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EIR No. CPC 1070 - GP/ZC

PROJECT: The Hollywood Community Plan Revision
updates . the adopted Hollywood
Community Plan, and establishes
consistency between the General Plan
and zoning designations. The Plan
adjusts future land usage and density
to reflect not only the growth that
has occurred over the past 15 years,
but also the growth that- 1is
determined to be desirable, given the .
physical constraints of the existing.
street system and infrastructure.

CITY ACTION REQUIRED: Amend the Hollywood Communify Plan to
reflect the recommendations of the

Hollywood Community Plan Revision.

5 APPLICANT: : Qepartment of City Planning
| : Community Planning Division
City of Los Angeles
City Hall, Room 505
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA S0012
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of thlS report is to respond to comments received on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Hollywood Community Plan Revision as
well as to indicate any clarifying and/or supplementary information to be added.
As provided by Section 15088 of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines, the comments are addressed in this document or those that pertain
to the adequacy and accuracy of the DEIR. Comments on the proposed project are
addressed in the applicable Department of City Planning Staff Report.

The Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed project consrsts
of this report, together with:

Draft Environmental Impact Report. o

Staff Report(s) to the Planning Commission .

Any Addenda to the Draft and Final EIR which may be prepared

Any add1t10na1 information, documentation, or testimony presented relat1ve _
‘to or in con3unct1on w1th any of the above jtems uhich has not otherwise .

been cited,

This report has been prepared for the City of Los Angeles in accordance wlth the
Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
as amended. As required under Section:15063 of the Guidelines, an Initial Study
of - the proposed project was prepared. As a result of the Initial Study, it was
determined that a focused Environmental Impact Report (EIR) would be prepared.
The purpose of a focused EIR is to specifically address impacts where" potent1a1”
.effects may be significant. -Other environmental effects, considered in the
In1t1al Study, which were determined to be clearly insignificant and/or unlikely
‘to occur are not addressed ‘in th1s report _The complete,ln1t1a1 Study is

appended to the Draft EIR ‘ Co SR

The purpose of th]S env1ronmenta1 report is to prov1de loca1 decision makers as
well as the general public with an assessment of the environmental conseguences.

of the proposed project. This report will be used by the City of Los Angeles
Planning Commission and City. Council as they cons1der the proposed communlty plan
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ot CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
ROOM 395, CITY HALL

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

| SUMMARY SHEET

{Article IV - C:ly CEOA Gmdcllncs)

POSSIBLE lMPACTS (Check where a YES is lppmpnau:

A nssgmhcanl Adveue [mpact Be Mm;mon Meuurcs Avnltble. C bnavoudable Adverse Impact

1. EARTH
2. Change in lopognphy or grouad surface relicf feltures" '
b. Increase ic wind or water crokion? .
c. Unsta®le or hazardous geoln;:c or o;l condmons" '
2. AIR
: a. Increased mobile or suuonary emissions or mr quality?
b. Creation of objectionable odors?
3. WATER
a.Change i in absorption rates, drmnge panerns. or surface runoff?
b. Altération to direction of any water course?
¢. Reduction in amount of water avullble for public water supplies?
- d.Exposureto flood. hlzards"
"4, PLANTLIFE - .
a Rednctuon of the pumber of any unique or cudangered specics of plunts"
b R_educnon_o!_ existing mature trees?
" c. Change in diversity of species?,
5. ANIMALLIFE
", &, Reduction of the oumber of | tuy unique or endangered specics of animals?.
b lnuoducnon ot :ncrusc of any ncw apimals? .
R lmpact on lny cmsung ln:mll hlblul" B
6. NOJISE-: . ;
a. lncrenst :n e:lsung noise Iwels"
b Enposure of people 10 noise Ievels?
‘LIGHT Will proposal produce light or glare?
LAND USE Aliefation of the present or planned land use of thc ares?
'NATURAL RBSOURCES - e
a !ncreasc n consumpnon of any naturs! resource?
L N Deplenon of aay non-renewable natural resource?
- 10, POPULATION Ay increase or aiteration of the distribution, dens:ry of
.growth rate of 1he papulation?
11. HOUSING Any increase id the demaod for housnng or reduction in cxlsnug housm;?
12. TRANSPORTATION[C[RCULATION .
. 2. lncrease in fraffic volume or chabpge in circulation patierns?
_b. lncrease o parking demand (0ot met by onsite parking pmvsdcd)"
"¢, Increase in hazards to vehicles, bicyeliste or pcdcsmans" ‘
d. !mpact OD existing 1rANSPOciation systems?
13. PUBLIC SERVICES
a. Increase in demand for fire, police or other gmernmenul scrvlces"
b. Impact os school or recreational services?
¢, Increase in maintenance of public facilitics mcludlng rosds?
14, ENERGY
a. Use of additional amounts of fuel or encrn )
b. [ncrease in demand upon exllung sources of enetgy’
15. UTIL.TIES
&. Demagd on water, gas, power or commupication systems?
b. impact on sewer or solid wasie disposal?
. ¢. Impact on 510rm water draioage?
16. SAFETY
a. Creation of any heaith bazard?
b. Potential risk of explosion or retease of chemicals or radiation?
17. AESTHETICS Wili this project result in a diminisbment or obstruction of a publiely
available scenic vista, or in the creation of an offeasive site visible to the public?
18. CULTURAL RESOURCES Will this project impact or alter any archscologicsl,
paleontological or historical site, structure or object?
OTHER . ‘
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ADDENDA
Please note the following corrections and clarifications:

1. Page 7, Paragraph 1. Text revised to read:

"Future office development in the Redevelopment Area should be limited to
a level similar to that contained the 20-year market based forecasts
developed by Recht Hausrath & Associates as part of the current ongoing
Hollywood Transportation Study being conducted by Barton-Aschman, at least
until steps are taken to implement major street system improvements in
excess of improvements feasibie within existing rights-of-way."

0

2. Page 19, first paragraph under heading 3.6 to read as follows:

"Table 1 shows the distribution of Tand area in the Plan Revision area under the
Proposed Plan: 53 percent residential, 41 percent apen space, 4 percent
comiercial and 2 percent industrial. This distribution reflects the existing
distribution of land uses. In comparison, the Current Plan distribution-is 60
percent residential, 33 percent open space, 5 percent commercial and 2 percent

industrial."”
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3. Page 20 Tab]e 1 is revised as follous.

o TABLE 1 /a/
PROPOSED . LAND USE CATEGORIES AND DISTRIBUTION

S Units Per
Plan Category Corresponding Zon1ng Gross Acre Acres Percent
Minimum Al, AZ ‘RE40 Stol 928  6.4%
Very Low I - RE20, RA o 1+ to2 e -
- Very Low II ‘RE15, REll 2+ to 3 1,668  11.6
Clow 1 RE9 . . 3+to s - 451 3.1
tow I1 - R1, RS,_RDS ' 5+to7 2,370 16.4
Low -Medium I RZ, RD5, RD4, RD3 7+ to 12 456 3.2
~Low ‘Medium I1] RD1.5, RDZ 12+ to 24 889 6.2
Medium -~ R3 : . 284+’to 40 B30 5.8
~ High Med:um R4 - - 40+ to60 33 0.2
‘High - - R4 , _ 60+ to 80 T . -
T Very H1gh ‘RS- - _ R ,80+ ) ‘ - N
:uRESIDENTIAL SUBTOTAL o ﬂ ' o 7,625 52.9
‘Public/Quasi-Pubtic 247 1.7
...~ -Open_Space : 5,617 38.0
'._PUBLIC/OUASI PUBLIC OPEN SPACE SUBTOTAL 5,864 40.7
-L1m1ted Connnrcma] o 50 0.3
- Highway -Oriented Commerc1a1 . 235 1.6
“.-Neighborhood . 0r1ented Commerc1a1 ' 332 2.3
Community Commercia] 68 0.5
Manufacturing {CM,” LTHD LTD) 244 1.7
NON-RESIDENTIAL - SUBTOTAL SRS . 929 6.4
GRAND TOTAL - e EE 14,418 100.0

/a/ Does not include the Hollywood Redevelopment Area.
Source: City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning.
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§. Page 27, Table 4 to be revised as follows:

TABLE ¢
HOLLYWOOD GROWTH PROJECTIONS /3/
1887 Additional Build-out /b/
- Housing Units .
Redevelopment Area 16,000 13,000 29,000/e/
~ Revision Area 81,000 12,000 93,000
Total 97,000 25,000 122,000
Population /c/
Redevelopment Area 34,000 39,000 73,000
Revision Area 170,000 29,000 199,000
Total 204,000 68,000/f/ 272,000
Commercial Development
{millions s.f.) I
Redevelopment Area 12 22 oo 34/d/
Revision Area 12 7o e 19
Total . 24 29. - .1 83
. Industrial Development '
{millions s.f.)
Redevelopment Area 3 2 5/d/
Revision Area 5 , 7 12
Total : _ 8 -9 17

/a/ Redevelopment Area statistics are based on the adopted Redevelopment Plan.
A1l other statistics are estimates prepared by Gruen Associates.

/b/ Assumes "practical build-out" as defined by the Community Redeve]opment
Agency (CRA). The underlying assumptions are: 1) Redevelopment would occur if
a} the existing number of residential units is 50 percent or less than permitted
by the Redevelopment Plan, or b) the existing commercial square footage is 25
percent or less than the potentla1 build-out permitted by the Redevelopment Plan,
or ¢} the existing industrial square footage is 25 percent or less than the
potential build-out permitted by the Redevelopment Plan, and d) the existing
building is substantially deteriorated and e) the existing development 1is not
in conformance with the Redevelopment Plan, 2) Redevelopment would not occur if
a) the existing buildings are of historical or architectural significance, or
b) the existing use is open space, recreation, public, quasi-public or
institutional.

/c/ Population distribution are estimates only, prepared by Gruen Associates.
/d/ Since preparation of this Environmental Report, industrial and commercial
development potentials have been modified within the Redevelopment Area.

/e/ Source: Hollywood Redevelopment Plan EIR, Table 8, page 26. State
Clearinghouse No. 8502903, January 1986.

/f/ Based on Southern California Association of Governments 82-Modified
Projections plus a 15 percent buffer per City Planning Department Policy.




5. Page 28, The title for Figure 5 shall read: "COMPARISON OF HOLLYWOOD -
COMMUNITY PLAN DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY (Revision Area Only)"

6. Page 32, the total residential acres on Table % should be revised. The new
total is 7,625 acres. Also the acres in the Proposed Plan for "High Medium*
should be changed from 23 to 33 acres. Revised Table 5 should be as

follows:

TABLE &
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED AND CURRENT PLAN FOR RESIDENTIAL CATEGORIES/a/

Proposed Current

Units per Plan ~ Plan
' P]an Category Corresponding Zone Gross Acre Acres Acres/b/
Minimum - - . A2, RE40 .5 to 1 928 1,084
Very Low I REgO. RA 1+ to 2 - -
Very Low II REIS, RE11 2+ to 3 1,668 3,878*
3 towl . . RES 3+ to § 45)
; tow 11 R1, RS, RD6 5+ to 7 2,370 1,120%
2 Low Medium I R2, RDS, RD4, RD3 7+ to 12 456
g Low Medium 11 RD1.5, RD2 12+ to 24 889 293+
I .
L Med ium R3 24+ to 40 830 1,281
i High Medium R4 - 40+ to 60 33 307
: High R4 .
4 very High ' RS
- TOTAL | B

Ja/ Does not include the Ho11ywood Redevelopment Area.
/b/ Includes recent amendments to the Plan.
*In the 1973 Plan, distinctions between I and 11 were not made.

LR i et ]

7. Page 33, Table 6. Change Meighborhood Office Cowmmercial acres for Proposed
Plan from 331 acres to 332 acres.
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8. Page 35, revise Table 8 to include revised estimate of jobs within the
Redevelopment Area, as follows:

TABLE 8
JOBS-HOUSING BALANCE

Ergggggﬂ-glgg {Revision Area Only)
‘Employment Capacity = 65,000 jobs

Population Capacity =199,000 persons
Employmgnt/Population = 0.33 (housing-rich)

rr isi 1

Employment Capacity = 233,000 jobs
Population Capacity = 389,000 persons
Emp]oyment/Population = 0.60 (job-rich)

Pr d P
Employment Capacity = 176,462 jobs/a/

Population Capacity =272,000 persons
Employment/Poputation = 0.65 {job-rich)

r ] ti

Employment Capacity = 344,462 jobs/a/
Population Capacity = 462,000 persons
Emp]oyment/Populat1on - 0.75 {job-rich)

/a/ Includes approx1mate1y 111,462 jobs estimated in Redeve1opment Arez (39
- million square feet of deve]opment) This is based on the following factors as

used by CRA:

Other 2.59 msf x 400 sf/emp = 6,475
Retail 6.91 msf x 500 sf/emp = 13,820
Office 1 22.36 msf x 250 sf/emp = 89,440
Hotel (2.59 msf/750 sfpr) x 2 rooms/emp = 1,727

111,462

sf = square feet

msf= million square feet
sfpr = square feet per room
emp = employee




9. Page 36, replace text for paragraph 1 as follows:

It can be seen that the Proposed Plan would resuit in a ratio of 0.33 (indicative
of too much housing) while the Current Plan would result in a ratio 0.60
(indicative of too many jobs in relation to housing). When the substantial amount
of employment anticipated in the Redevelopment Area (111,462 jobs) is added, the
ratio for the Proposed Plan shifts to favor jobs (a ratio of 0.65). In contrast,
the imbalance is further exaggerated under the Current Plan, where the ratio
would shift to 0.75. In both of these cases, non-residential development levels
would need to be scaled back to achieve a Jobs housing balance in the Ho)]ywood
Community Plan area. In the case of the Proposed Plan this would require a
minimum reduction of employment capacity by 27,000 jobs (15 percent reduction)
to achieve a ratio of 0.55. In comparison the Current Plan would require a
minimum reduction of employment capacity by approximately 90,000 jobs {26 percent

reduction) to achieve a desirable jobs-housing ratio of 0.55.

}10:h'"Page 36, Delete footnote number 1 at bottom of page. See Table 8 notes for

employment and non-residential development computation details.

11. Page 55, fFigure 10. Delete Figure. Figure was intended to illustrate
overloaded street segments with build-out of the current plan and build-
out of the community plan circulation element, not the existing street
system as shown. Data documenting these cond1t10ns is on file with the
Department of City Planning.

12. Page 68, Table 18. Note 2 is revised to read as fo]]oks:

2. Improvement not justified under the Proposed Plan with additional
reductions in office employee trips {as described in text}.

13. Page 73, Paragraph 2. Change reference from Figure 15 to Figure 16A. See
next page for illustration of this Figure, to be placed following page 75,

14. Page 122. The first four °City of Los Angeies, Bureau of Engineering”
references should be consolidated as fo]lous.

City of Los Angeles Bureau of Eng1neer1ng, City of Los Apgeles 5 Year
4 City of Los Angeles 5 Y Capital

v P -87.,
Proaram, Yolume 1., City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, Pictorijal
Guide.

15. A1l references to "Alternative 1" in the DEIR should be revised to read
*Increased Non-residential Development Alternative."
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- at freeway ramps and along the Hollywood and Golden State Freeways.:

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Caiifornia Department of Transportation, Memorandus dated 23 March 1988
Comment No. 1 - The DEIR fails to thoroughly address project 1mpacts to nearby

state ~transportation facilities. Specifically the DEIR should include an
evaluation of the potential impacts to Interstate 5 {Golden State Freeway) and

‘Route 101 (Hollywood Freeway) including any freeway ramps 1ikely to be used. In

particular,” potential impacts to the intersection of Santa Monica Boulevard
(State Route 2) and Route 101 freeway ramps should be addressed. If necessary,
mitigation measures should also be address.

YON & . 1 - At the outset of preparation of the revised Community Plan and
DEIR, a total of 39 intersections were specified by the Los Angeles Department

of Transportation for detailed evaluation in the DEIR. The 39 intersections

consisted basically of al) crossings of major arterials with major arterials and
with secondary arterials, and a selected subset of crossings of secondary
arterials with secondary arterials. Based on coordination with LADOT it was
determined that a detailed evaluation of traffic impacts and potential mitigation
measures at all intersections and freeway ramp locations in the Community Plan
area was not feasible, and that the selected 39 intersections would provide an
indication of the generai types of improvements which may be necessary

The Hollywood and Golden State Freeways are major links in the Los Angeles
regional freeway system. Portions of both freeways operate under congested
conditions during peak periods. Continued growth, not only in the Hollywood
Community Plan area but throughout the Los Angeles region, can be expected to
result in an increase in congestion levels and a lengthening of peak periods.
The impacts of this continued growth on operating conditions along the Hollywood
and Golden State freeways, and potential measures to alleviate these impacts

{such as freeway widening, increased ridesharing, or increased transmt use}, are

issues which must be addressed at the regional level.

The DEIR recommends that the City of Los Angeles initiate preparation of a
Transportation Specific Plan for the entire community plan area, in which
transportation improvement options and costs would be fully identified, an
implementation program would be prepared, and a funding mechanism ‘would be
developed. It is anticipated that the Transportation Specific Plan would include
a more detailed evaluation of traffic impacts and mitigation measures, not only
on surface streets and at the 39 intersections evaluated in this DEIR, but also

FEIR - 11




Los Angeles Unified School District, Letter dated 28 March 1988 '

: - Page 8, mitigation measure to "expand fac111t1es on current
sites.” This is not always feasible. In some cases, the nature of adjoining
properties (for example, large apartment buildings) makes expansion difficult.
In other cases, the school’s capacity already exceeds the 1,000 student maximum
adopted by the Board of Education, so that further expansion is not permissible.
Where expansion is not feasible, new sites may be considered. Regarding comment
on page 74 for more intensive development, the District supports the multi-story

concept and is using it routinely,.

n - Comment acknowlecged. Mitigation measure on page 8 should be
revised to read, "Where feasible, expand facilities on current sites...”

Comment No., 3 - Page 88, and Figure 18. The enrollment figures shown are for 1986
not 1987. The data in Figure 18 does not reflect the fact that a few of the
schools listed .also serve as magnet schools, and thus are not "under-enrolled”
as the numbers suggest: See Table below of additions and revisions to Figure 18:

Bancroft Junior High

1986 Enrollment - 1,138
1986 Magnet Enreclliment 343
1986 Capacity 1,603
Fairfax High School ,
1986 Enrollment 2,396
1986 Magnet Enrollment 185
1986 Capacity : 2,581 -
Hollywood High Schoo!
1986 Enrolliment . 2,074
1986 Magnet Enroliment 252
1986 Capacity 2,379
Wonderland Elementary
1986 Enrollment 183
1986 Magnet Enrolliment 209
1986 Capacity - 404
Response No, 3 - Comment acknowledged. As indicated all statistics on Figure 18

reflect 1986 data. Additional enrollment and capacity 1nformat1on provided by
the sttrlct is incorporated into Figure 18 by reference. _

FEIR - 12, 0 o




- Page 95. Regarding the recommendation for "joint use", the

District would be pleased to work with the City. However, the District Funds for
landscaping are extremely limited, so the District would welcome cooperative
ventures whereby the City might be able to fund installation and maintenance of
landscaping in joint use areas. The District would also welcome the opportunity’
. to explore joint use of City parks for school facilities in areas where school

overcrowding ex1sts

Response No. 4 - Comment acknowledged

Comment No, 5 - The D1str1ct is concerned that some of the 1mprovements to
traffic flow will adversely affect parking for some schools. Parking is already
a problem in the vicinity of Le Conte Junior High School. The District would Vike"

to work with the City to find a location for additional parking in the area. -
Alternately, the District wou]d welcome suggestions for other viable mitigation

measures.

Response No. 5 - Comment acknowledged. Projections for traffic improvements have
‘ been based on evaluation of community plan street network at a general ized level
. of detail. When specific improvements are consider further, site specific impacts
o and mitigation measures would be addressed by the City as part of the subsequent
. environmental review for proposed street improvements. The loss of on-street

é, parking would undoubted]y be addressed.
; Ho1l1ywood He1ghts Assoc1at10n, Memorandum dated 24 March 1988

Commen 6 - No new development should occur prior to 1mprovement of the
transportat1on system. :

No. & - Comment acknowledged The proposed plan revision is not an
implementation tool. There is no specific mechanism through the plan revision
which would tie development Tevels to transportation improvements. Such a 1inkage
can only be established through action of the City Council.

Yo Comment No. 7 - Request traff1c evaluation and data for- H1gh1and Avenue north
i of Frank]an, including consideration of traffic from the Hol]ywood Bowl

- The DEIR evaluated traff1c impacts along the entire portion of-

Highland Avenue between the Hollywood Freeway ramps on the north and the southern

boundary of the Community Plan area, including the segment north of Franklin
Avenue.

. With existing traffic voiumes, the segment from Hollywood Boulevard to the
" Hollywood Freeway was found to operate under overloaded conditions during the
afternoon peak pericd, with traffic volumes exceeding the capacity of the street.
Nith build-out of the Proposed Community Plan, and no improvement to the street
system, the increase in traffic volumes is projected to result in continued
‘congestion along this section of Highland, and over-capacity conditions extending
southward to Santa Monica Boulevard. ‘ e e o

FEIR - 13




In response to these projections, improvements were suggested in the DEIR for
- the portion of Highland between Sunset Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard, and
at ‘all major intersections along Highland (including Highland and Santa Monica
Boulevard, Highland and Fountain, Highland and Sunset, and Highland and
Hollywood). In addition, grade-separation of the intersections of Highland with -
Frank1in Avenue (west) and Franklin Avenue (east) was suggesied to eliminate the
problems associated with the Franklin Avenue jog. With these improvements and
other suggested improvements to parallel highway facilities (such as Cahuenga
Boulevard), improved operating conditions were projected along most sections of
“Highland. However, due to right-of-way constraints and the fact that only a
. Timited number of traffic lanes can enter the freeway from northbound Highland,
no street improvements appear to be feasible for the portion of Highland to the

.';horth of Ffranklin Avenue (east). Traffic congestion aleng this section of

'Highland is projected to continue

_ The traffic analys1s for the Commun1ty Plan was focused on afternoon peak hour

conditions resulting from trips generated from proposed community land use plan
alternatives. Site specific traffic impacts related solely to the operation of
the Hollywood Bowl were not addressed in the BEIR. =

Comment No. 8 - It is unrealistic to considér public transportation a solution
to parking problems created by development occurring in the next decade or two.
Any plans for ongoing development should call for substantial parking

requ1rements

- Not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR. See City Planning -
Department Staff Report. Assumptions regarding Metro Rail were used in the
transportation impact modeling aspects of: the plan as this factor affected trip
generation, choice of travel modes. (auto Vs trans1t) and travel patterns.

Southern California Rapid Transut Distrlct {SCRTD}), Letter dated 24 March 1988

gommgg; No, 9 - Both the full build-out of the Proposed PTan and the Constrained
lmprovement Scenario, as described in the DEIR, would affect SCRTD bus operations
in the Hollywood Plan area. The Hollywood Boulevard/ta Brea Avenue intersection

improvement may affect the following lines: Line 1 which cperates east/west on
Hollywood Boulevard through the intersection; and Lines 180, 181, 212, 217 and
429 which turn from northbound La Brea Avenue to eastbound Holiywood Boulevard
to South La Brea Avenue. The Highland Avenue/Franklin Avenue intersection
improvement may affect Lines 420 and 426 which operate north/south through the
intersection on Highland Avenue. The Fountain Avenue improvement may affect Line
175 which operates on Fountain Avenue east of Western Avenue,

FEIR - 14



The District would suggest that the thy consider the fo]1ow1ng mitigation
measures:

0 1t may become necessary to temporarily relocate bus stops on these lines
during construction of intersection and street improvements. The District
will work with the City to mitigate effects on bus service and passenger

inconvenience.

S0 The District would recommend installation of bus shelters at stops in the
- improvement areas. Such shelters are often provided free by private firms
~in return for advertising rights within the shelter.

0 Concrete bus pads should be built into the street at all bus stop
locations. These pads serve to prolong street 1ife and to 1imit the damage
that occurs at unreinforced stops. Where possible, bus turnouts should be
constructed to enhance traffic flow and safety in high-volume areas.

- Comment acknow]edged Intersection improvements identified in
the DEIR w111 be subject to subsequent environmental review by the City, as these
projects are either funded in the capita) budget or as part of an individual
development project. At the time specifically defined projects identified, then
consideration will be given to the feasibility of the installation of bus

shelters, concrete pads, and turnouts.

Whitely Heights Civic Association, Letter dated 24 March 1983
Qﬂmmﬁﬁi,ﬂgé;iQ - Parking is not adequately addressed_by-the DEIR.

Response No, 10 - ‘As indicated on page 14, the controls established in a -
community plan are limited to the regulation of the general type of land use,

residential density and commercial development intensity. Parking requirements
cannot be regulated in a community plan. Parking requirements are regulated in
the zoning code. However, pages 82-87 identify recommended mitigation measures
which address parking standards for commercial and residential land use

categorxes

: ' - Request additional traffic data on Frank]1n Avenue. east of
Highland and west of Western Avenue. St

Response No. 11 - In response to projected poor levels of service along port1ons
of Franklin Avenue, the DEIR suggests the following improvements for Frank11n

- Grade-separation of the intersection of Franklin (east) and Franklin (west)
‘with Highland Avenue.

) Widen Frank]lin between Highland and Wilcox Avenue from two to four lanes.

() Prov1de dual) left turn lanes from eastbound Franklin to northbound Hestern
Avenue

. N °
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In addition, the DEIR recommends that the City of Los Angeles 1n1t1ate
preparation of a Transportation Specific Plan for the entire Community Plan area.

‘During preparation of the Transportation Specific Plam, it is ‘possible -that
additional improvements for streets throughout the Community Plan area, including

Frank11n Avenue may be recommended.

: - Request traffic data for the area of Highland north of Frank11n'
Avenue - to the Hollywood Freeway, including consideration of Hollywood Bowl-.
retated traffic. _

ngpgngg NO. ]2:7 See Response No. 7.
Comment Mo, 13 - A program for parking should be addressed in the FEIR.

Response Ng. 13'~ See Response No. 10.

Qommguﬁtﬂg{'lg'- Development Standards for All Land Use Desxgnat1ons in Section
5.4 is inadequately addressed : .

4 - The purpose of the Ho]]ywood Community Plan Revws1on was
essentially one to match overall development levels to infrastructure capacity.
Page 80 of the DEIR acknowledges the inherent limitations of a Community Plan
in controlling specific aspects of Yand development. Development standards cannot
be regulated through a Community Plan. However, pages 82-86 of the DEIR outline
basic development standards that the Planning Commission and City Council may
wish to consider when discretionary actions are taken for specific projects in
- the Community-Plan area. The precise and detal1ed consideration of development
standards is most -appropriately addressed in the zoning code or in the
development of specific plans.  Suggested development standards are attached as
Appendix Il of the’ Community Plan Revision staff report to the Planning

Conm1ss1on {CPC No. 18473)

Comment No. 15 - The m1tigat10n measures discussed in Sect1on 5.13 (Cultural and
Historic Resources) offer inadequate detail. They need to be more fully developed
in the FEIR w1th more emphasis on implementation of - h1stor1c preservation.

Response No. 15 - In order to address the preservation of historic and cultural

: diresources within the Ho]]ywood Commun ity P1an area, the DEIR recognizes the

following points:

0 The overall downzoning and matching of existing development levels with
' planned Tevels will improve the prospects for historic preservation by
reducing the probability of redevelopment to higher densities.

o A comprehensive architectural survey must be conducted to determine the
exact nature of the resources. :

0 The Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ), as currently established
in the City zoning code, is the best available implementation tool. to

protect those resources identified.

 FEIR - 16
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‘As part of the overall Community Plan Revision (CPR) program being instituted

by the Department of City Planning, the City is currently considering the

authorization of the historic resources inventories for each community plan area,
which will provide the necessary technical data to support potential HPOZ or
other related historic preservations designations.

City of Los Angeles, Department of Recreation and Parks, Memorandum dated 22
February 1988. :

Comment No. 16 - Page 88 of the Draft EIR includes a section titled "Parks and

- Recreation Facilities". The proposed park land standards for the Hollywood

Community Plan differ from the standards previously adopted by the Department
of Recreation and Parks, the City Pianning Department and the City Council. The
adopted standard is two acres of community park lands for each 1,000 residents.

We realize that the targets stated above are long range goals. However, the
Hollywood community Oraft EIR should acknowledge that one acre each of

neighborhood and community park lands per each 1,000 residents is a short range

goal. We are projecting four acres per 1,000 people as our ultimate goal.

Also we feel that a three-mile service radius for community recreation facilities

is too large and represents a distance that might limit use by people who are

obligated to walk. The adopted short-range p1an indicates a service radius of
two miles, the distance used by this agency in allocating Quimby funds.

Egﬁpgﬂ;g_ﬂg_lﬁ - Comment acknow1edged Page 88 to be rev15ed as follows

Local Parks. The City's adopted ShQ:L_Rgngg standards for local parks and
recreational fac111t1es wh1ch wou]d prov1de active recreation facilities

1nc]ude

o Qgg acre .of commun1ty parkland per 1,000 people, cownwn1ty parks
should be a minimum of 15 acres in size and serve a 2- ml e radius.

0 One-acre of ne:ghborhood park]and per 1,000 people; neighborhood
parks should be a minimum of 5 acres and serve a _]l-mile radius.

Hope Lutheran Church, Letter dated 22 Harch 1988

7 - The possab11xty of preferent1a1 parking in the neighborhood
would adversely affect the church. No churches or synagogues are referred to
under Public Services Impacts.

nse N - Comment acknowledged. The proposed community plan revision

would not affect exiting churches and other religious/institutional land uses.

The proposed revision does not make a recommendation for preferential parking.

FEIR - 17




Hollywood Better Government Association, Letter dated 28 March 1988

Copment No. ]8 - This Association did not receive a copy- of the In1t1a1 Study--'
in time to comment on it and it is felt that fuller examination at that stage

would have been helpful.

Response No. 18 - Comment acknowledged. The Initial Study was attached to the
Notice of Preparation for the proposed plan revision. As required by the
California Environmental Quality Act, the response period for the Notice of
Preparation was 30'days '

Comment No. 19 - There has not been a general ma111ng to all progect ‘area
property owners and residents of the notices of the ava11ab111ty of the EIR and

the heartngs in March 1988.

or - Section 15087 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require that the
notice of ava11ab111ty of the DEIR be mailed to all property. owners and
res1dents The guidelines indicate that notice to property owners is one possible.
method. The Department of (ity Planning provided notices of availability to
persons and organzzat1ons on their mailing tists as well as published the notice.

Lomment HQ, 20 - No mailings have been made to the Hollywood PrOJect Area
Committee (PAC) regarding the Commun1ty P]an Rev1sxon. :

| - The PAC has no statutory responsibility outSTde of the
Redevelopment Project Area. The Plan Revision work program and the development
of land use alternatives spec1f1ca11y excluded the Redevelopment Project area.
No mailings were made to- the PAC, however, a number of members of the PAC
received notices and mail1ngs based on thEIF 1nvo]vement in other 10ca1 Ho]?ywood

organvzat1ons

Comment No. 2] - The DEIR does not dISCUSS the cumulative 1mpacts of additive
benefit assessments such as those from street districts,: Hetrora11 CRA caused

public service def1c1enc1es and others.

' - Assessment districts are not legally a part of the_Comnunity
Plan revision and are not proposed. The economic and fiscal impacts of assessment
districts are not an eavironmental impact as defined by CEQA and are not

addressed in DEIR.

2N - A list of all site specific proposed and possible developments
should be included in the FEIR along with an environmental evaluation of their
environmental effects and how they are to be handied in the HCP revision.

Response No, 22 - As indicated in the DEIR, the Community Plan revision is based
on Year 2010 forecasts for the area as indicated in projections prepared by the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). The Plan life cycle is
thus 20 years. In this context, near-term proposed or planned projects are not
an appropriate basis to evaluate long-term cumulative impacts. Taking this into
account, the DEIR has evaluated impacts based on the build-out potential of the
various land use categories. This method would thus encompass future projects

FEIR - 18
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(assuming they are consistent with community plan desxgnat1ons) Sect1on 15130
(b){1)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines permits the assessment of ‘cumulative impacts
based on projections and forecasts as an alternative to the listing of related

projects. It should also be recognized, the Hollywoad Community Plan Revision
‘DEIR is not a substitute for project specific environmental rev1ew by the City

of Los Angeles.

' - An additional .alternative should be evaluated'in the FEIR. This
is the alternative of future deve1opment in the plan area without presence of
a CRA proJect

- The alternatives identified in the DEIR have focused on
development levels in the Plan revision area only. This analysis does incorporate
for purposes of estimating traffic and traffic-related impacts a practical buiid-
out estimate for the Redevelopment Project Area. Alternatives addressing
different levels of development in the Redevelopment Area are not considered.

Alternatives in the Redevelopment Area are addressed in the Hollywood

Redevelopment Plan EIR, State Clear1nghouse No. 85052903.

ggmmgnt No. 24 - Adverse effects on human be1ngs and human health effects - due
to forcing consumers ;tenants, homeowners,. and small businesses to pay large
sums to finance pub11c improvements needed far high density. deve10pments and

‘Metrorail have not been addressed in the DEIR.

- Comment noted. - The proposed Plan regulates land use

dlstr1but10n and densities only . The Plan recommends public improvements as

mitigation measures; part1cu1ar1y in the area of transportat1on. No ‘financing

mechanisms or assessments for these 1mprovements are 1dent1f1ed in the proposed

P]an

25 - There is insufficient study in the DEIR of the eConomiC“dnd'
social effects of the project. No study has been made of the adverse effects on -
tenants, homeowners, small business of such factors as various eminent domain
condemnations, rail routes, mass1ve new real: estate developments, street u!denlng

and relocat1ons.

Response uQ; 25 - The proposed Plan regulates land use distribution and den51t1es
only. The Plan contains no provisions recommending the use of eminent domain nor
does the Department of City Planning {proponent of the Community Plan revision)
have such authority. Moreover, CEQA does not require that socioeconomic effects
be addressed in an,Environmenta] Impact Report.

Comment No, 26 - There has been no evaluation of any alternatives which would
eliminate or greatly reduce the use of emirent domain condemnations in the
development of the Plan area. There are severe threats of eminent domain upon
tenants and small property owners from CRA, which plans to seize at least 1,800
housing units plus innumerable commercial properties, the Los Angeles Unified
School District, which plans to seize at Teast 120 housing units at the Hol1lywood
I and Hollywood Il sites plus more near Grand and Le Conte, and from Metrorail
which, at the very least, plans to seize at least 45 housing units, 2 churches,

- the Dunes Mote] and several other businesses at Sunset and ¥ilton. Thus, the DEIR




is inadequate since it fails to consider an alternative which would offer the
greatest public benefit and least private injury.

Response Mo. 26 - See Response No. 25. In addition, specific projects cited
above are located within the Redevelopment Plan Area and are not part of the
proposed Community Plan revision area.

No. 27 - The DEIR fails to include a discussion on the gross unfairness
of the Relocation Act and the condemnation statutes,

Response No. 27 - The proposed Community Plan neither recommends relocation or
condemnation. The proposed Plan is not an implementation mechanism. o

Comment No, 28 - There would be physical illness, deaths, suicides by the
pressure of public agencies taking property. Special benefit assessments would
intensify the pressure. Humans would suffer and the DEIR fails to disclose th1s

at all.

Bg;pgnse_ﬂ94_2§ - Comment acknowledged The proposed Plan revisions coota1ns no
prov1510ns or recommendat1ons for the taking of private property

- There is no shortage of small businesses supplying every need
in Hollywood. The DEIR has made no study of how these would be damaged by the
imposition of massive shopplng fac111ties

Response NQ 22 - As 1nd1cated above economic effects are not cons idered
environmental impacts as defined by CEQA need not be addressed in the DEIR. In

addition. it "should be noted.that the proposed plan revision places special .

emphasis on providing convenient neighborhood oriented retail. The'proposed Plan
revision allocates 332 acres to neighborhood commercial. In comparison, 68 acres
are allocated to the commun1ty commerc131 category where development dens:tles
wou]d be greatest : _ ‘

Comment No. 30 - The cumulative impacts with and W1thout the tentative
redevelopment project have not been evaluated. : _

. - The DEIR particu1ar1y in the area of traffic and traffic-
retated impacts addresses the cumulative impact of buildout in the redevelopment
area plus build-out of the proposed Community Plan. The traffic evaluation (page
76) also address reductions in the Redevelopment Area that may be necessary to
achieve a balance between street capacity and the level of land use development.

FEIR - 20
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STAr OF CAUFORNIA—GRFICE OF THE GOVERNOR L | GEORGE DEUKMENAN

= = e — et e .

FFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH

1400 TENTH STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA  $3814

Michael Davis . : A ‘]_-. :
- City of Los Angeles .~ ' p.”.‘ll-?- 1988
* 200 N. Spring Street,. Room 505 ' '
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject:lmﬂdjiywbdd Plan Revision
ST sce 87112504

A Dear Mr Davis:
The Sta.te C:Leannghouse sulmitted the a.bove named dra.ft Ehvlronmenta.l mea.ct' )

closed and the comments of the individual a.gency(ies) is(are) enclcsed _

Also, on tbe enclosed. Notice of Completion, the Clearinghouse has checked
which agencies have commented. Please review the Notice of Completion to
 ensure that your coment package is complete. If the package is not ia .
- ordeér, please motify the State Cleazringhouse immediately. Your exght-dlgit"
Sta.te Cleannghouse number should be used so that we may reply promptly. S

T B e 4T

Plea.se note that recent legislation reqtnres that a rESponslble agenc:y or
other public agency shall only make substantive comments on a project whlch
are within the ares of the agency's expertise or Wblcb relate to activities -
which that agency must c&rry out or a.pprove. (A.B 2583, Ch. 1514, Stats. O
1984. ) ' o '

you need more information or ¢larification, we suggest you contact the
ccumenmng agency at your ee.rliest corrvenience.

R g e A et g )
L P TARE A TS

Please contact Keith Lee at 916/445-0613 if you have any questions regarding
the enviropmental review process.

Sincerely,

e A L

David C. enkamp

Chief

Office of Permit Assistance
cc: Resources Agency

Enclosures

" 'Report’ (Em) to selected state agencles for review. The review perlod is

‘These comments are forverded for your use in preparing your final ETR. I.f.



|yhuﬂm.3am0!.—mwuﬂ0=‘ww

- g mumnmmwm ]f?//l‘j'aﬁ J\_.,

2 T
"1, proget vacke:_HOLLYWOOD COMMUKIYY PiAN REYISICN

. Loty CLIV OF LOS ANGELES = 3. owect porem: HICHAEL omss S
. sueet adtress:200 N. SPRING ST, ROOH 505 - m. ay:_LOS ANGELES ' -

%. onwey: 105 ANGELES REE O TR A N

oy v 4. Owaty:_LOS ANGELES . ciry/camaty: uommnn :

. deeweew's Puroal Mo. . Bectios ) ) tvp. ERIEOC At ..-

¢ Mmool e .. h‘: “‘o L:.;&RW~1 “"'_u , < - o
: s TR ormT TN
n Boaidentisl; baita Mt
@ Ottics: . M.
hares Swioywen
mx_W: =
dcrve g r—
S tedwcrul: . TR,
e pboyresn
o i Peailities: KD
Trospermtise . Trys
aor ) nu.u Wanry ]
-. _."'" e e

Septic Irevams :nx__uu-r Gamlity

0 X terterie/timml . Nosttsgraimor 16, beew Gmelty M. __ S begyly :
0. deriamd tera) Lo ' u.&o—mm—u At mectal . Wetlaad/Riperies

.Y - Air omlity © 10 A Setm/hmning Saliam 15, Sull Bremice A vicite

o4 irthesclogical/Mewertes] 11, Miaerils - A el [ . . Groww lsducisg

. Comatal Yo 1. A Suise ; ». __Tome/lumtiom M. X teeomatisle Luacums

. _ Soosemc 3. A MU derviess - g LM:mmuu— M. __ Gmmlatiwe Efisrts

O __Fure mamnd M __Secls - mY temue W O

L. IITDN (spprom) Pedanl § Tace § : Toal B

]

O TEmYT PRCAZT BEECR Trt presesed reviglen smild amiify st retss resi@ntial
1. "_m‘ commert | 31 ui:{:.:-nl l":| aliomd e Wa diiniirg Maliyumen  Casmmnity Plan,
g e ted 1n [973. Gelectives wf The rwvisien acei 1} %a oCCumadaly Wa ywar (010
pre e Lol papuiakion slum & 10-13L builer, 1) praviss o | ty—mery LA cumaarcisl u;:
A emall sEniers AR erdek  AILEISe al the Hellyumsd Rndwvsloeaent #lm -"l‘
u“-\ub e CHEERrTia) Seren|Eeamnt el s Vg rpderve el plan e, ) W u:p
Cac Fraipertalion  gyeisa Wat merke (4 res kit wibh o o v ’1-'." 1
bl e n—\lly—'th vt IR | A arue.

CLEARINGHOUSE ommcr. KEITH LEE >~ - - W/C N/C
M 916—“5-0613 » Resourtes
STATE REVIEW Bscm 3) ?_ E ' .

DEFT REV TO AGENCY: j_—

wmeen o S5o00  a——"
i Rec/CHP

SCH COMPLIAMCE z A

Aﬂm/:eco,fﬁ (Resources: 3 /1L 12,)
¥ Rgerad Qgestin N Sy




u,r
AR

ate of Colifornio - _ ' o _ ‘Business, Tronsportation ond Houling Aégn'gy_

lemorandum o S | [-f
. iExecutlive Director ' L ﬁ'_. f' . ome : March 23:-l9h8-
- Office of Planning & Reseatchn o S SR ; Lo
State Clearinghouse " e e ~ _FileNo: TGR/CEQA

"'1400 Tenth Street :
Sacramento, CA 95814 |

»

%. B. BALLANTINE - District 7
LI DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

bpd:pfojégt Reﬁiew Comments

SCH NUMBER Draft EIR |
City of Los Angeles
87112504 : -Hollywood Community Plan Revision

Ca‘trans has reviewed the above referenced document: and has the
followxng comments.

Due to the plan's proximity to State transportatlon facilities
and the direct impact to Santa Monica Boulevard (State Route 2)
and Highland Avenue (State Route 170}, Caltrans will act as a

Responsible Agency for the proposed project

The Hollywood Community Plan Rev151on DEIR includes a discussion

of transporatation system improvements which would require Caltrans
‘approval. To ensure the compatlblllty of the planning for this.
.area and to avoid delays in the 1mplementat1on of the plan, early
and frequent coordination between our agencies is necessary '

The DEIR fails to thoroughly address project 1mpacts to nearby
. state transporatlon facilities. Specifically, the DEIR should
~include an evaluation of the potential impacts to Interstate
Route 5 (Golden State Freeway) and Route 101 (Hollywood Freeway)
.;1nc1ud1ng any freeway ramps likely to be used. In particular;,
- :potential impacts to the the intersection of Santa Monica
" Boulevard (State Route 2) and the Route 101 freeway ramps should
. 'be addressed. If necessary, mitigation mesaures should also be
jdiscussed in the final document.

S e e e e

'-_ Thank you for the opportunity to respond. 1If you have any
questions, please contact Joel Rojas at {213) 620-4038. We look
forward to(Z%ylewlng the Final Envxronmental Impact Report.

/u7 é} teort
W. B, ANTINE, . Ch;ef _ o o

Envxronmental Planning Branch
Transportation District ¥ :
Clearinghouse Coordinator

For information, contact Al Fisher
(ATSS) 640-3935 or (213) 620-3935

Attachment




Los Angeles Unilleu ».hool District

: ‘ . Building Services Division L _
LEONARD M. BRITTON _ . © ¢ DAUGLAS BROWY

J-nr miandent of Schanis - . Durloinn Administran

‘Environmental Review File . o S S -'.mmniJwrc:
R . R R NICCUM

Hollywooq,commuo_ity Plan Revision R S e

TReal Eriwes
© March 28,-1988

"Hichael Davxes R R A
_ Communir.y Planning Division - Hollyuood EIR
- Ccity Plannlng Department
Room 505, City Hall'
o 200 North Spring Street
_-Los Angeles, ca 90012

'Dear Mr.-DavxeS'
Re: Hollywood Community Plan Revision

Thank you for :providing the Los Angeles Unified School District the oppor-

tunity to review the Draft Environwental  Impact Report for -the Hollywooe

Community Plan Revision. The document's careful presentation of statistics

will be useful to us as we seek to mitigate the overcrowding of our curreat

school facilities, and as we plan for new sites which may be necessary to
_ accomrodate Hollywood 5 growing student population.

Tne policy recommendations that result from your interpretation of the
statistics will facilitate our task. On page 8, you 1list as mitigation
ceasures for schools: “Expand facilitles on current sites. Allow resi-
dential development only iIn areas where there _19 remaining enrollment
capacity.” We support the second of these recommendations.

. Expancing existing sites is not always feasible, however. In some cases,
‘the nature of- adj01n1ng properties (for example, large apartment buildzngs)
makes expansi’n ‘difficult. In other cases, the school's capacity already
_exceeds the 000 student maximum adopted by the Board. of Education,

““so that further - -expansion 1s’ not permissable. Where expansion 1is not

L -,‘-feasible, new oites ma) be considered.

TR T TR S o e T e e

K op e et

S In regards to your. comment on page 94, ahout mote intensive development
'~ onexisting school sites,’ 'AB 1700 was signed’ by the Governor last year.
" The Los Angeles Unified: -Scheol - Dlstrlct supports the multi-—story concept
and is using it routinely. . R o

With reference to Figure 18, and the comments on page B8, the enrollment

figures are for .1986, not 1987. The enrollment data in Figure 18 does not
reflect the fact that a few of the schools listed also serve as magnet
schools, and - thus are not as "underenrolled” as the numbers suggest. The
attached page will provide wore complete information.

BUSINESS SERVICES CENTER: 1425 South Sun Pedro St Los Angules, Calif, » MAILING ADDRESS, Box 2298, Room 101, Los Angebes. CA 3005) « Tephone (2031 1427581




-ﬂf”ﬂWonderland Elementary

L sarfDayton Heights

ADDITIONS/REVISIONS T0 FIGURE 18: . SCHOOLS,
HOLLYW0OD COHMUWITY PLAN REVISION

1986 ENROLLMENTS

Bancroft Junior High

1986 Enrollment 1138
1986 Magnet Enrollment 343
1986 Cap 1603
Fairfax High School B
1986 Enrollment -~ =~ - 2396
1986 Magnet Entollment"j'= . 185
1986 Cap T o 2581

Hollywood High School
1986 Enrollment
1986 Magnet Enrollment
1986 Cap

1986*£prollment_' 7‘-.

Planned Expansion




Hicneel Davies March 28, 1988 , . Page 2

'Reference is made to the recommendation on page 95 "Keep school yards
open. in afternoons ‘and on weekends,' with supervision ‘provided by’ the
'Recreation and Parks Department.” The. District will be pleased to work
with the City to implewent this proposal for: joint use wherever possible.
because District funds " for 1andscaping are extremely limited, we. would
welcome: cooperative vengures whereby the .City might be" able to fund the
installation and maintenance of landscaping in joint use areas. We would
also welcome the opportunity to explore joint use of City parks for school
,facilities in areas where school overcrowding exists,

-Recommendacions regarding street. uidening {Cahuenga northbound 'Fountain
Avenue).and . ‘one~way . couplets - (Hilton and Van Ness). will improve -the
traffic flow and congestion adjacent to schools. We are: concerned

however, -that .some of these improvements to traffic flow will adversely

igpact the parking situation. Parking 1is already a problem’ in the vicin—-*
ity of Le Conte Junior. High School. We would like to work with che City
to find a location for ‘additional parking “in this area. Alternatively,
we would welcome your suggestions for other,viable mitigating measuresi

Please continne to apprise' us of the status of the Hollwwood Conmunityfj;

Plan Re We look foruard to working with you as we plan for ‘new.
schoolffacilities ro serve the Hollywood Communlty.

Very trniy;‘onrs,

Robert J.-Niccu1
,Director ‘of Real Estate

ffR.m meh

cci Dean Miyasaki
fqﬂ_Don Rector
S Jim” Hhirhorne




TO: Community Planning Division - Hollywood DEIR
city Planning Department A
Room 505, City Hall
200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

FROM: Barbara Betlem, President
Hollywood Heights Association

DATE: March 24, 1988

SUBJECT: HOLLYWOOD HEIGHTS ASSOCIATION COMMENTS REGARDING
' HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT

' REPORT NUMBER cpc 1070 - GP/ZC

The Hollywood Heights Assocxatlon has rev1ewed the' .
Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Hollywood
Community Plan Revision. This letter is the Hollywood
Heights Association (HHA) response to the Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the Hollywood Community Plan’
ReV1510n.r ,

T s e e e

Our comments fall 1nto several categorles wherexn we
discuss the HHA position and provide recommendatlons.
The categories are as follow5'

(1) TRAFFIC:.

- We strongly support recommendatlon in’ the transporta-

~ tion study of the Hollywood ‘Community Plan reévision as
opposed to the contlnuatlon of the Current Circulation
Element of the General Plan. We are strongly opposed to
retaining . ‘the cCurrent Circulation Element of the
General ‘Plan, which we agree would result in enormous
costs and displacement of existing houses, bu51nesses,
and street trees. iy

: - 'Transportatlon lmprovements must be made to correct the
5 current deficiencies in the transportation system. The
L argument that developers’ contributions will finance
needed improvements is not sufficient ‘because Hollywood
needs improvements prior to any development to bring
A the transportatlon system to. a reasonable level of
service.

We feel that it is necessarily a prerequisite to any
further development in the Hollywood area that this
: transportation program be enacted, and that improve-
o ments pursuant to the plan be completed to the extent
- necessary to significantly improve the traffic
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situation in and around Hollywood. We strongly believe
that it is not enough to attempt to mitigate the -
transportation effects of new development; NO NEW
DEVELOPMENT SHOULD OCCUR UNTIL THE TRANSPORTATION
EFFECTS OF CURRENTLY EXISTING DEVELOPMENT HAVE ACTUALLY
BEEN REDUCED. Further, transportation improvements
rnust be monitored to ensure that the transportation
systen accommodates subsequent development.

It is of grave concern that data available in the plan
revision does not reflect the seasonal traffic of the
Hollywood Bowl. We are requesting: that traffic data
for Highland Avenue north of Franklin be isolated for
study and additional data for that area during the Bowl

season be supplied in the final EIR. :

We favor improvement of the Franklin Highland intersec-
tion and see this as a first priority of the transpor-
tation plan. Of the options available, a form of grade
separation appears to be ‘the most effective as well as
the least damaging to our community’s environment. We
strongly djisfavor as an alternative realigning Franklin
behind the Methodist Church to ellmlnate the Jjog (as

" included in the 1973 . Community Plan). This alterna-

tive, ‘we believe, would cause the destruction of our

‘neighborhood. We are requesting the removal of this

jog behind the Methodist Church from the "Circulation
Element as shown in the. 1573 Community Plan, and from

=any further consxderatlon.

| '(‘2 } - PARKING

Hollywood Heights Association 1is questioning the
adequacy of present parking requirements as they relate
to all uses: residential, commercial and industrial.
Adequate parking is essent1a1 to the v1ab111ty of new -
development of any. type. :

The older homes and multi- famlly housing in Hollywood
have no off~street parking or inadequate parking
spaces. With new construction, curb cuts further
reduce existing street parking without providing
mitigation for the existing congested parking situa-
tion. Further, as streets are restricted to parking
for purposes of increasing traffic flow, usable parking
spaces are lost.

While we fervently hope that some day public transpor-
tation in Los Angeles will develop to the point where
there is reduced dependency on the automobile, we think
it is simply unrealistic to consider public transporta-
tion a solution to parking problems created by

13380881




developnent occurring in the next decade or two. " Thus,
any plans for ongoing development should call for
substantial parking requirements.

(3) LAND USE/ZONING

He strongly support the concepts of the Community Plan
Revision as applles to Hollywood Heights. The proposed
changes in zoning of much of Hollywood Heights repre-
sent the 1liveable densities which we wish to see
preserved. '

Referring to map B- 3 subareas 2, 5, and 6, we request a
restudy of Highland Avenue North of Franklin, and its
downzoning from the current R4 deszgnatlon to R3-1XL,

Reactlng to the zoneichange map B-3 subarea 2, specif1~
cally tract 2572, we believe there is a need for
-refinement, and propose a plan designation of Low '‘and:
zone change to Rl for this tract. One concern is that
‘access to this property is limited to extremely narrow
hillside streets, which represent the only flat space
shared by the community. These streets are already
hazardous to pedestrlans without addlng to the trafflc
flow. .

Regarding map B-3 subarea 3, we request that this.
subarea be extended to' Highland Avenue to:include an
- additional property of historical note, which is ‘an

.1ntegral part of the fabric of the prop05ed subarea 3,

(4)  AESTHETICS AND"URBAN DESIGN/CULTURAL AND
HISTORIC RESOURCES |

We strongly support the preservation of. historxcally
and archltecturally significant buildings and neighbor-
hoods in Hollywood. We reguest that Hollywood Heights
"be considered as a potential Historic Preservation
Overlay Zone. We agree that neighborhood specific
development standards should be adopted for areas of
historic or architectural interest.

You: consideration of and action on our comments is
greatly appreciated.

1J380881 ' 3
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Gary S. Splvack
Oeresior of Plasning March 24, 1988

Mr. Michael Davies

City Planner

Department of City Plann1ng
Community Planning Division

200 North Spring Street, Room 505
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr DaV1eS

Thank you for the opportun1ty to comment on the Hollywood Communmty Plan
Revision and the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

SCRTD endorses the City’s implementation of the Transportatien'Specific
Plan for Hollywood as part of the integrated process by which air. quality
and traffic c1rcu1at10n concerns may be mitigated.. SCRID also supports
‘proposals for -an'East Hollywood Study Area/Metro Rail and for Station Area
Development Plans. These are positive steps towards encouraging
high-intensity development around Metro Rail stations. The District would
further. suggest that the Metro Rail Corridor Specific'Plan be revised when
‘a Metro Rail a]:gnnent is confrrmed at the end of the CORE SEIS/SEIR
process. :

Dlstr1ct review. 1nd1cates that the accompanylng Prellmlnary Plan Map for

.. . the Hollywood Communlty Plan (CPC 18473, Exhibit Al and Exhibit A2)
“ .. adequately accounts for community cond1t1ons without Metro Rail. The
" -District understands that land use descriptions adjacent to Metro Rail
~‘stations adopted as part of the CORE SEIS/SEIR will be reexamined as part
~of the:-East Hollywood Study Area/Metro Rail process and the Station Area
— Development Plans. Designations such as "highway-oriented commercial” and
o Mepmmunity- commercial® will need to be changed at, and adjoining, adopted
.. Metro Rail stations in conjunction with policy based h1gh intensity
ﬂobJect1ves The plan will have to allow for the economics of special

benefit “assessment districts as well as maximize the potential for
generating privately capitalized station developments. The District
concurs with the land use designations shown on the map predicated on this
‘understanding.

Both the full build-out of the Proposed Plan and the Constrained
Improvement Scenario as described in the Draft Environmental Impact Report
would affect SCRTD bus operations in the Hollywood Plan Area. The District

~would.welcome the opportunity to comment on the individual -improvements
. 1nc1uded in the Transportat1on SpECIfIC P]an when 1t becomes avaliable

Southern California Rapid Transit District 425 South Main Sireet, Los Angelas, Calilornia 90013 (213) §72-6000




~ Mr. Michael Davies
‘March 24, 1588
 Page' 2

Currently, the District operates bus lines which may be affected by the
specific c1rcu1at1on improvement programs itemized on page 18 of the
revised p]an text Schedu]es and route maps for these lines are enclosed,

;H011ywood Boulevard/La Brea Avenue Intersection Improvement

Line 1 operates east/west on Ho]]ywood Boulevard through the
intersection. .

Lines 180, 181, 212, 217, and 429 turn from northﬁbund La Brea
Avenue to eastbound Hol]ywood Boulevard to southbound La Brea
Avenue

'j*_H1gh1and Avenue/Franklin Avenue Intersect1on Improvement

Lines 420 and 426 operate north/south through the 1ntersect10n on
Highland Avenue.

Fountain Avenue Improvement
Line 175 operates on Fountain Avenue east of Western Avenue.

The D1str1ct would sucgest the City consider the fol]ow1ng m1t19at1on
measures: ' _

(1) It may become necessary to temporarily relocate bus stops on these
lines during construction of intersection and street improvements.
“The District will work with the City to mitigate effects on bus
service and passenger inconvenience.

(2) The District would recommend installation of bus shelters at stops
~in the 1mpr0vement areas. Such shelters are often provided free

.~ by private firms in return for advertising rights within the

- shelter.

(3) Concrete bus pads shou]d be bu1]t into the street at all bus stop
. locations. These serve to prolong street life and to 1imit the
damage that occurs at unreinforced bus stops. Where possible, bus:
turnouts should be constructed to enhance traffic flow and safety

in high- -volume areas.




Mr. Michael Davies
March 24, 1988
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The DistriCt:ﬁill_Coopéfate on any transit-related aspect of the Plan. If
you have additional concerns, please contact Anne Odell at (213) 972-6134.

T sincerely,

]
v B
t

H
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WHITLEY (Y

HEIGHTS
% glglsl %CIATION O.EOX_IOQB HCULYWOCD, CA 93878

. , - -OLDEST CONTINUOUS CN!C ASSOCIATION IN IS ANG"LFS

Lo DR i A STATE /‘\ND NATIONAL HISTORIC DISTRCT |

March 24, 1988

Michael Davies . - = S
, iComnunity Planning D1v1s:on - Hollywood DEIR -
S City Planning Department o R : :
f;Room 508, City ‘Hall =~
_5200 ‘North' Spring Street
“Los Angeles, Caleorn;a 50012

SUBJECT: DRAFT ElR NO. CPC t1070-GP/2ZC
HOLLYWOOD COMHUNITY PLAN REVIS|ON

Dear-Mr. Davies:

You and your Staff are to be commended on the proposed Hollyuood Plan‘
Revislon. biligence and receptiveness “to Community concerns ate-
demonstrated by the thoroughness of the document. W

whitley Heights ', shall strongly urge that the proposed TRANSPORTATION
PLAN be initjated by the City Council concurrent with the adoptxon of -
. ‘the Plan Revision and that a final TRANSPORTATION:SPECIFIC PLAN be

H adopted within one year of the adoption of the Revised CommUnlty"';‘
' Plan. a‘However.'parking is not adequately addressed ‘by the .DEIR and’” _
we do feel that this should be included in the TRANSPURTAT!DN PLAN.; L

oyl ——
oy

At this time we would like to_address several specific areas found
- within the DEIR which we view as potentially problematic.:‘i” -

1. We request that Area 2 of Map "B-3" which surrounds Uhitley
Heights on the west, ecast and south be further downzoned to .
RD3-1XL,exclusive of the Lido Cleaners located at the
northwest corner of Franklin and Wilcox and the Padre
Apartments located between Wilcox and Cahuenga‘north of
Franklin; S : o

2. ve fequest additional traffic data on intersections on
Franklin Avenue east of Highland, but west of Western Avenue,
‘be included in the Final EIR; ' S
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WHITLEY HEIGHTS C!UIC ASSOCIATON RESPONSE
HOLLYWGOD COMMUNITY PLAN REVISIDN DEIR

3. Ue r quest that (a ) -traffic data for the area ot Hzghland
Avenue north of Franklxn to the Hollyuood Freeway be
isolated for- study, (b.) specific data for that area durlng
dur:ng a Bowl season be supplied in the FEIR, - :

AR "4, e 'reiterate our belief that a program for Parking shou!d be
addressed in the FEIR;

5. Ve belieqegthE*"Development Standards for All Land Usg @ " -~
Designations"” found in Section 5.4 to be inadequatetly

i addressed and request that there be a forum for pub!;c

i input prlor to adoption of any such Standards,

ST By We believe the mitigation measures discussed in Section 5.13
Lol  _"Cultural and Historic Resources offer inadequate detail and

ST . request that they more fully developed in the FEIR with more
"1emphaS1s upon implementation of hxstoric preservat:on.

:Thank:you for this opportunity to' address an lssue of such 1mportance
-‘b the Ho]lywood Community. :

WES!ncerely,

udie B. A. de Turenne, Vice-President
Whitley Heights Civic Association

JBAT'pc

c.c.: Michael Woo, Councilman 13th District




-

ORI GEN. 189 (rev. S0 . CITY OF LOS ANGELES -

_—1 : X .
' INTER-DEPARTMENTAL. CORRESPONDENCE
 DATE: February 22, 1988
TO: . Kenneth C. Topplng, Dlrector, Department of Clty Plannlng
: ' Room 505 Clty Hall - Attn. lChGEI F. Davxes, Clty Planner
FROMé- : 'Alonzo A Carmlchael Plannlng Offlcer

-rDepartment of Recreatlon ‘and Parks Room 1290 CHE

SsUBJECT:'TDraft EIR, Hollywood Communlty Plan Rev151on,
o scH No._87112505

Thank you for pIOVLGlng the Opportunzty to . comment"On'.the; abQVe%;f
referenced Draft EIR.‘. ‘ AR : o _ L

rz'-*‘ S

-fstandard is:‘two acres of neighborhood park lands and two acres of
communlty park lands for each 1,000 res;dents.

R

il
37
b
e

We,reallze tha the targets stated above are long range -goals.
However, the Hol’onod community Draft EIR should acknogwledge that
ne acre: each of - nelghborhood and communlty park ‘lands per each
-000 reSLdents is a short range goal. We are projecting four acres
‘pfOple as our ultimate goal. S '

. Als'o‘ _We feel that a three mlle service radius for commu'llty recrea-
-tlon fac*lltles s too large and represents & distance that might
limit- use’ by’ people who are obllgated to walk. The adopted short-
'range plan 1nd1cates a service radius of two miles, the distance
used by thlS agency 1n allocatlng Qu;mby funds,

'I have encTOSed ‘ar copy of Page: 88 of the EIR and a portion of the
adogted Publ*c Recreatlon Plan for comparlson purposes., '
: _ -

'AAc:set'
Attachments

Page 88 of the Draft EIR 1nc1udes a sectlon tztled “Parks and Rec-ltr;T
:reatlonal Facilities" The proposed park:. land. standards: for ‘the 17
Hollywood "community dlffer from the standards previously adoptedf RV
“by ‘this Department your agency, and the City Council. The adoptedﬁv*'
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Local Parks. The i
.fac lxezes which would prDVldE active recreational facilities include:

P

Figure 18 ehQVS the location of Exlstlng schools in the Hollyveod Cpnmenitf"
Plan area and indicates tor each school: -~ . T ' A

" 'Existlng enrollment " 1987 enrollment")
Existing enroliment capacxty {71987 cap"} . _ -
»  Planned expanSIon to alleviate over- croudrng _‘and . bus:ng oy Planned;

. expansxcn }

. . Number of students bused from (" travelers out") or busad to (“travelers in )}p-..r'“'

‘.that school to cther schools

Thxs map :ndxcates that in general all schools east of V;ne Street and south ofﬁn

.Franklzn Avenue: are currently at. over, capacity. They all operate year-
around,  and’ students irom their "catchment areas” must be -bused .t other';'”
-schools. . To sope extent, planned school expan51ons will alleviate the current'
“overs craud:ng However, as ‘recent comaunity response to- school expanszon uhere]'.
. it .would  intrude into stable - low-density rnelghborhoods: - ‘irdicates, such
.fexpanslon ‘can wundermine the basic Lonpunity Plan ob]ective .ot preserving

cohesive nexghborhcods ' : Z

Parks and Rec-eatmnai Faci{lities ” zr sz@f ’-'

ity’s ad0pted Astandards for local parks and recreational

el At N L
minimua of 15 acres in size and serve smile radius;

s Cne acre or- ne'gnbcrhood parkland . 1,000 people; ne‘ghborhood pa-ks
shculd be a minioum of 5 acres and serve a i-mile radlus.

One acre of comnun:ty parkiand per 1. 0 opie, cosmunity parks should be a
3
e

. Landfdeyoted t2 neightcrhood and community parks is substantjally deficient
‘relative to the City's adopted standards. Excluding Griffith Park, which is a
tegional! park serving the entire c¢ity and Southern <California region. and

Runyon Canyon and WNattles Gardens'uhich do not ameet the "active recreation®
crlterxon tor local parks, there are currently 20 acres of ‘ccomunity and

neaghborhccd parkland . in Hollyubod. Incliuding Runyon Canyan and Watties

Garden. there -is a tctal of 201 acres of parkland, - City standards would
requ;re 390 acres to serve the current populaticn of 194, 800 people.

Police Protection

The Hollyvood ‘station is ‘one “of the busiest 1n the city. nanﬁéuef”xsjé{uayg a
probiem. . However, crime in Hollywood was down 15 percent in 1887, relative tn
1686. Citywide it was dovn only 4 percent Reasons for the reduction in erime

include the tollouing'




7Fa-CI1I—llES should be provided at 'the'netghborhood
community and regional levels. An overall provision

of 10 acres of land per 1,000 persons for totalrecrea-

“tional facilities is recommended. A minimum of 10%

of the totat land area should be in pubhc recreatlon

.0f open space.

The locat:on and allocatlon of acreage for ne:ghbor»
‘hood and community recreational sites should be

_detemmed on the basis of the service radius within
residential areas throughout the Cnty No park site

should be diminished in.size or ‘removed from any
service area unless the required acreage is replaced

.within that district or unless the need is diminished _

due to populat:on changes

r

- -
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f‘Ne:ghborhood Recreatuonal Sltes should ‘be
‘provided ata rmmrnurn ‘of 2 acrés per-1,000: persons -

The toltowmg standards Sl'TO_uld appty

'« The" mtmmurn desnrable acreage per recreattonj'j'

-.and park slte IS 5 acres, |deal 10 acres

.t coordmated and. used wilha schoo! ptayground -

up o one-half the acreage of the playground may
be counted toward the total acreage requnred but

a:schoo! playground alone is not Iskely to suffice’ to_'i,?_

p .’properly serve a netghborhood 3

'+ The service radius of-a nelghborhood recreatlonal '

site IS aporox-mately one- -haif’ mtle

. .l he park soace should be Iocated wnh:n a nelgh- | .
horhood s¢ that users are not requ:red to cross a. -
major arterial street or h:ghway when walkang to :

‘ .the site.

‘e The type of actlvmes and programs conducted at
each neaghborhood site must be delérmined by =
measuring the desires. of the cltentete m the area -

served. Care must be taken to prowde activilies
for all age groups within the_nelghporhood '

. The popuiation characteristies of each area.
served should be used in determnnmg the generat
facilities required.

Community Recreational Sites should be provid-
ed'ata’ mtnnmum ol cres.per 1 000 ersonﬂ The
;lottowmg standards S'hdut'd app '

‘.‘The rmntmurn desrrabte acreage per recreatlors:

“and park snte is 15 acres, rdeal 20 acres

.:ll coordmated ‘with hugh school or junior h:ghls-.
schoot site, up 1o ane-hall the. reqwred acreagej ’

- may be luttatted by the’ schoot ptay area
. The serwce radlus of'a cornmunlty site is aDDrOxu-

‘malely’2 miles™ " ="~ NN
mies. .

=gty

. The community park should be easuly accessible
10. the area served. ‘

. Con'me HivE

DAGE FRoM Tie ADOPTED PoBLIC Rec. PLAN

« The community park may serve several
neighborhoods. .

« The types of activities ava:lable at’ the corr-mumty
park should be determined by measuring the
desires ot the populatton served

zn
lnt=rmect.ﬁe Fi a

o The Local Ftecreat:on Standards are tong range and
‘may not be reached during the lite of this Plan. The -

foliowing standards have been used for most of the

-‘adopted community plans and are inciuded in this

N Y e Tt

Pian as short and mtermedlate stanuards tor park

acreager. . .
.———-———"’”
- For. Nelghborhood Parks - 1 acre per 1 OOO per-

sons; service rad:us 1 mule

5'_'-."_For Community Parks - 1 acré per 1 000 persons .
_'servuce radtus 2 mules : L

i \.vu.!\.-:..

. :Recreat:onal tacmtues and serwces should be_ 8
. provided tor all segments of the populat:on on the

"'basis’ of jpresent and future projected needs, the . -
" local. recreat:onal stand 'ds fand the Cttys abltlty e

- ‘tofinance."

-fy Park ang recreatuon s:tes shatl be acomred and

developed first in those areas ot the City foundto
be most Oellc:ent tn terms of" the recreatlon
standards ' . :

e _Flecreattonal use should be constdered tor avalla-

ble open space and unused or. underused land,
part:cularly pubhcty owned tands havmg potentlat :
tor muttrple uses.

. High priority ‘will be gwen to areas of the City |
which have the fewest recreational services and
the grealest numbers of potentiaj users.

" e

- -~
e ww -

s

"« Continve to include land acquisition for park and

recreational. purposes ‘as a regular item in the
City's Five Year Capltal lmprovement Program. .

. Prepare a priority schedule based on: greatest
need for acquiring and devetopmg park and recre- ‘
ational sites. . ‘ ‘ .

« Seek federal, state and pnvate tunds 10 trnplement _
acquisition’and oeveloprnent of parks and recrea-
tlonat tacmtles ‘ -

. Establish poltc:es to tacalltate donatton ot parks to

the Cily




EOP@ SLutheran (Church

6720 Melrgse Ave., Hollywooc. Ca 90038 f2'31 838-9135
The adopied Parish of honorary member Raow! Wallenberg

March '22_.' '1 9?8 . Mark Rasbach, Pastor
Mr. Michael Davies H.K. Rasbach, Pastor Emeritus
'City Planning Department
City Hall,_Room 505
200 N.. Spring Street
Los Angeles, Ca..90012

‘Re: Hollywood Communltv Plan ReV1slon summary
Dear Mr. Davies:

I am writing, as per yocur suggestion at the pUbllC hearlng
last Thursday, March 17, to let you know we support you in
your efforts to improve the guality and conditions cf life
in our community. It appears you have your hands full. Yet
.bv the looks of it, you are skilled and prepared to do it.

j'-We, t Hope. Lutheran Church, ldentlfy with the challenge,
-_hav;ng trled to offer hope to Hollywood for over 45 years.

~Today, in add;t;or to our reqular weekly church services,

. people come to our facility every month for A.A., Al-Anon,
N.A., A.C.A. meetings, child care and pastora1=counseling.

DLe to the p0551b111ty of preferential parklng coming ‘into”
... the nelghborhpod _however, we need your help now to remain-
~'in the city. We‘flnd that no churches. or synagogues are 1n _
- the summary or referred to-under Public Services Impact on
-page 15 ‘of the new "Summary of Draft EIR" lmpact statement

' We feel mention, con51deratlon and assistance for churches
- and synagogues is essential since they are so instrumental
.in lmprOVlng the: quality of- llfe in our ‘community which, I
believe, is the same goal and purpose of this plan. I urge
you Mr. Davies, please take this into consideration before
revxew;ng the plan at the April Redevelopment Plan Hearlng.

All best regards,

Ress o

Ross Patton
Chairman, Parking Development Committee

cc: Mayor Tom Bradley :
Councilman Zev Yaroslavsky
Councilman Michael Woo -
Mr. Richard Jaramillo, Trans. Dept. Pref. Parking. Sect
Ms. Pat Smith, c/o Gruen Associates




E -

'HOLL YWOOD BETTER GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION
POST OFFICE BOX 93661
HOLL YWOOD, CALIFORNIA 90093
HOllywood 61825, 466 1825

COMMENTS ON DRAFT.ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
: AND GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR HCLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION OF MARCH 1988

March 28, 1988

Re: EIR NO., CPEC 1070 - GP/ZC _
GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY RECOMMENDATIONS TO

CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86 - 831 GPC

PLANNING AND ZONING RECOMMENDATIONS
PARKING, TREE AND METRO RAIL BENEFIT ASSESSMENTS,
,REDEVELODWENT AND OTHER BENEFIT ASSESSMENTS '
" HEALTH DANGERS. OF CONDEMNATIONS OMITTED
' ENVIRO‘“E‘WAL IMPACTS ON HUMANS OMITTED
FINANCIAL ECRDEN ON AVERAGE PERSON UNDISCLOSED
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS INCOMPLETELY EXAMINED

To: :
City Plannlng D1v1510n
Room 505, City Hall

200 ‘North Main S5t. . _
Los Angeles, Calif. 80012
Attn: ‘Mr. Michael Davies
- Dear Sir-

Whlle each of us seeks to renovate Hollywood mest of us do
riot want to ruin our historic environment and finance other
peoples' massive construction by such devices as special benefit
assessments. We do not wish to suffer the adverse health effects
of condemnations for the profit of special private interests.

Fur thermore we do not wish to stimulate constructzon and
environmental damage by billions of dollars in public subsidies to
‘affluent large developers. We wish to see our tax funds only
spent on the true public service needs of own town. WE want to
See unlim;ted free parkim all over Hollywood and improvement of
traffic levels of service not decreases. We want a more beautiful
. Hollywood, restoration, not demolition, not a jumgle of steel and
i concrete, We hereby request that you reproduce the full text of
: this and each public comment in the Final EIR for the Hollywood
Community Plan ("HCP").

e R e g MY USAT T ) e+ e
. R S
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INADEQUATE NOTICE

This Association did not receive a copy of the Initial Study
in time to comment on it and it is felt that fuller examination.-at
that stage would have been helpful. 1In addition the Community
Redevelopment Mgency of the City of Los Amgeles ("CRA") is still
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concealing such v1ta1 documents as the draft of the ‘Hollywood
Blvd. plan, descriptions of proposed zoning charges. inside the
tentative redevelopment project area, and many others which are

needed to. intelligently comment on the matters now before your
'Plannln; Department. The dates (Tuesday and Thursday)}. for oral
,testlmony at community meetings were too ‘close to the- dates the
_wrltten materlals became available (prlor Saturday)

In addltlon there apparently has. not been a general malllng

to all projeict area property owners and: residents ©f -the- notices
- of the ava11ab111ty of the EIR and the hearin;s ih March 1988.
" "For some reason the mailimgs did go to many of the. property jowners
Hout51de of the tentative redevelopment area but: not those 1n it.

PROJECT AREA COMMITTEE BYPASSED

It is particularly significant that apparently no mailimgs
have béen made to the Hollywood Project Area Committee ("PAC"),
which is an 1ndependent public legislative body responsible for
advisirg publlc agencies on all development projects and related
activities in the Hollywood Communlty Redevelopment hrea Project,
The PAC is not part of the CRA and its Secretary. is Scott Halper,
1343 Nerth Citrus Avenue, Hellywood, Calif.*'80028.to whom
communications should be addressed, 1nc1ud1n; 'all EIRs and other
documents, : '

The PAC is organized ‘under California Bealth_ .and Safety Code
§§ 33366, 33385 - 33388. Since it is likely tha' project area
residents will be significantly affected by the- -proposed Hollywecod
Community Plan Revision it was your duty to consSult.with the PAC

‘early in veur planning and obtain their votes in’ favor or.: a;alnst

each of your propoeals. It is your duty also.to see that the PAC

L Vfobtalns ‘the views of its constituency and votes to ADPLOVe Olesn .
- disapprove each of the EIRs., While some PAC members have a
'?sketchy knowledge of your activities the provisions of state law

have teen c1rcumvented and this 1nva11dates your EIR as 2. matter
cf law. : y : : :

" SPECIAL BENEFIT Asssssuz"ﬁTs -

The problem of special benefit assessments remains. The

Hollywood Better Government ‘Association opposes-all- alternatlves;fﬁr'

which would impose special: beneflt assessments .on small bu51ness
and small prooerty owners. . , .

The justlflcatxons for spec1al beneflt assessments re51de in

~the promulgation of planning policies whlch stlmulate higher .

den91ty deve‘opment .and then seek to pass some of the public.
service costs of such development on to small property owners. _
This is neither fair nor equitable,’ With a redevélopment project
intending to consume at least § 922 million in property tax '
increments and hundreds of millions of dollars more in state and.
federal funds, all of which funds would otherwise bé spent on” © ¢
vital public services malnly benefiting renters and gsmall. property .
owners, the pressure to impose special benefit asseSSments will be
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:ﬂs1gnif1cant durln; the life of the proposed Hollywood Communlty
.Plan ‘Amendment. _

If a rail route is to be used that does employ special
benefit assessments then it is only proper that they be paid by
those large corporations and large developments that have insisted
on such a route. Thus the assessments for rail or any other
purposes should only be on properties over one acre and buildimgs
over 40,000 square feet.

The DEIR is completely defective in this area since such
assessments will cause both severe effects on humans and on
var ious other parts of the environment. There is no discussion of
the cumulative impacts of additive benefit assessments such as
those from street districts, Metrorall, CRA caused public service
def1c1enc1es and others.

It is noteworthy that the favored 51tes for Metrorail routes
and stations according to the latest Metrorail SEIR are those with’
the greatest potential for high density development, It is clear'

~ from the vote of the citizens of Los Angeles that further -

accelerated and tax subsidized high density development is
disfavored and that -the voters prefer that development be less.
intense and more evenly spread over the area. The CRA '
Redevelopment and SCRTD. ‘Metrorail assumptions are dlrectly
contrary to the will of the people and are designed to favor
affluent hidden land speculators and developers at the expense of

the average citizen. This should have been brought out in the HCP

EIR to warn the citizens cf the cumulatlve effects of _
redevelopment and Metrorall and the other adverse effects.'

- The idea of these specula*ors and developers is to lnduce the -
public to build street improvements, parking structures, rail
lines, sewers and other public improvements for their p:oject
sites where they would build (or already own)} large shoppim
centers, high rise offices or high density apartments. While the
privilege of these 1nvestors to build such edifices and public

'"ﬁlmprovements with their own funds is not particularly disputed it

is a gross misuse of public funds and proceeds from special
benefit assessments to favor these hidden special interests.

In the case of the Hollywood area developers such as the
Rockefeller (via Mobil 0il) and Bass brothers have contemplated &
2.5 million sguare foot shoppimg center at Heollywood and Vine. At
Hollywood and Highland Melvin Simon, Bass interests and several
other developers plan larje projects. -~ Such interests seek high
density uses in the HCP area which would cause excessive effects
on the street system, parking, water, electric and sewer services
and others that have not been definitively described or evaluated
in the DEIR. Without naming the projected large developments and
their locations it is impossible to actually determine the
environmental effects and this is deceptive to the public and the
decision makers. A list of all the site specific proposed and

possible developments should be included in the F;;R_elong with an |
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- people to use the rail there must be unlimited free parking.

evaluatlon of thelr environmental effects and how they are to be
handled in the HCP rev1510n.,‘ _

As an alternatlve to the special benefit assessments a clause
should be inserted in the new Hollywood Community Plan which will
allow the citizens of the Plan area, .by vote, to impose a tax upon -
all funds of the Community. Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los :
Amgeles to pay for any publ;c services needed. o _ -

TERMINATION OF REDEVELOPHENT PROJECT

The DEIR does not - examlne the need to terminate the-

'redevelopment project in. central Hollywood. This Association

proposes that a clause ‘be” inserted in the. new COmmunlty Plan which

';termlnates the CRA redevelopment progect and prohibits any further
-such progects from being. establlshed 1n ‘the Community ‘Plan area

'.urfor the next” 99 years.,,;f*

, 0therw1se the CRA pro;ect will generate immense demands upon:"

:5pub11c services the. street system, parking and tax revenues that

have not been. predlcted and fumnded and cannot be adequately funded

- in the 99 ‘Years .to come. The CRA. pro;ects as a ‘matter of rote
- always cause a transfer of the. const1tut10na1 and civil rights,
‘property and taxes ‘of the majority of- the’ people to an affluent -

hidden minority. The effect of -this upon the people-in the entlre [

“Community Plar area’ ‘has been -ignoted. Much of the effect of CRA:
loperatlons is upon the area: surroundln; the: CRA pro:ect area and N
.thls should have ‘been gone 1nto in- detall. LT o :

ALTERNATIVES

. An additional alternatlve should be evaluated 1n the FEIR
This is the alternative of future. development in' the plan-area .
without the presence of :a CRA ‘project. - It is. high y:probable. that;_

.current: 1egal actions wlll invalidate the current ‘tentative.

redevelopment project. . Also redevelopment agency operatlons can-

- ‘be. terminated and further prohibited upon adoption-of this’ BCP:

revision as proposed above., Such alternative would mitigate. many

"of the adverse environmental effects that have become such:.a

problem to our ¢ommunity and allow for more relaxed and orderly
development on the basis of love and cooperation between the
people here rather than upon the basis of CRA 1mposed martial law .

powers.

RAIL ROUTES AND STATIONS

For the purpose of the travelling public the worst possible
places for rail stations are amorng high density construction since
there is no free parkingy available and what parkimg there is has
exorbitant price tags. None of the proposed stations in the
Hollywood area, other than perhaps Hollywood Bowl, has the
possibility of extensive unlimited free parking. To induce most
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The alternative never described in Metrorail SEIRs is runnirg

_the line over Hollywood Freeway. This would greatly decrease the

construction cost by at least one or two billion dollars,”
eliminate underground tunnels, prevent destruction of numerous
homes and businesses, avoid high density areas and thus provide
greater parkimg opportunities. Extensive free parking could be
provided on top of freeways with the rail line above the parking.

EFFECTS ON HUMANS.

CEQA Guidelines, California Administrative Code ("CAC") Title
14, § 15126 (A). (health and safety problems) and p:ge 324,11, _
Appendix I, § 21 require Mandatory Findirmgs of Significance: "Does
the project have environmental effects which will .cause S
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?" Also.§ 17 requires consideration of Human Health.
This area has not been properly considered by the DEIR in:that
there would be substantial adverse effects on humans due to
forcing consumers, tenants, homeowners and small businesses to pay
a large sum to finance public improvements needed for high density

‘developments and Metrorail whigh would strain them and endamger

their health and cause. ~displacement and relocatlon of many of
them. : : :

There is 1nsuff1c1ent study in the DEIR of the economic and
social effects of the progect &s required by California - :
Administrative Code § 15131, 'No study has been made of the
adver se effects on tenants; homeowners, small business of such:

factors as various eminent domain condemnations, rail routes,

massive new real estate developments, street widenimgs and ‘
relocations, and rail station sites and how many and which - smell

‘businesses would be forced to close due to the high cost of
special benefit assessments and other envxronmental factors. _The

impact of economic effects is upon the humans of the area and
there must be mandatory flndlngs with regard to the effects on the

“humans,

EMINENT DOMAIN POWERS ARE NOT NEEDED

There has been no evaluation of any alternatives which would

~eliminate or greatly reduce the use of eminent domain

- condemnations in dévelopment of the plan area, At the moment

- there are severe threats of eminent domain upon tenants and small
“property owners frcm the CRA, which plans to seize at least 1800

housirg units plus innumerable commercial properties, the Los
Armgeles Unified School District, which plans to seize at least 120
housing units at the Hollywood I and Hollywooed II sites plus more
near Grant and Le Conte, and from Metrorail which, at the very
least, plans to seize at least 45 housimng units, .2 churches, the
Dunes Motel and several other businesses at Sunset and Wilton.
Thus the DEIR is inadequate since it fails to consider an
alternative which would offer the greatest public benefit and the
least private injury. This must be evaluated as discussed in the
cection on mancdatory findimgs of significance to reduce 1mpacts
upon humans.




There has been extensive misuse of eminent domain by public
entities in:California during the past generation. On Bunker Bill
over seven thousand low income families were forc1bly removed from
their homes to build immense off;ce buildings.  They were promised
replacement housing. but almost ncne has been ngen them on Bunker
Hill, surely none with backyards and at comparable rentals. It
haS'taken over 25 years to bulld much of the replacement housing.

In Chavez Ravine- numerous familles were. pald a pittance in -
condemnation so the baseball club could get rich and pay high
salar ies. Recent Los An;eles Unified School District condemnation
actions have caused several deaths and much illness, In the
Bollywood CRA area already there have been- many illnesses due to
“~the threats of eminent domain over the years to come. The HCP
"DEIR should have dlsclosed the effects on humans at page 132 in
part 18 .since there’ certainly is the "Creation of any health
“hazard or potent1a1 health: hazard" ‘and - “Bxposure of people. tOi; -
. health hazards by the use of eminent domain. At part 23 d. it 1s¥
“totally wromg to say no to the question, "Does the project have -
environmental effects which cauyse- substantial adverse effects on
human’ ‘being s, either directly or indlrect1y°' Checkug "no" to
. this'question is undoubtedly the most serious mistake in the
- entzre DEIR, as we have dlscussed .at. length herein.

The DEIR has fazled to include a study cf the adverse human
effects of eminent ‘domain on ‘humans. and ‘their health.; Thus

-'femlnent ‘domain powers should be dropped from the project

ﬁlnmedlately. The HCP must include stromg lan;ua;e to forbid the
- use of ‘eminent domain which is for the convenience. of prlvate_
_developers.A The HCP should absolutely forbid the use of: eminent
. domain and police powers by the CRA at any time.  HCP should
greatly curtail the. possibility of eminent démain by other public
agenc1es. It should require every such agency that expects it .
‘might wish- to use such eminent domain in the next 99 years to now
‘disclose its plans so .that they can be properly evaluated at this
time and strict limits put on them by the City Council: to avoxd
serious illness, traumas and deaths -on the part of our people in
the years to come. .Such sgencies that do not disclose their site
specific plans now should have their eminent domain powers
terminated by strict language in the HCP.

The DEIR totally fails to include a dlscu551on on the gross
unfairness of the Relocation Act and the Condemnation Statutes.
It fails to disclose that a public agency will not pay appraisal
and attorney fees in most cases, that it generally would only pay
distress prices for pdrcels acquired without expensive litigation.
It does not disclose that a person c¢an be displaced from his
property in prejudgment possession without a trial or a the right
to contest the takimy. It fails to disclose that those who
contest the taking or the valuation are forc1b1y removed and their
structures demolished without payment which is impounded until the
litigation is consummated. It fails to disclose the impact of
these condemnations is terribly severe on elderly, minority and
people with health problems. It does not disclose that the burden



T M AR L e e e e el

e e Mhtatiaal CHL L R T I

of contestim a condemnation is so severe that very few people
ever take the matter to court. The DEIR is completely deficient
and only has presented the scene through rose-colored glasses,

There would be thsical illness, deaths and suicides by the

pressure of public agencies taking property. Special benefit

assessments would intensify the pressure. Humans would suffer and
the DEIR fails to disclose this at all.

ZONING PROPOSALS

Var ious zoning proposals are nade in the documents for Case
NO. 86 - 831. These are deficient in various respects. 1In
particular the zoning designations on school, public and cemetery

‘'sites are too high. Each of these should be zoned at a simgle

family residential zoning. Otherwise there is too much incentive
for a developer to purchase the property and convert it to a
higher den51ty commer cial or dense residential development.

There is 1ntense developer pressure already upon such school
sites as Selma, which CRA negotiated to buy from LAUSD and was
stopped by our Association and community groups and 1eaders, upon
Hollywood High by Tom Harnsberger and Tandam Realty, which has
been delayed by massive public protest, upon Le Conte and other
schools, upon De Longpre Park expansion area by Mr. Su, upon:a

*Hproposed park at Franklin and La Brea, which has been threatened

with 40 units of housing by CRA, upon’ c1ty-owned parkimg lots by

elarge h1gh den51ty developments, and at other locatlons.

We propcse, therefore that the HCP rev151ons de519nate all

such school, public and cemetery sites-as 51ngle family zonirg,
L=1n;le family detached housxng, or the very minimum commercial

zoning , alomy with prohibitions on raising the zonimg, to prevent:

‘the public agencies from selling off such land for hlgh density
~uses and greatly increasing our envzronmental problems. ,

'MAJOR SHOPPIhG FACILITIES"

In "Summary of Proposed Plan® of March 1, 1988 at pxe 98
there is a statement that part of objective 4 is to provide ™Major
shoppimg facilities in the center of Hollywood so that residents
do not have to drive to regional centers in other communities,
like the Glendale Galleria or Beverly Center.” This objective is
entirely defective in that it does .ot have any of the serious
environmental effects, on a sxte specific basis, evaluated in the '

DEIR.

Anyone who has been to Beverly Center or Glendale Galleria
has probably experienced the massive traffic jams, the lomg
distance from parking to a store and the severe problems of usimg
those facilities with their high prices and standardized gqoods.
Those using the streets near such massive buildimg s are severely
inconvenienced by the traffic corgestion. The developers wish CRA
to use public money to finance such massive buildimgs in
Hollywocod. If the developers won't invest their own money and
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‘disfavor them.,  Let them rise or fall upon their own merits, not'
“by public welfare and special favors. But first ‘the:

_otherwlse the env1ronmental effects could not be assimilated.

‘the HCP.

insist upon hundreds of millions of dollars of public subsidy
there is somethiny seriously wrony with their plans,

There is no shortage of small businesses supplyiny every ned
in Hollywood. The DEIR has madeé no study of how these would be
dameged by the imposition of massive shopping facilities. The
fact is that the great corporations did not want to compete with
small business which gives better personal services and lower
overall prices. Thus Broadway, I. Maydin and even ZOdy s left.
The DEIR. should take up, as an. alternative, encourag ing
improvement of the quality and appearance of all the small
businesses and mark them welcome members of our communlty rathe"
than threatening them with extil i '
funding of rich corporations.

-This is rot to say that the zonimg-
Iarge shopplng ‘centers. The Plan should: not . favor ‘them:or

transportation, parking -and public services needed, for such
centers must ‘be installed at the expense of the developers

EVEN DISTRIBUTION OF DENSITY AND HOSPITALS

It is proposed to 1ncrease the hosp1ta1 densxty at Sunset and

‘Vermont from 1.8 million.s. f. to 3.7 million’ s. f. This is .

unacceptable since the con;estlon in that area is already too o
severe. As a matter of plannlng pollcy this increased: denszty
should be’ spread over the entire plan area.. ‘The notion-of settln;

. up-pockets -of extreme high density is contrary to :all the . lomg

established pr1nc1ples of development in California and the Clty

iaof Los Argeles, . It.might be appropriate for New York or the’ east—

but certainly not out here. Our city has prospered and been a

relaxed. and comfortable c1ty due to the prlnc1p1e of low denszty

construction evenly spread over the entire city. There is no

'need, other than for profit, to abandon this principlé now “and the

lomgstanding prlnciple should be spelled out and made a part of

ADDiTIONAL COMMENTS

The special zoning . de51gnatxons such as T, Q, D, etc. should
bte dropped and standard zones used.

Parking on BCC and NOC should be the same, else there is
stimulation of comgestion and high density construction where

there is less parking required.

VAC uses should be preserved where the owners wish it.

In the Summary at footnote 1 on page 1 all proposed less
restrictive uses should now be enacted where therowners wish it.




This plan amendment and EIR proceeding should be postponed
for at least 90 days or until all documents on the CRA tentative
redevelopment area and its proposed zoningy and charges have been
available for at least 60 days for comment and evaluation. The
: project must not be broken up into "bite-size™ pieces for public
P evaluation. The actual plan must be fully disclosed in the first
instance so the public can review it.

Griffith Park has been treated on page 5 {Summary) and other
places as if it does not exist. This is unreasonable. It is true
that more local parks are needed but, since they are, how can they
possibly ke funded with CRA grabbirg over a billion dollars in
-local, state and federal taxpayer funds to subsidize developers?
A lot of land bordering on the freeway could be converted to park
use and of course, Wattles Park, De Lormgpre Park and other sites
such as at Franklin and La Brea could be 1mproved to form new and

‘better parks,

e e e 2.

At page 12 in Summary is mentio_ned 56 % pedestrian oriented.
This is not realistic at all. A figure of 10 -~ 20 % would be
. appropriate. The shoppers that must be attracted to Hollywood
- will primarily come by auto and unless this is appreciated the L
b parking will be totally inadequate and the planning dec1sions will
' - be completely erroneous. : _ _

: In Summary at page 15 there is no spec1f1cat1on of park and

, open .space independent of schools and public uses. How much of

_ - the space is parks? Schools are not cpen space. Gr iffith. Park is
... still very underutilized. Many of the human problems of the plan
- .area. could be reduced by more use of Griffith Park as it w1ll
reduce the tensions and suffer ing of unhappy peonle.

S "Height llmlts should be at least 70 feet in all: areas in
i . ' order to encouré&ge the building of more parking and landscape
' areas. Tall thin buildings are not undesirable and offer great
benefits but not wasting the use-of land below.

i . More community commercial zoning with FAR 3 to 13 is needed
- : - outside the tentative redevelopment area in order to spread the
P ' development across the plan area.

¥

No benefit assessments should be obtained or used for parkirg

‘“or trees. The city and county will have adequate funds to set up
. -sunlimited free parking with annual additions to the free parkimg

“supply in Hollywood once the the redevelopment projct is
terminated. When small businesses are given more encouragement by
the public agencies rather than harassment by CRA they will
naturally begin to expand, plant trees and purchase additional
parking to be made available free to customers.

A voluntary campaign to plant trees would be very successful
amorg both residents and commer cial owners. Private parties can
just as well plant trees as some expen51ve government program.




Street trees should not be in boxes or cans except
temporarily. They can't grow properly under such restriction.

In Summary page 30 restrictions on parking are described.
There is no need to restrict parking on corner lots and no need to
prohibit entrances on main streets. Such highly visible parkirg

with a clear entrance greatly reduces drivirmg by new customers and

the attendant exhaust emissions. A very large percentage of the
people who come to Hollywood do so only once or twice a year and
have no idea where to park until they have located the shop they
need. Making the park1ng hard to f£ind disccurages them and is
inhospitable.

" In summary page 36 there is proposed a 25 % story bonus for

~ affordable housing. This doés not address the fallacious concept

of demolishing low prlced units to build high cost unxts. ~-CRA

plans to demolish at lest 1800 units and there is no way. they can -

be replaced at low cost and have any rent similar to the- prlor
units. The rents will be typically 100 % to 300 % higher for the
same space and the den51ty per acre higher. This comestion will

be unpleasant for the families'and’ residents even if the buxldlngs "

~are nicer.' Thus no 25 % bonus should be given for them. It would
be better to have a 70 foot height limit and much more. garden S
space to improve the .beauty and recreational use of the underlyirg
“land so the children will have a place to place and the grownups a
‘place to relax.r, : _

= The quality of llfe and the prov1s1on of pub11c services with
and wlthout the CRA pro;ect has not been evaluated with respect to

‘utilities, sewers, waste disposal, -schools, streets, street and

public fac;llty malntenance, the homeless, ete, o -

The cumulatlve 1mpacts WLth and without the tentat've

redevelopment project have not been evaluated. How moch would the

occurrence of this proyect stimulate adverse environméntal effects
throughout the Hollywood Community Plan area? - How much will
development activities in the redevelopment area interact with the
massive construction activities going on in other parts of the
Community Plan area. Bow much will massive development- in the
plan area cumulatively with downtown Los Angeles development
ajgravate Hollywood Freeway comgestion and other environmental
effects. These are massive effects not described in the DEIR.

The DEIR shows that the pro;nosis for reduction of traific

- corgestions and parkinmy shortages in the plan area is extremely

peor. There should be more restrictions on massive developments
- until the traffic and parking problems are solved in a realistic
‘manner. The parkiny goal should be unlimited free parkimy all

over the plan area at all hours. The traffic goal should be hngh

levels of service at all intersections at all hours, that is in
the A to B area and not the gridlock of D, E, F.

It is unacceptable to imitate Manhattan and Downtown Los
Angeles where the parkingy is scarce and sky high in price, the
traffic is intense and these are not pleasant places to go.

-
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To improve traffic flow out of Hollywood transition ramps
should be ‘added on Bollywood Freeway northbound onto and off of
Ventura Freeway eastbound, The Barham and Forest Lawn Drive route
should be a secondary route not a primary route.

Within and without the tentative redevelopment project area
there should not be downzonimy of the residents without their
permission or agreement. Many elderly and minority people have
invested their life savin;s in a small home or apartment -in
Hollywood and now this is to be reduced from R 4 to R 2 typlcally.

This can wipe out all of their equity in a simgle family home: on

such a lot while leaving a large loan.

The plan of various speculators is to purchase such downzoned
properties at bargain prices and they are now doing so. After
they collect a number of them these special interests plan to ask
CRA and Planning Commision for a variance and CRA certainly
intends to give it to them. The DEIR should have evaluated the
adverse effect on humans of this practice. There is no
justification, other than for the profit of the selact few, to
downzone pockets of land, ‘anywhere in the plan area. This problem
is particularly severe in the area near Highland and Sunset where
millions of dollars of property. values have been wiped out by CRA
reductions in density as a prelude to downzoning. Since CRA has
imposed eminent domain on the downzoned parcels by takimg a 12

year option to seize the parcels the sufferinmg, bad health and

economic loss of the pecple is extzemely severe. This must be

properly evaluated in the FEIR,

The tentative redevelopment area should not be excluded from
the DEIR and planning documents since the EIR and documents

- prepared for the CRA project area may nhot be relied upon in any

sense. Such CRA documents are under legal challemge for being
prepared in deliberate fraud to deceive the community and decision
makers. For instance the Land Use Data Base and Physical
Inventory were false in many respects, the parking and
transportation data is erroneous, the real estate survey and EIR
used the false data from the Physical Inventory and the
consultants wallowed in a sea of factual errors. No firm
decisions should be made on the HCP EIR and other planning and
zoning proposals until the trials in the redevelopment cases
unravel the alleged frauds in the CRA procedures,

It is urged that the Planning Commission take a strormg and
independent stand in support of the positions presented here and
resist the intrusion of the developer special interests which
would have the Commission act against the best interests of all
the people of Historic Hollywood.

Sincerely yours,

David Morgan, Dé%egtor_
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1.0 INTRODUCTICN

1.1 AUTHORIZATION AND FOCUS

This report has been prepared for the City of Los Angeles Department of City
Flanning in accordance with the Guldelines for [mplementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended and the City of Los Angeles

Envirenmental Guidelines.

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, an I[Initial Study of the proposed
project was prepared. Other envircnmental effects, considered in the Initia!l
Study, which were determined to be clearly insignificant and/or uniikely to
opeeur are not addressed in this report. The complete Initial Study is attached

as Appendix A,

The purpose of this EIR is to provide an informationa! document that will
infore the Planning Commission, the Log Angeles City Council and the general
public of the envircnmental effects of the Proposed Hollywood Community Plan
Revision., Per Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, this report is intended to

function as a Program EIR.

1.2 PROJECT PROPONENT

The Revision to the Hollywood Community Plan is proposed by:

Department of City Planning

Community Planning and Development Division
City of Los Angeles

City Hall Room 505

200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA S0012-4856




2.0 SUMMARY

Summary of Proposed Action: The proposed revision would modify and reduce
“residential and commercial devejopment levels allowed wunder the current
Hollywood Community Plan, adopted in 1873. Objectives of the revision are to:

® Accommaodate the year 2010 projected population, plus a 10-15 percent
buffer;

. Provide cammunity-serving commercial wuses in smail centers in areas
outside the boundaries of the designated Hoilywood Redevelopment Plan
area;

» Concentrate major c¢ommercial developaent within the Redevelopment Flan
area; and ,

& Define a transpertation and circulation system that provides for
acceptable levels of traffic service In conjunction with community plan
tand uses.

The FProposed Fian revision would provide capacity for 193,000 people, 93,000
housing units and 3! miilion square feet of development. These capacities would
represent the following :ncreases over exlsting levelis cutside of the Heilywood

Redevelgpment Plan area:

29,000 persons

12,000 housing units

8 million sguare feet of commercial space
7 million square feet of industrial space.

Location and_ Boundaries: The Hollywood Community Plan area is located within
the central portion of the City of Los Angeles, approximately 3 miles northwest
of downtown Los Angeles. The Plan. area is generally bounded by the City of
Glendale on the northeast, the Northeast District Plan Area (City of Los
Angeles) on the east, the Silver Lake - Echo Park District (City of Los
Angeles) on the southeast, the Wilshire District (City of Los Angeles) on the
south, the City of Beverly Hills on the southwest, the City of Wegt Hollywoaod
on the west, the Bel Air - Beverly Crest District (City of Los Angeiss! on the
west, the Sherman Oaks -~ Studio City District (City of Los Angeles) on the
northwest, Universal City (County of Los Angeles) on the northwest, and the

City of Burbank on the north.

Project Background: The current Hollywood Community Plan was adopted in 1973.
Work on the plan revision was initiated in October 1586. The plan revision was
undertaken ag part of the Department of City Planning's effort to update plans
and to address plan and zone inconsistencies.

1, The Hollyuood Redevelopment FPilan was adeopted in May 1386. An
Environmental Ilmpact Report (State Clearinghouss Number BB052303) was prepared

in iate 1985 for the plan and redevelopment area. The land use man of the
edevelomnment Plan is attached as Appendix B,




Pre-girculation issues: A Notice of Preparation (NOF) and Request for Comments
were distributed to local agencies, organizatiecns and interested citizens.
Responses are on file with Department of City Flanning, Community Planning and
Development Division, Room 505, Los Angeles City Hall. Issues raised
encompassed a wide variety of concerns, including:

Traffic impacts

Noise

Alr quality

Land use compatibility

Consistency with regional plans and policies
Consideratjon of SCAG plans and policies
Population, employment and housing
Schoo) facilities

Adequacy of public services

Sewer capacity

Energy use

Public transit
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Areas of Controversy: Public inveolvement has been an important element in the
develgpment of the Hollywoed Community Plan. In order to identity issues,
problems, and alternatives, a sgeries of public meetings were held where
differing perspectives on the following category of issues were raised.’

Residentia! density

Traffic

Parks and open space

Conflicts between commercial and residential uses
Suppart for motion picture industry

[nfrastructure over-capacity

Safety _

Relation of the Community Plan to Redevelopment Plan
Hitlside development on substandard iots

Land vse classification of studio properties

Slope density

Hiiliside cluster housing zoning category

Conflicts of schooils with surrounding uses
Neighborheod conservation

Historic preservation

Aesthetics of public improvements

Aecthetics of private improvements

Pubk:{ic participation in the planning of publiec improvements
Mini-mails

Provisjon and conservation of neighborhood-serving commercial uses
Non-conforming uses

LA L L T B N N N RN R RN e

' For additiora! details, please refer to the Hollywopod Community Plan
Fevision: Background Report, Gruen Associates, July 15, 1987,
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Alternatives: In addition to the Proposad Plan revisien, this report considers
1) retention of the current Community Plan, and 2! an alternative that would
“ hold residential development potential to the same levei as the Proposed Flan,
and would increase non-residentlial development to a level greater than ths
Proposed Plan and jess than the Current Plan, ’




SUNMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The following paragraphs summarize the key findings of the environmental report
prepared for the Hollywood Community Plan Revision. It should be recognized at
the outset that the purpose of the Plan Revision has been to eliminate and/or
mitigate the adverse effects on transportation, public services and
infrastructure that have resulted from development that has occurred under the
Current Hollywood Community Flan, adopted by the City Council 15 years ago.

LAND USE

Ilmpact:

& Deve lopment potentials for all land uses are scaled back under the
Proposed Plan revigion. Residentizal land uses are limited to be consistent
with the year 20i{0 population projection prepared by the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG). Commercial, office and
industrial development potentials, the scurce of the bulk of the traffic
generation in the Plan area, are set at reduced densities that will allow
the Plan area roadway system to function at acceptable leveis of service.

. The Froposed Plan establishes residential development densities that.
refiect existing conditions and allow for in~fill housing growth to attain
the SCAG forecast. Very High and High residential density categories are
eliminated (outside of the HRedevelopment Plan area) and the majority of
the residential wuse {5 sghifted into mid-range density categories such as
Mediusm and Low Medium.

. The Proposed Plan (Revision Area only) would provide for 8 population
capacity of 188,000 persons. This wouid be a 17 percent increase from
existing levels and a8 49 percent decrease in the build-out capacity of the
Current Community Plan. Non-residential densities are similarly reduced.
The Proposed Plan would provide for 31 million square feet (not including
the Redevel!opment Area’, This would be a 82 percent increase over existing
levels but a 69 percent decrease from build-out of the Current Plan.

Hitigation:

[ impiementztion of a Transportation Specific Plan, transportation and
circulation improvements, as well as development standards to ensure that
land use capacity and transportation service are in balance and that land
usge conflicts and incompatibilities are minimized. ‘

Kew Effect After Mitigation:

® The net effect of the proposed action would be to "down zene" praperty, to
reduce the incentive to redevelop in residential areas, and to provide
smali scale neighborhood-oriented commercial developments,




POPULATION AND HOUSING

tmpact:

. Changes in jand use density in the revision area would provide for the
addition of approximately 10,000 heousing units or about 30,000 persons.

) The Proposed Plan would result in a single family and multiple-family wnit
distribution similar to existing conditions, i.e, 20 percent single-family
and 80 percent multi-family. The Current Pian would result in 10 percent
single-family, 390 percent multl-family split,

° Given the potential population capacity and employment capacity, the
Proposed Flan would result in a employment to population ratio of (.53,
According to SCAG criteria this ratio reflects an "employment rich®
condition and would slightiy exceed the (.55 ratio considersd to be

indicative of a jobs~housing batlance.

Mitigation:

. Non-residential development levels in elther the ievision area ar the
redeveloprant area should be reduced to achieve a better a jobs-housing
palance in the Community Plan area.

Net Effect After Mitigation:

' Jobs-Housing balance within Hollywood Community Plan area,

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULAT!ON

lapact: -
(] The Proposed Plan would increase evening peak pericd trips in the Plan
area by 48 percent. In comparison, the Current Plan would increase trips

by 209 percent.

. With the Propoesed Plan, 28 of the 39 intersections studied would operate
at Level of Service . ¥ during the evening peak hour. In comparison, 38
intersections would operate at LOS F due to the Current Plan. :

Mit{igation:

) Prepare a Transportation Specifiec Plan to [{mplement operational and
physical improvements in the Flan area, including: ATSAC, peak period
parking restrictions, one-way couplets, reversible lane operations, street
widening, jog eliminations, and localized intersection inmprovements.

] Transportation Systems Management and Transportation Demand Management

plang should be developed and implemented for large scale commercial
developments and employers in the Community Pian area.



. Future office development in the Redevelopasnt Area should be llpited to a
level simitar to that contained i{n the Redevelopment Project EIR’s 20-ysar
anarket-based forecasts, at least until steps are taken to implement major
street system {mprovements in excess of Improvements feasible wlthin
existing rights-of ~way.

Net Effect After Mitigation:

. Transportation service would be improved. With operational and physical
improvements, 11 of the 33 studied intersections would cperate at LGS F.
With street widening consistent with the standards and clasgifications in
the Cireculation Element, 13 of the 38 intersections wouid operate at LGOS
F.

AESTHETICS AND URBAN DESIGN

inpacts:

. The Proposed Plan ¢an only directly regulate general land use, residential
density, and non-residential deveiopeent intensity. If development ocecurs
without the imposition of development standards and transportation system
improvements, then future deveiopment {while at l|ower development
intensities) wiil Iocok much Iike recent development. The visual and -
functional quality of the Hollywood environment will continue to decline,

Mitigation:

. Programs and development standards should be impiemented through inclusion
in the Zoning Code or other enforcesble means. These actions should

include as a minimum:

- Preservation of historically and architecturally significant
neighborhopds through Specific Plans or the Historig Preservation
Cverlay Zone (HPDZ).

- Development Standards for all land uses addressing streat trees.

- Commercial Development Standards {(parking, screening, landsecaping,
access, ets.)

- Residential Development Standards, addressing hiliside areas and
multi-family housing (setbacks, lot coverage, dedicatlons, open
space, ete.). -

- Neighborhood Plans and Improvement Districts. The Propased Plan
should allow for specific standards on a neighborhood basis for beth
commercial and reasidential areas.

Net Effect After Mitigation:

. Preservation and enhancement of neighborhood environmental quality In
Hoilywood. )




PUBLIC SERVICES

impact:
. Schoclgs - The Proposed Pian would generate a 13 percent increase in

students, In cemparison, the Current Flan would generate a 114 percant
increase in students.

» Parks - The Proposed Plan would require 540 acres of parkiand te meet City
standards. This is 2.7 times more parkliand than is currentiy provided. In
comparison, the Current Plan would require meore than 800 acres of
parkland. : '

. Fire Frotection - The Proposed FPlan would result in {increased demand.
Under the Proposed Plan the hillside areas would continue toc develop and a
be a source of continuing concern to the Fire Department.

. Police Service - The Proposed Plan would result in increased demand. To
maintain typical c¢itywide ratiocs of pelice pergonnel to population, a 17
percent increase in petsonnel would be needed o accommodate the Proposad
Flan population’ capacity. The Current Plan would require a 135 percent
increage in personnel.

. Libraries - No adverse Impacts anticipated.

Mitigation

] Schopls - Expand facilities on  current sites. Allow residential
development only in areas where there is remaining enrollment capacity.

» Parks = Provide neighborhood-oriented recreation at Griffith Park., Use
school yards. Devalop pocket parks. Require dedication of wusable open
space as part of new regidential developments.

. Fire Protection - Costpliance with all applicabie State and local caodes and
ordinances, and the guidelines found in the Fire Protection and Fire
Preventicn Plan, *

) Police Service - QOver the ({fe of the pian, assign additional personnel
censistent with Police Department policy and budgetary constraints.

N Libraries - No mitigation required.

Net Effect After Mitigation

Schools - Unaveoidable adverse effect anticipated.

Farké - Unavoidable adverse effect antfcipated.

Fire Protecticn - Agceptable level of service provided.

Police Service - Acceptable level of service provided.




AIR QUALITY

lapact:

[ Short-ters construction-related e¢missions anticipated on a project basis.
[ Long-term Increase in stationary emissions.

. Long-term increase in wvehicular emissigns., For «carbon mornoxide, the

Proposed Flan would result in 57 parcent reduction in potential emissions
when compared to the Current Plan.

Hitigation:

& Construction-related emissions to be reduced through implementation of
dust control measures such as wetting.

. laplementation of the Transportation Specific Plan discussed abave.

Net Effect After Mitigation:

o Although emissions wouid increase above existing levels due to the
Froposged Plan, the Proposed Plan would represent a significant reduction
in potential deveiopment and associated trip generation in the Community
Plan area and would have a beneficial impact.

NOISE

Impact:

» On an intermittent short~term basis, construction-related noise would
oecur.

. With the Proposed Plan, traffic-related noise levels would exceed City

standards at 22 of the 28 locations studied. in comparison, the Current
Plan would result in unacceptable noise at 27 of the 2B locations studled.

Mitigation:

® On a project basis, construction related activities should be limited to
daytime hours. These activities should comply with the provisions of City
Ordinance No. 144,331, Construction equipment should be properly fitted
with nolse attenuation devices.

. Development standards for residential should address site plans and
building layouts to minimize noise (epacts.

» For stationary nolse sources, adjacent properties should be adequately
buffered, including use of walls and earth berms.
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Net Effect After Mitigation:

Construction-related noise would be reduced to acceptable levels.

For existing residential development, adjacent to major and secondary
roads, noise impacts nmay not be mitigated and would result in unavoidable
adverse effects. For new rasidential development, site plan design and
development standards would substantiaily reduce noise impacts.

ENERGY AND UTILITIES

Ispact:
. Jewer/Wagtewater - Compared ta existing leveis, the Proposed Plan would

increase wastewater generation by 5 milljon gallons/day (mgd} at buiid-
out (a 22 percent increase). This would place an addifional demand on the
Hyperion Treatment Plant and on the local sewer system, The Current Plan
would result in an increase of 39 mgd (a 167 percent increase),

Solig Waste - At bulld-out, the Proposed Plan would produce 447 tons of
solid waste per day {(a 25 percent increase over existing generatiaon}.
Housing and commercial/industrial growth permitted by the Praposed Plan
would contribute to the use of remaining landfill capacity in Los Angles
County., Build-out of the Current Plan would produce 803 tons of solid

waste/day.

Elgatrical Power - The Proposed Plan would increase electrical demand to
971 million kilowatt hours annualiy (& 37 percent increase over existing
consumption). In comparison, the <Current Pilan would result in the
consumption of 2.5 biilion kilowatt hours annuaily.

Water Supply - The Proposed Plan would increase vater consuaption to 25
mgd (a 22 percent increase above existing levelsi. The rate of increase in
water wuse is higher for the Community Plan area than the consuaption
growth forecast by the Department of Water and Power citywide. The Current

Flan would regult in the consumption of 59 mgd.

Natural Gas =~ The Proposed Plan would result in the consumption of 5,8
billion cubic feet (a 18 percent increase over existing consumption). The
Current Plan would result in the consumption eof 11.5 billiaon cubic feet.

Mitigation

Energy - Compliance with conservation requirements contained in the
California Administrative Code, Title 24, Hullding Standards.

Sewgprs/Wastewater - Development should be permitted when phased with
improvements in the local sewer system, as well as programmed improvements
at the Hyperion Treatment Plant. Fhasing of developaent should be
undertaken for all communities within the Hyperion service area. Similar
to the Proposed Plan, population holding capacities in each area should be
consistent with SCAG growth forecast. )
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Solid Waste - The Preposed Plan shoyld encourage & variety of waste
reduction techniques. These, as a woinimum, wilil incliude separation,
recycling and composting., Growth in the Plan area must atso be tied
directiy to Citywide and Countywide Solid Waste Hanagement Plans, where
development wil! need to be kept in balance with available landfil]
capacity in ceombination with other solid waste disposal technologies.
According to the most recent assesssent of solid waste needs by the Bureau
of Sanitation and the County Department of Public Workai(i,/88), available
landfii] capacity in the City of Los Angeles will be exheusted in 1897 and
tountywide there will be significant shortfalis by 1982, Thus, mitigation
of plan area solid waste impacts must address new landfills or

aiternatives.

Water Supply - The Proposed Plan should encourage the use of water
conservation measures consistent with the Departeent of Water and Power's
Urban Water Managemwent Plan. .

Electricity and Natural Gas - No mitigation required.

Net Effect After Mitigation

. Energy and utilities impacts would be reduced but not eliminated. [mpacts
on Hyperion wiill only be reduced if cpordinated with a citywide phasing of
development to match improvements in treatment capacity.

EARTH

lspact:

] Regardless pf the land wuse plan implemented, there will be a continued
risk of human injury &and property damage because of potential regional
earthquakes. The elimination of high density residential categories in the
Proposed Plan would contribute to minimizing the degree of risk.

. Continuyed development in the hillside areas will raise concerns rejarding
grading practices and landsiide potential.

Mitigation:

. Compliance with the Seismic Safety Element and other City Building Code
requirements regarding earth maving and grading.

] Require that ali projects wuse the practices identiffed in the Department

of City Planning's "Planning Guidelines Grading Manual."
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DRAINAGE

Impact:

. The Propcsed Plan would continue to permit hilliside developnent. As a
result, there would be some increase in impervious surfaceg and a

consequent {ncrease in stormwater runoff,

Mitigation:

® On a project basis, conmpliance with provisions of the Flood Hazard
Management Specific Plan and any additional requirements identified by the

Bureau of Engineering.
Net Effect After Mitigation:

. Impacts reduced to acceptable levels.

NATURAL RESOURCES

lmpact:
] No impacts anticipated.

PLANT AND ANIMAL LIFE

Iwpact:

. The Proposed Plan would continue to permit hillside development, and as a
result undeveloped and natural areas centaining local habitat would be
remaved. )

Mitigation:

. Compliance with grading regulations and use of  "unitized" grading

procedures to reduce impacts on remaining natural areas.

Net Effect After Mitigation:

» Unavoidable adverse effect on hiliside habltat areas.
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HISTORIC AND CULTUKAL RESOURCES

lapact:

The Proposed Plan revision cannct directly address the preservation of
cultural resources. The Proposed Flan does, however, scale back
development potentials to reduce the incentive to redevelop histeric and
cultural resource properties.

Mitigation:

An historic and architectural survey of the Plan revision area should be
prepared. Based on the findings of the survey, specific plans andsar
Historic Preservation Overiay Zones should be adopted. Also, the
designation of individual structures as Cultural-Historical Monuments
through the Cultural Heritage Commission shou!d sought,

Net Effect After Mitigation:

Preservation of neighborhoods and buildings that have contributed to the
overall character and uniqueness of the Hollywopd Community Plan area.
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION!

3.1 LDCATION AND BOUNDARIES

The Hollywooed Community Plan area ls located west of Pasadena and dawntown Las
Angeles, and south of Glendale and Burbank {(see Figure 1), The Plan area is
irregular in shape and is generally bounded by Melrose Avenue on the sguth,
Hyperion Avenue and Golden State Freeway on the east, and Barhan Boulevard,
Forest Lawn Drive and Ventura Freeway on the north., 0On the west, it is
bordered by Cahusnga Boulevard, Mulholland Drive, Laurel Canyon Boulevard and a
line running at a southwest tangent from Laurel Canyon Boulevard.

3.2 PURPOSE OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN

in the City of Los Angeles, the land use element of the CGeneral Plan 13 divided
into 35 community or district pians. Each community or district plan area is
about the size of a medium or large city. The Hollywced Community Flan area
has a population of aimost 200,000 people, making it bigger than most cities in

Ca!ifornia.

State law [Government Code Section 65860td}) requires that the General Plan and
zoning in the City of Los Angeles be consistent. To comply with this law, the
City now requires that what the Plan says about generalized use, densgity and
intensity for an area be the same as the zoning assigned to each parcel in that
Area. Az 3 result of this law, there are two things that the Community FPlan
regulates definitively: 1) the general type of wuse, and 2) the residentiai
density (number of units) or commercial intensity {(square feel of floor space)

peraltted in a particular area.

Everything =lse in the Community Plan is considered to be a recommendation and
is taken into consideration whenever a "discretiopary action™ (for example, a
zone change) is requested. The Community Plan can recommend "programs™ for
implementing the Plan. For exanmple, it can recopamend that the Circulation
Element be revised and that a "Transportation Specific Plan™ be adopted to make
sure that transportation improvements will be made in coordination with
development permitted by the Community Plan. [t can recommend that a gerjes of
deveiopment standardg be included in the Zoning Code to address specific uses,
parking requirements, [andscaping, height and other design considerations for
each land wuse category. it can also recommend that historic surveys he
undertaken and Specific Plans he prepared for areas within the Conmmunity Plan

Area that need special attention.

‘. This chapter summarizes the key elements of the Plan revision proposal,
prepared by Gruen Asscciates. For additional details please refer to the
Hollywood Community Flan Revision Background Report available from the
Department of City Planning, City Hall, Room 505.
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This Proposed Plan revision contains the corresponding zoning designations
needed to make the zoning consistent with the Proposed Plan with respect to
general land use, density and intensity. If the Proposed Plan designation for
a particular area would make the zoning "less restrictive™ than it is today,
the zoning wiil not be changed at this time. Instead, a zone change will be
considered and may he granted upon request by the property owner.! The zone
changes necessary to bring about compliance with State law are being processed
through CPC No. B6-831-GPC.

Land use designations/regulationg in other elements of the General Plan which
are applicable to Holiywood are aise included in the Plan. Other eiements
inglude: cirgulation, fire protection, safety, seismic safety, noise,
Jibraries, bicycles, conservation, open space, scenic highways, pubiic
recreation, major equestrian and hiking trai{ls, and City-owned power
transmission rights-of-way facilities. .

3.3 BASIS FOR REVISING THE HOLLYWOOD COMHMUNITY PLAN

There are four primary reasons for revising the Hollywood Community Plan at-
this time:

i. Land use plans are typically prepared to accommodate 20 years of growth
and are updated every & years to respond ‘to unanticipated changes in
conditions, The Current Plan was prepared in the tate 1960's with a 1880
time horizon; however, its capacity greatly exceeds growth projections faor
the next 20 years. Moreover, wuntil the recently adopted Beverly Hills
Freeway Deletion Area and Highland-Cahuenga Area Pian amendments, the Plan
had not been updated. Until now, no comprehensive update was undertsken.

2. The City is under a court order to bring its General Plan and zoning into
conformance by March 1888,

!  For example, If the current zgning on a lot is residential and the
Proposed Plan designation is commercial, or 1f the current zoning permits a
dupiex and the plan permits a fourplex , the zoning is not changed. This means
that, if the property owner wants to buiid a commercial use permitted by the
plan in the first example or & fourplex instead of & duplex iIn the second
example, he or she must request a zone change. The zone change will generally
be permitted because it is consistent with the Community Plan, but the request
for a2 zone change glves the City the  opportunity to impose development
standards which are recommended by the Flan but which are not currently in the
Zoning Code. Other conditions may be imposed based on need to mitigate adverse

~environmental impacts of the proposed project.
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3. More importantly, the transportation system and other public faciiities
and services In Hollywood are at, or approaching, capacity today and
cannot accpmmodate the additional development permitted by the Current
Plan without substantial improvements. i

4, There is a widespread concern within the Hollywood community that "quality
of life" has deciined dramatically in recent years, largely because public
facility improvements have not kept pace with development, and because
there are neo standards or design guidelines to ensure that new devalopment
grojects are functional and attractive,.

3.4 GEOGRAPHIC AREAS COVERED BY THE PROPUSED PLAN REVISION

The Hollywood Community Plan Area i{s shown in Figure 2. The Plan Revigion
propeses changes in land use designations in all parts of the Community Plan

area except the Redevelopment Area. A pilan for that area was recently
prepared by the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) and adopted by the City
Council in May 1388, Although this Pian Revision cannot alter the recently

adapted Redevelopment Plan, the Redevelopment Plan 1is inciuded in the
evaluation of transportation and other service system capacities and other
impacts. Furthermare, the Plan Revision identifiess refinements tao the
ftedevelopment Plan's iand use designaticns which are needed to make the
community-wide transportation system werk. (refer to APPENDIX B),

In the two recently adopted plan amendment areas =-- the Beverly Hills Freeway
Deletion Area and the Highland Cahuenga Area -- the Plan Revisicon propeoses only
minor changes to make land uses in those areas consistent with the rest of the

FPian Revision area.
3.5 OBJECTIVES OF THE PLAN REVISION

. With respect to the Plan’s capacity for additional development, the
objectives are to accommodate:

. The total population projected by the Southern California Assaociation
of Gavernments (SCAG) for the year 2010, plus a 10 to 15 percent
capacity buffer In the entire Hollywood Community Plan area,
inciuding the Redevelopment Area;

¢  Enough additiona! community-serving retail oand services outside the
Redeveiopment Area toc serve that additional populaticn;
. Encugh additional community and reglonal-serving offlce developsent,

retail and services to revitali{ze downtown Hollywood and create an
employment center that ig concentrated encugh to be served by publie
transportation, carpooling and vanpooling, and with nearby housing to
facilitate walking and bicycling to work,
. Encugh additional industrial capacity to permit the fil® and
" television industries to remain in Hollywood and to expand.

2. Te create cohesive neighborhoods with generally similar Bullding types
{for example, mostly single~family houses or mostly duplexes or mostly
apartment buildings).
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3. To provide commerclial uses to serve the Hollywood residential community in
a logical land wuse pattern that  provides a cholce of shopping
opportunities and reduces automobile trips, including: '

] A limited amount of highway-oriented uses along majer highways that
carry high volumes of jocal and +through traffic, |ike Santa Monica,
Sunset and Hollywood Boulevard;

. A substantial amount of neighborhood-oriented uses along secondary
highways which carry less itraffic and are surrounded by residential
nejghborhoods, Ideally, every residential neighborhooed should have a
pedestrian-oriented shopping area to which people can walk and which
can provide a focus for neighborhood activity;

] Major shopping facllities and employment in the center of Hol!lyweed,
s0 that residents do not have to drive to regionmal centers in other
communities, like the Giendale Galleria or Beverly Centar.

4, To ensure adequate traffic capacity and public {mprovements and facilities
to support the build-out population.®

. To enhance the qualitf of life in Heollywood.

3.8 PLAN LAND USES

Table 1 shows the distribution of land area in the Plan Revision area under the
Proposed Plan: 54 percent residential, 39 percent open space and public
facilities, 5 percent commerci{al and 1 percent industrial. This distribution
reflects the existing distribution of land vuses. In comparison the Current Plan
distribution is: 60 percent residential, 33 percent open space, 5 percent
commercial and 2 percent industrial.

Figure 3 shows the proposed resident{al land uses for the Plan Revision area.
As the figure and Table 1 indicate, 7i.! percent of the residential! land would
ke devoted to single family housing (Minimum, Very Low [}, Low [ and Low I!
plan categories), 6 percent to duplexes (Low Medium [}, 16.7 percent to low
density apartments or townhouses (Low HMedium I}, 11.7 percent to medium
density apartments, 0.3 percent to high sedium density apartments (located
pnly in the Highland-Cahuenga Corridor Area just nerth of downtown Hollywood),
and none to high or very high density apartments. In contrast, the Current
Plan devotes only 3.5 percent of residential land to duplexes and low density
apartments, 15.2 percent to medium density apartments, and 8.9 percent to high
medium, high and very high density apartments. Table 2 summarizes the
densities, zoning and housing types that correspond to egach residential plan

category.

¢, Build-out is defined here as the populatiocn resuiting from the maximunm
development permitted for a given land use category.
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TABLE l/a/
PROPOSED LAND USE CATEGORIES AND DISTRIBUTION

Units per

Plan Category Corresponding Zone Gross Acre Acres Percent
Minimum A1, A2, RE40 .5 ta 1 928 6.6 %
Very Low | RE20, RA ’ 1+ to 2 - -
Very Low [I RELS, RE1l 2+ to 3 1,668 {t.8
Low 1 RES 3+ to 5 451 3.2
Low [ Ri, RS, RD6 5+ to 7 2,370 16.8
Low Hedium | R2, RD5, RD4, RD3 7+ to 2 458 3.2
Low Medium [I HRD:t.S, RD2 12+ to 24 889 6.3
Medium R3 24+ to 40 830 5.9
High Medium R4 40+ to 60 23 0.2
High R4 60+ to 80 - -
Very High RS 8G+ - -
RESIDENTIAL SUBTOTAL 7,615 54,1
Recreation and Schools 4,228 30.1
Other Public Uses 341 - 2.4
Open Space/Freeway g56 6.8
OFEN SPACE/PUBLIC SUBTOTAL 5,525 38.3
Limited Commerclal 50 0.3
Highway Uriented Commercial 235 1.7
Neighborhood Oriented Commercial 331 2.4
Community Commercial 68 0.5
Manufacturing (CM, LTDM, LTD) _ 244 1.7
NON-RESIDENTIAL SUBTOTAL 828 6.6
GRAND TOTAL o 14,068 100.0

/a/ Does not include the MHollywood Redevelopment Area.

Source: Gruen Assoclates.
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A4

sross Density

Table 2
SUMMARY OF RESIDENTIAL PLAN/ZONING DESIGNATIONS
FOR THE HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION AREA

Plan (Units/ I Corresaonding !-fous%ng |

Desipnation Gross Acre’)  Zoning Type Nlustrative Develo;)ment4

Minimum 0.5-1 RE40 SFD5 I house on a minimum 40,000 square foot (1 acre) lot.

Very Low I 1-2 RE20, RA SFD 1 house on a minimum 20,000 square foot (1/2 acre) lot.

Very Low II 2-3 RE1l, RE1S SFD I house on a minimum 15,000 square foot lot (RE15) or
1 house on a minimum 11,000 square foot lot (RE11).

Low | 3-5 RE% SFD I house on a minimum 9,000 square foot lot.

Low II 5-7 R1, RS, SFD 1 house on a minimum 7,500 square foot lot (RS) or
1 house on a minium 7,500 square foot lot.

Low Medium I 7-12 R2, RDS, Duplex 2 houses or a duplex on a 5,000 square foot lot.

' RD4, RD3
Low Medium II 12-24 RD1.5,RD2  Multiple 1 housing unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area (RD1.5): 4
« or 5 units on a 6,000 square foot lot or 10 units on a

15,000 square foot lot (2 stories with suface parking or 2
stories over | level of parking).

Medium 24 - 40 R3 Multiple 11 to 18 units on a 15,000 square foot lot (2 or 3 stories
over | level of parking or 3 stories with surface parking).

1. Gross acreage includes streets. _

2. Bold type indicates most common choice of zones for each land use category in Hellywood.

3. 45 foot height limit applies to all residentially zoned land outside the Redevelopment Area in Hollywood; in certain

areas the height limit may be futher reduced to 30 feet.
4“.

Medium I and Medium categories.
5. SFD = Single Family Detached.

Source: Gruen Associates

Density bonuses for 25% low- and moderate-income housing would permit a 25% increase in units in the Low



Figure 4 shows the proposed nonresidential land uses. O0f the total land area
devoted to commercial wses, 7% would be Limited Commercial, 34% Highway-
Oriented Commercial, 48% Neighborhoad-Oriented Commercial, and 10% Community
Comagrcial (medical center). In the Current Plan, approximately the same land
area is devoted to commercial useg, but that land is almost evenly split among
the highway-oriented, neighborhood office and community commercial categories.
Table 3 summarize the =zones, development intensities, and specific uses
recommended for each nonresidential category.

The current commercial categories in the zoning code do not correspond exactly
to Community Plan conmercial categories, nar da they permit such
differentiation except through addit{enal development standards. Therefore,
the revised text of the Community Plan recommends that specific development
standards be adopted as part of the zoning code for each commercial catsgory.
The intent of the develcpment standards is to achieve the following general
development character for each area:

. Highwey-Oriented Commercial would be located along major traffic ¢orridors
with high volumes of local and through traffic. Uses would include
supermarkets, strip centers, auto sales and repair, and amotels. Users
would arrive primarily by car or bus; a minigum of & parking spaces per
1,000 square faeet would bYe provided. Shade traes, landscape buffers and
minimai architectural standards would be established.

. Neighborhood-Oriented Cosmemercial would be located along secondary streets
surrounded by residential neighborheods, These uses would be permitted to
be bujlt to ! time the lot area. Shops would be oriented ta pedestrians
along the street, with parking behind or in centralized structures;
certain uses would be limited to encourage a high percentage of
nelghborhood-serving uses ' (like supermarkets, drug stores, hardware
stores, shae repalr, and dry cleaners); users would walk from thair homes,
as well as drive to these neighborhood areas.

The City would faciiitate the westablishment af parking asseszsaent
distriets to help merchants provide adequate off-street parking.

' Coermunity Commercial, Hospltals in the East Hollywood Center Study Area
would be permitted to develop to 3 times buildable area.’®

i1, The Zoning Code defines "bulldable area™ as all that portion of a lot
Jocated within the proper zone for the proposed main building, excluding those
portiong of the lot which must be reserved for yard spaces, building line
setback space, or which may only be used for accessory bulldings or uses.
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Gge

Community
Plan

Designation

Limited
Commercial

Highway-
Oriented
Commercial

Neighborhood-

Oniented
Commercial

Community
Commercial

Commercial

Manufacturing

Limited
Manufacturing

SUMMARY OF COMMERCIAIL AND INDUSTRIAL PLAN/ZONING DESIGNATIONS
FOR THE HOLLYWOQOD COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION AREA

Poiential
Corres-

ponduig
Zones

CR, €1,
Cl5,P

C1, C2,
p

Ci1,C2,
C4,pP

- C2,(C4,
_CR,P,PB

CM., P

M1, MR1,

P, PB

i Bold type indicates most common corresponding zone.

Source: Gruen Associates

Permiticd

Floor Area

0.5 x lot area

{1.5 x lot area

1.0 X lot area

3.0 x Jot area

1.5 x lot area

1.5 x lot area

Nllustrative Development

CR - Professtonal offices with ground floor retail
C1, C1.5 - Neighborhood-serving retail and services
P - Parking

Supermarkets, highway-oriented retail convenienice

stores and strip-centers, auto sales and repair,
hotel/motels. Plan intent is 1o have adequate
landscaping and parking,

Pedestrian-oriented neighborhood retail shops and
services, such as shoe repair, dry cleaners,
phannames. hardware stores, grocery stores. Plan
intent is to provide 50% neighborhood serving uses.

Hospitals and related facilities; Plan intent

is to encourage fetail on ground floor
along Vermont and Sunset.

Mix of commercial and light industrial uses.

Motion picture production facilities,
parking structures.



3,7 PLAN CAPACITY

Table 4 and Figure 5 summarize the development capacity of the Proposed Plan
for the Revision Area and the adopted Redevelopment Plan, and compares that
capacity with 1887 development and with the capacity of the Current Plan,
Capacity is described in terms of housing wunits, populaticn, and non-

residential floor space,

Housing Capacity. Build-out of the Proposed Plan, which achieves the sbjective
of accommodating only the year 2010 population projection plus a 15 percent
capacity buffer, represents a 26 percent increase 1In housing units for the
antire Community Plan area, compared with an ingrease in excess of B3 percent
permitted by the Current Plan plus the adcpted Redavelopment Plan area.

In order to reduce the Plan capacity from over 180,000 wunits permitted by the
Current Plan te 120,000 units, it was generalily necessary to zone residential
neighborhoods consistent with gither their predeminant or median (mid-range’
gxisting density. The pernitted density ocould not exceed the predominant
existing use, since that would permit too many additional wunits and would
overtax streets and other public facilities. Conversely, the permitted density
could not be less ‘than the predominant existing use, because that would not
allow the neighborhcod to achieve a consistent averal] building character,
would not allow the additiconal units needed for the year 2010, and would create
an excessive number of nonconforming uses.!

! Recause so much of Hollywood was previousiy zoned for maximunm densities
i.e., R4 and RS which permit densities of 108 to 217 units per net acre), there
are apartment buildings at R4 densities gprinkled throughout the community.
Many of these buildings are already nanconforming with respect to the Current
Plan and. with respect to the interim zoning controls which have been in place
since 19868. Thay will continue to be nonconforming under the Proposed Plan.
Specifically, approximately 6 percent of all lots in the Plan area will be
nonconforming with respect to density; almost none will be nonconforming with
respect to use. In order to eliminate al! nonconforming uses, it would be
necessary to zone most of the community south of the Hollywood Hills R4; the
result would be about twice as many housing units as the Current Pian permits
and a corresponding increase in traffic. Since the traffic generated by build-
out of the Current Plan is already impossible to accommodate, as shown in
Figure §-2, a further increase would only make conditions more unmanageable.

The Proposed Plan does eliminate the nonconforming status of most single-famiiy
houses in the Hellywsod Hilis. The Current Plan shows most loty in the hills
at Very Low densities. However, the majority of those areas are already built
at Low [ and Low Il densities and/or have been subdivided at those densities.
The Proposed Plan designates them at those actual existing densities. This
change has na effect on Plan c¢apacity (that it, [t does noet increase the
capacity)., It simply shows what is already there and wminimizes the need for
existing homeowners to get variances for home improvements.
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TABLE 4
HOLLYWGOD GROWTH PROJECTIONS/a/

1987 Additional Build-out
Housing Units _ :
Redevelopment Area 16,000 413,000 29,000
Revision Area 81,000 +312,000 83,000
Total 87,000 +25, 000 122,300
Population .
Redevelopment Area 34,000 +38, 000 73,000
Revision Area ’ 170,000 +28, 000 188,000
Total 204,000 +68, 000 272 000
Commercial Development in Miillons of Square Feet
Redevelopment Area 12 22 34/b/
Revision Area 12 + 7 i8
Total 24 +28 53
Industrial Development in Miilions of Square Feet
Redevelopment Area 3 + 2 5
Revision Area 5 + 7 12
Total 8 + 8 17

/a/ Redevelopment Area statistics are based on the adopted Redevelopment Pian.
Alt cther figures are estimates prepared by Gruen Agsociates.

/b/ Assumes "practlical build~out™ as defined by the Community Redevelopment
Agency {(CRA}. The underlying assumptions are: 1)Redevelopment would oecur {f a)
the existing numpber of residential units is 50 percent or lesg than permitfed
by the Redevelopment Plan, or b) the existing commercial square footage {& 25
percent or Jess than the potential build-out permitted by the Redevelopment
Plan, or ¢) the existing industrial square footage is 25 percent or less than
the potential build-put permitted by the Redevelopment Plan, and d) the
sxisting building is substantially deteriorated and e) the existing development
iz not in conformance with the  Redevelopment Plan., 2)Redevelopment would not
pecour if a) the existing bulldings are of historical or architectural
significance, or b) the existing use is open space, recreatlun, public, quasi-

public or institutienal.
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For example, 1If a neighborhood is mostly duplexes today, it was designated Low
Hedium | (LM!) which allows duplexes. It wasg not designated Low [} (L2} which
permits enly single-family houses, Nor was it designated Low Medium [} (LHM2)
or Medium {(Med) which would allow complete redeveiopment and would result in
more housing units than are needed for the year 2010,

Nonresidentin! Development Capacity. In an effort to make the transportation

system and other public facilities and service systems workable, the Propcsed
Pian (within the revision area) reduces the development capacity of
commereially and industrially zoned land to:

. 0.5 times lot area (i.e. a "Floor Area Ratio" of 0.5:1) for Highway-
Oriented and Limited Commercial development; ‘

. } times lot area for Neighborhood-Criented Commercial development;

[ 1.5 times lot area for all industrial development;

. 3 times lot area for Community Commercial development, which is limited to

land currently owned by three hospitals in the medical center at the
intersection of Sunset Boulevard and Vermont Avenue.

The resulting coammercial development capacity in the Revision Area, exciuding
the medical center mrea, 1is 15.4 miilion square feet of floor spag¢e, an
increase of 54 percent over the existing estimated !0 million square feet.
This additional development is estimated to be just enough additiomal retaii
sales and services to serve the addéd population, assuming that 15 to 20
percent of the commercial development in the Redevelopment Area which currently
provides community service will be replaced by regional serving uses,

The Preopeosed Plan wouid permit the medical center to double in size from an
estimated 1.85 miitlion square feet in 1987 to 3.7 miliion square feet at build-
cut. It would perpit industrial development, consisting primarily of film and
video production, to mere than double in s=ize, from an estimated & million
square fget in 1987 to 11.3 million square feet at build-out.
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4.0 OVERVIEW OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Hollywaod Community Plan area is located in the central portion af the City
of Loz Angeles, approximately 3 miles northwest of downtown Los Angeles. The
Flan area encompasses approximately 23 square miles. The area is situated south
of the 3Santa Monica Mountains. It includes the Hoilywood Hills, as well as
highly wurbanized residential and commercial areas to the sputh., The major
gecological and open space resource {n the Flan area (as well as the City as a
whole) is Griffith Park (4,108 acres), located in the northern third of the
Plan area. The channel of the Los Angeles River skirts the nerth and

northeastern perimeter of the Plan area.

The Hollywoad Community Plan area ig Jocated within the South Coast Air Basin
15CAB). The South Coast Air Basin is a 6,600-square mile basin encompassing
alt of Qrange County, most af Los Angeies and Riverside counties, and the
gastern portion of San Bernardine County. The climate of the South Coast Air
Basin is deteramined by its terrailn and geographical location. The Basin is a
coastal plain with connecting broad vaileys and low hills, bounded by the
Pacific Ocean to the southwest, and high smountains around the rest of its
perimeter. The region generally lies on the gsemi-permanent high pressure zone
of the eastern Pacific. As a result, the climate is mild, tempered by cool sea
breezes. The usually mild climatological pattern is interrupted cccasionally
by periecds of extremely hot weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana winds.

Under the provisions of the Clean Air Act, areas are classified by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agengy as efther Tattainment™ or "non-attainment®
areas, for  pollutants such as carbon monexide, sulfur dioxide (S02), nitrogen
oxides {NOZ2), ozone (03) , hydrocarbens (HC), +total suspended particulates
(TSP and lead (Pb), based on whether the National Ambient Air Quaiity
Standards (NAAQS) are being met or not. The Pian Hevision area i{s located in
the Los Angeles County sub-area of the South Coast Air Basin., Los Angeles
County is designated a non-attainment area for 03, €0, NO2, and TSP; the County
is classified as an attainment area for S502.

Overall growth and development for the reglon encompassing the Hollywood
Community Plan area is guided by the population, housing and employment
forecast prepared by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).
The SCAG B2 modified projections, as they are known, are utilized as the base
for other regional plans that affect the Plan area such as the Air Quality
Management Plan and the Regional Transportation Plan . Other applicable plans
which enconmpass the Plan revision area inciude:

Regiocmal Water Quality Control Plan, Log Angeles Basin

Urban Water Management Plan

Los Angeles County General Plan

Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Plan

Elements of the City of Los Angeies General Plan (Housing, Conservation,
Seismic, Upen Space, Naoise, Scenic Highway, Safety, Public Library, Publig
Recreation, Fire Protection and Prevention).
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

This section presents an assessment of the environmental impacts that would
result from the Proposed Plan. As required by the California Environmenta)
Quality Act (CEQA}, the following environmental factors have been addressed:

Land Use
Population and Housing
Traffic and Circulation
Urban Design

Public Services

Alr Quality

Noise

Earth

Energy and Utilities
Drainage

Natural Respurces
Culturail and Historic Resources
Plant and Animal Life

Qther environmental effects, congidered in the Initial Study, which were
determined to be clearly insignificant andsor unlikely to occur are not
addressed in detail in this report. The complete Initial Study is attached as

Appendix A.

5.1 LAND USE
Existing Conditions

The Current Hollywood Community Plan was approved by the City Council in
September 1873 after several vyears of study. The northern part of the area
has been designated for recreation and other public land uses, as well as open
space. Much of northwest section has been designated for minimum or very low
density housing. The southern section has been designated for more intensive
develagpment. These include low to very high density housing, and commercial
and industrial uses. The Plan enumerates policjes for commerce, housing angd
industry. Also discussed are specific programs for public improvements,
circulation, and zoning actions. The Current Flan provides far residential

densities ranging from minimum to very high. The Current Plan, exclusive of the

Redevelpopment Area, provides for a population capacity of 389,000 persons and
for approximately 101 million square feet of non-residentiai development. With
the Redevelopment Area included, these overall capacities would be increased to
a population of 462,000 and a development level of approximately 140 million

square feet.

Since the adoptiocn of  the plan, real! estate and development activities have

taken place :
recognized that such previocus deveiopment has taken place under even higher

densities due to the inconsistency between the Community Plan and the
underiying zoning. This level of development activity -has reguited in
"significant burderns on the traffic circulation system within the Compunity Ptan
area, as well! as other adverse impacts on public services and infrastructure.
Development activity bhas also resulted In numerous land use conflicts and
incogpatibiiities reflected in parking problems, aesthetlic impacts, light,
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shade-shadow impacts of new larger buildings on existing lower density
properties, the removal of architecturally or historicaliy significant

buildings, aaong cther impacts.
Environmental Effects

One of the major objectives of the plan revision process was to hring the
population and employment capacities of the Plan area into iine with SCAG
grawth projections for 2010 far approximately 219,000 persons and 107,000 jobs.
To accomplish these development levels, "down zoning™ is required. As a result,
the deveiopment potential for residential and cemmercial/industrial properties
wolid be reduced in subareas throughout the Community Plan arsa, with the
exception of the Redevelopment Area and areas where there have been recent plan

amandments.,

Changes in Residential Categories: In general, this work focused on minimizing
nan-conforming uses, matching plan categories to existing typical densities or
median densities, while at the same time allowing for some growth potential.
Tabie 5 compares the Current Plan with the Proposed Plan. It shows that the
primary effect of the Proposed Plan would be to eliminate the High and Very
High residential density categories (60 dwelling units per acre or greater) asg
well as greatiy reduce the acreage devoted to the High Medium category (40 to
50 dwelling units per acre). The Proposed Plan also entalls a substantial ghift
from the Very Low residential density categorles to the Low | and Low [}
categories, generally to reflect existing conditions.

TABLE §
COMPARISON OF PROFOSED AND CURRENT PLAN FOR RESIDENTIAL CATEGORIES/a/

Proposed Current

Units per Plan Plan
Plan Category Corresponding Zone Gross Acre Acres Acres/b/
Minimus AL, A2, RE40 .5 to 1 928 1,084
Very Low | RE20, RA I+ to 2 .- -
Very Low Il RE15, REL$ 2+ to 3 1,668 3,878«
Low | RES 3+ to 5 451
Low ! R1, RS, RDG 5¢ to 7 2,370 1,1204
Low Medium | R2, RDS5, RD4, RD3 7+ to 12 458
Low Medium {} RD!{.S5, RD2 12+« tp 24 8849 253+«
Medium R3 24+ to 40 830 1,284
High Medium R4 40+ to B0 23 - 307
High R4 60+ to 80 - 357
Very High RS 80+ - 88
TOTAL 7,615 8,408

/a/ Does not include the Hollywood Redevelopment Aresa.
/b7 Includes recent amendments to the Plan,
xin the 1973 Plan, distinctions between | and |[ were not made.
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Changes In Non-residential Categories: Table & compares the Proposed Plian with
the Current with respect to commercial and industrial land use categories on an
acreage and square foot basis. As can be seen, the Proposed Plan would reduce
commercial and industrial acreage by 108 acres (a 10 percent reduction),
However, substantialily reduced floor to area ratiocs in all categaries would
reduce the development potential by 63 percent (a8 reduction of 70.4 million
square feety, when compared to the Current Plan. The reduction in deveiopment
was based on a desire to concentrate higher intensity development within the
Redevelopment Area, and to Jimit the trip generation from non-residential uses
to be compatible with the street system capacity.

TABLE ©
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED AND CURRENT PLAN FOR
COHMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL CATEGORIES/as

Acresg Sq.Ft.(Milliang}
Proposed  Current Proposed  Current
Category Pian Plan Plan/b/ Flansc/
Limited Commercial ' 50 - 0.8 -
Highway Oriented Cosmmercial 235 284 3.8 28.8
Neighborhood Office Coamercinl 33¢ 238 10.8 23.1
Community Commercial 68 179 3.7 17.5
Manufacturing/d/ 244 327 11.9 32.0
TOTAL 928 1,086 31.0 101.4

Source: Gruen Associates

/a/ Does not include the Redeveliopment Area.

/b/ Square Feet based on the following floor area ratios: Highway Oriented =
FAR 0.5:1, Limited Commercial = FAR Q.5:1, Neighborhood Office = FAR 0.75:1 for
retail and FAR 0.25:% for office, Compunity Commercial = FAR 3:1, Manufacturing
categories = FAR 1.5:].

/c/ Assumes an FAR 3:1 for non-residential uses.

/d7s Includes commercial-manufacturing, limited manufacturing and light

manufacturing categories.

Mitigation Measures

The Proposed Plan is intended as wmitigation feor the effects of the Current
Plan. Nevertheless, the Propoged Plan does npt eiiminate the growth potential
in the Plan area. It would allow for the development of approximately 12,000
additicnal housing units and approximately 14 wmillion square feet of new
development above existing levels., [t g¢hould also be recognized that the
Redevelopment Ares could accommodate an additional 13,000 dwelling units and
approximately 38 million square feet of development.
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5.2 POPULATION AND HOUSING

Existing Conditions

1987 Estimaste: Based on building permit activity, Gruen Associates has
gstimated that the 1887 Plan area population 1is 204,000 persons; 170,000
persons are thought to reside in the Plan revision area and 34,000 live in the
Redevelopment Area. ESimilarly with housing, 8{,000 units are estimated for the
revision area and 16,000 units are located in the Redevelopment area.

Housing Mix: According to estimates prepared by Gruen Associates, there wers
approximately 15,000 single family homes in the Plan area in 1887, In addition,
there are estimated to be 78,000 multiple-family units. Thus, 80 percent of the
existing stock s multiple family units, and the remaining 20 percent consists

of single-family homes.

Environmental Effects

Capacity: Table 7 compares the Proposed Plan with the Current Plan and existing

conditions relative to housing units and population., Within the revision area,
the Propesed Plan would resuit in the addition of approximately 12,000

dwellings above 1887 levels. Similarly, the Proposed Plan would add 29,000

persens to the population. With respect to the Current Plan, the Proposed Pilan
would reduce potential housing capacity from 154,000 units to 83,000 units (a
40 percent reduction in capacify). Population capacity would he reduced from
389,000 persons to 198,000 persons (a 49 percent reduction in capacity).

Housing Mix: As indicated abave, the mix between single family units and multi-~
family units is 20 percent and &0 percent, respectiveiy. The Proposed Plan
would maintain this mix of units. The Current Plan, however, would allow for
the development of a substantlal number of multi-family units, At Current Plan
build-out, the overall mix of units would be approximately 10 percent singie
family and 90 percent multi-famiiy. This change would suggest the redevelopment
of Jower density residential areas to higher densities. In contrast, the
Propesed Plan would maintain the overall status quo relative to residential

density mix.

Jobs-Housing Balance: It has been estimated that the Proposed Plan would

provide capacity for approximately 65,000 jobs within the Plan revision area.
For this same area, the Current Plan would provide capacity for approximeately
233,000 jobs. The Southern California Association of Governments has indicated
that an approximate indicator of the balance betveen Jobs and housing ig the
ratio of empioyment to population. A balance between Jobs and housing is
typically represented by a ratlio of 0.38 to 0.55.! For the revision area,
Table 8 illustrates the ratio for the Proposed and Current Plan.

!, See California Department of Housing and Community Developaent, Issue
Paper "Jobs-Housing Balance", December 1887, page 5.
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TABLE 7
HOUSING UNITS AND POPULATION COMPARISON
(in thousands)

Existing/a/ Current Flans/h/ : Prapesed Flan
Revision Entiré Revision Entire Revigion Entire
Area Plan Area Area Flan Area Area Plan Area
Single Famijy. 18 ig 21 21 21 21
Hulti~Family 83 78 133 ig2 72 104
TOTAL UNITS 81 g7 154 183 - 83 122
POPULATION 170 204 389 462 198 272

/a/ 1887 estimated developed by Gruen Associates.
/b/ Includes Amended Redevelopment Plan Build-out
Source: Gruen Associates

TABLE 8
JOBS-HOUSING BALANCE

Propcsed Plan (Revision Area Only)

Employment Capacity = 65,000 jobs
Population Capacity =183,000 persons
Employment/Population = 0,33 (houging-rich)

Current Plan {(Revision Area Only)

Eaployrent Capacity 233,000 Jobs
Popuiation Capacity 385,000 persons
Empioyment/Population = 0.60 (job-rich!)

Proposed Plan (Entire Plan Area)

Erployment Capaci{ty = 161,000 jobsa/a/
Population Capacity =272,000 persons
Employment/Population = 0.59 (job-rich)

Current Plan (Entire Plan Areal

Employment Capacity = 328,000 jobs/a/
Population Capacity = 482,000 parsons
Eaployment/Population = 0.71 (job-rich)

|

/a/ Includes approximately 96,000 jobs estimated in Redevelopment Area (38
million square feet of develcopment)
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1t can be seen that the Proposed Plan would result {n a ratio of 0.33
{indicative of too much housing) while the Current Plan would result in a ratio
0.80 Uindicative of tgo many jobs In relation to housing). When the substantial
amount of enployment anticipated in the Redevelopment Area (96,000 joba) is
added, the ratio for the Propoged Plan shifts to favor jobs (a ratio of 0.58).°%
In contrast, the imbalance is further exaggerated under the Current Plan, where
the ratio would shift to 0.71. In both of these cases, non-residentiail
development levels would need to be scaled back to achlieve a jobs-housing

bafance in the Hollywood Community Plan area,

Mitigation Measures

» For wunits lost through displacement and redevelopaent, relocatian

assistance should be provided per City of Los Angeles requitements.

] To achieve a jobas-housing balance In Hollywood, commercial and industriai
development densities in the Redevelopment Area should be reduced.

enployment astimate assumes approximately 20

', The Redevelopment Area
retall and S million s.f. of

million s.f. of office, 14 milllon s.f. of
industrial.
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TABLE 9

STREET SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

Existing Through Lanes

1973 CP mewmeemadsessenencans
Street/Segment ttassification Qff-Peak Peak Hotes
EAST/WEST STREETS
MULHOLLARD DR
Laurel Canyon-Cahuenga Major 2 3
LOS FELIZ BLVD '
Western-Verment Secondary 4
Vermont-Riverside Major 4 5 2)
FRANKLIN AVE
Gardner-La Brea Secondary 2 2
La Brea-Highland Secondary & 4
Highland-Wilcox Secondary 2 2
Wilcox-Normandie Secondary 4 4
Normardie-St George Secondary 2 2
ST GEDRGE ST
Frankl in-Rowena Secordary 2 2
HOLLYWOOD BLVD
Laurel Canyon-La Bres Major 2 [ (1N
La Brea-Sunset Major 4 4
SUNSET BLVD ‘
La Cienega-Kings Major 4
Kings-Wilton Major 4 & 1)
Witton-Santa Monica Major 4 4
FOUNTAIN AVE '
La Cienega-Fairfax Secondary 2 4 {1}
Fairfax-Drange Secondary 4 4 {5)
Orange-8ronson Secondary 2
LA MIRADA AVE (Fountain Ave jog)
Bronson-van Kess ' Secondary 2 2
FOURTAIN AVE
Van Hess-St Andrews ) Secondary 2 2
St Andrews-Western Secandary 4 4
western-Sunset Secondary 2 2
Sunset-Hyperion Secondary 4 &
SANTA MONICA BLVD
La Cienega-Sweetzer Mg jor 4 & (1)
Sweetzer-La Brea Major 4 4
La Brea-#Highland Major 4 & (1)
Highland-Wilcox Major 4 &4
Wilcox-Gower Major 4 & {13}
Gower-Sunset Major 4 4
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TABLE % ({continued)

STREET SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

Existing Through Lanes

1973 CBP sesssssmrmssuccamuanoo
Street/Segment Classification COff-Peak Peak Hates
MYRA AVE
Santa Monica-Sunset Major 4 4
HELROSE AVE
La Lienega-La Brea Secondary 4 4
La Brea-fitrus Secondary 3 4 )
Citrus-Narmandie Secondary 2 3 (10}
Normandie-Alexandria Secondary 4 4
Alexandria-Hoaver Secendary 2 4 (1
NORTR/SOQUTH STREETS
LA CIENEGA BLVD
Melrose-Santa Monica Major 4
Santa Monica-Sunset Secondary [A &
CRESCENT HEIGTS -BLVD '
Rosewcod-Santa Monica Secordary P 3 (3
Santa Monica-Sunset Major 4 4
LAUREL CANYOMN BLVD ’
Sunset-Holiywood Secondary
Kol lywood-Mt Olympus Secordary 3 3 {4)
Kt Olympus-Mulhelland Secondary 2 2
FAIRFAY AVE
Rosewood-Melrose Major 4 4
Meircse-Santa Monica Major -3
Santa Monica-Hollywood Major 4 [
MARTEL AVE
Rosewood-Melrose Secondary 2 2
VISTA §T
Melrose-Santa Monica Secondary 2 ?
GARDNER ST '
Santa Monica-Fountain Secondary & 4
Fountain-Franklin Secondary 2 2
LA BREA AVE
Rosewpod-Hot | ywood . Major 4 & 1)
Kol lywood-Franklin Secondary 4 &
HIGHLAND AVE
Rosewood-Malrose Major [ [
Melrose-Sunset Major & & )]
Sunset-Franklin (west) Major 5 7 (€Y
Franklin {west)-Franklin (east) Major 7 7 &)
franklin (east)-Odin Hajor ] 7 {&)
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Street/Segment
CAHUENGA BLVD WEST
Highland-$8 Off Ramp
SB Off Ramp-Hulholland
Mulholland-Barham
WiLLOX AVE
Melrose-Franklin
COLE AVE
Melrose-Cahuenga
CAHUENGA BLVD
Melrose-Franklin
Frank{in-0din
CAHUENGA BLVD EAST
Cdin-pilgrimage Bridge
Pilgrimage Bridge-n/o ¥8 On Ramp
n/o NB On Ramp-Bacham Off Ramp
Barham Off Ramp-Barham
VINE ST
Melrose-fFrankiin
GOWER ST
Melrose-Kol lywood
Hollywood-Franklin
BRONSON AVE
Santa Monica-Franklin
WILTON PL
Melrose-Frarklin
WESTERN AVE
Melrose-franklin
NORMANDIE AVE
Melrose-Santa Monica
$anta Monica-franklin
VERMONT AVE
Kelrose-Sunset
Sunset-Los Feliz
Los Feliz-Vermont Canygn
VIRGIL AVE
Melrose-Sunset
HILLHURST AVE
Sunset-Los Feliz
Los Feliz-Vermont
HYPERION AVE
Fountain-Glendale

TABLE @ (continued)

STREET SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

Existing Through Lanes
1973 CP eemmeeasaa mreemes -
Qff-Peak

Classgification

Major

Major

Major
Secondary

Secondary

Secondary
Major

tocal
Local
Local
Locat

Major

Secondary
Secondary

Secondary
Secandary
Major

Secondary
Secordary

Major
Major
Secondary

Secendary

Secondary
Secondary

Secondary
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3
2
1
P4

A = B3N

(7

(8)
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(1)
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TABLE 9 (continued)

STREEY SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

Existing Through Lanes

1973 CP erscscecccscmasesaaen

Street/Segment Classification off-Peak Peak Noteg
GRIFFITH PARK BLVD

Hyperion-Los Feliz Secondary 2 2
ROWENA AVE

Los Feliz-Hyperion Secondary ) 2

Hyperion-Glendaie Secondary % 4
RIVERSIDE DR

Glendale-Los Feliz Major 4 4
Notes:

t, Peak parking restrictions in both directiens during both peak pericds (various tocations).

2. Los Feliz peak parking restrictions: WE during morning peak and EB during evening peak
(Vermont-Riversidel.

3. Crescent Keights peak parking restrictions: #HB during morning peak and SB during evening
peak {Rosewood-Santa Monical.

4. Highland reversibie lane sections cperate as foliows:
aff-Pk AM Pk PM Pk

NB 58 N8 5B N8 SB
Sunset-Franklin (west) 2 3 33 4 3
Franklin (west)-Frankiin {east) 3 4% 3 4% 4 3%
Frank{in (east}-Odin 3 3 3 4 4 3

* includes long southbound right-turn fane to Franklin,

5. Fountain tanes: number of lanes varies, porticns are twe-lane (Fairfax-Orange),

&. taurel Canyen lanes: 1 lame NB, 2 lanes SB (Hollywood-Mt Clympus).

7. Cahuenga West lanes: 1 lame NB, 3 [anes SR (Righlarxd-$B Off Ramp); 1 lane NB, 2 lanes SB
{Mulhol land-Barham).

8. Cahuerga East tanes: 2 fames KB, 1 lane SB (Odin-Pilagrimage Bridge).

9. HMelrose lanes: 1 lane EB, 2 lanes W8 during off-peak periods {La Brea-Citrus).

10. Meirose peak parking restrictions: WB during morning and evening (Citrus-Normandie).

11. #Hollywood peak parking restrictions: EB and WB during evening peak onty (lLaurel
Canyon-ia Breal.

12. Normandie peak parking restrictioms: SE during morning peak and NB during evening peak
(Melrose-Santa Menica).

13. Cahuenga Boulevard East is one-way northbound over Cahuenga Pass.
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Existing Traftic Volumea and Levels of Service

Level of service is a qualitative measure used to describe the condition of
traffic flow, ranging from excellent conditions at jevel of service (LOS) A teo
overipaded conditions at LOS F. LOS C is the level of operation typically used
as a design standard, while LOS D is typically considered to be acceptable for
urban street gsystems. Level of service definitions for signalized
intersections are provided in Table 10.t Weekday morning and evening peak
hour intersection turning movement counts were provided by the City of Los
Angeles Department of Transportation for 39 intersections. The results of the
tevel of service analysis for the morning and evening peak hours are shown in
Tabhle §1. As indicated in the table, 3 of the 39 fntersections are currently
operating at an unacceptable level of service (LOS E or F) and 1! are currently
operating at LOS D during the morning peak period, while 11 intersections are
current]y operating at an unacgceptable level of service and 13 are currently
pparating at LOS D during the evening peak period.

Existing daily traffic volumes on streets throughout the Hollywond area were
obtazined from the City of Los Angeies traffic count files. Existing dajiy
volumes on streets in the West Hollywood area were obtained from the Lounty of
Los Angeles for 1886 and 1887, and 1686 daily volumes on the Holiyweced andg
Golden State Freeways were ohbtained from Caltrans. Figure 8 1iljustrates the
existing daily traffic volumpes on the street and highway netwerk in the Hol-

lywood area.

Utilizing the calculated v/c ratios from the calibrated nmodel in conjunction
with observations of the existing traffic conditions and congested areas, the
street segments which are currently estimated teo experience fair to poor levels
of service of D, E er F during the afternoon peak commute period are
illustrated in Figure ©. As can be seen, the street segments currentiy
experiencing the most congestion include the Highiand Avenue/Franklin Avenue
vicinity, street segments in the wvicinity of Hollywood Freeway ramps, and
portions of Los Feliz Boulevard, Franklin Avenue, Hollywood Bouievard, Sunset
Beoulevard, Santa Monica Boutevard, Melrose Avenue, Beverly Boulevard, La
Ciensga Boulevard, Laurel Canyon Boulevard, Cahuenga Boulevard West, Highland
Avenue, Vineé Street, Western Avenue and Vermont Avenue.

', The “"iIntersection Capacity Utilization” method of intersection capacity
analysis was used to determine the intersection volume/capacity (v/c) ratio and
corresponding level of " service for the existing turning movements and
intersection <characteristies at signalized intersections. As part of the
development of the highway network for the computer aodel, existing capacities
were estimated for each street in the network based upon the physical and
operational characteristics of the street. The existing traffic volumes were
compared to the estimated capaclities to develop v/c ratios for the various
highway segments throughout the area.
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Level of
Service

TABLE 10

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS

Vo?ume/ﬁapacify

Ratio

Pefinition

A

0.00 -

0.60

1.00

Greater than

1.00

EXCELLENT. No vehicle waits longer
than one red light and no approach
phase is fully used.

VERY GOOD. An occasienal approach
phase is fully wutilized; many
drivers begin to feel somewhat
restricted within groups of
vehicles,

GGOD. Occasionally drivers may
have to wait through more than one
red Tight; Dbackups may  develop
behind turning vehicles.

FAIR. Delays may be substantial
during portions of the rush hours,
but encugh lower volume periods
cccur to permit «c¢learing of
develeoping lines, preventing
excessive backups.

POOR. Represents the most vehicles
intersection approaches can
accommodate; may be long lines of
waiting vehicles through several
signal cycles.

FAILURE. Backups from nearby loca-
tions or aon <c¢ross streets may
restrict or prevent movement of
vehicles out of the 1intersection
approaches. Tremendous delays with
continuously increasing queue
lengths.
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TABLE 11

PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL DF SERVICE ANALYSIS
EXISTING CONDITICHS

47

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Map  smesrasssassscsss demrssessasasoasma
Num Intersection v/C LO$ v/C 108
1 Melrose Ave & Fairfax Ave 0.72 [y 0.87 D
2 - Meirose Ave & La Brea Ave 0.80 /D 0.93 E
3 Melrose Ave & Highland Ave .95 E 1.03 F
4 Melrose Ave & Western Ave 0.87 D 0.99 E
5 Santa Monica Bl & Highlang Ave 0.85 b 1.00 E/F
& Santa Monica Bl & vire St 0.79 [ 0.97 E
7 Santa Monica Bl & Western Ave 0.81 ) .89 b
8 Santa Monica Bl & Vermont Ave 0.48 A 0.45 8
9 Santa Monics Bl & Hyra Ave/Hoover St 0.51 A 0.7% C
10 Santa Monica Bl & Sunset Bl 0.45 A 0.69 ]
11 Fauntain Ave & Highland Ave 1.05 F 1.07 F
12 Fountain Ave & Vine St 0.71 [ 0.84 o]
13 Fountain Ave & wWestern Ave 0.56 A c.78 ¢
14 Fountainm Ave & Vermont Ave 0.49 A 0.65 8
15 Sunset B! & Crescent Hats/Laurel Cvn 0.B8 i] 0.¢4 £
15 Sunset Bi & Fairfax Ave 0.85 B 0.87 >}
17 Sunset Bl & Lz Brea Ave 0.86 8 0.87 b}
18 Sunset B{ & Kighland Ave 0.86 D 0.83 4]
19 Sunset Bl & Vine St 0.73 [ 0.82 ]
20 Sunset BI £ Gower St 0.7 C 0.87 o}
21 Sunset Bl & Western Ave 0.71 C 0.97 3
2z sunset Bl & Normardie Ave .48 4 0.82 bl
23 Sunset Bl & Vermont Ave 0.75 c 0.85 D
26 sunset 81 & Hollywood BU/Hillhurst §t 0.82 ] 0.9% E
25 Holiywood Bl & Falrfax Ave D.4% B 0.67 B
26 Holiywood Bl & La BHrea Ave G.77 C 0.74 C
27 Kollywood Bl & Kighland Ave 0.8% 3} 0.74 ¢
28 Hollywood BL & Cahuenga BL 0.78 o 0.87 5}
29 Hollywood BL & Vine St 0.75 o 0.74 C
30 Hollywood Bl & Bronson Ave 0.57 A D.59 8
31 Hol lywood Bl & Western Ave 0.73 C 0.75 C
32 Hollywood Bl & Vermont Ave 0.45 A 0.57 A
33 Franklin Ave {West) & Highland Ave 0.93 E 1.03 F
34 Franklin Ave (East) & Mighland Ave 0.74 c 0.76 e
35 Franklin Ave & Western Ave G.&67 B G.72 C
3é Franklin Ave & Vermont Ave 0.54 B 6.92 E
7 Los Feliz BL & Vermont Ave 0.82 0 0.89 b
38 Los Feliz Bl & Hillhurst Ave 0.87 D 0.83 D
39 los Feliz Bl & Riverside br 0.81 D 0.77 C
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Regiona| versus Loggl Trips

The location of Hollywood adjacent to a major commuting route between the San
Fernando Valley and downtown Los Angeles, coupled with the physical constraints
on travel across the Hollywoed Hills, has a significant impact on travel
patterns in the Hollywood area. Practically all traffic between the eastern
San Fernando Valley and the Los Angeles basin (whether downtown Los Angeles to
the southeast, the Wilshire corridor area to the south, or the Vest
Hoflywood/Beverly Hilis area to the southwest) must either travel through the
Cahuenga Pass on either the Hollywood Freeway or Cahuenga Boulevard, or must
utlilize cross-mountain routes such as Laurel Canyon Boulevard. This regional-
ty-orlented traffic is funneled through the Hollywood area, adding to traffic
congestion on key streets in the area.

An analysis of through trips was performed using the existing volumes from the
calibrated model. Table 12 shows the percentage breakdown of wusage of key
streets in the study area by regional and Comaunity Plan generated traffic.
While regional trips are generally higher toward the edges of the study area,
regional trips tend to be between 20% and 40% even in the center of the Com-

munity Plan study area.

Environmente! Effects

As indicated in the previous saction, more than half of the analyzed
intersections are either approaching eor are currently operating at an
unacceptable levetl of service during the evening peak hour. Further

deveiopment within the Hollywood area coupled with regional growth could
overload the already congested transportation facilities, The purpose of this
section is to assess the impacts of the land use &aiternatives on the street

system,

Trip Generation

The land use alternatives represent varying degrees of deveiopment within the

Hollywood Community Plan study area. Population and employment projections
were used to determine the generation of vehicle trips within the study area,
which is presented in Tabie 13. As c¢an be seen, the Bulld-out of the 1873

Hollywood Community Plan generates 208% more evening peak period trips and 227%
more daily trips than are currently generated. The Increased Non-Residential
Development Alternative (Alternative 1) generates 84% more evening peak period
trips and 88% more daily trips than are currenily generated, while the Proposed
Plan Revision only generates 4B% more evening peak period trips and 50% more
daily trips than are currently generated.

Traffic forecasts were produged for each of the alternative development
scenarios. While the existing network was used for the Proposed Plan and
Alternative 1. the 1973 Hollywood Community Plan designates a classification
for each of the streets in the study area, with each classification having a
standard number of travel lanes and roadway widths. These standards are

presented in Table 14.
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EVENING PEAK PERIQD THROUGH TRIP ANALYSIS

TABLE 12

EXISTING CONDITIONS (ESTIMATED)

e Ly L o 2 e S o P W At TS B ULl b A ey A AL o AL Al

La Cienega at Sunset
Falrfax at Sunset

La Brea at Sunset
Highland at Sunset
Vine at Sunset
Western at Sunset
Vermont at Sunset

Franklin at Highland
Hollywood at Highland
Sunset at Highland

Santa Monica at Highland
Melrose at Highland

Los Feliz at Vermont
Franklin at Vermont
Hollywood at Vermont
Sunset at Vermont

Santa Monica at Vermont
Melrose at Highland

— W W W A T o e o W " ———

* Regional traffic =

Regional
Traffic *

b . " —— . o -

47%
35%
29%
37%
24%
12%
10%

35%
25%
29%
14%
12%

15%

5%
37%
14%
J6%
47%

Local
Traffic *#*

- - -

53%
65%
71%
63%
76%
88%
90%

65%
75%
71%
86%
88%

85%
95%
63%
86%
64%
53%

A e — ar b - -

vehicle trips with both origin and destination

outside of the Hollywood Community or Redevelopment Plan areas.
** Local traffic = vehicle trips with either origin or destination,
or both, within Hollywood Community or Redevelopment Plan areas.

Percentages represent estimates from travel demand model developed for

Heollywood, not actual traffic count data.

o1



TABLE 13

PROJECTED TRIP GENERATION FOR LARD USE ALTERNATIVES

AM Peak period PH Peak Period
Alternative H“I"r-u -------- t-);t ------- ‘Fc—}t;; ------- ;n ------- 0;; ‘‘‘‘‘‘ ;;;;I”- Daily
Existing 56,510 47,640 104,150 121,010 126,590 247,600 932,630
1973 CP Buitdout 151,450 86,210 237,660 344,230 418,980 765,210 3,045,640
Alternative 1 101,540 62,250 163,790 205,580 250,870 455,450 1,754,480
Proposed Plan 82,640 56,770 139,410 168,840 197,380 366,220 1,395,130

o Trip projections represent estimated trips for both the Kollywood Community Plan and
Redevelopment Pian area, assuning full buildout of each Community Plan alterrative and
full buildout of the Redevelopment Plan., ’

o Alt trip projections rounded to rearest 10 vehicle trips.
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TABLE 14
1373 COMMUNITY PLAN STREET STANDARDS

Right-of-Way Pavement Number of Through
Classification Width (feet) Width (feet! Lanes (Twao-Way!

Major Highway 100 to 104 80 to 84 , 8
Secondary 86 66 4
Collector 64 44 2

Since many streets {n the network do not currently oeet the 1373 Community Plan
criteria, a build-out network was created and was wused for the 1873 Community
Plan Build-out tland use alternative. In addition to the increased capacity of
selected streets, the 1973 Caommunity Plan includes the elimination of the
Frankiin Avenue/Highland jog by realigning the western approach of Franklin
Avenue, and the Fountain Avenue jog at Bronsen Avenue and Van Ness Avenue has
a!so been eliminated by realigning Fountain Avenue between Tamarind Avenue and

St. Andrews Place.

Summary results based on the traffic farecasts are presented in Table 15
including values for the estimated existing conditions, the build-out of the
1873 Community Plan on the build-out netwerk, and the Proposed Plan and
Alternative 1 on the existing network. Traffic impact measures shown include
vehicle-miles of travel (VMT), average speed (MPH), and vehicle-hours gf dejay
for the evening peak period, aggregated across the entire Hollywood Cammunity
Plan highway network. It should be noted that these numbers do not necessarily
represent actual conditions, but rather are intended for use in making relative

copparisons between the various alternatives,

Projected Dﬁergtihg Conditions

Evening peak period turning movements were obtained from the model for each
alternative, and the corresponding levels of service are presented in Table (6.
The calcgylated v/¢ ratios from the tratfic forecasts were used to identify the
street segments which are projected to experience poor levels of service, E and
F, during the evening peak period. The street segment levels of service for
gach of the land use alternatives are presented in Figures 10 through iZ2.

Current Plan Build-put on Build-out Network: As indicated in Table 186, 36 of
the 389 analyzed intersections are projected to operate at LGS F during the
evening peak hour with the build-out of the 1973 Community Plan. In addition,
nearly every street in the study area is expected to be extremely congested,
with all of the streets In the core of the Hollywood business distriet
projected ta have v/¢ ra‘ios greater than 1.20. As can be geen {n Figure 10,
the street segments that are expected to experience extreme congestion, with
v/c ratios greater than .20, inciude the entire lengths of Franklin Avenue and
Fountain Avenue; the majority of Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard; and
the segments of Highland Avenue, Wilcox Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard, Wilton
Place, Western Avenue, Normandie Avenus and Vermont Avenue between Fountain
Avenue and Franklin Avenue. The complete failure of this land use alternative
to function on the build-out network is significant, since it implies that the
fand usage and recommended street network as established in the 1973 Community

Plan are not compatible.
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TABLE 15

TRAFFIC IMPACT INDICATORS FOR EVENING PEAK PERIOD

VMT Average Speed Delay
Land Use = --srmemesscwcseriascne susececcossmasesoconnn secceraseasssmoauaoo-

Alternative yeh-Miles X Change MPH % Change Yeh-Hours X Change
Existing Conditions 1,524,B00 n/a i2.9 n/s 78,300 n/a
{estimated)
1973 CP Buildout with 2,428,500 5¢.3% 4.2 -67.4% 508,400 B4%.3%
Buildput of Street .
Network
Alternative 1 on 2,084,600 35.4% 6.0 -53.5%X 288,800 268, 8%
Existing Network
Proposed Plan on 1,929,500 26.5% 8.4 -34.9% 178,900 128.5%

Existing Network

v

Notes: .
¢ Data indicates zggregate values from Hollywood Community Plan travel demand model.

& "% Change" indicates percent change from estimated existing conditions,
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TABLE 18

PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
FOR COMMUNITY PLAN LAND USE ALTERNATIVES

1973 cp Buildout

Existing with Buildout of Alternative 1 on Proposed Plan on
Conditions Street Networi Existing Network Existing Network
Mgp  s-ssstsssmansssas sseTmAsmLaceRlescak eeMTAlAmedenesies messeeaviisnaavas
Num Intersection v/C LOS v/C LOS v/C LOS v/C LOS
1 Meirose Ave & Fairfax Ave 0.87 1 1.12 F 1.15 F 1.60 £/F
2 Melrose Ave & [a Brea Ave 0.93 E 1.52 F 1.40 F 1,14 3
3 Melrose Ave & HBighland Ave 1,03 F 1.67 F 1.2¢9 F 1.1 F
4 Mairose Ave & Western Ave 0.99 E 1.50 F 1.31 F 1.10 F
5 Santa Monica B! & Highland Ave 1.00 E/F 1.74 F 2.99 F 1.80 F
£ Santa Monica Bl & Vime St 0.7 E 1.68 F 1.80 F 1.62 F
7 Santa Monica Bl & Western Ave 0.8% D 1.35 F 1.34 F 1.22 F
8 Santa Monica Bi & Vermont Ave 0.65 B 1.27 F 0.92 E 0.87 ]
@ Santa Monica Bl & Myra Ave/Hoover St 0.7% o 1.41 F 0.96 13 0.89 ]
10 Santa Monica Bl & Sunset Bl 0.69 B 0,61 B 0.6%9 B 0.48 B
11 Fountain Ave & Highlang Ave 1.07 F .74 F 1.97 F 1.38 F
12 fountain Ave & Vine st 0.84 D 2.44 F 1.62 F 1.08 F
13 Fountain Ave & Western Ave .78 C 2.08 F 1.66 F 1.43 3
14 Fountain Ave & vermont Ave 0.65 B 2.29 T F 1.24 F 0.97 E
15 Sunset Bl & Crescent Hgts/Laurel Cyn 0.94 E 1.34 F 1.15 H 1.07 £
14 Sunset BL & fairfax Ave 0.87 D 1.17 F 1.10 F 1.0% F
17 Sunset Bi & La Brea Ave 0.87 D 1.29 F 1.58 F 1.28 F
18 Sunset Bl & Kighland Ave 0.83 b 1.44 F 1.19 £ 1.29 3
1% Sunset Bl & Vine St 0.82 D 1.4% F 1.22 f 1.02 F
20 Sunset 8l & Gower St 0.87 D 1.78 F 1.7¢ f 1.47 F
1 Sunset Bl & Western Ave 0.97 E 2.47 3 1.77 F 1.34 F
22 Sunset Bl & Normandie Ave 0.82 [ 2.46 F 1.52 F 1.15 ¥
23 Sunset Bl & Vermont Ave 0.85 D 2.17 F 1.16 F 1.07 F
24 Sunset Bl & Hollywood Bl/Hiilhurst §t 0.9% E 2.01 F 1.22 F 1.12 F
25 Hollywood Bl & Fairfax Ave .67 B 0.7% C 0.75 c G.90 D/E
26 Hollywood BL & La Brea Ave 0.7% c 1.11 F 1.44 F 1.29 F
27 Kollywood 8l & Highland Ave 0.74 L 1.64 F 1.40 F 1.27 F
2B Hollywood 81 & Cahuengari}{ D.ary ) 1.97 F 2.18 F ©.07 F
29 Hollywood Bl & Vine St 0.74 c 1.90 F 1.0% £ 1.08 F
30 Hollywood BL & Bronson Ave 0.69 B 2.03 £ 1.1% F 1.16 F
n Hollywood Bl & Western Ave 0.75 c 1.12 F 1.07 F 0.92 E
32 Hollywood BL & Vermont Ave 0.57 A 1.32 F 0.8% 2} Q.81 0
33 Franki{in Ave (West) & Highland Ave 1.03 F * * 1.34 F 1.26 F
34 Franklin Ave (East) & Highland Ave 0.76 c 2.12° F 1.06 F 0.99 £
35 Franklin Ave & Western Ave 0.72 C 2.0% F 1.40 F 1.12 F
34 franklin Ave & vermont Ave 0.92 E 1.72 F 1.48 F $.33 F
37 Los Feliz Bl & Vermont Ave 0.8% D 1.16 F 1.09 F 1.05 F
38 Los Feliz Bl & Hillhurst Ave 0.83 b 1.17 F 1.01 # 0.95 E
39 tos Feliz Bl & Riversige Dr 0.77 [ 1.52 F 1.02 F 0.87 D

* Realignment of Frankiin under buildout of 1973 CP street network would eliminate conflicting movements at this location,
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Proposed Plan Revislon on Existing Network: While 28 of the 39 intersections
are projected to operate at LOS F during the evening peak hour for this
alternative, the v/c ratios are much lower than the v/o ratios for Alternative
1. Simitarly, the strest segments are not expected to be as congested as for
the increased non-residential development alternative discussed below., While
there are segments which have v/c ratios greater than 1.20, they are isolated
cases immediately adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway and the Cahuenga Pass. As
can be seen in Figure 12, the street segments which are expected to experience
extreme congestion, with v/ec ratics greater than !.20, include portions of
Franklin Avenue, Sunset Boulevard, Fountain Avenue, Cahuenga Boulsvard, Vine
Street, Gower Street, and segments in the vicinity of Hollywood Freeway ramps.

Increased Non-Residential Development Alternative omn Existing Network: As
indicated in Table 16, 34 of the 32 analyzed intersections are projected to
operate at LOS F during the evening peak hour for this land use alternative.
While street segment congestion is fairly widespread, the segments which are
projected to have a v/c¢ ratio greater than {.20 are primarily concentrated near
the Hollywood Freeway and the Cahuenga Pass.

As can be seen in Figure 11!, the street segments that are expected to
experience extreme congestion, with v/c ratios greater than 1.20, include the
Highland Avenue/Frankiin Avenue vicinity; portions of Hollywood Boulevard,
Sunset Boulevard, Fountain Avenue and Santa HMonica Boulevard; portions of
Wilcox Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard, Vine Street, Gower Street, Bronson Avenue
and Western Avenue between Santa Monica Boulevard and Franklin Avenue; and
street segments Iin the vicinity of the Hollywood Freeway ramps.

Mitigation Measures

In reaction to the high levels of traffic congestion and poor levels of service
which either already exist or have been projected for many locations within the
Hollywood Community Plan area, a variety of alternative street and intersection
improvements have been evaluated., Development of the conceptual improvements
for this analysis included a review of previgus recommendationg for the
Hol lywood area and digcussions with staff of the Los Angeies Department of

Transportation (LADOT).

As a result of this process, two different sets of street system improvements
have been developed for further analysis in this study. The first set,
hereaftar referred to as the "Constrained Improvement Scenarin,” incorporates
irprovements which can generally bs accommodated within the existing street
system, The intent of this scenaric is to assess the level of land use
development which could be accommodated, and the traffic operating conditions
which would result, if improvements are limited to those which do not require
substantial right-of-way acquisition (which 1is likely to prove diffiecult, if
not impossiblie, throughout most of the Hoilywood area).
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The second improvement scenario, hereafter referred to as the "Bulid-out
lmprovement Scenario, ™ presumes that sach of the streets within the Hollywood
area is eventually widened to provide capacity tommensurate with the street's
classification in the Community Flan. Hany of the streets within Hollywond are
not currently constructed to the highway classification standards established
by the City of Los Angeles. This scenario represents build-out of the Community
Plan street network over an extremely long-term period, since it is likely that
acquisitien of the right-of-way necessary to implement these widenings would
depend upcn right-of-way dedications from redevelopment of adjacent parcels.
Ags such, the full level of improvements implicit in this scenario may not ever
be achieved. However, the scenario is useful for analyzing the impact of
build-out of the Community Plan street system, if it were to be implenented,

Constrajned Improvement Scenario:

As noted previously, the improvements included in the Constrained Improvement
Scenario were developed in an attempt to maximize the potential capacity of the
existing street system in the Hollywood area. They are therefore based on the

following genera! guidelines:

. Any improvements must either fit within the existing right-of-way or
require pnly a minimal amount of new right-of-way. In the latter case,
any new right-of-way must be available without requiring demoiition of

existing buildings.

. A level of service of D or better during peak periods was the desired
target. However, as will be seen, even with the potential improvements,
it was not possible to achieve this level of operation at all locations.

® The improvements were developed In relation to the projected traffic
volumes under the Proposed Plan growth scenario.

It should be noted that these improvements are intended to be indicative of the
extent to which impacts of future growth can be mitigated by street systen
improvements, and are conceptuai in nature. They are not intended as hargd
recommendations for specific improvements. The most appropriate improvements
for locations throughout the Hollywood area must ultimately be deveioped in
conjunction with more praecise knowledge of the specific deveiopments which may

ultimately occur.

Potential Street System Improvements

Table 17 [Iists the wvarious conceptual street system improvements included in
the Constrained !mprovement Scenario. As can be seen, these improvements tend
to fall inte one of two types: operational improvements such as implementation
of an avtomated traffic surveillance and control (ATSAC) system., peak period
parking restrictions, one-way couplets, or reversible cperations; and physical
improvements such as street widenings, Jog eliminations, or localized

intersection improvements.
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TABLE 17

CONCEPTUAL STREET SYSTEM [MPROVEMENTS FOR HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN
(CONSTRAINED [MPROVEMENT SCENARIO)

Pavement  Number of Lanes ' Previ

Width  --a--meseemsnoeass Time  Direc- Recom
Street Locatian (feet) Existing Improved Period tien  Comments datio

Installation of ATSAC system throughout Rollywood area

PEAK PERICD PARKING RESTRICTIONS

La Cienega Santd Monica to 70 4 & FM Pk both . requires coordination with LAD
Olympic Beverly Hills & West Hollywood
Crescent s/0 Santa Monica varies ’ 3 4 PM PK NB expand existing restrictions
Heights to include B during PH peak;
requires coordination with
wWest Holiywood
fairfax Sunset to Pico varies [ & PM Pk both requires coordination with LAD
Hest Hollywood
Cahuenga Franklin to freeway na 4 6 PR Pk both  in conjunction w/1-way couplet
Cahuenga freeway to Odin ma 4 5 PM Pk NB couid be reversible operatien
) instead of parking restriction
Vine franklin to Melrose 70 4 é PM Pk both PRQ
Western Franklin to Venice &0 & & PM Pk both 10-focs,lane5; would need LAD
spot widening for teft-turn
pockets
Normandie s/o freeway ' na 3 & PN PK 8 expard existing restricticns
to include SB during P peak
Sunset Wilton to Holiywood 70 4 [ PH Pk both extension of existing
restrictions eastward
Santa Monica La Ciemega to Hoover &0 4 -] PM Pk both  10-foot tanes; would need PaC

spot widening for left-turn
pockets; requires ccordination
with West Hollywood
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Pavement Number of Lanes
Wigth  ---me--evarencnan Time

Street Location (feet) £xisting Improved Period
ONE-WAY COUPLETS
Cahuenga/ Franklin to Melrose Ca: 58 Ca: & 4 HB, All Day
HWilcox We: 3% Wer 2 3 sh
Wilton/ freeway to 3rd Wt: 40 Wt: 4 4 NB, All bay
Van Ness YK: na Vh: 2 4 SB
REVERSIALE OPERATIONS
¥ighland Sunset to Santa 70 & 7 AM Pk

Heonica PM Pk
STREET WIDENINGS
Fountain Highland to Bronson, varies 2 4 ALl Day

& Western to Sunset
Framklin Hightamd to Wilcox 38 2 4  AME PH
Cahuenga East Odin to Barham varies 1-3 2-4 ALl Day
Barham Cahuenga to Forest na & 6 ALl Day

Lawn

TABLE 17 (continued)

CONCEPTUAL STREET SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS FOR HOLLYWOOD COMMURITY PLAN
(CONSTRAIMED IMPROVEMENT SCENARIO)
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Direc-
tien

na

na

58
KB

bath

both

NB

both

Frevious
Retommen- |
Comments dation *
requires parking restrictions LADOY
on Wilcox {one side)
requires parking restrictions LADDT

on Yan Ness;
parking restrictions on wilton

continuation of

extension of existing rever-
sible operations scuthward;
use lefe-turn lane for
additional through tane

in peak direction

‘widen to 40 to 44 feet:

implement parking restrictions
during AM & PM peaks

includes widening Us 101
overpass to 7 lanes as per
LA § year LIP



TABLE 17 {continued)

CONCEPTUAL STREET SYSTEM [MPROVEMENTS FOR HOLLYWOOO COMMUNITY PLAR
{CONSTRAINED IMPROVEMENT SCENARIOQ)

Pavement Humber of Lanes Previous
Width = semmmreeneeereaonn Time  Direc- Recumien-
Srraet Location {feet) Existing Improved Period tien  Comments dation *
JOG [MPROVEMENTS OR ELIMINATIONS
Franktin at Highland Hi: 70 Hi: 7 ma All Day na 1. widen Franklin approaches & LADOT
Fri38s44 Fri: 2/4 na Highland through jog area;
2. realign Frankiin to 1973 CP

eliminate jog;
3. grade-separation (depress
Highland under Franklin)**

Fountain Bronson to Van Ness [Ai] 2 4 AlLL Pay both realign Fountain between LACOT &
Bronson & St Andrews to 1973 ¢cp
eliminate jog; included in
LA 5 year CiP

LOCALIZED INTERSECTICN [MPROVEMENTS

Notes:
Ca = Cahuenga Boulevard AM Pk = AM peak period
We = Wilcox Avenue PM Pk = PM peak period
Wt = Wilton Place NE = northbound
YN = Van Ness Avenue S8 = southbound

Hi = Highland Averue
fr = Franklin Avenue

* Previous recommendation:
o LADOT indicates recommended by memarardum from Donald R. Howery, General Manager, Department of Transportation,
to Councilman Mike Woo, June 2, 1987.
PBCD indicates recommended in Hollywood Circulation Study (Parsons Brinckerhof Quade & Douglas, 1985).
1973 P indicates included in 1973 Hollywood Community Plan.

** The grade-separation alternative for the Highland/Franklin intersection was used for the Constrairied Improvement Scenario
since traffic projections indicate this glternative is nesded to provide sufficient capacity through the intersection.
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ATSAC. At present, LADCT is beginning to install ATSAC systems in various
areas throughout the City. Implementation of an ATSAC system in Hollywood
would provide more efficient and flexiblie control of traffiec, thereby
Increasing the carrying capacity of signalized intersections. LADGT
estimates that ATSAC systems may provide a sesven percent Increase in
traffic capacity or throughput when compared to conventional traffic
signa! controls, as are ocurrentiy in place in Hollywood. ATSAC also
improves reliability and safety through surveillance and respansiveness af

control,

Peak Period Parking Restrictions. New or expanded peak period parking

restrictions are indicated for segments of La Cienega Boulevard, Crescent
Heights Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, <Cahuenga Boulevard, Vine G&treet,
Western Avenue, Normandie Avenue, Sunset Boulevard and Sants Monica Boule-
vard, The intent of these restrictions are to provide additional through
tanes during peak periods (similar to current restrictions along sections
of La Brea Avenue, Highland Avenue and Sunset Boulevard, among others).
Potential implementation issues would relate toc the need to either accept
the loss of on-street parking spaces or replace the displaced spaces.
Furthermore, Inadeguate street widths along Western and Santa Manica would
necessitate spot widenings in order te continue to provide left-turn lanes
at major intersections,

Qne-Way Couplets. Two pairs of potential one-way couplets, Cahuengs
Boulevard/Wilcox Avenue and Wilton Place/Van Ness Avenue, would improve
north-south circulation within the Hollywood core areaz.

Reversible ODperations. At present, traffic cones are wused along Highiand
Avenue between O0din Street and Sunset Boulevard to provide reversible lane
operations during peak periods. Basically, the center left-turn lane is
used as an additional through lane in the peak direction (southbound in
the morning and northbound in the evening), with left-turns prohibited.
This concept could be extended aleng Highland from its present terminus at
Sunset Boulevard south to Santa Monica Boulevard, in order to more
adequately accommodate the projected heavy traffic flows along this

section of Highland,

Street Widenings. I'n conjunction with the potential Jjog realignment
discussed below, Fountain Avenue could be further developed as an
alternative east-west route by widening the existing two-lane segnents to
provide four lanes. The two-lane section of Frankiin Avenue between
Highland Avenue and Wilcox Avenue is both a current and future bottleneck,
and could be widened to provide four travel lanss by widening the pavement
approximately 4 to 8 feet and restricting parking during peak periocds.

Furthermore, Cahuenga Boulevard East could be widened by one lane between
Qdin Street and Barhap Boujevard 1in order to provide much-needed ad-
ditional street capacity northbound over the Cahuenga Pass. Barham
Boulevard could be widened to provide gix through lanes from Cahuenga to
Forest Lawn Drive. These widenings, aleong with the Cahuenga/Wilcox one-
way couplet and the potential parking restrictions on Cahuenga Boulevard
described previously, and the planned widening of the Barham Boulevard
bridge over U.5, 101 to seven lanes (included in the City of Los Angeles 5
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Year Capital Improvement Frogram', would combine to provide additional
capacity along an entire corridor from Melrose Avenue on the south to the
Universat City area and Burbank te the north.

o Jop Eiiminations. The existing Fountain Avenue jog around Le Conte Junior
High School couid bpe eliminated by realigning Fountain between Bronson
Avenue and St. Andrews Place (as included in the City of Los Angeles &
Year <Capital Iimprovement Frogram?, In combination with widening the
existing two-lane sections - of Fountain as described sabeve, this
improvement would improve east-west capacity throughout the Hollywood
area.

A variety of alternatives are possgible to eliminate or alleviate the
existing Frankiin Avenus jog at Highland Avenue, ranging from: (§)
widening the Frankiin Avenue Intersection approaches and Highland Avenue
itself through the jog area (as Iincluded in the City of Los Angeles 5 Year
Capital Improvement Program); to (2) realigning Franklin to eliminate the
jog tas included in the 1973 Coammunity Plan); to (3) grade-separation by
gither depressing Highland Avenue through traffic below the Jog are=a or
constructing a flyover for eastbound Franklin to northbound Highland left-

turning traffic.

¢ Localized Intersection [morovements. A series of potential intersection
improvements were evaluated for the 39 analyzed intersections and are
sunnarized in Table 18. As can be seen, ~these improvements typically
congist of the provision of additicnal turning tanes. The potential
intersection improvements alse incorporate the various street systenm
improvements described previously.

Effectiveness of Improvements

Projected traffic volumes for the Proposed Plan were reassigned to the street
system assuming implesentation of the various conceptual improvements described
above, Table 19 presents the resgulting levels of service at the 39 analyzed
intersections, while Figure 13 illustrates the projected levels of service
along street segments,

As can be seen, implementation of these (eor similar) laprovements would
significantly improve projected operating conditiony in wmany areas from those
forecast for The Proposed Plan withput improvements. However, a nuaber of
streets would still sxperience traffic demands far in excess of the capacity.
Eleven of the 3% intersections are projected to operate at LOS F during the
svening peak hour (as opposed to 28 intersgsections for The Proposed Plan on the
existing netwerk), while an additional {1 Iintergections are projected to
operate at LOS E. As Indicated on Figure 13, a number of street segments would
st{ll experience extreme congestion. However, sections of Vermont Avenue,
Wegtern Avenue, Vine Street, Gower Street, Cahuenga Boulevard, Sunset
Boulevard, Fountain Avenue,- Santa Monica Boulevard anpd Melrose Avenue are
projected to operate at much better c¢onditions than under The Proposed Plan

without improvements (Figure 12).
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TABLE 18

CONCEPTUAL INTERSECTION TMPROVEMEKTS FOR HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN

Intersection

Melrose Ave & Fairfax Ave
Melrose Ave & La Brez Ave
Melrose Ave & Highland Ave

Melrose Ave & Western Ave

Santa Monica B! & Highland Ave

Santa Monica BL & Vipe St

Santa Monica Bl & Western Ave

Santa Monica Bl & Vermont Ave

Santa Monica Bl & Myra Ave/Hoover St

Sants Monica Bl & Sunset Bi

Fosntain Ave & Highland Ave

Fountain Ave & Yime St

Fountain Ave & Western Ave

(COMSTRATNED IMPROVEMENT SCENARID)

Improvement

no improvements suggested
no improvements suggested

no improvements suggested

restrict parking on Western for additional through lanes during peak periods
{spot widen Western for left-turn pockets)

restrict parking on Santa Menica for sdditional through lanes during peaks
{spot widen Santz Monica for left-turn pockets)
extend reversible [ane operations on Highlard to Santa Monica

restrict parking on Santa Monica for additional through fames durinmg peaks
(spet widen Santa Monica for {eft-turn pockets)

additiorally widen eastbound $Santas Monica to provide dual left-turn lanes
restrict parking on Yine for additional through lanes during peak pericds

restrict parking om Santa Monica for additional through lanes during pesks
{spoy widen Santa Monica for left-turn pockets)

testrict parking on Western for additional through lanes during peak periods

(spot widen wWestern for teft-turn pockets)

restrict parking on santa Monica for additional threugh lanes during peaks
{spot wigen Santa Monica for left-turn pockets)

terminate peak parking restrictions on Santa Monica at Myra/Hoover
restripe eastbound Samta Monica to provide dual (efr-turn lanes

ne improvements suggested

witden Fountain to provide four through lames plus left-turn lanes
extend reversible lame operations on H#ighland to Santa Monica

widen Fountain to provide four through lames plus left-turn lanes
restrict parking on Vine for additional through lanes during peak periocds

widen Fountain to provide four through lanes plus [eft-turn lanes

restrict parking on Western for additional through lanes during peak periods
(spot widen Western for left-turn pockets}
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TABLE 18 (continued)

CCNCEPTUAL INTERSECTICN IMPROVEMENTS FOR HOLLYWOCD COMMUKITY PLAN
(CCNSTRAINED IMPROVEMENT SCENARIO)

Map
Num Intersection [mprovement - Notes
14 Fountain Ave & Vermant Ave widen Fountain to provide four through lanes plus left-turn tares {13

15 Sunset Bl & Crescent Hgts/Laurel Cyn  spot widen/restripe eastbourd Sunset tg provide dual left-turn lanes

16 Sunset 8l & Fairfax Ave terminate peak parking restrictions on Fairfax at Sunset (1)
spot widen/restripe westbound Sunset to provide dual Left-turn lanes (2)

17 Sunset Bl & La Brea Ave 4 ne improvements suggested

18 Sunset Bl & Highland Ave * spot widen soutbound Highland to provide exclusive right-turn lane (2)

19 Sumset Bl & vine St restrict parking on Vine for additional through lanes during peak periods ()

20 Sunset Bl & Gower St ) no improvements suggested

21 Sunset Bl & Western Ave restrict parking on Sunset for additional through lanes during peak pericds (N

restrict parking on Western for additional through lanes during peak periods (n
(spot widen Western for teft-turn pockets)

22 Sunset Bl & Normarxiie Ave restrict parking on Sunset for additional through lanes during peak periods {13

23 Sunset Bl & Vermont Ave restrict parking on Sunset for additipnal through lanes during peak periods (N
spot widen/restripe northbound Vermont to provide duzl [eft-turn tanes

24 Sunset Bl & Hollywood Bl/dilthurst St restripe eastbound Hollywood to allow through movements from right-turn lane

25  Holtywood BL & Fairfax Ave no improvements suggested

26  Hollywood Bl & La Brea Ave spot widen westhourd Hollywood to provide dual left-turn lanes (2}

27  Hollywoed 81 & Highland Ave restripe eastbound Hollywood to provide dual- left-turn lanes )
restripe westbound Hollywood to provide exclusive right-turn lane (2)

28  Hollywood Bl & Cahuenga Bl Cahuenga corwerted to cne-way nerthbound operation (Cahuenga/Wilcox couplet) (b
restripe sastbound Hollyweod to provide dual left-turn lanes {2}

29  hKollywood B & Vine St restrict parking on Vine for additional through lanes during peak periods (1)

30  Hollywood Bl & Bronson Ave ne improvements suggested
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TABLE 18 (continued)

CONCEPTUAL INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS FOR HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN
(COWSTRAINED IMPROVEMENT SCEMARIO)

3
t Intersection Improvement Notes

--------------------------- D R Lk T T R I & S, -

PR P e L L L L T S ey SR,

Hollywood Bl & Western Ave restrici parking on Western for additional through lanes during peak periods (G]
{spot widen Hestern for teft-turm pockets) '

Hollywood Bl & Vermont Ave no improvements suggested

Franklin Ave twest) & Highland Ave grade-separate Highland through traffic -(1)
fFranklin Ave (East) & Highland Ave grade-separate lighiand through traffic )
Franklin Ave & Western Ave terminate peak parking restrictions on Western at franklin 1

restripe eastbound Frankiin to provide dual left-turn lanes

Franklin Ave & vermont Ave restripe eastbourd Franklinm to provide exclusive feft-turn lane
Los Feliz Bl & Vermont Ave no improvements suggested
Los Feliz 8 & Hillhurst Ave o improvements suggested
Los Feliz Bl & Riverside Dr re improvements suggested
‘est

. lmprovement in conjunction with street improvement listed on Table %.
'\ improvement not justified under Alternative ZA with additional reductions in office employee trips

(as described in text)}.
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Meirose Ave

Melrose Ave

Melrgse Ave

Melrose Ave

Santa Monica
Santa Monica
Santa Monica
Santa Monica
Santa Monica
Santa Monica
fountain Ave
Fauntain Ave
Fountain Ave
Fountain Ave
Sunset Bl &

Sunset BL &
Sunset Bl &
Sunset BL &
Sunset Bl &
Sunset 81 &
Sunset Bl &
Sunset Bt &
Sunset Bl &
Sunset BL &

Hollywood Bl
Hollywnod 8L
Heliywood Bl
Haliywood BL
Hollywood Bl
Hollywood 81
Hollywood Bl
Haol lywood BL
Framklin Ave
Franklin Ave
Franklin Ave
Franktin Ave
Los Feliz Bl
Los Feliz 8L
Los Feliz BL

TABLE 19

PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
PROPOSED FPLAN WITH STREET SYSTEM IMPROVEMERT SCENARIOS

Proposed Plan w/

Proposed Plan Reduced Office Propesed Plan
Proposed Plan on with Constrained Trips/Constrained with Buildout
Existing Network [mprymnt Scertaric  [mprvmnt Scenarie  Imprvmot Scenario

intersection V/C LOS v/C 108 LN LOS VL LGS
& Fairfax Ave 1.00 E/F 0.97 E 0.%0 D/E 0.82 b
4 La Brea Ave 1.4 F 1.60 E/F 0.96 E 1.01 F
& Highlarxd Avae 1.11 F 1.05 fF 1.0t F 1.06 F
& Western Ave 1.10 F 0.84 D 0.83% D 1.01 F
Bi & Highland Ave 1.80 F 1.07 F 1.07 F 1.22 F
BL & Virme 5t 1.62 F $.03 F 0.93 E 1.03 fF
Bl & Western Ave 1.22 F 1.06 F .79 C 1.19 F
g8l & Vermont Ave 0.87 D 0.78 c 0.54 8 0.73 c
Bl & Myra Ave/Hoover St 0.89 D 0.72 c 0.62 B 0.481 8
Bl & Sunset BL 0.48 B 0.87 B 0.5 8 0.31 A
& Highland Ave 1.38 F 0.98 E c.83 o 1.1 F
% Vine 5t 1.08 F .81 D 0.63 B .97 [3
& Western Ave 1.43 F 0.9 E 0.7& [ 0.80 C/e
& Yermont Ave 0.97 £ g.71 C 0.52 A J.66 B
Crescent Hgts/Laurel Cyn 1.07 F .82 ] 0.88 ] 0.%8 E
Fairfax Ave : 1.09 F 0.93 £ 0.73 od 0.a8 D
La Breas Ave 1.28 F 1.37 F 0.89 [} 1.08 F
Highlard Ave 1.29 F 0.97 E 0.88 D 1.0 F
Vine St 1.02 F 1.04 F 0.86 ¥ 1.5 F
Gower St 1,47 F 1.19 F 1.18 F 0.87 D
western Ave 1.34 f 0.93 E c.8t D - 0.23 ]
Normandie Ave 1.13% § 0.93 E ¢.81 D a.70 B/C
Vermont Ave 1.07 F 0.88 D (.88 ] 0.856 ]
Hollywood 8L/Hillhurst St 1.12 F 0.85 b} 9.%0 D/E .8 [
& Fairfax Ave 0.%90 B/E 0.69 8 .79 ¢ 0.68 3
& La Brea Ave 1.29 F 1.2% F 1.07 F 0.94 E
& Highltard Ave 1.27 F 1.00 E/F 0.93 3 1.10 F
& Cahuenga Bl 2.07 F 1.14 F 1.02 F 1.17 F
& Vine St 1.08 F 1.07 F 1.01 F G.88 b
& Bronson Ave .18 F 0.90 G/E 0.7¢ C 0.87 ]
& Western Ave 0.92 E 0.79 C G.78 c 0.92 E
& Vermont Ave .81 s} 0.70 a/C 6.55 A 0.54 8
(West) & Highland Ave 1.26 F 0.93 E G.60 A/B - *
(East) & Kighland Ave 0.99 E 0.55 A ¢.50 A 1.82 F
& Western Ave 112 F 0.58 8 Q.74 t 0,72 ¢
£ Vermont Ave . 1.33 F 1.0% F 0.85 D 0.65 ]
& Vermont Ave 1.05 F 0.9 E 0.89 D 0.35 0

& Hillhurst Ave 0.9% E Q.87 b G.76 C 0.80 c/0
& Riverside Dr 0.87 D Q.79 o 0.80 c/n .79 L

* Realigrment of Franklin under buildout of 1973 (P street netwerk would eliminate conflicting movements at this {ocation.
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Reduction in Office Employee Trips

These results indicate that constraining improvements to those feasible within
the existing street system would not provide sufficient capacity to accommodate
tull bulld-out of both the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan and the Proposed Plan.
Significant reductions in the number of wvehicle trips generated by the
projected land wuses would alsec be required. Two means of reducing future
vehicle trips are possible: (1) implementation of effective Transportation
Systems Management/Transportation Demand Manageaent (TSM/TDM) plans teo achievs
reductions in trips generated by various land uses; and (2) further reductions

in allowable land use densities.

Many of the locations which are projected to continue to experience severe
operating conditions are locations which wouid be significantly impacted by
projected development within the Hollywood Redevelopment area. Furthermore,
the greatest amount of new trips in the area are projected to result from
build-out of potential office develcpment, particularly that allowed under the

Hollywood Redevelgpment Plan.

If reductions of about 10 to I5 percent could be achieved through successful
implementation of TSM/TDH programs for both existing and future office and
industrial develcpment throughout the Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan
areas, it Is estimated that new cffice development would have to be limited to
only about 15 to 20 percent of that allowable under build-put of the Hollywood
Redevelopment Plan. Note, however, that recent forecasts prepared for the
Hollywood Redevelopment area indicate that the actual level of additional
office development anticipated te occur over the next 20 years under market
conditions would only be about 15 to 20 percent of the new development allowed
under build-out of the Redevelopment Plan. As a result, it ig estimated that,
although full build-out of the Redevelopment FPlan could not be accommeodated,
overall densities equivalent to those of the Z0-year market-based forecasts

could be accommodated.

Table 19 aiso indicates the projected levels of sarvice at the 39 analyzed
intersections assuming reductions in tripmaking and land use Llntensitles
equivalent to those discussed above were to be realized, while Figure 14
illustrates the resuiting levels of service glong sitreet segments. As can hbe
seen, the number of intersections which are projected to still aperate at LOS F
1z reduced to six, with no v/ec ratic greater than 1.186. gnly three
intersections are projected to coperate at LOS E, while each of the remaining 30
intersections is projected to operate at LOS D or batter.

As indicated on Figure 14, a few street segments would still experience extreme
congestion. These consist mainly of sections of Franklin Avenue, Cahuenga
Boulevard, Highland Avenue, and Normandie Avenue immeediately adjacent to the
Hotlywood Freeway. The remaining street sections throughout the Hollyweod
area, including most of Vermont Avenue, Western Avenue, Vine Street, Bronson
Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard, Sunset Boulevard, Fountain Avenug, Santa Honica
Bouievard and Melrose Avenue, are projected to operate at much improved condi- -

tions than under the Proposed Plan.
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Build-out Improvement Scenario

As discussed previously, the Build-out Improvement Scenaric presumes that each
of the streets within the Hollywocod area is eventually widened to pravide
capacity egquivalent with that of the street's classitication in the Community
Plan (Figure 15). Generally, highway classification standards established by
the City of Los Angeles call for six through lanes con major highways, four
through lanes on secondary highways, and two travel lanes on collector streets
(see Tabie 14)., Many of the streets within Holiywocod curreatiy do not have
sufficient right-of-way or pavement width to provide the number of lanes far
which they are classified, Figure 16 schematically 1{llustrates the street
segments which would require widening in order to be built out to the street

‘standards.

Projected traffic volumes for the Proposed Flan were reassigned to the street
system assuming ftull widening or ai! streats to their classification standards.
The final column of Table 19 presents the resulting levels of service at the 39
analyzed intersections. while Figure 15 {]lustrates the projected jevels of

service aloung street segments.

As can be sesn, full build-out of the Community Plan street network would sig-
nificantly improve projected operating conditions throughout most or the
Hollywood area from the conditions projected for the Proposed Flan without

improvements. Thirteen of the 3% analyzed interssctions are prejected to
operate at LO5 F during the evening peak hour (as oppesed tc 28 intersecticns
tor the Proposed Plan on the existing network!, while an additicna! 4

intersections are prejected to operate at LOS E.

Furthermore, in certain areas (particulariy along sections of Heoilywood Boule-
vard, Fountain Avenue, Gower Street, Bronson Avenue, HNormandie Avenue, Yermont
Avenue, and La Cienega Boulevard:, conditions are expecied to be Letter than
those projected rer The Proposed PFPlan with the LConstrained improveaent
Scenario. In other areas, howsver, conditicns are projected to hbe essentialty
sgquivalent to. or in some caseg worse than, thoss projected for the Constrained
Improvement Scenario., This is dus to a variety ol reasons, such as:

o Under the Constrained Improvement Scenario, some strests would aiready
provide capacity equivalent to their build-out number of langs due to
aperational improvements such as parking restrictions., and, thus, their
capacity would nat be significantiy increased with further widening to
build-out standards t(i.e.. Santa HMonica Boulevard, Western Avenus, Yine
Street).

o The Build-out Improvement Scenaris basically consists of widenings onily,
and does not incliude operational improvements swch as extension of
reversible gperations on Highland or implementation gf one-way couglets.
For example, under the Constrained Improvement Scenario, the Witton/Van
Ness one-way couplet would increase north-south capacity and shitt tratfic
away from parallel streets such as Western Avenue (thereby Improving
conditions along Western), an effect which would not be realized under the

Build-~cut Improvement Scenaric:




] S
; . -,
! Mentura Frwy, .
; .

——
amemem Frosway

s R /\ *M\ “ R pAaior Highway
i’ - : Y

- -t . . '
/ Tor® . .wN/L\ ) : e Secondary Highway

Collector Straet
‘ : \:\b- . Local Street
. A &
SRS
NHMothoy,, é‘%@/ Py %f
o L:, \ ’:%
- .‘56% Gfﬁ.),\ m1~4‘J;' : f
o -
e, D ‘p‘@ %w 2
N . . -
q - /) “xl, ’l
- =y
s A < o
gy %
l -,.t;;\ ]
"‘:{\ "~ . '8 | »
a + Hotlywood Biva. | | [ TH1 1T
. ]]js ILﬂll Bllld ~—1w711 1 i 14 -
(i35 14 va, -
%" an wer 2y T — : Figure 15
il ot Ato T A ) - CIRCULATION ELEMENT
= L BERES! 3B 55 i =
i ’aﬁ‘jﬁ% seal G EENGH HOLLYWOOD
R NI R AR R A I e s ) _ MMUNITY
12 LT s THEERL - s CO
7] "‘;J::f ;.;;;“,‘é,’,};{eﬁ; fﬁ }** t 15 Tt: ] iﬂf fil} ] pES PLAN REVISION
o 4 ITE Ty e -
"‘“"*'E 4] .:{; - -E | S Aiid 4 . Eﬁ_ﬂ}w‘ »_'EA o soa woo 2200
1S i I [oeverty Biva. |} 1]} 1)/ | ! 1 Bt 1‘ GRUEN CITY OF
i IAARREEAE MANEE BN R AR SRR IRNS ARBEmE ASSOCIATES LOS ANGELES




74

I .._\. TN
* ~. .
BSR BANK e\ ! ~ _ GLENDALE
» po . 15“1““h Fwy, TN
I/ o
Ry \
oy .
s T \
k ‘onigi .
{ .
UNIVERSAL CITY | \‘ Northeast Distrect
Sherman Oaks - i a4l
Studio City District 4 ‘é‘ \
/) A Y Widen by
o 24 y T-2 Lanes
4»*’./ T’: '\ b Widen by 3 - 4 Lanes
™ Cop &/ 2 a
J u“"’“lmo Oc‘t-‘ + =< ‘
2 \
L=3 .
‘q% \
on % .
] \]
Bel Air - Beverly Grest “ -\
£ )
P, 0\
oY ; H \
S & % “ o : T i
- &7 [7 3 x . YO
'.r—/ q‘ 13 ] ,i‘, K\g}ﬁ) ey ] neE oL, "b..f"" )
H ' ¥4 l$\1 FRAMKLN & 'uﬁ* T
i ?5 HO)J 1 Y 38 i *‘a.
! \ M § S| Sitver Lake -
Vs sunsey § myp, 2 & Echo Park Distrizt
. 7 o o 3 § &7
r/ — 1 romtam i ave \ . = Fi
] - P LA LRI e Ca igure 16
: __] N es1] #oLLywodo l \ No, IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED
R o SAHYA MONCAL BV . - ’ TO IMPLEMENT
T d-= e it o z z CIRCULATION ELEMENTS
BEVEALY HILS | IS T IS S, 'ﬁ. 1
1 { i HOLLYWOOD
- - ’I‘ﬂn— . . e C 2 TR _— -
”:: i J mi & » e o W o PR COM M UN ITY
e = N FEE — [ S E - - E ; - - - i
: A M L A H i 83 PLAN REVISION
g £ & w & ¥ y ¥ g 3 £y
H - - al = -] : :;, z ] 4 =
I F ot Eg i ¢ = # 3 = \ m
& F & i3 1 ¢
1 g Wilshere District GRUEN CITY OF
v Source: Kaku Associates ASSOCIATES 1.OS ANGELES



Thus, it is projected that full build-out of +the Proposed Plan and the
Hullywcod Redevelopment Plan could net be fully accommodated, even if all the
streets within the area were to be widened to the standards for their
respective classifications, Additional improvements, such as ane-wav couplets,
reversible lanes, ur spot intersection improvements, wouid also be required.
Significant problems are projected to remain along portions of Highiand Avenue,
Western Avenue, Frankiin. Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard

ad jacent to the freeway.

Recommendations

The land wse and street system improvement scenariog analyzed above indicate
that mitigation of significant traffic impacts could take the form of one of a
range of combinaticns of aillowable land wuse densities and levels of

improvemnents.

Far exanple, at one extreme, it appears that fui! build-out of the Proposed
Flan and the Ho!lywood Redevelopment Plan could be accammodated throughout most
of the study area if all streets within the area were to be widened to the
standards for their respective classifications and add{tional operational
improvements were to be implemented (although significant congestion problenms
wauld remain, particulariy along Highland and Franklin Avenues). Although
developers c¢an bz required to dedicate right-of-way at the time new
develiopments are constructed, so much additienal right-of-way would be
necessary to implement these widenings that 1t is likely to never become
available without major purchases of new right-of-way and demolitian of
existing development. Potentia! implementation costs associated with buildout
of the street system would likely be prohibitive. Therefore, although new
developmeant should continue to dedicate right-of-way as appropriate, {t is felt
that the widening of all streets to Community Plan standards cannot necessarily
be relied upon to accommodate future development.

On the other hand, land use densities would have to be significantly scaled
down  in order to be accommodated by implementation of sireet improvements
- similar in size and scope to those described in the Constrained Improvement

Scenario. Basically, it is projected that buiidout of the Froposed Pian
{including the timitations on density inherent within that alternative: could
generally be accommodated. However, tbuildout of the high intensity uses

allowed in the Hollywond Redevelopment Plan could not be accommodated without
signifiecant reductions in the projected generatian of vehicle trips. As
discussed previously, it is estimated that development intensities within the
Hollywood Redevelopment Area would have to be on the order of these currently
anticipated in the 20-year market-based forecast, rather than full buildout of
the Redevelopment FPlan., to be accommocdated by the level of improvements
inherent in the Constrained Improvement Scenaric. In addition, & reduction in
non-retail empiloyee trips of about 10 to 15% would have to be achieved through
successful implementation of TSM/TDM plans for large office and industrial
developments and empioyers within the area.
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Therefore, It is recommended that the following steps be undertaken in srder to
mitigate transportation impacts associated with buildout of the Hollywood

Community and Redevelopment Plans:

As the next step in the Hollywood Community Flan process, the City of Los
Angeles should initiate preparation of a Transportation Specific FPlan
{TSP) for the entire Comaunity Plan area. The TSP would be similar in
nature te TSPs recently completed or currently bDeing prepared for such
areas as the Coastat Corridor, the Hoillywood Redevelopment Area, and the
Ventura/Cahuenga Corrider. The purpose of the TSP would be to fully
identify transportation improvement cptions and costs for the Community
Plan area, prepare a specific implementation pian for improvements, and
develiop a mechanism with which to fund the plan.

TSH/TDM plans should be developed and implemented for large scale
commercial developments and employers in the Hollywood Community Plan and
Redevelopment FPlan areas. The recentliy-approved Regulation XV of the
Scuth Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD} requires that, by mid-
1990, all existing and future employers with more than 100 employees will
have prepared angd submitted ridesharing plans to the AJHD, with the intent
af increasing the regional average automobile occupancy for employee trips
from {.13 to 1.5 (an increase of about 33%). This requirement shouid be
supplemented through the develcpment and impiementation of specific plans
not only for larger employers, but also, to the degree possible, for small

employers acting together.

future land use densities in the Community Plan area should be limited
through the implementation of development standards similar in scope to
those contained in the Froposed Plan, Future office development in the
Redevelopment Plan area shouid be limited to a level similar to that
contained in the 20-Year Market-Based forecasts, at least until steps are
tzken to implement major street system impreovements in excess of the
conceptual improvements feasible within existing rights-of-way.
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5.4 AESTHETICS AND URBAN DESIGN!
Existing Conditions

"Urban design®™ encompasses the overall environmental quaiity of a community:
how wall it functions, what it looks like and what it {s like tc 1live asnhd work
in, Therefore, urban design concerns range froa the function of the
copmunity-wide transportation system and the commerciai service system, to
building and landscape design, and the liveability of neighborhoods.

Hollywoad 1is an old, architecturally rich community. Many of today’s
residential and commercial buildings and the neighborhoods they comprise were
built in the period from 18I0 +to 1940 in response to the rapid growth of the

potion pieture industry.

Resident{al Neighborhoods. Many residential neighborhoods were buiit to house
industry employees and have unique "pericd revival™ or California architectural
styles. Because of their distinguishable architectural styles, neighborhoods
that have net experienced wholesale redeveiopment Iin the last 25 years are
well-detined, Figure !7 gshows some of the neighborhood associations which have
developed to maintain and enhance their unigue neighborhocds and which provided

input to the Plan Revision process.

Many of Hollywood's original neighborhoods have been repiaced by, or include, a
ltarge number of high-density apartment buildings. Even relatively stable lower
density neighborhoods often contain & few high-density apartments. This
happened because, in 1846, much of Hollywood was zoned for very high density
housing (i.e., R4 zoning which permits densities of up to 1108 units per nst
acre, characterized by vup to four stories of housing over two leveis of
parking), resuiting in a development capacity which could not begin ta he
accommodated even by the aggressive transportation improvement program defined
by the current Circulation Element of the General Plan.

Commercial Districts. The criginal commercial districts in the Plan Reviszion
atea were characterized by one to three story buildings, which had storefronts
along the street, with office or residentia! space above and limited parking
behind. In recent years, these have been replaced by "mini-maills" with parking
along the street. Mini-malls were made possible in large part because of the
city's minimal parking requirement for commercial development {(i.e&., one space
per 500 square feet of floor space). Because there are no standards concerning
architecture or landscaping, many new commercial buildings were much less
attractive than the buildings they repiaced, and becduse the stores are sat
back from the street they disceourage pedestrian street activity.

In areas wvhere the originsl pedestrian-orisnted commercial districts are
intact, like Helrose Avenue, parking is inadeguate and shoppers spill over into
the residential neighborhoods. When permit parking is imposed in residentizl
areas to restriet spill-over parking, businesses suffer: this creates pressure
to tear down the existing buildings and replace them with mini-palls,

! Thie section summarizes an assessment and recommendations prepared by
Gruen Asscciates,
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Parkg snd Open Space#. As indicated in the discussion of public facilities and
services, there 15 a severe shortage of neighborhood and community parks in
Hoilywoed. In addition, there is often little or no on-site usable and
landscaped open space in new residential development.

Transportation Systems. As has been discussed in other sections, Holiywood's

transportation system is approaching capacity and traffic from major and
secondary streets to local residential streets has begun to spfil] over into
residential! neighborhoods.

Comeunity Concerns. Throughout the Plan Revision process, the functional and
visual gquality of new development in Hollywood has been a central concern of
residents, second only to their concern about development capscity and its
impact on the transportation system, Until recently little attenticn has been
given to urban design considerations in Los Angeies. it is typicaliy addressed
only when a small area, like Palisades Village or Westwood Village, receives
special attention through a Specific Plan. However, in response to growing
community <concerns, Interim measures Jike the "mini-mall moratorium® and a
Pedestrian Overlay Zone ordinance (Ordinance No. 162570) have been established.
The intent is that these interim standards be replaced by a more comprehensive

set of standards.

Environmental Effscts

The Proposed Plan takes the first step toward maintaining and improving
environmental quality by defining a development capacity that:

s Can be supported by feasible transportation system improvements, i.e.,
improvements that can, for the mest part, be made within existing rights-
of-way with mininail displacement of existing houses, businesses and street

{rees,

'Y Facilitates cohesive residential neighborhoods by zoning them consistent
with their predominani existing character, except in a few neighborhoods
vhere sightly higher densities are neéded to replace substandard,

severely detericrated housing.

However, because the Proposed FPlan Revision directly regulates only general
land use, residential density and nonresidentiai development intensity. it carn,
at best, make recommengations about what development looks iike, haw it
functions and is maintained, and, in the case of commercial developpent, the

particular kinds of shops and services it provides.

|f development occurs consistent with the uses, densities and intensities
permitted by the Plan but with no additional development standard or means of
implementing transportation system impreovements, future development, whiie at
lower development intensities, will ook nuch like recent development. The
visual and functional quality (particularly the transpertation function) of the
Holiywood environment wili continue to decline. Similarily, if private property
and public streets and facilities are not well-maintained, that environmental
quality will decline further.
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Preservation of Historically _and Architecturally Significant Buildings and
Neighborhecods. Vhile the Flan discourages destruction of existing
neighborhoods, especially those with unigque architectural styies, through
downzoning to current densities, it does not identify significant neighborhcods
or egtablish standards for their preservation, Therefore, important cultural
resources coutd be destroyved through the replacesment of and additions to
significant buildings and infill housing that is not compatible with then.

Residential Development. The Proposed Flan Revision eliminates high and very
high density (R4} housing 1In most of the Plan Revision area. Heights are
restricted to 45 feet or, where the predominant height is currently 30 feet or
less, to 30 feet,

The Flan does not address landscaping, amount of on-site open space, design of
parking structures or wminimal architectural standards. Therefore, while
residential buildings will be less dense than recent apartment canstruction in
Hollywood, they will not necessarily look more attractive.

Commercjal Develogpment. Because of the Zoning Code’s lack of specificity, all
conmercial deveicpment in Hollywood could end up looking much the same, with
fittle difterence in the types of uses provided. There is currently no way to
implement the FProposed Plan Revision's objectives of providing a mix ef:

. A limited amount of highway-oriented uses along major highways that carry
high velumes of loecal and through traffic with adequate parking and

landscaping, and

. Concentrations of neighborhood-oriented uses along secondary highways
which carry less traffic and are surrounded by residential neighbornoods
and which would provide primarily neighborhoocd-serving useg and could

become the focus for pedestrian-oriented neighborhood activity.

] Isolated pockets of "limited commercial” uses in residential neighborhoods
timited exclusively to neighborhood-serving use.

In addition, because there are few mechanisms available to assist existing
businesses without parking to build centralized off-street parking facilities,
inadequate parking will continue to:

- Hinder the succesg of businesses in older commercial buiidings,

- Praduce "spill over” parking that ends up in residential
neighborhoods,

- Create localized congestion, and

- Create pressurs to replace these older buildings with mini-malls.

Transportation Systea. The discussion of Transportation [mpacts and Mitigation
Measures identifies a transportaticn improvement prograam that should be |inked
to future deveiopment in both the Plan Revision and Redevelopment Areas through
a "Transportation Specific Plan" to ensure that the transportation system can

continue to function.
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in addition, the Proposed Plan Revision establishes some basic land use
patterns which encourage the wuse of public transportation, ride-sharing and
non-automobile access. [t concentrates major employment In the center of
Holiywood which is well-served by buses, will be served by Metro Rail, and is
surrounded by relatively high density housing. Conversely, 1t discourages
office development along commercial strips where [t {s difficult to impiement
ride-sharing programs, which will not be served by Metro Rail, and which are
not as well-served as central Holiywood by public transportation. However,
unless a Transportation Specific Plan and development standards are
implemented, service provided by the transportation component of the urban
system will continue to decline.

"Alternatives™ to Parks and Open Space. A frequently expressed concern aof
Hotlywood residents is the need for more street trees to compensate in part for
the lack of open, green space noraally provided by parks. The Proposed Plan
Revision itself cannot reguire the provision of street trees and other
streetscape improvements, In addlition, the Proposed Flan Revision cannot
require provision of on-site wusable and landscaped open space in new

residential development,

Mitigation Measures

in order to address the urban design ippacts expected to occur as a resuit of
deveiopment permitted by the Propesed Plan Revision, the following programs and
development standards should be implemented through Inclusion in the Zoning
Code or other enforceable means.

Preservation of Historieally and Architectursily Significant Bufidings and
Neighborhoods. A comprehensive survey of historically and architecturally

gignificant buildings and neighborhoods should be wundertaken in the Plan
Revision area. HMistoric Preservation Overiay Zones (HPOZs) or neighborhood-
specific development standards (see beiow) should be adopted for areas that
qualify as historlically or architecturaliy significant.

Development Standards for Ali Land Use Designationsg. The foliowing standards
should be applied to any development project, excluding interior renovation.

Street trees 25 feet on center (2 per 50-foot wide lot), either 24-inch

|
box or 15 gallon ¢an, with root coliars to prevent wplifting of sidewalks
shall be provided.

. Property owners in existing residential neighborhoods and commercial areas

shal] be encouraged to plant street frees on an individual ownership basis
pr through assessment districts,

To do this, it will be necessary to modify the Department of Public Works®
street tree standards and practige:

- Refine the street tree list to identify shade trees (i.e. trees which
achieve & mature height and spread of at least 30 feet) appropriate to
specifiec locations and to identify streets where trees are not

appropriate.
- Permit street trees to be pilanted 25 feet on center,

B2




- mequire replacement by the City 6f any trees that are removed from the
street right-of-way with a 24-inch boxed street tree thiEt will grow to
at least as great a height and spread as the trees that are removed.

- Make it easy to obtain approval for planting trees.
- Make it easy to impliement a neighborhood improvement assessment district
to plant and maintain street trees and to maintain and repair sidewalks

and make other public improvements,

Atl utility «connections from main lines in the street right-of-way to
buildings shall be placed underground.

Commercial Development Standards

All Commercial Categories

On corner lots, parking shal}l not be lacated on the corner racing ths sireet
intersection.

All surface parking adjoining a public street shall be screened by a soiid
wall tnree and one-half feet to four feet high, and all surface parking
adicining residential development shall be screened by a solid wall six feet
high. Stucco or other finish shall be applied: exposed concrete block is
not  accaptable except through special design review. Glass hlack or a
partially open pattern in which openings do not exceed 20% of wall area are
congidered te he solid walls, except adjoining residential deveiopment.

All above-grade vparking spaces visible from a publlic right-of-way shall be
architecturally screened or enclosed.

Trash storage areas shall be screened from view from adjacent lots and irom
gidewalks.,

No wall shall extend more than 20 feet horizontally or vertically without a
visual break created by an articulation in the exterior wall plane or
architectural detailing.

Access to parking shall be on the side or rear property line where feasible.
One tree with a mature height and spread of at least 25 feet, in at least a
1S-gaiton can and having at least a caliper of 1-1/2 inches, shall be

planted for every 4 surface parking spaces and shall be distributed
throughout the surface parking area to provide shade.
An automatic irrigation system shall be installed and maintained 1in all

landscaped areas, including tree wells, and 100% landscape coverage of all
unpaved areas shal] be achieved within 1 year of receipt of the first
Tempurary Certificate of Qccupancy on the lot, enforceable through
covenants,

Limited Commercial

Building area shall be no more than 1 time lot area.

Ng buiiding shall exceed 45 feet or 3 stories in height.

A minimum of 4 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of building area shall
be provided,

Front vard setbacks shall be consistent with the predominant existing
setback in the vicinity of the lot, but in no case shaltl It be less than the

Limited Commerciai zoning requirement.
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Highway Oriented Commercial

» (2 uses, including automobile sales and servicing, building supply stores,
"mini-malls™ and other wuses which rely on automebile access shall be
permitted.

# [t is the intent of the plan that sites designated for highway-oriented use

be permitted, through zone changes, to achieve iot depths of 130 fo 140 feet

to accommedate a landscaped buffer between parking lots and sidewalks and a

service alley behind the bullding{(s) on the lot.

Building area shall be no more than (0.5 times lot ares.

Mo building shali exceed 30 feet or two stories in helght.

Residential development shall be prohiblted.

A minimum of 5 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of building area shali

be provided,
$ A landscaped buffer at least 5 feet wide shall be provided between walls and

sidewalks,
¢« Trees, in at least 15~gallon cans and having at least a caliper of L-1/2
inches, shall be planted a maximum of 2%5-feet on center in either the

landscaped buffer area or along the adjacent sidewaik.

- & e

Neighborhood-Oriented Conmmercial

# C4 uses with the limitations specified below shall be permitted.

e« It Is the intent of the plan that lots designated Neighborhood-Orients:
Commercial be permitted to achieve a depth of at least 120 to (30 fee
through conditional uvse of transitional residential fets for parking 4
accommodate surface parking and service access behind buitdingtis).

¢ Building area devoted to commercial use shall be no meore than ! times lo
area; additional buiiding area up to a total of 2 times lot area may b
devoted to residential use.

¢ No buillding shall exceed 45 feet in height or three stories.

¢ A minimum of 3 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of building area shal
be provided, 7 ‘

¢ Parking sha!! be provided between the buiiding and the rear property line.

At lemast 75% of the first 2 stories of the building wall along all street

frontages shall be located within 15 feet of the property line, ant

pedestrian access to businesses on the ground fioor shall be through the
wall aloung the frant preperty line and within 2 feet of the sidewalk grade.

e At least ©50% of the area of the ground floor wall along the front property
iine shall be devoted to pedestrian entrances and display windows.

&« Courtyard and si{dewalk cafes within the public rights-of-way are encouraged,
provided a ainimum of 10 feet of sidewalk width is provided for pedestrian

circutlatien.

B4




s n 3 zuiti-tenant building, at least 50% of the uses located on the ground

{i2:r 3nall be neighborhocd-serving uses from the following list:
“eighborhood Retail. Retail sale of goods needed by residents on a daily
>asi3, including but not limited to:

APL BRI les;

ithieficssporting goods:

Zooks or cards;

Jioyziz zales and repairs;

Zlack or watch sales and/or repair:
Jomputer sales and repair;

Trug store;

Faprics or dry goods:

Sioristy

Fsodszrocery store, including supermarkets, produce, cheese and meat markets or
jzifcatgsgens;

ardwars

usshoid goods and small appliances:
arant and chitdren’s clothing:

Newsstand;

Frotographic equipment and repair:

Staticnery:

Tavs;

Jther retall uses determined by the Planning Director te be neighborhoad-

serving.

Neighborhood Services. Services used by residents and students on a daily
basis, including but not limited to:

Art gallery:

Earber shop or beauty parlor;

Blueprinting:

Child care facility;

Ciubs or lodges, bridge clubs, fraternal or religious associations;

Copying: '

Tustom dressmakings

Dry cleaners;

Financial Services:

Laundry or self-service laundromat;

Locksmiths

Opticiang

Photographer;

Shoe repair;

Taiior;

Jther services determined by the Planning Director te be neighborhood-serving.

s Street trees, in at least 15-gallon cans and having a caliper of at least 1-
1/2 inches, shall be planted a maximum of 25 feet on center along each
street frontage. An automatic irrigation systea to provide deep irrigation
of each tree shall be installed with all piping below grade.
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Commuynity Commercial (Medica! Center)

Building area shatl be no more than 3 times lot area, averaged over ail iots
owned by a single medical facility.

A minfmum of 3 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of building area shatl
be provided. If and when a Metro Rail station is built within 1/4 mile- of a
lot designated Community Commercial, no more and no less than 3 parking
spaces per 1,000 square feet of building area shall be permitted. The Zoning
Code requires 5 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet for medical office

development.

Residentia] Development Standards

Hillside Areas

L

Exemptions from setback, lot c¢overage, and other requirements in hillside

areas shall be eliminated. Appropriate standards shall be established.
Exemptions shall be permitted on a variance basis anly,
Dedications to insure adequate street width for fire access le.g., 30 feet

curb-to=curb minimum) shall be required on streets where future widening is
feasible without displacing existing haouses.

Multifamily Housing

The following should be required for ail new constructian:

100 square feet of usable cpen space and 100 square feet of landscaped open
space for each dwelling unit with a Medium or High Medium designation

(i.e.RD3 or less restrictivel.

Articulation of any facade greater than 40 feet in length at least every 30
feet,

Not more than one level of structure parking at or above grade.
Architectural or landscape treatment of that structure parking:

- Jf architecturali, design should be compatible with the building above;

-~ If tandscaped, 7% percent of all openings shall bhe screened from view.

In the R3 zone, permit 1 unit for each 1,200 square feet of lot area (the
low end of this zone) as the base condition; permit wup te 1 unit rfor each
agu square feet <(the high end of the zone) in exchange for additiconal

specified design elements and amenities.
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Neighborhood Flans and laprovement Districts

[n addition to these community-wide standards, the Plan shouid allow for the
development of more specific standards on a neighborhood basis, for both
residential and commercial areas. '

Well-maintainad and attractive neighborhoods tend to be those that have a
unique identity, whether defined by architectural style, street trees. or some
other unique feature. Residents should be allowed to cultivate the "sanse of
place®™ in their neighborhood by defining some basic development standards and
design guideliines that pregerve and enhance that unique guality. Mareover,
these standards should aliow deviations from typical engineering and planning
standards, so that older neighborhoods can maintain their existing character,
e, g, curb cuts same as existing, setbacks same as existing,

As important as neighborhood-specific development standards is the
implementation of physical improvements (street trees, lighting, replacing
sidewalks, ete) in existing neighborheoods., This will require a financing
mechanisa. Commonly an assessment district is used.

Summary of Urban Design Mitigation Measures

A simple approach to implementing the above urban design standards would be tao
incilude a set of developmnent standards for each Community or District Plan Area
in the Zoning Code. [t could be inciuded as a "Develapment tandards Specific

Plan.”
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5.5 PUBLIC SERVICES

Schogls

Figure 18 shows the location of existing schools in the Hollywood Community
Plan area and indicates for each school:

8 Existing enrollment ("1887 enreliment™)

s Existing enrol!lment capacity {("1887 cap")

¢ Planned expansion to alleviate over-crowding and  busing ("Planned
expansion™!

&« Number of students bused from ("travelers out") or bused to ("travelers in";
that schoo! to ather schoois :

This map Indicates that in general all schocls east of Vine Street and south of
Franklin Avenue are currently at, or over, capacity. They al] cperate year-
around, and students from their "catchment areas" must be bused to other
schools, To some extent, planned school expansions will alleviate the current
over~craowding. However, as recent community response to scheol éxpansion where
it would intrude inteo stahle Iow-density neighborhoods indicates, such
expansion can undermine the basic Community Flan objective of pressrving
cohesive neighborhoods.

Parks and Recreational Facjilities

Local Parks. The City's adopted standards for local parks and recreational
facilities which would provide active recreational facilities include:

® 0One acre of community parkland per L|,000 people; community parks should be a
pinimum of 15 acres in size and serve a 3-mile radius;

# (ne acre of neighborhood parkland per 1,000 pecplie; neighborhood parks
should be a minimum of 5 acres and serve a f-mile radius,

Land devoted to neighborhood and community parks s substantially deficient
relative to the City's adopted standards. Excluding Griffith Park, which is a
regional park serving the entire c¢ity and Scuthern Callifernia region, ang
Runyon Canyon and Wattles Gardens which do not meet the "active recreatign”
griterion for local parks, there are currently 20 acres of comzunity and
neighborhood parkland in Holiywood. Including Runyon Canyon and Wattles
Garden, there is a total of 20 acres of parkland. City standards would
require 350 acres to serve the current peopulation of 194,800 psopie.

Polige Protection

The Heol jywood station is one of the busiest in the city., Manpower is always a
probiem. However, crime in Hollywood was down 15 percent in 1887, reiative to
1986, Citywide ({t was down oniy 4 percent. Reasons ror the reguction in crime

include the following:
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% Citizens have banded together to pretect themselves through neighborhood

watch groups, etc.
¢ The emphasis -on revitalization has helped to change the overall attitude

toward crime:
¢ Most izportantly, the City Council has allocated more money for overtime

pay, so that there are more officers on the street at any given time,
especially on weekends and holidays. '

The station is relatively new and there are no plans for expansion or
renovation.

Fire Protection

Existing fire stations are adequate in number based on the adopted Firg
Protection Plan. The adequacy of fire protection for a given area is based on
required fire-flow, response distance from existing fire stations, and the

Department’s judgement for needs in the area. in general, the required fire-
flow is c¢losely related to land use. The guantity of water necessary for fire

protection variss with the type of development, [ife hazard, occupancy, and the
degree of fire hazard.

Fire-flow reguirements vary from 2000 gallons per minute (G.P.M.) In fow-
density residential areas to 12000 G.P.M. in high-density commercial or
industrial areas. A minimum residual water pressure of 20 pounds per square
inch is to remain in the water system, with the required gallons per minute

flowing.
According to contacts in the Fire Departdent, that department is understaffed

in Hollywood because gf two tand wuse characteristics which require more than
the typical staff allocation:

o The existing and anticipated increase in the number of mid- and high-rise
buildings: :
¢ The potentia!l for brush fire in hillside areas.

In addition to the need for an above-average staff allocation, there are two
additiona! problems asscciated with hiflside development:

e Difficult access due to narrow streets which is frequentl!y exacerbated by

illegal parking; )
s The inadeguacy of 4-inch mains {normally adequate for low-density housing)

in fighting brush fires.
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The Fire Department has existing fire stations at the following locations for
initial response into the Hollywood Community:

¢ Fire Staticen 6
Single Engine Company
3268 N. Virgii Avenus

s Fire Staticn 27
Task Force Station -- Engine Company and Truck Company
Additional Equipment -- Paramedic Ambulance
1385 N. Cahuenga Boulevard

s Fire Station 3%
Task Force Station -- Engine Company and Truck Company
Additional Equipment -- Faramedic Ambuiance
1801 N, Hillhurst Avenue

e Fire Station 41
Single Engine Company
1439 N. Gardner Street

e Fire Station 52
Single Engine Company
1010 N. Van Ness Avenue

s Fire Station 56
Single Engine Company
2838 Rowena Avenue

¢« Fire Station B¢
Task Force Station -- Engine Company and Truck Company

Additional Eguipment -- Paramedic Ambulance
56821 W, 3rd Street

8 Fire Station 76
Single Engine Company
3111 N. Cahuenga Boulevard

# Fire Station 82
Single Engine Conmpany
Additional Equipment -- Paramedic Ambulance
1800 N. Bronson Avenue

¢ Fire Statien 97
Single Engine Company
8021 Muiholland Drive
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Station placement and overall fire protection for a given arsa are centinually
evafuated by the Fire Department and updated a3 fire protection techniques,
apparatus needs, and land use patterns change. With the exception af the new
statign facility at  Melrose and Oxford, at pregent, there are no immediate
plans to increase Fire pepartment staffing or resources in the Hollyweed

community.

Public Libraries: Five existing public libraries are located in the Hollywood
Community Plan area:

e Hollywsod branch on lvar Street in central Hollywood, a new facility which
replaced the previous fire-damaged building;

@ Los Feliz branch at 1938:/2 Hillhurst Avenue {(at Franklin Avenue) which the
Library Plan indicates should be repiaced by a new facility on Los Feliz
Boujevard: : . - i

¢ Cahuenga branch at 4531 Santa Monica Boulevard (at Madison Avenuel., just
east of Vermont Avenue and less than one miie from the existing Los Feliz
branch;

e West Holliywood branch at 1403 Gardner Street (at De Longpre Avenue);

¢ John C. Fremont branch at 612f Melrose (at June Street)

Environmental Effects

Schools: Both the Proposed Plan and the build-out of the Current Plan would put
mare students into & school system where many area schools are either at or
over capacity. Table 20 uses student generation rates and housing unit data to
estimate the school population from the Hollywaod Community Plan Revision area.
it shows that the Current Plan at build-out would more than double the
estimated 1987 school-age population in the Community Plan Revisgion area, The
Proposed Plan would result in a more modest increase. Specirically, the build-
out of the Current Plan would increase the school population by 114 percent;
the Froposed Flan would result in a 13 percent increase. -

Under either scenario, the impact of new development in the Redevejopment area
would have to be considered. [t is estimated that at build-out there wilil be
approximately 13,000 new housing wunits in the Redevelopment area. This would
result in the addition of 7,800 elementary school students, 2,600 junior high
students, and 2,800 senicr high school students to the student population.

Parks: At a ratio of 2 acres per-1,000 population te provide neighbharhood and
communi'ty parks, the Propased Plan with & buildout population of 199,000
persons within the revision ares and 73,000 persons in the Redevelopment Area
would require the development of approximately 540 acres of parkland. This is
2.7 times more parkland that is currently provided. This deficiency would be
further worsened by the Current Plan, where more than 900 acres would be needed
to mest City standards fer a population of 462,000 persons.




TABLE 20
SCHOOL POPULATION [N THE HOLLYWOOD COHMUNITY PLAN REVISION AREA

Elementary:
Unit Type Number of Units Number of Students

1987 Current Proposed 1987 Current Proposed
Est,#% Plan Plan Plan Flan

Single Famity 18,000 21,000 21,000 9,000 10,500 10,500
Multi-famiiy 83,000 151,000 72,000 37,800 80,600 43,200

Taotal: 81,000 172,000 83,000 45,800 101,100 53,700

Junior High School:

Unit Type Number of Units Number of Studentis
1887 Current Proposed 1987 Current Preoposed
Est.*x Plan  Flan Plan FPian

e  rw o o A e e e o W Re o o

Single Family 18,000 21,000 21,000 4,500 5,250 5,250
Multi-family 63,000 151,000 72,000 12,600 30,200 14,400

81,000 172,000 83,000 17,100 35,450 19,8650

Senior High Sehool:

Unit Type Number of Units Number of Students

P L MR A A WE M e e R W N e Um e A M M M e s e M M- M AN Wk im R A e e

1887 Current Proposed 1887 Current Proposed
Estxx Plan Plan Pltan Plan

Single Family 18,000 21,000 21,000 4,500 5,250 5,250
Hulti-family 83,000 151,000 72,000 12,600 30,200 14,400

Tatatl: 81,000 172,000 83,000 17,100 35,450 15,650

* Generation factors for the single-family wunits were .5 for eiementary
school, .25 for junior high, and .25 for high scheol. For the multi-tTamily
unjts, they were .8 for elementary, .2 for junior high and .2 for high schopl.
The generation factors were based on single family units of three bedrooms or
more in a medium-income area, and wultiple rented units of three bedrooms or
more. The source for the generation factors is the Los Angeles Unified School

District.
## [Estimate prepared by Gruen Associates based on bullding permit activ/

1980-1887.
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Fire Protection ~~ The Fire Department considers that the maintenance of a
minimum level of fire sgervice for any given area may require additional
personnel, equipment and facilities when population and land densities
increase, and when the expansion er relecatien of existing facitities or
staffing will not meet the miniomum fire protection needs of the community.
Development within the Hollywood community may result in the need for:

# Increased staffing.

e Additional fire protection faeilities.

¢ Relocation or expansion of present protection facilities

¢ The need for sprinkler systems to be reguired throughout any structures to
be built in areas where fire protection 1is inadequate to the travel

distance.

Police Services: According to the City of Los Angeies EIR Manual, 3 police
personnel are need for each 1,000 persons. For the existing population of
170,000 in the revision area, this would suggest a need fer 510 police
personnel. The Proposed Flan (188,000 population capacity) would thus require a
personnel base of 587 persons. In comparison the buildout population of the
Current Plan (388,000 in the revision area) would require almost 4,200 police

personnel.

Public Libraries: According to adepted City standards, the number of facilities
1s adequate to accommodate curren® population (170,000) and the Proposed Plan
buildeut population (189,000).

Hitigation Measures

Schoals: Means of accommodating additional students with minimai impact on
existing neighborhoods inciude:

» More intenmsive development (more than one story) on existing school! sites.
This requires changes In state legislation which are currently being pursued

by the School District.

s Location of new residential development in areas where there is remaining
capacity in schoale serving those areas, Specifically, schools west of Vine
Street, in contrast with those to the east, are under capacity, especially
adjacent to and in West Hollywood. Thus, if new family housing was
permitted and encouraged by the Plan in under-capacity areas and discouraged
in over-~capacity areas, existing facilities couid be used more efficiently
and less expansion would be required.

Parks: Some possibie soluticns. to providing additional recreation and open
space, given the limitations on park acgquisition, include:

e FProvide additional active recreation facilities in & clearly defined,
limited portion of Griffith Park, accessible by bus/shuttle to residents;

e FProvide wvacation recreation programs in those areas for school-aged
children, to compensate for the lack of such program in year-around schooj

facilities:
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¢ Keep school yards open in afternoons and on weekends, with supervision
provided by the Recreation and Parks Department;

* Set up a program to develap pocket parks in resldential neighborhoods at the
request of residents and subject to land availability; such parks would be
monitored and maintained by the residents through an agreement with the
Recreation and Parks Department;

¢ FProvide more street and private landscaping throughout the community to give
it a more park-like setting overall, through an expanded sireet tree program
and zoning standards to require additional landscaping;

s Require the provision of usable open gpace In conjunction with residential
development like many other communities.

Fire Protection: The Fire Department has indicated that all project-specific
development in the Community Plan area wouid compiy with ali applicable State
and jwvcal codes and ordinancesg, and the guidelines found in the Fire Protection
and Fire Prevention Flan, which are elements of the General Plan of the City of

Los Angeles (C,F.C. 19708},

Police Servicea: Qver the life of the plan, additional police personnel should
be assigned to the Hollywood area. These asslignments, however, wiil be
dependent on overall Polize Department personnel allocations and funding, or
other restrictions that may be imposed by the City Councili.

Public Libraries: No mitigation required,
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.6 AIR QUALITY

Existing Conditions

Present levels of ajr pellution in the area are largely due to loca) motor
vehicle emissions. Air quality in the project vicinity is best represented by
alr monitoring data collected by the Sguth Coasgt Air Quality Hanagement
Pistrict's North Main Street air monitoring station (gee Tahle 21). These data
indicate that for 1886 (the most recent year for which information is
availabie) ambient =2ir quality standards were exceeded for Ozone, Carhon
Haonoxide (B-hour average), Nitrogen Dioxide and Total Suspended Particulates,

Environmental Effects

Short-term Impacts

Short-term impacts would be directly related to construction activities
associated with individual projects, {Quantification of these types of impacts
is more appropriately made for environmental review of specific prejects. In
general, however, as development occurs incrementally, over the 20-year life of
the plan, construction would produce air pelliutant emissions from heavy-duty
equipment exhaust, and from the generafion of dust as a result of project-
specific grading activities. In addition, dust from construction may cause =
temporary nuisance to persons residing near areas of earth movement, if proper
mitigatioen (e.g., seoil dampening!) is not applied. These impacts may oceur
sporadically during construstion and would not have & significant adverse
effect en the Iocal environment. '

Long-term Impacts

The main source of emiszions generated from the Plan area will be from motor
vehicles. QOther emissicns will be generated from the residential combustien of
natural gas for space heating and the generation of electricity. Emissions will
also be generated by the commercial use of natural gas and ejectricity.

Vehicular Emissions

Estimates of the vehicular ewmissions generated by the proposed project ‘were
made. Emission factors from the April 1887 editien of the "Air Quality
Handbook, "™ South Coast Air Quality HManagement District) were utilized. The
factors are based on the EMFACED Program. These factors were applied to ihe
vehicle miles of travel forecast by Kaku Associates as part of the assgessment
of transportation impacts. As <can be seen from Table 22, the Proposed Plan
revision would represent substantial emission reductions when compared to the
Current Plan. The emissions differences between the alternatives are
accentuated by a combination of the slower speeds and greater number of vehicle
miles assoclated with the Current Plan when compared to the Proposed Plan.




TABLE 21
PROJECT AREA AIR POLLUTANT SUMHART, 1982-1986 /a/

Pallutants Standard 1982 1583 1384 1985 1988
Gzone (03}
Righest {-ht average, ppw/b/ 0.10/¢f 0.40 0.% 0.2 0.3 0.2
Nuaber of standard excesses 9 114 14 107 93
Carbon Xonoride (CQ) )
Highast {-hr average, ppw 20.0/4/ 15,0 17.0 5.4 14,0 13.9
Husber of standard excesses 0 8 0 0 i)
Kighast B-ht average, ppe a.0/d/ 1.8 13.1 3.1 9.8 1.6
Nuaber of standard excesses it 10 2 2 2
Nitrogen Dioride (NO2)
Highest f-ir average, ppa 0.25/d/ 0.4t 0.3 0.23 .27 0,3
Husber of standacd excesses ] 5 { 3 5

Sulfur Dioride {502)
Highest 24-hr average, ppa 0.05/¢,8/ 0,03 0.0 0.03 0.02 0,02 ¢

Kusber of standard excasses ] i 0 G ]

Total Suspended Particulates (TSP!
Highest 24-hr average, ug/ad/b/ 100/4,1/ i 173 148 208 235

Nusber of standard excesses/g/ 1 2 2 31 &
Annual Geomeiric Nean, wg/wd 80/d,t/ 79.0 .2 a7.5 8.0 8.6
Viclation Yes ¥es Yes Yes Yes
Lead

Highest 30-day average, ug/ad  1.5/¢/ 1.08 0.98 ¢.89 .81 0.42

Husber of standard excesses 0 0 b 0 ]

....................................

fal Data are froa the SCAQMD monitering station located at 1630 North Main Sirest in downtown
Los Angeles.

/b/ ppa: parts per willlon; ug/sd: microprans per cubic seter,

fef State standard, not to be equaled or exceeded.

fd/ State standard, not to be exceeded,

{e/ State standard applies at locations where state [-hr ozane or TSP standards are vielated,
Federal standard of 365 ug/ed applies elsewhere.

/t/ California standards wers redefined to apply only to "inhalable® partimulates less than 1
picrons in diameter (PM{0), bheginning in 1984, The nev 24-hour averafe standard is 50
ug/md and the new amnual geometric wean is 30 ug/md. For consistency, TSP data is
presented in the table for all years; the ney standards ave thought o be "reasenably
squivalent” to the old standards shown abave (ses Bay Area Alr Quality Mamagement District,
Alr Currents, Aprif 1983),

g/ Measured every six days.

SOURCE: California Air Resources Board, Alr Quality Data Susmarjes, [942-1986,
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TABLE 22
COMPARISON OF VEHICULAR EMISSIONS/a/

Tons per Day

Altermative Vehicle Miles Average Speed CO TOG ROG NOX PART

Existing 1,524,772/b/ 12.96 mph  32.6 2.8 2.5 2.8 0.4
Proposed Plan 1,929,472/b/ 8.38 17.8 2.2 2.0 2.9 0.6
Current Plan 2.428,518/b/ 4.18 41,5 3.8 3.3 4,1 0.7
/a/ Note: €O = Carban Monoxide; TOG = Total Organie Gases; ROG = Reactive
Organic Gases; NOX = Nitrogen Oxides; PART = Particulates. Emissions factors

used are from the SCAQMD 1887 Handbook. Factors were not interpeoiated., Existing
assumes 13988 factors for 15 mph. Proposed Plan and Current Flan agsume 2002

fagtorg for 10 and 5 mph, respectively.
b/ Source: Kaku Asspciates

Stationary Emissions

Over the iong~term, buoild-out of the Community Plan area would result in
increased emisgsions generated by stationary sources {Table 23). Stationary
sources include the use of natural gas on-site for space and water heating, and
the generation of electricity off-site. Projected stationary emissions are as
follows. Build-put of the Proposed Plan would entail the consumption of
approximateliy 5.8 biltion cubic feet of natural gas annually (See Section
%.8). This would represent a 2§ percent increase above existing consumption
(estimated at 4.8 billion cubic feet). Resuilting pollutant emissions would be
0.2 tons of carbon monoxide, 0.6 tons of nitrogen oxides and 0.04 tons of

reactive organic gases.

' - TABLE 23
ON-SITE NATURAL GAS-RELATED EMISSIONS
Tons/Day

Poliutant Emission Factorx Proposed Existing
Carbon Monoxide  20ibs/mef 0.2 0.1
Nitrogen Oxides 80 lbs/mef 0.6 ¢.58
Particulates .15 lbs/net neg. neg.
ROG 5.3 lbs/mct 0.04 0.63
mef = million cubic feet: neg. = negligible

xSgurce: South Coast Air Quality Management District

In terms of off-site emissions at regional power plants, the Proposed Plan
would entail the consumption of approximately 1 billion kilowatt hours of
glectricity annually (see Section 5.8). This would represent a 42 percent
increase above existing consumption (estimated at 710 ailjion kilowatt hours),
Daily power plant emissions wouid be 0.3 tens of carbon monoxide, !.6 tons of
nitrogen oxides, 0.2 tons of sulfur oxides, and 0.} tons of particulates (Table
24), Reactive organic gases would be negligible, ‘
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TABLE 24
OFF-SITE POWER PLANT EMISSIONS

Tons/Day
Pollutant Emission Rates Proposed Existing
Carbon Monoxide Q.21 ibs/mkwh 0.3 0.2
Nitrogen Oxides 2,10 lbs/mkwh {.6 1.1
Suifur Oxides 1.40 ibs/mkwh 0.2 0.1
Farticulates 0.18 lbs/mkwh G.1 neg
ROG 0.13 lbs/mkwh neg. neg.

e e e e e m m an o e AR M e s e e e AL AR Ak A W R A L N A A Sk W e e RS ek R e e W m T T w m M e s

ROG = reactive organic gases: mkwh = mitlion kiiowatt hours
neg, = negligible
* Sgurce; South Coast Air Quality Hanagement District.

Consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan (ADMP)., The Air Quality
Management Flan prepared by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (s
pased on the growth assumptions contained in the S5CAG BZ-modified popuiation
projections. These projections are in turn developed from the prasumed buiid-
cut of the general and comprehensive plans of the jurisdictions within the SCAG
region. As noted above, the Proposed Plan, represents an overall reduction from
the adopted Generai Plan. Thus, whiie the Froposed Plan may increase emigsions
over #xisting levels, this change would be less than that forecast for the
currentiy adopted plan. The downzoning thrust of the Froposed Plan wcould have a
bereficial impact on achieving the objectives of the AQMP.

As noted above, the proposed revision itself, mitigates' the pétential adverse
air quality impacts that would result from buildout of the current Hallywood
Community Plan through "downzoning"., In addition. the Plan area's population

capacity is «consistent with SCAG’s growth forecasgt., Most importantly, one of’

the major objectives of the Proposed Plan is the scaling back of development to
be consistent with infrastructure capacity. The Proposed Plan also encourages
the development of neighborhood serving uses that wouid reduce the need for
vehicular travel. [In this context, impiementatian c¢f the Plan in concert with a
Transportation Specific Fian (to be developed by LADOT) wouid reduce the
potential for delays, congestion and increased air poliutant emissions.

Hitigation Heagsures

Air quaiity concerns could be mitigated by implementation of the Transpartation
Specific Flan for Hollywood. This Plan should address physical improvements,
oparational improvements, ag well as other methods to reduce travel demand,
inciuding high occupancy vehlclies, comapletion of the HMetro Rail systes,
carpooling, vanpooling, and preferential parking programs.
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5.7 NOISE

Existing Conditions

Noise is defined as wunwanted or excessive sound. The principal ncise source
within the Community Plan area is motor vehicles. The City of Los Angeles has
established the Day-Night sound level (Ldn) of 65 decibels as the level above
which a residential land use is unacceptable. The commercial land wuse Ldn
threshold criteria is 80 decibels. The day-night sound ievel represesnts an
average of the A-weighted noise levels occurring during a complete 24-hour
period; however, it includes a weighting applied to those nolses during
nighttime hours, 10 p.m. to 7 a.m,

Ldn leveils were estimated from existing traffic volumes on selected arterials
and streets with adjacent residential or other sensitive receptors within the
Community Plan area, using the Federal! Highway Administration Highway Noise
Prediction Model (RD-77-108, December $978). As can be seen from Table 25,
noise levels adjacent to the selected roadways are generally beleow the 85
decibel criteria. 0Of the 28 st{reet segments evaluated, 3 had adjacent noise

equal to or above 8% decibels,

Environmental Effects

Short-term lmpécts

Construction activities resulting from development in the Community Plan area
would result in increases in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of
construction sites on an intermittent basis. These activities may pose a
temporary annoyance to residents or employees in the area. The City has a
Naise CGrdinange that limits the hours of construction activity. Table 26 shows
typical outdoar noise levels for commercial and industrial construction.
Levels for residential construction would be similar or lower.

Long-term Impacts

Using the Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffic Noise Prediction
Model, and future traffic volume estimates developed by Kaku Associates, future
noise levels in the Plan area were estimated assuming Implementation of the
Proposed Plan, as well as implementation of the existing plan. Table 27
indicates that future traffic growth with the revised Plan and with the Current
Plan would result in unacceptable noise levels for adjacent residential andsor
sensitive uses. For the Proposed Plan, 22 of the 28 locations would have noise
levels above 65 decibels. For the Current Plan, 27 put of the 28 Jocations
would have noise levels greater than 65 decibels.
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TABLE 25

ESTIMATED EXISTING DAY-NIGHT SOUND LEVELS (Ldn}
{at 50 feet from roadway centeriine)

Roadway Name
Melrose
Melrose
Santa Monica
Santa Monica
Fountain
Sunset
Hol |l ywaod
Franklin

Los Feliz
Mulhotland
Barham
Crescent Heights
Fairfax
Gardner
Gardner

La Brea
Highland
Gower

Wiltan Pl
Western
Normandie
Vermont
Virgil
Hyperion
Griffin Park
Rowena
Laurel
Outpost

Location

Gardner - Fairfax

Western - Narmandie

Bronson - Van Ness
Heilywood Fwy - Normandie
Crescent Hts - Fairfax

Vest of Vermont

Nichals Cyn - Gardner

La Brea - Highland

Griffin Park - Riverside Dr.
East of Laurei Cyn.
Hollywood Fwy - Forest Lawn
Fountain ~ Sunset

Noerth of Fountain

Fountain -~ Sunset

Hol lywood - Frankiin
Fountain - Franklin

South of Melrose

Fountaln - Sunset

Melrose - Santa Monica
Hollywood - Franklin
Hollywood Fwy - Santa Meonica
Franklin - Los Fellz
Mzirgse ~ Santa Monica
Griffin - Hollywood

Los Feliz - Rowena

Los Feliz - Griffin

South of Mulholland
Franktin - Mulholland

Ldn Decibels

* Exceeds £5 decibel CNEL standard
Source: Terry A. Havyes Associates

TYPICAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS /a/

Construction Phase

Graund Clearing
Excavation
Foundations
Erection
Finishing

TABLE 26

Noise Leval

{dBA)

a4
89
78
85
88

/a/ Noise levels were measured 50 feet from the source.

SOURCE: Bolt,

Beranek,

and Newman,

1971, Noise from

Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances, U.5. EFA.
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Roadway Napme
Helrose
Helirose
Santa Monica
Santa Monica
Fountain
Sunset

Hotl lywond
Franklin

Los Feliz
Muihol land
Barham
Crescent Heights
Fairfax
Gardner
Gardner

l.a Brea
Fighland
Gower

Wilton Pl
Western
Normandie
Vermont
Virgil
Hyperion
Griftin Park
Rowena
Laurel
Qutpost

TABLE 27

ESTIMATED FUTURE DAY-NIGHT SOUND LEVELS (Ldn)
tat 30 feet from roadway centerling)

Ldn (decibels?

Locatien

Gardner - Fairtax

Western - Normandie

Bronson - Van Ness
Hollywood Fwy - Normandie
Crescent Hts - Fairfax

West of Vermont

Nichols Cyn - Gardner

La Brea - Highland

Griffin Park - Riverside Dr.
East of Laurel Cyn.
Hollywood Fwy - Forest Lawn
Fountain - Sunset

Rarth of Fountain

Fountain - Sunset

Hallvywood - Franklin
Fountain - Franklin

South of Meirose

Fountain - Sunset

Melrase - Santa Monica
Hollywood - Franklin
Hollywood Fwy - Santa Monica
Franklin - Los Feliz
Melrose - Santa Monica
Griffin - Hollywoed

Logs Feliz - Rowena

Log Feliz - Griffin

South of Mulnholland
Franklin - Mulhotland
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Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates

» Exceeds City of Los Angeles threshoid criteria.

# Site preparation

weekday hours

construction-related noise

No. 144,331,

s Constructicn equipment shauld be

devices.

Mitigation Measurss

and construction

(7 a.m. to & =T T I

properiy
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Mitigation
would result from compliance with City Grdinance
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noise attenuaticn



s On a project-specific basis, noise-generating activities should be
adequately buffered from residences. Buffers would include the use of barms,
walls and landscaping.

¢ For existing development as well as potential in-fill development, noise
ievels may not be mitigatable because of the extreme difficulty ip piacing
noilse walls or berms on arterial frontage. Because noise attenuation is not
feasible, traffic-~related noise impacts would be considered an unavoidabie
adverse impact of the Propossed Flan.

5.8 ENERGY AND UTILITIES
Existing Conditions

Natural gas, coal and oil are fossil fuels that are finite in guantity. A
critical aspect of increasing the level and intensity of development s that
these resources are non-renewabie.

Stora Drajng and Sewerg -- According to individuals in the Departaent of Public
Works, local sewers in Hollywsod are being replaced, not because they are at or
over capacity, ©bDut because they have deteriorated. interceptor sewers, the
mains gver 15 inches in diameter, which carry sewage to the Hyperion sewage
treatment facility, are at capacity in some locations.

Effluent from the Community Plan area is conveyed to the Hyperion Treataent
Plant in Playa dei Rey. The Flant has 2 design capacity of 420 millicn gallons
per day (MGD!; however, the net treatment capacity is 335 million gailons per
day. Its service area includes most of the City of Los Angeles, the cities of
Culver City, E! Segundo, Santa Monica, San Fernando, Beverty Hills, Burbank,
Glendale, and several unincorporated areas of the County of Los Angeles.

The Plant was designed and constructed in the 19505 with the capability to
process 420 wmillicn galions per day of wastewater., All flows receive primary
treatment and 100 MGD receive secondary treatment through the activated sludge
process, The treated effluent is discharged through a S-mile cocean outtail
into Santa Monica Bay. The sludge or solids retained by the primary and
secondary treatment processes are biologically digested and until December 3i,
1887 were discharged through a 7-mile outfall to the rim of a submarine canyon.
Since December 31, 1987, the sludge has been dewatered and processed to recover
energy, hauled te a sanitary landfill, used for scll asendment purposes, or
handled in a combinatioen of these disposal methods. MHethane gas produced in
the digestion process is used to power electrical generator and air compregsor
equipment for plant operations.

The Hyperion service area also inciudes two inland water reciamation plants,
namely, the Los Angeles/Glendale Water Reclamation Ptltant (LAGWRP) and the
Tillman Water Reclamation Plant (TWRP). The LAGWRF was completed in 1376 with
the capability to treat 20 HGD of wastewater. The TWRP became operational in
1885 with a design capacity of 40 MGD. These upstream capacities reduce the
need for comstruction of lengthy relfef sewers and add potential for beneficial
use of reclaimed water. Thege upstream plants will be expanded as necessary to
treat increases in sewage volumes within their tributary area.
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