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RE: COMMUNITY IMPACT 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 Hollywood Community Plan, especially the Plan’s
proposal to increase 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 area 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 Commission at its December 9, 2011,
meeting in response to community concerns expressed by the East Hollywood Neighborhood Counci} and
others, the overwhelming emphasis of the Plan is still primarily centered on increasing development and
not on the legitimate concerns 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 Impact Statement. This Alternative Plan was developed by the East
Hollywood Planning and Land Use Entitlements Review Committee, with significant input from
stakeholders, Neighborhood Council members, as well as creative, professional and educational institutions

in our community,

Among the issues addressed in the Alternative Community Pian is the request to implement a Pedestrian
Overlay district (POD) along Santa Monica Boulevard between the Hollywood (101) Freeway and Hoover



Avenue to preserve the flow of pedestrian traffic and require facade 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 Neighborhood Council also voted unanimously at its November, 2011,
meeting to strongly oppose the Planning Department’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 maintaining high-density zoning for properties in the 1600
block of Serrano Ave. while downzoning the 1500 block from [Q]R4-2 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 Places and deemed eligible by
the Community Redevelopment Agency for inclusion in the Nation Register. :

The Hollywood Community Plan originally proposed 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 rejected.

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 to 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 is
adhering to SCAG projections for a significant population increase over the next twenty years. To
accommodate such projections, the City’s proposes 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 officers for the current population. Adding 50,000 residents would require
1,600 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 Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Counci in its comments to the Plan’s
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), aimost 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,



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

There is also no accounting in the Final EIR for the thousands of additional units approved in the Plan area
since its baseline year of 2005. A brief review of discretionary projects entitled in Central Hollywood since
2005 shows over 5,000 units approved in the past six years, 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 so on. At an occupancy rate of

2.3 persons per unit, 11,500 additional 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 units already approved since the year
2005 baseline provides a buijd-out total of 247,350 people, or 49,122 more than the 2010 population. The
original goal of the Plan was to 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 Planning Department’s goal of a
capacity for 249,062 persons by 2030. 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 Properties 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 areas to encourage
"preferred" development of skyscrapers where low-level buildings have historically existed; it claims to
"direct” growth "if and when it occurs" rather than induce it, vet creates incentives of up to 500 percent to
dramatically increase interest in developing such areas; and it claims to view Hollywood as "a prime
location for transit-orientated development," yet encourages growth far from transit stops and does nothing
to discourage growth in areas not readily served by fransit. And most important, the Plan offers no
restrictions to ensure compatibility with existing development, despite listing it as a 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 strongly believe that the Planning Department has offered
the Hollywood community little more than lip 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
Prestdent, East Hollywood Neighborhood Council
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Glossary Note:

Alternative Vision refers to the outline of an alternative, resident-focused Hollywood
Community Plan Update proposed by the East Hollywood Certified Neighbothood 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 leve! of public amenities.

Proposed Update refers to the version on the Hollywood Community Plan Update
approved by the Los Angeles City Planning Commission in Decembgr:2011 and that, with
minor revisions, will be considered by the Los Angeles City Counéil in early 2012. In the
view of the East Hollywood Neighborhood Councit (EHNC), t osed Update is based
on an approach to city planning that relies of reduced levels; and review and on

low public amenities.

INTRODUCTION TO THE ALTE ATIVEVISION

munity Plan is presented by the
& Proposed Update

This Alternative Vision for the Update to-the Hollywood Cé
East Hollywood Neighborhood Council, wn its review
prepared by the Los Angeies Department i

he Los Angeles City Council.
. it is presented

ity Plan Update is driven by guality of life
through, visit, or conduct business in Hollywood. The
es local amenities and careful review of local trends
eir compliance with LAMC zoning regulations and the
‘Enviornmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Alternative Vision

or the other 34 L.os Angeles Community Plans, all of which are

In terms of its research methodoiogy, 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.



The Alternative Vision stands in sharp contrast to the Hollywood promoted by the
commercial interests who will financially benefit from 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. It is this business model
that drives the methodology, goals and policies, and programs of the Proposed Update to
the Hollywood Community Plan, Furthermore, unless prevented, commercial investment
agendas will guide the Community Plan Updates scheduled for LA's other 34 community
plan areas in 2012 and in subsequent years. Based on the preceds# set by the Proposed
Update, the entire city could eventually be transformed into a per anent low amenity, low
reguiation “business-friendiy” distopia.

User Demand Data:
data on future user;
contrast to the

ered by the Update will overwhelm local pubiic
s well as air quality. These adverse outcomes are then

Hollywood’s plblic 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



4) Buijldout: The Proposed Plan will incorporate accurate calculations 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 buildout calculations for private or publicly owned

fand.

5) Emergency Preparedness: The Proposed Plan will give careful consideration to
emergency preparedness for the natural and man-made disasters likely to befall the
Hollywood Community Plan area over the life-time of the U éi@:? again in contrast fo
the Proposed Update, which fails to consider these critica

PRINCIPLES OF THE ALTEF NAT"?IVE VISIO

inethodological flaws in
mission. By correcting

the Proposed Update approved by the City Plannin
these flaws, presented in Appendix 5:{METHODOLO
PLAN PREPARED BY THE DEPARTM

THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION), tht
Hollywood Community Plan Area into a
Angeiles.

The alternative vision
Plan Update, and this ait
Report that City
alternative dog

offered in public testimony to the Department of City
nitations of the Proposed Update, as well as from a focus group
d.by Peopr for Livable Communities Los Angeles. In addition, specific
examples for implementing the Alternative Vision were provided in “Greening East
Hollywood -- An OpefiiSpace Network,” a graduate student project dated December 8,
2011 and prepared for the East Hollywood Neighborhood Council by UCLA graduate
students Daisy Allen, Runiin Cai, Lars Carlsoh, Bradley Cleveland, Lu Lu, nghua Suo, and

Xinfeng Wang.

internally organt:

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,
inciuding their use, height, and building mass. Instead of sky-scrapers, the focus of
new development and redevelopment should be pedestrian-orienied low rise




2)

Co- Amendments

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

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

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

Century City. implementation would include:

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

- Adoption of a Pedestrian Oriented District on Western Avenue.

- Redesigning alleys with porous pavers, landscaping, street furniture, and traffic
calming features to reduce automobile use. A prototype of such an alley
conversion would be Lyman, between Santa Monica Boulg¥ard and Lexington.
This alley make-over wouid include a stone or brick surface complementing the
adjacent public library, as well as bollards to slow tygffic. iadditional trees, signage

Preservation: Hollywood’s future should be ex
preservation, with special attention fo iconi

existing arrangement of legally adopte
including Height Districts, are madeq
planning and up-zonin
rejected.

designation$idng zohes changed. In constrast, however, those Hollywood
neighborhoodsitiat have had appreciable population decline from 1990 to 2010
would be down-planned and down-zoned through the Alternative Vision’s eventual
implementation program. Similarly, sub-areas within 500 feet of freeways would also
be down-zened and down-planned whenever existing or proposed densities exceed
public health standards,

Because the Alternative Vision would include a thorough annual monitoring program,
any unintended consequences resulting from this down-planning and/or down-zoring,
such as over-crowding, would be quickly flagged. Changes in policies, including their



implementation through ordinances, administrative procedures for municipal
programs 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 fo meet the needs of
Hollywood's residents, employees, and visitors, For the life of the Alternative Vision
capability would be determined by a detailed annual inventory of existing conditions,
including funding, related to public infrastructure and service : i.he findings resuiting
from this annual monitoring program would then be used modi’fy the Update's
policies and implementaton programs. These modifica would be incorporated
into the City of Los Angeles’s Capital Improvement F gram A#P) in order to catalog,
budget, and plan future municipal capital projects: '

assess, but not be limited to, incld

Parks, including pocket parks and s
such as tandscaping bathrooms,

t lots"as"pocket park and community gardens, including
;parks, and commun:ty arfistic and cultural events.

e residential streets to mcorporate small pocket parks and
pe of such a pocket park could be located on Mariposa
. In this area the road is wide enough to be

Community gaidens in public areas, as well as private areas offered to the City for
temporary community gardens. Whenever possible, the City would offer local

residents training in gardening, as well as assistance in planting, maintaining, and
composting drought folerant landscaping and gardens in froni, side, and and back

yards.
- Temporary use of vacant lots for community gardens and temporary art displays.




L]

Sidewalks, including 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
carriages, 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 pubiic and quasi-public areas. All landscaping should be
planted with a tong-term program of watering and related m '5'?ti3_gjance, either by City
employees or through contracts with local community groy )

- Infill tree planting on parkways, median strips,
the public right-or-way.

voiume or dangerous bike routes.
signage, lighting, grade separatio

waste, emergency
through an ann

ital Improvement Program in order to maintain service
fetx during emergencies. Whereever possible,

health and safety impiications related to naturai and man-made emergenmes would
be forward to the appropriate regulatory agencies and departments for
implementation and follow-up.

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




5)

. General Plan Ami

Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit Authority), and highways (Caltrans — California
State Department of Transportation) would also be addressed in the annua!
monitoring report. All findings addressing quality of iife 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 improvements include the

following:

- Defortifying public school playgrounds fo allow their use afte;’ normal school hours
and fransforming school playgrounds info joint-use pa;'ks

- Community access to school athletic fields.

- Conversion of parking lots at Los Angeles City Coll
relying on porous pavers, vendors, shaded seati
resistant landscaping, and bioswales for ramwaer catchme

- Replacing asphalt at school recrea’non aress thh athletlc fieldsirasireoms,

andbike facilities.

ixed use plazas
areas, drought

itoring report of neighborhoods
yation of existing rent controlled

Future housing needs, as identified by the annu
and income groups, should be mef, ’zhrough the pre

intended to attract new upper incom
built by-right with disc
grants, subsidized ¢

E' bie transportation capacity as documented in envéfonmental
ch capacity would be major intersections with A, B, or C levels
sses and shuttles with avaiiable seats during rush hours.

data. Exaﬁw@.;
of service, and}

- 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 couid be pedestrianization demonstration project by reducing the
width of traffic lanes, introducing bike lanes, and systematic tree planting.



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 would also apply to existing projects. High profile signage,
particularly supergraphics and billboards, would be highly restricted. A program to
phase out thess forms of signhage and improve the appearance of Hollywood’s
commercial corridors would be included in the Alternative Vision.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ALTERNATIVE VISION

1. As identified in the previous discussion, a carefu}
report examining all public infrastructure and g

eoverwhelmed by population
as drive through traffic, and
emapd from existing-residents,

attention to those categories for which.f : ni'dtcated fu’ture funding is not
secure.

allocations Telated to the implementation of the Alternative Plan would be
accordingly modified. :

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

5. In selected cases, the implementation program will include special zoning areaa,
in particular on Pedestrian Oriented District on Santa Monica Boulevard.



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 Platkin is a city planning consultant and Adjunct Instructor at USC's Sol Price
Schootl of Public Policy. He was previously a city planner for the City of Los Angeles, during
which time he worked on the General Plan Framework. As a resultihie.js familiar with the
legal requirements, development, and content of Los Angeles's gfimary General Plan
documents. i

means it is fully subject to State of California planni
The update must be consistent with the General R
comprehensive. Based on my knowledge and experi
update and its attached ordinances do not meet any of*
criteria.

e legal and administrative
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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. :

Holiywood Community Plan
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Appendix 2: GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK PROPOSED CENTERS IN
HOLLYWOOD

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

L.ocation

Existing Zoning

Proposed

ibnale for Change

500 feet on either side
of the 101 Freeway

R4, RS

health concerns over
and disease,

Hollywood
Redevelopment Project
Area, between Vine
Street and Serrano
Avenue

R3, R4, R5

of C_pmmunity
Redeveloprigh Agency.

- Lack of supportive
infrastructure and services

Area between Melrose
Avenue, Gower Strest,
and Santa Monica
Boulevard

R3-1XL. R4

RD1.5-1XL

Commercial uses permitted
Y current zoning are not
compatible with existing
community.

Virgil between Fountain
Avenue and Santa
Monica Boulevard

Reverse land use changes
implemented through SNAP
to up-zone these areas

Santa Monica
Boulevard Corridog

All zones
restricted to
Height District
XL, with
conditions

Creation of Pedestrian
Oriented District with 30
feet height restrictions, as
proposed in Appendix 4.
Transitional height
differences with adjacent
properties restricted to a
maximum of 15 feel.

Western Avenue
Corridor

All zones
restricted {o
Height District
1XL, with
conditions

Creation of Pedestrian
Oriented District with 30
feet height restrictions.
Transitional height
differences with adjacent
properties restricted to a
maximum of 15 feet.

13




Appendix 4: PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED DISTRICT ON SANTA
MONICA BOULEVARD

December 21, 2011

Dear Councilmember Garcetti and Councilmember Reyes;

3:dn correspondence with

Over the past several months, the Route 66 Task Force has |
ity Richardson.

staff overseeing the Ho!lywood Commumty Plan, Kevin Keit""‘r and

significance of Route 66 in East Hol?ywood West Ho
same issue.

designation would protett
Hollywood Planners expres;
to implement build '

ty”, such “loosely-written” wording will have no
: _een“placed in the plan to promote and preserve

afining Code [Sec. 13.07 (B) (1)(2)], a P.O.D. requires that
eparated by streets and alleyways This is typmal for Santa Monica

a. The street must have a variety of commercial 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 atmosphere”,

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

14



Santa Monica Bivd. satisfies criteria “a” and “b” as follows:

1) Santa Monica Blvd. has a commercial corridor (Type |l Hwy) with a variety of commercial
uses. This is apparent with the numerous 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 to easy
accessibility of foot traffic to the interior of the buildings.

ied to lots having the
location along
uirement.

The current Planning Code specifies that a P.O.D. can only be:
following zoning designation: CR, C1, C1.5, C2, C4, and C5:Pro
Santa Monica Blvd. are zoned "C2" and therefore satisfy th P.O.i‘,)

According to the P.O.D. requirements (copy attachee- 0 thzs Eetter) the fo j criteria

must also be met:

it have entrances for pedestrians
sobby areas,
have a 3.5 ft. block wall

a. At least 75% of a building's frontage on ground lev
and windows that permit viewing of interjor retalil, office, &
b. Any parking area adjoining a Pedestrig nted Street
separating the right of way from the parki
c. Building height not fo exceed 40 feet.

Santa Monica Blvd. contajr .centers, built in the 1980’s with 3.5 ft. block
walls separating the p: idestrian right of ways. In addition, most
buildings are single-stor ne Wzn ws that allow pedestrlans to VIew retatl

and/or office areas. Afthou

services as follows'

a. Major supermarket{Jon’s market)
b. Major bank (Kaiser Federai)

¢. Major drug store (Rite Aid)

d. Barber shops

e. Numerous restaurants

. Bakeries

g. Insurance and real estate services
h. Medical supplies

i. Dental and medical offices

15



j. The Cahuenga Library

k. Immaculate Heart of St. Mary Church

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

n. Optician

0. Locksmith

p. Dry cleaner and laundromats

g. Copying services

r. "Mom and Pop" grocery stores and businesses

ica Bivd. (Historic
nance grant by the
ated by the East

The Route 66 Task Force is working diligently in restoring Sa

Los Angeles Neighborhood Initiative (LANI). Matching fundsiwere a
Hollywood Neighborhood Council for “Route

66" sighage and additional cleanups. LANI has agregd to write a Transpor; ‘Planning
grant for March 2012, Metro has partnered with t sk Fotge for maintainifig the bus
stops within the corridor. U.C.L.A. urban design st presented design
interventions for Route 66. This revitalization project is
scheduled to proceed irrespective of any zoning change
Community Plan. Therefore is it importa
in preserving the history of the corridor.

sed by the Hollywood
gsfrian Overlay District {o assist

Cordially,

David Bell ‘
East Hollywood Neighborhd

16



Appendix 5: GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK POLICIES
RELEVANT TO THE UPDATE

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE AND PUBLIC SERVICES:

General Plan Framework Element. Chapter 90 2. How will the City identify: where, when, and
how many improvements are needed for infrastruciure and public service systems?

“Los Angeles needs consistent information concerning its infrastructure and

public service systems, for effective capital investing. The City therefore

needs to maintain up-to-date inventories of all its systems; compu epmmodels

capable of evaluating the impacts oi proposed projects on City-oagiied ™
mhaqtmaum [L{:Uld] foruastx of aah m[ mtmcturc Wsu,m

reporting systems that enable the City to update its
information should be compiled in a Annual Repoy

providers with information that can facilitate the
improvements or making decisions when to take ot

PARKS: General Plan Framework:
and accessible parkland and recreation’
gives all residents the opportunity to enj
and passive recreation

URBAN FOREST
Forest: A susiaing il
(bjective 9.41: r s girhan, ﬁ)‘;‘@.&‘[;j‘)z are included in plaf’ming ared

h involve modification.

anspor muon, zc,m,ailon, secur 1{'\,., olrmmunml, and mh.u ou.l,dom
J'Oprieitc: and desirable regulation of architectural and informational
g facade lighting or ddvu tising lighting: and (3) protect and preserve
)nlmm views. driver visibility, and otherwise minimize or prevent light
spass, and glare

sidewa
locations;

the nighttime e
pollution, light 1

General Plan Framework Element Goal 9M regarding Power: A supply of electricity that
is adeguate to meet the needs of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power electric
customers jocated within Los Angeles.

Objective 9.26: Monitor and forecast the electricity power needs of Los Anpeles'

residents, industries, and businesses.

General Plan Frameworle Goal 9D Regarding Solid Waste: An integrated solid waste
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management system that maximizes source reduction and materials recovery and minimizes
the amount of waste requiring disposal.

General Plan Framework Element Goal 9C regarding Water Supply:

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

needs of existing and future residents and businesses.

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

General Plan Framework Element Goal 9B regarding Stormwater: A stormwater
management program that minimizes flood hazards and protects watgr, quality by employing
watershed-based approaches that balance environmental, econonpt ¢111d“"<,ng1ma,11\ng
considerations.

Adequate
sins tributary to

General Plan Framework Element Goal 94 regarding
wastewater collection and treatment capacity o
City-owned wastewater treatment facilities

e C ity and it

o

General Plan Framework Objective 9.15 I”E"‘H‘d ergency Services:

Provide for adequate public safety in emergency situat

Jegarding Ky srvices: Fvery neighborhood

STEENCY

General Plan Framework Element ¢
hag the necessary level of fire protectic

PRIVATE TELEC +(seneral Plan Framework Element Objective
).34 rf,g,drdmg.?r; lte i tions: Maintain the City's authority to regulate
: y as to ensure and safeguard the public interest.

in the City so fents have an opportunity 1o attend school in their neighborhoods.
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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
Generai Plan timeliness and comprehensiveness, an accurate update of a locally focused
Community Plan must be based on a city's General Plan, or in the case of Los Angeles, the
citywide General Plan Framework Element, adopted in 1996. This document, the backbone
of the Los Angeles General Plan, should be totally revised and updgtéd, based on current
demographic and infrastructure data. Only when this essential overdue planning
process is completed, should the General Plan’s Land Use g 1 os Angeles’s 35 iocal

If either is out-

&neral Plan.

mostly §1ke to have the besi comblnatlon of"i'
and secured funding for ad

ELEMENT: To ‘
Charter requireme pdate of the Hollywood Community Pian must be consistent with

the General Plan Fra jork 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



A Los Angeles City Charter Section 556. General Plan Compliance.

When approving any matter listed in Section 338, the City Planning Commission and the (‘ounul
shall make findings showing that the action is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent
and provisions of the General Plan. If the Council doeg not adopt the City Planning Commisston’s
findings and recommendations, the Council shall make its own findings.

ﬁﬁ Los Angeles City Charter Section 558. Procedure for Adoption, Amendment or
Repeal of Certain Ordinances, Urders and Resolutions.

(a)  The requirements of this section shall apply to the adoption, amendment or repeal of
ordinances. orders or resolutions by the Counci] concerning:

(1) the creation or change of any zones or districts for the purpose of regulating the use
of land:

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

(3) privaie street regulations:

(4) public projects.

public, at pz’esent'a ng the life of the plan, for the Framework from 1980 to 2010, and
for the Proposed Update, between 2005 and 2030. Instead the Proposed Update offers a
zoning and planning program to dramatically increase density in Hollywood with the express
purpose of locating more people 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. |t shouid 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.
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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 rationaie is that Hollywood will have a population boom
during the 20-year life of the plan, and new housing is necessary to meet the demands of
that future population. This is in stark contrast o 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 tenants -- is intended lure
people fo the community. This housing is not being constructed to meet the unmet housing
needs of existing residents, which only applies to low-income indi '”'als and families priced
out of market housing. Instead, the purpose is to attract new, bet r off tenants into the new,
by-right apartment and condo buildings encouraged by the Py Update and permitted
by its extensive zoning ordinances and General Plan amendments!

hod
i~
O
>
il
m
0]
=
—
2
=
C
-

jted above, E’GC]UH’ES that all plan
City's General Plan, even if its

horizon year has already been reached.,
methodology and policies of the General
its data.

any increasg ing sities” What is required, instead, is the steady, upgrading of
services to meet the changing needs of this growing
population. in th oning, which is already sufficient for ail growth scenarios, is
not the critical variab ead, infrastructure and services are critical because of
increases in user demgdhd resufting 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 allow local increases in density through Zone Changes
and, when necessary, also General Plan Amendments. For these legislative actions to
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 Generai Plan Framework Element. L.os Angeles, according to the General
Plan Framework, has enormous untapped capacity for population and housing growth
based on the iegally 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,
heed to 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 caiculation 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 o meet the future housing and employment needs
of the population they project by 2030 in Hollywood.

eneral Plan Framework Element, and for the Proposed
uotk, which is required by the Los Angeles City
ewark's methodology. This is not an optional requirement.
is mandatory.

FLAW 4) VIOLAT IMELY REQUIREMENT OF STATE OF CALIFORNIA
GENERAL PLAN GUIBELINES: The Proposed Update of the Hollywood Community Plan
ignores 2010 censustate, and, instead, is based on outdated 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
be 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 extrapolated to the Framework’s 2010 horizon year. When these forecasts
were compared fo 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-ferm 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 shouid have
been used for all plan reviews and updates, including the General B ‘?n_‘.‘Framework Element,
the General Plan Land Use Element (i.e., Los Angeles’s 35 Comyfiunity Plans, including
Hollywood), and for related implementation ordinances. It alsg’ have been used for
fong neglected General Plan monitoring of the demographs structure trends that
shape the General Plan.

ity Plan, inclgding its DEIR
“serious population decline
declining population between
5, as weli as the DEIR’s

If 2010 census data had been used for the Hollywe
and FEIR, they would have demonstrated that HollyWwobd he
from 2000 fo 2010 of about 15,000 people, on top of a

opulatigiigrowth in Hollywood. At best, there would be
orse, the significant population decline from 1990 to 2010

1if these ltdated and inflated population numbers were accepted for a
planning exercise, & ‘a DEIR scenario, there is absolutely no evidence in the
Proposed Update or upport documents that Hollywood’s existing General Plan
designations and zories 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.

Nevertheless, el

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 meeiing the needs of the residents, employeses, and customers
that the Proposed Plan hopes to attract fo Hollywood through its 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 pubiic services and infrastructure are
barely detectable at City Hall. For example, the City of Los Angeles, in particular the
Department of City Planning, despite state and local mandates, has not monitored iocal
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 plannin_ f@r public infrastructure
in Los Angeles through the General Plan process in over 45 yeay, The adopted General
Plan Elements addressing infrastructure were prepared and a_"‘ in the late 1960s. In
the intervening decades they have not been updated, repla 'ti o nded. They have,

permitted density without adegquate pubil
does not appear to be any proposal in the
public services or infrastructure conditions,

user demand as well as the

constru-ﬁﬁon and emission of greenhouse gases), noise,
stounding predictions of a low amenity future. Few

be mitigated, suchias emergeéncy services, is an extraordinary lapse in responsible local
municipal governa

This is why the Propdsed Plan is based on a combination of low amenities and low
regulation.
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