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The Office of The City Clerk
200 North Spring Street, Room 360
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: COMMUNITY (MPACT STATEMENT: HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN
UPDATE; PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE; ENV.-2005-2158-
| EIR; COUNCIL FILE 12-0303

Dear Chairman Ed Reyes and Honorable Members of the Planning and Land Use Committee:

The East Hollywood Neighborhood Council hereby submits a Community Impact Statement in opposition
to the proposed Hollywood Community Plan Update, to be considered at the March 27, 2011, Planning and
Land Use Management Committee.

The East Hollywood Neighborhood Council voted unanimously at its November 21, 2011, Board meeting
to reaffirm its strong opposition to the proposed Hollywoad Comununity Plan, especially the Plan’s
proposal to inerease or maintain the high-density zoning of residential properties located within 1,500 feet
of the 101 Freeway, and the Plan’s proposal to significantly increase by 500% the allowable floor arca ratio
for properties along historic Route 66 (Subareas 26:1, 26:2, 28,29, 41:6, 42, 42:2, 44, 44A).

Although certain changes were approved by the City Planning Comnission at its December 9, 2011,
meeting in response 1o cormnmunity concerns expressed by the East Hollywood Neighborhood Council and
others, the overwhelming emphasis of the Plan is still primarily centered on increasing development and
not on the legitimate concems of the community. In response to what the East Hollywood Neighborhood
Council views as a failure of the City Planning process to take into consideration these legitimate concerns,
the East Hollywood Neighborhood Council has adopted an Alternative Community Plan, a DRAFT of
which is attached to this Community Imopact Statement. This Altemative Plan was developed by the East
Hollywood Planning and Land Use Entitiements Review Committee, with significant input from
stakeholders, Neighborhood Council members, as well as creative, professional and educational institutions

in OUr comumunity.

Among the issues addressed in the Alternative Community Plan is the request to implement a Pedestrian
Overlay district (POD) along Santa Monica Boulevard between the Hollywood (101) Freeway and Hoover
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Avente to preserve the flow of pedestrian traffic and require fagade improvements to help protect the
historic character of Route 66 in East Hollywood. Although the Neighborhood Council made this request
on several occasions, it has never been seriously considered in the context of the Hollywood Community
Plan Update.

The Board of the East Hollywood Neighbothood Council also voted unanimously at its Novembet, 2011,
meeting (o strongly oppose the Planning Deparlment’s revised recommendation on page A-20 of the report
to modify the boundary of Subarea 9:2. Approval of the boundary modification would separate the
contiguous Serrano Avenue Historic District by maintaiving high-density zoning for properties in the 1600
block of Serrano Ave. while downzoning the 1500 block from [QJR4-2 to RD1.5-VL. Modification of the
originally proposed boundary of Subarea 9:2 would eliminate zoning protections for six historic bungalow
courts and apartment buildings listed on the California Register of Historic Placcs and deemed eligible by
the Communily Redevelopinent Agency for inclusion in the Nation Register.

The Hollywood Community Plan originally proposcd to protect these critical resources by downzoning the
1500 to 1600 blocks of North Serrano Avenue from its current zoning of R4-2 to RD1 .5-VL. The proposed
modification to the boundary came at the request of one developer, and should be rejecled.

For the last seven years, the City Planning Department has been developing the Hollywood Community
Plan with the expressed goal of significantly increasing the allowable density in Hollywood to
accommodate over 249,000 people anticipated by the Planning Dept. to move to this area by the year 2030.
The 2010 Census calculated the current population as 198, 228, or a decline of 12,566 people from the year
2000 Census. This is on top of a population decrease of 3,089 residents between the years 1990 and 2000.
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) had forecast a 2005 population in the
Hollywood Plan area of 224,426 people; the Plan is unfortunately adhering 1o this inaccurate baseline
number.

The City’s plan for future growth in Hollywood acknowledges yet sidesteps many key realities related to
infrastructure capacity and realistic population trends. The 2010 U.S. Census figures show a steep and
accelerating decline in population in Hollywood over the past two decades, yet the Planning Department 1s
adhering to SCAG projections for a significant population increase over the next twenty yeats. To
accommodate such projections, the City’s ptoposes to remove most barriers to high-density residential and
commercial development throughout Hollywood. Many of the areas proposed for the greatest increases in
density border the 101 Freeway and are within reporting districts with the highest rates of violent crimes.
No tangible measures have been suggested by the City to concurrently fund infrastructure improvements
needed to mitigate such densification.

The East Hollywood Neighborhood Council has objected to both the basic premise and specific aspects of
the proposed Hollywood Community Plan, particularly efforts to add tens of thousands of residents to
Hollywood’s most vulnerable neighborhoods. A key example is the lack of funding for additional police
services. The City acknowledges that LAPD Hollywood Division should have 4 officers per 1,000
residents, or approximately 800 officexs for the current population. Adding 50,000 residents would require
1,000 officers. Yet the City identifies Hollywood as currently having 314 sworn officers. No funding
source is included within the Community Plan to bridge this discrepancy.

As articulated by the Hollywnod Hills West Neighborhood Council in its comments to the Plan’s
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), almost all of the proposed mitigations contained within the Plan
depend on complex administrative procedures, voluntary enforcement of policies and costly upgrades of
equipment and infrastructure, complex and unenforceable administrative policies and hiring of additional

staff.
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None of these mitigations ate tied to tangible, identified, dedicated or epduring funding sources. In light of
the current local, state and federal economy, most of the proposed mitigations appear infeasible and/ox
unenforceable.

There is also no accounting in the Final BIR for the thousands of additional units approved in the Plan area
since its baseline year of 2005, A brief réview of discretionary projects evtitled in Central Hollywood since
2005 shows over 5,000 units approved in the past six yeats, including: the Blvd. 6200 project with 1,014
units; the Paseo Plaza project with 437 units, Hollywood and Vine's 518 units; the Jefferson at
Hollywood’s 270 units, and 50 on. At an occupancy rate of

2.3 persons per unit, 11,500 additjonal persons can already be accommodated in Hollywood within projects
approved in the past seven years.

None of this, however, is acknowledged by the Planning Dept., which accords the existing 1988 Hollywood
Plan’s population build-out as 235,850 people. Adding the 5,000 umts already approved since the year
2005 baseline provides a build-out total of 247,350 people, of 49,122 more than the 2010 population. The
original goal of the Plan was lo increase capacity by up to 25,000 persons, based on SCAG’s grossly
inaccurate estimate of the 2005 population of 224,426 people and the Plaaning Department’s goal of a
capacity for 249,062 persons by 9030. The EIR anticipated a population increase of 20,176 residents from
2005 to 2030.

The Hollywood Community Plan’s Final Environmental Impact Report also omits the Los Angeles
Community Redevelopment Agency’s Historic Hollywood Propetties surveys from 1986, 2003, and 2010.
While the Final EIR does include properties listed in both the National and California Registers, and
properties designated as local landmarks and within Historic Preservation Overlay Zones, it ignores
contributing historical properties and the importance of their preservation. Current proposals within the
Plan to maintain or increase the allowable by-right density throughout Hollywood would potentially
encourage the demolition of hundreds of historic properties not acknowledged in the Final EIR.

The Hollywood Community Plan Update therefore would be a driving force for development rather than
merely meeting anticipated population growth. The Plan creates FAR incentive arcas to encourage
"preferred” development of skyscrapers where low-level buildings have historically existed; it claims {0
ndirect” growth "if and when it occurs” rather than induce it, yet creates incentives of up to 500 percent 10
dramatically increase interest in developing such areas; and it claims to view Hollywood as "a prime
location for transit-otientated development,” yet encourages growth far from transit stops and does nothing
to discourage gtowth in areas not readily served by transit. And most important, the Plan offers no
restrictions to ensure compatibility with existing development, despite listing 1t as & major goal. In short,
this is not a plan to benefit the Hollywood community, but is instead a development plan that will merely

perpetuate the mistakes of the past.

After years of meetings and correspondence, we stronply believe that the Planning Department has offercd
the TTollywood community little more than Jip service to its objections over the changes proposed in the
Hollywood Community Plan. We therefore respectfully request that our elected representatives carefully
consider such concerns, and offer Hollywood a plan for its future that its residents and infrastructure can
truly support.

Yours truly,
David Bell
President, East Hollywood Neighborhood Council



MAR. 27. 2012 10:44AM DLSE LEGAL UNIT LA(213)897-2877 NO. 3306 P4

HOLLYWOOD GOMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE — ALTERNATIVE VISION

March 25, 2012

Case Number: CPC-2005-6082-CPU
CPC-19967-43-CPU
ENV-2005-2158-EIR

Submitted by:
Fast Hollywood Neighborhood Counci! Planning Entitiement Revaew Commtttee

Doug Haines, Chair
David Bell :
Edward Hunt
Armen Makasjian

Richard Platkin

OF CONTENTS . Page

Glossary 2

Introduction the Alfernerative Vision 2

Principles of the Alternative Vision 4

implementation of the AItematwa Vismn g

Credentials L : 10

Appendix 1: EXISTING PLAN DESI(BNATIONS IN HOLLYWOOD 11

Appendix 2: GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK PROPOSED CENTERS 12

© erbliveeop
Appendtx 3 MATRIX OF* QHANGES TO 7ONES, HEIGHT DISTRICTS, 13
*{: AND PLAN DEE‘JNGNATIONS

Append;x 4 'F’EE)ESTREAN @RIENTED DISTRICT ON SANTA 14
MONiCA BOULEVARD

Appendix 5 GENERAL F‘LAN FRAMEWORK POLICIES RELEVANT 17
TO THE UPDATE

Appendix 6 METHODOLOGICAL FLAWS OF PROPOSED PLAN 19

PREPARED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
AND APPROVED BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION



MAR. 272012 10:44A0 OLSE LEGAL UNIT LA(213)897-2877 NO. 3306 PD

Glossary Note:

Alternative Vision refers to the outline of an alternative, resident-focused Hollywood
Community Plan Update proposed by the East Hollywood Certified Neighborhaod Council
(EHCNC). In the view of local residents, the Alternative Vision is based on an approach to
city planning that emphasizes high levels of review and a high level of public amenities.

" Proposed Update refers to the version on the Hollywood Community Plan Update
approved by the Los Angeles City Planning Commission in December:2011 and that, with
minor revisions, will be considered by the Los Angeles City Coqln_;éi'!'in early 2012. In the
view of the East Hollywood Neighborhood Councit (EHNC), ;_hé"'Fit”bposed Update is based
on an approach to city planning that relies of reduced levels:of regulgtion and review and on
low public amenities. PEAR

e

INTRODUCTION TO THE ALTERNATIVE VISION

This Alternative Vision for the Update to the Hollywood Cb?ﬁmunity Plan is presented by the
East Hollywood Neighborhood Council, based on its review Gfi’cb'e ‘Proposed Update
prepared by the Los Angeles Department af City :‘F?Ianﬁing, approved by the Los Angeles
City Planning Commission, and to be voted for adoption by the Los Angeles City Council.
Instead, the EHNC has develgped the following vision of an alternative plan. Itis presented
here for a detailed review pilor to:itg elaboration and prior to the City Council's adoption of
the Update of the Hollyidad Comitiunity Plan. © .-

The vision underlying fhe aliéititive Cammitinity Plan Update is driven by quality of life

issues for those¥iwho fivg:work, tidvel through, visit, or conduct business in Hollywood. The
Alternative Vision’s appioath emphiasizes local amenities and careful review of local trends
and all private projects, in p‘:fe{rticular their compliance with LAMC zoning regulations and the

scheduled for similariupdates.

In terms of its research methodology, the Alternative Vision rejects the approach of the
Department of City Planning used to prepare to the Proposed Upate. As is carefully outlined
in Appendix 8, this proposal inflates anticipated population growth in Hollywood by ignoring
the 2010 census data, and then uses the resulting inflated population figures to justify major
increases in locally permitted densities through zone changes, heigh district changes and
General Plan amendments. These new zones would allow the construction of large, tall
buildings, avoiding the careful zoning and environmental reviews that are now required of
such buildings.
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The Alternative Vision stands in sharp contrast to the Hollywood promoted by the
commercial interests who will financially benefit fram the city’s Proposed Update. For them
the Hollywood Community Plan Area is a potentially lucrative location for speculative private
investment in quickly approved commercial real estate projects. Itis this business model
that drives the methodology, goals and policies, and programs of the Proposed Update to
the Hollywood Community Plan. Furthermore, uniess prevented, commercial investment
agendas will guide the Cormunity Plan Updates scheduled for LA's other 34 community
plah areas in 2012 and in subsequent years. Based on the precedgnt set by the Proposed
Update, the entire city could eventually be transformed into a permanent low amenity, low
regulation “business-friendly” distopia. ERRer

In contrast, the East Hollywood Neighbarhood Council’gAﬁéfﬁaﬁve Visiop. for the Hollywood
Community Plan is based on the purposes, intent, a_r_-m‘ methodology of tﬁé}@eneral Plan
Framework Element (as required by the Los Angelés. City Charter, Sections 556 and 558).
This is why the Alternative Vision carefully builds onttie f‘y@lfﬁ't'lbwing features:

1) Current Census Data: The Propased Plan will util #2010 censys data and related

population projections, in contrasiit'@‘&haf.g?gqposed Uﬁiﬁét;e;‘ ‘which relies on old
census data and inflated populationprojections.

2) User Demand Data: The Proposed Upidate relies dn the most recent municipal-level
data on future usag_,déﬁ‘fﬁh@ﬁg@or public sgrvices and infrastructure in the Plan area, in
contrast to the Gity's appragich through the-Proposed Update's Final Environmental
Impact Report (FEIR}.. As befits alow amenity approach, the FEIR concludes that

the comme.rig;g}l_proje'cté;:fg;_sheréd by the Update will overwhelm local public
services and ihfrdstructire; as well as air quality. These adverse outcomes are then
dismissed through's Stateméht‘of Qverriding Considerations to be adopted by the
Ldé“.'ﬁ;}eles City C&i{gcif. This statement argues that substantial transit use and
empldi}rif}gnt will resq[*,t{ﬁom the Proposed Update and that these benefits offset the
Plan's urithititgated erivironmental impacts.

3) Infrastructure: The Proposed Update is based on the most current data on
Hollywood's public services and infrastructure, including maintentance levels and
construction linked to secured funding between 2010 ro 2030. This approach
contrasts to the the Proposed Update's FEIR, which fails to analyze the sources and
security of Infrastructure
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4) Buildout: The Proposed Plan will incorporate accurate caiculations of the buildout
capacity of Hollywood based on General Plan designations and adopted zoning
ordinances in the Hollywood Community Plan area. This is in contrast to the
Proposed Update, which offers no puildout calculations for private or publicly owned

land.

5) Emergency Preparedness: The Proposed Plan will give careful consideration to
emergency preparedness for the natural and man-made disasters likely to hefall the
Hollywood Community Plan area over the life-time of the Update, again in contrast to

the Proposed Update, which fails to consider these critical issues.

TIVE VISION: - -

PRINCIPLES OF THE ALTERN?

PR

in general, the Alternative Vision must remedy fi;\"ié-\';c{i’tiﬁﬁli inethodologicat flaws in
the Proposed Update approved by the City Plan ning Gommission. By correcting
these flaws, presented in Appendix 5 (METHODOLOGICAL FLAWS OF PROPOSED
PLAN PREPARED BY THE DEPARTMER,OF CITY PLANNING AND APPROVED BY
THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION), the propaéed Updaté intends to transform the
Hollywood Community Plan Area into a Fiigh"ahiéh'iitﬁéh”lgh regulatory area of Los
Angeles. s St

The alternative vision is:a not a détailed technicgj-alternative to the Holiywood Community
Plan Update, and this altérrative #as not evalusted in the Draft Environmental Impact
Repot that City Planning prepated for the ‘Proposed Upate. The production of such an
alternative dQgﬂi’fﬁ’é‘ﬁf'-'iﬁ?h@yond”{fjg scope of an unfunded community organization. Rather
this document is a vision' of what sugh as alternative pian should address and incorporate. It
is based 6 fmany suggestion$ offered in public testimony to the Department of City
Planning on iﬁgffSaws and limpftations of the Proposed Update, as well as from a focus group
internally organizégi by Peogple for Livable Communities Los Angeles. In addition, specific
examples for implemgnting the Alternative Vision were provided in “Greening East
Hollywood -- An Open Space Network,” a graduate student project dated December 8,

2011 and prepared for the East Hollywood Neighborhood Council by UCLA graduate
students Daisy Allen, Runlin Cai, Lars Carlson, Bradley Cleveland, Lu Ly, Jinghua Suo, and

Xinfeng Wang.

1) Scale and Character: The Alternative Vision is centered on the maintenance of the
current scale and character of commerical and residential buildings in Hollywood,
including their use, height, and building mass. Instead of sky-scrapers, the focus of
new development and redevelopment should be pedestrian-oriented low rise
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2)

3)

buildings, utilizing both sidewalks and alleys for movement and outdoor dining.

A potential low and mid-rise model for Hollywood's future development is Oid

Pasadena, not the high-rise, automobile-centric, pedestrian-unfriendly model of

Century City. Implementation would include:

- Adoption of a Pedestrian Oriented District on Santa Monica Boulevard.

-~ Adoption of a Pedestrian Oriented District on Western Avenue.

- Redesigning alieys with porous pavers, landscaping, street furniture, and traffic
caiming features to reduce automobile use. A prototype of such an alley
conversion would be Lyman, between Santa Monica Boyiéifard and Lexington.
This alley make-over would include a stone or brick spp_f"a'ce complementing the
adjacent public library, as well as bollards to slow tra:fﬁiig’{additionat trees, signage
limited automobile access, public art, additional lighting, dndstreet furniture.

Preservation: Hollywood's future shouid be exfénsively based on h'ié.{o{écat
preservation, with special attention to iconic buildings related to the efitertainment
industry, such as the Capitol Records and Citietama Dofne buildings.

Zoning: Without credible census.d;}__ta analyses thé’éfgjge_dic‘tusubsantial population
gains between 2010-2030 and wiiﬁ‘giii‘i:;gg}y evidence iﬁati-t-ﬁe buildout of Hollywood’s
existing arrangement of legally adoﬁtgd" Generai Plan designations and zones,
including Height Districts, are inadeq'i}ate,_,fd? any:giopulation scenario, the up-
planning and up-zoning ordinances appénded to the Proposed Update have been
rejected. ST

i

- Amendments tgthe LAMG‘{O allow or éﬂ{]eourage green (landscaped) and white

roofs on commericiland résidential struetures.

An giiérnative Matm{ of Changes to Zones, Height Districts, and Plan
Deslgnations js pregepted.tn Appendix 3.

d

Local suﬁifgyeas With:_;fé"::table population would not have their General Plan
designations:aid zohes changed. In constrast, however, those Hollywood

neighborhoodéjtﬁét have had appreciable population decline from 1990 to 2010
would be down-planned and down-zoned through the Alternative Vision's eveniual
implementation program. Similarly, sub-areas within 500 feet of freeways would also
be down-zoned and down-planned whenever existing or proposed densities exceed
public heaith standards,

Because the Alternative Vision would include a thorough annual monitoring program,
any unintended consequences resulting from this down-planning and/or down-zoning,
such as over-crowding, would be quickly flagged. Changes in policies, including their
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implementation through otdinances, administrative procedures for municipal
pragrams operated by City departments, and the City of Los Angeles'’s annual
budgeting process, would then quickly ensue.

Public Infrastructure and Services: The Alternative Vision requires careful attention
to the capability of local public services and infrastructure to meet the needs of
Hollywood's residents, employees, and visitors, For the life of the Alternative Vision
capability would be determined by a detailed arnual inventory of existing condifiohs,
including funding, related to public infrastructure and services: " The findings resulting
from this annual monitoring program would then be used 1o ‘modify the Update's
policies and implementaton programs. These modificationg would pe incorporated
into the City of Los Angeles’s Capital Improvement F?E}ﬁﬁﬁgrarﬁ"’({;‘}ﬁ) in order to catalog.
budget, and plan future municipal capital projects; . RN

The Alternative Vision's long-term imentiong-@crg’uld be g maintain and tpgrade all
categories of public infrastructure and public setvices to ensure an improved quality
of life for the residents, employees, customers, atd-yisitors to Hollywood. The
categories of public services and inrastructure tha‘t"*t'ﬁé_a,‘.;_moni‘toring progam would
assess, but not be limited to, includei:., i

PRI ,
ot !

Parks, including pocket parks and small n@iéﬁ%{h@iﬁ& parks, with basic services,

such as landscaping apd bathrooms, apivell as lgcal resident-serving recreation

programs included whehayer possible. ‘Some of these goals can be achieved as

follows: L

. Converting schogliplay-grounds into jbint-use parks.

- Temporarily using vagant lots as'pocket park and community gardens, including
commﬁﬁiwfﬁgrﬁbgns,"dii‘gzp‘arks, and community arfistic and cultural events.

- Bﬁéonﬁguringj"",é{[ging lotsité become mixed-use lots.

. .-“Réengineering ofide reidential streets to incorporate small pocket parks and
bik‘é‘i‘;fign‘es. A proé&;type of such a pocket park could be located on Mariposa
Aveﬁhé"ﬁ;mear the 401 Freeway. In this area the road is wide enough to be

d'sverted"'érziigggq-:{\ruo pocket parks where gated playgrounds could be located.

Community gardens in public areas, as well as private areas offered to the City for
terporary community gardens. Whenever possible, the City would offer local
residents training jn gardening, as well as assistance in planting, maintaining, and
composting drought tolerant landscaping and gardens in front, side, and and back
yards. _

. Temporary use of vacant lots for community gardens and temporary art displays.
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= Sidewalks, ihcluding regular maintentance and repair of cracked, raised, and
crumbled sections, as well ADA required curb cuts for those with limited mobility or
other special needs, such as shoppers with grocery carts, families with baby
cartiages, or residents who depend of walkers and wheelchairs for mobility.

» Urban forest and complimentary landscaping of public areas, including the planting of
drought tolerant trees for parkways (i.e, planting strip between sidewalks and curbs),
median strips, and other public and quasi-public areas. All landscaping should be
planted with a long-term program of watering and related maittenance, either by City
employees or through contracts with local community grqu?garé.

- In-fill tree planting on parkways, median strips, p!aygroundstand other portions of
the public right-or-way, e

= Safe bike lanes on appropriate streets, particularly seepndary highways, based on
the City of Los Angeles recently adopted czfywlde Bske Plan. All bike lanes should be
painted, with appropriate signage. Based on monitormg and safety records, high
volume or dangerous bike routes-on public streets wamd be upgraded through
signage, lighting, grade separatlons‘ ahd other safety mﬁchantsms

« All public utifities and relaled mfrastructure mcrudmg street lighting, elecricity and
power lines, watler, storm water and dra;ns waste'water including sewers, solid
waste, emergency, sérveceg street cond%tlons and libraries, would be monitored
through an annuai monztonrrg program. Ajl findings would be used to modify
scheduled malntenanae prﬂgrams a8, well as constryction projects included in the
City's annualiy updated Capltal \triptovement Program in order to maintain service
fevels and to" ensure publ:c safety during emergencies. Whereever possible,
smpr@vements of exlstmg systems in particular the undergrounding or power and
teiewmmumcat;ons f&nes would be a high priority for reasons of both esthetics and
public safety during emergencaes

¢« Al requlated pnvate ut;hties in particular telecommunications and natural gas, would
be addressed :n ‘the annual monitoring report. All shortcomings, especially those with
health and saféty implications related to natural and man-made emergencies, would
be forward to the appropriate regulatory agencies and departments for
implementation and follow-up.

« Al public infrastructure and services operated by non-municipal public agencies,
including K-12 education (LAUSD - Los Angeles Unified School District), colleges and
universities (LACCD - Los Angeles Community College District, CSU - California
State University system, UC - University of California sysem), transit (MTA/Metro -
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5)

Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit Authority), and highways (Caltrans — California
State Department of Transportation) would also be addressed in the annual
monitoring report. All findings addressing quality of life and health and safety issues
for these categories would be forwarded to the responsbile agencies, with follow-up
in future monitoring reports. Particular examples of local improverments include the
following:

Defortifying public school playgrou nds fo allow their use after nermal school hours

- Community access to school athletic fields.

- Conversion of parking lots at Los Angeles City Collegé to:mixed use plazas
relying on porous pavers, vendors, shaded seatmg active’ play areas, drought
resistant landscaping, and bioswales for {ainwaer Catchment;

Replacing asphalt at school recreation areas with athletic fléld‘S matxoams
andblke facilities. - =

Future housing needs, as identified by the annual monllonng report of neighborhoods
and ;ncome groups should be met through the presemanon of existing rent controlled

intended to attract new upper mcormsai resmlenfs ’ta Hollwood is acceptable, can be
built by-right with di scretlonary actions.:: 1t should not, however, be faciliitated through
grants, subsidized loans 0? mfrasructure fee waivers, zone changes, variances, or
General Plan Amandments e

The mobility needs ol‘ Hallywood s”résrdenls employees, shoppers, visitors, and
those drl\llng thmugh muslrbe met by mulfi-modal transportation options. These
optlalj!s must be carafuily Imkad to land use capacity. In addition to expanding such
alle‘rnatlve lransportatlpn motes as transit, carpooling, vanpooling, telecommuting,
and blkmg‘ no mcreasas in planned or zoned densny should be adopted wnhout a
data. Exampfes of SUCh capacity would be major intersections with A, B, or C levels
of service, and buSses and shuttles with available seats during rush hours.

Pedestrianization can be encouraged through such sidewalk improvements as
curb cuts, tree plantings, landscaped bulbouts and media strips at corners, and
landscaped traffic circles as a traffic calming device.

- Madison Avenue could be pedestrianization demonstration project by reducing the
width of traffic lanes, introducing bike lanes, and systematic tree planting.
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7. Design Review of major projects will not only focus on continuity in scale and

character with Hollywood's existing built environment, but signage will be minimized,
This approach will not only apply to new projects, but thorough enforcement of LAMC
sign regulations wauld also apply to existing projects. High profile sighage,
particularly supergraphics and billboards, would be highly restricted. A program to
phase out thess forms of sighage and improve the appearance of Hollywood's
commercial corridors would be included in the Alternative Vision.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ALTERNATIVE VISION P

1.

As identified in the previous discussion, a eareful!’j”"prepé?%d annual monitoring
repott examining all public infrastructure and, 5ew:ce categones is the corner
stone of the Alternative Vision. This repott: would carefully exam;ne all findings in
the Update's Draft and Final Enwronmemal Impact:Report. This approach will be
able to confirm which infrastructure categonea are ‘overwhelmed by population
growth, which are subject to ambient growth, $uch as drive through traffic, and
which categorzes are able fo meet zncreased user demand from eXIsttng residents,
existing mfrastructure and the canstructmm of new mfrastructure with special
attention to those categories for whsch the FEIR indicated future funding is not

secure. AT

Part of the :mfalementaﬂah of the Attemateva- V:smn will be the City of Los Ange[es

;nfras’tructur@ and serwcsas wrll be included in the CIP.

(

"~The City of Los Angeles through the City Administrative Office (CAQ) and the

Ofﬁce of the N!ayo? proposes an annual budget to the City Council, which then
reviews: and adopti; it, with periodic mid-course corrections. For Hollywood, and
mcrementa]iy for the entire city, this budgeting process would be linked to the
Alterhative \/Esaon and its Annual Monitoring Report. Budget priorities and
allocations related to the implementation of the Alternative Plan would be
accordingly modified.

An alternative matrix of changes to zones, height districts, and plan designations,
is presented Appendix 1

In selected cases, the implementation program will include special zening areaa,
in particular on Pedestrian Oriented District on Santa Monica Boulevard.
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6. Footnotes to the Community Plan Map requiring the approval of demolition
permits to be contingent on an approved building permit for ther same site.

CREDENTIALS:

Richard Platkiri is a city planning consultant and Adjunct Instructor at USC's Sol Price
School of Public Policy. He was previously a city planner for the City of Los Angeles, during
which time he worked on the Generai Plan Framework. As a result e is familiar with the
legal requirements, development, and content of Los Angekes s pnmary General Plan
documents. g e

The Hollywood Community Plan is part of the Land Use- E}emenf: of the General Plan. This
means it is fully subject to State of California planning todes and adm;mst’raiwe guidelines.
The update must be consistent with the Genera! Pian as weii being timely and
comprehensive. Based on my knowledge and expenence 4 wilk explain how the proposed
update and its attached ordinances do not meet any of thESe legal and administrative
cnteria. B

10



MAR. 27. 2012 10:47AM DLSE LEGAL UNIT LA(213)897-2877 NO. 3306 P14

Appendix 1: MAP OF EXISTING PLAN DESIGNATIONS IN HOLLYWOOD

Note: The land use map of the existing plan designations in Hollywood would
be amended to reflect the zoning changes in Appendix 3.

Hollywoad Community Plan
Existing Land Use Designation Map
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Appendix 2: GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK PROPOSED CENTERS IN
HOLLYWOOD

Legend:

o Repiaral Candos
LA Comemunity Centor
{7} Noghbmbwed Dissict
- Mixed -Use Badlevard

Existing Genel Plan Framework Map
Hailywwaod Community Plan

WBW“"-MH’W"‘*‘""’"‘" Sclines Shirplee 5 7 J0H

S gt
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Appendix 3: MATRIX OF CHANGES TO ZONES, HEIGHT DISTRICTS,
AND PLAN DESIGNATIONS

16

Location Existing Zoning Proposed Rg{ﬁdﬁale for Change
Zoning L
500 feet on either side | R4, R5 RD1.5-1XL or +#'1 PiaBlig health concerns over
of the 101 Freeway lower i | air citi‘;.alit-y and disease,
Hollywood R3, R4, RS RD1,5XL+ #. | - Dissolatign,of Community
Redevelopment Project Redeveioéﬁieﬁt-‘#\gency.
Area, between Vine 2
Street and Serrano - Lack of supportive
Avenue “-, | infrastructure and services
Area between Melrose | R3-1XL, R4 By | RD1.B-1XL ¥} Commercial uses permitted
Avenue, Gower Street, e, "1'py current zoning are not
and Santa Monica compatible with existing
Boulevard i community.
Virgil between Fountain | R4 . ';5-;R2 Reverse land use changes
Avenue and Santa 5 e implemented through SNAP
Monica Boulevard ' < to up-zone these areas
Santa Monica L] Al zones Creation of Pedestrian
Boulevard Corridofs . b restricted to Oriented District with 30
KO Height District | feet height restrictions, as
1XL, with proposed in Appendix 4.
conditions Transitional height
differences with adjacent
properiies restricted to a
maximum of 15 feet.
Western Avenue All zones Creation of Pedestrian
Corridor restricted to Oriented District with 30
Height District | feet height restrictions.
1XL., with Transitional height
conditions differences with agdjacent

properties restricted to a
maximum of 15 feet.

13
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Appendix 4. PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED DISTRICT ON SANTA
MONICA BOULEVARD

December 21, 2011

Dear Councilmember Garcetti and Councilmember Reyes;
Over the past several months, the Route 66 Task Force has beenm correspondence with
staff overseeing the Hollywood Community Plan, Kevin Kellér and Iary Richardson.

Carrespondence includes e-mail and meetings. On several decasionsycthe Route 66 Task

Force proposed the establishment of a Pedestrian Ovetfay District (P.0.0);}-along Santa
Monica Bivd. between the Hollywood (101) Freeway and Hoover Avenue, to preserve the
flow of pedestrian traffic and require fagade improvements td:help protect tHé historical
significance of Route 66 in East Hollywood. West Halywood has capitalized on this very
same issue.

Therefore it is imperative to implement a’rii?}gi{{};;&r.ia'g zone with%ﬁ‘%;ﬁe’broposed Hollywood
Community Plan to preserve the characterpf the Slrget and buildings.

Santa Monica Blvd. in East Hollywood is sehf_ed-’-‘by a Mgf’rb Rail Station located on the
southwest comer of Santa Moriica: Bivd. and Vermont Ave. as well as twenty (20) Metro bus
stops which contribute to.the large. pedestrian flow within the corridor. Therefore, a P.Q.D.
designation would protect and entance the existing pedestrian experience. Although the
Hollywood Planners expressed strong support and proposed wording in the Hollywood Plan
to implement building desigrrand “walkability", such “Ioosely-written” wording will have no
effect. As in the.past Wording hés;been placed in the plan to promote and preserve
neighborhogd characterkigit-has always failed to achieve those objectives. The proposed
wording inithe proposed Hallywood Plan is very general and will not have any impact to
preserve "walkability” and neihborhood character.

According to the Siiizent Plahning Code [Sec. 13.07 (B) (1)(2)). a P.O.D. requires that
contiguous parcels ke separated by streets and alleyways. This is typical for Santa Monica
Blvd. In addition, at least two of the following criteria must be met:

a The street must have a variety of gommercial uses,

b. A majority of the buildings along the street must have a similar size and architectural
design with windows and building interiors that enhance “pedestrian atmasphere’,

c. The street must have street furniture, outdoor restaurants, and open-air sales, which are
integrated with public sidewalks.

14
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Santa Monica Blvd. satisfies criteria *a” and “b” as follows:

1) Santa Monica Blvd. has a commercial corridor (Type | Hwy) with a variety of commercial
uses. This is apparent with the iumerous commercial structures.

2) The buildings have good fenestration with windows faced adjacent to the public's right of
way. Most commercial businesses do create a “pedestrian atmosphere” due o easy
accessibility of foot traffic to the interior of the buildings. RS

The current Planning Code specifies that a P.0.D. can only beappsted to lots having the
following zoning designation: CR, C1,C1.5,C2,C4,and C5:Propetiies location along
Santa Monica Blvd. are zoned “C2” and therefore satisfy this'P.0.D . refuirement.

LRI

According to the P.O.D. requitements {copy attachedfffb this‘nletter)‘ the fol'iigiiwigg criteria
must also be met: i i

a. At least 75% of a building’s frontage on ground levelfnist have entrances for pedestrians
and windows that permit viewing of interior retail, office, and:lpbby areas,

b. Any parking area adjoining @ Pedestriait;Qriented Street nfiijst have a 3.5 ft. block wall
separating the right of way from the parkifg BIéa.. . e

c. Building height not to exceed 40 feet.

[T
et

Santa Monica Bivd. contairis few Sfrip shopping.centers, built in the 1980s with 3.5 f. block
walls separating the parking area fom adjoining pedestrian right of ways. In addition, most
buildings are single-story; have large, pane windows that allow pedestrians to view retail
andlor office areas. Althoughiihere aréiiiidings exceeding the 40-foot height limit, such
buildings would b&ilegal and ntiticpnforming which is typical for most neighborhoods within
the city of ng‘fi‘&hgeiééﬁ"ﬁhg_preéécﬁpg requirements are therefore also satisfied with the
existing corfiguration of thé buildings within the corridor.

As required by the planning ardinance, a P.O.D. should include neighborhood retail and
services. Santa fanica Bivd. currently has a wide variety of retail and neighborhood

services as follows:: = .

a. Major supermarket{Jon's market)
b. Major bank (Kaiser Federal)

¢c. Major drug store (Rite Aid)

d. Barber shops

e. Numerous restaurants

f. Bakeries

g. Insurance and real estate services
h. Medical supplies

i Dental and medical offices

15
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A

J. The Cahuenga Library

k. Immaculate Heart of St. Mary Church

I Two L.A.U.S. D. schools (Kingsley and Ramona elementary schools)
m. Photographic studio and supplies

n. Optician

o. Locksmith

p. Dry cleaner and laundromats

q. Copying services

r. “Mom and Pop” grocery stores and businesses

The Route 66 Task Force is working diligently in restoring SantaMonica Blvd. (Historic
Route 66) in East Hallywood. 1t was recently awarded a $3,000 malfitenance grant by the
Los Angeles Neighborhood Initiative (LANI). Matching funds were alitizated by the East
Hollywood Neighborhood Council for “Route e
66" signage and additional cleanups. LAN{ has agregd to write a Transpottation Planning
grant for March 2012, Metro has partnered with the Task Forpe for maintainifg the bus
stops within the corridor. U.C.L.A. urban design studehts haveé presented design
interventions for Route 66. This revitalization project is”

scheduled to proceed irtespective of any zoning change proposed by the Hollywood
Community Plan. Therefore is it importantto establish a Pedegirian Overlay District to assist
in preserving the history of the corridor. o w

Cordially, Ry :

David Bel T
East Hollywood Neighborhood: Gountik Pipéident.

Armen Makasfian i o

Route 66 Fask Force, Chairfnan

16
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Appendix 5: GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK POLICIES
RELEVANT TO THE UPDATE

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE AND PUBLIC SERVICES:
General Plan Framework Llement. Chapter 9: 2. How will the City identify where, when. and
how many improvements dre needed for infrastructure and public service systems?

~Los Angeles needs consistent information concerning its infrastructure and

public service systets, for cffective capital investing. The City therefore

needs (o maintain up-to-date inventorics of all ils systems; computermodels

capable of evaluating the impacts of proposed projects on City-owiicd™

infrastructure: regular forecasts of each inlrastructure sysiexn"g-‘riis:cds, which

can be used to guide capital improvement decisions; triggevincehinisms thal

can warn decision makers when and where future nceds wifl oceur; afid
repotting syslems that enable the City Lo update is mp‘d&:ls . All of thigws,
information should be compiled in 2 Annual Report on Gowth and "

Infrastructure, which will provide City statf. the- @ity Couneil, and service
praviders with informution that can {acilitate the programpdiriyy and fumding of
smprovements or making decisions when to take otheriétions.”

v

PARKS: General Plan Framcworﬁﬂﬁggg?lﬂ chnrdinéi{%r_rkﬁ and Recreation: Sulticient
and accessible parkland and recreation nppurfuniies in sveryieighborhood of the City, which
pives al] residents the opportunity to cnjoy grechspdes, qth’ictic activities, social activitics.

and pussive recreation R

URBAN FOREST:  Genéval Plan Framework Element Goal § regarding the Urban
Forest: A sustuingbly ;n'han./ﬁ‘;‘csr that crmt'rff}:{:_;éne.s' to overall guality of life.

Objective 9.41; Ensuse: that the elements of trban forestry are included in planning and
progromming of infrastectre Tropecis phich involve modification.

PUBLIC UTILFTTES AND RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE:

Gegéral Plan Framéngrk Eleent Goal 9P regarding Sircet Lighting: Appropriate
lighthni& yequired to (1ypfovide Tor nighttime vision, visibility, and safety nceds on streets,
sidewallésj parking lots,Hiansportation, recreation, security, ornamental, and other outdoor
locations; (2) provide appropriate and desiruble regulation of architectural and informational
lighting such"éis;ipu‘ildiﬁg facade lighting or advertising lighting: and (3) protect and preserve
(he nighttime enidrénment, views, driver visibilily, and otherwise minimize ot prevent light
pollution, light trespass, and glare.

General Plan Framework Flement Goal 9M regarding Power: A supply of efectricity that
is adequate to meet the needs of T.os Angcles Department of Water and Power electric
customers located within Los Angeles.

Objective 9.26: Monitor and forecast the electricity power needs of Los Angeles’

residents. industrics. and businesses. ‘

General Plan Framework Goal 91 Regarding Solid Waste: An integrated solid waste

17
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management sysiem thal maximizes source reduction and materials recovery and minimizes
the amount of waste requiring disposal.

Ceneral Plan Framework Element Goal 9C regarding Water Supply:

Adequate water supply. storage facilities, and delivery system to serve the

needs of existing and futire residents and businesses. '

Objective 9.8: Monitor and forecast water demand based upon actual and predicted growth.

General Plan Framework Klement Goal 9B vegarding Stormwater: A stormwater
management prograin that minimizes flood hazards and protects water uality by employing
watershed-based approaches that balance environmental, cconopmic and engineering
considorations. T

General Plan Framework Llement Goal 94 regm*dix;g"Waﬁtewiiéi‘:_ﬁAdequam
wastewater collection and treatment capacity forthie City and inbasws tributary 1o

City-owned wastewaler treatment facilities..

General Plan Framework Objective 9.15 regarding, Biergency Services:
Provide for adequate public safety i emergency situations.

AU

Genersl Plan Framework Element Goal ) regarding Fike Bervices: Every neighborhood
as the necessary level of fire protectiof serviegy QOCTEENCY..
medical service (EMS) and infrastructure: KRR AR

General Plan Framewstl; Blement ()hjeég()bjectivéi: 9.20 regarding Libraries: Adopta
citywide Itbrary seryice standjtd by the yearZ000.

PRIVATE TELECOWUMCAT,IONS'Gcmml Plan Framework Element Objective

9.34 regarding Lrivate '“’f‘,@}e_qzunnniﬂi‘i'ﬁﬁﬁons: Maintain the City's authority w egulate
teleconmumitatédngin sucltaguay as to cnsure and saleguard the public wierest

PUBLIC EDUCATIG{&-: Genéral Plag Framework Element Goxl 9N regarding Public
Educﬁﬂ"z{ih; Public schogls that provide a guality education for all of the City's children,
including fhiosg with spécial needs, and adequate school facilities to serve every neighborboeod
in the City so »tfm‘t’ stucents have an opportunity to attend school in their neighborhoods.

Yot

18
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APPENDIX 6: METHODOLOGICAL FLAWS OF PROPOSED PLAN
PREPARED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING AND APPROVED
BY THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

FLAW 1) IMPROPER SEQUENCING: To meet the State of California requirements of
General Plan timeliness and comprehensiveness, an accurate update of a locally focused
Comrunity Plan must be based on a city's General Plan, or in the case of Los Angeles, the
citywide General Plan Eramework Element, adopted in 1996. This document, the backbone
of the Los Angeles General Plan, should be totally revised and upqa'tféd\_based on current
demographic and infrastructure data. Only when this essentiai{aﬁa overdue planning
process is completed, should the General Plan’s Land Use e!éi"%‘]'éﬁL\_Los Angeles's 35 local
Community Plans, including Hollywood, be updated, based on the safne demographic and
infrastructure data bases utilized to update the General Plan Framewdﬁé}ﬁ;ement. But, at
this point, to implement an outd ated General Plan — which essentially expitéd.in 2010 - at
the Tocal level, much less with different base and hrizon years, defies both Btate of

California planning guidelines, professional standardé;;}!}gnd;.ébmmon sense.

After all, changes in local conditions are partoia mosaic!iﬁﬁig@ when completed, must
replicate the most current and accurate versian, of the citywide Géneral Plan. If either is out-

of-date, this is impossible, and there is N0 way to'locate, on a ditywide basis, the locations
mostly like to have the best comb nation of iﬂﬁely‘-_p‘opulﬁﬁbﬁ growth with sufficient zoning
and secured funding for adeqqg'gg.infrastructtiiﬁécapacit;}"and public services.

[N

This is the reasen whyz-déi!jfprnia %@j?{ées are required' to have General Plans prior to local
plans and jocal implementation ardjtanees, ...~

If at all possible; thé Altémate Vision woutd only be finalized when the Update of the
General Plari Framework“.‘g‘;{ament wiis prepared and adopted.

-~
L e, A
AR N

FLAW 2) FA!LLIRE TO BE-Z@ONSISTENT WITH THE GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK
ELEMENT: To comply with'State of California planning codes and Los Angeles City
Charter fequiremeﬁﬁgg‘;ghg-(jpdate of the Hollywood Community Plan must be consistent with
the General Plan Frarfg;éWork Element. Consistency between these plans is, therefore,
required and unavoidable. This is clearly spelled out in Los Angeles City Charter Sections

556 and 558.

19
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@ Lot Angeles City Charter Scction 536. General Plap Complance.

When approving any matter fisted in Section 558, the City Planning Commission and the Council
shall make findings showing that the action 18 i substantial conformance with the purposes, intent
and provisions of the General Plan. 1f the Council does not adopt the City Planning Commnission’s
findings and reconimendations, the Council shall make its own fiadings.

Hiﬂ Los Angeles City Charter Section 558. Procedure for Adoption, Amendment or
Repeat of Certain Ordinances, Orders and Resolutions.

(o) The requirements of this section shatl apply to the adoption, amendment of repeal of
ordinances, orders or resotutions by the Council concerning:

9

(1) the creation or change of any zones or districts [or the purpose of regulating the usc
of fand:

(2) soning or other land use regulations concerning permissible uses, height, density,
buik, location or use of buildings or structures, size of yards, open space, setbacks, building
line vequireraents, ond other similar requirements, including specific plan ordinances:

(3) private street regulations:

(4) public projects.

P
PRSI
RO PE L SN

Nevertheless, despite f(hig_;g}ity Chfter requirehﬁgn‘t, the Proposed Update turns the General
Plan Framework Element ori.its h@&d JEven though the Framework is explicitly growth
neutral, the Propased Updai'f""'fs__‘,gihpié”rﬁéﬁiélti'ﬁn program of extensive up-zoning and up-
planning is growffi ndiiging and-tinabashedly presented as so. Its purpose is to promote
large real estate projectsitiat are ‘laiméd to meet secondary Framework goals, in particular
transit usé and housing. Thig is an approach that mocks LA's growth neutral General Plan
Framework Elﬁmgnt and in na way is consistent with its purposes, intent, and provisions.
According to thé General Plan, the purpose of transit is to meet the mobility needs of the
public, at present and during the life of the plan, for the Framework from 1990 to 2010, and
for the Proposed Update, between 2005 and 2030. Instead the Proposed Update offers a
zoning and planning program fo dramatically increase density in Hollywood with the express
purpose of locating more peoplé near transit lines, to, presumably, increase transit ridership.
This approach clearly conflicts with the intent and purposes of the General Plan. Based on
its growth neutral approach, transit should serve real and likely mobility needs. It should not
be used as a pretext for real estate speculators to build large new building in profitable

locations that happen to be near subway stations and bus stops.

20
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in the case of housing, the arguments for increasing density through zone changes and
General Plan amendments in order to meet General Plan Framework Element goals is even
flimsier and more contradictory. The rationale is that Hollywood will have a population boom
during the 20-year life of the pian, and new housing is necessary to meet the demands of
that future population. This is in stark contrast to reality, in which existing market rate
housing in Hollywood continues to have high vacancy rates. The construction of even more
market rate housing — with a few units set aside for low-income fenants -- is intended lure
people to the community. This housing is not being constructed to meet the unmet housing
needs of existing residents, which only applies to low-income indivigéials and families priced
out of market housing. Instead, the purpose is to attract new, bettér off tenants into the new,
by-right apartment and condo buildings encouraged by the Pgﬁ}fi&s;é;d’ Update and permitted
by its extensive zoning ordinances and General Plan ameﬂd?nenté."“:‘f}_:;

Mooy

FLAW 3) THE PROPOSED UPDATED FAILED J'-D,«;S:ALCU;,‘ATE BUILD-OUT:

The Los Angeles City Charter, Section 556 and 558; excerpted above, requires that all plan
amendments and zone changes must be consistent wi'tffif;t.k'ie City's General Plan, even if its
horizon year has already been reached. . This transiates Ehi;_d,_é‘{;pnsistency with the
methodology and policies of the General"éﬁni;.ﬁra_'mewofk Eiérf'fipﬂi, despite the weakness of
its data.

The General Plan Framework.Element was ddopted in 1995-6 and is clearly growth neutral,
based on the finding that‘e;k’iétiﬁ@f%égneral Plaﬁ'g:giesignations and existing zones could
support & citywide popykation in Los Angeles of 8.million people.

This theme is rep

ated througtiput the Frémework, such as in:
This objectivé of growth 'ﬁéﬁggrality'rﬁéﬂﬁé that the city's population could be doubled without
any incredsg’in underlying densities. What'is required, instead, is the steady, upgrading of
public infrastr’&égtqre ahd pukiﬁ:c services to meet the changing needs of this growing
population. In tﬁig}gpproactj;"zoning, which is already sufficient for all growth scenarios, is
not the critical variable. Instead, infrastructure and services are critical because of
increases in user deménd resulting from both local population growth, as well as growing

number of employees'; visitors, and pass through traffic in Hollywood.

in rare cases, however, where population growth has exceeded locally permitted zoned
capacities, the Framework would aliow local increases in density through Zone Changes
and, when necessary, also General Plan Amendments. For these legisiative actions 1o
occur, the applicant, whether the City or a private party, would need to demonstrate a
minimum of three thresholds:
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1. The build out capacity of a local area based on the full utilization of adopted zones
and General Plan land use designations has been reached.

2 The local area's population is overcrowded, and there is no more remaining private
land that could be developed to meet their needs for housing and employment.

3. The local area has and will continue to have sufficient, carefully monitored public
infrastructure and public services to meet the housing and employment needs of the
current and anticipated population.

Despite this clear requirement, the Proposed Update's Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR) does not present a planning rationale for the Proposed Update's 105 pages of up-
planning, up-zoning, and changes in Height Districts, consistent with the "growth neutrality"
theme of the General Plan Framework Elernent. Los Angeles, according to the General
Plan Framework, has enormous untapped capacity for population and housing growth
based on the legally adopted plan designations and zones that existed when the Framework
was prepared and adopted in the mid-1990s. Since then, Hollywood has modest increases
in zoned capacity through discretionary actions To exceed these expanded local densities
in the Hollywood Community Plan are, the Department of City Planning would, therefore,
need o present a clear demonstration of documented increases in population growth and
housing demand that have exceeded Hollywood’s expanded build-out capacity.

This is a substantial requirement; yet the Proposed Update does not present a calculation or
an analysis of the remaining build out capacity of the privately zoned parcels in the
Hollywood Community Plan area. it also fails to demonstrate that these private parcels do
not have enough undeveloped capacity to meet the future housing and employment needs
of the population they project by g‘OSQ_ilq_ﬂql'lywood‘ :

This is the exagtdpptodch of thie General Plan Framework Element, and for the Proposed
Plan to be consistent with e Framéwork, which is required by the Los Angeles City
Gharter, it ffiust follow the F?ﬁamewof'k"s methadology. This is not an optional requirement.
Until the Charter.is amendec}{f,‘iéit is mandatory.

FLAW 4) VIOLATICIN OF TIMELY REQUIREMENT OF STATE OF CALIFORNIA
GENERAL PLAN GUIDELINES: The Proposed Update of the Hollywood Community Plan
ignores 2010 census date, and, instead, is based on outdaied census data from previous
decades. As a result, it does not meet the State of California’s legal requirement that all
planning documents be timely. California State planning laws and guidelines require
General Plans, including their land use elements (e.g., the Hollywood Community Plan) to
he current and internally consistent among their required and optional elements. In this
case the General Plan Framework Element was based on 1990 census data. This data,
was in turn, was extrapalated to the Framework's 2010 horizon year. When these forecasts

were compared to real 2010 data, they were substantially higher, by about 12 percent or
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400,000 people. The Update of the Hollywood Community Plan is supposed to apply the
Framework to local communities, but it is based on year 2000 census data, augmented by a
2005 "guestimate,” and then extended to the year 2030 based on long-term trend data
rooted in LA's boom decades of the 1970s and 1980s.

The two plans — the General Plan Framework Element and the Hollywood Community Plan
Update -- are not only inconsistent with each other, but neither is based on current census
data. The new 2010 census data has been available for over one year and should have
been used for all plan reviews and updates, including the General Fiién,framework Element,
the General Plan Land Use Element (i.e., Los Angeles's 35 Cong]:{il}nity Plans, including
Hollywood), and for related implementation ordinances. It aig.oi5"sﬁ'g§gld have been used for
long neglected General Plan monitoring of the demographicf'g'é\nd in‘fiéis;(ucture trends that
shape the General Plan. i R

L

If 2010 census data had been used for the Hollyvgéﬁ;:} ‘Comrﬁ‘H‘nity Plan, inchi’ding its DEIR
and FEIR, they would have demonstrated that Hollywond had & serious population decline
from 2000 to 2010 of about 15,000 people, on top of a‘slightly declining population between
1990-2000. This means that the Framewgrk's original projésts, as well as the DEIR's
population projections, obtained from the Digpaiment of City Plidnining and from the
Southern California Association of Governfents| g highly inflated, inaccurate, and
therefore not acceptable for preparing a Co nmynity Plan:Update with a horizon year of
2030. -

Had more realistic treqq;'fé%ta, based on the past4wo stagnant decades, been used to
update both the Framieworkand tfi# Hollywood Community Plan, there would have been no
extravagant claims of burgedtitig populatioigrowth in Hollywood. At best, there would be
extremely modsgst :gﬁtfiﬁfrihf,_~_;and“atﬁ;f\?v9rsel_ the significant population decline from 1990 to 2010
would be exténded for twerty moré years, resulting in major population loss, not gain, in
Hollywaotl 1. i |
Nevertheless, e\ﬂenlf these._-&}idated and inflated population numbers were accepted for a
planning exercise, suc:h as'a DEIR scenario, there is absolutely no evidence in the
Proposed Update or itsiSupport documents that Hollywood's existing General Plan
designations and zonés are not capable of meeting the inflated population’s needs for
housing and employment at any point in the plan’s 2005 — 2030 time period.

FLAW 5) FAILURE TO MONITOR INFRASTRUCTURE: According to the Proposed
Update's Final Environmental impact Report, most categories of public infrastructure and
services are not capable of meeting the needs of the residents, employees, and customers
that the Proposed Plan hopes 1o attract to Hollywood through ifs program of up-zoning and
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up-planning. These astounding revelations of a future low-amenity Hollywood are not
surprising considering that citywide concerns over public services and infrastructure are
barely detectable at Gity Hall. For example, the City of Los Angeles, in particular the
Department of City Planning, despite state and local mandates, has not monitored local
public services or infrastructure construction and maintenance since 1999. Changes in the
intervening 12 years, which could be dramatic in an era of budget cutbacks, are unknown,
but nevertheless set the context for the Proposed Update of the Hollywood Community Plan.

Furthermore, in some categories, there has been no formal p!anning-?foy_pubiic infrastructure
in Los Angeles through the General Plan process in over 45 years. The adopted General
Plan Elements addressing infrastructure were prepared andgd-‘dﬁﬁnaq_in the late 1960s. In
the intervening decades they have not been updated, replaced, or?éé_’c@nded. They have,
however, been ignored, even though EIRs, such as thai:for }ﬁe Propos"‘éij.. Update, concede
that the city's infrastructure cannot handle existing q;,;'é"i demand, much Eé‘éﬁ;.‘the’énﬁcipated
demands of the larger population resulting from exfensive upzplanning and éifi-zoning in
Hollywood ushering in extensive by-right constructioniy’ . ¥ '

1

oy

According to the General Plan Framework Element, thete éﬁgyld be no increases in
permitted density without adequate publitiggprites and infrasttisture. Furthermore, there
does not appear to be any proposal in the 'EEI'R"Er'{’gt}Q,,P_roposéd Update to monitor local
public services or infrastructure conditions, including changés in demographics and related
user demand, as well as the effectiveness of th updated Plan's policies and programs.
Considering that the Propeséd tptlate's FEIR’ Statement of Overriding Considerations
adopted by the City Planning Comipissions is clgar that Proposed Update will overwhelm
the following environmental‘tategaries: public services, utilities, water resources,
transportation, air guality (incliiding wonstiition and emission of greenhouse gases), noise,
and cultural rg{sbuf&é;éﬁ{{hgse até aistounding predictions of a low amenity future. Few
Hollywood sesidents will agtept the'fatuced quality of life in Hollywood resutting from the
Update, even.in the unlikely tase that the promised jobs and transit ridership appear. To
not even moriitar these categories, as well as the other categories that the FEIR asserts will
be mitigated, su'(‘;ﬁ'.;ag emerqéncy services, is an extraordinary lapse in responsible Jocal
municipal governarics., .
This is why the Propd’éed Plan is based on a combination of low amenities and low
regulatioh.
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