does not impose a maximum building height limitation but 
does impose a maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 3:1 with the “D” Limitation (Ordinance No. 
165,660). In conformance with the TOC Guidelines, the Project may utilize a 50 percent FAR 
increase, allowing a total 4.5:1 FAR for the Project Site. The Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 
further establishes a base FAR limit of 4.5:1 for all development with a Regional Center land use 
designation. The Project proposes 4.5:1, in compliance with the TOC Guidelines and Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan limitations. 
 
The Hollywood Regional Center area is a focal point of regional commerce and activity, 
characterized by a mix of low- medium-, and high-rise buildings from a range of eras, such as the 
22-story Sunset Media Center building at 6255 Sunset Boulevard, built in 1973, and the adaptive 
reuse of a 19-story tower at 6266 W Sunset Boulevard, originally built in 1961. There are several 
other towers of similar height to the proposed 25-story Artisan Hollywood Project either under 
construction, approved or planned in the area, including a 232-foot-tall hotel approved at 6407 
Sunset Boulevard and a 288-foot-tall building at 6400 Sunset Boulevard, both of which are 
approximately one block to the south of the Project Site. Therefore, the Project is compatible with 
existing and future development on neighboring properties. 
 
CONCLUSION 
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Upon careful consideration of the appeal, the appellant has not adequately demonstrated that the 
City erred or abused its discretion. In addition, no substantial evidence that the City has erred in 
its actions relative to the associated entitlements or the Environmental Impact Report has been 
presented. The Appellant has raised no new information to dispute the Findings of the Associate 
Zoning Administrator’s actions on this matter. Therefore, in consideration of all the facts, Planning 
Staff recommends the City Planning Commission deny the appeal and sustain the decision of the 
Associate Zoning Administrator to approve Case No. ZA-2019-5590-ZV-TOC-SPR, find that 
based on the independent judgment of the decision-maker, after consideration of the whole of the 
administrative record, the Project was assessed in the previously certified Artisan Hollywood 
Project EIR, and adopt the conditions and findings. 
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APPLICATIONS

APPEAL APPLICATION 
Instructions and Checklist

RELATED CODE SECTION
Refer to the Letter of Determination (LOD) for the subject case to identify the applicable Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC) Section for the entitlement and the appeal procedures.

PURPOSE
This application is for the appeal of Los Angeles City Planning determinations, as authorized by the 
/$0&��DV�ZHOO�DV�¿UVW�OHYHO�%XLOGLQJ�DQG�6DIHW\�$SSHDOV�

APPELLATE BODY
Check only one. If unsure of the Appellate Body, check with City Planning staff before 
submission.

 Area Planning Commission (APC)  City Planning Commission (CPC)  City Council

 Zoning Administrator (ZA)  Director of Planning (DIR)

CASE INFORMATION
Case Number:  

Project Address:  

Final Date to Appeal: 

APPELLANT
For main entitlement cases, except for Building and Safety Appeals:
Check all that apply.

 3HUVRQ��RWKHU�WKDQ�WKH�$SSOLFDQW��2ZQHU�RU�2SHUDWRU�FODLPLQJ�WR�EH�DJJULHYHG

 5HSUHVHQWDWLYH  Property Owner  Applicant  Operator of the Use/Site

For Building and Safety Appeals only:
Check all that apply.

 3HUVRQ�FODLPLQJ�WR�EH�DJJULHYHG�E\�WKH�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�PDGH�E\�Building and Safety1 

 5HSUHVHQWDWLYH  Property Owner  Applicant  Operator of the Use/Site

1� $SSHOODQWV�RI�D�%XLOGLQJ�DQG�6DIHW\�$SSHDO�DUH�FRQVLGHUHG�WKH�$SSOLFDQW�DQG�PXVW�SURYLGH�WKH�1RWLFLQJ�5HTXLUHPHQWV�LGHQWL¿HG�RQ�
SDJH���RI�WKLV�IRUP�DW�WKH�WLPH�RI�¿OLQJ��3XUVXDQW�WR�/$0&�6HFWLRQ�������.��DQ�DSSHDO�IHH�VKDOO�EH�UHTXLUHG�SXUVXDQW�WR�/$0&� 
6HFWLRQ�������%���

ZA-2019-5590-ZV-TOC-SPR

6357 W. Selma Ave.; 1520-1542 N. Cahuenga Blvd.; 1523-1549 N. Ivar Ave. Los Angeles, CA  90028

October 11, 2023
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APPELLANT INFORMATION
Appellant Name:  

Company/Organization:  

Mailing Address:  

City:   State:   Zip Code:  
Telephone:   E-mail:  
,V�WKH�DSSHDO�EHLQJ�¿OHG�RQ�\RXU�EHKDOI�RU�RQ�EHKDOI�RI�DQRWKHU�SDUW\��RUJDQL]DWLRQ��RU�FRPSDQ\"

 Self  Other:  

,V�WKH�DSSHDO�EHLQJ�¿OHG�WR�VXSSRUW�WKH�RULJLQDO�DSSOLFDQW¶V�SRVLWLRQ"  YES  NO

REPRESENTATIVE / AGENT INFORMATION
Representative/Agent Name (if applicable): 

Company:  

Mailing Address:  

City:   State: Zip Code: 

Telephone:   E-mail:

JUSTIFICATION / REASON FOR APPEAL
,V�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�EHLQJ�DSSHDOHG�LQ�LWV�HQWLUHW\�RU�LQ�SDUW"  Entire  Part
$UH�VSHFL¿F�&RQGLWLRQV�RI�$SSURYDO�EHLQJ�DSSHDOHG"  YES  NO

,I�<HV��OLVW�WKH�&RQGLWLRQ�1XPEHU�V��KHUH�� 
2Q�D�VHSDUDWH�VKHHW�SURYLGH�WKH�IROORZLQJ��

 Reason(s) for the appeal

 6SHFL¿F�SRLQWV�DW�LVVXH

 +RZ�\RX�DUH�DJJULHYHG�E\�WKH�GHFLVLRQ

 How the decision-maker erred or abused their decision

APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT
I certify that the statements contained in this application are complete and true.

Appellant Signature:   Date: 

Leo Mellace

The Sound Factory

6357 W. Selma Ave.

Los Angeles CA 90028

(617) 899-3749 leojoseph@me.com

The Sound Factory

10/10/2023
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GENERAL NOTES
$�&HUWL¿HG�1HLJKERUKRRG�&RXQFLO��&1&��RU�D�SHUVRQ�LGHQWL¿HG�DV�D�PHPEHU�RI�D�&1&�RU�DV�
UHSUHVHQWLQJ�WKH�&1&�PD\�QRW�¿OH�DQ�DSSHDO�RQ�EHKDOI�RI�WKH�1HLJKERUKRRG�&RXQFLO��SHUVRQV�
DI¿OLDWHG�ZLWK�D�&1&�PD\�RQO\�¿OH�DV�DQ�LQGLYLGXDO�RQ�EHKDOI�RI�VHOI�

7KH�DSSHOODWH�ERG\�PXVW�DFW�RQ�WKH�DSSHDO�ZLWKLQ�D�WLPH�SHULRG�VSHFL¿HG�LQ�WKH�/$0&�6HFWLRQ�V��
SHUWDLQLQJ�WR�WKH�W\SH�RI�DSSHDO�EHLQJ�¿OHG��/RV�$QJHOHV�&LW\�3ODQQLQJ�ZLOO�PDNH�LWV�EHVW�HIIRUWV�
WR�KDYH�DSSHDOV�VFKHGXOHG�SULRU�WR�WKH�DSSHOODWH�ERG\¶V�ODVW�GD\�WR�DFW�LQ�RUGHU�WR�SURYLGH�GXH�
SURFHVV�WR�WKH�DSSHOODQW��,I�WKH�DSSHOODWH�ERG\�LV�XQDEOH�WR�FRPH�WR�D�FRQVHQVXV�RU�LV�XQDEOH�
WR�KHDU�DQG�FRQVLGHU�WKH�DSSHDO�SULRU�WR�WKH�ODVW�GD\�WR�DFW��WKH�DSSHDO�LV�DXWRPDWLFDOO\�GHHPHG�
GHQLHG��DQG�WKH�RULJLQDO�GHFLVLRQ�ZLOO�VWDQG��7KH�ODVW�GD\�WR�DFW�DV�GH¿QHG�LQ�WKH�/$0&�PD\�RQO\�
EH�H[WHQGHG�LI�IRUPDOO\�DJUHHG�XSRQ�E\�WKH�DSSOLFDQW��

THIS SECTION FOR CITY PLANNING STAFF USE ONLY
Base Fee:  

Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner): 

Receipt No.:  Date : 

 'HWHUPLQDWLRQ�DXWKRULW\�QRWL¿HG  2ULJLQDO�UHFHLSW�DQG�%7&�UHFHLSW��LI�RULJLQDO�DSSOLFDQW��
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GENERAL APPEAL FILING REQUIREMENTS
,I�GURSSLQJ�RII�DQ�DSSHDO�DW�D�'HYHORSPHQW�6HUYLFHV�&HQWHU��'6&���WKH�IROORZLQJ�LWHPV�DUH�UHTXLUHG��
6HH�DOVR�DGGLWLRQDO�LQVWUXFWLRQV�IRU�VSHFL¿F�FDVH�W\SHV��7R�¿OH�RQOLQH��YLVLW�RXU�Online Application 
System (OAS).

APPEAL DOCUMENTS
1. Hard Copy

3URYLGH�WKUHH�VHWV��RQH�RULJLQDO��WZR�GXSOLFDWHV��RI�WKH�OLVWHG�GRFXPHQWV�IRU�HDFK�DSSHDO�¿OHG�

Appeal Application

-XVWL¿FDWLRQ�5HDVRQ�IRU�$SSHDO

Copy of Letter of Determination (LOD) for the decision being appealed

2. Electronic Copy

3URYLGH�DQ�HOHFWURQLF�FRS\�RI�WKH�DSSHDO�GRFXPHQWV�RQ�D�86%�ÀDVK�GULYH��7KH�IROORZLQJ�LWHPV�
PXVW�EH�VDYHG�DV�LQGLYLGXDO�3')V�DQG�ODEHOHG�DFFRUGLQJO\��H�J���³$SSHDO�)RUP´��³-XVWL¿FDWLRQ�
5HDVRQ�6WDWHPHQW´��RU�³2ULJLQDO�'HWHUPLQDWLRQ�/HWWHU´���1R�¿OH�VKRXOG�H[FHHG����0%�LQ�VL]H�

3. Appeal Fee

2ULJLQDO�$SSOLFDQW��7KH�IHH�FKDUJHG�VKDOO�EH�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�/$0&�6HFWLRQ�������%���D���
RU�D�IHH�HTXDO�WR�����RI�WKH�RULJLQDO�EDVH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�IHH��3URYLGH�D�FRS\�RI�WKH�RULJLQDO�
application receipt(s) to calculate the fee.

$JJULHYHG�3DUW\��7KH�IHH�FKDUJHG�VKDOO�EH�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�/$0&�6HFWLRQ�������%���E��

4. Noticing Requirements (Applicant Appeals or Building and Safety Appeals Only)

&RS\�RI�0DLOLQJ�/DEHOV��$OO�DSSHDOV�UHTXLUH�QRWLFLQJ�RI�WKH�DSSHDO�KHDULQJ�SHU�WKH�DSSOLFDEOH�
/$0&�6HFWLRQ�V���2ULJLQDO�$SSOLFDQWV�PXVW�SURYLGH�QRWLFLQJ�SHU�WKH�/$0&�IRU�DOO�$SSOLFDQW�
DSSHDOV��$SSHOODQWV�IRU�%6$V�DUH�FRQVLGHUHG�Original Applicants.

%7&�5HFHLSW��3URRI�RI�SD\PHQW�E\�ZD\�RI�D�%7&�5HFHLSW�PXVW�EH�VXEPLWWHG�WR�YHULI\�WKDW�
PDLOLQJ�IHHV�IRU�WKH�DSSHDO�KHDULQJ�QRWLFH�KDYH�EHHQ�SDLG�E\�WKH�Applicant�WR�&LW\�3ODQQLQJ¶V�
PDLOLQJ�FRQWUDFWRU��%7&��

See the Mailing Procedures Instructions (&3�������IRU�DSSOLFDEOH�UHTXLUHPHQWV�
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SPECIFIC CASE TYPES  
ADDITIONAL APPEAL FILING REQUIREMENTS AND / OR LIMITATIONS

DENSITY BONUS (DB) / TRANSIT ORIENTED COMMUNITES (TOC)
$SSHDO�SURFHGXUHV�IRU�'%�72&�FDVHV�DUH�SXUVXDQW�WR�/$0&�6HFWLRQ�������$����J��

• 2II�0HQX�,QFHQWLYHV�RU�:DLYHU�RI�'HYHORSPHQW�6WDQGDUGV�DUH�QRW�DSSHDODEOH�

• $SSHDOV�RI�2Q�0HQX�'HQVLW\�%RQXV�RU�$GGLWLRQDO�,QFHQWLYHV�IRU�72&�FDVHV�FDQ�RQO\�EH�¿OHG�E\
adjacent owners or tenants and is appealable to the City Planning Commission.

 3URYLGH�GRFXPHQWDWLRQ�FRQ¿UPLQJ�DGMDFHQW�RZQHU�RU�WHQDQW�VWDWXV�LV�UHTXLUHG��H�J���D�OHDVH
DJUHHPHQW��UHQW�UHFHLSW��XWLOLW\�ELOO��SURSHUW\�WD[�ELOO��=,0$6��GULYHU¶V�OLFHQVH��ELOO�VWDWHPHQW��

WAIVER OF DEDICATION AND / OR IMPROVEMENT
3URFHGXUHV�IRU�DSSHDOV�RI�:DLYHU�RI�'HGLFDWLRQ�DQG�RU�,PSURYHPHQWV��:',V��DUH�SXUVXDQW�WR�/$0&�
6HFWLRQ�������,�

• :',V�IRU�E\�ULJKW�SURMHFWV�FDQ�RQO\�EH�DSSHDOHG�E\�WKH�3URSHUW\�2ZQHU�

• ,I�WKH�:',�LV�SDUW�RI�D�ODUJHU�GLVFUHWLRQDU\�SURMHFW��WKH�DSSOLFDQW�PD\�DSSHDO�SXUVXDQW�WR�WKH
SURFHGXUHV�ZKLFK�JRYHUQ�WKH�PDLQ�HQWLWOHPHQW�

[VESTING] TENTATIVE TRACT MAP
3URFHGXUHV�IRU�DSSHDOV�RI�>9HVWLQJ@�7HQWDWLYH�7UDFW�0DSV�DUH�SXUVXDQW�/$0&�6HFWLRQ�������$�

• $SSHDOV�PXVW�EH�¿OHG�ZLWKLQ����GD\V�RI�WKH�GDWH�RI�WKH�ZULWWHQ�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�RI�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�PDNHU�

BUILDING AND SAFETY APPEAL 
First Level Appeal

3URFHGXUHV�IRU�DQ�DSSHDO�RI�D�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�E\�WKH�/RV�$QJHOHV�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�%XLOGLQJ�DQG�6DIHW\�
�/$'%6���L�H���%XLOGLQJ�DQG�6DIHW\�$SSHDO��RU�%6$��DUH�SXUVXDQW�/$0&�6HFWLRQ�������.���

• The Appellant is considered the Original Applicant�DQG�PXVW�SURYLGH�QRWLFLQJ�DQG�SD\�PDLOLQJ�IHHV�

1. $SSHDO�)HH

 $SSHDO�IHH�VKDOO�EH�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�/$0&�6HFWLRQ�������%����L�H���WKH�IHH�VSHFL¿HG�LQ
7DEOH���$��6HFWLRQ�����������RI�WKH�&LW\�RI�/RV�$QJHOHV�%XLOGLQJ�&RGH��SOXV�VXUFKDUJHV��

�� 1RWLFLQJ�5HTXLUHPHQW

 &RS\�RI�0DLOLQJ�/DEHOV��$OO�DSSHDOV�UHTXLUH�QRWLFLQJ�RI�WKH�DSSHDO�KHDULQJ�SHU�WKH�DSSOLFDEOH
/$0&�6HFWLRQ�V���2ULJLQDO�$SSOLFDQWV�PXVW�SURYLGH�QRWLFLQJ�SHU�/$0&�6HFWLRQ�������.����
$SSHOODQWV�IRU�%6$V�DUH�FRQVLGHUHG�Original Applicants. 
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 %7&�5HFHLSW��3URRI�RI�SD\PHQW�E\�ZD\�RI�D�%7&�5HFHLSW�PXVW�EH�VXEPLWWHG�WR�YHULI\�WKDW�
PDLOLQJ�IHHV�IRU�WKH�DSSHDO�KHDULQJ�QRWLFH�KDYH�EHHQ�SDLG�E\�WKH�Applicant�WR�&LW\�3ODQQLQJ¶V�
PDLOLQJ�FRQWUDFWRU��%7&���

See the Mailing Procedures Instructions (&3�������IRU�DSSOLFDEOH�UHTXLUHPHQWV�

Second Level Appeal

3URFHGXUHV�IRU�D�DSSHDO�RI�WKH�'LUHFWRU¶V�'HFLVLRQ�RQ�D�%6$�$SSHDO�DUH�SXUVXDQW�WR�/$0&�6HFWLRQ�
������.����7KH�RULJLQDO�$SSHOODQW�RU�DQ\�RWKHU�DJJULHYHG�SHUVRQ�PD\�¿OH�DQ�DSSHDO�WR�WKH�$3&�RU�
CPC, as noted in the LOD.

1. $SSHDO�)HH

 2ULJLQDO�$SSOLFDQW��)HHV�VKDOO�EH�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�/$0&�6HFWLRQ�������%���D��

�� 1RWLFLQJ�5HTXLUHPHQW

 &RS\�RI�0DLOLQJ�/DEHOV��$OO�DSSHDOV�UHTXLUH�QRWLFLQJ�RI�WKH�DSSHDO�KHDULQJ�SHU�WKH�DSSOLFDEOH
/$0&�6HFWLRQ�V���2ULJLQDO�$SSOLFDQWV�PXVW�SURYLGH�QRWLFLQJ�SHU�/$0&�6HFWLRQ�������.����
$SSHOODQWV�IRU�%6$V�DUH�FRQVLGHUHG�2ULJLQDO�Original Applicants. 

 %7&�5HFHLSW��3URRI�RI�SD\PHQW�E\�ZD\�RI�D�%7&�5HFHLSW�PXVW�EH�VXEPLWWHG�WR�YHULI\�WKDW�
PDLOLQJ�IHHV�IRU�WKH�DSSHDO�KHDULQJ�QRWLFH�KDYH�EHHQ�SDLG�E\�WKH�$SSOLFDQW�WR�&LW\�3ODQQLQJ¶V�
PDLOLQJ�FRQWUDFWRU��%7&���

See the Mailing Procedures Instructions (&3�������IRU�DSSOLFDEOH�UHTXLUHPHQWV�

NUISANCE ABATEMENT / REVOCATIONS
$SSHDO�SURFHGXUHV�IRU�1XLVDQFH�$EDWHPHQW�5HYRFDWLRQV�DUH�SXUVXDQW�WR�/$0&�6HFWLRQ���������&����
1XLVDQFH�$EDWHPHQW�5HYRFDWLRQV�FDVHV�DUH�RQO\�DSSHDODEOH�WR�WKH�&LW\�&RXQFLO�

1. $SSHDO�)HH

 $SSOLFDQW��2ZQHU�2SHUDWRU�� The fee charged shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section
������%���D��

)RU�DSSHDOV�¿OHG�E\�WKH�SURSHUW\�RZQHU�DQG�RU�EXVLQHVV�RZQHU�RSHUDWRU��RU�DQ\�LQGLYLGXDOV�
DJHQWV�UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV�DVVRFLDWHV�DI¿OLDWHG�ZLWK�WKH�SURSHUW\�DQG�EXVLQHVV��ZKR�¿OHV�WKH�
appeal on behalf of the property owner and/or business owner/operator, appeal application 
IHHV�OLVWHG�XQGHU�/$0&�6HFWLRQ�������%���D��VKDOO�EH�SDLG��DW�WKH�WLPH�WKH�DSSHDO�DSSOLFDWLRQ�
is submitted, or the appeal application will not be accepted.

 $JJULHYHG�3DUW\��7KH�IHH�FKDUJHG�VKDOO�EH�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�/$0&�6HFWLRQ�������%���E��



 
 
October 8, 2023 

 
 
Leo Mellace 
The Sound Factory 
6357 Selma Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA  90028      
 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
 
RE:  Justifications of Appeal of Zoning Administrator’s approval of the TOC incentives and Site 

Plan Review for the Artisan Hollywood Project   
 Case No.: ZA-2019-5590-ZV-TOC-SPR; CEQA Case No.:  ENV-2019-5591-EIR (SCH NO. 

2020110295) 
Project Addresses:  1520-1542 N. Cahuenga Blvd; 1523-1549 N. Ivar Ave.; 6350 W. Selma Ave. 

 
Honorable Commission members: 

 
The Sound Factory is located directly across from the proposed Artisan Hollywood Project, a 25-

story, 300,996 sq. ft. mixed-use development that would be constructed over a two-year period only 50 
feet from our stages.  We are adversely affected by the City’s failure to comply with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State Planning and Zoning Law, and local law in approving the 
Project. We have a direct and substantial beneficial interest in ensuring that the City complies with 
laws related to environmental protection, as our interests are directly and adversely affected by the 
City’s approval of the Project. 

 
The Sound Factory (originally known as Moonglow Records and Recording) has been in 

continuous operation for over 60 years, and has been the home of albums by The Jackson 5, Marvin 
Gaye, James Taylor, Linda Ronstadt, Elton John, the Mammas and the Pappas, Jackson Browne, Neil 
Diamond, Dolly Parton, Daryl Hall and John Oats, Sheryl Crow, Pearl Jam, Red Hot Chili Peppers, 
and hundreds of other major artists.  We have preserved the rooms and equipment where those artists’ 
classic albums were formulated, recorded, and mixed, retaining the distinctly rich acoustics sought by 
key professionals in the music industry.  

 
The EIR’s Historical Resources Technical Report acknowledges that The Sound Factory is an off-

site historic resource eligible for listing in the California Register and for local designation, noting our 
“significant association with the music industry.” The report however failed in only analyzing a 
change in setting of the building’s exterior when assessing the Project’s potential historic impacts.  
The review completely ignores the importance of the physicality of The Sound Factory’s interior 
recording studios and the history of the artists who have recorded here in its determination of cultural 
impacts. The proposed project will permanently eliminate our ability to operate as a recording studio, 



forcing its closure and resulting in a specific adverse impact on The Sound Factory as a historic 
resource.   

 
 
 
The Zoning Administrator’s approval of the Project’s requested entitlements (which we appeal in 

full) is based upon the developer’s and city’s unsubstantiated contention that construction and 
operational noise and vibration generated by the development will not penetrate into the studios and 
disrupt recording operations.   

 
The City relies on our consultant’s determination that The Sound Factory’s sound limiting 

techniques result in a building exterior-to-interior noise isolation of approximately 52 dBA, and that 
the Project’s proposed two-year schedule for site demolition, subterranean excavation (requiring 
thousands of haul truck trips right at our front door on Selma Ave.), and construction of a 286-foot-tall 
structure would, as stated in the determination letter, “not be significantly more disruptive than other 
regular daily urban occurrences,” and that the estimated maximum noise levels generated by the 
Project’s massive earth moving and construction equipment would be lower than a motorcycle pass 
by.  This summary defies realty, and is a nonsensical response to our expert’s conclusions. 

 
Further, the Project EIR vibration impact analysis only reviewed whether the historic building 

structure itself would be physically damaged as a result of construction activity, not whether our 
historic recording studios would be permanently impaired by forcing us out of business.  The 
determination letter acknowledges:  “There are no feasible mitigation measures that could be 
implemented to reduce the temporary vibration impacts from both on-site and off-site construction 
associated with human annoyance at the Sound Factory recording studio.”   

 
This conclusion supports our contention that the Project will have a specific adverse impact on The 

Sound Factory as a historic resource and is therefore in conflict with State law and local ordinance 
pertaining to density bonus approvals, and the findings associated with Site Plan Review approvals 
prohibiting substantial environmental damage.  Unless effective mitigation measures are conditioned 
upon construction and operation of the proposed project, all of the city’s approvals must be revoked, 
including the 50% Floor Area Ratio (FAR) bonus and side yard setback reduction granted to the 
developer. 
 
The project is NOT in conformance with the purposes, intent, and provisions and goals and 
policies of the Hollywood Community Plan and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 

 
The goals and policies of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan emphasize the importance of the 

entertainment industry to Los Angeles.  Goal #6 of the 2003 amended Plan states: “Support and 
promote Hollywood as the center of the entertainment industry and a tourist destination through the 
retention, development and expansion of all sectors of the entertainment industry and the preservation 
of landmarks related to the entertainment industry.” 

 
The Hollywood Community Plan further emphasizes the importance of the entertainment industry, 

seeking to “Honor Hollywood’s legacy through the preservation of the built environment that reflects 
Hollywood’s cultural, social, economic, and architectural history” (Goal P.1); “Promote the 
establishment, retention, and expansion of media, entertainment, and creative office uses in 
Hollywood”  (LU10.1), and “Support the investment, modernization, and growth of Hollywood’s 
studio facilities and supporting uses as important job providers” (LU10.2). 



 
None of these goals and policies are advanced by approval of the Artisan Hollywood development.  

As noted in the attached noise and vibration analysis prepared by RNS Acoustics, development of the 
project will make recording impossible.  
The project does NOT consist of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, 
bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities and other such pertinent improvements that is or 
will be compatible with existing and future development on neighboring properties. 

 
The Project site is occupied by one-story retail, and is primarily surrounded by one- and two-story 

commercial buildings. At 286-feet-tall, the Artisan Hollywood development would be the highest 
building in Hollywood.  The 260 residential units and commercial space would be served by only 320 
unbundled parking spaces instead of the 483 parking stalls otherwise required.  The 25-story Project 
has been granted a 5-foot side yard setback, in lieu of the 16 feet otherwise required.   In no manner, 
therefore, is the Project compatible with existing and future development. The Site Plan Review 
findings therefore cannot be made, and the Project should have been rejected as incompatible with 
existing and future development in Hollywood. 

 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Sound Factory adopts all objections submitted into the record as its own.  Please note that we 

reserve the right to supplement the bases of this appeal.     
 
Thank you, 
 

 
 



Sound Factory x Artisan Proximity
50 feet from project site

(Source ZIMAS)



 
Phone: 858 224 3959 

4858 Mercury St. Suite 106, San Diego, CA 92111 
WWW.RNSACOUSTICS.COM  .  INFO@RNSACOUSTICS.COM 

 
October 10, 2023 
 
Sound Factory Studios 
6357 Selma Ave 
Los Angeles, CA 90028  
 
RE: Comments RE: ZA-2019-5590 – Artisan Hollywood 
 Artisan Hollywood Project, Los Angeles, CA 
 
 
It is our professional opinion that the proposed Artisan Hollywood project will adversely affect your business as a 
world-class recording studio. 
 
The documentation provided by Artisan does not clearly show that the project will minimize or eliminate any noise 
and vibration impacts to Sound Factory.  As a recording studio, Sound Factory is extremely sensitive to intrusive 
noise and vibrations.  The increase in truck traffic and general construction noise will cause a significant impact to 
the studios operations. 
 
After reviewing the various activities across the multiple phases of the project construction, it is unlikely that Sound 
Factory Studios will be able to provide recording services during this time. 
 
The project consists of jackhammering, large vehicles for transport and other significant earth moving activities that 
will result in ground borne vibrations that are detrimental to the recording process. 
 
Furthermore, the irregularity and unpredictability of these activities will make it impossible to schedule client 
sessions during non-invasive time periods with accuracy.   
 
Service quality from Sound Factory will be severely diminished and client satisfaction is expected to also decrease if 
these conditions persist for the duration of the construction. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
RNS Acoustics 
 

      
Prepared by:      Reviewed By: 
Joe Erickson      Ryan Sema 
Lead Acoustical Consultant    Principal 
 
 



































































































































































INITIAL 
SUBMISSIONS 

The following submissions by the public are in compliance with the Commission Rules and 
Operating Procedures (ROPs), Rule 4.3a. Please note that “compliance” means that the 
submission complies with deadline, delivery method (hard copy and/or electronic) AND the 
number of copies.  The Commission’s ROPs can be accessed at 
http://planning.lacity.org, by selecting “Commissions & Hearings” and selecting the 
specific Commission. 

The following submissions are not integrated or addressed in the Staff Report but have 
been distributed to the Commission. 

Material which does not comply with the submission rules is not distributed to the 
Commission.  

ENABLE BOOKMARKS ONLINE: 

**If you are using Explorer, you will need to enable  the Acrobat  toolbar to see 
the bookmarks on the left side of the screen. 

If you are using Chrome, the bookmarks are on the upper right-side of the screen. If you 
do not want to use the bookmarks, simply scroll through the file. 

If you have any questions, please contact the Commission Office at (213) 978-1300. 

http://planning.lacity.org/


THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 215 NORTH MARENGO AVENUE, 3RD FLOOR 
PASADENA, CALIFORNIA  91101-1504 

PHONE: (626) 449-4200   FAX: (626) 449-4205 

ROBERT@ROBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 
WWW.ROBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

A Professional Corporation 

 
 
 

November 27, 2023 
 
VIA EMAIL cpc@lacity.org 
Samantha Millman, President 
Monique Lawshe, Vice-President 
Maria Cabildo, Commissioner 
Caroline Choe, Commissioner 
Ilissa Gold, Commissioner 
Helen Leung, Commissioner 
Karen E. Mack, Commissioner 
Jacob Noonan, Commissioner 
Elizabeth Zamora, Commissioner 
Cecilia Lamas, Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Planning Commission 
Los Angeles City Hall 
Council Chamber, Room 340 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
 

Re:  Comments and objections to EIR for the Artisan Hollywood Project,  
ENV-2019-5591-EIR (SCH No. 2020110295), ZA-2019-5590-ZV-TOC-SPR 

Honorable Planning Commissioners: 

I. INTRODUCTION. 

   This firm and the undersigned represent the Sound Factory, a historic Hollywood 
recording studio located at 6357 Selma Avenue, Hollywood.  Notable historic recordings 
at the Sound Factory site include albums by The Jackson 5, Marvin Gaye, James Taylor, 
Linda Ronstadt, Steppenwolf, Elton John, The Mammas & the Pappas, Jackson Browne, 
Neil Diamond, Bonnie Raitt, Dolly Parton, Bette Midler, The Bangles, Tom Waits, 
Crowded House, Daryl Hall and John Oats, The Pretenders, and Elvis Costello.   

  The Artisan Hollywood Project (“Project”) would result in significant unmitigated 
Project and cumulative on-site and off-site construction noise and vibration impacts which 
would significantly impact operations of the Sound Factory, aka Sensitive Receptor No. 
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7,1 and threaten its ability to operate during the more than two years of Project 
construction, if not permanently, assuming the Sound Factory could even survive Project 
construction.   

  Related significant and unmitigable environmental impacts include to historic 
resources (the Sound Factory building, inside and out due to deterioration if the Project’s 
noise and vibration impacts force closure of the ongoing business) and to aesthetic 
impacts on historic resources.   

  The Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) and the City have failed to incorporate 
all feasible mitigation measures to address these impacts.  We ask that you reject the EIR 
and Project, including all associated land use approvals, currently before you.   

This letter details defects in the EIR for the Project.  Comments are provided on 
both the Draft EIR (“DEIR”) and Final EIR (“FEIR”).  These comments demonstrate that 
the EIR for the Project must be revised and recirculated to address deficiencies in the 
document and that additional mitigation measures must be required to address significant 
Project impacts.   

Please keep this office on the list of interested persons to receive timely advance 
notice of all hearings, votes and determinations related to the Project, its DEIR and FEIR, 
and requested entitlements.  Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167(f), please 
provide a copy of each and every Notice of Determination issued in connection with the 
Project.   

We adopt and incorporate by reference all Project comments and objections raised 
by all others during the environmental review and land use entitlement processes for the 
Project.  Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167.6(e) and Consolidated Irrig. 
Dist. v. Superior Court (2012) 205 Cal.App.4th 697, please print and include all of the 

                                                 
1   The Sound Factory is identified as Sensitive Receptor No. 7 on DEIR Table VI.G-6.  
DEIR Table IV.G-20 indicates that the Sound Factory will experience significant unavoidable 
construction noise impacts.  DEIR Table IV.G-22 indicates that the Sound Factory will 
experience significant unavoidable vibration impacts – human annoyance due to construction 
activities.  In addition, DEIR page IV.G-54 indicates that “potential vibration impacts with 
respect to human annoyance that would result from temporary and intermittent off-site vibration 
from construction trucks traveling along the anticipated haul routes would be significant without 
mitigation.”  Both the on-site and off-site construction activities would result in significant 
unmitigated vibration-human annoyance impacts per DEIR page IV.G-57. 
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hyperlinked references cited in this and each other of the comment letters submitted 
during the administrative process in and as part of the administrative record. 

II. BACKGROUND. 

Project History. 

 On September 23, 2019, the application for the proposed Project was filed with the 
City of Los Angeles.2  A copy of the Project Plans is included in Attachment A.3  
This version of the proposed Project included 300,987 square feet (“sf”) of 
development, with 290 housing units, including 29 extremely low-income units.  
The Plan Set in Attachment A is the most recent version of the complete Project 
Plans made available to the public, despite the fact that the Project was modified 
prior to issuance of the Notice of Preparation for the EIR for the Project.  

 The Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) for the EIR was issued on November 20, 
2020.4  Five comment letters were received on the NOP.  The NOP described a 
project that would have 270 housing units, reduced from 290 and 27 extremely 
low-income units, reduced from 29, within a slightly increased total site square 
footage (300,9965 vs 300,9876 square feet).  

 The DEIR for the Project was issued on September 22, 2022 for a 45-day 
comment period ending on November 7, 2022.7  Eight comment letters, including 
technical study attachments, were received on the DEIR.  

                                                 
2  https://planning.lacity.org/pdiscaseinfo/search/encoded/MjMyMzc20 
 
3  https://planning.lacity.org/pdiscaseinfo/document/NjkwNjY0/4596a256-522b-4c94-acc5-
77ce1b3c8ef1/esubmit  Page 5 of Attachment A incorrectly identifies the Sound Factory’s green 
building as “Existing retail storefront across the street on Selma Ave.”  
 
4  https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/eir/artisan-hollywood-project 
 
5  DEIR Table II-1. 
 
6  Plan Sheet in Attachment A to this letter. 
 
7  https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/eir/artisan-hollywood-project-0 
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 The FEIR for the Project was released on August 4, 2023.8  The FEIR provides 
responses to seven of the comment letters, including technical study attachments.  

 An Erratum was issued on August 29, 2023 to incorporate responses to a Caltrans 
letter submitted in response to the DEIR which was omitted from the FEIR.9 

 A Public Hearing on the Project was held by the Deputy Advisory Agency and the 
Zoning Administrator on August 30, 2023.10  

 On September 15, 2023, the City’s Advisory Agency issued a Letter of 
Determination (“LOD”) for the Project, certified the EIR for the Project, and 
adopted the Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations and Mitigation 
Monitoring Program (“MMRP”) for the Project.   The Advisory Agency also 
approved the Vesting Tentative Tract Map (No. 82764) for the Project.11 

 On September 22, 2023 an appeal was filed by the Sound Factory of the approvals 
in the LOD.  A subsequent appeal was filed by the Sound Factory on October 10, 
2023. 

The Proposed Project. 

According to DEIR page II-19, Project construction is anticipated to occur over an 
approximately 26-month period and to be completed in 2025.  As described on page II-8 
of the DEIR, the project consists of: 

. . . a new 25-story mixed-use building comprised of 270 residential 
dwelling units (including 27 units restricted to Extremely Low 
Income households) and 6,790 square feet of ground floor 
commercial space, including restaurant, and retail uses.  The height 

                                                 
8  https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/eir/artisan-hollywood-project-1 
 
9  https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/eir/artisan-hollywood-project-4 
 
10  https://planning.lacity.org/dcpapi/meetings/document/75151 
https://planning.lacity.org/dcpapi/meetings/document/75023 
https://planning.lacity.org/project-review/public-hearings 
 
11 A copy of the Letter of Determination is Available at:  
https://planning.lacity.org/pdiscaseinfo/document/OTAzMQ0/fe3b456d-e5a5-4f0e-9fa7-
879f1ff43502/pdd 
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of the proposed building would be approximately 269 feet to the top 
of the parapet, with additional projections (e.g., stairwell and 
elevator penthouses and mechanical enclosures) reaching a 
maximum height of 286 feet. . . . the Project would replace the 
surface parking area within the northeast portion of the Project Site 
(Development Area), while the six existing buildings located in the 
southern and western portions of the Project Site, containing 33,828 
square feet of commercial uses, would be retained.  The uses within 
the Project site would be supported by up to 320 vehicle parking 
spaces located in two above-ground and four subterranean parking 
levels, and 166 bicycle parking spaces.  The subterranean parking 
levels would require an estimated maximum depth of excavation of 
50 feet below grade, resulting in the export of up to 69,333 cubic 
yards of soil.  The Project would also include approximately 30,918 
square feet of open space and recreational amenities.  

According to DEIR Table II-1, the proposed Project includes 260,378 sf of 
residential apartments (270 dwelling units), 6,790 sf of proposed Commercial 
(retail/restaurant), and 33,828 sf of existing Commercial (retail/restaurants) to remain.  
The total Project square footage is thus 300,996 sf.   

According to DEIR page IV.F-20, the 270 new multi-family residential units 
included in the proposed Project would consist of: 92 studios, 93 one-bedroom units, 75 
two-bedroom units, and 10 three-bedroom units.  No information is provided on the size 
of the units or the size and number of bedrooms of the units allocated for Extremely Low-
Income housing.  

According to DEIR page II-20, the Project requires the following discretionary 
entitlements, reviews, permits and approvals: 

 Pursuant to the TOC Guidelines and LAMC Section 
12.22.A.31, base incentives to allow an increase in FAR of 50 
percent or to 3:75:1, whichever is greater, to permit a 50-
percent increase in FAR from 3:1 to 4.5:1, and to allow 
reductions in residential and commercial parking 
requirements.   

 Pursuant to TOC Guidelines and LAMC Section 12.22.A.31, an 
additional incentive to reduce the side yards to 5 feet, based on 
RAS3 zone yard setback requirements. 
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 Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.28, a Zoning Administrator’s 
Adjustment to further reduce the side yards to zero feet at the 
second and third above-grade levels of the Project. 

 Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.27, a Zone Variance to permit 
Code-required parking for the existing Project Site buildings to 
be temporarily located off-site via lease in lieu of a covenant 
during Project construction activities. 

 Pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, the approval of Site Plan 
Review findings. 

 Pursuant to LAMC Section 17.15, a Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
to merge the Project site into a single ground lot and to allow the 
future creation of commercial condominium units, a 
determination of the Project site’s yards, and approval of a haul 
route.  (Emphasis added.) 

The Alternatives Analyzed in the EIR. 

As explained on DEIR pages I-17 to I-19, the DEIR analyzed three Project 
alternatives: Alternative 1 – the No Project/No Build Alternative; Alternative 2 – the 
Reduced Density Alternative; and Alternative 3 – the Reduced Excavation Alternative.  
Of the alternatives, other than the No Project/No Build Alternative, Alternative 2 was 
found to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  Although it would not eliminate 
the Project’s significant unavoidable impacts, Alternative 2 would reduce many of the 
impacts compared to the Project.   

CEQA Recirculation Requirements. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 specifies when recirculation of an EIR is 
required prior to certification.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 states in part:12 

(a)   A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when 
significant new information is added to the EIR after public 
notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public 
review under Section 15087 but before certification.  As used 

                                                 
12  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(e) specifies:  A decision not to recirculate an EIR 
must be supported by substantial evidence in the administrative record. 
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in this section, the term “information” can include changes in 
the project or environmental setting as well as additional data 
or other information. New information added to an EIR is not 
“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives 
the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a 
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a 
feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have 
declined to implement.  “Significant new information” 
requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure 
showing that:  

(1)   A new significant environmental impact would result from 
the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to 
be implemented.  

(2)   A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental 
impact would result unless mitigation measures are 
adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.  

(3)   A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure 
considerably different from others previously analyzed 
would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the 
project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.  

(4)   The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically 
inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful 
public review and comment were precluded.  (Mountain 
Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 
Cal.App.3d 1043).  

III. DEFECTS IN THE EIR. 

Project Description. 

Given that the project applicant is seeking density incentives for provision of 
affordable housing units, the DEIR should disclose the size of the proposed extremely-low 
income units and the number of bedrooms.  Essentially the applicant is seeking a 50% 
increase in density (an additional 100,299 square feet) in exchange for constructing 27 
affordable units.  Decision-makers should be informed of the total square footage of the 
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affordable units they are getting in exchange for a 50% increase in density, and the 
characteristics of those units, given the unavoidable impacts of the proposed Project.  The 
lack of this information also makes any findings in support of a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations improper and deficient.      

Artificially Narrow Definition of Objectives. 

The DEIR page II-7, specifies the Project objectives as follows:   

 Maximize the provision of high-density, multi-family housing 
units, including affordable housing units, to support the 
much-needed demand for housing at a range of income levels; 

 Locate residential and commercial uses in a high quality transit 
area and transit priority area, thereby promoting sustainability 
and reducing automobile dependency and Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT); 

 Redevelop and improve the visual character of the surface 
parking portion of the Project Site with a development that is 
compatible in scale and design with the character of the 
surrounding area; 

 Contribute to the economic investment in the Hollywood 
Community Plan area through the creation of construction and 
retail/restaurant jobs; 

 Create a street-level identity for the Project Site and improve the 
pedestrian experience through the introduction of active street-
level uses; 

 Promote sustainable development by incorporating “Green” 
principles in the design of the Project capable of meeting the 
standards of LEED Certified or equivalent green building 
standards, including an energy-efficient building, a pedestrian-
and bicycle-friendly site design, water conservation features, and 
waste reduction features; and 

 Incorporate the best practices for smart growth by providing 
housing, employment, and retail/restaurant opportunities 
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within an employment hub with walkable streets, a bike-
friendly environment, and access to public transit.  (Emphasis 
added). 

Manifestly Unreasonable and Artificially Narrow Objective. 

The first objective in the EIR is written in a way which is manifestly unreasonable 
and thus prejudices the evaluation of the alternatives and results in the rejection of the 
environmentally superior alternative identified in the DEIR.  By including the word 
“maximize” in the objective, the objective is artificially narrowly drawn,13 such that only 
the Project, with its greater quantity of housing units, can achieve the objective.  This 
objective is so narrow as to preclude any alternative in the EIR, other than the Project, 
from meeting this objective.  

Failure to Recognize That The Proposed Project Does Not Meet Several of the 
Project Objectives. 

The proposed Project does not meet several of the Project Objectives, or meets 
these objectives to a lesser degree than the alternatives.  The proposed Project does not 
meet the affordable housing objective.  Alternatives which would result in development of 
reduced scale, and with reduced trip generation, such as Alternative 2 are less 
incompatible with the objectives regarding neighborhood compatibility and a bike-
friendly environment.  This is not reflected in the EIR14 and the adopted Findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations.  The EIR and any Findings and Statement of 
Overriding Considerations adopted must be corrected to reflect this. 

Affordable Housing. 

The proposed Project fails to meet the improperly worded objective to: “Maximize 
the provision of high-density, multi-family housing units, including affordable housing 
units, to support the much-needed demand for housing at a range of income levels.”  
While the proposed Project would provide 270 residential dwelling units, only 10 percent 

                                                 
13  “[A] lead agency may not give a project’s purpose an artificially narrow definition . . .” 
In re Bay-Delta etc. (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1166.  “[T]he EIR violated CEQA by giving the 
project’s objective an artificially narrow definition . . .”  North Coast Rivers Alliance v. 
Kawamura (2015) 243 Cal.App.4th 647, 648. 
 
14  See for example DEIR page II-7 and V-51. 
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of these would be below market-rate units.  The provision of 243 market-rate units and 
just 27 units restricted to Extremely Low-Income households does not constitute 
maximizing the number of affordable units and does not constitute provision of housing at 
a range of income levels, since low and moderate rate housing is not included.  This is not 
reflected in the EIR and the Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations.  
Furthermore, the version of the Project originally submitted to the City actually included 
more housing units and more Extremely Low-Income units.  Why was this version of the 
Project eliminated? 

To be consistent with the objective as worded, at a minimum the proposed Project 
would need to match the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (“RHNA”) affordability 
targets for the City of Los Angeles of:  

. . . 25.4% Very Low Income, 15.1% Low Income, 16.5% Moderate 
Income, and 43.1% Above Moderate Income units.  State law also 
requires the City to identify the projected need for extremely low-
income housing.  The City assumes that 50% of the very low-income 
housing need is equal to the extremely low-income housing need.”15  

Any large-scale housing project that includes less than these percentages of 
affordable housing units works against the City’s ability to meet its RHNA targets by 
making use of a site that could be used to foster compliance with RHNA targets.  The EIR 
needs to be corrected to acknowledge that although the Project includes 10 percent 
affordable units, this is not sufficient to meet housing targets.  The Project thus works 
against the following Housing Element Goals and Policies listed in DEIR Appendix F: 

 Goal 1: A City where housing production results in an ample supply of 
housing to create more equitable and affordable options that meet existing and 
projected needs.  

Furthermore, recent studies have shown that projects such as this can actually 
create increased demand for affordable housing, rather than help to meet the need for 
affordable housing.  For example, a residential nexus analysis prepared by Keyser 
Marston Associates for the City of San Francisco calculated the demand for affordable 
housing generated by market rate development as a percentage of the total number of 

                                                 
15 Page 99, 2021-2029 Housing Element.  Available at:  
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/bde50bc0-5f1f-4e88-a5cf-06a12e1d8078/Chapter_1_-
_Housing_Needs_Assessment_(Adopted).pdf 
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housing units in a development project containing market rate housing.16  The study found 
that:  

. . . a development project with 100 owner-occupied market rate 
Condominiums would result in the demand for just under 38 units 
affordable to Low and Moderate Income households earning 
between 0% and 120% of AMI.  Likewise, a development project 
with 100 renter-occupied market rate Apartments would result in the 
demand for just under 32 units affordable to Low and Moderate 
Income households earning between 0% and 120% of AMI.17  

At this rate of affordable housing demand generation, the proposed Project 
with its 243 market rate units would result in the demand for 92 affordable units if 
the requested approval pursuant to LAMC Section 17.15 for a Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map to merge the Project site into a single ground lot and to allow the future 
creation of commercial condominium units is approved, or 78 affordable rental 
units.  Yet the Project only includes 27 affordable units.  The Project thus likely 
increases, rather than helps to reduce demand for affordable housing units.   

As noted in the Affordable Housing Linkage Fee Nexus Study done for the 
City of Los Angeles:18 

As in most other cities in California, the gap between the dollars 
needed to fund affordable housing for new workers (e.g., maximum 
legal fee) and the feasible level of fee that can be absorbed by real 
estate market conditions, is substantial.  In other words, charging a 

                                                 
16  Keyser Marston Associates, “Residential Affordable Housing Nexus Analysis San 
Francisco, California, November 2016, available at:  
https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016%20%20Residential%20Affordable%20Hou
sing%20Nexus%20Analysis.pdf 
See also, for example, the following studies estimating lower income housing demand generation 
per market rate unit constructed:  
https://www.haywardca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Affordable-housing-nexus-study.pdf 
 
17 Id., pages 5-6. 
 
18 Page 75, BAE Urban Economics, Los Angeles Affordable Housing Linkage Fee Nexus 
Study, September 21, 2016,  Available at:https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/5c66d421-6736-
42c7-bf13-857e14d025b8/LA_Linkage_Fee_Final_Report_9-21-16.pdf 
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fee that would not constrain private sector development does not 
usually meet all subsidy needed to mitigate the costs of the 
affordable housing impacts generated by the new development.  

In 2018 the City of Los Angeles’ affordable housing linkage fee became 
effective.19  As with all such linkage fees, the fee amount is insufficient to meet the 
affordable housing need generated by development projects.  In addition, Los Angeles 
Municipal Code § 19.18 B.2.b. exempts any “for sale or rental housing with at least 8% of 
the total units dedicated for extremely low-income households” from the fee.  So, the 
proposed Project will generate affordable housing demand in excess of the amount of 
affordable units contained in the proposed Project and will not be subject to the affordable 
housing linkage fee.   

The proposed Project thus exacerbates the need for affordable housing in the area.  
This must be acknowledged as an impact in the EIR and taken into consideration in any 
Statement of Overriding Considerations for this Project.  The proposed Project cannot be 
justified on the grounds that it provides 27 Very Low-Income units.  

Lack of Neighborhood Compatibility. 

One of the Project Objectives is to: “Redevelop and improve the visual character 
of the surface parking portion of the Project Site with a development that is compatible 
in scale and design with the character of the surrounding area.”  As shown on plan 
sheets A0.20 to A0.23 and A0.30 of the Project Plans included in Attachment A, at 25-

                                                 
19  The affordable housing linkage fee was adopted via Los Angeles City Ordinance 
185,342. 
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stories and 269 feet in height (286 feet with mechanical enclosures), the proposed Project 
is dramatically out-of-scale with the design and character of the surrounding area.   

 

Figure 1 – Aerial View of Project Site Looking Northeast Toward Hollywood Hills 
and Griffith Park  
Source:  Plan Sheet A0.23, Gensler, 2019, included in Attachment A 

 

Figure 2 – Photo-Rendering of Project 
Source:  Plan Sheet A0.4, Gensler, 2019, included in Attachment A 
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As shown in Figures 3 to 4, the proposed Project would be one of the tallest 
buildings in Hollywood.  Given the height of the proposed Project it clearly does not meet 
the objective to: “Redevelop and improve the visual character of the surface parking 
portion of the Project Site with a development that is compatible in scale and design 
with the character of the surrounding area.”  The EIR, and any Findings and Statement 
of Overriding Consideration, need to be corrected to acknowledge this, and to 
acknowledge the fact that the shorter, less dense alternatives are superior to the proposed 
Project regarding this objective.   

 

Figure 3 – Approximate Heights of Buildings in Project Vicinity 
Source:  Google Earth (calculated from Google Earth Pro elevation readings) 
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Figure 4 – Terrain in Project Vicinity – Showing Buildings In Hollywood Are 
Substantially Shorter Than Proposed Project 
Source:  Google Earth Pro 
 

Lack of Bike-Friendly Environment. 

As shown in the following figure, and acknowledged on DEIR page IV.1-19, the 
Project Site is located on the LADOT’s identified High Injury Network (“HIN”), as shown 
on Figure 5:20 

                                                 
20  https://ladotlivablestreets.org/overall-map/maps 
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Figure 5 – Project’s Location In Proximity to the LADOT High-Injury Network 
Source:  https://ladotlivablestreets.org/overall-map/maps 
 

There have been a number of bicycle traffic accidents in the Project vicinity as 
shown in Figures 6 and 7: 
 

 
 

Figure 6 – Close-Up Showing Number of Bicycle Accidents In Project Vicinity – 
1/1/2017 to 12/21/2022 
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Source:  UC Berkeley Transportation Injury Mapping 

 

Figure 7 – Number of Bicycle Accidents In Project Vicinity – 1/1/2017 to 12/21/2022 
Source:  UC Berkeley Transportation Injury Mapping  
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One of the Project Objectives is to: “Incorporate the best practices for smart 
growth by providing housing, employment, and retail/restaurant opportunities within an 
employment hub with walkable streets, a bike-friendly environment, and access to 
public transit.”  Although the Project Site does have access to public transit, it is 
questionable the degree to which it constitutes a bike-friendly environment given its 
proximity to the HIN and the history of bicycle accidents in the area.  The proposed 
Project therefore does not fully meet this stated objective and this must be acknowledged 
in the EIR and any Findings of Fact or Statement of Overriding Considerations.   

Failure to Identify Significant Unmitigated Traffic Hazards Impacts. 

Despite the fact that the proposed Project is projected to generate 2,479 new daily 
vehicle trips,21 the DEIR concludes that the proposed Project would not result in an 
increase of hazards on the HIN or to bicycles or pedestrians because: (1) vehicle access 
would be from two driveways along Ivar Avenue, rather than from Selma Avenue and 
Ivar Avenue is not on the HIN; (2) driveways would have adequate sight distances; and 
(3) the intersections located at either end of the block (Ivar Avenue/Selma Avenue and 
Ivar Avenue/Sunset Boulevard) are controlled with signals.  This ignores the fact that the 
Project would introduce substantial additional daily trips in areas that have seen a 
substantial number of bicycle accidents in recent years and ignores the fact that a share of 
Project traffic will use Selma Avenue.  The DEIR has therefore failed to identify the 
additional bicycle hazards resulting from the introduction of an excessively high-density 
building, and thus incompatible use, at this location.  The EIR must be corrected to 
acknowledge the significant bicycle hazards impacts associated with the operation of the 
proposed Project and recirculated.   

According to DEIR page IV-G-32: 

Construction delivery/haul trucks would travel on approved 
truck routes between the Project Site and the Hollywood 
Freeway (US-101).  Incoming trucks would exit the US-101 
onto Gower Street, travel south on Gower and west on Selma 
Avenue to the Project Site.  Outgoing trucks would exit the 
Project Site onto Selma Avenue, head east on Selma Avenue, 
north on Argyle Avenue, and onto the US-101 south bound 
on-ramp.   

                                                 
21  DEIR page IV.I-36. 
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Not only is Selma Avenue between the Project Site and Vine Street on the HIN, 
the intersection of Argyle Avenue and Yucca in the vicinity of US-101 is also on the 
HIN.22  The proposed Project would introduce a significant number of trucks per day 
during the 26-month construction period onto these segments of the HIN as shown in 
DEIR Table IV-G.12: 20 per day during demolition; 200 per day during grading; 670 per 
day during Mat Foundation; 80 per day during building construction, and 40 per day 
during construction/paving/landscaping.  While TR-PDF-2 would provide for construction 
traffic management in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site, it would not address 
truck traffic on the other portions of the HIN which would be impacted by Project truck 
traffic.  The DEIR has failed to identify the significant traffic hazard impacts that would 
result from the Project’s introduction of significant construction traffic on the HIN.  The 
DEIR must be revised and recirculated to identify this impact.   

Inadequate Alternatives Analysis. 

The alternatives analysis contained in DEIR Chapter 5 largely consists of 
conclusionary statements unsupported by substantial evidence and qualitative discussions 
based on relative decreases in size, unsupported by modeling of air and noise emissions.  
The EIR acknowledges that none of the alternatives would reduce the significant 
unavoidable noise and vibration impacts to less than significant levels, because they 
would have the same footprint as the proposed Project.  For example, as page V-37 of the 
DEIR states in discussing Alternative 2:  

It is anticipated that the maximum or peak day of construction 
activity, which serves as the basis of the construction noise analysis 
would be similar between Alternative 2 and the Project.  This is 
because: (1) Alternative 2 would include the same footprint and a 
similar number of subterranean parking levels; (2) both Alternative 2 
and the Project would be developed on the same site, and within the 
same distances to off-site sensitive receptors; and (3) given that both 
Alternative 2 and the Project would include high-rise mixed-use 
development, it is anticipated that they would require the same mix 
of construction equipment.  

Alternative 3 would also fail to reduce the significant unavoidable noise 
and vibration impacts to less than significant levels for the same reasons, as noted 
on DEIR page V-63:  

                                                 
22  https://ladotlivablestreets.org/overall-map/maps 
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This is because: (1) Alternative 3 would include the same footprint 
and a similar number of subterranean parking levels; (2) both 
Alternative 3 and the Project would be developed on the same site, 
and within the same distances to off-site sensitive receptors; and (3) 
given that both Alternative 3 and the Project would include high-rise 
mixed-use development, it is anticipated that they would require the 
same mix of construction equipment. 

The EIR alternatives analysis is thus flawed because it fails to include alternatives 
that would obtain most of the Project objectives, but that would vary the parameters 
affecting the magnitude of the “unavoidable” noise and vibration impacts of the proposed 
Project, so as to reduce impacts by:  

(1) having a different footprint than the proposed Project; and/or, 
(2) having fewer subterranean parking levels; and/or 
(3) being located further from off-site sensitive receptors; and/or 
(4) being a lower-rise mixed-use development 

Varying these parameters is particularly appropriate given that the Project 
applicant is requesting discretionary approvals to increase the Floor Area Ratio (“FAR”) 
of the Project and to reduce the side yard setbacks.  Failing to include alternatives that 
vary the key parameters affecting the magnitude of the “unavoidable” impacts is 
manifestly unreasonable, particularly since it is possible to vary these parameters while 
still achieving an alternative the meets most of the project objectives.  Failing to include 
such an alternative is contrary to CEQA: 

“‘To facilitate CEQA’s informational role, the EIR must contain 
facts and analysis, not just the agency’s bare conclusions or 
opinions.’”  (Laurel Heights, supra, 47 Cal.3d at p. 404.)  A 
potentially feasible alternative that might avoid a significant impact 
must be discussed and analyzed in an EIR so as to provide 
information to the decision makers about the alternative’s potential 
for reducing environmental impacts. . . . 
 
CEQA does not permit a lead agency to omit any discussion, 
analysis, or even mention of any alternatives that feasibly might 
reduce the environmental impact of a project on the unanalyzed 
theory that such an alternative might not prove to be environmentally 
superior to the project.  The purpose of an EIR is to provide the facts 
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and analysis that would support such a conclusion so that the 
decision maker can evaluate whether it is correct.  By failing to 
mention, discuss, or analyze any feasible alternatives, the draft EIR 
and the final EIR failed to satisfy the informational purpose of 
CEQA, which included providing LAFCO with relevant 
information.23 

The DEIR pays lip service to attempting to define alternatives that would reduce 
the significant “unavoidable” impacts of the proposed Project, but rejects both of them as 
failing to reduce impacts substantially.  The two alternatives that were rejected from 
analysis were:  Approach A – Above-Grade Parking and Approach B – Extended 
Construction Duration.  Both of these alternatives were rejected from analysis based on 
the assumption that they would only result in a 50% reduction in hourly truck trips and 
that this would result in a less than 3dBA Leq noise reduction after accounting for ambient 
noise.  These two rejected-from-analysis alternatives also did not vary key parameters 
identified in the DEIR as responsible for the significant unmitigatible impacts, thus the 
DEIR concluded that: “due to the close proximity of the off-site noise sensitive 
receptors, it would not be practical to reduce the construction noise levels to below the 
significance threshold as even a single piece of equipment would result in noise levels 
above the significance threshold.” 

DEIR Figure VI.G-3 reproduced below shows the location of the Project Site in 
relation to the sensitive receptors in the area: 

                                                 
23  Habitat & Watershed Caretakers v. City of Santa Cruz (2013) 213 Cal.App.4th 1277, 
1304-1305. 
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DEIR Table IV.G-6, reproduced below, shows the distance of the sensitive 
receptors to the nearest Project Site Boundary: 
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DEIR Table IV.G-11 reproduced below shows that the proposed Project would 
result in significant noise impacts to Sensitive Receptors R1, R2, R6 and R7.  DEIR Table 
IV.G-20 indicates that even with mitigation, impacts to Sensitive Receptors R1 and R7 
would be significant.    
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Figure 8 below shows the proximity of the Project footprint to these sensitive 
receptors: 

 

Figure 8 – Proximity of Project Footprint to Sensitive Receptors (Amenity Deck 
Shown in Yellow, Tower in Red) 
Source:  DEIR Figure VI.G-3 overlaid onto DEIR Figure II-3 
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Figure 9 provides a suggestion for the approximate footprint for an Alternative 
designed to increase the distance of the development and construction footprints from 
impacted Sensitive Receptors R1, R2, R6 and R7.  The amenity deck/parking structure 
footprint is shown in dark green and the building footprint is shown in light green.  The 
area in white would include driveways, drop-off areas and at-grade landscaping.  Under 
this alternative, grading and demolition activities would occur over an extended period of 
time to reduce impacts.  This new Alternative would have a FAR of 3:1, the same mix of 
residential and commercial uses as the proposed Project.  Two versions of this alternative 
should be included, one with the same share of affordable housing units as the Project, and 
one where the share of housing units allocated to extremely low, low and moderate 
income persons would be increased to 30 percent of the units.  This Alternative could 
meet all of the project objectives and the version with an increased share of affordable 
units would be superior to the proposed Project in terms of neighborhood compatibility 
and provision of affordable housing.  The DEIR should be revised to include analysis of 
an alternative consistent with the concepts suggested, and which has been designed to 
reduce the “unavoidable” construction noise and vibration impacts of the proposed 
Project.  

 

Figure 9 – Proximity of Suggested Alternative Footprint to Sensitive Receptors 
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Source:  DEIR Figure VI.G-3 and DEIR Figure II-3 with Suggestions Overlaid 

The DEIR should also have included a No Project-Consistent With Existing 
Zoning and FAR Limitations Alternative that includes the same mix of land uses as the 
proposed Project, but does not include the requested setback and FAR discretionary 
approvals included in the proposed Project.  CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)(2) specifies: 

(2)  The “no project” analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at 
the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of 
preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is 
commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to 
occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, 
based on current plans and consistent with available 
infrastructure and community services.  If the environmentally 
superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also 
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other 
alternatives.  (Emphasis added.) 

The DEIR therefore should have included a Reduced Density Alternative with a 
FAR of 3.1:1, in addition to Alternative 2.  Based on DEIR Table V-1, it appears that such 
an alternative would have a total floor area of 200,688 sf, and a height of 10 floors (155 
feet), if occupying the same footprint as the proposed Project.  This alternative could also 
be designed to reduce the footprint so as to be located further from off-site sensitive 
receptors.  This alternative could also be designed to included affordable housing at levels 
more consistent with the City’s RHNA goals.   

Inappropriate Reliance on Project Design Features (“PDFs”) When Making Impact 
Judgements. 

The EIR for the proposed project understates Project impacts by improperly 
relying on Project Design Features (“PDFs”), which are in fact mitigation measures, as a 
basis for concluding that Project impacts are less than significant.  In Lotus v. Department 
of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645, the Court found that an EIR violated 
CEQA by incorporating proposed mitigation measures into the description of the project, 
and then basing its conclusion of less-than-significant impacts in part on those mitigation 
measures.  This is exactly what has been done in the EIR for the proposed Project.  The 
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Court found that this improperly compressed the analysis of impacts and mitigation 
measures into a single issue.  

In Lotus, Caltrans was found to have certified an insufficient EIR based on its 
failure to properly evaluate the potential impacts of a highway project.  The Lotus Court 
found that Caltrans erred by:  

. . . incorporating the proposed mitigation measures into its 
description of the project and then concluding that any potential 
impacts from the project will be less than significant.  As the trial 
court held, the “avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation 
measures,” as they are characterized in the EIR, are not “part of the 
project.”  They are mitigation measures designed to reduce or 
eliminate the damage to the redwoods anticipated from disturbing 
the structural root zone of the trees by excavation and placement of 
impermeable materials over the root zones.  By compressing the 
analysis of impacts and mitigation measures into a single issue, the 
EIR disregards the requirements of CEQA.  Lotus v. Dep’t of 
Transp., 223 Cal.App.4th at 655-656. 

The Court ordered Caltrans’ certification of the EIR be set aside, finding:  

[T]his shortcutting of CEQA requirements subverts the purposes of 
CEQA by omitting material necessary to informed decisionmaking 
and informed public participation.  It precludes both identification of 
potential environmental consequences arising from the project and 
also thoughtful analysis of the sufficiency of measures to mitigate 
those consequences.  The deficiency cannot be considered harmless.  
Id. at 658. 

The EIR for the proposed Project improperly relies on a number of PDFs which 
are in fact mitigation measures.  These include, but are not limited to, the following:24  

AIR-PDF-1: Where power poles are available, electricity from 
power poles and/or solar powered generators rather than temporary 
diesel or gasoline generators shall be used during construction.  

                                                 
24  DEIR pages I-10 to I-13. 
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GHG-PDF-1: The design of the new building shall incorporate the 
following sustainability features of the U.S. Green Building 
Council’s Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 

(LEED®) program to be capable of meeting the standards of 

LEED® Certified or equivalent green building standards.  Specific 
sustainability features that are integrated into the Project design to 

enable the Project achieve LEED® Certification or equivalency shall 
include, but not be limited to, the following:  

 Exceeding Title 24, Part 6, California Energy Code baseline 
standard requirements by 10 percent for energy efficiency, 
based on the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards 
requirements.  

 Incorporate energy-saving technologies and components to 
reduce the Project’s electrical use profile.  Examples of these 
components include the use of light-emitting diode (LED) 
and other efficient lighting technology, energy saving lighting 
control systems such as light- and motion-detection controls 
(where applicable), and energy efficient heating, ventilation, 
and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment.  

 HVAC mechanical systems and building lighting shall be 
controlled with timing systems to prevent accidental or 
inappropriate conditioning or lighting of unoccupied space.  

 Demand control ventilation shall be utilized in HVAC 
systems, and refrigerants in HVAC equipment shall have low 
GHG emission rates.  In particular, the HVAC system shall 
be designed to optimize exterior and interior air-flow to 
ensure healthy indoor air quality.  

GHG-PDF-2: The Project shall prohibit the use of natural gas-
fueled fireplaces in the proposed residential units.  

NOI-PDF-1: Power construction equipment (including combustion 
engines), fixed or mobile, will be equipped with state-of-the-art 
noise shielding and muffling devices (consistent with manufacturers’ 
standards).  All equipment will be properly maintained to assure that 
no additional noise, due to worn or improperly maintained parts, 
would be generated.  
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NOI-PDF-2: All outdoor mounted mechanical equipment will be 
screened from off-site noise-sensitive receptors.  The equipment 
screen will be impermeable (i.e., solid material with minimum 
weight of 2 pounds per square feet) and break the line of sight from 
the equipment to the off-site noise-sensitive receptors.  

NOI-PDF-3: Project construction will not include the use of driven 
(impact) pile systems.  

NOI-PDF-4: Outdoor amplified sound systems, if any, will be 
designed so as not to exceed the maximum noise level of 75 dBA 
(Leq-1hr) at a distance of 15 feet from the amplified speaker sound 
systems at Level 4 amenity deck, and 80 dBA (Leq-1hr) at a distance 
of 25 feet from the amplified speaker sound systems at Level 25 roof 
deck.  A qualified noise consultant will provide written 
documentation that the design of the system complies with this 
maximum noise level.  

WAT-PDF-1: In addition to regulatory requirements, the Project 
design shall incorporate the following water conservation features to 
support water conservation in addition to those measures required by 
the City’s current codes and ordinances:  

 High-Efficiency Toilets with a flush volume of 1.0 gallon per 
flush;  

 Showerheads with a flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute, or 
less;  

 Domestic Water Heating System located in close proximity of 
point(s) of use;  

 Individual metering and billing for water use for commercial 
space;  

 Drip/Subsurface Irrigation (Micro-Irrigation);  
 Proper Hydro-Zoning/Zoned Irrigation (groups plants with 

similar water requirements together);  
 Drought-Tolerant Plants  
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In addition, the following PDF, which is clearly a mitigation measure, was added 
to the EIR as an FEIR revision:25 

NOI-PDF-5:  Stationary construction equipment (e.q., generators 
and air compressors), should be integrated with a temporary noise 
barrier and be located as far from noise-sensitive receptors, as 
feasible. 

As a result of treating mitigations as Project Design Features, the EIR understates 
Project air quality, greenhouse gas, noise and water impacts.  The EIR must therefore be 
corrected and recirculated.   

Failure to Evaluate and Identify Aesthetic Impacts to Historic Resources. 

As noted on DEIR page I-2, the City determined through the Initial Study that the 
Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts related to aesthetics 
based on Senate Bill 743 as embodied in Public Resources Code (“PRC”) § 21099(d).  
However, the EIR authors clearly did not read the entirety of PRC § 21099(d), which 
states: 

(d) (1) Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use 
residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a 
transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the 
environment. 

(2) (A) This subdivision does not affect, change, or modify the 
authority of a lead agency to consider aesthetic impacts pursuant 
to local design review ordinances or other discretionary powers 
provided by other laws or policies. 

(B) For the purposes of this subdivision, aesthetic impacts 
do not include impacts on historical or cultural resources. 

PRC § 21099(d)(2)(A) clearly states that for “the purposes of this subdivision, 
aesthetic impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural resources.”  The DEIR 
should therefore have addressed the Project’s potential to result in significant aesthetic 
impacts on historical or cultural resources.   

                                                 
25  FEIR page III-12.  It should be noted that the “as feasible” language in the PDF renders it 
useless.  
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The Courts have distinguished between historic resource impacts and aesthetic 
impacts to an historic resource.  As explained in Protect Niles v. City of Fremont (2018) 
25 Cal.App.5th 1129: 

Under CEQA, it is the state’s policy to “[t]ake all action necessary to 
provide the people of this state with . . . enjoyment of aesthetic, 
natural, scenic, and historic environmental qualities.”  (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21001, subd. (b); italics added; see id., § 21060.5 
[defining “ ‘environment’ “ to include “objects of historic or 
aesthetic significance”].)  Thus, “aesthetic issues are properly 
studied under CEQA.” (Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 
245 Cal.App.4th 560, 577 [reviewing cases].)  As guidance for 
evaluation of aesthetic impacts, the CEQA Guidelines suggest 
agencies consider whether a proposed project would “[s]ubstantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings.”  (CEQA Guidelines, appen. G, § I, subd. (c), italics 
added [environmental checklist form].) . . .  

In sum, we conclude a project’s visual impact on a surrounding 
officially-designated historical district is appropriate aesthetic 
impact review under CEQA.  We do not believe this view 
undermines the separate scheme for CEQA review of environmental 
impacts on historical resources.  (See Pub. Resources Code, § 
21084.1; CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.5(a), (b).)  As noted, those 
rules focus on direct physical changes to historical resources 
themselves that materially impair those resources’ historical 
significance, not a project’s aesthetic impact on its historical setting.9 

(See Eureka, supra, 147 Cal.App.4th at pp. 374–375.)  We do not 
believe the Legislature intended CEQA review to overlook a 
project’s aesthetic impact on a historical district where the 
Legislature expressly provided that CEQA addresses projects’ 
aesthetic and historic environmental impacts (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 21001, subd. (b)), specified that any objects of historical or 
aesthetic significance are part of the environment (Id., § 21060.5), 
and intended that CEQA be liberally construed to afford the fullest 
possible protection to the environment (Laurel Heights Improvement 
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Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 
390).26  

This view that an EIR must address a project’s aesthetic impacts on historic 
resources, separate and apart from assessing a project’s historic or cultural resources 
impacts, has been affirmed by our courts as recently as December of 2022.  The Court in 
Save the Capital v. Cal. Dep’t of Gen. Servs, held that:  

Indeed, a project’s compatibility with a historical resource “is 
properly analyzed as an aesthetic impact.”  (Protect Niles v. City of 
Fremont (2018) 25 Cal.App.5th 1129, 1134, 236 Cal.Rptr.3d 513.) . 
. . 

It is state policy under CEQA “to ‘[t]ake all action necessary to 
provide the people of this state with ... enjoyment of aesthetic, 
natural, scenic, and historic environmental qualities.’  (§ 21001, 
subd. (b); italics added.)”  (Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento 
(2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 903, 936-937, 21 Cal.Rptr.3d 791.)  Under 
CEQA, the issue of aesthetics “is not the judging of the individual 
beauty of the [p]roject, but rather [the] physical elements of the 
preexisting environment the [p]roject may significantly impact.”  
(Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of Eureka 
(2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 376, 54 Cal.Rptr.3d 485.)  Aesthetic 
issues “include impacts on public and private views and on the 
historic character of the project site and surrounding area.”  
(Preserve Poway v. City of Poway, supra, 245 Cal.App.4th at p. 577, 
199 Cal.Rptr.3d 600.)  Aesthetic issues also include the 
environmental impact of light and glare caused by a project.  (See, 
e.g., Taxpayers for Accountable School Bond Spending v. San 
Diego Unified School Dist. (2013) 215 Cal.App.4th 1013, 1038, 156 
Cal.Rptr.3d 449; Guidelines, Appendix G.)  

                                                 
26  Footnote 9 in the case reads as follows: 

 
Although CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5, subdivision (b)(1) refers to 
physical change of “the resource or its immediate surroundings,” 
subdivision (b)(2) defines material impairment only in terms of physical 
changes to the resource itself.  The governing statute, Public Resources 
Code section 21084.1, does not refer to immediate surroundings.  
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The DEIR, therefore, must include an assessment of the Project’s aesthetic 
impacts on each of the eight historic and/or cultural resources in the Project vicinity.  As 
documented on DEIR pages IV-B-19 to IV-B-20, the Project vicinity was developed with 
mostly one, two and three-story buildings.  Given the height of the Project, 286 feet and 
25-stories, and its proximity to historic resources, as shown in DEIR Figure IV-B-2, 
reproduced below, it is clear the proposed Project will have an aesthetic impact on historic 
or cultural resources in the area and will dramatically change their setting: 

 



City Planning Commission 
November 27, 2023 
Page 34 
 
 

As documented on pages IV-B-21 to IV.B-24 and quoted below, with the 
exception of the ten-story RCA West Coast Headquarters building, the historic resources 
in the project vicinity are mainly one, two and three-story buildings.  Identified historic 
resources include: 

A. 1622 Wilcox Avenue (Location A): Located northwest of the 
Project Site, this building is historically known as the Hotel Mark 
Twain.  The three-story building was designed in Mission 
Revival style and constructed in 1923.  The building was 
identified in the 2020 Survey as eligible for listing in the 
California Register and for local designation as a significant 
example of a property associated with Los Angeles’ African 
American community.  

B. 6422 Selma Avenue (Location B): Located west of the Project 
Site, the one-story Vernacular-style commercial building was 
constructed in 1909.  It was identified in the CRA’s prior 2010 
Survey as eligible for listing in the California Register and for 
local designation.  It was also identified in the 2020 Survey, but 
as eligible only for local designation.  Both the 2010 and 2020 
Surveys identified the building as a rare example of commercial 
development that pre-dates Hollywood’s consolidation with the 
City of Los Angeles in 1910.  

C. 1601 Cahuenga Boulevard (Location C): Located northwest of 
the Project Site, this building is historically known as the Maron 
building.  This building is a two-story mixed-use building 
designed in a Neoclassical style by the architecture firm Meyer 
and Holler, Inc. and constructed in 1925.  It was identified in the 
2010 Survey as eligible for listing in the National Register, 
California Register, and for local designation.  It was also 
identified in the 2020 Survey as eligible for listing in the 
California Register and for local designation.  Both the 2010 and 
2020 Surveys identified the building as a rare example of early 
commercial development located along a former streetcar line in 
Hollywood.  

D. 6361 Selma Avenue (Location D): Located north of the Project 
Site, the two-story Vernacular-style building was designed by 
architect H.D. Frankfurt and constructed in 1925.  Between 1961 
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and 1980, the building was used as a recording studio by 
Moonglow Records and Recording (later known as the Sound 
Factory), a prominent independent record label.  It was identified 
in the 2010 Survey as eligible for listing in the California 
Register and for local designation.  Both the 2010 and 2020 
Surveys identified the building for its significant association with 
the recording industry.  
 
With its history as one of the few surviving recording studios in 
Hollywood dating back to the 1960s, and with the huge number 
of iconic artists and recordings that made magic in the building, 
the Sound Factory property – located a mere 50 feet from the 
Project and that would literally be towered over by the Project, 
blocking the Sound Factory’s views and light especially from the 
south, and blocking views of the Sound Factory – is both a 
historic and cultural resource.   

E. 1615 Vine Street (Location E): Located northeast of the Project 
Site, this building is historically known as the Wilkes Vine Street 
Theater, Vine Theater, and Doolittle Theater.  The two-story 
theater was designed in the Beaux Arts style by the architect 
Myron Hunt and constructed in 1926.  It has been evaluated 
multiple times and has various status codes associated with these 
evaluations.  It was identified in the 2010 Survey as eligible for 
listing in the National Register, California Register, and for local 
designation, although the 2010 inventory form does not note why 
the building is eligible for listing.  It was identified in the 2020 
Survey as eligible for listing in the California Register and for 
local designation for its significant association with the 
entertainment industry.  

F. 6363 Sunset Boulevard (Location F): Located southeast of the 
Project Site, this building is historically known as the RCA West 
Coast Headquarters.  The ten-story commercial office building 
was designed in the Corporate International style by the architect 
Albert C. Martin and constructed in 1963.  It was identified in the 
2010 Survey as eligible for listing in the California Register and 
for local designation for its association with the recording 
industry.  It was identified in the 2020 Survey as eligible for 
listing in the National Register, California Register, and for local 
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designation as an excellent example of Corporate International 
architecture as well as the work of Albert C. Martin.  

G. 6360 Sunset Boulevard (Location G): Located southeast of the 
Project Site, this building is historically known as the Cinerama 
Theater.  The one-story theater building was designed as a 
Googie-influenced concrete dome by the architectural firm 
Welton Becket & Associates and constructed in 1963.  It is 
designated as HCM No. 659 for its association with the history of 
the Pacific Theaters and Cinerama, Inc. and association with the 
advancement in theater technology, specifically a widescreen 
display method that employed a deeply curved screen known as 
Cinerama.  It is also an excellent example of Googie and Mid-
Century Modern architecture as the work of Welton Becket & 
Associates.  

H. 6300 Sunset Boulevard (Location H): Located southeast of the 
Project Site, this three-story bank and commercial office 
building was designed in the New Formalist style by the 
architectural firm Welton Becket & Associates and constructed 
in 1966.  It was identified in the 2010 Survey as eligible for 
listing in the California Register, and for local designation as an 
excellent example of Late Modern architecture as well as the 
work of architect Welton Becket.  It was identified in the 2020 
Survey as eligible for listing in the National Register, California 
Register, and for local designation as an excellent example of 
New Formalist commercial architecture in Hollywood as well as 
the work of Welton Becket & Associates.  (Emphasis added.) 

As documented earlier in this letter, the proposed Project would be substantially 
out of scale and character with development in the vicinity of these historical resources.  
This would constitute significant aesthetic impacts of the proposed Project on historic 
and/or cultural resources.  In addition, the project would result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to cumulative aesthetic impacts to historic resources in the 
Hollywood area, as the result of increases in height inconsistent with the historic pattern 
of development.  The DEIR must be corrected to acknowledge these significant impacts of 
the Project and recirculated for public review and comment.  
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Air Quality Finding of Less Than Significant Impacts Depends on 
Construction Timing Assumptions, Yet There is No Mechanism For Insuring 
Assumptions Will Be Met. 

As noted by the Air Quality Management District in its comments on the DEIR, 
the “[e]stimate of Maximum Regional Project Daily Construction Emissions (pounds per 
day or lbs/day) shows that the Proposed Project’s construction NOX emissions are 
significantly close to the South Coast AQMD Regional Air Quality Significant 
Thresholds, 98 lbs/day compared to 100 lbs/day.”27  In responding to the AQMD’s 
concerns about the treatment of truck trips in the analysis, the EIR’s authors indicated that 
the obtained value of 98 lbs/day was based on 69,333 cubic yards of export over 152 work 
days, a maximum truck trip length of 25 miles, and a total of 200 daily vendor (i.e. truck 
trips) per day during grading/excavation.  Given that the stated assumptions yield an 
emissions estimate that is just under the significance threshold, the EIR must include a 
mitigation measure to ensure that the assumptions are not violated, as follows: 

 New Mitigation -   In order to ensure that air emissions will not exceed AQMD 
thresholds: no more than 69,333 cubic yards of export from the site shall be 
allowed; the number of grading/excavation work days shall not be more than 152 
work days; the maximum truck trip length shall not be more than 25 miles; and no 
more than 200 daily truck trips per day shall be allowed during 
grading/excavation.  In the event that values are exceeded, work on the Project 
shall stop pending additional environmental review, including the imposition of 
additional mitigation measures.  

In the absence of such a mitigation measures, the potential for significant impacts remains.  

Failure To Comply With The Duty to Mitigate – Noise and Vibration. 

The proposed Project will result in significant and “unavoidable” construction 
noise and vibration impacts.  However, the EIR fails to include all feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts.  This violates CEQA.  PRC § 21002 reads in part: 

§ 21002.  APPROVAL OF PROJECTS; FEASIBLE 
ALTERNATIVE OR MITIGATION MEASURES  

The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state 
that public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if 

                                                 
27  FEIR page II-5. 
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there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects of such projects, and that the procedures 
required by this division are intended to assist public agencies in 
systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed 
projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 reads in part: 

15126.4 CONSIDERATION AND DISCUSSION OF 
MITIGATION MEASURES PROPOSED TO MINIMIZE 
SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS. 

(a) Mitigation Measures in General.  

(1)  An EIR shall describe feasible measures which could 
minimize significant adverse impacts, including where relevant, 
inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy.  

(A)  The discussion of mitigation measures shall 
distinguish between the measures which are proposed by 
project proponents to be included in the project and other 
measures proposed by the lead, responsible or trustee 
agency or other persons which are not included but the 
lead agency determines could reasonably be expected to 
reduce adverse impacts if required as conditions of 
approving the project.  This discussion shall identify 
mitigation measures for each significant environmental 
effect identified in the EIR.  (Emphasis added). 

Failure to Provide Adequate Mitigation For Vibration Damage Impacts. 

Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-2, the vibration mitigation, as written, will result in 
significant unmitigated vibration damage impacts that are not acknowledged in the EIR.  
NOI-MM-2 is inadequate as written for a number of reasons.  First, it lacks sufficient 
specification of the building(s) to be inspected and documented, describing it only as “the 
single-story building adjacent to the Project Site to the northwest.”  Second, the mitigation 
only requires the acoustical engineer to develop and implement a vibration monitoring 
program during demolition, shoring and excavation, but does not require monitoring 
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during the remainder of construction.  The Mitigation must be augmented to address 
vibration monitoring during all phases of construction.  Third, the measure as written does 
not provide for the vibration monitor to halt construction until the potentially damaging 
vibration level of 0.3 inch/second PPV for engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 
buildings is reached.  This ignores the fact that non-engineered timber and masonry 
buildings are damaged at 0.20 inch/second PPV.  The measure needs to be modified to 
require that construction be halted prior to reaching the threshold for possible damage to 
nearby buildings and to require that at no time shall vibration levels meet or exceed 0.20 
inch/second PPV.  Fourth, it is inappropriate for the mitigation measure to allow for 
vibration levels in excess of the threshold of significance.  Sections e) and f) of NOI-MM-
2 provide that: 

e) In the event that the regulatory ground vibration level are 
exceeded and there is documented evidence including a visual 
inspection that no damage has occurred, the ground vibration 
levels can be increased to the criteria for the previous 
building structural category in increments as follows, subject 
to review and approval by the City, up to a maximum 
regulatory ground vibration level of 0.5 inch/second (PPV), 
or equivalent level.   

 From Category II to Category I [0.30 to 0.50 inch/second 
(PPV), or equivalent level]. 

If the regulatory ground vibration level is increased, the 
warning level shall also be increased matching the 
corresponding Category as follows: 

 Category I: 0.45 inch/second (PPV) 

f) If new regulatory and warning levels are set pursuant to Item 
“e” above, they can be exceeded and increased again pursuant 
to the same requirements in item “e”. 

As written the mitigation would allow for increasing vibration levels up to the 
point where damage actually occurs.  Sections e) and f) of the mitigation must therefore be 
deleted as they provide for a significant impact to occur.  

Fifth, allowing for increasing levels of vibration up to the point of damage to an 
adjacent building would also allow for increasing levels of human annoyance impacts to 
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occur and would worsen this unmitigated impact.  Sections e) and f) of the mitigation 
must therefore also be deleted for this reason.     

Sixth, the mitigation provides for no mechanism for nearby building owners, 
including the owner of the one building specified in the mitigation measure, to report 
observed vibration damage, to request an assessment, to request construction be stopped 
pending investigation, to trigger changes in vibration monitoring, and to receive 
compensation for any damage to their buildings.  The potential for significant unmitigated 
construction vibration impacts thus remains. 

Seventh, the mitigation provides that at “the conclusion of vibration-causing 
construction, the qualified structural engineer shall issue a follow-up letter describing the 
damage, if any, to immediately adjacent building and recommendations for repair, as may 
be necessary.”  However, the mitigation fails: to require that any and all repairs be 
conducted at the Project applicant’s expense and to the satisfaction of the owner of the 
damaged building; to require that a bond or mitigation trust fund be established prior to 
the start of any construction-related activities; to prohibit issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy for the Project until repairs are completed to the satisfaction of the owner of 
the damaged building; or to in any way guarantee that repairs will actually occur.  The 
mitigation must be corrected to provide for these remedies and guarantees. 

Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-2 therefore fails to adequately provide for 
vibration-related mitigation.  The Mitigation Measure must be corrected to remedy these 
deficiencies or the EIR must be corrected to identify unmitigated vibration damage 
impacts from the proposed Project and recirculated. 

Failure to Provide Mitigation for Construction Noise and Vibration Impacts to 
Sensitive Receptors Including the Sound Factory. 

As specified in the DEIR, the proposed Project will result in significant 
unmitigated impacts to the Sound Factory.  The Sound Factory is identified as Sensitive 
Receptor No. 7 on DEIR Table VI.G-6, as well as to Sensitive Receptor No. 1.  DEIR 
Table IV.G-20 indicates that the Sound Factory will experience significant unavoidable 
construction noise impacts.  DEIR Table IV.G-22 indicates that the Sound Factory will 
also experience significant unavoidable vibration impacts – human annoyance due to 
construction activities.  In addition, DEIR page IV.G-54 indicates that “potential vibration 
impacts with respect to human annoyance that would result from temporary and 
intermittent off-site vibration from construction trucks traveling along the anticipated haul 
routes would be significant without mitigation.”  Both the on-site and off-site construction 
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activities would result in significant unmitigated vibration-human annoyance impacts per 
DEIR page IV.G-57.  

The proposed Project has the potential to threaten the continued operations of the 
Sound Factory and to result in the loss of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers.  The Sound Factory has submitted evidence from an acoustical expert into the 
record documenting that Project construction will make operation of the Sound Factory 
recording facility impossible during the period of Project construction (approximately 26 
months).28  In turn, that could lead to the physical deterioration or loss of the historic 
Sound Factory building through disuse.  The following mitigations must be added to 
reduce the significant “unavoidable” construction-related noise and vibration impacts of 
the proposed Project and to avoid the damaging and/or closing of the business and Project-
induced loss of employment for highly trained workers: 

 New Mitigation:  Prior to the issuance of any grading or construction permits, 
the Project applicant shall establish a mitigation trust fund to be administered 
by an independent financial company agreeable to both the Project applicant 
and the Sound Factory.  The trust shall be funded and replenished at a level 
sufficient to provide for mitigation of any damage or lost income resulting 
from Project impacts on the Sound Factory building and its business.  At a 
minimum the trust shall be funded at a level equivalent of 28 months of Sound 
Factory revenue for the prior 28 months.  Each month during Project 
construction, the Sound Factory shall submit a report to the trustee 
documenting the difference between Sound Factory revenues/billings for the 
month in question and Sound Factory average monthly revenues for that month 
for the two years prior to Project construction.  Within ten days of receipt of 
the report, the trustee shall pay the Sound Factory the difference between the 
average monthly revenue for the month, and the revenue/billing the Sound 
Factory has posted for the month in question during the period of Project 
construction.  In the event that compensation for monthly lost revenue is not 
received within ten days of report submittal, Project construction shall be 
stopped pending payment.  

 New Mitigation:  Heavy Construction, site clearing, use of haul routes and 
activities that generate noise and vibration shall be restricted to the hours of 
6:00 AM to 12:00 PM Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 12:00 PM on 

                                                 
28  See for example email to the City re Case ENV-2019-5591-EIR transmitting letter from 
Leo Mellace to Artisan Ventures, dated November 7, 2022 with attachments and hyperlinks.  
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Saturday.  Construction activity that does not generate noise and vibration is 
permitted until 4:00 PM Monday through Saturday.  

 New Mitigation:  All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned 
and muffled according to manufacturers’ specifications. 

 New Mitigation:  Noise construction activities whose specific location on the 
site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as possible from the 
nearest noise-sensitive land uses, and natural and/or manmade barriers (e.g., 
intervening construction trailers) shall be used to screen such activities from 
these land uses and to achieve noise levels of less than 75dBA at the property 
line.  

 New Mitigation:  Construction equipment or construction methods that 
generate peak noise levels which would exceed 75 dBA at the property line 
shall be prohibited. 

 New Mitigation:  If noise levels from construction activity are found to exceed 
75 dBA at the property line of and adjacent property and construction 
equipment is left stationary and continuously operating for more than one day, 
a temporary noise barrier shall be erected between the noise source and 
receptor.  Any noise barrier around stationary equipment shall be sufficiently 
high to block the direct path between all parts of the construction equipment 
and sensitive receivers such as the Sound Factory recording studios.  All gaps 
between barrier panels and at the bottom of the barrier shall be sealed to avoid 
sound leaks.  

 New Mitigation:  An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each 
construction site that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a 
telephone number to call and receive information about the construction 
project or to report complaints regarding excessive noise levels.  Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt.  

 New Mitigation:  Noticing of the scheduling of various phases of construction 
shall be submitted to the adjacent recording studios and property abutters 90 
days in advance of activities and will identify the dates of activity, the hours of 
activity, types of equipment to be used on each day and the associated noise 
and vibration levels anticipated.  Lane closures on the adjacent streets shall be 
similarly noticed.  Truck staging shall not occur on public property adjacent to 
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or in the immediate vicinity of the Project site.  Trucks shall be called to the 
project site on an as-needed basis.  The use of steel plates on Selma Avenue, 
Cahuenga Blvd., and Ivar Avenue, within 500 feet of the Sound Factory shall 
be prohibited; only noise-reducing composite road plates with rubber edges to 
dampen road noise shall be used in these areas.29    

 New Mitigation:  Concrete, not metal, shall be used for construction of 
parking ramps.  The interior ramps shall be textured to prevent tire squeal at 
turning areas.  

 New Mitigation:  The audio system and activities during special events on all 
outdoor terraces and assembly spaces shall be designed and managed such that 
the maximum noise levels generated by special events shall not exceed 
ambient noise level by 3 dBA CNEL at the property line of homes where the 
resulting noise level would be at least 70 dBA CNEL or at the property line of 
commercial buildings where the resulting noise level is at least 75 dBA CNEL.  
Sample noise measurements shall be recorded during the first three special 
events to demonstrate that acceptable noise levels are achieved.  The Project 
applicant shall keep a written log of any noise-related complaints that are 
received and shall make the necessary corrective actions to effectively satisfy 
the above noise standards to the satisfaction of the Planning Director and 
Building and Safety.  Noticing of the scheduling of special events and other 
various uses of the amenity deck and terraces shall be submitted to the adjacent 
recording studios and property abutters 45 days in advance of activities and 
will identify the dates and type of activity.  

 New Mitigation:  The Applicant shall retain a qualified vibration consultant to 
take vibration monitoring measurements regularly in order to assess the actual 
impact of vibration on adjacent structures and to incorporate and adjust 
techniques as necessary to reduce impact.  The qualified vibration consultant 
shall be capable of addressing and resolving any issues caused by construction-
related vibration incurred at the Sound Factory facility.  To the extent that the 
Sound Factory cooperates with this measure, monitoring activities shall include 
the following:  

                                                 
29  See https://www.vanguardgroup.co.nz/2023/03/steel-vs-composite-road-plates/; and 
https://www.civilsafetyproducts.com.au/2019/06/13/road-plates-from-civil-safety-products-
whisper-quiet-reusable-high-quality/ 
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a) Installation of internal and external noise and vibration monitors at the 
Sound Factor’s exterior walls facing the Project site, the roof of the Sound 
Factory and within the recording studios;  

b) Pre-construction tests to establish maximum sound and vibration levels that 
will not affect internal noise and vibration levels at the Sound Factory;  

c) Continuous operation of monitors during construction activities to measure 
whether construction activities have caused internal noise and vibration 
levels to exceed thresholds established pursuant to “b” above;  

d) Installation of video cameras to provide, where necessary, a visual record of 
what activity has caused any breach of identified noise and vibration 
thresholds pursuant to “b” above.  

 New Mitigation:  The Project applicant shall install a temporary absorptive 
insulating sound curtain to a minimum height of 8 feet above grade during the 
construction period that effectively blocks the line-of-sight between the Project 
Site and the adjacent Sound Factory building.  

Failure to Require Use of Approved Truck Routes – The Project Analysis is Based on 
Truck Routes That Are Not Consistent With Approved City Truck Routes. 

As explained on FEIR page II-16: 

With regard to hauling, as discussed in the Draft EIR, construction 
delivery/haul trucks would travel on approved truck routes between 
the Project Site and the Hollywood Freeway (US-101).  Incoming 
trucks would exit the US-101 onto Gower Street, travel south on 
Gower Street and west on Selma Avenue to the Project Site.  
Outgoing trucks would exit the Project Site onto Selma Avenue, 
head east on Selma Avenue, north on Argyle Avenue, and onto the 
US-101 south bound on-ramp. As discussed in Section IV.G, Noise, 
of the Draft EIR, haul truck noise along Selma Avenue would be 
significant and unavoidable during hauling activities.  

However, this is inconsistent with the approved Truck Routes for the Area 
specified in the City’s NavigateLA system, as shown in Figures 10 and 11: 
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Figure 10 – Approved Haul Routes – Empty In-Bound Trucks (Project Site in Red) 
Source:  NavigateLA 

 

Figure 11 – Approved Haul Routes – Loaded Trucks (Project Site in Red) 
Source:  NavigateLA 

Selma Avenue is not an approved Truck Route, per NavigateLA.  Use of Selma 
Avenue for truck traffic results in significant off-site truck noise impacts on Selma 
Avenue (between Argyle Ave. and the Project Site) and on Selma Avenue (between 
Gower St. and Argyle Avenue) per DEIR Table IV.G-12, which are classified as 
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significant and unavoidable.30  The DEIR must include a mitigation measure which 
prohibits truck use on Selma Avenue, which is not an approved truck route.  This is both 
a feasible mitigation measure which would substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects of the Project on land uses on Selma Avenue and consistent with 
the City’s specified haul routes: 

 New Mitigation – Project construction truck use of Selma Avenue shall be 
prohibited.  Haul trucks shall be required to use approved truck routes, which do 
not include Selma Avenue.  

The noise analysis must be redone and the EIR recirculated based on the use of 
approved truck routes for Project truck traffic, as this may result in new construction 
noise impacts and/or increased noise levels along other streets in the project vicinity such 
as Ivar Avenue or Cahuega Blvd. and Sunset Boulevard, and the EIR must be recirculated 
for public review and comment.  The EIR must be redone to include an analysis of 
alternative truck routes to determine the impact-reducing route. 

Inadequate Assessment of Infrastructure Impacts. 

 The analysis of Project water and wastewater impacts is largely based on the 
City’s One Water LA 2040 Plan31 which was completed in April of 2018, before new 
SCAG RHNA numbers were released and the City’s 2021-2029 Housing Element32 

                                                 
30  DEIR page IV.G-48. 
 
31  The LA One Water 2040 Plan is available at: 
https://www.lacitysan.org/oam/server/obrareq.cgi?encquery%3DSFye5PvjaNWXLPGAOOoKY
20DpPSVF0JkIcH0SYhIUjr5u2TO%2BXMt2EEOmxbAIt3e919mKfGAjSoOyEePr2SGQun090
quWoYJlGG4GIr3SsLtG1%2B%2FrsNPj0ZBznZVtqQdFaMcRfQjeFRIU7XX%2BpCEiKE7Ej
q0ebrSJ%2F0zgLl53ruOi6LGoCIsFW8jZ4G%2F%2B30ny41zkXV4fgJk5kXqAZmusOv5VViT
Smo5uzzy9YKysb20ZfPrWEXuVJUtGoRDMDF1KMy2z29303PL4aHiLcle%2BsvRPkegZmFa
zVdqKNYOdzEu1Ocj8788BTT0ePN2bZnzCuwimwshnqpvlzx3JufVLyWHOmgGUlOnCHWHi
Bf6Atq2R24ruV16G2dZxjjR52FE3kC1Y8sQnlxgtG5%2FWmZUzmC6Urn9RPpj%2Fw%2BM
cwuD63Ny4b2wOFzsQAJ0P9ih4gnz0PoWtADOdRYebmFfd%2FgAQrPHqbDFjSKLS2k74ZQ
2kkozRv0NqutiXjTQIYYHiS6%2Bw6E%2FFUI0ZqlTP4%2BYur3%2BwN5t8ABNEKdldiFnq
voAteQzHizVojKMieof9rKa4KMTt8czO7Me6HLTy%2B%2BNB47NZfjb9WUaQJw5fzsvr5v0
U94iGsgkRH5Li5s11pOI1NIq%20agentid%3DSAN_Prod11gWebGate%20ver%3D1%20crmet
hod%3D2 
 
32  See DEIR IV.F-8 which discusses the 2021-2029 Housing Element.   
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identified a need to create a Rezoning Program to meet the 255,432-unit housing shortfall 
identified in the RHNA.  The One Water LA 2040 Plan is therefore outdated.33   

Both the City’s Housing Element and the City’s Hollywood Community Plan 
Update EIRs34 have failed to adequately analyze the impact of this up-zoning on 
infrastructure capacity.  For example, Master Response 4 from the FEIR for the 
Hollywood Community Plan Update (“HCPU”), in attempting to dismiss comments 
regarding the need for a real assessment of the potential infrastructure impacts of the 
HCPU received during the public comment period from November 15, 2018 to January 
31, 2019 states:35 

                                                 
33  See Chapter 4 – Adequate Sites for Housing of the City’s Housing Element available at: 
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/f5ac3c70-3f89-44c4-a05c-58f93d32c426/Chapter_4_-
Adequate_Sites_for_Housing_(Adopted).pdf 
 
The full Housing Element Update is Available at:  https://planning.lacity.org/plans-
policies/housing-element 
 
34  The NOP for the Hollywood Community Plan Update was issued on April 29, 2016.  
See:  https://planning.lacity.org/eir/nops/HwdUpdate/nop.pdf 
 
The DEIR for the Hollywood Community Plan Update was issued November 2018. 
Available at: https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/eir/hollywood-community-plan-
update 
https://planning.lacity.org/eir/Hollywood_CPU/DEIR/Hollywood%20Community%20Plan%20
Update%20Index.html 
The partially recirculated DEIR is available at: 
https://planning.lacity.org/eir/Hollywood_CPU/deir_PartiallyRecirculated/Hollywood%20Comm
unity%20Plan.html 
The FEIR is available at: https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/eir/hollywood-
community-plan-update-1 
 
It should be noted that the Hollywood Community Plan Update and its FEIR are currently being 
challenged in three separate lawsuits. 
 
35  Comment letters on the DEIRs for the Hollywood Community Plan update which address 
the lack of any real infrastructure impact analysis are incorporated herein by reference.  
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Summary of Comments  

Several comments express concerns about whether the existing utility and 
service systems would be able to support the development allowed under 
the Proposed Plan.  Commenters are particularly concerned about the 
wastewater and water conveyance systems and infrastructure within the 
CPA’s hillside areas.  Commenters point to the age of the sewer and water 
pipes within the CPA, asserting that these conveyance systems have not 
been upgraded beyond repairing sections of burst pipes.  Some commenters 
expressed the opinion that the Proposed Plan should address the CPA’s 
current deteriorating infrastructure needs.  Other commenters pointed to the 
2017 EIR prepared for the Crossroads of the World Project on Sunset 
Boulevard and mistakenly stated that this single project resulted in a 
significant impact related to wastewater requiring the construction of a new 
wastewater treatment facility and questioned how the EIR for the Proposed 
Plan can conclude that impacts related to wastewater would be less than 
significant, and not require any mitigation measures.  

Some commenters state that the analysis of utility and service systems 
impacts is too general, and the conclusions in the EIR are not supported by 
substantial evidence.  A commenter noted that the EIR acknowledges the 
potential for infrastructure impacts but fails to identify the areas of concern 
and then dismisses the potential for utility and service systems impacts 
based on the City’s permitting process.  Other commenters state that the 
City’s permitting process can address the infrastructure needs of an 
individual project; however, in their opinion, the permitting process does 
not address the capacity of the system as a whole or the potential of overall 
development under the Proposed Plan to accelerate infrastructure failures in 
parts of the system.  This commenter also expresses the opinion that the 
timing of such project-specific reviews is too late in the development 
process to avoid potential impacts.  

Several commenters take issue with the EIR’s premise that impacts related 
to utility and service systems are speculative.  Commenters suggest that if 
more detailed information was included in the EIR, appropriate mitigation 
measures could be identified.  One mitigation measure suggested by 
commenters is the creation of a development impact fee to be used to repair 
existing infrastructure.  Commenters also questioned whether a nexus fee 
study should be conducted in order to develop an infrastructure impact fee 
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for new development occurring in the CPA.  Another commenter suggested 
the EIR include a mitigation measure to limit the size and weight of 
construction vehicles on substandard streets in hillside areas, as heavy 
vehicles increase the likelihood of infrastructure failure.  Another 
commenter cited a letter from the City’s Wastewater Engineering Services 
Division that is included in the Appendix of the EIR which states that if the 
public sewer has insufficient capacity for any proposed building project 
then the developer will be required to build public sewers to a point in the 
sewer system with sufficient capacity.  This commenter suggested that this 
requirement be included as a mitigation measure. . .  

Response  

Programmatic Plan-Level Analysis  

The EIR appropriately analyzes impacts to utilities and service systems at a 
programmatic plan level; it is infeasible and would be speculative to try to 
anticipate all the project-specific on- and/or off-site infrastructure 
improvements that future development under the Proposed Plan may 
require.  Future development under the Proposed Plan would occur 
incrementally over time.  Since the specific uses and infrastructure-demand 
characteristics associated with future individual development projects that 
would occur through the year 2040 are not known at this time, it is 
speculative to determine how individual development projects could affect 
the capacity and condition of the existing infrastructure at any particular 
location.  . . . 

In addition, each individual development project will require its own 
review, approval and environmental clearance.  These individual 
development projects are required to be reviewed by each applicable City 
department to determine the types of infrastructure improvements, if any, 
are necessary to meet the demands of that specific project.  Since individual 
development projects are required to comply with each department’s 
requirements and infrastructure improvement projects typically result in the 
preparation of CEs or MNDs, impacts related to utilities and services 
systems were determined to be less than significant in the EIR. . . .  
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Adequacy of Existing Facilities  

CEQA documents do not address existing conditions including existing 
aging infrastructure and associated deterioration, capacity problems or other 
infrastructure inadequacies unless a project could substantially exacerbate 
such issues. CEQA addresses impacts of the project as a change from 
existing conditions.  The analysis in Section 4.16, along with discussion 
below demonstrates that the Proposed Plan will not exacerbate any existing 
facilities such that it will result in significant impacts.  As discussed below 
and in the EIR, additional development is not anticipated to result in the 
need for new treatment plants.  It may result in the need for updating 
conveyance systems, pipes and sewers, that are not otherwise being 
done under the City’s existing capital improvement plans.  However, as 
discussed in the EIR and below, this is not anticipated to result in 
significant unavoidable impacts related to the construction of new 
infrastructure.  To the extent that there are local impacts, those are 
speculative and any infrastructure project undertaken by the City will 
be required to be analyzed under CEQA and mitigated if it has 
impacts.  Therefore, the Proposed Plan will result in less than significant 
impacts even if it causes the need for new conveyance facilities to be 
constructed.  Additionally, it would be speculative to identify that the 
Proposed Plan will exacerbate existing conditions such that there will 
be water or sewer line breaks such that it will cause a significant 
impact.  There have been historical sewer line and water line breaks in 
the City as shown in comments.  Water line breaks or sewer breaks can 
result in the temporary impacts related to circulation impacts or 
damage to properties in or near the break.  It would also result in 
potential construction impacts to fix the break.  But as discussed below, 
the DWP and BOE have programs to replace the oldest lines, including in 
the 2020 UWMP to accelerate replacement of 100-year old water lines.  It 
is speculative that the Proposed Plan will result in any water or sewer lines 
breaking.  (Emphasis added) 

The potential for Project and cumulative development to result in infrastructure 
impacts within the Hollywood Community Plan area has therefore not been previously or 
adequately reviewed by the City of Los Angeles.  The EIR for the proposed Project must 
therefore be recirculated to include a full analysis of Project and cumulative impacts to 
infrastructure.  
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Potential for Impacts to Water Infrastructure. 

According to LADWP’s 2016-17 Water Infrastructure Plan36 which predates the 
City’s planned up-zoning of the Hollywood area as part of the Housing Element and 
Community Plan updates: 

Distribution mainlines (pipes 20 inches or less in diameter) 
constitute the backbone of LADWP’s water distribution system.  
There are approximately 6,780 miles of mainline throughout the City 
of Los Angeles.  Over 27% (about 1,840 miles) of LADWP’s 
mainlines are over 80 years old, while the average lifespan of an 
iron water main is about 100 years.  Moving forward, LADWP 
plans to ramp up the replacement of water distribution mainline to 
bring the pipe replacement cycle closer to the expected pipe life 
cycle by 2020. . . . 

Based on the analysis, about 6% of LADWP’s water distribution 
mainlines are considered high risk if they were to fail.  Replacing 
these pipes is a high priority.  (Emphasis added) 

According to LADWP’s 2022-23 Water Infrastructure Plan,37 although the 
LADWP has substantially increased in mainline replacement rates, LADWP has 
apparently given up on its goal of ramping up the replacement cycle to be closer to the 
expected 100-year pipe life and the share of pipes over 80 years has increased from 27% 
to 30%: 

Distribution mainlines (pipes 20 inches or less in diameter) 
constitute the backbone of LADWP’s water distribution system.  
There are approximately 6,800 miles of mainline throughout the City 
of Los Angeles.  Over 30% of LADWP’s mainlines are over 80 
years old. LADWP has set goals to ramp up the replacement of 

                                                 
36  The 2016 Water Infrastructure Plan is available at:  
https://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/faces/ladwp/aboutus/a-water/a-w-project/a-w-p-
infrastructureimprovement?_adf.ctrl-state=15o6qnk1r2_21&_afrLoop=1091692274568661 
 
37  https://ladwp-jtti.s3.us-west-2.amazonaws.com/wp-
content/uploads/sites/3/2023/03/17144431/2022-Water-Infrastructure-Plan-FINAL.pdf 
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aging water distribution mainlines to achieve an anticipated life 
cycle of 150 years.  . . . 

Based on LADWP’s analysis, about 6% of LADWP’s water 
distribution mainlines are classified as a high priority for 
replacement.   

As shown in the Figure 12, below, which dates from 2014, the vast majority of 
water lines in the project vicinity are reaching the end of their useful life and are in need 
of replacement.  Furthermore, waterline sizing is based on the amount of future 
development anticipated 75-100 years ago.   

 

Figure 12 – Age of Water Lines in Project Vicinity, November 2014 
Source:  Los Angeles Times “L.A’s Aging Water Pipes; a $1-billion Dilemma 
https://graphics.latimes.com/la-aging-water-infrastructure/ 

The additional demands and stress the Project will place on aging waterlines has 
the potential to result in significant impacts that are not addressed in the EIR.  Given that 
water system impacts of the Project in combination with cumulative development will 
result in impacts on the water infrastructure system that have not been assessed in any real 
way in any of the City’s or LADWPs EIR’s, the EIR for the proposed Project must 
include such an analysis, and address the issue of aging water infrastructure, and the 
potential for impacts to that infrastructure to result from the proposed Project and 
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cumulative development, as well as the indirect impacts of any needed waterline 
replacements.   

Given the age of the system, the level of development at the time the system was 
sized many, many years ago, and the fact the proposed Project exceeds the FAR for the 
site by 50%, it is likely the proposed Project and cumulative development will result in 
significant impacts to the aging water system which the EIR has failed to address.  This 
significant impact must be identified in the EIR and the EIR recirculated for public 
review. 

Sewer System. 

In terms of the City’s wastewater collection system, as noted in the City’s 
Framework Element of the General Plan on page 9-2:38 

With aging the system is experiencing structural deterioration and 
hydraulic deficiencies.  Approximately 30 percent of the primary 
sewers are currently flowing above their design capacity during 
normal dry weather conditions.  These volumes often double during 
a rainstorms, leading to periodic overflows form the system to the 
Santa Monica Bay and other receiving water bodies.  It is anticipated 
that hydraulic deficiencies will worsen if population growth and 
development occur. 

As shown on Figure 13, the sewer line in Selma Avenue adjacent to the proposed 
Project was installed in 1916.  As shown in Figure 14, the sewer line in Ivar Avenue 
adjacent to the Project site dates to 1931.  The sewer line in Cahuenga dates to 1911 and 
1924 as shown on Figure 15, and the sewer line in Sunset Boulevard dates to 1916 and 
1924 as shown on Figure 16.   

                                                 
38  The Framework Element is available at:  
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/513c3139-81df-4c82-9787-
78f677da1561/Framework_Element.pdf 
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Figure 13 – Age of Sewer Line in Selma Avenue (installed 1916) 
Source:  NavigateLA 

 

Figure 14 – Age of Sewer Line in Ivar (installed 1931) 
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Source:  NavigateLA 
 

 
 

Figure 15 – Age of Sewer Line in Cahuega Blvd (installed 1911) 
Source:  NavigateLA 
 
 

 
Figure 16 – Age of Sewer Line in Sunset Blvd (installed 1916 and 1924) 
Source:  NavigateLA 

 According to the letter from the Department of Sanitation contained in DEIR 
Appendix K, which appears to indicate the intended sewage route for the Project: 

The sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the proposed project 
includes an existing 12-inch line on Ivar Ave.  The sewage from the 
existing 12-inch line feeds into a 21-inch line on Cole Avenue before 
discharging into a 27-inch sewer line on Willoughby Ave.   

The Ivar Ave., Fountain Ave, and Cole Ave. lines shown on the sewer line figure 
included in the Department of Sanitation’s letter were installed in 1931.  The Willoughby 
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Ave. line was installed in 1935.39  These lines reflect the amount of future demand that 
was anticipated by infrastructure planners 87 years ago and the type of development 
anticipated.  According to NavigateLA, these lines are Vitrified Clay Pipes (“VCP”).  
VCP pipe has a life expectancy of 100 years.40  These pipes will thus be 90-94 years old in 
2025 when the EIR anticipates Project completion, and thus reaching the end of their 
useful life.   

Given the age of sewage transmission lines in the area, the EIR for the Project 
needs to address the potential impacts to sewer lines in the Project vicinity resulting from 
the increased sewage that these lines will be required to convey as a result of the 
proposed Project and cumulative development in the area.  There is a potential for 
significant impacts to the sewage transmission system which has not been adequately 
addressed in the EIR.   

The EIR for the proposed Project skirts the issue of whether there is sufficient 
capacity in the sewer system to accommodate Project-generated sewage, stating on DEIR 
page IV.K.2-13: 

Based on the current approximate flow levels and design capacities 
in the sewer system and Project’s estimated wastewater flow, the 
City determined that the existing capacity of the sewer system might 
be able to accommodate the additional wastewater infrastructure 
demand created by the Project.  Further detailed gauging and 
evaluation as required by LAMC Section 64.14 would be conducted 
to obtain final approval of sewer capacity and connection permit for 
the Project during the Project’s permitting process.  (Emphasis 
added.) 

According to the Letter from the Bureau of Sanitation:41 

Based on estimated flows, it appears the sewer system might be able 
to accommodate the total flow for your proposed project.  Further 

                                                 
39  Navigate LA. 
 
40  https://chico.ca.us/sites/main/files/file-
attachments/exh_4_2021_collection_system_analysis_report_0.pdf?1661963608 
 
41  DEIR Appendix K: https://planning.lacity.org/eir/artisanhollywood/deir/files/App_K.pdf 
Letter from the Bureau of Sanitation beginning on PDF page 44.  
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detailed gauging and evaluation will be needed as part of the 
permit process to identify a specific sewer connection point.  If the 
public sewer lacks sufficient capacity, then the developer will be 
required to build sewer lines to a point in the sewer system with 
sufficient capacity.  A final approval for sewer capacity and 
connection permit will be made at the time.  

In concluding impacts would be less than significant, the EIR has engaged in 
improper deferral of analysis.  As noted by the Court in Madera Oversight Coalition, Inc. 
v. County of Madera (2011) 199 Cal.App.4th 48:42  

 
The post certification verification procedure allows for an 
environmental decision to be made outside an arena where public 
officials are accountable.  (Communities for a Better Environment v. 
City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 96.) 

In this case, the EIR is relying on post-certification verification of a lack of 
impacts, when the responsible agency has indicated that there “might” not be impacts, but 
has not so stated with certainty.  This is improper.   

According to DEIR Appendix K, the proposed Project will generate 83,949 
gallons per day of sewage.  When it comes to the Project’s potential to damage the 
sewage transmission system, peak flows become important.  No estimate of peak flows is 
contained in DEIR Appendix K.  Given the age of the transmission system and the lack 
of a clear finding that the sewer system can accommodate the Project, the clear potential 
for impacts remains.  The EIR must be corrected to address the likely significant Project 
and cumulative impacts to the aging sewage transmission system and recirculated.   

                                                 
42  In discussing the propriety of an archeological mitigation measure, the agency deferred 
both the determination of whether there will be impacts, and if impacts, what mitigation would 
be required.   
 



City Planning Commission 
November 27, 2023 
Page 58 
 
 
Land Use Impact – Lack of Consistency with the Framework Element. 

 The City’s Framework Element of the General Plan43 which dates from 1995 and 
was readopted in 2001, on page 2-3 requires that: 

Should population and employment growth be greater than the levels 
anticipated by the Framework Element, policy stipulates that the 
studies be undertaken to correlate with the necessary supporting 
capital, facility or service improvements and/or demand reduction 
programs.   

As noted, the City has failed to conduct the required studies as part of recent 
Housing Element and Hollywood Community Plan updates.  The EIR for the proposed 
Project must therefore conduct the necessary Project and Cumulative analyses.   

Land Use Impact – Lack of Consistency with the Hollywood Community Plan. 

The proposed Project will impact the operations and viability of the Sound Factory 
and the operations of other Hollywood Industry-related enterprises, as documented in 
comments submitted during the administrative process.  It will also result in increased 
densification without proper analysis of infrastructure impacts.  This violates key 
objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan in effect at the time the NOP was issued 
for the proposed Project, including:44 

1.  To coordinate the development of Hollywood with that of other 
parts of the City of Los Angeles and the metropolitan area.  

To further the development of Hollywood as a major center of 
population, employment, retail services, and entertainment; and 
to perpetuate its image as the international center of the 
motion picture industry.  

                                                 
43  The Framework Element is available at:  
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/513c3139-81df-4c82-9787-
78f677da1561/Framework_Element.pdf 
 
44  The 1988 Hollywood Community Plan is available at:  
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/78322462-6303-410a-ae8d-
8435483c3b41/Hollywood_Community_Plan.pdf 
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4. To promote economic well being and public convenience 
through:  

a. Allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail, 
service, and office facilities in quantities and patterns 
based on accepted planning principles and standards.  

b. Designating land for industrial development that can be so 
used without determent to adjacent uses of other types, 
and imposing restrictions on the types and intensities of 
industrial uses as are necessary to this purpose.  

c. Encouraging the revitalization of the motion picture 
industry.  

d. Recognizing the existing concentration of medical 
facilities in East Hollywood as a center serving the 
medical needs of Los Angeles.  

5. To provide a basis for the location and programming of public 
services and utilities and to coordinate the phasing of public 
facilities with private development.  To encourage open space 
and parks in both local neighborhoods and in high density areas.  
(Emphasis added.) 

Similarly, the Hollywood Community Plan Update which was in progress during 
the preparation of the DEIR for the Project states that among the Plan’s vision and 
guiding principles is to:45 

Promote the Vitality and Expansion of Hollywood’s Media, 
Entertainment, and Tourism Industry  

Revitalizing Hollywood’s media, entertainment, and tourism 
industry will involve sustenance and promotion of media uses in the 
areas historically used by studios, the introduction of Hybrid-
Industrial areas, and the continued investment in Hollywood’s 
premiere tourism destination, the Regional Center.  This approach to 
community development not only protects Hollywood’s 
entertainment industry heritage, but also is a vital alternative to 

                                                 
45  Page 3-1 to 3-2 of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, available at:  
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/4f812092-1e7c-4c97-b48c-40be77ea51bf/Exhibit_B.pdf 
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sprawl and the departure of industry jobs to other cities.  
Preservation of this economic engine generates local jobs, supports 
independent businesses, and bolsters the community’s sense of 
place.  As part of the regenerative process toward producing 
complete neighborhoods, the creation of local employment 
opportunities in these industry-related sectors is encouraged so that 
jobs will be accessible to those who live in or near the plan area, 
thereby strengthening local economic self-sufficiency and overall 
community sustainability.  (Emphasis added.) 

  The proposed Project’s impacts on the Sound Factory, and thus important 
elements of the entertainment industry in Hollywood, is completely contrary to the aim of 
protecting Hollywood’s entertainment industry heritage, and avoiding the departure of 
industry jobs to other cities, and is destructive of an important economic engine that 
generates local jobs, supports independent businesses, and bolsters the community’s sense 
of place.  This conflict with guiding principles of the Community Plan must be identified 
in the EIR as a land use impact of the proposed Project and must be addressed in any 
Statement of Overriding Considerations when balancing the impacts of the Project.  
Failure to address this renders the Statement of Overriding Considerations arbitrary.  

Inadequate Response to Comments. 

The FEIR fails to comply with CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(f) which states that 
“In no case shall the lead agency fail to respond to pertinent comments on significant 
environmental issues.”  The FEIR for the proposed Project fails to provide a good faith, 
reasoned analysis in response to many of the significant issues raised and instead provides 
conclusory statements unsupported by factual information, or merely reiterates the 
information contained in the DEIR, which commenters have documented as inadequate.  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires: 

15088. EVALUATION OF AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  

(a)  The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental 
issues received from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and 
shall prepare a written response.  The Lead Agency shall respond 
to comments raising significant environmental issues received 
during the noticed comment period and any extensions and may 
respond to late comments.  
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(b)  The lead agency shall provide a written proposed response, 
either in a printed copy or in an electronic format, to a public 
agency on comments made by that public agency at least 10 days 
prior to certifying an environmental impact report.  

(c)  The written response shall describe the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed 
project to mitigate anticipated impacts or objections).  In 
particular, the major environmental issues raised when the Lead 
Agency’s position is at variance with recommendations and 
objections raised in the comments must be addressed in detail 
giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not 
accepted.  There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in 
response.  Conclusory statements unsupported by factual 
information will not suffice.  The level of detail contained in the 
response, however, may correspond to the level of detail 
provided in the comment (i.e., responses to general comments 
may be general).  A general response may be appropriate when a 
comment does not contain or specifically refer to readily 
available information, or does not explain the relevance of 
evidence submitted with the comment.  

(d)  The response to comments may take the form of a revision to the 
draft EIR or may be a separate section in the final EIR.  Where 
the response to comments makes important changes in the 
information contained in the text of the draft EIR, the Lead 
Agency should either:  

(1)  Revise the text in the body of the EIR, or  

(2)  Include marginal notes showing that the information is 
revised in the response to comments.  

Case law regarding what is required in response to comments reinforces 
and elaborates on these requirements.  The Court in People v. County. of Kern made the 
point that the necessity of comments was to prevent “stubborn problems or serious 
criticism” concerning a project from “being swept under the rug.”  People v. County of 
Kern (1974) 39 Cal.App.3d 830, 841.  The Court held that the “failure to respond with 
specificity in the final EIR to the comments and objections to the draft EIR renders the 
final EIR fatally defective.”  Id. at p. 842; see also Cleary v. Cnty. of Stanislaus (1981) 
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118 Cal.App.3d 348, 358; City of Irvine v. Cnty. of Orange (2015) 238 Cal.App.4th 526, 
553.  Responses that are inadequate include, but are not limited to, the responses to the 
following comments discussed below. 

Several Commenters expressed concern regarding the potential for off-site Project 
construction and operations staging (see Comments 3.5).  In response, the FEIR indicates 
that: “Construction staging activities are anticipated to occur on-site.”  This response 
provides no assurance that construction staging will not occur in or block local roadways 
or impact the operations of local businesses, including the Sound Factory or the Los 
Angeles Film School.  The response is inadequate and relies on PDF TRA-PDF-2 which 
requires a Construction Traffic Management Plan for the Project, which does not contain 
clearly defined standards to ensure that impacts will be less than significant.  Clear 
definitions and standards need to be added to TRA-PDF-2, which given the potential for 
impacts to nearby business operations, is clearly a mitigation measure.  In addition, the 
following mitigation should be added: 

 New Mitigation – Staging of equipment, vehicles or Project operations shall be 
strictly prohibited on local roadways including Selma Avenue, Ivar Avenue, 
Cahuenga Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard.46  

Several commenters (see Comment 3-6, Comment 4-1, Comment 5-1) expressed 
concerns regarding the potential impacts of Project construction activities to sensitive 
receptors such as the Sound Factory and the Los Angeles Film School, with potentially 
devastating impacts to those business.  Given that the proposed Project results in 
significant unmitigated construction noise and vibration impacts, no findings or Statement 
of Overriding Consideration should be adopted until a separate economic impact analysis 
is prepared for the Project which addresses the potential for the Project to result in 
economic harm to nearby businesses such as the Sound Factory, with their highly trained 
workers.  Although not required by CEQA as part of an EIR, such an analysis is necessary 
before decision-makers can balance the benefits of the proposed Project against the 
environmental and economic harm it will cause, and its contribution to the loss of 
businesses which define “Hollywood” as one of the international capitals of the film and 

                                                 
46  The Letter of Determination includes a Haul Route Staging Condition of Approval 43 
that “a.  Haul Route Staging: No staging on Cahuenga Blvd., Selma Ave., or Ivar Ave.  All 
trucks shall be staged on jobsite.  NO INTERFERENCE TO TRAFFIC, ACCESS TO 
DRIVEWAYS MUST BE MAINTAINED AT ALL TIMES.”  However, this is not included 
in the EIR. 
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recording industries.  Without such an analysis, any City findings are lacking in 
evidentiary support and are arbitrary.  

Several Commenters (Comment 3-6) expressed concerns regarding the potential 
for greater impacts should Project and cumulative development in the area, such as the 
proposed development at 6407 Sunset Blvd, occur concurrently.  This would result in 
impacts which have not been adequately assessed in the EIR or addressed.  These 
comments point to the defects in the cumulative impacts analysis, which is insufficiently 
detailed to understand the impacts of concurrent Project and cumulative project 
construction in proximity to the proposed Project.  The response also downplays the very 
real concern of area businesses that concurrent Project and cumulative project 
development will impact their businesses.  This is exemplified by statements such as those 
on FEIR page II-22, that “the only potentially significant cumulative impacts associated 
with the Project and Related Project No. 2 would be related to cumulative on-site 
construction noise impacts (including cumulative impacts at LAFS) as discussed in 
Section IV.G, Noise, of the Draft EIR.”  The EIR thus displays a callous disregard for the 
effect of such impacts on the types of businesses that have defined “Hollywood” and fails 
to contain a full and complete cumulative impacts analysis.   

Comment 5-7 made several important points regarding the way the noise analysis 
was done in the EIR and why it likely underestimates the noise impact to noise-sensitive 
uses such as the Sound Factory.  The response fails to address these points which go to the 
magnitude of the impact of construction noise on a noise-sensitive building and business 
in any real way and largely dismisses concerns.   

Comment 5-8 addresses the fact that noise barriers may not provide the level of 
sound attenuation specified.  The EIR’s authors respond by stating that NOI-MM-1 
requires that at “plan check, building plans shall include documentation prepared by a 
noise consultant verifying compliance with this measure.”  However, it is often not 
possible to know if the noise barrier will achieve the stated goal until it is in place and 
noise generating activities have begun.  Mitigation NOI-MM-1 needs to provide for 
monitoring of noise levels during construction and the halting of construction activities if 
the required levels of noise reduction are not being achieved by a specified noise barrier. 
Although NOI-MM-1 has been augmented to require that the “Applicant shall provide an 
on-site acoustics test to document that the temporary construction noise barriers provide 
the specified noise reductions”47 it does not require the reporting of the results of the test 
or specify the actions to be taken should the test show that the noise barriers do not meet 

                                                 
47  FEIR page III-12 and response to comment 5-17. 
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their design standards.  Both the response to the comment and the mitigation measure are 
inadequate.  

Comment 5-11 notes the fact that the noise analysis was based on half the number 
of trucks per hour that would be accessing the site than shown in the Transportation 
Analysis, based on cited statements in the DEIR, and that the noise analysis therefore 
underestimates Project-induced construction noise levels and thus the severity of impacts.  
The response states, without providing a source citation, that the noise analysis is based on 
the correct number of daily trucks.  The response is thus not supported by substantial 
evidence.  The response then goes on to make the bizarre statement that “off-site 
construction noise levels at the interior of the Sound Factory . . . would be below the 
Sound Factory existing interior ambient noise levels.”  This statement demonstrates that 
the EIR’s noise analysis is not supported by common sense, let alone substantial evidence.  

Response to Comment No. 5-14 does not address concerns regarding how the 
wording of the vibration mitigation NOI-MM-2 would affect vibration levels at the Sound 
Factory.  It misses the point of the comment regarding impacts to the Sound Factory.  In 
the absence of the requested corrections, as well as the needed corrections identified in 
this letter, the mitigation remains inadequate.  

Responses to Comment 5-17, 5-18, 5-19, 5-20, 5-21, 5-23 reject the mitigation 
measure suggestions provided by the commenter’s acoustical consultant, despite the fact 
that they are designed to address significant and unavoidable impacts.  The justifications 
for rejection of the suggested mitigation measures are inadequate and fail to show that 
they are infeasible.  

Response to Comment 6-5 fails to address the commenter’s concern that in the 
absence of the preparation and analysis of a vibration monitoring program, the conclusion 
that the Project’s vibration impacts would be less than significant is merely speculatory.  
The contention that NOI-MM-2 provides adequate performance measures and procedures 
to avoid impacts is contradicted by the analysis of the defects in this mitigation measure 
provided in this letter.  The Response to Comment 6-5 is conclusionary and not supported 
by substantial evidence. 

Improper Rejection of Alternative 2. 

As described in the DEIR, Alternative 2 would include the same types of uses 
proposed by the Project while reducing the amount of total new residential units and 
commercial area by 25 percent.  Specifically, Alternative 2 would include 203 residential 
units (195,284 square feet) and 5,093 square feet of ground-floor commercial uses.  
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Alternative 2 would include 21 Extremely Low-Income units.  The building footprint 
would remain the same, but the height would be reduced to 209 feet (19 stories).  
Alternative 2 would include 252 vehicle parking spaces located within five parking levels 
(2 above ground and 3 subterranean levels), which would require a depth of excavation on 
the Project Site of 40 feet below grade).  The total floor area for Alternative 2 would be 
234,205 square feet with a floor area ratio (FAR) of 3.5:1.  The site plan under Alternative 
2 would be similar to that of the proposed Project.   

 According to DEIR page V-51: 

With a similar mix of residential and commercial uses as the Project, 
Alternative 2 would meet the underlying purpose of the Project to 
redevelop the Project Site by constructing a new mixed-use 
development that provides new multi-family housing opportunities 
at a range of income levels as well as new neighborhood-focused 
ground-floor commercial uses that serve the community and 
promote walkability. 

DEIR pages V-51 to V-52 state that Alternative 2 would not meet the 
inappropriately-worded objective to “maximize” the provision of high-density, multi-
family housing units, including affordable housing units.  However, the DEIR states that 
Alternative 2 would achieve all of the other Project objectives “albeit some to a lesser 
degree than the Project.”  However, this is not correct.  As previously noted, Alternative 
2 at 19 stories would be more compatible with the surrounding community than the 
proposed Project at 25 stories.  Alternative 2 would also result in less contribution to 
hazards associated with the HIN than the proposed Project.  

However, the DEIR, and ultimately the City’s findings, reject Alternative 2 
because Alternative 2 would not meet the inappropriately framed objective of 
“maximizing” the provision of high-density, multi-family housing units.48  Alternative 2, 
the Environmentally Superior Alternative, is rejected even though it is feasible and would 
meet all of the other project objectives.  A fundamental mandate of CEQA is that “public 
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects of the project”:  

                                                 
48  DEIR page V-51.  See also LOD, page 44.  
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§ 21002.  APPROVAL OF PROJECTS; FEASIBLE 
ALTERNATIVE OR MITIGATION MEASURES  

The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state 
that public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there 
are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available 
which would substantially lessen the significant environmental 
effects of such projects, and that the procedures required by this 
division are intended to assist public agencies in systematically 
identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the 
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will 
avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.  The 
Legislature further finds and declares that in the event specific 
economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project 
alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be 
approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof.  

The City and EIR have inappropriately rejected Alternative 2, and have failed to 
analyze other feasible alternatives that would reduce the “unavoidable” impacts of the 
proposed Project.  The EIR must be corrected and recirculated as it fails to comply with 
the intent of an alternatives analysis under CEQA.  The EIR is thus a fatally flawed 
document.   

City’s Failure to Conduct Mitigation Monitoring. 

The City has been well documented in its failure to actually conduct mitigation 
monitoring.  In the absence of a mitigation measure that provides funding for an 
independent mitigation monitor acceptable to the City and impacted businesses in the 
area, the potential for impacts remains.  

Unsupported Overriding Considerations. 

The proposed Project has the potential to threaten the continued operations of the 
Sound Factory and to result in the loss of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers.  The Sound Factory is a historic recording studio that has been in continuous 
operation since the early1960’s.  The Sound Factory has submitted evidence from an 
acoustical expert into the record, documenting that Project construction will make 
operation of the Sound Factory recording facility impossible during the period of Project 
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construction (approximately 26 months).49  The proposed Project has the potential to 
result in the closure of this historically and culturally significant recording studio which 
would diminish Hollywood’s role in both the movie and recording industries.  The 
proposed Project would also impact other nearby operations, including the Los Angeles 
Film School and its education of highly trained workers important to a major Hollywood 
industry.  These costs must be weighed against any benefits from the proposed Project.   
There is no evidence the City’s decision-maker(s) have done so.  The balancing of impacts 
and benefits in the Statement of Overriding Considerations is thus arbitrary.   

IV. CONCLUSION. 

The EIR for the proposed Project fails to identify all of the significant Project and 
cumulative impacts and it contains an inadequate alternatives analysis.  The EIR must be 
revised and recirculated.  Furthermore, any findings or Statement of Overriding 
Considerations adopted for the proposed Project or an alternative to the Project must 
address all harms resulting from the Project, including but not limited to key components 
of Hollywood’s recording and film industry and the potential loss of high skilled jobs.  We 
respectfully request that you reject the EIR and Project currently before you, including all 
associated land use approvals.   

Very truly yours, 
 
/s/  Robert P. Silverstein 
ROBERT P. SILVERSTEIN 
 FOR 
THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM, APC 

 
Attachment:  9/23/2019 Project Plans 
 

                                                 
49  See for example email to the City re Case ENV-2019-5591-EIR transmitting letter from 
Leo Mellace to Artisan Ventures, dated November 7, 2022 with attachments and hyperlinks.  
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INFORMATION

SITE ADDRESS

1520-1542.5 CAHUENGA BLVD., 6350 SELMA AVE., AND 1523-1549 IVAR AVE.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90068

UNITED STATES

OWNER ARCHITECT LAND USE ATTORNEY

AP CAHUENGA OWNER VIII, L.P. GENSLER ARMBRUSTER GOLDSMITH & DELVAC LLP

C/O ARTISAN REALTY ADVISORS

500 S FIGUEROA STREET 12100 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD

3000 OLYMPIC BOULEVARD LOS ANGELES, CA 90071 SUITE 1600

SUITE 1255 UNITED STATES LOS ANGELES, CA 90025

SANTA MONICA, CA 90404 UNITED STATES

UNITED STATES

PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION

23 STORY RESIDENTIAL BUILDING. 20 LEVELS OF RESIDENTIAL ABOVE GROUND FLOOR AND 2 LEVELS OF ABOVE 

GRADE PARKING AND 3 LEVELS OF BELOW GRADE PARKING. GROUND FLOOR (LEVEL 1) CONTAINS RESIDENTIAL 

LOBBY, RETAIL, AND LOADING ZONE. LEVEL 4 AND ROOF LEVEL CONTAIN OUTDOOR AND INDOOR AMENITY 

PROGRAM FOR RESIDENTIAL USE.

LEGAL 
DESCRIPTION

(PER CHICAGO TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER No. 00092046-997-LT1-JC4 DATED MAY 25, 2018)

THE LAND REFERRED TO HEREIN BELOW IS SITUATED IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, IN THE COUNTY OF 

LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

PARCEL 1: 

THAT PORTION OF BLOCK 4 OF HOLLYWOOD AND IVAR AVENUE, VACATED, IN THE CITY OF LOS 

ANGELES, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 28 PAGES 

59 AND 60 OF MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS OF SAID COUNTY, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHWEST QUARTER CORNER OF LOT “A”, TRACT NO. 2129, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 24 

PAGE 68 OF MAPS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF SAID LOT 

“A”, 383.21 FEET TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID LOT “A”, IN THE CENTER LINE OF IVAR AVENUE, VACATED, AS SAID 

AVENUE IS SHOWN ON SAID MAP OF HOLLYWOOD; THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID CENTER LINE 52.35 FEET TO THE 

SOUTH LINE OF THE NORTH 16.3 FEET OF LOT 13 IN SAID BLOCK 4; THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE, 211.61 

FEET TO THE EASTERLY LINE OF LOT 4 IN SAID BLOCK 4; THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE 0.30 FEET TO 

THE SOUTH LINE OF THE NORTHERLY 16 FEET OF SAID LOT 4; THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY LINE, 171.59 

FEET TO THE EASTERLY LINE OF CAHUENGA BOULEVARD, 75 FEET WIDE; 

THENCE SOUTHERLY ALONG SAID BOULEVARD, 50.53 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

EXCEPT THEREFROM THAT PORTION THEREOF LYING EASTERLY OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF IVAR AVENUE, AS 

DESCRIBED IN THE FINAL DECREE OF CONDEMNATION ENTERED IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT, CASE NO. 

202550, A CERTIFIED COPY THEREOF BEING RECORDED IN BOOK 9421 PAGE 173 OFFICIAL RECORDS OF SAID COUNTY. 

PARCEL 2: 

THAT PORTION OF LOT A OF TRACT NO. 2129, IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF 

CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 24 PAGE 68 OF MAPS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID 

COUNTY, LYING WESTERLY OF THE EASTERLY LINE OF IVAR AVENUE AS DESCRIBED IN THE FINAL DECREE OF 

CONDEMNATION ENTERED IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT CASE NO. 202550 A CERTIFIED COPY THEREOF 

BEING RECORDED IN BOOK 9421 PAGE 173 OFFICIAL RECORDS OF SAID COUNTY. 

PARCEL 3: 

THOSE PORTIONS OF LOTS 16, 15, 14 AND THE NORTH 16.3 FEET OF LOT 13, ALL IN BLOCK 4 OF HOLLYWOOD, IN THE CITY 

OF LOS ANGELES, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 28, PAGES 59 AND 

60 OF MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY, LYING WESTERLY OF 

THE CENTER LINE OF IVAR STREET, AS CONDEMNED BY THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA.

PARCEL 4: 

THE SOUTH 20 FEET OF LOT 2 AND THE NORTH 20 FEET OF LOT 3 IN BLOCK 4 OF HOLLYWOOD, IN THE CITY OF LOS 

ANGELES, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 28 PAGES 59 AND 60 OF 

MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS. IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY. 

EXCEPT THE WEST 10 FEET THEREOF, AS CONVEYED TO THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES FOR STREET PURPOSES.

PARCEL 5: 

THE EAST 171.5 FEET OF THE SOUTH 45 FEET OF LOT 3 AND THE EAST 171.5 FEET OF THE NORTH 16 FEET OF LOT 4 OF 

HOLLYWOOD, IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP RECORDED 

IN BOOK 28 PAGES 59 AND 60 OF MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS. IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID 

COUNTY.

VICINITY 
MAP

TRANSIT 
ORIENTED 
COMMUNITIES -
TIER 3

RESIDENTIAL
UNIT SUMMARY

PARCEL 
MAP

OPEN SPACE
REGULATIONS

PARKING 
PROVIDED

TOTAL UNITS 261 29 290

3 BED 12 1 13

2 BEDROOM 70 8 78

1 BEDROOM 78 9 87

STUDIO 101 11 112

Market Affordable Combined

38.6% 30.0% 26.9% 4.5% 100.0%
Unit Totals (Market+Affordable) 112 87 78 13 290

L04 Residential / Amenity 8 2 2 1 13

L05 Residential 8 1 1 0 10
L06 Residential 8 5 4 0 17
L07 Residential 8 5 4 0 17

L08 Residential 8 5 4 0 17
L09 Residential 8 5 4 0 17

L10 Residential 8 5 4 0 17
L11 Residential 8 5 4 0 17

L12 Residential 8 5 4 0 17
L13 Residential 8 5 4 0 17

L14 Residential 8 5 4 0 17
L15 Residential 8 5 4 0 17
L16 Residential 8 5 4 0 17
L17 Residential 8 5 4 0 17
L18 Residential 0 6 6 0 12

L19 Residential 0 6 6 0 12
L20 Residential 0 6 6 0 12

L21 Residential 0 2 3 4 9

L22 Residential 0 2 3 4 9
L23 Residential 0 2 3 4 9

L24 Roof / Amenity

STUDIO 1 BEDROOM 2 BEDROOM 3 BEDROOM UNITS/LEVEL

Required Long-Term Bicycle Parking 152 Spaces

    Retail Required 4 Spaces

    Residential Required 148 Spaces

Long-Term Bicycle Parking Provided 152 Spaces

Required Short-Term Bicycle Parking 20 Spaces

    Retail Required 4 Spaces

    Residential Required 16 Spaces

Short-Term Bicycle Parking Provided 20 Spaces

Bicycle Parking Calculations

Total Required ADA Parking 8 Spaces

Total ADA Spaces Provided 8 Spaces

Total Required Parking 202 Spaces

Total Parking Spaces Provided 321 Spaces
    81 spaces x(0.7) = 57 spaces

Per Transit Oriented Communities, Tier 3, 30% reduction

    (6,576 SF + 33,828 SF)/500 = 81 spaces

Per Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, 1 space per 500 SF

Required Retail Parking (per L.A.M.C.) 57 Spaces

Retail Parking Provided 61 Spaces
    290 Units x(0.5) = 145 spaces

Per Transit Oriented Communities, Tier 3, 0.5 spaces per unit

Required Residential Parking (per L.A.M.C.) 145 Spaces

Residential Parking Provided 260 Spaces

Vehicular Parking Calculations

A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted with ground cover, shrubs or
trees.  At least one 24-inch box tree for every four dwelling units shall be provided on site and may include
street trees in the parkway.  For a surface area not located directly on finished grade that is used for
common open space, and located at ground level or the first habitable room level, shrubs and/or trees
shall be contained within permanent planters at least 30-inches in depth, and lawn or ground cover shall
be at least 12-inches in depth.  All required landscaped areas shall be equipped with an automatic
irrigation system and be properly drained.

One 24" box for every 4 units: 290 units / 4 = 73 Trees Required

TREES REQUIRED

PLANTED AREA PROVIDED: 5,300 SF

Total Planted Area Req'd: 4,950 SF

25% (with possibility of Discretionary Reduction)  x 25%

Common Open Space 19,800 SF

Planted Area Required based on Common Open Space:

Total Indoor Amenity Space Provided: 5,100 SF

Maxium Allowed Indoor Amenity Space (25% of Open Space) : 8,050 SF

Surplus of Open Space: 275 SF

TOTAL OF PRIVATE & COMMON OPEN SPACE: 32,200 SF

TOTAL INDOOR & OUTDOOR COMMON OPEN SPACE: 24,900 SF

Sub-Total Open Space: 5,100 SF 19,800 SF

Level 01 Lobby 0 0

Level 04 Amenity 4,430 13,600

Level 24 Roof Deck 670 6,200

Floor Open Space Area Indoor Outdoor

COMMON AREA OPEN SPACE PROVIDED

Private Open Space (Balconies) 146 50 sf 7,300 SF

Units w/
Balconies

Min. Balcony
Area Total Area Provided

PRIVATE OPEN SPACE PROVIDED

SUBTOTAL REQUIRED OPEN SPACE 31,925 SF

3 Bedroom 13 175 2,275 SF

2 Bedroom 78 125 9,750 SF

1 Bedroom 87 100 8,700 SF

Studio 112 100 11,200 SF

Unit Type Qty. SF/Unit Area

REQUIRED OPEN SPACE

2+Den & 3 Bedroom Units 175 sf / unit ( dwelling unit >3 habitable rooms)

1+Den & 2 Bedroom Units 125 sf / unit ( dwelling unit =3 habitable rooms)

Studios & 1 Bedroom Units 100 sf / unit (dwelling unit <3 habitable rooms)

Residential Uses

SUMMARY OF OPEN SPACE REGULATIONS

LONG-TERM BICYCLE STORAGE AND WORK AREA 

PROVIDED ON LEVEL 02, SEE: SHEET A2.06

NOTE:

PER T.O.C. TIER 3 

REQUIREMENTS, 10 PERCENT 

OF UNITS ARE RESTRICTED TO 

EXTREMELY LOW INCOME 

HOUSEHOLDS.

SETBACK ADDITIONAL
INCENTIVE

RAS3 ZONE REQUIREMENTS 5'-0" SIDE YARD SETBACKS AT FIRST
RESIDENTIAL LEVEL

COMMERICAL PARKING 30 PERCENT REDUCTION IN
EXISTING AND PROPOSED...

SEE PARKING TABLE

RESIDENTIAL MINIMUM
PARKING

0.5 SPACE/UNIT SEE PARKING TABLE

F.A.R. BASE INCENTIVE 50 PERCENT INCREASE; 4.5:1 301,032 SF OF FLOOR AREA PERMITTED;
300,987 SF PROPOSED, SEE: A0.11

AFFORDABLE UNITS 10 PERCENT EXTREMELY LOW 29 UNITS

DENSITY BASE INCENTIVE 70 PERCENT NOT UTILIZED; 290 UNITS PROPOSED

BUILDING HEIGHT UNLIMITED 268'-0" TO PARAPET; 286'-0" TO TOP OF
MECHANICAL/PENTHOUSE PROJECTIONS

SOUTHERN AND INTERIOR SIDE
YARDS

16'-0" AT FIRST RESIDENTIAL LEVEL

CAHUENGA BLVD (FRONT) NONE

SELMA AVENUE (FRONT) NONE

SETBACKS (YARDS
DETERMINED PER TRACT
MAP)

IVAR AVENUE (FRONT) NONE

FLOOR AREA RATIO 3:1 PER D LIMITATION 200,688 SF OF FLOOR AREA

RESIDENTIAL DENSITY R5 DENSITY (1:200 SF) 334 UNITS ALLOWED

DEDICATIONS ALONG CAHUENGA BLVD AND
CORNER OF SELMA / IVAR

SEE: A1.011

SITE NET AREA (POST- DEDICATION) 66,896 SF

LOT AREA SITE GROSS AREA... 67,581 SF

ZONE C4-2D-SN, C4-2DZONING 
INFORMATION



UP

SWITCH

GEAR ROOM

FIRE WATER

TANK

GRAY

WATER SYS.
186 SF

LOBBY FLOOR

AREA

186 SF

LOBBY FLOOR

AREA

LADWP

VAULT

FIRE PUMP

ROOM

186 SF

LOBBY FLOOR

AREA

LADWP

VAULT

6576 SF

RETAIL /

RESTUARANT

FLOOR AREA

MEP /

SERVICE

AREA

TRASH

SERVICE /

STORAGE

1565 SF

MAIN LOBBY

FLOOR AREA

13400 SF

LOADING & BOH -

GROSS AREA

186 SF

LOBBY FLOOR

AREA

ELECTRIC

GENERATOR

186 SF

LOBBY FLOOR

AREA

7000 SF

RESIDENTIAL

FLOOR AREA

13000 SF

SHARED

OUTDOOR AREA

2010 SF

PRIVATE

OUTDOOR AREA

3970 SF

RESIDENTIAL

AMENITY FLOOR

AREA

315 SF

LOBBY FLOOR

AREA

600 SF

RESIDENTIAL

AMENITY

TRELLIS AREA

8483 SF

RESIDENTIAL

FLOOR AREA

460 SF

RESIDENTIAL

AMENITY FLOOR

AREA OPEN TO 

BELOW

13052 SF

RESIDENTIAL

FLOOR AREA

527 SF

PRIVATE

OUTDOOR AREA

ELEV

LOBBY

477 SF

PRIVATE

OUTDOOR AREA

334 SF

PRIVATE

OUTDOOR AREA

372 SF

PRIVATE

OUTDOOR AREA

13138 SF

RESIDENTIAL

FLOOR AREA

372 SF

PRIVATE

OUTDOOR AREA

519 SF

PRIVATE

OUTDOOR AREA

486 SF

PRIVATE

OUTDOOR AREA

335 SF

PRIVATE

OUTDOOR AREA

13197 SF

RESIDENTIAL

FLOOR AREA

1680 SF

RESIDENTIAL

AMENITY FLOOR

AREA

5200 SF

SHARED

OUTDOOR AREA

200 SF

LOBBY FLOOR

AREA
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NOT FOR
CONSTRUCTION

Tel  213.327.3600

Fax  213.327.3601

500 South Figueroa Street

Los Angeles, California 90071

United States

3000 Olympic Boulevard

Suite 1255

Santa Monica, California

90404

United States

Tel  310.315.4851

AP CAHUENGA OWNER VIII, L.P.
c/o ARTISAN REALTY ADVISORS

ARTISAN 
HOLLYWOOD
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A0.11

AREA DIAGRAM

05.1593.000

ARTISAN HOLLYWOOD

1523-1549 Ivar Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90068

SCALE: 1" = 50'-0"

PARKING LEVEL 03 - AREA PLAN04

SCALE: 1" = 50'-0"

PARKING LEVEL 02 - AREA PLAN03

SCALE: 1" = 50'-0"

PARKING LEVEL 01 - AREA PLAN02

SCALE: 1" = 50'-0"

GROUND LEVEL - AREA PLAN01

SCALE: 1" = 50'-0"

LEVEL 02 - AREA PLAN08

SCALE: 1" = 50'-0"

LEVEL 03 - AREA PLAN07

SCALE: 1" = 50'-0"

LEVEL 04 - AREA PLAN06

SCALE: 1" = 50'-0"

LEVEL 05 - AREA PLAN05

SCALE: 1" = 50'-0"

LEVELS 06-17 - AREA PLANS TYP.12

SCALE: 1" = 50'-0"

LEVELS 18-20 - AREA PLANS TYP.11

SCALE: 1" = 50'-0"

LEVELS 21-23 - AREA PLANS TYP.10

SCALE: 1" = 50'-0"

LEVEL 24 ROOF - AREA PLAN09

    66,896 SF (SITE NET AREA) x 4.5 (F.A.R.)

Total Allowable Area, per F.A.R. 301,032 sf

Total Floor Area, Retail + Residential, per F.A.R. 300,987 sf

Existing Retail Area to Remain 33,828 sf

Proposed Retail Area 6,576 sf

Total Residential Floor Area 260,583 sf

LP3 Parking (Basement) 186 sf

LP2 Parking (Basement) 186 sf

LP1 Parking (Basement) 186 sf

L01 Loading/BOH N/A

L01 Lobby 1,565 sf

L02 Parking 186 sf

L03 Parking 186 sf

L04 Exterior Amenity 600 sf

L04 Residential [†] 11,285 sf

L05 Residential 8,942 sf

L06 Residential 13,052 sf

L07 Residential 13,052 sf

L08 Residential [†] 12,990 sf

L09 Residential 13,052 sf

L10 Residential 13,052 sf

L11 Residential 13,052 sf

L12 Residential [†] 12,990 sf

L13 Residential 13,052 sf

L14 Residential 13,052 sf

L15 Residential 13,052 sf
L16 Residential [†] 12,990 sf

L17 Residential 13,052 sf

L18 Residential 13,138 sf

L19 Residential 13,138 sf

L20 Residential [†] 13,076 sf

L21 Residential 13,197 sf

L22 Residential 13,197 sf

L23 Residential 13,197 sf

L24 Roof Amenity 1,880 sf

FLOOR AREA PER F.A.R.

(L.A.M.C.)
AREA 
SUMMARY 
FLOOR BY 
FLOOR

VICINITY MAP

NOTES:

1. EXISTING FLOOR AREA CALCULATED PER L.A.M.C., BASED ON AS-BUILT 

DRAWINGS.

2. APPROXIMATELY 60 SF PLUMBING ROOM WILL OCCUR ONCE EVERY (5) FLOORS.  

FLOORS WITH PLUMBING ROOM REPRESENTED WITH [†]
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EXISTING SITE PHOTOS

05.1593.000

ARTISAN HOLLYWOOD

1523-1549 Ivar Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90068

01 VIEWS ALONG SELMA LOOKING AT THE NORTH EDGE OF THE PROPERTY

02 VIEW AROUND THE EDGE CONDTIONS OF THE EXISTING SURFACE PARKING LOT

03 VIEW AT THE CORNER OF IVAR AND SELMA

01 KEY PLAN

01
03

02
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EXISTING SITE PHOTOS

05.1593.000

ARTISAN HOLLYWOOD

1523-1549 Ivar Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90068

01 KEY PLAN

02 EXISTING RETAIL STOREFRONT ACROSS THE STREET ON SELMA AVE.

01 EXISTING SURFACE LOT ON SITE TOWARD IVAR AVE.

04 EXISTING NEIGHBORING RETAIL FROM SELMA AVE.

03 EXISTING SURFACE LOT ON SITE FROM SELMA AVE.

02

01

0304
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EXISTING SITE PHOTOS

05.1593.000

ARTISAN HOLLYWOOD

1523-1549 Ivar Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90068

01 KEY PLAN

01 EXISTING RETAIL STOREFRONT FOR "SPACE 15 TWENTY" ALONG CAHUENGA BLVD.

01

03 EXISTING RETAIL FOR "SPACE 15 TWENTY" ALONG IVAR AVE.

05 EXISTING COURTYARD FOR "SPACE 15 TWENTY"

03

04

02 EXISTING RETAIL FOR "SPACE 15 TWENTY" ALONG IVAR AVE.

04 EXISTING COURTYARD FOR "SPACE 15 TWENTY"

02

05
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EXISTING SITE PHOTOS

05.1593.000

ARTISAN HOLLYWOOD

1523-1549 Ivar Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90068

01 KEY PLAN
02 VIEW OF THE SOUTHERN EDGE OF THE SITE ON IVAR. 

01 AERIAL VIEW LOOKING NORTH EAST TOWARD HOLLYWOOD HILLS AND GRIFFITH PARK

02

01

  PROJECT SITE   

  DEVELOPMENT AREA   
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RENDERING

05.1593.000

ARTISAN HOLLYWOOD

1523-1549 Ivar Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90068

01 NORTH EAST CORNER FROM IVAR AND SELMA02 NORTH WEST CORNER FROM CAHUENGA AND SELMA

03 UPPER RESIDENTIAL BALCONIES 01 KEY PLAN

  01   
  02     03   

SIGNAGE DEPICTED IS CONCEPTUAL; NO SIGNAGE 

APPROVALS SOUGHT AT THIS TIME
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RENDERING

05.1593.000

ARTISAN HOLLYWOOD

1523-1549 Ivar Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90068

01 NORTH EAST RETAIL CORNER AT IVAR AND SELMA

02 SOUTH FACADE BIRD'S EYE

01 KEY PLAN

  01   

02

SIGNAGE DEPICTED IS CONCEPTUAL; NO SIGNAGE 

APPROVALS SOUGHT AT THIS TIME
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226' - 0"

LEVEL 20

215' - 0"

LEVEL 19

204' - 0"

LEVEL 18

193' - 0"

LEVEL 17

182' - 0"

LEVEL 16

171' - 0"

LEVEL 15

160' - 0"

LEVEL 14

149' - 0"

LEVEL 13

138' - 0"

LEVEL 12

127' - 0"

LEVEL 11

116' - 0"

LEVEL 10

105' - 0"

LEVEL 09

94' - 0"

LEVEL 08

83' - 0"

LEVEL 07

72' - 0"

LEVEL 06

61' - 0"
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50' - 0"
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39' - 0"
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26' - 0"
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16' - 0"
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PARKING LEVEL 03

-32' - 0"
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PARKING

MEP /
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AMENITY
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MECHANICAL PROJECTION -

COOLING TOWER ENCLOSURE
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RESIDENTIAL
UNITS

©          Gensler

Date Description

Project Name

Project Number

Description

Scale

Seal / Signature

2019

NOT FOR
CONSTRUCTION

Tel  213.327.3600

Fax  213.327.3601

500 South Figueroa Street

Los Angeles, California 90071

United States

3000 Olympic Boulevard

Suite 1255

Santa Monica, California

90404

United States

Tel  310.315.4851

AP CAHUENGA OWNER VIII, L.P.
c/o ARTISAN REALTY ADVISORS

ARTISAN 
HOLLYWOOD

3/64" = 1'-0"
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A3.02

BUILDING SECTION

05.1593.000

ARTISAN HOLLYWOOD

1523-1549 Ivar Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90068

SCALE: 3/64" = 1'-0"

BUILDING SECTION 0301



SELMA AVE

IV
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LEVEL 01

0' - 0"

MAX. T.O. TRELLIS, MECH.

PROJECTIONS, STAIR PENTHOUSES,

AND ELEVATOR OVERRUN

286' - 0"

T.O. PARAPET

268' - 0"
LEVEL 24

261' - 0"

LEVEL 23

248' - 0"

LEVEL 22

237' - 0"

LEVEL 21

226' - 0"

LEVEL 20

215' - 0"

LEVEL 19

204' - 0"

LEVEL 18

193' - 0"

LEVEL 17

182' - 0"

LEVEL 16

171' - 0"

LEVEL 15

160' - 0"

LEVEL 14

149' - 0"

LEVEL 13

138' - 0"

LEVEL 12

127' - 0"

LEVEL 11

116' - 0"

LEVEL 10

105' - 0"

LEVEL 09

94' - 0"

LEVEL 08

83' - 0"

LEVEL 07

72' - 0"

LEVEL 06

61' - 0"

LEVEL 05

50' - 0"

LEVEL 04

39' - 0"

LEVEL 03

26' - 0"

LEVEL 02

16' - 0"

LEVEL 01

0' - 0"

MAX. T.O. TRELLIS, MECH.

PROJECTIONS, STAIR PENTHOUSES,

AND ELEVATOR OVERRUN

286' - 0"

T.O. PARAPET

268' - 0"
LEVEL 24

261' - 0"

LEVEL 23

248' - 0"

LEVEL 22

237' - 0"

LEVEL 21

226' - 0"

LEVEL 20

215' - 0"

LEVEL 19

204' - 0"

LEVEL 18

193' - 0"

LEVEL 17

182' - 0"

LEVEL 16

171' - 0"

LEVEL 15

160' - 0"

LEVEL 14

149' - 0"

LEVEL 13

138' - 0"

LEVEL 12

127' - 0"

LEVEL 11

116' - 0"

LEVEL 10

105' - 0"

LEVEL 09

94' - 0"

LEVEL 08

83' - 0"

LEVEL 07

72' - 0"

LEVEL 06

61' - 0"

LEVEL 05

50' - 0"

LEVEL 04

39' - 0"

LEVEL 03

26' - 0"

LEVEL 02

16' - 0"

©          Gensler

Date Description

Project Name

Project Number

Description

Scale

Seal / Signature

2019

NOT FOR
CONSTRUCTION

Tel  213.327.3600

Fax  213.327.3601

500 South Figueroa Street

Los Angeles, California 90071

United States

3000 Olympic Boulevard

Suite 1255

Santa Monica, California

90404

United States

Tel  310.315.4851

AP CAHUENGA OWNER VIII, L.P.
c/o ARTISAN REALTY ADVISORS

ARTISAN 
HOLLYWOOD

As indicated
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A4.01

EXTERIOR ELEVATION

05.1593.000

ARTISAN HOLLYWOOD

1523-1549 Ivar Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90068

BR 04

WW 01

MTL 03

BR 04

BR 02

WW 02

MTL 02

BR 01

CANOPY - 2

BR 04

MTL 03

BR 04

WW 02

MTL 02

BR 01

CANOPY-02 ALUMINUM PROFILES AND FROSTED GLASS (LAMINATED) LEVEL 4 AMENITY DECK HIGH PERFORMANCE EXTERIOR GRADE  FINISH VARIES, SEE DWGS

CANOPY-01 ARCHITECTURAL STRUCTURAL STEEL AND FROSTED GLASS (LAMINATED) GROUND LEVEL LOBBY AND RETAIL HIGH PERFORMANCE EXTERIOR GRADE  FINISH SEE ELEVATIONS

CONC-03  EXPOSED STRUCTURAL CONCRETE INTERIOR OF PARKING LEVELS TBD SEE PLANS

CONC-02 ARCHITECTURAL TOPPING COAT OVER STRUCTURAL SLAB FLOOR MAIN AND ELEVATOR LOBBIES,  AND COMMON AREAS GROUND, POLISHED AND SEALED SEE PLANS

CONC-01 EXPOSED VERTICAL STRUCTURAL CONCRETE INTERIOR OF PARKING LEVELS SACKED AND PATCHED SEE PLANS

BR-04 DECORATIVE BRICK COURSING SLAB EDGES, CORNERS, PILASTERS EXTERIOR
 ASSUME 10-20% OF OVERALL EXTERIOR BRICK
AREA

BR-03 INTERIOR THIN BRICK VENEER
EXTERIOR WALLS OF APARTMENTS ADJACENT TO BALCONIES
AND WINDOW WALLS INTERIOR VARIES

BR-02 EXTERIOR THIN BRICK OVER METAL STUD FRAMING WITH INSULATION APARTMENT TOWER (LEVELS 6 THRU ROOF PARAPET) EXTERIOR SEE ELEVATIONS

BR-01 EXTERIOR BRICK - PRECAST CONCRETE UNIT WITH HAND-SET BRICK IN-LAY PODIUM AND PARKING LEVELS (GROUND TO LEVEL 4) EXTERIOR SEE ELEVATIONS

GLDR-01 FULL HEIGHT BI-FOLDING GLASS DOORS,  (LAMINATED)
LEVEL 4 AMENITY DECK AND LEVEL 24 ROOF DECK,  1-9/16" IGU
(Solarband 70)

HIGH PERFORMANCE EXTERIOR GRADE
FACTORY FINISH VARIES, SEE PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

WW-03
ALUMINUM 'PUNCH' WINDOW SYSTEM,  NARROW STILE ALUMINUM
DIVIDED LITES (Solarband 70) LEVEL 2 AND 3 PODIUM PARKING FLOORS

HIGH PERFORMANCE EXTERIOR GRADE
FACTORY FINISH VARIES, SEE PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

WW-02
ALUM. WINDOW WALL SYSTEM,  THERMALLY BROKEN, TOP AND BOTTOM
CAPTURED W/ BUTT GLAZED JAMBS , FULL HEIGHT FLOOR TO FLOOR LITES,

EXTERIOR ENCLOSURE AT LEVEL 4 AND 5 AMENITY DECK AND
APARTMENTS

HIGH PERFORMANCE EXTERIOR GRADE
FACTORY FINISH,   1-3/8" IGU (Solarband 70) VARIES, SEE PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

WW-01
STEEL OR NARROW STILE ALUMNIUM TRUE DIVIDED LITE WINDOW WALL W/
INSULATED GLASS UNITS AND DOORS AT BALCONIES

ALL APARTMENTS, ELEVATOR LOBBIES, MAIN LOBBY, RETAIL
STOREFRONTS

POWDER-COATED, OR EQ EXTERIOR FACTORY
FINISH,   1-3/8" IGU (Solarband 70) VARIES, SEE PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

MTL-03
HANGING STRUCTURAL STEEL PROFILES AND PLATE AT SLAB/BALCONY
EDGES

BALCONIES, BLDG EXTERIOR CLADDING, MISC @ EXPOSED
BRICK LEDGERS AND JAMBS

POWDER-COATED, OR EQ EXTERIOR FACTORY
FINISH VARIES, SEE PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

MTL-02 PREWEATHERED 'CORTEN' STEEL COLUMN ENCLOSURE CONCRETE COLUMNS AT LEVEL 4 AMENITY DECK (2X HIEGHT)
STABILIZED FOR EXTERIOR INSTALL AS
REQUIRED VARIES, SEE PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

MTL-01 MILD - STEEL PROFILES AND HEAVY GAUGE METAL MESH INFILL BALCONY GUARDRAILS
POWDER-COATED, OR EQ EXTERIOR FACTORY
FINISH VARIES, SEE PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

FINISH CODE MATERIAL TYPE LOCATION FINISH SIZE

BUILDING ASSEMBLY and FINISH SCHEDULE

WW 01

BR 02

02 KEY PLAN

01

03

SCALE: 3/64" = 1'-0"

EXTERIOR ELEVATION - SOUTH03 SCALE: 3/64" = 1'-0"

EXTERIOR ELEVATION - EAST01



(E) 1 STORY 

NEIGHBORING RETAIL

(E) 1 STORY 

NEIGHBORING RETAIL
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LEVEL 01

0' - 0"
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16' - 0"
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AND ELEVATOR OVERRUN

286' - 0"
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268' - 0"
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171' - 0"
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26' - 0"
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16' - 0"
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2019

NOT FOR
CONSTRUCTION

Tel  213.327.3600

Fax  213.327.3601

500 South Figueroa Street

Los Angeles, California 90071

United States

3000 Olympic Boulevard

Suite 1255

Santa Monica, California

90404

United States

Tel  310.315.4851

AP CAHUENGA OWNER VIII, L.P.
c/o ARTISAN REALTY ADVISORS

ARTISAN 
HOLLYWOOD

As indicated
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A4.02

EXTERIOR ELEVATION

05.1593.000

ARTISAN HOLLYWOOD

1523-1549 Ivar Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90068

BR 04

WW 01

MTL 03

BR 04

BR 02

WW 02

BR 01

CANOPY - 2

BR 04

WW 01

MTL 03

BR 02

BR 01

WW 02

MTL 02

BR 01
GLDR - 01

WW 01

WW 01

RETAIL 

SIGNAGE

WW 03

BR 04

CANOPY-02 ALUMINUM PROFILES AND FROSTED GLASS (LAMINATED) LEVEL 4 AMENITY DECK HIGH PERFORMANCE EXTERIOR GRADE  FINISH VARIES, SEE DWGS

CANOPY-01 ARCHITECTURAL STRUCTURAL STEEL AND FROSTED GLASS (LAMINATED) GROUND LEVEL LOBBY AND RETAIL HIGH PERFORMANCE EXTERIOR GRADE  FINISH SEE ELEVATIONS

CONC-03  EXPOSED STRUCTURAL CONCRETE INTERIOR OF PARKING LEVELS TBD SEE PLANS

CONC-02 ARCHITECTURAL TOPPING COAT OVER STRUCTURAL SLAB FLOOR MAIN AND ELEVATOR LOBBIES,  AND COMMON AREAS GROUND, POLISHED AND SEALED SEE PLANS

CONC-01 EXPOSED VERTICAL STRUCTURAL CONCRETE INTERIOR OF PARKING LEVELS SACKED AND PATCHED SEE PLANS

BR-04 DECORATIVE BRICK COURSING SLAB EDGES, CORNERS, PILASTERS EXTERIOR
 ASSUME 10-20% OF OVERALL EXTERIOR BRICK
AREA

BR-03 INTERIOR THIN BRICK VENEER
EXTERIOR WALLS OF APARTMENTS ADJACENT TO BALCONIES
AND WINDOW WALLS INTERIOR VARIES

BR-02 EXTERIOR THIN BRICK OVER METAL STUD FRAMING WITH INSULATION APARTMENT TOWER (LEVELS 6 THRU ROOF PARAPET) EXTERIOR SEE ELEVATIONS

BR-01 EXTERIOR BRICK - PRECAST CONCRETE UNIT WITH HAND-SET BRICK IN-LAY PODIUM AND PARKING LEVELS (GROUND TO LEVEL 4) EXTERIOR SEE ELEVATIONS

GLDR-01 FULL HEIGHT BI-FOLDING GLASS DOORS,  (LAMINATED)
LEVEL 4 AMENITY DECK AND LEVEL 24 ROOF DECK,  1-9/16" IGU
(Solarband 70)

HIGH PERFORMANCE EXTERIOR GRADE
FACTORY FINISH VARIES, SEE PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

WW-03
ALUMINUM 'PUNCH' WINDOW SYSTEM,  NARROW STILE ALUMINUM
DIVIDED LITES (Solarband 70) LEVEL 2 AND 3 PODIUM PARKING FLOORS

HIGH PERFORMANCE EXTERIOR GRADE
FACTORY FINISH VARIES, SEE PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

WW-02
ALUM. WINDOW WALL SYSTEM,  THERMALLY BROKEN, TOP AND BOTTOM
CAPTURED W/ BUTT GLAZED JAMBS , FULL HEIGHT FLOOR TO FLOOR LITES,

EXTERIOR ENCLOSURE AT LEVEL 4 AND 5 AMENITY DECK AND
APARTMENTS

HIGH PERFORMANCE EXTERIOR GRADE
FACTORY FINISH,   1-3/8" IGU (Solarband 70) VARIES, SEE PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

WW-01
STEEL OR NARROW STILE ALUMNIUM TRUE DIVIDED LITE WINDOW WALL W/
INSULATED GLASS UNITS AND DOORS AT BALCONIES

ALL APARTMENTS, ELEVATOR LOBBIES, MAIN LOBBY, RETAIL
STOREFRONTS

POWDER-COATED, OR EQ EXTERIOR FACTORY
FINISH,   1-3/8" IGU (Solarband 70) VARIES, SEE PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

MTL-03
HANGING STRUCTURAL STEEL PROFILES AND PLATE AT SLAB/BALCONY
EDGES

BALCONIES, BLDG EXTERIOR CLADDING, MISC @ EXPOSED
BRICK LEDGERS AND JAMBS

POWDER-COATED, OR EQ EXTERIOR FACTORY
FINISH VARIES, SEE PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

MTL-02 PREWEATHERED 'CORTEN' STEEL COLUMN ENCLOSURE CONCRETE COLUMNS AT LEVEL 4 AMENITY DECK (2X HIEGHT)
STABILIZED FOR EXTERIOR INSTALL AS
REQUIRED VARIES, SEE PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

MTL-01 MILD - STEEL PROFILES AND HEAVY GAUGE METAL MESH INFILL BALCONY GUARDRAILS
POWDER-COATED, OR EQ EXTERIOR FACTORY
FINISH VARIES, SEE PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

FINISH CODE MATERIAL TYPE LOCATION FINISH SIZE

BUILDING ASSEMBLY and FINISH SCHEDULE

02 KEY PLAN

01

03

SCALE: 3/64" = 1'-0"

EXTERIOR ELEVATION - WEST01SCALE: 3/64" = 1'-0"

EXTERIOR ELEVATION - NORTH03



KEYNOTE LEGEND  

1. CORNER CORNER PLANTER WITH SEATING  
2.  INVERTED-U BICYCLE LOCKUPS (20) 
3. GARAGE ENTRANCE AND EXIT  (VISITOR + COMMERCIAL TENANT)
4. GARAGE ENTRANCE AND EXIT (RESIDENTS)
5. LOBBY

EXISTING UTILITIES IN THE RIGHT-OF-WAY
  TRAFFIC LIGHT
  
  PARKING METER

  STREET LIGHT

  FIRE HYDRANT

  FIRE POST

  CROSSWALK SIGNAL 

NOTES: 

1. ALL EXISTING TREES TO REMAIN

2.  EXISTING TREES: 3 MAGNOLIA TREES ALONG STREETS 

3. PROJECT TOTAl: 
 (A) GROUND FLOOR - 6 TOTAL (MIN. 24-INCH BOX)  
 (B) AMENITY DECK LEVEL  - 74 TOTAL (MIN. 24-INCH BOX)

4. ALL TREES TO BE MINIMUM 24-INCH BOX SIZE - 80 NEW TREES TOTAL

TREE SPECIES LEGEND: 

  SOUTHERN MAGNOLIA - MAGNOLIA GRANDIFOLIA

 
  
  SHAMUL ASH - FRAXINUS UHDEI

  YAUPOM HOLLY - ILEX VOMITORIA

  COMMON ELDERBERRY - SAMBUCUS CANADENSIS 

  
  ROUGHLEAF DOGWOOD - CORNUS DRUMMONDII 

EXISTING MAGNOLIA TREES

PROJECT TOTAL:  81

SOUTHERN MAGNOLIA
MAGNOLIA GRANDIFOLIA

PROJECT TOTAL:  6

TREE SPECIES

SHAMEL ASH
FRAXINUS UHDEI

PROJECT TOTAL:  1

YAUPOM HOLLY
ILEX VOMITORIA

PROJECT TOTAL:  47

COMMON ELDERBERRY
SMBUCUS CANADENSIS

PROJECT TOTAL:  18

ROUGHLEAF DOGWOOD
CORNUS DRUMMONDII

PROJECT TOTAL:  9

2
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PM

PM PM

SL

FDC
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CW

TL

TL
SL

FH

CW

PM

PM

PM

PM



KEYNOTE LEGEND  

1. SHADE PERGOLA  

2.  OUTDOOR KITCHEN 

3. BARBECUE AND DINING AREA

4. BUILT-IN WOODEN BENCH 

5. SUN DECK WITH LOUNGE CHAIRS

6. LOUNGE SEATING WITH FIRE PIT

7. LAWN

8. EGRESS STAIR

9. PRIVATE TOWNHOUSE PATIOS

NOTES: 

1. ALL EXISTING TREES TO REMAIN

2.  EXISTING TREES: 3 MAGNOLIA TREES ALONG STREETS 

3. PROJECT TOTAL: 
 (A) GROUND FLOOR - 7 TOTAL (MIN. 24-INCH BOX)  
 (B) AMENITY DECK LEVEL  - 74 TOTAL (MIN. 24-INCH BOX)

4. ALL TREES TO BE MINIMUM 24-INCH BOX SIZE - 80 NEW TREES TOTAL

TREE SPECIES LEGEND: 

  SOUTHERN MAGNOLIA - MAGNOLIA GRANDIFOLIA

 
  
  SHAMUL ASH - FRAXINUS UHDEI

  YAUPOM HOLLY - ILEX VOMITORIA

  COMMON ELDERBERRY - SAMBUCUS CANADENSIS 

  
  ROUGHLEAF DOGWOOD - CORNUS DRUMMONDII 

PROJECT TOTAL:  81

SOUTHERN MAGNOLIA
MAGNOLIA GRANDIFOLIA

PROJECT TOTAL:  6

TREE SPECIES

SHAMEL ASH
FRAXINUS UHDEI

PROJECT TOTAL:  1

YAUPOM HOLLY
ILEX VOMITORIA

PROJECT TOTAL:  47

COMMON ELDERBERRY
SMBUCUS CANADENSIS

PROJECT TOTAL:  18

ROUGHLEAF DOGWOOD
CORNUS DRUMMONDII

PROJECT TOTAL:  9
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KEYNOTE LEGEND  

1. SHADE PERGOLA  

2.  OUTDOOR LOUNGE

3. WET BAR WITH SEATING

4. SMALL SPLASH POOL WITH SPA + WOOD DECKING

5. BUILT-IN BENCH AND PLANTER

6. ELEVATORS

7. RESTROOMS 

8. STAIRS

9. FLEXIBLE PATIO SPACE

10. INDOOR SPA / WELLNESS AMENITY

11. DROUGHT TOLERANT, NON-FLAMMABLE PERIMETER PLANTINGS   

NOTES: 

1. ALL EXISTING TREES TO REMAIN

2.  EXISTING TREES: 3 MAGNOLIA TREES ALONG STREETS 

3. PROJECT TOTAL: 
 (A) GROUND FLOOR - 7 TOTAL (MIN. 24-INCH BOX)  
 (B) AMENITY DECK LEVEL  - 74 TOTAL (MIN. 24-INCH BOX)

4. ALL TREES TO BE MINIMUM 24-INCH BOX SIZE - 80 NEW TREES TOTAL
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