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Re: Council File 16-1011 and 16-1011-SI (8150 Sunset Boulevard)

Dear Honorable Councilmembers,

Fix the City urges the Planning and Land Use Management Committee not to approve the 
massive project proposed at 8150 Sunset Boulevard. We incorporate by reference all other 
documents and testimony submitted for this project.

This project is a disaster waiting to happen in numerous respects. Notably, the site is 
located within the Hollywood Fault Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, and there has been 
insufficient geologic study to determine whether the fault or fault traces lie within fifty feet of 
the proposed construction. Moreover, the project will remove traffic lanes that permit 
emergency responders to quickly travel from Sunset Boulevard onto Crescent Heights 
Boulevard, and will generate crippling traffic on nearby streets, further impeding critical public 
safety response. In addition, the failure to require a street vacation in order to close the street 
violates long-established state law and denies due process to private street easement owners.

The increased density that would result from the project would unlawfully gut 
mitigation measures imposed to address traffic and infrastructure inadequacies due to density 
increases elsewhere in the Hollywood area when the Hollywood Community Plan was adopted. 
Moreover, approval of the proposed project would result in the demolition of a cultural and 
historic resource, the Lytton Bank Building. Demolition of a cultural resource is grounds for 
denying a density bonus under the city ordinance and SB 1818.

Fix the City is concerned with the provision of adequate infrastructure to protect public 
safety and assure the quality of life for Angelenos, and therefore requests that the PLUM 
Committee deny the requested entitlements and return the project to City Planning to develop an 
alternative that will be appropriate in scale and intensity of use for this location.
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In addition to Fix the City’s comments on its Appeals, Fix the City provides the 
following analysis for the consideration of the PLUM Committee. Fix the City also responds to 
the staff response to its appeal, posted in full in the afternoon of October 24, herein.

I. THE PROJECT APPROVALS VIOLATE THE ALQUIST-PRIOLO ACT

It is beyond dispute that even though the project site is located with the Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone, the City has not required that the applicant conduct sufficient analysis of 
the fault and fault traces located on or near the site to permit the project to be approved as 
currently proposed. The project, as approved by the City Planning Commission, puts at risk both 
residential and commercial structures, in violation of state law and City policies and procedures. 
The Alquist-Priolo Act requires that all structures for human occupancy, not just “habitable 
structures,” be located at least fifty feet from a surface fault line. Unless investigation is 
conducted 50 feet from the site toward the mapped Hollywood Fault, no structure may be located 
within 50 feet of the property line. No such studies were conducted. Therefore, the entire 
structure, including the subsurface parking structure, and not just the above-ground dwelling 
units, must be move 50 feet from Sunset Boulevard.

Moving only the residential portions of the project simply rearranges the deck chairs. 
The applicant has not moved the habitable structure 50 feet from the property line along Sunset 
Boulevard because the project is a single structure below-ground. In the absence of unequivocal 
evidence that the Hollywood Fault and its traces are not located within 50 feet of the property’s 
border along Sunset, the entire subsurface structure must be move 50 feet back from Sunset 
Boulevard to create the state-mandated surface fault exclusion zone.

The City and the applicant’s correspondence reveals an effort to evade the Alquist-Priolo 
Act and City requirements, which were clearly stated by Pascal Challita, Geotechnical Engineer 
III with the Department of Building and Safety. Mr. Challita’s letter of November 21, 2014, set 
forth requirements for further investigation and the creation of an exclusion zone, consistent with 
state law. Subsequently, memos by John Weight, Geotechnical Engineer II (subordinate to Mr. 
Challita), ignored Mr. Challita’s insistence on off-site study, instead permitting a “reinforced 
foundation zone,” in very portion of the property where construction is not permitted without 
additional off-site study under the Alquist-Priolo Act, subjecting future occupants to the very risk 
that the Act is intended to avoid: a surface fault rupture involving a structure for human 
occupancy.

The Alquist-Priolo Act’s requirements are clear. Public Resources Code section 2621.5 
states that the act “is intended to provide policies and criteria to assist cities, counties, and state 
agencies in the exercise of their responsibility to prohibit the location of development and 
structures for human occupancy across the trace of active faults.”

The provisions apply to “any project. . . which is located within a delineated earthquake 
fault zone, upon issuance of the official earthquake fault zones maps to affected local 
jurisdictions.” {Ibid.) The Alquist-Priolo Act defined “project” to include “structures for human 
occupancy,” excluding certain smaller single family dwellings. {Id., § 2621.6, subd. (2).) By



regulation, the State Mining and Geology Board has provided a definition for the phrase 
“structures for human occupancy:” “any structure used or intended for supporting or sheltering 
any use of occupancy, which is expected to have a human occupancy rate of more than 2,000 
person-hours per year.” (Cal. Code. Reg., tit. 14, § 3601, subd. (e).) The regulations also 
explain that:

“No structure for human occupancy . . . shall be permitted to be placed across the trace of 
an active fault. Furthermore, as the area within fifty (50) feet of such active faults shall 
be presumed to be underlain by active branches of that fault unless proven otherwise by 
an appropriate geologic investigation and report... no such structures shall be permitted 
in this area.” (Id. § 3603, subd. (a) (emphasis added).)

The Alquist-Priolo Act therefore prohibits any development of structures in which persons will 
spend as little as 2,000 hours per year, in total. Clearly the proposed project qualifies as a 
structure for human occupancy subject to the restrictions of the Alquist-Priolo Act - the law does 
not apply in a different manner to the “residential” component of the project.

The record of communications between the applicant and City reveals a troubling 
disregard and evasion of the clear Alquist-Priolo prohibition on construction within 50 feet of a 
fault trace. Appendix D to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) and Appendix B 
to the recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR), as well as Appendix B to the Final EIR contain the 
geology and soils report, along with correspondence between the applicant and the City 
regarding earthquake fault concerns. These documents reveal a disturbing evolution.

The original study submitted along with the November 2014 Draft EIR was conducted by 
Golder and Associates. The study included boreholes in the northeast corner and the southwest 
corner of the site, but no boreholes or trenching in the northwest corner of the site - the location 
on the site closest to the mapped Hollywood Fault, as shown in the figures that accompanied the 
Golder report. Nor were any cone penetration test (CPT) soundings conducted in that corner of 
the site. The Golder report concluded that there were no traces of the fault on the site. The 
California State Mining and Geology Board noted, upon its review of the Golder study in 
connection with revisions to the fault map, that it “revealed no new data that would modify [its] 
conclusions or recommendations for zoning in this area.” This statement reveals that the Board 
continued to believe that the boundaries of this site are within 50 feet of the Hollywood Fault.

As required under the Alquist-Priolo Act, the City’s engineers reviewed the Golder study. 
On November 21, 2014, Pascal Challita, Geotechnical Engineer III with the Los Angeles 
Department of Building and Safety, issued a memorandum to Jim Tokunaga (Deputy Advisory 
Agency) regarding the Grading Division’s review of the Golder report. Mr. Challita stated that 
the Department could not conclude its review of the reports because insufficient study had been 
conducted. Mr. Challita commented that no geotechnical study had been conducted “50 feet 
beyond the property boundary.” Critically, Mr. Challita explained that “The Department policy 
is that the presence of an active fault must be considered to exist just beyond the property line.” 
(emphasis added.) Mr. Challita also took issue with the Golder report’s conclusion that “the 
setback or reinforced foundations are not necessary.” Mr. Challita found that conclusion to be
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based upon research regarding off-fault deformations near “steeply-dipping strike-slip faults,” 
unlike the poorly-developed Hollywood Fault which is “overlain by thick un-faulted young 
alluvium.” In conclusion, Mr. Challita stated, “[TJhere are too many epistemic and aleatory 
uncertainties regarding the Hollywood fault to warrant disregarding the required setback.” 
(Emphasis added.) Mr. Challita’s response is entirely consistent with the precautionary approach 
embodied in the Alquist-Priolo Act.

In May 2015, Golder responded to Mr. Challita’s request for additional information. 
Golder’s May 2015 letter acknowledged that “it is Building Department policy to consider that 
within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone the active trace of a fault is present just beyond 
the area that has been investigated.” The Golder report acknowledged that investigation would 
have to take place “50 feet northwest of the property boundary in Sunset Boulevard.” Without 
such exploration, Golder stated, “the City will require that buildings be set back 50 feet from the 
property line at the northwest corner of the Project site.” All of those statements accurately 
characterized Challita’s comments. Golder went on, however, to expand upon the permissible 
construction within the Alquist-Priolo Zone: “Alternately, according to the City geologist, in lieu 
of undertaking additional borings or providing a 50-foot setback, an acceptable off-fault surface 
rupture mitigation measure is, within the 50-foot setback area, to design the foundation to 
accommodate 10 inches of horizontal and 2 inches of vertical off-fault deformation.” The May 
2015 letter cites as authority for this proposition - which was not mentioned or even suggested at 
in Mr. Challita’s letter - a May 5, 2015 telephone communication with Daniel Schneidereit.

In June 2015, the City responded to Golder’s May 2015 letter. John Weight, Grading 
Division Chief, Department of Building and Safety, provided a memo to Jim Tokunaga. 
Mr. Weight’s memorandum mischaracterized Mr. Challita’s analysis. Mr. Weight wrote: “As 
explained in Comment 1 of the previous letter, dated 11/21/14, the Department does not except 
[sic] a zero setback without considering a reinforced foundation that accommodates off-fault 
deformation.” Mr. Challita never mentioned reinforced foundations, consistent with the Alquist- 
Priolo prohibition on the construction of habitable structures within 50 feet of a surface fault. 
Mr. Weight noted another instance where the Department had permitted a “zero setback” - 1840 
Highland, and suggested using that site as a model for the foundation of this project, “if 
appropriate.” It is unclear whether the 1840 Highland project was approved before or after the 
Alquist-Priolo Zone was mapped for the Hollywood Fault.

In August 2015, Golder responded to Weight’s memo, noting that its “investigation was 
unable to unequivocally establish that the main Hollywood Fault trace is more than 50 feet from 
the northwest corner of the site.” Golder stated that “in accordance with City of Los Angeles 
policy,” it recommended “a 50-foot wide reinforced foundation zone be established in the 
northwest corner of the site.” Of course, as discussed above, the Alquist-Priolo Act does not 
provide for an alternative to the 50-foot exclusion zone. While cities may impose stricter 
policies, they may not rewrite state law or contradict it.

In October 2015, Mr. Weight concluded the City’s review of the geological studies 
noting that “Because the exploration did not extend 50 feet beyond the northern part of the site, a 
reinforced foundation area is recommended at the northwest corner of the site to reduce the
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impact of minor off-fault deformation in the event that an active fault is located just beyond the 
site exploration.” This response puts the final nail in the coffin of the Alquist-Priolo Act for this 
site. No longer is the City following state law, which requires an exclusion zone of 50 feet from 
an active fault trace. State regulations provide that the area within 50 feet of a mapped surface 
fault is presumed to contain traces of the fault unless proven otherwise. No structures are 
permitted in that 50-foot area, unless a geologic investigation concludes that the area is not 
underlain by the traces of the active fault. Golder concedes that its study cannot unequivocally 
demonstrate that there is no fault immediately off-site. Mr. Challita’s concern that the 
information about the Hollywood Fault is uncertain and unpredictable was never addressed in 
Golder’s responses. Rather, Golder and the City appear to have collectively created a 
“reinforced foundation” exception that appears nowhere in the Alquist-Priolo Act. There is no 
reference in those laws and regulations to an exception to the exclusion zone for a reinforced 
foundation.1 If the applicant cannot conduct sufficient off-site study to unequivocally 
demonstrate that the fault is not within 50 feet of the site boundary, it must impose a 50-foot “no 
build” zone along the northwest portion of the site, where no structures for “human occupancy” 
may be constructed.2

Because the project’s “reinforced foundation zone” is inconsistent with the Alquist-Priolo 
Act, the findings for both the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and the Site Plan Review are 
improper. The Vesting Tentative Tract Map findings state that “all project-related habitable 
structure are required to be set back from the fault trace by a minimum of 50 feet. Given 
compliance with this fault setback requirement, impacts regarding surface fault rupture would be 
less than significant, and no mitigation measure would be necessary.” The tract map does not 
conform to the setback requirement, so this is a false statement.

The Alquist-Priolo Act applies to structures for human occupancy, not only habitable 
structures, and the proposed project includes structures for human occupancy within fifty feet of 
the fault trace. Moreover, mitigation is required by the City: the City is improperly using a 
“reinforced foundation” zone to mitigate the risk of surface fault rupture and off-fault 
deformation. Finally, the structure utilizes one foundation for all buildings, so all of the 
structures are within 50 feet of the fault. The findings in support of Site Plan Review do not 
include the reinforced foundation requirement. Regardless, no approval would be proper for the 
proposed project because no study has unequivocally demonstrated that the fault is not located 
immediately off-site. Under the Alquist-Priolo Act, a 50-foot exclusion zone is mandatory and 
this project would be an illegal and hazardous risk otherwise.
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1 California Geological Survey Note 49, “Guidelines for Evaluating the Hazard of Surface Fault 
Rupture,” 2002, states that the most appropriate mitigation method is the setback. It suggests 
that “engineering strengthening or design may be of additional mitigative value...” p. 1. Thus a 
reinforced foundation may be in addition to a setback, but not as a substitute for a setback. 
(Emphasis added; see Exhibit 1 [Cal Geo Survey].)

2 The Lytton Bank Building, as a pre-existing historic structure, may remain in this portion of 
the site, subject to special exception in the Alquist-Priolo Act. (See Public Resources Code, § 
2621.7, subd. (e)(4).)
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The staff response to Fix the City’s appeal does not address the problems with the 
proposed project’s construction in the Alquist-Priolo exclusion zone. Staff contends that the 
fault trace is “approximately” 100 feet to the northwest, and not within, the project site. Staff 
ignores the fact that there has been no study of the fault within fifty feet of the site to the 
northwest, and erroneously describes the Alquist-Priolo Act as simply prohibiting construction 
directly on a fault. In the absence of adequate study, the Alquist-Priolo Act requires that the 
City presume the presence of surface faulting or fault traces within fifty feet of a mapped fault. 
No study in the record extends under Sunset Boulevard toward the mapped fault, and therefore 
the fifty foot exclusion zone is required. Staff misrepresents both the law and the facts on this 
critical issue.

II. THE DENSITY BONUS IS IMPROPER BECAUSE THE SITE HAS A 1:1 FLOOR
TO AREA RESTRICTION IMPOSED AS A CEQA MITIGATION MEASURE

The Floor to area ratio (FAR) for this site is expressly limited in the Hollywood 
Community Plan to 1:1, beyond the typical 1.5:1 FAR for a commercially zoned site. As 
documents reviewed by Fix the City unequivocally demonstrate, this 1:1 FAR restriction was 
imposed on this property as a CEQA mitigation measure as part of the adoption of the 
Framework Element and the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The massive increase in density 
to 3:1 FAR requested for the site is inconsistent with the site’s designation in the Hollywood 
Community Plan. Critically, the site’s zoning is C4-1D, with a FAR of 1:1. This D Limitation 
was included as a mitigation measure in the certified Environmental Impact Report for the 1988 
Hollywood Community Plan (See Exhibit 2 [Ordinance 164,714]) in order to account for the 
impacts on infrastructure and traffic from the expansion permitted in the 1973 plan. Even in the 
most recent HCP update, which was overturned by the Los Angeles Superior Court, the D 
Limitation remained in place, restricting the FAR to 1:1. There has been no disclosure of the 
attempt to remove the D Limitation as required by LAMC 17.15 D.

The origin of the D limitation on the site is relevant to understanding its continued 
significance. The City of Los Angeles, for several years after general plan consistency became a 
state law requirement, resisted changing its zoning to conform to its General Plan. In 1979, the 
state legislature adopted Assembly Bill 283 (AB 283), which required the City of Los Angeles to 
amend its zoning ordinance to be consistent with the City’s general plan by July 1, 1982. (See 
Government Code, § 658670, subd. (d).) When the City did not take the necessary steps to 
update its zoning ordinance, a coalition of citizens filed suit, in Federation of Hillside and 
Canyon Associations v. City of Los Angeles. The Superior Court promptly issued a writ of 
mandate commanding the City to update its zoning ordinance.

The City then recirculated several relevant EIRs, including the Hollywood Community 
Plan EIR in February 1988. (See Exhibit 3 [1988 Hollywood Community Plan EIR].) That EIR 
makes clear why numerous sites in Hollywood, including the project location at 8150 Sunset, 
were “down-zoned.” The 1988 EIR analyzed a plan for Hollywood that included “development 
standards” aimed at achieving specific “development character” for each area. “Neighborhood- 
Oriented Commercial” uses would be “permitted to be built to 1 time the lot area.” {Id., p. 23.)



The 1:1 FAR limitation is also linked to “an effort to make the transportation system and other 
public facilities and service systems workable.” (Id., p. 29.)

The downzoning of these sites was not just an idea intended to create a certain 
neighborhood character, however. Downzoning was in specific response to development 
patterns that had been instituted in Hollywood under the 1973 Hollywood Community Plan and 
the City’s inconsistent former zoning. The 1988 EIR noted that under the 1973 Plan,

“this level of development activity has resulted in significant burdens on the traffic 
circulation system within the Community Plan area, as well as other adverse impacts on 
public services and infrastructure. Development activity has also resulted in numerous 
land use conflicts and incompatibilities reflected in parking problems, aesthetic impacts, 
light, shade-shadow impacts of new larger buildings on existing lower density properties, 
the removal of architecturally or historically significant buildings, among other impacts.” 
(Id, pp. 31-32.)

Accordingly, one of the “major objectives” was to reduce the capacity of the Hollywood 
Community, which required “down zoning.” The 1988 EIR provides as a mitigation measure for 
the land use effects of the plan that “the Proposed Plan is intended as mitigation for the effects of 
the Current Plan.” (Id., p. 35.) Throughout the EIR, reference is made to reducing development 
density in order to mitigate the impacts of development at greater intensities elsewhere in 
Hollywood. (Emphasis added; see id. at p. 77 [limit future land use densities to those consistent 
with the Proposed Plan]; p. 84; p. 116.) In staff reports regarding the Hollywood Community 
Plan, staff explained that, in commercial zones, the plan included a “floor area ratio (FAR) for 
each commercial land use designation ... in quantitative terms in addition to referencing a 
height district.” (Exhibit 4, p. 8.)

SB 1818 does not confer the right to violate the Subdivision Map Act. Under LAMC 
17.15.D, the VTT cannot be approved unless there is a height district amendment to make it 
consistent with the General Plan map, which shows a limitation of 1:1 FAR. At best, the City 
Council can approve the VTT conditionally, pending the height district is amended to make it 
consistent with the project approvals, and mandatory findings required by LAMC 12.32.4.D can 
be made to support the change. No such application is in the record. It is doubtful that those 
findings can be made.

After the 1988 EIR was finalized, the City began to adopt a series of zoning ordinances to 
conform the underlying zoning to the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. On March 22, 1989, 
the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 164714, imposing a permanent “D” limitation on the 
subject property, specifying that development “shall not exceed one time the buildable area of 
the lot.” (Exhibit 2.) This restriction is entirely consistent with the General Plan designation of 
Neighborhood Office Commercial that was included in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan, 
and the “D” limitation was plainly intended to implement the downzoning that was a mitigation 
measure of the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The mitigation that was put in place, 
therefore, remains a commitment by the City under the California Environmental Quality Act. 
The City may not disregard a development limitation imposed as a CEQA mitigation measure
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without conducting an analysis as to why the mitigation measure has become “infeasible” and 
what would replace it. The staff response fails to address the significance of the inclusion of the 
D condition in the mitigation measures for the adopted 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The 
EIR for the current project nowhere discloses that the D limitation on the site was included as 
mitigation to permit increasingly dense development elsewhere in the Hollywood Community 
Plan area. The limitations on density on this site permitted increased density elsewhere, and no 
analysis has been conducted in the EIR of the impacts of the removal of this mitigation on the 
Hollywood Community Plan and its mitigation. The mitigation measure, as staff explained, is 
now replaced with a statement of overriding considerations reflecting the inability to mitigate all 
of the impacts of this project. The D Limitation was placed on the site in order to mitigate 
widespread infrastructure failures, including and not limited to traffic, sewers, police and fire 
response times and facilities, etc. The project EIR does not address these plan-wide 
infrastructure issues.

SB1818 density bonus rules do not require that a density bonus be awarded to every 
property. As set forth in Fix the City’s appeal, the site is not eligible to apply for a density bonus 
to 3:1 FAR because it is not in a height district where 1.5:1 FAR applies. The density increase is 
tripling, not doubling, the permissible density. The 3:1 FAR incentive is therefore not available 
for this property in the first instance. The staff response does not address this issue, and 
misleadingly conflates the 3:1 FAR increase with the permissible number of residential units that 
can be constructed on site. Looking solely at the number of units ignores the fact that 
commercial square footage on the site also will increase significantly. The staff response also 
contends that General Plan findings for density increases on projects with subdivisions are 
inapplicable, even though one of the requested entitlements for the project is a subdivision!

The City has adopted a similar approach to the density increases permitted with RAS 
zoning. In 2005, the Planning Department issued an interpretive memorandum explaining the 
increased density permitted in RAS zoning would not apply when a parcel-specific restriction (in 
that case, a community plan footnote) restricted the density to levels below that allowed by 
RAS3 and RAS4 zoning. (See Exhibit 5.) “In one particular plan, the Plan Footnote on a 
Neighborhood Commercial area states: ‘Floor Area Ratio 1:1.’ In this specific situation it cannot 
be the intent of Council to allow a 3:1 FAR since they knowingly restricted the property to a 1:1 
FAR. INTERPRETATION: It is hereby interpreted that the RAS Zones can exceed a 
Community Plan Footnote when that footnote is general in nature and generally refers to all 
parcels under that plan category. Where there is a specific footnote that refers to (a) specific 
parcel(s) that is more restrictive, the RAS Zone would not be permitted without a corresponding 
Plan Amendment.” (Id. )

Similarly, in 2006 when the City was considering how to implement the density bonuses 
for affordable housing, Planning staff opined that permitting a 3:1 FAR density bonus on “every 
commercially zoned parcel without additional study is potentially too significant to recommend 
at this time.” (See Exhibit 4.) The clear implication of these approaches is that there are parcels 
where density increases are inappropriate, and that those specific parcels are those that have been 
in some way identified with a parcel-specific development limitation—like the D limitation 
imposed on this parcel, limiting the density to a 1:1 FAR, unlike the majority of C4 properties.
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Granting a 3:1 FAR for this property unlawfully treats it as if it has no D limitation and is the 
same as any C4 property and ignores a CEQA mitigation measure without any justification.

Moreover, in this case, the City could easily make the required finding that the incentive 
“will have a Specific Adverse Impact upon public health and safety or the physical 
environment. . (LAMC 12.22 A 25 (g).) A “Specific Adverse Impact” is “a significant, 
quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified written public health 
or safety standards, policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the application was deemed 
complete.” (LAMC 12.22 A 25 (b).) The fact that a specific D limitation was imposed on this 
site as a CEQA mitigation measure establishes that the 1:1 density restriction is intended to 
mitigate broader development impacts. The site is ineligible for increased FAR to 3:1 as an 
incentive or otherwise, without a legislative process to change the site’s zoning that include 
findings that the infrastructure and traffic have improved since 1988 and the mitigation is 
therefore no longer required. In addition, the density bonus may be denied because of the 
unmitigable traffic impacts of the project, which would be further increased because the City 
lacks the ability to implement the mitigation measures located in the City of West Hollywood. 
Finally, the density bonus can be denied because the Lytton Bank is a cultural resource, 
according to the Cultural Heritage Commission and is on the agenda for approval by the City 
Council. For all these reasons, the density bonus can be, denied by the City.

III. STREET VACATION PROCEDURES HAVE NOT BEEN FOLLOWED

The project proposes to remove a dedicated right turn lane and to convert a city-owned 
median island into privately-controlled open space. Fix the City’s appeal addresses this issue at 
length. Without duplication of its earlier arguments, Fix the City notes that there is no evidence 
in the record that the City or the applicant have taken the necessary procedural steps to begin a 
street vacation proceeding. The staff responds concedes that no vacation request has been 
submitted. Staff contends that an encroachment permit can be used for the closure of the free 
right turn lane on Crescent Heights, but an encroachment permit is not appropriate for use for a 
permanent removal of street access.

Nor has there been a zone change commenced to the change the use for the triangular 
city-owned parcel (8118 Sunset) or to modify this property for street purposes (rounding the 
corner if the turn lane is closed to traffic). The staff fails to respond to Fix the City’s observation 
that the proposed project will “gift” City property to a private developer without any proper 
procedures. Use of the city-owned property also requires an ordinance. The vacation requires an 
ordinance of intention and all of the findings mandated by state law. The city property has not 
been declared surplus, and Fair Market Value is not being provided to the City, in violation of 
the City Charter. The full impacts of the project have not been analyzed, nor have the due 
process rights of property owners within the Crescent Heights Tract been protected under 
California Streets and Highways Code Section 8353(b).
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IV. ANY ADDITIONAL CHANGES THAT AFFECT TRAFFIC, EMERGENCY 
SERVICES, AND AFFECT THE ABILITY TO IMPLEMENT PREVIOUSLY 
DISCLOSED MITIGATION MEASURES REQUIRE ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS 
AND POSSIBLE RECIRCULATION OF THE EIR

A major area of concern for the communities adjacent the proposed project is its traffic 
generation. Any changes made to the project that might affect traffic or proposed traffic 
mitigation, such as the traffic light at Havenhurst and Fountain, must be properly disclosed and 
analyzed. These types of mitigations include the creation of a cul-de-sac street near the project, 
which could significantly affect circulation, emergency response, and the efficacy of various 
mitigation measures. If these types of changes are announced at the last minute, without 
adequate opportunity for public review and comment, the intent of CEQA to have full public 
disclosure and deliberation of the environmental effects of a proposed project.

V. STAFF COMMENTS REGARDING EMERGENCY RESPONSE ARE NOT 
SUPPORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

Staffs response to the emergency response and public safety issues raised in Fix the 
City’s appeal relies entirely on surmise. Staffs response simply lists a number of actions that 
the Fire Department could take to improve response times. No evidence is provided that these 
actions actually have improved response times in a meaningful way. Staff focuses on the fact 
that the “one impacted intersection” is located in an area unlikely to be traversed by first 
responders accessing the project. Of course, the project and the cumulative impact of other area 
development projects, plus the many already constructed projects have contributed to area traffic 
that is already highly impacted. It is not simply a question of whether first responders will be 
able to access the project, but whether first responders will be able to access other area 
emergencies. The project admittedly has a significant impact on traffic and will create additional 
congestion in roadways that inhibits emergency response. Given LAFD staffing shortages, the 
fact that the city is losing more firefighters than it is hiring, stations responding to an emergency 
come frequently from much farther than the stations listed in the staff report and EIR. Those 
distant responders encounter increased traffic congestion and thus response time is diminished 
not only by local traffic, but regional congestion. No analysis has been provided regarding 
response time from other stations, and how the project and cumulative projects will impact 
response time. The improvements cited in the staff response do not quantify how much time is 
saved, versus how much time is lost due to distant stations responding, and worsening traffic in 
the project area as well as regionally. By contrast, ATS AC is presented in EIRs with a numerical 
value of reduced traffic congestion. How would the innovations being considered and someday 
in the future implemented, impact response time?

Fix the City has raised serious concerns about the approval of the proposed project and its 
conformity to state and local law. Fix the City urges the PLUM Committee to recommend denial 
of the proposed project so that these concerns may be addressed and a less impactful project 
presented to the City for review.

Fix the City Appeal
October 25, 2016
Page 10
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Respectfully submitted,

Beverly Grossman Palmer
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GUIDELINES TOR EVA1.UA11NG'HIE HAZARD ()1- SURI AC I. I AN Y RUPTURE 
(Similar guidelines were adopted by the Stale Mining and Geology Board lor ad\ isory purposes in 1996.)

1 hese guidelines are to assist geologists who investigate 
faults relative to the hazard of surface fault rupture. Subse
quent to the passage of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake fault 
Zoning Aet (1972). it became apparent that many fault in
vestigations conducted in California were incomplete or 
otherwise inadequate for the purpose of evaluating the po
tential of surface fault rupture. It was further apparent that 
statewide standards for investigating faults would be benefi
cial. These guidelines were initially prepared in 1975 and 
have been revised several times since then.

The investigation of sites for the possible hazard of surface 
fault rupture is a deceptively difficult geologic task. Many 
active faults are complex, consisting of multiple breaks. Yet 
the evidence for identifying active fault traces is generally 
subtle or obscure and the distinction between recently active 
and long-inactive faults may be difficult to make. It is im
practical from an economic, engineering, and architectural 
point of view to design a structure to withstand serious 
damage under the stress of surface fault rupture. Once a 
structure is sited astride an active fault, the resulting fault- 
rupture hazard cannot be mitigated unless the structure is re
located, whereas when a structure is placed on a landslide, 
the potential hazard from landsliding often can be mitigated. 
Most surface faulting is confined to a relatively narrow zone 
a few feet to few tens of feet wide, making avoidance (i.e., 
building setbacks) the most appropriate mitigation method. 
However, in some cases primary fault rapture along branch 
faults can be distributed across zones hundreds of feet wide 
or manifested as broad warps, suggesting that engineering 
strengthening or design may be of additional mitigative 
value (e.g., Lazarte and others, 1994).

No single investigative method will be the best, or even use
ful, at all sites, because of the complexity of evaluating sur
face and near surface faults and because of the infinite vari
ety of site conditions. Nonetheless, certain investigative 
methods are more helpful than others in locating faults and 
evaluating the recency of activity.

The evaluation of a given site with regard to the potential 
hazard of surface fault rupture is based extensively on the 
concepts of recency and recurrence of faulting along exist
ing faults. In a general way, the more recent the faulting the 
greater the probability for future faulting (Allen, 1975). 
Stated another way, faults of known historic activity during 
the last 200 years, as a class, have a greater probability for 
future activity than faults classified as Holocene age (last 
11,000 years), and a much greater probability of future ac
tivity than faults classified as Quaternary age (last 1.6 mil

lion years), Ilowewi. it should be kept in mind that cer
tain faults ha\e recurrent activity measured in tens or 
hundreds of years whereas other faults may be inactive 
for thousands of years before being reactivated. Other 
faults may be charaeteri/ed by creep-type rapture that is 
more or less ongoing. 1 lie magnitude, sense, and nature 
of fault rupture also vary for different faults or even 
along different strands ol'lhe same fault, liven so. future 
faulting generally is expected to recur along pre-existing 
faults (Bonilla, 1970). The development of a new fault or 
reactivation of a long-inactive fault is relatively uncom
mon and generally need not be a concern in site develop
ment.

As a practical matter, fault investigation should be di
rected at the problem of locating existing faults and then 
attempting to evaluate the recency of their activity. Data 
should be obtained both from the site and outside the site 
area. The most useful and direct method of evaluating 
recency is to observe (in a trench or road cut) the young
est geologic unit faulted and the oldest unit that is not 
faulted. Even so, active faults may be subtle or discon
tinuous and consequently overlooked in trench exposures 
(Bonilla and Lienkaemper, 1991). Therefore, careful log
ging is essential and trenching needs to be conducted in 
conjunction with other methods. For example, recently 
active faults may also be identified by direct observation 
of young, fault-related geomorphic (i.e., topographic) 
features in the field or on aerial photographs. Other indi
rect and more interpretive methods are identified in the 
outline below. Some of these methods are discussed in 
Bonilla (1982), Carver and McCalpin (1996), Hatheway 
and Leighton (1979), McCalpin (1996a, b, c), National 
Research Council (1986), Sherard and others (1974), 
Slemmons (1977), Slemmons and dePolo (1986), Taylor 
and Cluff (1973), the Utah Section of the Association of 
Engineering Geologists (1987), Wallace (1977), Weldon 
and others (1996), and Yeats and others (1997). Mc
Calpin (1996b) contains a particularly useful discussion 
of various field techniques. Many other useful references 
are listed in the bibliographies of the references cited 
here.

The purpose, scope, and methods of investigation for 
fault investigations will vary depending on conditions at 
specific sites and the nature of the projects. Contents and 
scope of the investigation may also vary based on guide
lines and review criteria of agencies or political organi
zations having regulatory responsibility. However, there 
are topics that should be considered in all comprehensive

© California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey, 2002. Reproduction of this CGS Note for classroom or public education purposes 
is encouraged and does not require written permission. However, please cite California Geological Survey as source.
The Department of Conservation makes no warranties as to the suitability of this product for any particular purpose.

&Printed with soy ink on recycled paper.



fault investigations and geologic reports on faults. For a given site some 
topics may be addressed in more detail than at other sites because of the 
difference in the geologic and/or tectonic setting and/or site conditions. 
These investigative considerations should apply to any comprehensive 
fault investigation and may be applied to any project site, large or small. 
Suggested topics, considerations, and guidelines for fault investigations 
and reports on faults are provided in the following annotated outline. 
Fault investigations may be conducted in conjunction with other geo
logic and geotechnical investigations (DMG Notes 42 and 44). Although 
not all investigative techniques need to be or can be employed in evalu
ating a given site, the outline provides a checklist for preparing complete 
and well-documented reports. Most reports on fault investigations are re
viewed by local or state government agencies. Therefore it is necessary 
that the reports be documented adequately and written carefully to facili
tate that review. The importance of the review process is emphasized 
here, because it is the reviewer who must evaluate the adequacy of re
ports, interpret or set standards where they are unclear, and advise the 
governing agency as to their acceptability (Hart and Williams, 1978; 
DMG Note 41).

The scope of the investigation is dependent not only on the complexity 
and economics of a project, but also on the level of risk acceptable for 
the proposed structure or development. A more detailed investigation 
should be made for hospitals, high-rise buildings, and other critical or 
sensitive structures than for low-occupancy structures such as wood- 
frame dwellings that are comparatively safe. The conclusion drawn from 
any given set of data, however, must be consistent and unbiased. Recom
mendations must be clearly separated from conclusions, because recom
mendations are not totally dependent on geologic factors. The final deci
sion as to whether, or how, a given project should be developed lies in 
the hands of the owner and the governing body that must review and ap
prove the project.

CONTENTS OF GEOLOGIC REPORTS ON FAULTS 
Suggested topics, considerations, and guidelines for 

investigations and reports

The following topics should be considered and addressed in detail where 
essential to support opinions, conclusions, and recommendations, in any 
geologic report on faults. It is not expected that all the topics or investi
gative methods would be necessary in a single investigation. In specific 
cases it may be necessary to extend some of the investigative methods 
well beyond the site or property being investigated. Particularly helpful 
references are cited parenthetically below.

I. Text

A. Purpose and scope of investigation; description of 
proposed development.

B. Geologic and tectonic setting. Include seismicity and 
earthquake history.

C. Site description and conditions, including dates of site 
visits and observations. Include information on geo 
logic units, graded and filled areas, vegetation, exist
ing structures, and other factors that may affect the 
choice of investigative methods and interpretation of 
data.

D. Methods of investigation.

1. Review of published and unpublished literature, 
maps, and records concerning geologic units, 
faults, ground-water barriers, and other factors.

2. Stereoscopic interpretation of aerial photographs 
and other remotely sensed images to detect fault- 
related topography (geomorphic features), veg
etation and soil contrasts, and other lineaments of 
possible fault origin. The area interpreted usually 
should extend beyond the site boundaries.

3. Surface observations, including mapping of geo
logic and soil units, geologic structures, geomor
phic features and surfaces, springs, deformation 
of engineered structures due to fault creep, both 
on and beyond the site.

4. Subsurface investigations.

a. Trenching and other excavations to pennit 
detailed and direct observation of continu
ously exposed geologic units, soils, and 
structures; must be of adequate depth and be 
carefully logged (Taylor and Cluff, 1973; 
Hatheway and Leighton, 1979; McCalpin, 
1996b).

b. Borings and test pits to permit collection of 
data on geologic units and ground water at 
specific locations. Data points must be suffi
cient in number and spaced adequately to 
pennit valid correlations and interpretations.

c. Cone penetrometer testing (CPT) (Grant and 
others, 1997; Edelman and others, 1996).
CPT must be done in conjunction with con
tinuously. logged borings to correlate CPT 
results with on-site materials. The number of 
borings and spacing of CPT soundings 
should be sufficient to adequately image site 
stratigraphy. The existence and location of a 
fault based on CPT data are interpretative.

5. Geophysical investigations. These are indirect 
methods that require a knowledge of specific geo 
logic conditions for reliable interpretations. They 
should seldom, if ever, be employed alone with
out knowledge of the geology (Chase and 
Chapman, 1976). Geophysical methods alone 
never prove the absence of a fault nor do they 
identify the recency of activity. The types of 
equipment and techniques used should be de
scribed and supporting data presented (California 
Board of Registration for Geologists and Geo
physicists, 1993).

a. High resolution seismic reflection (Stephenson 
and others, 1995; McCalpin, 1996b).

b. Ground penetrating radar (Cai and others, 1996).

c. Other methods include: seismic refraction, 
magnetic profiling, electrical resistivity, and 
gravity (McCalpin, 1996b).

6. Age-dating techniques are essential for determining 
the ages of geologic units, soils, and surfaces that 
bracket the time(s) of faulting (Pierce, 1986; 
Birkeland and other, 1991; Rutter and Catto, 1995; 
McCalpin, 1996a).

a. Radiometric dating (especially 14C).

b. Soil-profile development.



c. Rock and mineral weathering.

d. Land form development.

e. Stratigraphic correlation of rocks/minerals/fossils.

f. Other methods — artifacts, historical records, 
tephrochronology, fault scarp modeling, thermolu
minescence, lichenometery, paleomagnetism, 
dendrochronology, etc.

7. Other methods should be included when special condi
tions permit or requirements for critical structures de
mand a more intensive investigation.

a. Aerial reconnaissance overflights.

b. Geodetic and strain measurements.

c. Microseismicity monitoring.

E. Conclusions.

1. Location and existence (or absence) of hazardous faults on 
or adjacent to the site; ages of past rupture events.

2. Type of faults and nature of anticipated offset, including 
sense and magnitude of displacement, if possible.

3. Distribution of primary and secondary faulting (fault zone 
width) and fault-related defonnation.

4. Probability of or relative potential for future surface dis
placement. The likelihood of future ground rupture seldom 
can be stated mathematically, but may be stated in semi- 
quantitative terms such as low, moderate, or high, or in 
terms of slip rates determined for specific fault segments.

5. Degree of confidence in and limitations of data and 
conclusions.

F. Recommendations.

1. Setback distances of proposed structures from hazardous 
faults. The setback distance generally will depend on the 
quality of data and type and complexity of fault(s) encoun
tered at the site. In order to establish an appropriate setback 
distance from a fault located by indirect or interpretative 
methods (e.g., borings or cone penetrometer testing), the 
area between data points also should be considered under
lain by a fault unless additional data are used to more pre
cisely locate the fault. State and local regulations may dic
tate minimum distances (e.g., Section 3603 of California 
Code of Regulations in Appendix B in Hart and Bryant, 
1997).

2. Additional measures (e.g., strengthened foundations, 
engineering design, flexible utility connections) to ac
commodate warping and distributive deformation asso
ciated with faulting (Lazarte and others, 1994).

3. Risk evaluation relative to the proposed development.

4. Limitations of the investigation; need for additional 
studies.

II. References.

A. Literature and records cited or reviewed; citations 
should be complete.

B. Aerial photographs or images interpreted — list 
type, data, scale, source, and index numbers.

C. Other sources of information, including well records, 
personal communications, and other data sources.

III. Illustrations — these are essential to the understanding of the report 
and to reduce the length of text.

A. Location map — identify site locality, significant faults, 
geographic features, regional geology, seismic epicen
ters, and other pertinent data; 1:24,000 scale is recom
mended. If the site investigation is done in compliance 
with the Alquist-Priolo Act, show site location on the 
appropriate Official Map of Earthquake Fault Zones.

B. Site development map — show site boundaries, ex
isting and proposed structures, graded areas, streets, 
exploratory trenches, borings geophysical traverses, 
locations of faults, and other data; recommended 
scale is 1:2,400 (1 inch equals 200 feet), or larger.

C. Geologic map — show distribution of geologic 
units (if more than one), faults and other structures, 
geomorphic features, aerial photo graphic lineaments, 
and springs; on topographic map 1:24,000 scale or 
larger; can be combined with III(A) or III(B).

D. Geologic cross sections, if needed, to provide three
dimensional picture.

E. Logs of exploratory trenches and borings — show 
details of observed features and conditions; should 
not be generalized or diagrammatic. Trench logs 
should show topographic profile and geologic struc
ture at a 1:1 horizontal to vertical scale; scale should 
be 1:60 (1 inch = 5 feet) or larger.

F. Geophysical data and geologic interpretations.

IV. Appendix: Supporting data not included above (e.g., water well 
data, photographs, aerial photographs).

V. Authentication: Investigating geologist’s signature and registra
tion number with expiration data.
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ORDINANCE NO. / */ //"T

An ordinance amending Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code by 

amending the zoning map.

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1 .

Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is hereby amended by 

changing the zones and zone boundaries shown upon a portion of the zone 

map attached thereto and made a part of Article 2, Chapter 1, of the Los 

Angeles Municipal Code, so that such portion of the zoning map shall be as 

follows:
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Sec. 2 Pursuant to Section 12.32 K of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the 

following limitations are hereby imposed upon the use of that property shown

in Section 1 hereof which is subject to the "T" Tentative and "Q" Qualified

classifications:

1. Crescent Heights Tract, Sheet 1, Block C Lots 1-3, 28, 29:

comprising property zoned [T][Q]C2-1: The (T) and (Q) conditions

described in CPC No. 87-368-ZC and as published in Ordinance

No. 163513 are hereby made permanent.

2. Crescent Heights Tract, Sheet 1, Block B, Lots 1-3 and the

southerly 40 feet of Lot 29: comprising property zoned [T][Q]C2-1: 

The (T) and (Q) conditions described in CPC No. 84-451-ZC and as 

published in Ordinance No. 163084 are hereby made permanent.

Sec. 3 Pursuant to Section 12.32 L of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the

following limitations are hereby imposed upon the use of that property shown

in Section 1 hereof which is subject to the ”D” Development limitation: 1

1. Crescent Heights Tract, Sheet 1, Block A Lots 1, the southerly 50

. feet of Lot 2, Lots 28-30; Block B Lot 30 and the northerly 40 feet

of Lot 29; Block E Lot 1; Tract No. 31173 Lot 1; Tract No. 1607 

Lots 7, 8, 16, 25 26, 35, 36, 46-48; Cielo Vista Terrace Tract Lots 

1, 2, 23-25; Tract No. 4721 Lots 1, 2 and the property extending 

■ from the westerly line of Tract No. 4721 Lots 1 and 2 to the easterly

line of Tract No. 4067 Lot 28: comprising property zoned C4-1D:

The total floor area of all buildings on a lot shall not exceed one (1) 

times the buildable area of the lot.
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2. Tract No. 4721 Lot 3, comprising property zoned CR-1D: The total 

floor area of all buildings on a lot shall not exceed one (1) times the 

buildable area of the lot.

3. Crescent Heights Tract Sheet 1 Block B Lot 28; Tract No. 4067 Lot

28: comprising property zoned R4-1D: The total floor area of all

buildings on a lot shall not exceed one (1) times the buildable area 

of the lot.



Sec .The City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this ordinance
and cause the same to be published by posting for ten days in three public places in the City 
of Los Angeles, to wit: one copy on the bulletin board located at the Main Street entrance 
to the City Hall of the City of Los Angeles; one copy on the bulletin board located at the 
east entrance to the Hall of Justice in said City; and one copy on the bulletin board located 
at the Temple Street entrance to the Hall of Records in the said City.

I hereby certify that the foregoing ordinance was passed by the Council of the City of
Los Angeles, at its meeting

ELIAS MARTINEZ, City Clerk,

Bv.
Deputy.

Approved

Approved as to Form and Legality

JAMES K\ HAHN. City Attorney,
Pursuant to Sec. S7.o of the City Charter, 
approval of this ordinance recommended 
for the City Planning Commission. . . . . . . . . .Bv

MAR 0 1 1989.

File No

Director of Planning

CUy Clerk Form 193
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ORDINANCE NO.

DECLARATION OF POSTING ORDINANCE

I, M. tate as follows-.

I amj and was at all times hereinafter mentioned, a resident of 

the State of California, over the age of eighteen years, and a Deputy 

City Clerk of the City of Los AngelesCalifornia.

Ordinance No.__________ )(& f 5^___________ > entitled:

vtei6ffr jQisrfttc^a-^frto^es
i si tvvb hoi—i—y toodi CjoKHto^iTy

a copy of which is hereto attached, was finally adopted by the Council 

of the City of Los Angeles on / / c4o£. 19^7, and under

direction of said Council and said City Cleric, pursuant to Section 31

Los Angeles on PfjdA/lA^ 19 ,

.id Council and said City Cleric, pursuant ■ 

of the Charter of the City of Los Angc-les, on 19

I posted a true copy of said ordinance at each cf three public places 

located in the City of Los Angeles, California, as follows: one copy

on the bulletin beard at the Main Street entrance to City Hall of said 

City, one copy on the bulletin board at the east entrance to the Hall 

of Justice cf the County of Ins Angeles in said City, and one copy on 

the bullc-tln board at the Temple Street enti-ance to the Hall of Records 

of the Couvity of Ins Angeles in said City.

The c-jpics of said ordinance poshed as aforesaid uerc kept posted 

continuously and conspicuously for ten days - or more, beginning

to and including// CLtA _ 19

e foregoing is true and

continuously

(jLfi/UsC ftJp 19

I declare under penalty of perjury that 

correct. .

^ Signed I.hisv5 day of//^fl/l<J6 , 13 

Ca1iTorn la .

at Los Angeles,

Effective
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 AUTHORIZATION AND FOCUS '

This report, has been prepared for the City of Los Angeles Department of City 
Planning in accordance with the Guidelines for Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended and the City of Los Angeles
Environmental Guidelines. , .•

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, an Initial Study of the proposed 
project was prepared. Other environmental effects, considered in the Initial' 
Study, which were determined to be clearly insignificant and/or unlike Iy to 
occur are not addressed in this report. The complete Initial Study, is attached 
.as Appendix A. '

The purpose of this EIR is to provide an informational document that will 
inform the Planning Commission, the Los Angeles City Council and the general 
public of the environmental 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 90012-4856
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2.0 SUMMARY

Sumiary of Proposed Action: The proposed revision would modify and reduce
residential and commercial development levels allowed under the current 
Hollywood Community Plan, adopted in 1973. Objectives of the revision are to:

• Accommodate the year 2010 projected population, plus a 10-15 percent 
buf fer ;

• Provide community-serving commercial uses .in small centers in- areas
outside the boundaries of the designated Hollywood Redevelopment Plan
area; .. . . ,

• Concentrate major commercial development within the Redevelopment Plan'
■ ' area: and ‘ .... . .

• Define a transportation and circulation system that provides for 
acceptable levels of traffic service in conjunction with community plan 
land uses.

The Proposed Plan revision would provide capacity for 199,000 people, 93,000 
housing units and 31 million square feet of development. These capacities would 
represent the following increases over existing levels outside of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan area:’

a 29,000 persons
a 12,000 housing units
a 8 million square feet of commercial space
a -7 million square feet of industrial space. -

Location and Boundaries: The Hollywood Community Plan area is located within
the centra) 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 .Btf.triet' (City of Los Angeles) on the
south, the City of Beverly Hills on the southwest, the City of West Hollywood 
on the west, the Bel Air - Beverly Crest District (City of Los Angeles) an 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"n'orth.' ' , , ,

'Project Background; The current Hollywood Community Plan was adopted in 1973, 
Work on the plan revision was initiated in October 1986. The plan revision was 
undertaken as pa.rt of the Department of City Planning’s effort to update plans 
and to address plan and zone inconsistencies. •

‘ . The Ho 1lywood Redevelopment Plan was adopted in May 1986. An 
Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse Number 85052903) was prepared 
in late 1985 for the ptan and redevelopment area. land use mat) of the

^development Plan is attached as ^nnendix B,



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

• Traffic impacts
% Noise
• .Air quality
a Land use compatibility ’ '
• Consistency with regional plans and policies
• ■' Consideration of SCAG plans and policies ' .•
*- Population, employment and housing ■’
a School facilities
• Adequacy of public services
• Sewer capacity
• Energy use
• Pub 1ic transit

Areas of Controversy: Public involvement has been an important element in the 
development of the Hollywood Community Plan. In order to identify issues, 
problems, and alternatives, a series of public meetings were held where 
differing perspectives on the following category of issues were raised.*

8 Residential density
e Traffic ,
• Parks and open space ‘
• Conflicts between commercial and residential uses
• Support for motion picture industry
• Infrastructure over-capacity
• Safety *
a Relation of the Community Plan to Redevelopment Plan
• Hillside development on substandard lots
a Land use classification of studio properties
8 Slope density : ■ •
» Hillside cluster housing zoning category
» Conflicts of schools with surrounding uses
• , Neighborhood conservation ' /
«•', . Historic preservation . . .
b -'Aesthet ics' of public' improvements • ■
8 Aesthetics of private improvements
@ Pub I ic-' participation in the planning of public improvements'
8 Mini-ma1 Is ’ .
8 Provision and conservation of neighborhood-serving commercial uses
• Non - conf or m i ng uses

‘ For additional details, please refer to the Hoilywoori Community' Plan 
Revision: Background Report, Gruen Associates, July 15, 1987.
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AIternat1ves: I n addition to the Proposed Plan revision, this report considers 
1) retention of the current Community Plan, and 2) an alternative that would 
hold residential development potential to the same level as the Proposed Plan, 
and would increase non-residentia1 development to a level greater than the' 
Proposed Plan and less than the Current Plan,

*
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SUMMARY 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 Plan, adopted by the City Council 15 years ago..

LAND USE ' ■'

Impact.: t

9 Development potentials for all land uses are scaled back under the
Proposed Plan revision. Residential land uses are 1iaited to be consistent 
with the year 2010 population projection prepared by the Southern 
California Association of Governments fSCAGf, Commercial, office and 
industrial development potentials, the source of the buitk: ttf, the tfaff’Lc: 
generation in the Plan area, are set at reduced densities that will allow 
the Plan area roadway system to function at acceptable levels of service.

• The Proposed Plan establishes residential development densities that
teftect 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 Redevelopment Plan area) and the majority of 
the residential use Is shifted into mid-range density categories such as 
MOd'iW and Loft Medium/

® The Proposed Plan (Revision Area only) would provide for a population
capacity of 199,000 persons. This would be a 'percent increase from 
existing levels and a 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 Redevelopment Area). This would be a percent Increase: over existing 
levels but a 69 percent decrease from build-out of the Current Plan.

ILtffallonT; •- ■ '■ •' ■

8 Implementation of a Transportation Specific Plan, transportation and
circulation improveaents, as well as development standards to ensure that 
land use capacity and transportation service are in balance and that land 
use conflicts and incompatibilities are minimized. ..

Nit! ®ffeet After Mitigation: .
« The net effect of the proposed action would be to "down zone" property, to 

reduce the incentive to redevelop in residential areas, and to provide 
sjimi 1 scale neighbor hood-or ienteff enemefOiaT developments.
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POPULATION AND HOUSING

impact: .

a Changes in land use density In the revision area would provide for the 
addition of approximately 10,000 housing units or about 30,000 persons.

s The Proposed Plan would result in a single family and multipie-fani 1 y unit 
distribution similar to existing conditions, i, e. 20 percent singie-fami ly 
and 80. percent multi-faaily. The Current Plan would result in ’ 10 percent 
single-family, 90 percent multi-faai1y split. ■ '

• ’Given the .potential population capacity and employment capacity, the
' 'Proposed Plan would result in a employment to- population ratio of 0.59,

According to SCAG criteria this ratio reflects an "employment rich"'
condition and would slightly exceed the 0.55 ratio considered to be
indicative of a jobs-housing balance.

Mitigation; :

• Non-residential development levels in either the revision area or the 
redevelopment area should be reduced to achieve a better a jobs-housing

, balance in the Community Plan area. .

Net Effect After Mitigation:

• Jobs-Housing balance within Hollywood Community Plan area. •

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Impact: ‘

• The Proposed Plan would itjcrsaise evening peak period trips in the Plan
area by 48 percent. In comparison, the Current Plan would increase trips 
by 209 percent.

• With the Proposed Plan, 26 of the 39 intersections studied would operate
, at Level, of Service F during the evening peak hour,' In comparison, 36

• .intersections would operate; at' L0S .F-dti® to ths Current Plan.. ' ‘

Mitigation: 1 ' „ 1

• Prepare a Transportation Specific Plan to Implement operational and
physical improvements in the Plan area, including: ATSAC, peak period
parking restrictions, one-waycouplets. reversible lane operations, street 
widening, jog eliminations, and localized intersection improvements. •

• Transportation Systems Management and Transportation Demand Management
plans should be developed and implemented for large seaie commercial 
developments and employers in the Community Plan area.

6



• Future office development in the Redevelopment Area should be Halted to a 
level siailar to that contained in the Redeveiopment Project EIR's 20-ysar 
aarket-based forecasts, at least until steps are taken to iapleaent major 
street system improvements in excess of improvements feasible within 
existing rights-of-way.

Net Effect After Mitigations

• Transportation service would be improved. With operational and physical 
improvements, 11 of the 39 studied intersactions would operate at LOS F. 
With street widening consistent with the standards and classifications in 
the Circulation . Element, 13 of the 39.intersections' would operate at LOS
F. . . ’ •' '

AESTHETICS AND URBAN DESIGN

impactft '

a: The Proposed Plan can only directly regulate general land use, residential
density, and non-residentia1 developaent intensity, if development occurs 
without the imposition of development standards and transportation system 
improvements, then future development (while at lower development 
intensities) will look much like recent developaent. The visual and 
functional quality of the Hollywood environment will continue to decline.

M.itigafi.oni, .

a Programs and development standards should be implemented through inclusion 
in the Zoning Code or other enforceable means. These actions should 
include as a minimum: .

Preservation of historically and architecturally significant 
neighborhoods through Specific Plans or the Historic Preservation 
Overlay Zone (HPOZ).
Development Standards for all land uses addressing street trees. 
Commercial Development Standards (parking, screening, landscaping, 
access, etc.)
Residential- .Development Standards, addressing hillside areas and 
multi-family, housing (setbacks, lot coverage, dedications, open 
space, etc,). •' ■'
Neighborhood Plans and Improvement Districts. The Proposed Plan 
should allow for specific stand.ards.-on a neighborhood basis for both 
commercial and residential areas.

Net Effect After Mitigation:

• Preservation and enhancement of n®ighbofhpod: environmental quaffty in
Ho 1 1 ywood. ' •' ' .
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PUBLIC SERVICES

impact: . ,

• Schools - The Proposed Plan would generate a 13 percent increase in 
students. I n comparison, the Cur r ent P!an would generate a 114 percent 
increase in students.

s Parks - The Proposed Plan would require 540 acres of parkland to meet.City 
standards. This is 2.7' times more parkland than is currently provided, in 
comparison, .the Current Plan would require more than 900 acres .of 
parkland. - . - . ■ ... - • '

•9 Fire Protection - The Proposed Plan would result in increased demand.
Under the Proposed Plan the hillside areas would continue to 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 citywide ratios of police personnel to population, -a 17

, percent increase in personnel would be needed to accommodate the Proposed 
Plan population capacity. The Current Plan would require a 135 percent 
increase in personnel.

a Libraries - No adverse impacts anticipated.

Mitigation * .

• Schools - 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. Develop pocket parks. Require dedication of usable open 
space as part of new residential developments.

• Fire Protection - Compliance with all applicable State and local codes and
ordinances, and the guidelines found in the Fire Protection and Fire 
Prevention Plan. ,

s’ • Pol ice Service - Over, the life- of the plan, assign additional personne!
• consistent with Police Department policy and budgetary constraints,

• Libraries - No mitigation required.

Net Effect After Mitigation

• Schools - Unavoidable adverse effect anticipated.

• Parks - Unavoidable adverse effect anticipated. ■

• Fire Protection - Acceptable level of service provided.

• . Police Service - Acceptable level of service provided.
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AIR QUALITY

i apacti

• Shor t-ter ■ construction-related emissions anticipated on a project basis,

• Long-term increase in stat ionary .emissions,.

• Long-term increase in vehicular emissions. For carbon monoxide, the
Proposed Plan would result in 57 percent reduction in potent i a l-’eai ss i ohs 
when compared to the Current Plan. ■'

. ,7*

Hi ti g^tion: ' ~ ’ ‘ .

• Construct ion-re 1 a ted emissions to be reduced through implementation of 
dust control measures such as wetting.

a Implementation of the Transportation Specific Plan discussed above,

Net Effect After Mitigation:

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

NOISE

Impact:

• On an intermittent short-term basis, construct ion-reJated noise would 
occur.

§ With the Proposed Plan, traffic-related noise levels would exceed City
standards at 22 of the 28 location* studied. In comparison, the Current 
Plan would result in unacceptable noise at 27 of the 28 locations studied.

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 b® properly fitted 
with noise attenuation devices. .

a Development standards for residential should address site plans and
building layouts to minimize noise impacts. .

a For stationary noise sources, adjacent properties should be adequately
buffered, including use of walls and earth berms. r

9



Net Effect After Mitigation:

• Construction-related noise would be reduced to acceptable levels,

• For existing residential deve1opaent, adjacent . to major and secondary 
roads,' noise impacts way not be mitigated and would result in unavoidable 
adverse effects. For new residential development, site plan design and 
development standards would substantially reduce noise impacts.

ENERGY AND UTILITIES , ' ..

_ ispact: - ' . * - - ' . .

s Sewer/Wastewater - Compared to existing ‘levels, the Proposed Plan would 
increase wastewater generation by 5 million gailons/day (ragd) at build
out (a. 22 percent increase). This would place an additional demand on the 
Hyperion Treatment Plant and on the local sewer system. The Current Plan 
would result in an increase of 39 mgd Ca 167 percent increase).

* Solid Waste - At bui1d-out, the Proposed Plan would produce 447 tons of 
solid waste per day Ca 25 percent increase over existing generation). 
Housing and commercial/industrial growth permitted by the Proposed 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 
vaste/day.

* Electrical Power - The Proposed Plan would increase electrical demand to 
971 million kilowatt hours annually (a 37 percent increase over existing 
consusption). In comparison, the Current Plan would result in the 
consumption of 2.5 bill ion kilowatt hours annually.

» Water Supply - The Proposed Plan would increase water consumption to 25
mgd ca 22 percent increase above existing levels). The rate of increase in 
water use is higher for the Community Plan area than the consumption 
growth forecast by the Department of Water and Power citywide. The Current 
Plan would result in the consumption of 59 mgd,

» Natural Gas -.The Proposed Plan would result in the consumption of 5,9
", . ,’bi i 1 ion. cubic/feet (a 19 percent increase over existing consumption). The 

Current Plan would result in the consumption pf ii.S billion cubic feet.

Mitigation ' , j •

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

* Sewers/Wastewater - Development should be permitted when phased with 
improvements in the, local sewer system, as well as programmed improvements 
at the Hyperion Treatment Plant. Phasing of development 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 Proposed Plan should encourage a variety of waste
reduction techniques. These, as a minimus, will include separation, 
recycling and composting. Growth in the Plan area aust aiso be tied 
directly to Citywide and Countywide Solid Waste Management Pians, where 
development will need to be kept in balance with available landfill 
capacity in combination with other solid waste disposal technologies. 
According to the most recent assessment of solid waste needs by the Bureau 
of Sanitation and the County Department of Public Worksi1/88), available 
landfill capacity in the City of Los Angeles will be exhausted.in 1997 .and 
countywide there will be significant shortfal1s by 1992. Thus, alligation 
of plan area solid waste impacts must address new landfills or

’ alternatives. > ' '' ^- '

• . Water Supply - The Proposed Plan should encourage the * use of water
conservation; 'measures consistent with the Department of Water and Power’s 
Urban Water Management Plan.

• Electricity and Natural Gas - No mitigation required, .

Net Effect After Mitigation

« Energy and utilities impacts would be reduced but not eliminated. Impacts 
on Hyperion will only be reduced if coordinated with a cityvide phasing of 
development to match improvements in treatment capacity.

EARTH ....

Impacts

a Regardless of the I and use 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.

• Continued development in the hillside areas will raise concerns regarding 
grading practices and landslide potential.

Mitigation: .,. <■ , •' - " . v *' _
' " . ' ..*** ' '

s . Comp 1iance'with the Seismic Safety Element and other City Building Code 
requirements regarding earth moving and grading. “

a Require that all projects use the practices identified in the Department 
of City Planning’s "Planning Guidelines Grading Manual,"



DRAINAGE

Inpact: .

a The Proposed Plan would continue to permit hillside development. As a 
result, there would be some increase in impervious surfaces and a 
consequent increase in stormwater runoff.

Mitigation: ^

a On a project basis, compliance with provisions of the Flood Hazard 
' Management .Speci f i c' Plan and' any additional requirements identified by the 

. Bureau of Engineering. . '

Net Effect After Mitigation: .

a Impacts reduced to acceptable levels.

NATURAL RESOURCES

Impact: <

a No impacts anticipated.

PLANT AND ANIMAL LIFE 

Impact:

a ■ The Proposed Plan would continue to permit hillside development, and as a 
result undeveloped and natural areas containing local habitat would be 
removed.

Mitigation:

• Compliance with grading regulations and use of "unitized” grading
procedures to reduce impacts on remaining natural areas. -

Net Effect After Mitigation: T -

• Unavoidable adverse effect on hillside habitat areas.
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HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impact:

« The Proposed Plan revision cannot directly address the preservation of 
cultural resources. The Proposed Plan does, however, scale back 
development potentials to reduce the incentive: to redevelop historic 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 and/or 
Historic Preservation- Overlay Zones -should be adopted; Also.* 'the

‘ ’ designation of individual structures as Cu1tura!-Historica1 Monuments 
through the Cultural Heritage Commission shou.Id sought.

Net Effect After Mitigation:

9 Preservation of neighborhoods and buildings that have contributed to the 
overall character and uniquenest.y.ol the Hollywood Community Plan area.
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION*

3.1 LOCATION AND BOUNDARIES •

The Hollywood Community Plan area is located west of Pasadena and downtown Los 
Angeles, and south of Glendale and Burbank (see Figure 1). The Plan area is 
irregular in shape and is generally bounded by Me 1 rose Avenue on the south, 
Hyperion Avenue and Golden State Freeway on the east, and Bar has Boulevard, 
Forest Lawn Drive and Ventura Freeway on the north. On the west,, it is 
bordered by Cahuenga Boulevard, Hulho! land Drive, Laurel CaiVyofr Sots Wtiitf *
:TTii: pUnnlng ;a:ta ffputhwqst tangent from'Laurel Canyon Boulevard. , <

3.2 PURPOSE OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN ' '

In the City of Los Angeles, the land use element of the General Plan is divided, 
into 35 community or district plans. Each community or district plan area is 
about the size of a medium or large city. The Hollywood Community Plan area 
has a population of almost 200,000 people, making it bigger than most cities in 
California. '

State law [Government Code Section 65860(d)] 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, density and 
intensity for an area be the same as the zoning assigned to each parcel in that 
area. As a result of this law, there are two things that the Community Plan 
regulates definitively: 1) the general type of use, and 2) the residential
density (number of units) or commercial intensity (square feet of floor space) 
permitted in a particular area.

Everything else in the Community Plan is considered to be. a recommendation and 
is taken into consideration whenever a "discretionary action" (for example, a 
zone change) is requested. The Community Plan can recommend "programs" for 
implementing the Plan, For example, it can recommend 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. . ft can recommend that a series of 
development standards, be included in the Zoning Code to address specific uses, 
parking requirements’, landscaping, height and other design considerations for 
each' land ’ .usecategory. • ; ,11 .can also recommend that historic surveys be
undertaken and Specific Plans be prepared for areas within the Community Plan 
Area that need special attention. 1

1. This chapter summarizes the key elements of the Plan revision proposal, 
prepared by Gryen Associates. For additional details please refer to the 
Hollywood Community Plan Revision Background Report available fro« the 
Department of City Planning, City Hall, JRoom 505.
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This Proposed Pian 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 "1 ess restrictive" than it is today, 
the zoning will not be changed at this time. Instead, a zone change will be 
considered and may be granted upon request by the property owner.1 The zone 
changes necessary to bring about compliance with State law are being processed 
through CPC No. 06-831-GPC.

Land use designations/regulations in other elements of the General Plan which 
are applicable to Hollywood are also included in the Plan. Other elements 
include:' circulation, fire- .protection, -safety, seismic -safety,, noise, 
libraries, bicycles, conservation, open space, scenic highways, public 
recreation, major equestr'ian and' 'hiking trails, and City-owned power 
transmission rights-of-way facilities, •

3.3 BASIS FOB REVISING THE HOLLYWOOD COHHUN1TY PLAN

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

1. Land use plans are typically prepared to accommodate 20 years of grbwth 
and are updated every 5 years! to respond to unanticipated changes in 
conditions. The Current Plan was prepared in the late I960’s with a 1990 
time horizon; however, its capacity greatly exceeds growth projections for 
the next 20 years. Moreover, until the recently adopted
Freeway Deletion Area and Highland-Cahuenga Area Plan amendments, the Plan 
had not been updated. Until now, no comprehensive update was undertaken.

2. The City is under a court order to bring its General Plan and zoning into 
conformance by March 1988.

' For- eyampfe, if the current zoning on a lot -is residential and the 
Proposed PI an designation is commercial, or if the current zoning permits a 
duplex and the plan permits a fourpiex , .the zoning is not changed. This means 
that. if the property owner wants to build a commercial use permitted by the 
p I an in the first example or a fourpiex instead of a duplex in 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 a zone change gives the City the. opportunity to impose development 
standards which are recommended by the Plan 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. .lore importantly, the transportation systea and other public facilities 
and services in Hollywood are at, or-approaching, capacity today and 
cannot accommodate the additional de ve1opaent permitted by the Current 
Plan without substantial improvements.

4. There is a widespread concern within the Hollywood community that "quality 
of life” has declined dramatically in recent years, largely because public 
facility improvements have not kept pace with development, and because 
there are no standards or design guidelines to ensure that new development 
projects are functional and attractive-

3.4- GEOGRAPHIC AREAS COVERED BY THE PROPOSED PLAN REVISION'

The Hollywood Community Plan Area is shown in Figure 2. The Plan Revision 
proposes changes in land use designations in all parts of the Community Plan 
area except the Redevelopment Area, A plan Tor that: area was recently
prepared by the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) and adopted by the City
Council in May 1986. Although this Plan Revision cannot alter the recently
adopted Redevelopment Plan, the Redevelopment Plan is included in the 
evaluation of transportation and other iservice system capacities and other
impacts. Furthermore, the Plan Revision identifies refinements to the
Redevelopment Plan's land use designations which are needed to sake the 
community-wide transportation system work, (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 Revision proposes only 
minor changes to make land uses in those areas consistent with the rest of the 
Plan Revision area.

3.5 OBJECTIVES OF THE PLAN REVISION ’

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

® The total population projected by the Southern California Association 
of Governments (SCAG> for the year 2010, plus a 10 to 15 percent 
capacity buffer, in' the entire Hollywood Community Plan area, 
including the Redevelopment Area; 1

• Enough adaTtifona:.!: community-serving retail and services outside the
Redevelopment Area to serve that additional population;

• Enough additional community and regions 1-serving office deyelppnerst, 
retail and services to revitalize downtown Hollywood and create an 
employment center that Is concentrated enough to be served by public 
transportation, carpooling and vanpooling, and with nearby housing to 
facilitate walking and bicycling to work.

a Enough additional industrial: capacity: to permit the film and
television industries to remain in Hollywood and to expand. 2

2. To create cohesive neighborhoods with generally similar building types 
(for example, mostly sing 1e-famiIy houses or mostly duplexes or mostly 
apartment buildings).
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3, To provide commercial uses to serve the Hollywood residential coBounlty in 
a logical land use pattern that provides a choice of shopping 
opportunities and reduces automobiIe trips, including:

• A Iirutted amount of highway-oriented uses along major highways that 
, carry high volumes of local and through traffic, like Santa Monica,
Sunset and Hollywood Boulevard;

• A substantial amount of neighborhood-oriented uses along secondary 
highways which carry less traffic and are surrounded by residential 
neighborhoods. Ideally, every residential neighborhood should have a 
pedestrian-oriented shopping area to which people can walk and which

. can provide a focus for neighborhood activity;
• Major shopping • ' fact i i t i es' and employment in the-center of:-Ho 11 ywbo'd, 

so that'residents do not have to drive to regional, centers in other 
communities, like the Glendale Galleria or Beverly Center,

4, To ensure adequate traffic capacity and public improvements: and facilities/ 
to support the build-out population.'

5, To enhance the quality of life in Hollywood. ’

3,6 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 commercial and 1 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. '

Figure 3 shows the proposed residential land uses for the Plan Revision area. 
As the figure and Table 1 indicate, 71.1 percent of the residential land would 
be devoted to single family housing (Minimum, Very Low II, Low 1 and Low 11 
plan categories), 6 percent to duplexes (Low Medium I), 16.7 percent to low 
density apartments or townhouses (Low Medium 11), 11,7 percent to medium 
density apartments, 0.3 percent to high medium density apartments (located 
only in the Highland-Cahuenga Corridor Area just north 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,'"IS.2-percent tb- aedlum 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 each residential plan 
category. ’ ' . - 1

1 . Build-out is defined here as the population resulting from the maximum 
development permitted for a given 1 and jjse category.
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. TABLE 1/a/
PROPOSED LAND USE CATEGORIES AND DISTRIBUTION 

. Units per
Plan Category Corresponding Zone Gross ,Acre Acres Percent

Minimum Al, A2, RE40 . 5 to 1 928 6.6 %
Very Low 1 RE20, RA 1 + to 2 - -
Very Low 1I RE15, REl1 2 + to 3 1,668 11.9
Low 1 RES 3 + to 5 451 3,2
Low 1 I Rl, RS, RD6 5 + to 7 • 2,370 16.8
Low Medium 1 . R2, RD5, RD4, RD3 7* to 12 456 3.2
Low-Medium i1 • RD1.5‘, ' RD2 " 1,2 + 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 R5 80 + -

RESIDENTIAL SUBTOTAL 7,615 54. 1

Recreation and Schoo!s
*

4,228 30.1
Other Pub ITc Uses 341 2.4
Open Space/Freeway 956 6.8

OPEN SPACE/PUBLIC SUBTOTAL 5,525 39.3

Limited Commercial 50 0.3
Highway Oriented Commercial 235 1.7
Neighborhood Oriented Commercial 331 2,4
Community Commercial ’ ' 68 0.5
Manufacturing (CM, LTDM, LTD) 244 1.7

NON-RES 1DENTIAL SUBTOTAL 928 6.6

GRAND TOTAL 14,068 100.0

/a/ Does not include the Hollywood 

Source': Gruei* Mitpiimm• . , -* . ‘
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Table! .
SUMMARY OF RESIDENTIAL PLAN/ZONING DESIGNATIONS . 
FOR TH& HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION AREA

Plan
Designation

Gross Density ,
(Units/ , Corresponding Housing 
Gross Acre1) Zoning-* Type-* I bust r a t i ve DevelopmenP

Minimum 0.5-1 ■ . RE40 SFD5

Very Low I 1-2 RE20, RA SFD

Very Low II 2-3 ' REM.RE15 SFD

Low 1 3-5 RE9 SFD

Low 11 5-7 RI, RS, SFD

Lov) Medium I 7 - 12 R2, RD5,
RD4, RD3

Duplex

Low Medium 11 12-24 RDI.5, RD2 Multiple

1 house on a minimum 40,000 square foot (1 acre) lot.

1 house on a minimum 20,000 square foot (1/2 acre) lot.

1 house on a minimum 15,000 square foot lot (RE 15) or 
1 house on a minimum 11,000 square foot lot (RE 11).

1 house on a minimum 9,(XX) square foot lot.

1 house on a minimum 7,500 square foot lot (RS) or
1 house on a minium 7,500 square foot lot.

2 houses or a duplex on a 5,000 square foot lot.

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 1 level of parking).

11 to 18 units on a 15,000 square foot lot (2 or 3 stories 
over 1 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 Hollywood.
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 Either reduced to 30 feet. '
4. Density bonuses for 25% low- and moderate-income housing would permit a 25% increase in units in the Low

Medium II and Medium categories. , 1 2 3 4 '
5. SFD = Single Family Detached.

Source: Grucn Associates



Figure 4 shows the proposed nonresidentia1 land uses. Of the total land area 
devoted to commercial uses, IX would be Limited Commercial, 34% Highway- 
Oriented Commercial, 48% Neighborhood-Oriented Commercial, and 10% Community 
Commercial (medical center). In the Current Plan, approximately the same land 
area is devoted to commercial uses, 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 commercial categories, nor do. they permit such
differentiation except, through additionaj'deveIopment-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 category. 
The intent of the development standards is to achieve the following general 
development character for each area;

• Highway-Oriented Comaercial would be located along major traffic corridors 
with high volumes of local and through traffic. Use3 would include

. supermarkets, strip centers, auto sales and repair, and motels. Users
would arrive primarily by car or busj a minimum of 5 parking spaces per
1,000 square feat would be provided. Shade trees, landscape buffers and 
minima,! architectural standards would be established.

e Neighborhood-Oriented Comaercial would be located along secondary streets 
surrounded by residential neighborhoods. These uses would be permitted.to 
be built to 1 time the lot area. Shops would be oriented to pedestrians'
along the street, with parking behind or in centralized structures;
certain uses would be limited to encourage a high percentage of 
neighborhood-serving uses (like supermarkets, drug stores, hardware
stores, shoe repair, and dry cleaners); users would walk from their hoses, 
as well as drive to these neighborhood areas.

The City would facilitate the establishment of parking assessment
districts to help merchants provide adequate off-street parking.

• Community Comaercial. Hospitals in the East Hollywood Center Study Area
would be‘permitted to develop to 3 times buildabl# area.1 '

,v ■' ‘ ’’ , *

* . The Zoning Code defines BbUi:il:d|ibie area? as all that portion of a lot 
located within the proper zone for the proposed main building, excluding those 
portions of the lot which must be reserved for yard spaces, building line 
setback space, or which may only be used for accessory buildings or uses.
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CR - Professional offices with ground floor retail 
Cl; C1.5 - Neighborhood-serving retail and services 
P - Parking

Supermarkets, highway-oriented retail convenience 
stores and strip-centers, auto sales and repair, 
hotel/motels. Plan intent is to have adequate
landscaping and parking.

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

Source: Gruen Associates



3.7 PLAN CAPACITY

Table 4 and Figure 5 summarize the development capacity of the Proposed Plan 
for the Revision Area and the adopted Redeve1opment P1 an, and compares that 
capacity with 1987 development and with the capacity of the Current Plan. 
Capacity iS described in terms of housing units, population, and non- 
res i dentiai floor space.

Housing Capacity. Build-out of the Proposed Plan, which achieves the objective 
of accommodating' only the year. 2010 population projection plus a 15 percent 
capacity buffer, represents a 26 percent increase ' in housing units for the 
entire Community Plan area, compared-with an increase in excess of 89'percent 
permitted.by the Current Plan plus tha adopted Redevelopment Plan area. ■'

In order to reduce the Plan capacity from over 180,000 units permitted by the 
Current Plan to 120,000 units, it was generally necessary, to zone residential 
neighborhoods consistent with either their predominant or median (aid-range) 
existing density. The permitted density could not exceed the predominant 
existing use, since that would permit too many additional units 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 neighborhood to achieve a consistent overall building character, 
would not allow the additional units needed for the year 2010, and would create 
an excessive number of nonconforming uses.'

• Because so much of Hollywood was previously zoned for maximum densities 
i.e., R4 and R5 which permit densities of 108 to 217 units'per net acre), there 
are apartment buildings at R4 densities sprinkled throughout the community. 
Many of these buiidings are already nonconforming with respect to. the Current 
Plan and with respect to the interim zoning controls which have been in place 
since 1986. They 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 nope will be nonconforming with 

,re,speqt; to' use. in order to eliminate aiI nonconforming uses, it would be 
necessary'to zone most of.the eoVmunity south of the Hollywood Hills R4; the 
result would be about twice as many housing units as the Current Plan 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 S-2, a further increase would only make conditions more unmanageable.

The Proposed Plan does eliminate the nonconforming status of most single-family 
houses in the Hollywood Hills. The Current Plan shows most lots in the hills 
at Very Low densities. However, the majority of those areas are already built 
at Low I and Low II densities and/or have been subdivided at those densities. 
The Proposed Plan designates them at those actual existing densities. This 
change has no effect on Plan capacity (that it, it does not increase the 
capacity). 1t simply shows what is already there and minimizes the need for
existing homeowners to get variances for hoot® improvements.
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TABLE 4
HOLLYWOOD GROWTH PROJECTIONS/*/

1987 Additiona1 Bui 1d-out
Housing Units
Redevelopment Area 16,000 ♦13,000 29,000
Revision Area 81,000 ♦12,000 93,000

Tota 1 97,000 +25,000 122,300

Population ■
Redeve-Iopment Area 34,000 +39,000 • , 73,000- -
Revision Area- 170,000 ’ +29,000 199,000'

Total 204,000 ♦68,000 272 000

Commercial Development in Mil Hons of Square Feet
Redevelopment Area 12 + 22 34/b/
Revision Area. 12 + 7 19.

Total 24 + 29 S3

industrial Development in Ml 1 lions of Square Feet
Redevelopment Area 3 + 2 5
Revision Area - 5 + 7 12

Total 8 + 9 17

/a/ Redevelopment Area statistics are based on the adopted Redevelopment Plan, 
AN other figures are estimate* prepared by Gruen Associates.

/b/ Assumes "practical build-out'' as defined by the Community Redevelopment 
Agency (CRA). The underlying assumptions are; 1)Redeve1opment 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 comerciaI square footage is 25 
percent or less than the potential build-out permitted by the Redevelopment 
Plan, or c) the existing industrial square footage is 25 percent or less than 
the .potential . build-out'- permitted- .by the Redevelopment Plan, and d> the 
existing, buii.ding ,is-substantialiy.-deteriorated and e) the existing development, 
is not in confof-manes »itb the Redevelopment Plan. 2)Redeve 1 opment 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. • ,
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For example, If a neighborhood is aostly duplexes today,, it was designated Low 
Medium I (LM1> which allows duplexes. 11 was not designated Low 11 (L2) which
permits oniy single-family houses. ‘Nor was it designated Low Medium ! 1 (LH2) 
or Medium (Med) which wou1d allow complete redevelopment and would result in 
more housing units than are needed for the year 2010.

Nonre;identlaj Dtv»iopment Capacity. in: an effort to-sake the transportation 
system and other public; facittftea and service systems workable, the Proposed 
Plan (within the revision area) reduces the . development- 'capacity' of 
commercially and industrially zoned land to: .

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

•' i times lot area for Neighborhood-Oriented Comaercial 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 commercial development capacity in the Revision Area, excluding 
the medical center area, is 15.4 million square feet of floor space, an 
increase of 54 percent over the existing estimated 10 million square feet. 
This additional development is estimated to be just enough additional retail 
sales and services to serve the added 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 Proposed Plan would permit the medical center to double in size from an 
estimated 1.85 mi 11 ion square feet in 1987 to 3.7 million square feet at build
out. It would permit industrial development, consisting, primariiy of film and 
video production, to more than double in size, from an estimated 5 million 
square feet in 1987 to 11.9 mi 1!ion square feet at build-out.



4,0 OVERVIEW OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Hollywood Community Plan area is located in the centrai portion of the City 
of Los Angeles, approximately 3 miles northwest of downtown Los Angeles. The 
Plan area encompasses approximate!y 23 square miles. The area is situated south 
of the Santa" Monica Mountains. It includes the Hollywood Hi 1 Is, as well as 
highly urbanized residential and commercial areas to the south. The major 
ecological and open space resource In the Plan area las 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 north and 
northeastern perimeter of the Plan area.

The Hollywood Community Plan area is located within the Sooth Coast Air Basin 
iSCAB). The South Coast Air 'Basin is ■a 6,600-square mile basin' encompassing 
al1 of Orange County, most of Los Angeles and Riverside counties, and the 
eastern portion of San Bernardino County. The climate of the South Coast Air 
Basin is determined by its terrain and geographical location, The Basin is a 
coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and low hills, bounded by the 
Pacific Ocean to the southwest, and high mountains-.around the rest of its 
perimeter. The region generally lies on the seal-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 occasionally 
by periods of extremely hot weather,- winter storms, ox Santa Ana winds..

Under the provisions of the Clean Air Act, areas are classified by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency as either "attainment" or "non-attainment" 
areas, for pollutants such as carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide (S02), nitrogen 
oxides IN02), ozone (03) , hydrocarbons (HC)> total suspended particulates 
(TSP) and lead (Pb), based on whether the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) are being met or not. The Plan Revision area is 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, CO* NQ2, and TSP; the County 
is cI assified as an attainment area for S02,

Overall growth and development for the region 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 82 modified projections, as they axe'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 encompass the Plan revision area include;

• Regional Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Basin
• Urban Water Management Plan
® Los Angeles County General Plan ,
• Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Plan
• Elements of the City of Los Angeles General Plan (Housing, Conservation, 

Seismic, Open Space, Noise, Scenic Highway-, Safety, Public Library, Public 
Recreation, Fire Protection and Prevention).
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS.

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

• Land Use
• Population and Housing
• Traffic and Circulation
• Urban Design
• Public Services ,
• Air'Qua 1ity . / ■ "
• ■ Noise . , '
•* Earth
• Energy and Utilities
• Drainage
$ Natural Resources
• Cultural and Historic Resources
• Plant and Animal Life

Other environmental effects, considered in the Initial Study, which were 
determined to be clearly insignificant and/or 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 1973 after several; years 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 
development. These include low to very high density housing, and commercial 
and industrial uses. The Plan enumerates policies for commerce, housing and 
industry. Also discussed are specific programs for public improvements, 
circulation, and zoning actions, . T.he, Current Plan provides for residential 
densities ranging frouT; minimum 'to- very high. The Current Plan, exclusive of the' 
Redevelopment Area-, provides* for a population capacity of 389,000 persons and 
for approximately 101 Billion 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 adoption of the plan, real estate and development activities have 
taken place within these ‘substantial capacities. In addition, it should be 
recognized that such previous development Has taken place under even higher 
densities due to the inconsistency between the Community Plan and the 
underlying iptWBffil. This level of development activity has ' resulted in 
si'gnificaht burdens: on the traffic circulation system within the Community Plan 
area, as well as other adverse impacts on public services and infrastructure. 
Development activity has also resulted in numerous land use conflicts and 
incompatibilities reflected in parking" problems, aesthetic impacts, light,
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shade-shadow impacts or new larger buildings on existing lower density 
properties, the removal of architecturally or historically significant
buildings, aaong other impacts.

Environaantal Effects

One of the major objectives of the plan revision process was to bring the 
population and employment capacities of the Plan area into line with SCAG 
growth projections for 2010 for approximately 219,000 persons and 107,000 jobs. 
To accomplish these development levels, "down zoning" is: reqOJred. As a result, 
the development potential for residential and commercial/industrial, properties 

. would bo* reduced in subareas .throughout the. -. Community- Plan area, with the 
exception of the Redevelopment Area and areas where there have been recent plan 
amendments. • - ‘

Changes In Residential Categories: In general, this work focused on minimizing 
non-conforming uses, matching plan categories to existing typical densities or 
median densities, while at the same time allowing for some growth potential. 
Table 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) as 
well as greatly reduce the acreage devoted to the High Medium category (40 to 
60 dwelling units per acre). The Proposed P-l-an also entails- a substantial shift 
from the Very Low residential density categories to the Low 1 and Low II 
categories, generally to reflect existing conditions,

TABLE 5 *
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED AND CURRENT PLAN FOR RESIDENTIAL CATEC0RIES/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 1 RE20, RA 1 + to 2 - -
Very Low 11 RE15, RE11 2 + to 3 1,668 3,878*

Law I. • ■ RE9:' •* . 3 + to 5 451
Low It >1, RS, RD6 . - 5> to- 7 •2,370 1,120*

Low' Medium 1 R2, RD5, RD4, RD3 7+. to 12 456
Low Medium II RD1.5, RD2 12* to 24 889 293*

Medium R3 . 24 + to 40 830 1,281
High Medium R4 40 + to 60 23 30?
High R4 60 + to 80 - 357
Very High R5 80 + 88

TOTAL 7,615 8,408

/a/ Does not include the Hollywood Redeveiopaent Area.
/b/ Includes recent amendments to the Plan.
* 1n the 1973 Plan, distinctions between [—and 1! were not made.
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Changes in Nor)-r. Jential Categories: Table 6 .compares the Proposed Plan with 
the Current with respect to coamercial and industrial land use categories on an 
acreage and square foot basis. As can be seen, the Proposed Plan would reduce 
comroercia1 and industrial acreage by 108 acres (a 10 percent reduction!. 
However, substantially reduced f1oor to area ratios in all categories would 
reduce the deve1opment potential by 69 percent (a reduction of 70.4 soil lion 
square feet), when compared to the Current Plan. The reduction in deve1opnent 
was based on a. desire to concentrate higher intensity development within the 
Redevelopment Area, and to limit the trip generation from non-residential uses 
to be compatible with the street system capacity, '

TABLE 6 ” . ,
■ . COMPARISON OF PROPOSED. AND CURRENT,PLAN FOR .

„ ' . ' COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL CATEGORIES/a/ ,

Acres Sq.Ft.(Hi 11 ions)

Category
Proposed
Plan

Current
Plan

Proposed
Plan/b/

Current 
Plan/c/

Limited Commercial 50. 0.8
Highway Oriented Commercial 235 294 3.8 28.8
Neighborhood Office Commercial 331 236 10. 8 23.1
Community Commercial 68 179 3,7 17.5
Manufacturing/d/ 244 327 ii.9 32.0

TOTAL 928 1,036 3i. 0 101.4 •

Source: Gruen Associates ■

,/a/ Does not include the Redevelopment Area,
/b/ Square Feet based on the following floor area ratios: Highway Oriented =
FAR 0.5:1, Limited Commercial = FAR 0,5:1, Neighborhood Office = FAR 0,75:1 for 
retail and FAR 0.25:1 for office, Community Commercial = FAR 3:1, Manufacturing 
categories = FAR 1.5: i. .
/c/ Assumes an FAR 3:1 for non-residential uses.
/d/ Includes commercial-manufacturing, limited manufacturing and light 
manufacturing categories. . .

Mitigation Measures

'The Proposed Plan is intended as mitigation for the effects of the Current 
Plan. Nevertheless, the Proposed Plan does not eliminate the growth potential 
in the Plan area. It would allow for the development of approximately 12,000 
additional housing units and approximately 14 million square feet of new 
development above existing levels. It should also be recognized that the 
Redevelopment Area could accommodate an additional 13,000 dwelling units and 
approximately 39 million square feet of development.
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Existing Conditions

5.2 POPULATION AND HOUSING

1987 Estimate: Based on building permit activity, Gruen Associates has 
estimated 'that the 1987 Plan area population is 204,000 persons; 170,000 
persons are thought to reside in the Plan revision area and 34,000 live in the 
Redevelopment Area. Similarly with housing, 81,000 units are estimated lor the 
revision area and 16,000 units are located in the Redevelopment area.

Housing Mix: According to estimates prepared by Gruen. Associates, there were 
approximately 19,000. single family homes in the Plan'area in 1987. In addition, 
there are estimated to be 78,000 muitiple-fawily.units. Thus, 80 .percent of the 
existing stock is 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 Proposed Plan would result in the addition of approximately 12,000 
dwellings above 1987 . levels. Similarly, the Proposed Plan would add 29,000 
persons to the population. With respect to the Current Plan, the Proposed Plan 
would reduce potential housing capacity from 154,000 units to 93,000 units (a 
40 percent reduction in capacity). Population capacity would be reduced froe
389.000 persons to 199,000 persons (a 49 percent reduction in capacity). ' .

Housing Mix: As indicated,above, the mix between single family units and multi
family units is 20 percent and 80 percent, respectively. The Proposed Plan 
would maintain this mix of units. The Current Plan, however, would allow for 
the development of a substantial number of multi-family units. At Current Plan 
build-out, the overall mix of units would be approximately 10 percent single 
family and 90 percent aulti-faally. This change would suggest the redevelopment 
of lower density residential areas to higher densities. In contrast, the 
Proposed Plan would maintain the overall status quo relative to residential 
density mix.

JobarHoufling BalanceIt 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 approximately
233.000 jobs. The Southern California Association of Governments has Indicated 
that an approximate indicator of the balance between jobs and housing is the 
ratio of employment to population. A balance between jobs and housing is 
typically represented by a ratio of 0.38 to 0,55,1 For the revision area, 
Table 8 illustrates the ratio for the Proposed and Current Plan.

‘ . See California Department of Housing and Community Development, Issue 
Paper "Jobs-Housing Balance”, December fS87, page 5.
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TABLE 7
HOUSING UNITS AND POPULATION COMPARISON 

(in thousands>

Existing/a/ Current Pian/b/ Proposed Plan

Revision Entire Revision Entire Revision Entire
Area Plan Area Area Plan Area Area Plan Area

Single Fatni ly. 18 19 21 - 21 21 21
Multi-Family 63 ' 78' 133 ■ 162 72 101

TOTAL UNITS' ■81 97 154 ' 183 ’ 93 ' 122 .
POPULATION 170 204 389 ‘ 462 , 199 272

/a/ 1987 estlnated developed by Gruen Associates, 
/b/ Includes Amended Redevelopment Plan Build-out 
Source: Gruen Associates

TABLE 8
JOBS-HOUSING BALANCE

Proposed Plan (Revision.Area Only)

Eaployment Capacity = 65,000 jobs 
Population Capacity *199,000 persons 
Eaployaent/Populatlon = 0.33 {housing-rich)

Current Plan (Revision Area Only)

Eaployaent Capacity = 233,000 jobs
Population Capacity = 389,000 persons
Eapl oyssent/Popul at i on * 0. 60 ( job-rich)

Proposed Plan (Entire Plan Area?

Employment Capacity * 161,000 jobs./a/ •
'Population Capacity.' =272,000 persons, . ' -•
Eoployaent/PopuJation = 0.59 (job-rich)

Current Plan (Entire Plan Area) ■ , ,

Eaployaent Capacity = 329,000 jobs/a/ '
Population Capacity * 462,000 persons
Eaployaent/Population = 0.71 (job-rich)

/a/ Includes approximately 96,000 jobs estimated in Redeve1opaent Area (39 
million square feet of development) ,

35



11 can be seen that the Proposed Plan would result 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). Whan the substantial 
amount of employment anticipated in the Redevelopment Area (96,000 jobs) is 
added, the ratio for the Proposed Plan shifts to favor jobs (a ratio of 0.59).1 
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-residential 
development levels would need to be scaled back to achieve a jobs-housing 
balance in the Hollywood Community Plan area.

Mitigation Measures

» For units lost’ through displacement and redevelopment, relocation 
, assistance should be provided per City of Los Angeles requirements. ,•

• To achieve a jobs-housing balance in Hollywood, commercial and industrial 
development densities in the Redevelopment Area should be reduced.

**

■ .. - ,* , ■. .* > ■.•5 *' - 1 ,, / .

,• 1 . The Redevelopment Area employment estimate assumes approximately 20
million s.f. of office, 14 million s.f. of retail and 5 million s.f. of 
industrial. _
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TABLE 9

STREET SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

Street/Segment

1973 CP
Classification

Existing Through tarves

Off-Peak Peak

EAST/WEST. STREETS

HULHOIUN0 DR

laurel Canyon-Cahuenga Major 2 2

LOS TELIZ BLVD

Western-Vermont Secondary 4 4

Vermont-Riverside Major 4 5

FRANKLIN AVE

Gardner-La Brea Secondary 2 2

la Brea-Nighland Secondary 4 4

Highland-Wi leex Secondary 2 2

Wilcox*Normandie Secondary 4 4

Normandie*St George Secondary 2 2

ST GEORGE ST '

f.rankt in-Rowena Secondary 2 2
HOLLTWOOO BLVD

Laurel Canyon-la Brea Major 2 4

la Brea-Sunset Major 4 _ 4

SUNSET BLVD

La. tiertega-Xings. Major 4 4

Kings-Witton Major 4 6

wiIton-Santa Monica < Major 4 4

FOUNTAIN AVE

La Cienega- Fairfax Secondary 2 4

Fairfax-Orange Secondary 4 . 4

Orange-Bronson Secondary • 2 , 2

LA Ml RADA AVE .{Fountain AVe jog) 

.Bronson-Van Ness ’ ' ■ ’v.‘ , T. -‘Secondary’ ‘: ' 2 2

FOUNTA IN" AVE"

Van Ness-St Andrews • Secondary 2 2
St Andrews-Western - - Secondary ' 4 4

We®tern-Sunset Secondary 2 - 2

Sunset - Hyper ion , • Secondary 4 4

SANTA MONICA BLVD

La Cienega-Sweetzer Major 4 . 6

Sweetzer-la Brea Major 4 4

La Brea-Highland Major 4 6

Highland-Wileox Major 4 4

Wileox-Gpwer Major 4 6

Gower-Sunset Major 4- 4

• Rotes

<2)

01)

<D

<1)
<51

(1)

<1>

<D
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TABLE 9 (continued)

STREET SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

Street/Segment

1973 CP

Classification

Existing Through Lanes

Off-Peak Peak Motes

MYRA AVE

Santa Monica-Sunset

MELROSE AVE '

Major 4 4 ,

La Cienega-La Brea Secondary 4 4

' La Brea-Citrus Secondary 3 4 m
Citrus-Norroandie Secondary 2 3 (10)

Normandie-Alexandr t a Secondary 4 4

Alexandr\a-Hoover

NORTH/SOUTH STREETS

Secondary 2 4 <n

W/CIENEfiA BLVD

Mel rose-Santa Monica Major 4 4

Santa Monica-Sunset Secondary 4 4

CRESCENT MET GTS BLVD

RoseWood-Santa Monica Secondary 2 3 iSi
Santa Monica-Sunset Major 4 4

LAUREL CANYON BLVD

Sunset-Hollywood Secondary 4 , 4

Hotlywood-Ht Olympus Secondary 3 ' 3 m
Mt Olytnpus-Mulholland Secondary 2 2

FAIRFAX AVE

Rosewood-Melrose Major 4 4

Melrose-Santa Monica Major 6 6

Santa Monica-Holtywood Ma j or 4 ' 4

MARTEL AVE . _

, R’osewood-He'lrose ' ' Secondary 2 .

VISTA ST •" ' - ‘ j -

Mel rose-Santa Monica Secondary 2 -2

GARDNER ST

Santa Monica-fountain • Secondary.- 4 4

fountain-franklin Secondary 2 2

LA BREA AVE

Rosewood-Hollywood Major - 4 6 a)

Hollywood-Franklin Secondary 4 4

HIGHLAND AVE •’

Rosewood-Melrosa Major 4 4

Mel rose-Sunset Major 4 6 <L>

Sunset*franklin (west) Major S 7 (4)

Franklin (west)-Franklin (east) Major 7 7 (4)

Franklin (east)-Odin Major 6 7 <4)



TABLE 9 (continued) 

STREET SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

Street/Segment

1973 CP
Existing Through Lanes

Classification Off-Peak Peak . * Notes

CAHUENGA BLVD WEST

H ighlend-SB Off- Rartip> ’ Major - A' ' " , •• A (7)
’ SB Off Ramp-Hut hoi land „ Major . 4 A .

Mutholland-Barham Major 3 3 (7)

WILCOX AVE

Melrose-Frank!in Secondary 2 2

COLE AVE

Melrose-Cahuenga Secondary 2 2

CAHUENGA BLVD

Melrose-Franktin Secondary A A

Frank!in-Odin Ma jor A A

CAHUENGA BLVD EAST

Odin-PiIgrimage Bridge Local 3 3 (8)
Pilgrimage Bridge-n/o NB On Ramp Local 2 2 03)

n/o NB On Ramp-Barham Off Ramp Local 1 1 03)

Barham Off Ranp-Barham Local 2 2 03)

VINE ST

Melrose-Franklin Major A A

GOWER ST

Mel rose-Hotlywood Secondary 2 • 2

Hotlywood-Franklin Secondary A A

BRONSON AVE

SantB Monica-Franklin Secondary 2 2

WILTON PL

Mel rose-Franklin Secondary 2 4 0>
WESTERN AVE

Melrose-Franklin - . , Major * > - 4 A .

NORMANDIE AVE 1 "

, Melrose-Santa Monica ' , * Secondary' 2 3 02)

Santa Honics-Franklin ' secondary 2 2

VERMONT AVE

Met rose-Sunset Major A 6 05
Sunset-Los Feliz Major A 4

Los Fel u-Vermont Canyon Secondary A 4

VIRGIL AVE

Melrose-Sunset Secondary A - 4

HILLHURST AVE

Sunset-Los Fel it Secondary A 4 ’

Los Feliz-Vermont Secondary 2 2

HYPERION AVE

Founts in-Glendale Secondary 4 4
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TABLE 9 (continued)

STREET SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

Street/Segment
1973 CP

Classification

Existing

Off-Peak

Through lanes

. Peak Notes

GRIFFITH PARK BLVD

Hyper-ion-Los Feliz Secondary 2 2 - *
ROUENA AVE

• Los Feliz-Hyperiori ’ < * , Secondary ' ’ 2 2

Hype ri on - Glendsle j Secondary . 4 4
RIVERSIDE DR

Glenda!e-Los Feliz Major 4 ■ 4

Notes:

1. Peak; parking restrictions in both directions during both peak periods (various locations).

2. Los Feliz peak parking restrictions: W8 during morning peak and EB during evening peak

(Vermont-Riverside),

3. Crescent Heights peak parking restrictions: NB during morning peak and SB during evening

peak (Rosewood-Santa Monica). '

4. Highland reversible lane .sections operate as follows: •

Off-Pk

NB SB

AM Pk

NB SB

PM Pk

NB SB -

Sunset-FrankTin (west) 2 3 3 3 4 3

Franklin (west)-Franktin (east) 3 4» 3 4* 4 3*

Franklin (east)-Odin 3 3 3 4 4 3

* includes long southbound right-turn lane to Franklin. ■

5. fountain lanes; number of lanes varies, portions are two-lane (Fairfax-Orange).

6. Laurel Canyon lanes: 1 lane NS, 2 lanes SB (Hoilywood-Ht Olympus),

7. Cahuenga West lanes: 1 lane NB, 3 lanes SB (Highland-SB Off Rairp); 1 lane NB, 2 lanes SB

(Mutbol(and-Barham).

8. Cahuenga East lanes: 2 lanes NB, 1 lane SB (Odin-Pitgrimage Bridge).

9. Melrose Janes: 1 lane EB, 2 lanes W8 during off-peak periods (La Brea-Citrus).

10, Melrose peak parking restrictions: U8 during morning and evening (Citrus-Normandie),

11, Hollywood,peak parking restrictions:, EB and V8 during evening peak only (Laurel

• • Canyon-La Brea)-,' *’

12. Normandie peak parking restrictions: SB. during morning peak and NB during evening peak

CMelrose-Santa Monica).

13. Cahuenga Boulevard East is one-way northbound over Cahuenga Pass.
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Existing Traffic Volumes and Level 8 of Service

Level of service is a qualitative measure used to describe the condition of 
traffic flow, ranging from excellent conditions at level of service (LOS) A to 
overloaded 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 systems. Level of service definitions for signalized
intersections are provided in Table 10.1 Weekday Horning and evening peak
hour intersection turning movement counts, were provided by the City of Los• 
Angeles Departaent of Transportation for 39 intersections. The results of the 
level of service analysis for the morning and evening.peak hours are shown in 

.Table 11- As indicated in the table, 3' of the- 39 Intersections are currently 
operating at an unacceptable level of service (LDS E or F) and 11 are currently 

.operating at LOS D during the morning peak' period, while 11 intersections' are 
currently operating at an unacceptable level of service and 13 are currently 
operating at LOS £> during the evening peak period.

Existing daily traffic volumes on streets throughout the Hollywood area were 
obtained from the City of Los Angeles traffic count files. Existing daily 
volumes on streets in the West Ho 11ywood,area were obtained from the County of 
Los Angeles for 1986 and 1987, and 1986 daily volumes on the Ho IT ywood and 
Golden State Freeways were obtained from Caltrans. Figure 8 .Illustrates the 
existing daily traffic volumes on the street and highway network in the Hol
lywood area.

Utilizing the calculated v/c ratios from the calibrated model in conjunction 
with observations of the existing traffic conditions and congested areas, the 
Street segments which are currently estimated to experience fair to poor levels 
of service of D, E or F during the afternoon peak commute period are 
illustrated in Figure 9. As can be seen, the street segments currently
experiencing the most congestion include the Highland Avenue/Franklin Avenue 
vicinity, street segments in the vicinity of Hollywood Freeway ramps, and 
portions of Los Feliz Boulevard, Franklin Avenue, Hoilywood Boulevard, Sunset 
Boulevard, Santa Monica Boulevard, Melrose Avenue, Beverly Bbulevard, La 
Cienega Boulevard, Laurel Canyon Boulevard, Cahuenga Boulevard West, Highland 
Avenue, Vine Street, Western Avenue and Vermont Avenue. •

• 1 . The "Intersection 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 characteristics at signalized intersections. A.s part of the 
development of the highway network for the computer model, existing capacities 
were estimated for each street in the network based upon the physical and 
operational characteristies of the street. The existing traffic volumes were 
compared to the estimated capacities to develop v/c ratios for the various 
highway segments throughout the area.
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TABLE 10

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS

Level of Volume/Capacity
Service ______ R a t i o_______ _________Definition

A

• - B

C

o

E

; ,* r .

0.00 - 0.60

0.61 - 0.70

0.71 - 0.80

0.81 - 0.90

0.91 - 1.00

Great eT- than 
. 1.00

EXCELLENT, No vehicle waits longer 
than one red light and no approach' 
phase' i s' ful ly used ;

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

GOOD. Occasionally drivers may 
have to wait through more than one 
red light; backups may develop 
behind turning vehicles.

FAIR. Delays may be substantial 
during portions of the rush hours, 
but enough lower volume periods 
occur to permit clearing of 
developing Tines, 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 on cross streets may 
restrict or prevent movement of 
vehicles out of the intersection 
approaches. Tremendous delays with 
continuously increasing queue 
1engths, . .-
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TABLE 11

PH PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

EXISTING CONDITIONS

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Map ' .......................
Nun Intersection " V/C ■ LOS V/C LOS

■1 ' Helrose Ave £ Fairfax Aye ' 0.72 ’ c 0.87 D .

2 Hetrose Ave, & La Brea Ave , ' 0,80 C/D 0.93 E
3 Melrose Ave & Highland Aye 0.95 E 1.03 F
4 Hefrose Ave £ Western Ave ’ 0.87 ’ D 0.99 E

5 Santa Monica 81 £ Highland Ave 0,85 0 1.00 E/f

6 Santa Monica 81 £ Vine St 0.79 c 0.97 E

7 Santa Monica Si & Western Ave 0.81 D 0.89 0

8 Santa Monica 81 £ Vermont Ave 0.48 A 0.65 S

9 Santa Monica St, £ Kyra Ave/Hoover St 0.51 A 0.79 C
10 Santa Monica it £ Sunset 81 0.45 A 0,69 8
11 Fountain Ave £ Highland Ave 1.05 F 1.07 F

12 Fountain Ave £ Vine St 0.71 C 0.84 D

13 fountain Ave £ Western Ave 0.56 A 0.78 C
14 Fountain Ave £ Vermont Ave 0.49 A 0.65 8
15 Sunset 81 £ Crescent Hgts/laurel Cyn 0,88 D 0.94 |
16 Sunset 81 £ Fairfax Ave 0.65 8,. 0.87 D
17 Sunset 81 £ La Brea Ave 0.66 8 0.87 0

18 Sunset 81 £ Highland Ave 0.86 D 0.83 0

19 Sunset 81 £ vine St 0.73 C 0.82 D

20 Sunset 81 £ Gower St 0.71 C 0.87 D

21 Sunset 81 £ Western Ave 0.71 c 0.97 E

22 Sunset 81 £ Normandie Ave 0.46 A 0.82 0

23 Sunset Bt £ Vermont Ave 0.75 C 0.85 0
24 Sunset 81 £ Hollywood 81/Hillhurst St 0.82 D 0,99 E
25 Hollywood Bt £ Fairfax Ave 0.69 B 0.67. 8

26 Hollywood 81. £ La Brea Ave . 0.77 C 0.76 C
27' ■ Hollywood Si £ Highland Ave , 0.89 0 0.74 c
28 " Hollywood 81 £■ Cahuenga Bt-’ 0.78 c 0.87 0

29 Hollywood Bt £ Vine St 0.75 c 0.74 c
30 Hollywood 81 £ Bronson Ave , . 0.57 , A 0.69 8

31 Hollywood 81 £ Western Ave 0.73 c 0.75 c
32 Hollywood 81 £ Vermont Ave 0.45 A 0.57 A

33 Franklin Ave (West) £ Highland Ave 0.93 E 1.03 F

34 Franklin Ave (East) £ Highland Ave 0.74 C 0.76 C

35 Franklin Ave £ Western Ave 0.67 8 0,72 c
36 Franklin Ave £ Vermont Ave 0.66 8 0.92 E
37 Los feliz 81 £ Vermont Ave 0.82 0 0.89 0

38 Los Feliz 81 £ Hilthum Ave 0.87 0 0.83 0
39 Los feliz 81 £ Riverside Dr 0.81 D 0.77 c
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Regional versus Lu....i Trips

The location of Hollywood adjacent to a major commuting route between the San 
Fernando Valley and downtown Los Angelfes, coupled with the physical constraints 
on travel across the Hollywood Hills, has a significant impact on travel 
patterns jn ■ 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 West 
Hollywood/Beverly Hills area to the southwest) Bust either travel through the 
Cahuenga Pass on either the. Hoilywood Freeway or Cahuenga Boulevard, or must 
utilize cross-mountain routes such as Laurel Canyon Boulevard. This regional- 
ly-orieryted 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 usage of key 
streets in the study, area by regional and Cbmaunity 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.

Environmental Effects

As indicated in the previous section,- more than half of the analyzed 
intersections are either approaching or are currently operating at an 
unacceptable level of service during the evening peak hour. Further 
development 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 alternatives on the street 
system, ,

Trio Generation

The land use alternatives represent varying degrees of development within the 
Hollywood Comniunify Plan study area. Population and employment projections 
were used to determine the generation of vehicle trips within the study area, 
which is presented in Table 13. As can be seen, the Build-out of the 1973 
Hollywood Community Plan generates 209* more evening peak period trips and 227* 
more-daily trips .'than'ace current 1 y .generated. The Increased Non-Residential 
Development Alternative ^(Alternative i) -generates 84* more evening peak period 
trips and 08* more daily trips than are currently generated, while the Proposed 
Plan Revision ‘on Iy .generates 48* sore evening peak period trips and 50* more 
daily trips than are currently generated.

Traffic forecasts were produced 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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TABLE 12

EVENING PEAK PERIOD THROUGH TRIP ANALYSIS 
EXISTING CONDITIONS (ESTIMATED)

Regional LocalStreet . - Traffic * Traffic ** Total

La Cienega at Sunset . 47% 53% , . 100%
Fairfax at sunset ' 35% 65% 100%
La Brea at Sunset 2 9% 71% 100%Highland at Sunset 37% 63% 100%
Vine at Sunset 24% 76% 100%
Western at Sunset 12% 88% 100%
Vermont at Sunset 10% 90% 100%
Franklin at Highland 1 35% 65% 100%
Hollywood at Highland , 25% 75% 100%
Sunset at Highland 29% 71% * 100%
Santa Monica at Highland 14% 86% 100%
Melrose at Highland 12% 88% 100%
Los Feliz at Vermont 15% 85% 100%
Franklin at Vermont 5% 9 5% 100%
Hollywood at Vermont 37% 63% 100%
Sunset at Vermont 14% 8.6% 100%
Santa Monica at Vermont 36% 64% 100%
Melrose at Highland 47% 53% 100%

Notes:
* Regional traffic - vehicle trips with both origin and destination 

putside; of .'the; Hollywood Comamnity or Redevelopment Plan areas._ 
**’ ‘bocal 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 
Hollywood, not actual traffic count data.

'V —
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TABLE 13

PROJECTED TRIP GENERATION FOR LAND USE ALTERNATIVES

Alternative

AN Peak Period PH Peak Period '

DailyIn Out Total In Out Total

Existing 56,510- 47,640 104,150 121,010 126,590 247,-600 ' 932,630

1973 CP Buildout 151,450 86,210 237,660 346,230 418,980 765,210 3,045,640

Alternative 1 101,540 62,250 163,790 205,580 250,870 456,450 1,754,480

Proposed Plan 82,640 56,770 139,410 168,840 197,380 366,220 1,395,130

Note: ■

O Trip projections represent estimated trips for both the Hollywood Cawnunity Plan end 

Redevelopment Plan area, assuring full buildout of each Community Plan alternative and 

full buiIdout of the Redevelopment Plan.

0 All trip projections rounded to nearest 10 vehicle trips.
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TABLE 14
1973 COMMUNITY PLAN STREET STANDARDS

Cia ssification 
Major Highway 
Seconda ry 
Coilector

Ri ght-of-Way 
Width (feet) 

100 to 104 
86 
64

Pavement Number of Through
Width [feet) Lanes (Two-Way)

80 to 84 6
66 . 4
44 2

Since many streets in the network do not currently meet the 1973 Community Plan 
criteria,, a build-out network was created and was used for- the 1'973 Community 
Plan Build-out land use alternative. In addition to the increased capacity of 
selected streets, the 1973 Community." Plan includes-' the elimination of the 
Franklin Avenue/Highland jog by realigning the western approach of Franklin 
Avenue, and the Fountain Avenue jog at Bronson Avenue and Van Ness Avenue has 
also been eliminated by realigning Fountain Avenue between Tamarind Avenue and 
St. Andrews Place.

Summary results based on; the traffic forecasts are presented in Table 15 
including values for the estimated existing conditions, the build-out of the 
1973 Community Plan on the build-out network, 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 of delay 
for the evening peak period, aggregated across the entire Hollywood Community 
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 
comparisons between the various alternatives.

Projected Operating Conditions

Evening peak period turning movements were obtained from the model for each 
alternative, and the corresponding levels of service are presented in Table 16. 
The calculated v/c ratios from the traffic 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 
each of the land use alternatives are presented in Figures 10 through 12.

^Current Plan Bui Id-out, oft Build-out Network: As indicated in Table 16, 36 of 
the. 39 analyzed intersections are projected to operate at LOS 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 district 
projected to have v/c ratios greater than 1.20. As can be seen in Figure 10, 
the street segments that are expected to experience extreme congestion, with 
v/c ratios greater than 1.20, include 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 Avenue 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 
land usage and rsepasaended street network as established in the 1973 Comaunity: 
Plan are not compatible. —
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TABLE 15

TRAFFIC IMPACT INDICATORS FOR EVENING PEAK PERIOD

' Land Use

Alternative '

VMT Average Speed Delay

Veh-Hiles % Change HPH % Change Veh-Hours % Change

Existing Conditions- 1,524,800 n/a 12.9 n/a 78,300 h/a

(estimated) " *

1973 CP Buildout with

Buildout of Street

Network

2,428,500 59.3% 4.2 -67.4% 508,400 549.3%

Alternative 1 on 

Existing Network
2,064,600 35.4% 6.0 *53,5% 288,800 268.8%

Proposed Plan on 1,929,500 26.5% 8.4 *34.9% 178,900 128.5%

Existing Network

Notes:

o Data Indicates aggregate values from Hollywood Community Plan travel demand model, 

o "% Change" indicates percent change from estimated existing conditions.
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TABLE 16

PH PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

FOR COMMUNITY PLAN LAND USE ALTERNATIVES

. 1973 CP Buildout

Existing with Buildout of Alternativ« 1 on Proposed Plan o

Conditions Street Network Existing Network Existing Networ
Hap . -------------------- -—♦-* ........... ............................................................ ................................................................

Nun ■Intersection V/C LOS V/C LOS v/c - - LOS V/C LOS

'1 Helrose Ave 4-Fairfax Ave - - ' ‘ < 0.87 . D ' '• • 1.12 ' ■ f' ’1.15 F 1.00 E/F
2 Melrose Ave & La Brea Ave 0.93 6 1,52 , F 1.40 F 1.14 F

3 Melrose Ave 4 Highland Ave ' 1,03 f 1,67 F 1,29 F 1.11. F

4 Melrose Ave & Western Ave 0.99 E 1.50 F 1.31 F 1.10 F

5 Santa Monica Bt A Highland Ave 1.00 E/F 1,74 F 2.09 F 1.80 F

6 Santa Monica Bl & Vine St 0.97 E 1,68 F 1.80 F 1.62 F

7 Santa Monica SI 4 Western Ave 0.89 D 1.35 F 1.34 F 1.22 F

8 Santa Monica Bt 4 Vermont Ave 0.65 B 1,27 F 0.92 £ 0.87 D

9 Santa Monica 81 4 Myra Ave/Hoover st 0.79 C 1.41 F 0.96 £ . 0.89 D

10 Santa Monica Bt 4 Sunset Bt 0.69 B 0.61 B 0.69 8 0.68 e.
11 Fountain Ave 4 Highland Ave , 1.07 F 1.74 F 1.97 F 1.38 F

12 ■Fountain Ave 4 Vine St 0,84 0* 2.46 F 1.62 F 1.08 F

13 Fountain Ave 4 Western Ave 0.78 c 2,08 F 1.66 F 1.43 F
14 Fountain Ave A Vermont Ave 0.65 B 2.29 F 1.24 F 0.97 E

15 Sunset Bl A Crescent Hg.ts/Laure! Cyn 0 94 «' 1 34 F 1.15 f " .1.07 F

16 Sunset: Bl 4 Fairfax Ave 0 87 « 1 17 F 1.10 f 1*09 f

17 Sunset Bl 4 La Brea Ave 0.87 D 1.29 F 1.58 F 1.28 F

18 Sunset Bl A Highland Ave 0.83 D 1,44 .F 1.19 F 1.29 F

19 Sunset Bt 4 Vine St 0,82: 0 1.49 F , 1.22 F 1.02 F

20 Sunset Bt & Gower St 0.87 0 1,78 F 1.79 F 1.47 , F

21 Sunset Bt 4 Western Ave 0.97. £. 2,47 F 1.77 F 1.34 F

22 Sunset 81 4 Normandie Ave 0,82 0 2.46 F 1.52 F 1.15 F

23 Sunset Bt 4 Vermont Ave 0.85 0 2,17 F 1.16 F 1.07 F

24 Sunset Bl 4 Hollywood Bt/Hillhgrst St 0.99 ■ ■ E 2.01 F 1.22 F 1,12 ' F

25 Hollywood Bi 4 Fairfax Ave 0.67 6 0.75 C 0.75 c 0.90 D/E

26 Hollywood Bl 4 j.a Brea Ave „ 0.76 . C 1.11 F ■ 1.44 F, 1,29 F

27 . Hollywood 81 4 Highland Ave ... .1, 0.74 . c , 1.64 F 1.40 F ' 1.27 F

28' Hollywood’Bl 4 Cahuenga Bt ’ "■’* < '0.87 , - O' ' ‘ 1.97 F 2.18 F 2.07 F

29' ■ Hollywood Bl 4 Vine St 0.74 0 1.90 F , 1.05 F 1,0B F

30 Hollywood 81 4 Bronson Ave’ 0.69 8 2,03 F 1.16 F 1,16 F

31 Hollywood Bl 4 Western Ave * 0.75 C; 1.12 F 1.07 F 0.92 E

32 Hollywood Bt 4 Vermont Ave 0,5? A 1.32 •f 0.88 D 0.81 D

33 Franklin Ave (West) 4 Highland Ave 1,03 F * * 1.34 . F 1.26 F

34 Franklin Ave (East) 4 Highland Ave ^ 0.76 C 2.12 ’F 1.06 F 0.99 €

35 Franklin Ave 4 Western Ave 0.72 C 2.09 F • 1.40 F 1.12 F

36 Franklin Ave 4 Vermont Ave 0.92 £ 1.72 F 1.48 F 1.33 F

37 Los Feliz Bl 4 Vermont Ave 0.89 D 1.16 F 1.09 ' F 1.05 F

38 Los Feliz Bl 4 Hilthurst Ave 0.83 D 1.1? F . 1.01 F 0.95 E

39 Los Feliz Bl 4 Riverside Dr 0,77 C 1.52 . F 1.02 F 0.87 D

* Realignment of Franklin under buildout of 1973 CP street network would eliminate conflicting movements at this location.
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Proposed Plan Revision 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/c ratios for Alternative-
1. Similarly, the street segments are not expected to be as congested as for 
the increased non-residentia1 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/c ratios greater than 1.20, include portions of 
Franklin Avenue, Sunset Boulevard, Fountain Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard, Vine 
Street, Gower Street, and segments in the vicinity of Hollywood Freeway ramps.

Increased Non-Residentia 1 '-Development' A I ternative on Existing Network: ‘ As 
indicated in Table 16,; 34 of the 39 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 1.20 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/Frank 1 in Avenue vicinity; portions of Hoilywood Boulevard, 
Sunset Boulevard, Fountain Avenue and Santa Monica Boulevard; portions of 
Wilcox Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard, Vine Street, Gower Street, Bronson Avenue 
and Western Avenue between Santa Monica Boulevard and Franklin Avenue; arid 
street segments in 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 aany 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 previous recommendations for the 
Hollywood area and discussions with staff of the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADQT).

» v 
. . * % ’• . ■*
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, 
hereafter referred to as the ^Cpnatfajned Improvement Smmt..ioi, ” incorporates 
improvements which can generally be accommodated within the existing street 
system. The intent of this scenario 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 is likely to prove difficult, if 
not Impossible, throughout most of the Hoi1ywopd arfla}.
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The second improvement scenario, hereafter 'referred to as the "Bui Id-out 
improvement Scenario," presumes that each of the streets within the Hollywood 
area is eventually widened to provide capacity., commensurate with the street's 
classification in the Community Plan. Many of the streets within Hollywood are 
not currently constructed to the highway classification standards established 
by the Ci.ty of Los Angeles. This scenario represents bui1d-out of the Community 
Plan street network over an extremely long-term period, since it is likely that 
acquisition of the right-of-way necessary to implement these widenings would 
depend upon right-of-way dedications from redevelopment of adjacent parcels.- 
As 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 PTatt .sti-eet system;,: if it were to be implemented.- '

Constrained 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 general guidelines:

• Any improvements must either fit, within the existing right-of-way or 
require only a minimal amount of new right-of-way. In the latter case, 
any new right-of-way must be available without requiring demolition of 
existing bui i.dings,

• 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 hot possible to achieve this level of operation at ali Jocations,

a 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 system 
improvements, and are conceptual in nature. They are not intended as hard 
recommendations for specific improvements. The most appropriate improvements 
for locations throughout the Hollywood area must ultimately be developed in 
conjunction with more precise knowledge of.the spec! f.i c developments which may 
uj t'i mate !y occur-. ’■ , * •

Potential Street System Improvements

Table 17 lists the various conceptual street system improvements included in 
the Constrained Improvement Scenario. As can be seen, these improvements tend 
to fall into one of two types: operational improvements such as implementation •
of an automated traffic surveillance and control C-ATSAC) system, peak period 
parking restrictions, one-way couplets, or reversible operations; and physical 
improvements such as street widenings, jog eliminations, or localized 
intersection improvements. ’
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TABLE 17

CONCEPTUAL STREET SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS FOR HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN
(CONSTRAINED IMPROVEMENT SCENARIO)

Street Location•

Pavement

Width

(feet)

Number

Existing

of Lanes

Improved

Time

Period

Direc

tion
«*’• . "

Cooiuents

Previ

Reeom

datio

SIGNAL SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

Installation of ATSAC system throughout Hollywood area

PEAK PERIOO PARKING RESTRICTIONS

•
,*

La Cienega Santa Monica to 

Olympic

70 4 6 PM Pk both requires coordination with 

Beverly Hi Its & West Hollywood

LAO

Crescent , 

Heights

s/o Santa Monica varies ' 3 4-’ PM Pk NB expand existing restrictions 

to include NB during PH: peak; 

requires coordination with

West Hollywood ,

Fairfax Sunset to Pico varies 4 6 PM Pk both requires coordination with

West Hollywood

LAD

Cahuenga Franklin to freeway na 4 6 PM Pk both in conjunction w/1-way couplet

Cahuenga freeway to Odin na 4 5 PM Pk NB could be reversible operation 

instead of parking restriction

Vine Frank!in to Melrose 70 4 6 PM Pk both P8Q

Western^ " / Franklin to Venice •’ _ '60 : 4 ’
•*' v

' .6 PM Pk. ; both 10-foot lanes; would need 

spot widening for left-turn 

pockets

LAD

Normandie s/o freeway na •'•’3 4 PM f>k •SB expand ex i s t i rig res tr i c t i ons 

-to include SB during PH peak

Sunset Wilton to Hollywood 70 4 6 p« Pk both extension of existing 

restrictions eastward

-

Santa Monica La Cienega to Hoover 60 4 6 PM Pk both 10-foot lanes; would need PBC

spot widening for left-turn 

pockets; requires coordination 

with West Hollywood
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TABLE 17 (continued)

CONCEPTUAL STREET SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS FOR HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN
(CONSTRAINED IMPROVEMENT SCENARIO) •

Pavement Humber of Lanes Previ oi

. Recent*

dationStreet Location (feet) Existing Improved Period tio*V Comments

ONE-WAY COUPLETS

.' -

' 4

Cahuenga/

Wilcox

franklin to Melrose Ca: 56

Wc: 35

Ca: 4

Wc: 2

4 NB,

3 SB

All Day na requires parking restrictions 

on Wilcox (one side)

LAD01

WiLion/

Van Ness

freeway to 3rd Wt.- 40

VN: na

Wt: 4

VN: 2

4 NB,

4 SB

All Day na requires parking restrictions 

on Van Ness; continuation of 

parking restrictions on Wilton

LAD0T

QPBRA1I0NS

Highland Sunset to Santa

Monica
70 6 7 AM Pk

PH Pk

SB

NB

extension of existing rever

sible operations southward; 

use left-turn lane for 

additional through lane 

in peak direction

*

mmmm

Fountain Highland to Bronson,

& Western to Sunset

varies 2 4 AU Day both
•

Franklin ,

\ * ;

Highland to Wilcox. • 38- .

. - », "

. 2 > 4 AM i PH both widen to 40 to 44 feet; 

implement parking restrictions 

during AM £ PM peaks

’ -

Cahuenga East Odin to'Barham varies 1-3 2-4 Alt Pay ' NB

Barham , Cahuenga to Forest

Lawn

na 4 6 All Day both includes widening US 101 

overpass to 7 lanes as per

LA 5 year CIP ‘
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TABLE 17 (continued)

CONCEPTUAL STREET SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS FOR HOLLYWOOO COMMUNITY PLAN
• (CONSTRAINED IMPROVEMENT SCENARIO)

Pavement

Width

(feet)

Hunker of Lanes

T ime

Period

Direc

tion

Previous

.Recommen

dation *Street Location - Existing Improved Comments

JOG IMPROVEMENTS OR ELIMINATIONS

, \ ■ * ' '

Franklin ■ at Highland Hi: 70

Fr:38/44

Hi: 7

Fr: 2/4

na

na '

Alt Day na 5 1. widen Franklin approaches & 

Highland through jog area;

2. realign Franklin to 

eliminate jog;

3. grade-separation (depress 

Highland under Franklin)**

LADOT

1973 CP

fountain Bronson to Van Ness 40 2 4 All Day both realign Fountain between

Bronson & St Andrews to

eliminate jog; included in

LA 5 year C1P ■

LADOT £

1973 CP

LOCALIZED INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS

(see Table 10)

Notes:

Ca =* Cahuenga Boulevard 

" Me = Wilcox Avenye 

Ut = Wi l ton Place 

VN = 'Van Ness Avenue 

Hi = Highland Avenue 

Fr = Franklin Avenue

* Previous recommendation:

- o LADOT indicates recommended by memorandum from Donald R. Hpwery, General Manager, Department of Transportation, 

to Councilman Mike Woo, June 2,- 1987.

' o P8QD indicates recommended in Hollywood Circulation Study (Parsons Brinckerhof Quade & Douglas, 198S), 

o 1973 CP indicates included in 1973 Hollywood Community Plan.

’* The grade-separation alternative for the Highland/Frankl in intersection was used for the Constrained Improvement Scenario 

since traffic projections indicate this alternative is needed to provide sufficient capacity through the intersection.

AM Pk = AH peak period . 

PM Pk = PH peak period 

•' N8 * northbound-' •'

SB * southbound
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® ATSAC. At pre..at, LADOT is beginning to install ATSAC systems in various 
areas throughout the City. implementation of an ATSAC system in Hollywood 
would provide more efficient and flexible control of traffic, thereby 
increasing the carrying capacity of signalized intersections. LADOT 
estimates that ATSAC systems a ay provide a seven percent increase in 
traffic capacity or throughput when compared to conventional traffic 
signal controls, as are currently in place in Hollywood. ATSAC also 
improves reliability and safety through surveillance and responsiveness of 
control. .

« Peak Period 'Parking Restrictions. Mew or expanded peak period parking 
restrictions are indicated for segments of La Cienega . Boulevard, Crescent 
Heights Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue,- Cahuenga' Boulevard,; Vine Street,

' Western Avenue; Normandie Avenue, Sunset Boulevard,and Santa Monica Boule
vard. The intent of these restrictions are to provide additional through 
lanes 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 to the need to either accept 
the loss of on-street parking spaces or replace the displaced spaces. 
Furthermore, inadequate street widths along Western and Santa Monica would 
necessitate spot widenings in order to continue to provide left-turn lanes 
at major intersections.

- . ■ I• One-rWav Couplets. Two pairs of potential one-way couplets, Cahuenga 
Boulevard/Wilcox Avenue and Wilton Place/Van Ness Avenue, would improve 
north-south circulation within the Hollywood core area.

• Reversible Operations. At present, traffic cones are used along Highland 
Avenue between Odin 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. 
Thi-s concept could be extended along 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. Jn conjunction . with the potential jog realignment 
■ dispusse’d _be,lou,’. Fountain Avenue could be further developed as an

'• aiter hative east-west ,route by-widening the existing two-lane segments to 
provide four lanes. The two-lane section of Franklin Avenue between 
Highland Avenue and Wilcox Avenue is both a current and future bottleneck, 
and could be widened to provide four travel lanes by widening the pavement 
approximately 4 to 8 feet and restricting parking during peak periods.

Furthermore, Cahuenga Boulevard East could be widened by one lane between 
Odin Street and Barham Boulevard in order to provide much-needed ad
ditional street capacity northbound over the Cahuenga Pass. Barham 
Boulevard could be widened to provide six through lanes from Cahuenga to 
Forest Lawn Drive. These widenings, along with the Cahuenga/Wi1 cox one
way couplet and the potential parking restrictions on Cahuenga Boulevard 
described previously, and the planned widening of the Barham Boulevard 
bridge over U.S. 101 to seven lanes (included in the City of Los Angeles 5
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Year Capital 1mr,ovement Program1 , would combine to provide additionaI 
capacity along an entire corridor from He 1 rose Avenue on the south to the 
Universal City area and Burbank to the north.

* Jog Eliminations. The existing Fountain Avenue jog around Le Conte Junior
High School could be eliminated by realigning Fountain between Bronson 
Avenue and St. Andrews Place (as included in the City of Los Angeles 5 
Year Capital Improvement Program). In combination with widening the 
existing two-lane sections of Fountain as -described above, this 
improvement would improve east-west capacity throughout the Hollywood 
area. ' '

A variety of a 1ternatives are possible to eliminate or alleviate the 
. existing Franklin Avenue jog at Highland Avenue, ranging'from: ■U) 

widening the Franklin Avenue intersection approaches and Highland Avenu# 
itself through the jog area (as included in the City of Los Angeles 5 Year 
Capital improvement Program); to (2) realigning: Franklin to el iainate the 
jog (as included in the 1973 Community Plan); to 13) grade-separation by 
either depressing Highland Avenue through traffic below the jog area or 
constructing a flyover for eastbound Franklin to northbound Highland left
turning traffic.

• Localized intersection Improvements. A series of potential intersection 
improvements were evaluated for the 39 analyzed intersections and are 
summarized in Table 18. As can be seen, these improvements typically 
consist of the provision of additional turning lanes. The potential 
intersection improvements also incorporate the various street system 
improvements described previously.

Effectiveness of improvements ‘

Projected traffic volumes for the Proposed Plan were reassigned to the street 
system assuming Implementation of the various conceptual improvements described 
above. Table 19 presents the resulting 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 (or similar) improvements would 
sighi,f icant 1 y improve projected operating conditions in many areas from'those 
forecast for The Proposed -Plan without improvements. However, a number of 
streets would still experience traffic demands far in excess of the capacity. 
Eleven of the 39 intersections are projected to operate at LOS F during the 
evening peak hour (as opposed to 28 intersections for The Proposed Plan on the 
existing network), while an additional 11 intersections are projected to 
operate at LOS E, As indicated on Figure 13, a number of street segments would 
still experience extreme congestion. However, sections of Vermont Avenue, 
Western Avenue, Vine Street, Gower Street, Cahuenga Boulevard, Sunset 
Boulevard, Fountain Avenue,• Santa Monica Boulevard and Melrose Avenue are 
projected to operate at much better conditions than, under The Proposed Plan 
without Improvements (Figure 12).
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TABLE IS

CONCEPTUAL INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS FOR HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN
(CONSTRAINED IMPROVEMENT SCENARIO)

P ,
m Intersection Improvement • Note:

Melrose Ave & Fairfax Ave-

Melrose Ave £ La Brea Ave 

Melrose Ave £ Highland Ave

no improvements suggested 

no improvements suggested 

no improvements suggested

Melrose Ave £ Western Ave

Santa Monica Bt & Highland Ave

Santa Monica 81 & Vine St

Santa Honica 81 £ Western Ave

restrict parking on Western for additional through lanes during peak periods (1) 

(spot widen Western for left-turn pockets) ,

restrict parking on Santa Monica for additional through lanes during peaks (1) 

(spot widen Santa Monica for.left-turn pockets) '

extend reversible lane operations on Highland to Santa Monica (I)

restrict parking on Santa Monica for additional through lanes during peaks (1)

(spot widen Santa Monica for left-turn pockets) '

additionally .widen eastbouod- Santa Monica to provide dual left-turn lanes 

restrict parking on Vine for additional through lanes during peak periods (1)

restrict parking on Santa Monica for additional through lanes during peaks (1)

(spot widen Santa Monica for left-turn pockets)

restrict parking on Western for additional through lanes during peak periods (1) 

(spot widen Western for left-turn pockets)

Santa Honica Bl £ Vermont Ave restrict parking on Santa Monica for additional through lanes during peaks 

(spot widen Santa Monica for left-turn pockets)

Santa Monica Bl £ Myra .Aye/Hoove.r St - terminate peak parking restrictions on Santa Monica' at Hyra/Hoover 

' , •' restripe eaStbeund Sants Monica to provide dual left-turn lanes

Santa Honica Bl £ Sunset Bl no improvements suggested «

(1)

(1)

fountain Ave £ Highland Ave widen Fountain to provide four through lanes plus left-turn lanes (1)

extend reversible lane operations on Highland to Santa Monica (1)

Fountain Ave £ Vine St widen Fountain to provide four through lanes plus left-turn lanes (1)

* restrict parking on Vine for additional through lanes during peak periods (1)

Fountain Ave £ Western Ave widen Fountain to provide four through lanes plus left-turn lanes (1)

restrict parking on western for additional through lanes during peak periods (1) 

(spot widen Western for left-turn pockets)
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TABLE 18 (continued)

CONCEPTUAL INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS FOR HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN
(CONSTRAINED IMPROVEMENT SCENARIO)

Map i ■

Hum Intersection Improvement

.14 Fountain Ave £ Vermont Ave - 

15: Sunset Bt &, ffieScent Hgts/taurei Eyn

16 Sunset Bt & Fairfax Ave

17 Sunset Bt & La Brea Ave

18 Sunset 81 & Highland Ave

19 Sunset Bt & Vine St

20 Sunset Bt & Gower St

21 Sunset 81 4 Western Ave

22 Sunset Bt S Normandie Ave

23 Sunset Bt & Vermont Ave

24 Sunset Bl & Hollywood Sl/HiUhurst St

- I t - ~2 ' ,
251 ' Hollywood fit. < Fairfax Aye' / :

26 Hollywood Bt S' La Brea Ave

27 Hollywood Bt S Highland Ave '

28 Hollywood Bi & Cahuenga Bl •

29 Hollywood 81 S Vine St

30 Hollywood Bt 4 Bronson Ave

widen Fountain to provide four through lanes plus left-turn lanes ’

spot widen/restripe eastbound Sunset to provide dual left-turn lanes

terminate peak parking restrictions on Fairfax at Sunset

spot widen/restripe westbound Sunset to provide dual left-turn lanes

no improvements suggested

spot widen soutbound Highland to provide exclusive right-turn lane

restrict parking on Vine for additional through lanes during peak periods

no improvements suggested j

restrict parking on Sunset for additional through lanes during peak periods , 

restrict parking on Western for additional through lanes during peak periods 

(spot widen Western for left-turn pockets)

restrict parking on Sunset for additional through lanes during peak periods-

restrict parking on Sunset for additional through lanes during peak periods 

spot widen/restripe northbound Vermont to provide dual left-turn lanes

restripe eastbound Hollywood to allow through movements frfcm right-turn lane

r>0 improvements -suggested ,

spot widen westbound Hollywood to provide dual left-turn lanes

restripe eastbound Hollywood to provide dual left-turn lanes 

restripe westbound Hollywood to provide exclusive right-turn lane

Cahuenga converted to one-way northbound operation (Cahuenga/Wileox couplet) 

restripe eastbound Hollywood to provide dual left-turn lanes

restrict parking on Vine for additional through lanes during peak periods

no improvements suggested

Notes

(1)

(D
(2)

(2)

(1)

(1)

11)

ID

ID

(2)

(2)
<Z>

<1>
<2)

CD
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TABLE 18 (continued)

CONCEPTUAL INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS FOR HOLLYWOOD COWUHITY PLAN
(CONSTRAINED IMPROVEMENT SCENARIO)

i Intersection

Hollywood Bl & Western Ave

Hollywood St i Vermont Ave 

Franklin Ave (West) & Highland Ave 

Franklin Ave (East) 8 Highland Ave 

Franklin Ave & Western Ave

FrankUn Ave l Vermont Ave 

Los Feliz Bt & Vermont Ave 

Los Feliz Bt & Hilthurst Ave 

Los Feliz Bl £ Riverside Dr

3

Improvement .

restrict parking on Western for additional through lanes during peak periods 

(spot widen.Western for left-turn pockets) ■ ■ '

no improvements suggested .

grade-separate Highland through traffic

grade-separate Highland through traffic

terminate peak parking restrictions on Western at Franklin 

restripe eastbound Franklin to provide dual left-turn lanes

restripe eastbound Franklin to provide exclusive left-turn lane

no improvements suggested

no improvements suggested

no inprovements suggested

es:

, Improvement in conjunction with street improvement listed on Table 9.

Improvement not justified under Alternative 2A with additional reductions in office employee trips 

(as described in text).

Notes

(1).

(1)

(1)

(1)
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TABLE 19

PK PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

PROPOSED PLAN WITH STREET SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT SCENARIOS

Proposed Plan w/

Proposed Plan on 

Existing Network .

Proposed Plan 

with Constrained 

Imprvimt Scenario

Reduced Office 

Trips/Constrained 

Imprvmnt Scenario

Proposed Plan 

with Buildout 

Imprvmnt Scenario
Map

Nun. . Intersection - - V/C LOS V/C LOS V/c" • LOS V/C LOS

1 Melrose Ave & Fairfax Ave 1.00 E/F' 0,97 £ '0.90 D/E 0.82 0

2 Melrose Ave S La Brea Ave 1.14 F 1.00 e/F 0.96 E 1.01 F

3 Melrose Ave 8 Highland Ave 1.11 F 1.05 F 1.01 F 1.06 F

4 Melrose Ave 8 Western Ave 1.10 F 0.84 D 0.83: 0 1.01 F

5 Santa Monica 81 8 Highland Ave 1.80 F 1.07 F 1.07 F 1.22 F

6 ■ Santa Monica Bl 8 Vine St 1.62 F 1.03 ' f 0.93 E 1.03 F

7 Santa Monica Bl 8 Western Ave 1.22 F 1,06 F 0.79 C 1.19 F

8 Santa Monica Bl 8 Vermont Ave 0.87 0 0,7» C 0.64 B 0.73 C

9 Santa Monica Bl 8 Myra Ave/Hoover St 0.89 D 0.72 C 0.62 8 0.61 •s

10 Santa Monica 81 8 Sunset 81 . 0.68 B 0.67 8 0.66 B 0.51 A

11 Fountain Ave 8 Highland Ave 1.38 F 0.98 6 0.31 D 1.11 F

12 Fountain Ave 8 Vine St 1.08 F 0.81 D 0.63 8 0.97 E

13 Fountain Ave 8 Western Ave 1.43 F 0,91 E 0.76 c 0.8,0 C/D

14 fountain Ave 8 Vermont Ave 0.97 E 0.71 C 0.52 A 0.66 8

IS Sunset 81 8 Crescent Hgts/Laurel: Cyn 1.07 I: 0.82 ft 0 88 ft ' , 0-;98 E

16 Sunset 81 8 Fairfax Ave 1.09 # 0.93 s 0.73 & mm 0

17 Sunset Bl 8 La Brea Ave 1.26 F 1.37 f 0.89 D 1.08 F

18 Sunset Bl 8 Highland Ave 1.29 F 0.97 E 0,88 D 1.01 F

19 Sunset Bl- 8 Vine St 1.02 F 1.04 f 0.86 D 1.15 F

20 Sunset 81 8 Gower St 1.47 F 1,19 f 1.16 F 0,87 D

21 Sunset Bl 8 Western Ave 1.34 F 0,93 6 0.81 D 0,83 D

22 Sunset Bt 8 Normandie Ave 1.15 F 0.93 E 0.81 D 0,70 8/C
23 Sunset 81 8 Vermont Ave 1,07 F 0.88 D 0.88 D ■’ 0.86 D

24 Sunset Bt 8,Hollywood Bl/Hi l Ihurs.t St ,1.1.2 _ f 0.85 D 0.90 • 0/E 0.86 D

25 ' -Hollywood SI 8 F a'irfax. Ave , . . 0.90 ' D/E . 0,69 8 0.79' C 0.68 8.-
26 Hollywood 81 8 La Brea Ave '1.29-' •' F • ‘ 1.29 " F 1.07 f 0.94 E

27 Hollywood Bl 8 Highland Ave 1.27 F 1.00 E/F 0.93 £ 1.10 F

28 Hollywood 81 8 Cahuenga Bt 2.07 F 1.14 F 1,02: , f 1.17 F

29 Hollywood Bt 8 Vine St - 1.08 F 1.07 > 1.01 f 0,88 0

30 Hollywood 81 & Bronson Ave 1,16 F 0.90 0/S 0.72 c •0,87 0

,’31 Hollywood St 8 Western Ave 0.92 E 0.79 c 0.78 c 0.92 E
32 Hollywood 81 8 Vermont Ave 0.81 D 0.70 8/C 0.55 A 0,64 B

33 Franklin Ave (West) 8 Highland Ave 1.26 F 0,93 E 0.60 A/8 * *

34 Franklin Ave (East) 8 Highland Ave 0.99 E 0.55 A 0.50 A 1.62 F

35 Franklin Ave 8 Western Ave 1.12 F 0.68 B 0.74 C 0.72 C
36 Franklin Ave 8 Vermont Ave 1.33 F 1,09 f 0.85 0 0.66 3

37 Los Feliz 81 & Vermont Ave 1.05 F 0.94 £ 0.89 0 0.86 0

38 Los Feliz 81 & Hilthurst Ave 0.95 E 0,87 0 0.76 c 0.80 C/D
39 Los Feliz 81 8 Riverside Dr 0.87 0 0.79 c D.80 C/0 0.79 C

« Realignment of franklin under buildout of 1973 CP street network would eliminate conflicting movements at this location.
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These results indicate that constraining improvements to those f eas ibIe within 
the existing street system would not provide sufficient capacity to accommodate 
fui] build-out of both the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan and the Proposed Plan. 
Significant' reductions in the number of vehicle trips generated by the 
projected land uses ' would also be required. Two means of reducing future 
vehicle trips are possible: (1) implementation of effective Transportation 
Systems Management/Transportation Demand Management (TSM/TDM) plans to achieve 
reductions in trips generated by various land uses; .and (2) fuHMT- reductions 
in allowable land use densities. • '

Many of the locations ' which are projected to continue to experience severe 
operating conditions are locations which would 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 development, particularly that allowed under the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan.

if reductions of about 10 to 15 percent could be achieved through successful 
implementation of TSM/TDM programs for both existing and future office and 
industrial development throughout the Community Plan and Redeve lopiaent Plan 
areas, it is estimated that new office development would have to be limited to 
only about 15 to 20 percent of that allowable under build-out 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 to 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 is estimated that, 
although full build-out of the Redevelopment Plan could not be accommodated, 
overall; densities equivalent to those of the 20-year market-based forecasts 
could be accommodated.

Table 19 also indicates the projected levels of service at the 39 analyzed 
intersections assuming reductions in tripaaking and land use intensities 
equivalent to those discussed above were to be realized, while Figure 14 
illustrates the resulting levels of service along street segments. As can be 
seeq., the number of intersections, which are projected to still operate at LOS F 
is- .‘reduced- to- six, -with' no v/c ratio greater than i.16. Only three 
intersections are projected to operate at LOS E, while each of the remaining 30 
intersections is projected to operate at LOS D or better,

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 immediately adjacent to the 
Hollywood Freeway. The remaining street sections • throughout the Hollywood 
area, including most of Vermont Avenue, Western Avenue, .Vine Street, Bronson 
Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard, Sunset Boulevard, Fountain Avenue, Santa Monica 
Boulevard and Me 1 rose Avenue, are projected to operate at much improved condi
tions than under the Proposed Plan,

Reduction in Office Employee Trips
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As discussed previously, the Build-out Improvement Scenario presumes that each 
of the streets within the Hollywood area is eventually widened to provide 
capacity equivalent with that of the street’s classification in the Community 
Plan (Figure- 151. Generally, highway classification standards established by 
the City of Los Angeles cal) for six through lanes on major highways, tour 
through lanes on secondary highways, and two travel lanes on collector streets 
(see Table 14). Many of the streets within Hollywood currently do not have 
sufficient right-of-way or pavement width to provide the number of lanes for 
which they are classified.' Figure 16 scheaatica1 Iy illustrates the street 
segments which would require widening in order to bebuilt out to the street 

. standards. , - ’ ■' ‘ ’ .

Projected traffic volumes for the Proposed Plan were reassigned to the street 
system assuming full widening of all streets to their cI assificat ion standards. 
The final column of Table 19 presents the resulting levels of service at the 39 
analyzed intersections, while Figure 15 illustrates the projected levels of 
service along street segments.

As can be seen, full build-out of the Community Plan street network would sig
nificantly improve projected operating conditions throughout most of the 

. Hollywood area from the conditions projected for the Proposed Plan without 
improvements. Thirteen .or the 39 analyzed intersections are projected to 
operate at LOS F during the evening peak hour (as opposed to 28 intersections 
for the Proposed Plan on the existing network.!, while an additional 4 
intersections are projected to operate at LOS E. " •

Furthermore, in certain areas (particularly along sections of Hollywood BouTe-’ 
vard, Fountain Avenue, Gower Street, Bronson Avenue, Normandie Avenue, Vermont 
Avenue, and La Cienega Boulevard;, conditions are expected to be better than 
those projected for The Proposed Plan with the Constrained Improvement 
Scenario. In other areas, however, conditions are projected to be essentially 
equivalent to. or in some cases worse than, those projected for the Constrained 
Improvement Scenario. This is due to a variety or reasons, such as:

o Under the Constrained Improvement Scenario, some streets .wouSd’a!reaoy 
provide capacity .equivalent to their build-out number of lanes due to 

" ' Qperat'i'ona'L.im'pfovements . such as parking restrictions, and, thus, their
■ • . .capacity wou-id not- be signi'f icanti v- increased with further widening to

build-out standards (i.e.. Santa Monica Boulevard. Western Avenue. Vine 
Street). .. ■ - .

o The Build-out Improvement Scenario basically consists of wideninzs only, 
and does not include operational improvements such as extension or 
reversible operations on Highland or implementation of one-way couplets. 
For example. under the Constrained Improvement Scenario, the Wilton,"Van 
Ness one-way couplet would increase north-south capacity and shift traffic 
away from parallel streets such as Western Avenue (thereby improving 
conditions along Western), an effect which would not be realized under the 
Build-out Improvement Scenario.

Build-out Improves c Scenario
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Thus, it is pro; ed that full build-out o .he Proposed Plan and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan could not be fully accommodated, even if all the 
streets within the area were to be widened to the standards for their 
respective classifications. Add i t i ona.l improvements, such as one-way couplets, 
reversible lanes, or spot intersection improvements. would also be required. 
Significant problems are projected to remain along portions of Highland Avenue, 
Western Avenue, Franklin Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard 
adjacent to the freeway.

Recommendat i.ons ■

The land use and street system improvement scenarios analyzed above indicate 
•that mitigation of significant traffic impacts could. take- the form of one 'of a 
range of ' combinations of allowable land use densities and levels of 
improvements. ' . • ’

For example, at one extreme, it appears that full build-out of the Proposed 
Plan and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan could be accommodated throughout most 
of the study area if all streets within the area were to be widened to the 
standards for their respective classifications and additional operational 
improvements were to be implemented (although significant congestion problems 
would remain, particularly along Highland and Franklin Avenues). Although 
developers can be required to dedicate right-of-way at the time new 
developments are constructed, so much additional right-of-way would be 
necessary to implement these widenings that it is likely to never become 
available without major purchases of new right-of-way and demolition of 
existing development. Potential implementation costs associated with buildout 
of the street system would likely be prohibitive. TheJ'af°fe< although' new 
development should continue to dedicate right-of-way as appropriate, it is felt 
that the widening of all streets to Community P1 an 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 street improvements 
similar in size and scope to those described in the Constrained Improvement 
Scenario. Basically, it is projected that buildout of the Proposed Plan 
(including the limitations on density inherent within that alternative) could 
generally be accommodated. However, buildout of the high intensity uses 
allowed in the Ho-I 1 ywood Redeve 1 opment" Plan could not 'be accommodated without 
'significant • reductions" in .;the._ projected' generation of vehicle trips. As 
discussed previously', it is estimated that development intensities within the 
Hollywood Redeye Iopment Area would have to be on the order of those currently 
anticipated in the 20-year market-based forecast, rather than full buildout of 
the Redevelopment Plan, to be accommodated by the level of improvements 
inherent in the Constrained Improvement Scenario. In addition, a reduction in 
non-retail employee 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 employers within the area. ’
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Therefore, It is recommended that the following steps be undertaken in order to 
mitigate transportation impacts associated with buildout of the Hollywood 
Coramunity and Redevelopment Plans:

• As the . next step in the Hollywood Community P1 an process, the City of Los 
Angeles should initiate preparation of a Transportation Specific Plan 
(ISP) for the entire Community Plan area. The TSP would be similar in 
nature to TSPs recently completed or currently being prepared for such 
areas as the Coastal Corridor, the Hollywood Redevelopment Area, and the 
Ventura/Cahuenga Corridor, The purpose of the TSP would be to fully 
identify transportation improvement options and costs for the Community 
Plan area, prepare a .specific implementation .plan for improvements, .and 
develop a mechanism with which to fund the plan.

9 TSM/TDH plans should be developed and implemented, for large scale 
commercial developments and employers in the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Redevelopment Plan areas. The recently-approved Regulation XV of the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District CAQMD) requires that, by mid- 
1990, all existing and future employers with more than 100 employees will 
have prepared and submitted ridesharing plans to the AQHD, with the intent 
of increasing the regional average automobile occupancy for employee trips 
from 1.13 to 1,5 (an increase of about 33%). This requirement should be 
supplemented through the development and implementation 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 Proposed Plan, Future office development in the 
Redevelopment Plan area should be limited to a level similar to that 
contained in the 20-Year Market-Based; forecasts, at least until steps are 
taken to implement major street system improvements in excess of the 
conceptual improvements feasible within existing rights-of-way.

* •;
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5.4 AESTHETICS AND URBAN DESIGN1

Existing Conditions

"Urban design" encompasses the overall environmental quality of a community: 
how well- it functions, what it looks like and what it is like to live and work 
in. Therefore, urban design concerns range from the function of the 
coromunity~wide transportation system and the commercial service system, to 
building and landscape design, and the liveability of neighborhoods. , ,

Hollywood is an old, architectura11y rich community. Many of today’s 
resident-ial and coramercia 1 , bui Idings and the neighborhoods they comprise were 
buij t in ‘the period' from 1910 to 1940 in response to the’ rapid growth of the 

-motion picture industry. ' • ' ’

Residential Neighborhoods. Many residential neighborhoods were built to house 
industry employees and have unique "period revival" or California architectural 
styles. Because of their distinguishable architectural styles, neighborhoods 
that, have not experienced wholesale redevelopment in the. last 25 years are 
well-defined. Figure 17 shows some of the neighborhood associations which have 
developed to maintain and enhance their unique neighborhoods and which provided 
input.to the Flan Revision process.

Many of Hollywood’s original neighborhoods have been replaced by, or include, a 
large number of hi'gh-densi ty apartment buildings. Even relatively stable lower 
density neighborhoods often contain a few high-density apartments,,. This 
happened because, in 1946, much of Hollywood was zoned for very high density 
housing (i,e;, R4 zoning which permits densities of up to 108 units per net 
acre, characterized by up to four stories of housing over two levels,of 
parking), resulting in a development capacity which could not begin to be 
accommodated even by the aggressive transportation improvement program defined 
by the current Circulation Element of the General Plan.

Commercial Districts. The original commercial districts in the Plan Revision 
area were characterized by one to three story buildings, which had storefronts 
along the street, with office or residential space above and limited parking 
behind. In recent years, these have been replaced by "mini-ma11 s" with parking 
along the street. Mini-oal'l s .were made. possible in large part because of the 
city's minimal ' parking requirement- for commercial development (i. e., one space 
per SQQ square'feet of f.loor space). Because there are no standards concerning 
architecture or landscaping, many new commercial buiIdings were much less 
attractive than the buildings they replaced, and because the stores are set 
back from the street they discourage pedestrian street activity.

In areas where the original pedestrian-oriented comaercial districts are 
intact, like Melrose Avenuev parking is inadequate and shoppers spill over into 
the residential neighborhoods. When permit parking is imposed in residential 
areas to restrict spil-1-over parking, businesses suffer: this creates pressure 
to tear down the existing buildings and replace them with mini-oat Is,

1 This section summarizes an assessment and recommendations prepared by 
Gruen Associates, — .

78



figure 17
INTEREST GROUPS

T Hollywood Crescent

2 Laurel Canyon Residents AssocUt
3 Frenkiln Wait!

* Mount Olympus
5 Wcholt Canyon

6 Friends of Runyon Cany'

7 Outpost

8 Hollywood Heights
9 WhltleyHelghts

10 Hollywood Knolls

11 lake Hollywood
12 Hollywood Deli

13 Holly woodland
14 Hollywood Homeowners

15 Friends of Grlflth Park 

18 Los Feflr Improvement Association

17 South Los Felix

18 ABC Studio

19 Franklin Btlt®

2D Hospitals’ Area of Interest

21 Hollywood Western

22 Metro** Mil

23 Paramount Studio

24 Melrose Neighborhood

25 Sunset Ptaxa Association- 

28 Hilltop Associates 

27 lookout Mountain Association 
.28 Wonderland Park Associates

HOLLYWOOD 
COMMUNITY 
PLAN REVISION

i' GRUEN 
ASSOCIATES

CITY OF
LOS ANGELES



Parks and Open gK ^9» As indicated in the discussion of public facilities and 
services, there is a severe shortage of neighborhood and community parks In 
Hollywood. In addition, there is often little or no on-site usable and 
landscaped open space in new residential development.

Transportation System. As has been discussed in other sections, Hollywood's 
transportation system is approaching capacity and traffic from major and 
secondary streets to local residential streets has begun to spill over into 
residential neighborhoods.

Comaunitv Concerns. Throughout the Plan Revision process, the functional and 
visual quality of new development in Hollywood has been a central concern of 
residents, second onjy to their ’ concern about 'development ■ capacity and its 
impact on the transportation system. Until recently little attention has been 
given to urban design considerations irr Los Angeles. It is typically 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 like the "mini-mall moratorium" and a 
Pedestrian Overlay Zone ordinance <Ordin&nce No. 162570) have been established. 
The intent is that these interim standards be replaced by a more comprehensive 
set of standards, „

Envirotmenta! Effects

The Proposed Plan takes the first step toward maintaining and improving 
environmental quality by defining a development capacity that:

• Can be supported by feasible transportation system improvements, i.e,,
improvements that can, for the most part, be made within existing rights- 
of-way with minimal displacement of existing houses, businesses and street 
trees. ■ .

• - Facilitates cohesive residential neighborhoods by zoning them consistent
with their predominant existing character, except in a few neighborhoods 
where sightly higher densities are needed to replace substandard, 
severely deteriorated housing.

However, because the Proposed Plan Revision directly regulates only general 
■ land, use',- residential density and nonresidential development intensity, it can,, 
at best. make;, recommendations about what- development looks like-, how it 
functions and is maintained, and, in the case of commercial development, the
particular kinds of shops and services it provides,

. . ' ' *
If 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 improvements, future development, while at 
lower development intensities, will look much like recent development. The 
visual and functional quality (particularly the transportation function) of the 
Hollywood environment will continue to decline. Similarly, if private property 
and public streets and facilities are not we 11-maintained, that environmental 
quality will decline further.

80



Preservation of Historicaliy and Architecturally Significant Buildings and' 
Neighborhoods. While the Plan discourages destruction of existing 
neighborhoods, especially those with unique architectural styles, through 
downzoning to current densities, it does not identify significant neighborhoods 
or establish standards for their preservation. Therefore, important cultural 
resources 'could be destroyed through the replacement of and additions to 
significant buildings and infill housing that is not compatible with them.

Residential Deve1opment. The Proposed Plan Revision eliminates high and very 
high density (R4) housing in most of the flan Revision area. Heights are 
restricted to 45 feet or, where the predominant height is currently 30 feet or 
less, to,- 30 feet. . ■ , >

-The Plan does not address' landscaping, amount of on-site open space, design of 
parking structures or minima! architectural standards. Therefore, while 
residential buildings will be less dense than recent apartment construction in 
Hollywood, they will not necessarily look more attractive.

Conaercial De veTopment. Because of the Zoning Code’s lack of specificity, all 
commercial development in Hollywood could end up looking much the same, with 
h'Vtie. difference in the types of uses provided. There is currently no way to 
implement the Proposed Plan Revision’s objectives of providing a mix of:

s A limited amount of highway-oriented uses along major highways that carry 
high volumes of local and through traffic with adequate parking and 
landscaping, and

s Concentrations of neighborhood-oriented uses along secondary highways 
which carry less traffic and are surrounded by residential neighborhoods 
and which would provide primarily neighborhood-serving uses and could 
decode, the fpcus for pedestrian-oriented neighborhood activity,

• isolated pockets of "limited commercial" uses in residential neighborhoods 
limited exclusively to neighborhood-serving use. r.

in addition, because there are few mechanisms available to assist existing 
bus i-nesses without parking to .bui Id centralized off-street parking facilities, 
inadequate parking vil 1.-continue to: . ‘

- Hinder the success of businesses in older commercial buildings. 
Produce "spill over" parking that ends up in residential 
neighborhoods,

•’ - Create localized congestion, and
- Create pressure to replace these older buildings with mini-mal.ls.

Transportation Svstaai The discussion of Transportation Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures identifies a transportation improveaent program that should be linked 
to future development 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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1n addition, the Proposed Plan Revision establishes some basic land use 
patterns which encourage the use of pub 1ic transportation, ride-sharing and 
non-autonobile access. 11 concentrates major employment in the center of 
Hollywood which is well-served by buses, will be served by Hetro Rail, and is 
surrounded by relatively high density housing. Conversely, it discourages 
office development along commercial strips where it is difficult to implement 
ride-sharing programs, not J>f served by Hetro Rail, and which are 
not as well-served as central Hollywood by public transportation. However, 
unless a Transportation Specific Plan and development standards are 
ioplemented, service provided by the transportation component of.the urban 
system will continue to dsctirti. ■

"Alternatives" to Parks and ’Open Space. A 'frequently expressed concern of 
Hollywood residents is- the need for more street trees to compensate in part for 
the lack of open, green space normally provided by parks. The Proposed Plan 
Revision itself cannot . require the provision of street trees and other 
streetscape improvements. in addition, the Proposed Plan Revision cannot 
require provision of on-site usable and landscaped open space in new 
residential development. ■

Mitigation He&sures

In order to address the urban design impacts expected to occur as a result of 
development permitted by the Proposed Plan Revision, the following programs and 
development standards should be implemented through Inclusion in the Zoning 
Code.or other enforceable means. .

Preservation of Historically and Architecturally Significant Buildings and 
Neighborhoods. A comprehensive survey of historically and architecturally 
significant buildings and neighborhoods should be undertaken in the Plan 
Revision area. Historic Preservation Overlay Zones (HPOZs) or neighborhood- 
specific development standards- (see below) should be adopted for areas that 
qualify as historicaIly or architecturally significant.

DeveIopment Standards for Ail Land Use Designations. The following standards 
should be applied to any development project,.excluding interior renovation.

m Street trees 25 feet- pry center <2 per‘50-fool wide lot), either 24-inch 
' ’box' or’ .15 gallon- can, - with foot col tars to prevent uplifting of sidewalks 

shai1 be provided,

» Property owners in existing residential neighborhoods and commercial areas 
shall be encouraged to plant street trees on an individual ownership.basis 
or through assessment districts.

To do this, it will be necessary to modify the Department of Public Works' 
street tree standards and practice;

- Refine the street tree list to identify shade trees U. e. trees which 
achieve a mature height and spread of at least 30 feet) appropriate to 
specific locations and to identify streets where trees are not 
appropriate.

- Permit street trees to be planted-25 feet on center.
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- Require replacement by the City of any trees that are removed from the 
street right-of-way with a 24-inch boxed street tree that 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 i.t easy to implement a neighborhood improvement assessment district 

to plant and maintain street trees and to maintain and repair sidewalks 
and make other public improvements.

» A H utility connections from main 1 i no-s in the street right-of-way to 
buildings shall be placed underground. .

Commercial Deve-'i opment Standards ■' ■' ..    * 1 ■■ —■" ■ .".m M n       y

All .Cofiraercial Categories ’’
a On corner lots, parking shall not be located on the corner facing the street 

intersection*
a AIT surface parking adjoining a public street shall be screened by a solid 

wall three and one-half feet-to four feet high, and all surface parking 
adjoining residential development shall be screened by a solid wall six feet 
high. Stucco .or other finish shall be applied; exposed concrete block is 
not acceptable except through special design, review. Glass block or a

. partially open pattern in which openings do not exceed 20% of wall area are 
considered tp be solid walls, except adjoining residential deve1opment.

• All above-grade parking spaces visible from a public right-of-way shal 1 be 
architecturally screened or enclosed.

b Trash storage areas shall be screened from view from adjacent lots and from 
sidewalks,

• No wall shall extend more than 20 feet horizontally or vertically without a ,
visual break created by an articulation in the exterior wail 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 

15-gal ion can and having at least a caliper of i-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 in ail 
landscaped areas, including tree welts, and 1.00% landscape coverage of all 
unpayed areas shad 1; be achieved within l’ year of receipt of the first

■ '•.Temporary Certificate ; of Occupancy; on the lot, enforceable through 
covenants.

Limited Comsirclal: ‘

• Buliding area shall be no more than 1 time lot area.
9 No building shall exceed 45 feet or 3 stories in height,
• A miniaura of 4 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of building area shall 

be provided,
• Front yard setbacks shall be consistent with the predominant existing 

setback in the vicinity of the lot, but in no case shall it be less than the 
Limited Commercial zoning requirement.



• C2 uses, including automobile sales and servicing, building supply stores, 
"mini-roalis” and other uses which rely on automobile access shall be 
permitted,

• It is the intent of the p1 an that sites designated for highway-oriented use 
be permitted, through zone changes, to achieve lot depths of 130 to 140 feet 
to accommodate a landscaped buffer between parking lots and sidewalks and a 
service alley behind the building(s) on the lot.

• Building area shall be no more than 0.5 times lot area. .
• No building sha11 exceed 30 feet or two stories in height. -
• Residential development shall be prohibited. - . • •
• A minimum of 5 parking spaces- p.er 1 -,000 square feet of .building' area shall

be provided.' . . -
• A landscaped buffer at least 5 feet wide shall be provided between walls and • 

s1dewaIks.
• Trees, in at least 15-gall on cans and having at least a caliper of 1-1/2 

inches, shall be planted a maximum of 25-feet on center in either the 
landscaped buffer area or along the adjacent sidewalk.

Highway Oriented C ar.cla 1

Neighborhood-Oriented Commercial

• C4 uses with the 1 imitations specified below shall be permitted,
• It is the intent of the plan that lots designated Neighborhood-Orientei 

Commercial be permitted to. achieve a depth of at least 120 to 130 fee- 
through conditional use of transitional residential lots for parking, ts 
accommodate surface parking and service access behind buiIdingts).

• Building area devoted to commercial use shall be no more than 1 times 1o
area; additional building area up to 'a total of 2 times lot area may b»
devoted to residential use.

• No building shall exceed 45 feet in height or three stories.
e A minimum of 3 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of building area shal 

be provided,
e Parking shall be provided between the building and the rear property line.
• At least 75* of the first 2 stories of the building wall along all street

frontages shall be located within 15 feet of the property line, anc 
pedestrian access to businesses on the ground floor shall be through the

, wall, along the .front- property line and.within 2 feet of the sidewalk grade. 
At least .50* of. • ■the' area of the ground floor wall along the front property

. line shall be devoted to pedestrian entrances and display windows.
• Courtyard and' sidewalk cafes within the public rights-of-way are encouraged, 

provided a minimum of 10 feet of sidewalk Width is provided for pedestrian 
circulation..
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• :n a aulti-tena. ouilding, at least 50% of the jses located on the ground
Moor snail be neighborhood-serving .uses from the following list;

*•9ighborhood Retail. Retail sale of goods needed by residents on a daily 
oasis, including but not limited to: 
nfr. supplies; ^

h I et i c / spor ti ng goods;
Socks or cards;
.'icy;; e sales and repairs;
.'lock or watch sales and/or repair:
.'computer sales and repair'; ,•
I rug store .
Fabrics or dr.y goods;’ . •• . •
Florist; . . •• .. ' .
-cod.- grocery store, including supermarkets, produce, cheese and meat markets or 
Je i i ca lessens ; 
hardware:
■ouseho Id goods and small appliances; 
inrant and children’s clothing;
Newsstand;
Photographic equipment and repair;
Stationery;
Toys; .
Other' retail uses determined by the Planning Director to be neighborhood
serving.

Neighborhood Services. Services used by residents and students on a daily 
basis, including but not limited to:
Art gallery;
Barber shop or beauty parlor;
Blueprinting;
Child care faci1ity;
Clubs'or lodges, bridge clubs, fraternal or religious associations;
Copying; *
Custom dressmakings
Dry cleaners; :
Financial Services; •’
Laundry or self-service .laundromat;
Locksmi th; . , •‘ * - ‘ ■ - . * ; „Optician; ’; ■ ■ ■ . ‘ -
Photographer; ,
Shoe repai.r; .
Tailor; ;
Other services determined by the Planning Director to be neighborhood-serving.

• Street trees, in at least 15-gailon cans and having a caliper of at least i- 
1/2 inches, shall be planted a maximum of 25 feet on center along each 
street frontage. An automatic irrigation system to provide deep irrigation 
of each tree shall be installed with all piping below grade.

XSZ.
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Community Commercial (Hedical Center)

« Bui I ding area shall be no more than 3 times 1ot area, averaged over all lots 
owned by a single medical facility.

• A mini nun of 3 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of building area shall
be provided. If and when a Hetro Rail station is built within 1/4 cite of a 
1ot 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 i,000 square feet for'medical office 
development. '

Residential Development Standards - " "

Hi 1Jside Areas ' •

• Exemptions from setback, lot coverage, and other requirements in hillside 
areas shall be eliminated. Appropriate standards shall be established. 
Exemptions shall be permitted on a variance basis only.

• Dedications to insure adequate street width for fire access (e.g., 30 feet
curb-to-curb minimum) shall be required on streets where future widening is 
feasible without displacing existing houses.

Multifaaily Housing "

The following should be required for all new construction:

® 100 square feet of usable open space and 100 square feet of landscaped open
space for each dwelling unit with a Medium or High Medium designation 
(i.e.RDS or less restrictive). “

• 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:

- If architectural, design should be compatible with the building above;
- If landscaped, 75 percent of all openings shall be 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- conditioh; permit'- up to 1 unit tor each

■ '800 . square , feet" -<the.- high- end of the -zone) in exchange for additional
. spec! f ied'design* ele'ments’and-aoeni'ties.
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Neighborhood Plans and Imoroveaent Districts

In addition to these community-wide standards. the Plan should allow for the 
development of more specific standards on a neighborhood basis, for both 
residential and commercial areas.

WeiI-maintained and attractive neighborhoods tend to be those that have a 
unique identity, whether defined by architectural style, street trees, or soae 
other unique feature. Residents.should be allowed to cultivate the "sense of 
place” in their neighborhood by defining some basic development standards and 
design guidelines that'preserve and enhance that unique quality. Moreover, 
these standards should al low deviations from typical engineering and, planning 
standards, so that,-oIder 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, etc) in existing neighborhoods. This will require a financing 
mechanism. Commonly an assessment district is used.

SdmBafy of Urban Design Mitigation Measures

A simple approach to implementing the above urban design standards would be to 
include a set of development standards for each Community or District Plan Area 
in the Zoning Code. it could be included as a "Development Standards Specific 
PI an . "
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5.5 PUBLIC SERVICES

Schooi3

Figure 18 shows the location of existing schools in the Hollywood Community 
Plan area and indicates for each school:

® Existing enrollment ("1987 enrollment")
« Existing enrollment capacity ("1987 cap") - -
a Planned expansion to alleviate over-crowding. and busing ("Planned

expansion") ’
. • Number of students bused, from ("travelers out") or bused to ("travelers in") 

that school to other schools ' ' ‘ . "■

This map indicates that in general all schools east of Vine Street and south of 
Franklin Avenue are currently at. or over, capacity. They ail operate 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-crowding. However, as recent community response to school expansion where 
it would intrude into stable low-density neighborhoods indicates, Such
expansion can undermine the basic Community Plan objective of preserving 
cohesive neighborhoods.

■ Parks and Recreational Facilities

Local Parks. The City’s adopted, standards for local parks and recreational 
facilities which would provide active recreational faciiities inciude: ■

» One acre of community parkland per i,000 people; community parks should be a 
minimum of 15 acres in size and serve a 3-mile radius; ‘

# One acre of neighborhood parkland per 1,000 people; neighborhood parks 
should be a minimum of 5 acres and serve a 1-mile radius,

Land devoted to neighborhood and community parks is substantially deficient 
relative to the City's adopted standards. Excluding Griffith Park, which is a 
regional park serving the entire city and Southern California region, and 
Runyon Canyon and Wattles Gardens which do not meet the "active recreation" 
criterion for local parks, ■ there are- currently 20 .acres of community and 
neighborhood parkland i.n Hoi lywood. .Including Runyon Canyon and Wattles- 
Garden, there is a total of -201 acres ' of parkland,. City standards would 
require 390 acres to serve the current population of 194,.600 people.

Police Protection

The Hollywood station is one of the busiest in the city. Manpower, is always a 
problem. However, crime in Hoilywood was down 15 percent in 1987, relative to 
1986. Citywide it was down only 4 percent. Reasons for the reduction in crime 
include the following:.
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» Citizens have l Jed together to protect tht_.seIves through neighborhood 
watch groups, etc. '

• The emphasis on revitalization has helped to change the overall attitude 
toward crime;

a Most importantly, 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 , , i

‘Existing fire stations are adequate in number based on the adopted Fire 
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 closely re 1ated to land use. The quantity of water necessary for fire 
protection varies with the type of development, life hazard, occupancy, and the 
degree of fire hazard. !

Fire-flow requirements vary from 2000 gallons per minute fG.P.fl.) in low- 
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 tt» contacts in the Fire Department, that department is understaffed 
in Hollywood because of two land use characteristics which require’ more than 
the typical staff ailocation; -

» The existing and anticipated increase in the number of mid- and high-rise 
buildings:

s The potential for brush fire in hillside areas.

In addition to the need for an above-average staff allocation, there are two 
additional problems associated with hi I 1 side'deve1opment: ' •

• Difficult access- due to narrow streets which is frequently exacerbated by 
'• . illegal parking! • • , -
8 The inadequacy of o-inch mains (normally adequate for low-density housing! 

in f ighting brush f ires. , .
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The Fire Department has existing fire stations at the following locations for 
initial response into the Ho 1 Iywood Community:

» Fire Station 6
Single Engine Company 
326 N, Virgil Avenue

• Fire Station 27
Task Force Station - - Engine Company and Truck Compa'ny 
Additional Equipment -- Paramedic Ambulance ..
1355 N. Cahuenga. Boulevard

• Fire Station 35 ' • •
' Task Force Station -- Engine Company and Truck Company '

Additional Equipment ~- Paramedic Ambulance 
1601 N. Hillhurst Avenue

9 Fire Station 4i
Single Engine Company
1439 N. Gardner Street *'

9 Fire Station 52
Single Engine Company 
1010 N, Van Ness Avenue

• Fire Station 56 .
Single Engine Company
2838 Rowena Avenue

• Fire Station 61
Task Force Station -- Engine Company and Truck Company 
Additional Equipment -- Paramedic Ambulance ,
5821 W, 3rd Street

• Fire Station 76 .
Single Engine Company ■

. 3111 N. Cahuenga Boulevard■ ; • * , ; * .*•

»: 'Fire Station 82 • ’ *
Single Engine Company. '
Additional Equipment Paramedic Ambulance 
1800 N. Bronson Avenue

9 Fire Station 97
Single Engine Company
8021 Mulhoi land Drive '

?
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Station placement ,-d overall fire protection for a given area are continually 
evaluated by the Fire Department and updated as fire protection techniques, 
apparatus needs, and land use patterns change, With the exception of the new 
station facility at Melrose and Oxford, at present, there are no immediate 
plans to increase Fire Department staffing or resources in the Hollywood 
community.

Pub)ic Libraries: Five existing pubiic libraries are located in the Hollywood
Community Plan area;

s Hollywood branch on l.var Street in central Hollywood, a new facility which 
replaced the previous fire-damaged building; . .

a Los Fe 1 i2 branch .at 19391/2 H.i 1 1 hurst Avenue (at Franklin. Avenue) which the 
. ■ Library Plan indicates should be replaced by a new facility on Los Feliz 

Boulevard; •
• Cahuenga branch at 4591 Santa Monica Boulevard (at Madison Avenue), just 

east of Vermont Avenue and less than one mile from the existing Los Fe! iz 
branch;

a West Hollywood branch at 1403 Gardner Street (at De Longpre Avenue);
■ John C. Fremont branch at 6121 Melrose (at June Street)

Environmental Effect*

Schoo1s: Both the Proposed Plan and the build-out of the Current Plan would put 
more students into a 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 Hollywood Community Plan Revision area. 
It shows that the Current Plan at build-out would more than double the 
estimated 1967 school-age population in the Community Plan Revision area. The 
Proposed Plan would result in a more modest increase. Specifically, the build
out of the Current Plan would increase the school population by 114 percent; 
the Proposed Plan would result in a 13 percent increase.

Under either scenario, the.impact of new development in the Redeveiopaent area 
would have to be considered. It is estimated that at build-out there will be 
approximately 13,000 new housing units in the Redevelopment area. This would 
result in the addition of 7,800 elementary school students, '2,600 junior high 
students, and 2,600- senior’high* school students to the student population.

Parks; At a ratio of 2 acres per 1,000 population to provide neighborhood and 
community parks, the Proposed Plan with a buildout population of 199,000 
persons within the revision area and 73,000 persons in the Redevelopment Area 
would require the development of, approximately S40 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 meet City standards for a population of 462,000 persons.



TABLE 20
SCHOOL POPULATION IN THE HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION AREA

£ i eaentary:

Unit Type ' Number oif Units Number of Students

1987 Current Proposed 1987 Current P r oposed
Est. *'* P lan Plan P 1 an P 1 an

Single Family . 18,000 21,000 21,000 ; .9,000 10,500 10,500
•' Mu 11 i - f am i 1 y 63,000 151,000 72,000 37,800 -90,600 43.200

Tota1: 81,000 172,000 93,000 46,80.0 101,100 53,700

Junior Hieh School:

Unit Type Number of1 Units Number of Students

1S87 Current Proposed 1987 Current Proposed
Est,** Plan Plan P lan P 1 an

Single Family 18,000 21,000 21,000 4,500 5.250 S.250
Multi-family 63,000 151,000 72,000 12,600 30,200 14.400

81,ODD 172,000 93,000 17,100 35,450 19,650

Senior Hi ah Schoo l ;

Unit Type Number of Units Number of Students

1.987 Current Proposed 1987 Current Proposed
Est** Plan Plan P1 an Plan

Single Family 18,000 21,000 21,000 4, 500 5,250 5,250
Multi-family 63,000 151,000 72,000 12,600 3Q■200 14,400

■T o ta 1 : ’ \ , BiiO0O' 172,000 93,000 17,100 35,450 19.650

* Generation factors for the single-family units were .5 for elementary 
school, ,25 .for junior high, and .25 for high school. For the multi-family 
units, they were ‘.6 for eleaentary, .2 for junior high and ,2 for high school. 
The generation factors were based on single family units of three bedrooms or 
more in a medium-income area, and multiple 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 building permit activ* 
1980-1987.



Fire Protection - - The Fire Department considers that the maintenance of a 
minimum level of fire service for any given area may require additional 
personnel, equipment and facilities when population and land densities 
increase, and when the expansion or relocation of existing facilities or 
staffing will not meet the minimum fire protection needs of the community. 
Development within the Hollywood community may result in the need for:

• increased staffing.
0 Additional fire protection facilities. ,
s Relocation or expansion of present protection facilities. .
e The need for sprinkler systems to be required throughout any-structures to 

be built in areas where fire protection is inadequate,- to. the- travel 
- distance. ' - ' ' * ,* , •

PolTee- Servicesi; According to the City of Los Angeles E1R 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 for S10 police 
personnel. The Proposed Plan (199,000 population capacity! would thus require a 
personnel base of 597 persons, in comparison the buildout population of the 
Current Plan (389,000 in the revision area) would require almost 1,200 police 
personnel.

Public Libraries: According to adopted City standards, the number of facilities 
is adequate to accommodate current population (170,000) and the Proposed Plan 
buildout population (199,000).

Mitigation Measures

Schools; Means of accommodating additional students with minimal impact on 
existing neighborhoods include: .

0 More intensive development (more than one story) on existing school sites. 
This requires changes in state legislation which are currently being pursued 
by the School District.-

a Location of new residential development in areas where there is remaining
capacity in schools 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 Hoi lywood. Thus, if new family housing was 

* permitted and encouraged by the Plan in under-capacity areas and discouraged 
in over-capacity areas, existing facilities could be used more efficiently 
and less expansion would be required..

Parks; Some possible solutions- to providing additional recreation and open 
space, given the limitations on park acquisition, include;

m Provide additional active recreation facilities in a clearly defined,
limited portion of Griffith Park, accessible by bus/shuttle to residents;

1 Provide vacation recreation programs in those areas for schooi-aged
children, to compensate for the lack of such program in year-around school 
f aciIities;
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* Keep school y\ , open in' afternoons and weekends, with supervision
provided by the Recreation and Parks Department;

a Set up a program to develop pocket parks in residential 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;

• Provide more street and private landscaping throughout the community to give 
it a more park-like setting overall, through an expanded street tree program 
and zoning standards to require additional landscaping;

a Require the provision of usable open space in conjunction with residential- 
development like many other coramunities.

Fire Protection: The Fire.- Department has 'indicated that a IT project-specific
development in the Community Plan area, would comply with all applicable State 
and local codes and ordinances, and the guidelines found in the fire Protection 
and Fire Prevention Plan, which are elements of the General Plan of the City of 
Los Angeles (C.P.C, 19708).

Pol ice Services: Over the life of the plan, additional police personnel should
be assigned to the Hollywood area. These assignments, however, will be 
dependent on overall Police Department personnel allocations and funding, or 
other restrictions that may be imposed by the City Council.

Public Libraries; No mitigation required.

V ;
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5.6 AIR QUALITY

' Existing Conditions

Present levels of air pollution in the area are largely due to local motor 
vehicle emissions. Air quality in the project vicinity is best represented by 
air monitoring data collected by the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District's North Main Street air monitoring station (see Table 21). These data 
indicate that for 1986 (the most recent year for which information, is 
available) ambient air quality standards were exceeded for Ozone, Carbon 
Monoxide (8-hour average>, Nitrogen Dioxide and TotaI 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 projects. In 
general, however, as development occurs incrementally, over the 20-year life of 
the plan, construction would produce air pollutant emissions from heavy-duty 
equipment exhaust, and from the generation of dust as a result of project- 
specific grading activities. In addition, dust from construction may cause a 
temporary nuisance to persons residing near areas of earth movement, if proper 
mitigation te.g., soil dampening) is not applied. These impacts say occur 
sporadically, during construction and would not have a significant adverse 
effect on the local environment. ' -

Long-term Impacts

The main source of emissions generated from the Plan area will be from motor 
vehicles. Other emissions will be generated from the residential combustion of 
natural gas for space heating and the generation of electricity. Emissions will 
also be generated by the commercial use of natural gas and electricity.

Vehicular.Emissions -

Estimates of the vehicular emissions generated by the proposed project were 
made.. Emission- factors fr-om the . April . 1987, edition of the ".Air Quality 
Handb'odk,”-'South'• Coast Air 'Quality 'Management District) were utilized. The 
factors are based on the EHFAC6D Program. These factors were applied to the 
vehicle miles of travel forecast by Kaku Associates as part of the assessment 
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 associated with the Current Plan when compared to the Proposed Plan.
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TABLE 21
PEQJECT AREA All POLLUTAJfT SlMttST, 1982-1988 /*/

Pollutants

•Ozone (03)
Hifbest t-hr average, pja/b/ 

Kuaber of standard iscessis

Carton Honoride (CO)
Hifhest i-hr average, ppe 

Huiber of standard eicesses

Highest 8-hr average, pp«
Kuaber of standard eicesses

Kitrogen Dioxide (M02J 
Hi{best i-hr average, ppa 
, Kuaber of standard eicesses

Suitor Dioxide (S02)
Highest 24-hr average, pps . 

•' Rusher of standard excesses

Total Suspended Particulates (TSP) 
Hi{best 24-hr average, ug/»3/b/ 

Kuaber of standard aicesses/j/

Annual Geometric Kean, ug/«3 
Violation Yes

Lead
Hijhest 30-day average, ug/s3 

Kuaber of standard eicesses

Standard 1982 1983

0.10 hi 0.40 0.26
91 314

Vi.mi 15.0 17.0
■■■ 0-* 0

9.0/d/ •' 11.9 13.1
11 30

0.25/d/ 0.41 0.33
8 5

0.05/e,e/ 0,03 0,01
0 0

100/d,u 177 m
i? 22

m,u 79,0 79.2
Yes Yes Yes

1,5/c/ i.OS 0.98
0 0

Hi iM in

0.29 0.30 0.22
114 107 99

15.0 14,0 13.0
0 ■ O'

9.1 9.9-' '' 11.6
2 2 2

0.23 0,27 0.33
•• 0 3 6

0,03 ‘ 6,02 0,02
0 0 0

148 208 235
23 31 27

97.5
Yes

93.0 68,6

0.89 0.61 0.42
0 0 0

hi Data an iron the SCAQHD aoiitorinf station located at 1630 Korth Rain Street in davntcvra 
Los Anjiiei. •'

• Ibl-’ pps: parts per sUlionj ug/e3: ilcrograxs per cubic uter, 
id State standard, not to be equaled or eiceeded.
/d/ State standard, not to be eiceeded. ” ,
hi State standard applies at locations vhere state Hr'ozone or TSP standards are violated. 

Federal standard of 365 ug/a3 applies eisevhert.
Hi California standards sere redefined to apply only to “inhalahle8 particulates less than IS 

aicross in dianter (PRIO), beginning in 1384, The m 24-hour average standard is 50
ug/s3 and the nev annual {easetrie lean is 30 ug/*3. For consistency, ISP data is 
presented is the table for all years; the nev standards art thought to be “reasonably 
equivalent" to the old standards shown above (see Bay Area Air Quality Ranageaent District, 
Alt Currents. April 1983).

i\i Heasured every six days, •

SOOICF: California Air lesources Board, Ait Quality Data Salaries. 1982-1386.
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TABLE' 22
COMPARISON OF VEHICULAR EMISSIONS/a/

* . Tons per Day,.

A1ternative• Vehicle Miles Average Speed CO TOG ROG NOX PART

Existing 1,524,772/b/ 12. 94 mph 32.6 2.8 2.5 . 2.9 0.4
Proposed Plan 1,929,472/b/ 8.38 17.8 2.2 . 2.0 2. 9 0.6
Current Plan 2,428,519/b/ 4. 18 41,5 3.8 3. 3 4. 1 . 0.7 ..

/a/ Note: CO = Carbon Monoxide; TOG = Total Organic Gases; ROG = Reactive
Organic Gases; NOX = Nitrogen Oxides; PART = Particulates, Eaissions" factors 
used are from the SCAQM.D 1987 Handbook. Factors, were not interpolated. Existing 
assumes 1988 factors for 15 mph. Proposed Plan and Current Plan assume 2002 
factors for 10 and 5 mph, respectively,
/b/ Source: Kaku Associates

Stationary Emissions , -

Over the 1ong-ter*, build-out of the Community Plan area would result in 
increased emissions 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-out of the Proposed Plan would entail the consumption of 
approximately 5.8 billion cubic feet of natural gas annually (See Section 
5.8). This would represent a 21 percent increase above existing consumption 
(estimated at 4.8 billion cubic feet), Resulting pollutant emissions would be
0.2 tons of carbon monoxide, 0.6 tons pf nitrogen oxides and 0.04 tons of 
reactive organic • gases'.

TABLE 23 '
ON-SITE NATURAL GAS-RELATED EMISSIONS

Tons/Day

Pol 1utant Emission Factor* Proposed Existing

Carbon -Monoxide 201bs./mcf 0.2 '! 0.1
Nitrogen Oxides " .80 ,lbs/acf- - > ’0,6 0,5
Particulates - .’I5 Jbs/acf neg. neg.
ROG . 5.3 ibs/acf 0.04 ' 0.03

mcf = million cubic feet: neg, = negligible 
•Source: 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 
electricity annually (see Section 5.8), This would represent a 42 percent 
increase above existing consumption (estimated at 710 million kilowatt hours). 
Daily power plant emissions would be 0,3 tons of carbon monoxide, 1.6 tons of 
nitrogen oxides, 0.2 tons of sulfur oxides, and 0.I tons of particulates (Table 
24). Reactive organic gases would be negligible.



TABLE 24
OFF-SITE POWER PLANT EMISSIONS

Tons/Day

Pollu tant Emission Rate* Proposed Existing

Carbon Monoxide 0. 21 1bs/mkwh 0. 3 0.2
Nitrogen Oxides 2. 10 1bs/mkwh 1.6 1. 1
Sulfur Oxides 1.40 1bs/mkwh 0.2 0. 1
Par ticu1 a tea 0. 18 1bs/mkwh 0.1 neg. •
ROG 0. 13 Ibs/mkwh . neg. neg. .

ROG = reactive organic gases:' mkwh = nil lion kilowatt hours 
neg, = negli gib le
* Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District.

Consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMPx. The Air Quality 
Management Plan prepared by the South Coast Air Quality Management District is 
based on the growth assumptions .contained in the SCAG 82-modified population 
projections. These projections are in turn developed from the presumed build
out 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 General Plan. Thus, while the Proposed Plan may increase emissions 
over existing levels, this change would be less than that forecast for the 
currently adopted plan. The downzoning thrust of the Proposed Plan would have a 
beneficial impact on achieving the objectives of the AQMP. '

As noted above, the proposed revision itself, mitigates the potential adverse 
air quality impacts that would result from buildout of the current Hollywood 
Community Plan through "downzoning". In addition, the Plan- area’s population 
capacity is consistent with SCAG’s growth forecast. 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 would reduce the need for 
vehicular travel. In this context, implementation of the Plan in concert with a 
Transportation Specific Plan (to be developed by LADOT) would reduce the 
potential for delays., congestion and increased air pollutant emissions.

■' •’ , \ Mitigation Measures

Air quality concerns could be mitigated by implementation of the Transportation 
Specific Plan for Hollywood, This'Plan should address physical improvements, 
operational improvements, as well as other methods to 'reduce travel demand, 
including high occupancy vehicles, completion of the Metro Rail systea, 
carpooling, vanpooling, and preferential parking programs.
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5.7 NOISE

Existing Conditions

Noise is defined as unwanted or excessive sound. The principal noise 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 comaerciai land use Ldn 
threshold criteria is 80 decibels.' The day-night sound level represents an 
average of the A-weighted noise levels occurring during a complete 24-hour 
period; however, it includes a weighting applied to those noises during 
nighttime hours, 10 p.m, to 7 a.m. .. ,

Ldn levels were estimated from existing traffic volumes on selected arterials 
and streets with adjacent ‘residential or other sensitive receptors within the 
Community Rian area, using the Federal Highway Administration Highway Noise 
Prediction Model {RD-77-108, December 1978). As can be seen from Table 25, 
noise levels adjacent to the selected roadways are generally below the 65 
decibel criteria. Of the 28 street segments evaluated, 3 had adjacent noise 
equal to or above 65 decibels. .

Environmental Effects

Short-term Impacts

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 
Noise Ordinance that limits the hours of construction activity. Table 26 shows 
typical .outdoor 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 est4mates developed by Kaku Associates, future 
noise levels in the Plan area were estimated assuming implementation of the 
.Proposed Plan,, .as’ we.l 1 . a.s'• -impi eraentati on of the existing plan. Tab.le 27 
indicates that future traffic growth ‘wi-th 'the revised Plan and with the Current 
Plan would result in unacceptable noise levels for adjacent residential and/or 
sensitive uses. For the Proposed Plan, 22 of the 28, locations would have noise 
•levels -above 65 decibels. For the Current Plan, 27 out of the 28 locations 
would have noise levels greater than 65 decibels.
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TABLE 25
ESTIMATED EXISTING DAY-NIGHT SOUND LEVELS C Ldn)

(at 50 feet from roadway center line)

Roadway Name Location Ldn Decibe 1

Me 1 rose Gardner - Fairfax 6i
Meirose Western - Normandie 63
Santa Monica Bronson - Van Ness 66*
Santa Monica Hollywood Fwy - Normandie • 65*
Fountain Crescent Hts - Fairfax 62
Sunset West of Vermont .■ . ■■ 66*
Ho 11ywood .'. Nichols Cyn - Gardner ' 63''
Fr'anki in La Brea - Highland 62
•Los Fe 1 i z Griffin Park - Riverside Dr. 64
Mu!hoi1 and East of Laurel Cyn. 53
Barham Hollywood Fwy - Forest Lawn 63
Crescent Heights Fountain - Sunset 61
Fa irfax North of Fountain 63
Gardner . Fountain - Sunset 54
Gardner Hollywood - Franklin 61
La Brea Fountain - Franklin 59
Highland South of Melrose 63
Gower Fountain - Sunset 52
Wi1 ton PI Melrose - Santa Monica 58
Wes ter n Hollywood - Franklin 60
Normandie Hollywood Fwy - Santa Monica 59
Vermont Franklin - Los Feliz 63
Virgi l Melrose - Santa Monica 57
Hyperion Griff in - Hoilywood 61
Griffin Park Los Feliz - Rowena 58
Rowena Los Feliz - Griffin 54
Laurel South of Mulholland 60
Outpost Franklin - Mulholland 58

* Exceeds 65 decibel CNEL standard
Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates

‘ :.v * ..TABLE 26 - ’
TYPICAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS /a/

Construction Phase

Ground Clearing 
Excavation 
Foundations 
Erection 
Finishing

Noise Level (dBA)

84 
89
78 '
85 
89

/aJ Noise levels were measured 50 feet fros the source.

SOURCE: Bolt, Beranek, and Newman, 1971, Noise froa Construction Equipment and 
Operations, Building Equipment, and Hoae Appliances, U.S. EPA.

101



TABLE 27
ESTIMATED FUTURE DAY-NIGHT SOUND LEVELS (Ldn) 
(at 50 feet from roadway center line)

Ldn (decibels)

Roadway Name Location Proposed Cur rent

Me 1 rose Gardner - Fairfax 69* 69*
Me 1 rose Western - Normandie . 70* 72*
Santa Monica Bronson - Van Ness • .. 74» 75*
Santa Monica Hollywood Fwy Normandie .72* 75*

, Fountain - •' Crescent Hts - Fairfax ' ' 71» ‘ * 72* ,
Sunset ' We.st of Vermont * - . 72* 76* .
Ho I 1ywood Nichois Cyn - Gardner • 70* 72*
Frank 1in La Brea - Highland - 69* 71*
Los Feliz Griffin Park - Riverside Dr. 71* 73*
Hu 1 ho 11 and East of Laurel Cyn. 61 66*
Barham Hollywood Fwy - Forest Lawn 70* 71*
Crescent Heights Fountain - Sunset 68* 71*
Fairfax North of Fountain • 70* 71*
Gardner Fountain - Sunset 64 67*

... Gardner Hollywood - Franklin 67* 69*
La Brea Fountain - Frank 1 in 66* 65*
Highland South of Me 1 rose 69* 71*
Gower Fountain - Sunset • 64 70*
Wilton PI Melrose - Santa Monica 66* 67* “ .
Western Hollywood - Frank I in 67* 69*
Normandie Hollywood Fwy - Santa Monica 66* 69*
Vermont Franklin - Los Feliz 70* 72*
Virgi1 Me 1 rose - Santa Monica 64. 69*
Hyperion Griffin - Ho 11ywood 68* 70*
Griffin Park Los Feliz - Rowena 65* 69*
Rowena Los Feliz - Griffin . 61 69*
Laurel South of Mulhoi land 66* 69* .
Outpost Frank 1 in - Mulholland 64 63

' Source:: Terry A.:.
' »•Exceeds City of

Hayes Associates. . ‘
;Los Angeles threshold criteria.

Mitigation Measures .

• Site preparation and construction activities should be 1imited to daytime
weekday hours (7 a.o. to 5 p.m.), Mitigation of demolition and
construction-related noise would result from coapllance with City Ordinance
No. 1^4,331. ,

• Construction equipment should be properly fitted with noise attenuation 
devices.

102



• On a project-specific basis, noise-generating activities should be
adequately buffered from residences. Buffers would include the use of berms, 
walls and landscaping.

* For existing development' as well as potential in-fill development, noise
levels may not be mitigatab 1e because of the extreoe difficulty in placing 
noise walls or berms on arterial frontage. Because noise attenuation is not 
feasible, traffic-re1 a ted noise impacts would be considered an unavoidable 
adverse impact of the Proposed Plan. ■'

... ’

5.8 ENERGY AND UTILITIES. .
•' ' Existing Conditions ' ,•

. ■■ / ■'

Natural gas, coal and oil are fossil fuels that are finite in quantity. A 
critical aspect of increasing the level and intensity of development is that 
these resources are non-renewable,

Stora Drains and Sewers -- According to individuals in the Department of Public 
Works, local sewers in Hoilywood are being replaced, not because they are at’ or 
over capacity, but because they have detexiorated. Interceptor sewers, the 
mains over 15 inches in diameter, which carry sewage to the Hyperion sewage 
treatment facility, are at capacity in some locations. ,

V
Effluent from the Community Plan area is conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment 
Plant in Playa del Rey. The Plant has a design capacity of 420 million gallons 
per day (MGDl; however, the net treatment capacity is 335 million gallons per 
day. Its service area includes most of the City of Los Angeies, the cities of 
Culver City, El Segundo, Santa Monica, San Fernando, Beverly Hills, Burbank, 
Glendale, and several unincorporated areas of the County of Los Angeles.

The Plant was designed and constructed in the 1950s with the capability to 
process 420 mi 1!ion ga11ons 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 5-miie ocean outfall 
into Santa Monica Bay. The sludge . or solids retained by the primary and 
secondary treatment processes are biologically digested and until December 31, 
1987.were discharged through'a ,7-roi1e oUtfa)1 'to the rim of a submarine canyon. 
Since December 31, . 1987,. the. sludge has been dewatered and processed to recover 
energy, hauled to a sanitary-landfill, used for soil amendment purposes, or 
handled in a combination of these disposal methods. Methane gas produced in 

•.the digestion process is used to power electrical generator and air compressor 
equipment for plant operations.

The Hyperion service area also includes two Inland water reclamation plants, 
namely, the Los Angeles/Glendale Water Reclamation Plant (LAGWRP) and the 
Tillaan Water Reclamation Plant fTURP), The LAGWRP was completed in 1976 with 
the capability to treat .20 MGD of wastewater. The TWRP became operational In 
1985 with a design capacity of 40 MGD. These upstream capacities reduce the 
need for construction of lengthy relief sewers and add potential for beneficial 
use of reclaimed water. These upstream plants will be expanded as necessary to 
treat increases in 3ewage volumes within their tributary area.
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Many projects are leeway and planned at the ./per ion Treatment Plant to 
provide a significant improvement in quality of the discharges to Santa Monica 
Bay. Recently completed and in the start-up/operationaI stage as of late 1987 
is the Hyperion Energy Recovery System (HERS) which was designed to stop 
discharging sludge into Santa Monica Bay. By the HERS process, the sludge is 
dehydrated and combusted into ash which then is trucked offsite for reuse as a 
copperflux' replacement. A highly usable byproduct of the HERS is stean which 
is harnessed to generate electricity for the plant.

The next major series of projects at HTP will provide full secondary treatment 
by December 31, 1998. Accomplishing full secondary treatment requires new 
facilities, refurbishing or modernizing others, as well as relieving and 
replacing a-number of,faciJities which have exceeded their, useful life. When 
the projects become operational, only secondary effluent will .continue to be 
discharged to the ocean, However, this effluent is available for appropriate 
applications.

Solid Waste Disposal -- The Hollywood Community Plan area is severely limited 
when it comes to available landfills for solid waste. There are no operating 
landf il ls within the Community Plan area. According‘to the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works, all residential pick-up is disposed of at Lopez 
Canyon, Other sites servicing the Hollywood area include Bradley West and 
Sunshine Canyon. " ,

Moreover, only 10 landfills service all of Los Angeles County, and none of the 
surrounding counties, e.g. Orange, Riverside or San Bernardino, permit the 
importation of solid waste. As of December 1987, there are approximately■ 152 
million tons of remaining capacity in Los Angeles County. However, due to 
permit inflow 1 imitations and multiple operational constraints only 98 million 
tons are fully permitted.

Electrical Power The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power provides 
service to the Plan area. The policy of the Department of Water and Power is to 
provide electricity, as needed. According to department staff, the existing 
infrastructure is adequate to serve the projected year 2010 population in 
Hollywood, .

Water Supply Water" is supplied to the Community Plan area by the Los Angeles 
Department, of-Water and -,Power, According to department staff, the existing 
.infrastructure is adequate to serve the projected year 2010 population in 
Hollywood.

Natural Gas -- The Northwest Division of the Southern California Gas Company 
provides service to the Community Plan area.
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Environmental Effects

Sanitary Severs -- Based on the level of residential and non-residentia 1 
development anticipated with the Proposed Plan, wastewater generation would 
increase' by approximately 6 million gallons per day (mgd) over existing levels 
(a 24 percent increase). In comparison the Current Plan would produce 
wastewater flaws of 35 mgd over existing levels (a 148 percent increase). See 
Table 28. ^ ,

The potential production of 30 mgd at buildout' of the Proposed Plan would 
'constitute-, approximately 9 percent; of the 335 mgd capacity of the Hyperion 
Plant, cospared, to utilization of 18' percent of the plant’s capacity if the 
Current Plan were built out. Furthermore, it should be recognized that the 
Proposed Plan’s population capacity is tied directly to SCAG 82 growth forecast 
for 2010. This is the same forecast upon which Hyperion planning has been 
based. This consistency is a marked departure from past land use and zoning- 
based holding capacity estimates for community plan areas in Los Angeles. Thus, 
if the remaining community plan areas and jurisdictions within the Hyperion 
service area were also planned to reflect SCAG projections, then cumulative 
buildout levels would be consistent with planned and prpgrammad improvements at 
Hyperion. Nevertheless, under present circumstances, bulid-out of the Proposed 

-Plan would increase demand on the Hyperion treatment system. .

TABLE 28
WASTE WATER GENERATION

Genera tion
Rate*

Existing Proposed Plan Current Plan

U'ss Units MGD Units MGD Units MGD

Residential 250 Gal/DU 81,000 du 20.3 93,000 du 23-3 154,000 du 38.5
Non-Res. 200 Gal/1000 sf 17 mil sf 3.4 31 ail sf 6.2 101 mil sf 20.2

Total 23.7 29.5 58.7

'DU = dwel ling unit; sf. = square feet; mil = ail lion; MGD = million gal 1ons/day. 
••Sourqer Ci'ty of Los - Angeles, . EiR .Manual. Non-residentia1 rate assumes that an 
extensive amount of office space is included in the commercial and industrial 
categories.
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Sol id Waste Pi x ,a i - - There would also be &>, increase in the production of 
solid waste. At build-out for the Proposed Plan, approximately 447 tons per 
day would be generated within the Community Plan area (Table 29). In 
comparison, approximately 357 tons/day are generated daily under existing 
conditions. The resulting increase would be 86 tons daily (a 25 percent 
increase).. Build-out of the Current Plan would generate 767 tons/day (a 115 
percent increase over existing production). Nevertheless, buildout of the 
Proposed Pian would increase deiand on existing landfills in Los Angeles 
County, The Proposed Plan would generate 1.2 Billion tons of solid waste over 
the 10-year period (approximately 377 tons per day average) froa 1987 to 1997. 
This would constltute. approximately 1 percent of the remaining.county landfill 
capacity. In the year 2000 it is projected that there would.be a countywide 
annu'al production'of 18,6 'Billion; tons. " Assuming straight- I ine . growth, • the 
Hollywood Community Plan area 'for that same.year would represent approximately 
1 percent of that total (127,300 tons/year). - .

Although the contribution of the Community Plan area is only a small proportion 
of the total remaining capacity, alternative action is needed because present 
landfill capacity in Los Angeles County is soon to be exhausted. According to 
the January 1988 Executive Summary, Solid Waste Management Status and Disposal 
Options in Los Angeles County, prepared by the staff of the City Bureau of 
Sanitation and the County Department of Public Works:

• By 1992 if existing sites are not expanded or new sites not developed there 
will be a countywide shortfall of 6,400 tons per day.

a. By 1997, within the City of Los Angeles, there will be no remaining disposal 
capacity.

TABLE 29
DAILY SOLID WASTE GENERATION •

Existing
Generat i on .-------- -—--

Use Rate* Units

Single Res. 20 ibs/du/day 18,000 du
• Multi Res. 4 Ibs/dU/ciay * 63,000 du 
, Non-Res'. ' ' 6 I bs/iOOOsf/day -17 mi 1' sf

Tota i

Proposed Plan Current Plan
—- ----- ~ *------

Tons Units Tons Units Tons

180 21,000 du 210 21,000 du 210
126 72.000 du 144 133,000 du ' 266

■ -51 31 mil sf 93 97 ail sf 291

357 447 767

DU = dwelling unit; sf = square feet) mil = million; ’
• Source: City of Los Angeles,. EIR Manual,. Non-residential rate assumes an extensive 
amount of office space is included in the comoercia1 and industrial categories. ••

Electrical Power -- The Proposed Plan would increase electrical energy 
requirements over existing levels (See Table 30). Based on typical usage 
factors, it is estimated that currently 710 million kilowatt hours art used in 
the Plan revision area. The Proposed Plan would increase this demand to 
approximately i billion kilowatt hours (a 41 percent increase), The Current 
Plan would increase demand to approximately 2.5 billion annual kilowatt hours
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(a 260 percent increas. To provide a context for niese electricity deaand 
levels, the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power indicates that 20,3 
billion kilowatt hours were sold by the Departnent in the 1985-86 period. 1 
Annual projections for future years from the Department are over 25 billion 
kilowatt hours. Thus, electrical needs in the Hollywood Community Plan area 
would constitute 2-3 percent of the demand anticipated by DWP.

V * , >v ' ' •> ’ ' V

r:

*

1 . Source: City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power., Statistics, 
Fiscal Year 1985-1986.
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TABLE 30
ANNUAL ELECTRICAL CONSUMPTION

Generation
Rate *

Existing, Proposed P 1 an Current Plan

Use Uni ts MKWH Uni ts MKWH Units MKWH

Residentia1 
Non-Res.

5,172 kwh/du/yr
17.1 kwh/sf/yr

81,000 du 
17 mil sf

419
289

93,000 du 
.31 mil sf

471 
. 530

154,000 du 
97 mil sf

796
1,659

Total 708 971 2,555

•DU = dwelling unit; sf . = square feet; mil =•mii1ion; MKWH-= Mi 1 lion kilowatt hours 
•Source: South Coast Air Quality Management ' District, Air Quality impact Handbook. 
April 1987. Non-residentiai rate, assumes an extensive amount' of office space is 
included in the commercial and industrial categories. ’

Water Supply -- There will be an increase in demand for water in the Community 
Plan area. Total consumption would be approximately 54 Billion gallons per day 
{mgd) when the maximum allowed development level is reached under the Current 
Plan (Table 31). In comparison, the existing consumption level is estimated at 
21.5 mgd, and the Proposed Plan would result in consumption of approximately 26 
mgd.

The Department of Water and Power estimates current water use in the city at 
583. 7 million gallons per day. By the year 2010, the Department projects that 
water use citywide will be approximately 863.8 million gallons daily, a 13 
percent increase*. The comparable increase in water use for Hollywood during 
this same period would be 21 percent with build-out of the Proposed Plan. Thus, 
permitted growth in the Community Plan area would have a disproportionate 
impact on citywide water resources. Retention of the Current Plan would 
exacerbate this problem.

TABLE 31
DAILY WATER CONSUMPTION

Existing Proposed Plan Current Plan
-Consumptian' --------- -------- . fm m* » *• •«, —>'«► «. ----- ------~---------------- ;-

- - :s . _ - .Rate* , ■ .Persons ■* * . . *
MGD . Persons MGD Persons MGD

Population 120 gpcd 170.000 20.4 199,000 ‘ 23.9 389,000 46.7
Employment 30 gpcd 3.7, 400 1. 1 65,000 2.0' 233,000 7,0

Total 21.5
* 25.9 53,7

MGD = million gallons per day-; gpcd = gal Ions per capita per day,
•Source: City of Los Angeles, E1R Manual. Non-residential rate assumes an extensive 
amount of office space is included in the commercial and industrial categories. 1

1 . See Department of Water and Power, Urban Water Management Plan. 
December 1985, Exhibit 3.3-2, ,
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Natural Gas -- The* ^ will be an increase in demand for na turaI gas in the 
Community Plan area. At buildout for the Proposed Plan, approximately 5.8 
billion cubic feet of natural gas would be required (Table 32). This would 
increase existing consumption of natural gas by almost 1 billion cubic feet 
annua I 1y,

• - TABLE 32
ANNUAL NATURAL GAS CONSUMPTION

Generation
Rate*

Existing - Proposed Plan Current P lan

Use • Units MCF Units MCF Units MCF

Single Res. 
Multi. Res. 
Non-Res.

6,665 c-f/mo./du 
3,918 cf/mo/du 
2.0 cf/mo/sf

18,000 du 
63.; 000 du
17 mil sf

1440
2962

408

21.000 dii
72.000 du 
31 mil sf

1680
3385

744

21,000 
133,000 
97 mil

du
du
sf

1680
6253
2328

Total 4810 5809 10261

DU = dwelling unit; sf ' square feet; rail = ailiion; MCF — Million cubic feet 
♦Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Impact Handbook, 
April 1987. Non-residential rate assumes an extensive amount of office space is 
included in the commercial and industrial categories.

Mitigation Measures

* Energy. On a project-spepiflc basis, compliance with energy conservation 
requirements contained in the California Administrative Code, Title 24, 
Building Standards will provide energy conservation benefits.

• Sewer. Development should be permitted when phased with improvements in the 
local sewer lines, as well as at Hyperion. This phasing should be undertaken 
for all community plans in the Hyperion service area. Holding capacities in 
each Plan area should be “consistent..with SCAG growth forecast.

8 Water Supply - The Proposed Plan should encourage the use q.f water 
.• conservation measures consistent with the'Department of Water and Power's

Urban Water Management Plan. .• •' '*

• Solid Waste. Disposal of solid waste is and will become an increasing
problem in Los. AngSl.es County, Potential mitigation measures should include 
some combination of the followingj 1> 'recycling of residential, landfill and 
commercial/industrial waste materials, particularly a City-sponsored 
curbside recycling program, 2) composting, 3) refuse-to-energy projects, 4) 
expansion of existing landfi11 sites, •

* Electricity and Natural Gas - No mitigation required.



5.9 EARTH

The Seismic Safety Plan, which was adopted in 1974, identifies "fault rupture 
study: areas" and "slope stability study areas" and identifies policies and 
programs to mitigate potential injuries and property damage in these areas. 
The Santa • Monica Fault, a potentially active fault, the precise location of 
which is not known, is thought to run aore-or-1 ess parallel to and south of Los 
Feliz Boulevard from the vicinity of La Brea/Fountain avenues to the vicinity 
of Hyperion Avenue/Riverside Drive. Another potentially active fault is 
thought' to run through the northeast portion of. Griffith Park. Areas of 
Hollywood north of Hollywood Boulevard are considered to be slope stability 

. study areas. No A'l qui st^Pr io 1 o Special Studies Areas-, designated by the State 
of California Division of Mines and Geology, are located within the Plan area. 

,in addition to seismic - constraints, major community concerns have developed 
regarding hillside development, and grading and landslide potential.

Environmental Effects

As is common in the Southern California region, there will be continued risks 
of human injury and property damage because of potential regional earthquakes. 
Regardless of the land use plan implemented, there will be a continued risk of 
human injury and property damage because of potential regional earthquakes.

Because there would be a relatively higher degree of risk in densely 
developed/high-rise areas than in low-rise single-family residential areas. The 
elimination of high density residential categories in Proposed Plan- would 
contribute to minimizing the degree of risk, ‘

Continued development in the Hollywood Hills will raise concerns regarding 
grading practices and landslide potential. •

Mitigation Measures .

• Compliance of all affected projects with the provision of the Seismic Safety 
element and the requirement to prepare a geologic and soils report, when the

' project is located in a "detailed study area", when so designated in the 
Seismic Safety element.

• • Ad.hersnoe .to'the Standard Grading Specifications provided by the required
_ Geological Report. • "• ' '

. • Requirement that all projects satisfy the Department of City Planning’s 
"Planning Guide!ines Landform Grading Manual."

• On a project-specific basis, compliance with the Los Angeles City Building ' 
Code would minimize adverse grading and earth aoving-related iapacts. 
Similarly, compliance with applicable City building codes on a project- 
specific basis would reduce potential seisaic-related impacts to an 
acceptable level of risk.

Existing Conditions
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.5.10 DRAINAGE

A large portion of the Hollywood Community Plan area is designated a hillside 
area, subject to the Flood Hazard Management Ordinance, In addition, Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) available from the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency indicate there are scattered locations throughout the P1 an area subject 
to flooding, including:

• La Rocha Drive -•
• Beaehwoo'd Drive (north of Franklin Avenue) . '
§ Gree,k Theatre vicinity . ■ . . ' *
• Mariposa Avenue (south of Frank.lin Avenue)
s Griffith Park Bouievard (south of' Hyperion Avenue)
a Area north of the Pan Pacific Auditorium (Beverly Blvd at Stanley) '
s Myra Avenue south of Effie Street 
e Pass Avenue .
s Laurel Canyon Boulevard
• Nichols Canyon Road ’
• Fuller Avenue (north of Hollywood Boulevard
• El Cerrito/Sycamofe (north of Hollywood Boulevard)
• Area generally bounded by Hollywood Boulevard, Laurel Avenue, Fountain

Avenue, and Formosa Avenue, .

Existing Conditions.

Environmental Effects .

Runoff.s The Proposed Plan would continue to permit hillside development. As a 
result, there would be some increase in impervious surface and consequent 
increase in stormwater runoff.

Flooding: The Proposed Plan would have no discernible effect on existing
flooding patterns, With the exception of the canyon drainages, most flood-prone 
areas identified are in urbanized and developed areas. As noted above, it is 
not the intent of the Proposed Plan to be a major stimulant for land use change 
and redevelopment in existing neighborhoods,

■ , '? :i Mitigation Measures
* ■ ■■ ' * -s- -• . V ■ . „ ; ’

: / / ‘ ^ _r': •' x \* •-*“ , * ,

On a project-specific basis, ail development would comply with the provisions 
of-' the Flood Hazard Management Specific Plan and any additional requirements 
that may be identified by the Bureau of Engineering. Ill
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5.11 NATURAL RESOURCES ' ,
Existing Conditions

There are no designated sand and gravel districts or oi 1 drilling districts 
within the Flan area. No urban drill sites are located within the area, and no 
oil fields' are known to exist. There is no agricultural cropland within the 
Plan area.

’ Environment*I Effect* •

No adverse impacts on natural and/or mineral resources are anticipated. 

■ • ' Mitigation' Nmaturcs ' ’ , ‘
. i ! X

None required.

5.12 PLANT AND ANIMAL LIFE

Existing Conditions

The Conservation Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan identifies 
Griffith Park as an "Area of Major Wildlife Concentration," No other areas in 
the Hollywood Community Plan area are identified. Outside of the boundaries of 
Griffith Park, the remaining undeveloped portions of the Hollywood Hills serve 
as habitat for a wide variety of plants and animals.

Environmental Effects

The Proposed Plan would not affect the geographic boundaries of Griffith Park, 
nor would development be permitted in the park. The Proposed Plan would, 
however, continue to permit hi I I side development, The development of residences 
in this area would remove undeveloped and natural areas. Plant and animal 
habitats would be displaced.

Mitigation Measures

.a. Compliance with provisions of. the. Department of Building and Safety to 
. .'minimize gradi.ng. .' ' ■ , , 1V ' '

• On a project-specific basis, all grading should he completed on a "unitized" 
basis such that grading would occur only at times and in areas where 
construction is to be undertaken.

a Subsequent environmental review of specific hi I Iside projects, particularly ' 
residential subdivisions, should directly consider impacts on habitat and 
wildlife and the potential occurrence of any state and/or federally listed 
threatened or endangered species.
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5.13 CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES

Hollywood,is recognized throughout, the world as the center of the motion 
picture 'industry. It was the historic cradle and site of the period of 
intensive growth, within the industry. Between 1915 and 1935, Hollywood 
underwent rapid residential and commercial deve1opment,Iargely due to the 
growing film industry. Many architecturaIly significant structures .-and 
neighborhoods remain in the area, '

Of the 335 Culturai. Historic Monuments recognized by the City, 43 of these are 
located in the Hollywood Community Plan area. A survey conducted, by Hollywood 
Heritage for , the Community Redevelopment Agency within and around the 
Redevelopment Project area concluded that over 170 structures were eligible or 
appeared to be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places.

As a result of its high visibility and close association with the motion 
picture industry* Hollywood is historically significant at the local, state, 
national and international levels. Neighborhoods and areas of historical and 
architectural interest Include:

» Hollywood Crescent 
a Franklin West
a Spaulding Square -
a Hoi 1ywood Heights 
a Ogden Drive
a Hol lywood land .
a South Los Feliz
a Mel rose Hill (HPGZ adopted 1/20/88) *
• Whitley Heights
a Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainaent District

Environmental Effects

The Proposed Plan revision cannot directly address the preservation of cultural 
resources. The Proposed Plan does, however, scale back development potentials 
and . thus reduces the, incentive to redevelop historic and cultural resource 
properties* Without the.’ enfofeeBent inherent in Specific Plans or in the 
adoption of an .Historic Preservation Overlay Zone, the Plan cannot guarantee 
the preservation of historic resources.

Mitigation Measures

Prepare a historic and architectural survey of the -Plan area outside Of the 
Redevelopaent Project. Based'" on the survey develop specific plans and/or adopt 
Historic Preservation Overlay Zones. See Section 5.4 (Urban Design) for an 
additional discussion of possible mitigation steps.

Existing'Conditions . .
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6.0 UNAVO1DABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS

The Proposed Plan would result in environmenta) iepacts which cannot be fully
mitigated. In general, these unavoidable impacts consist of:

• The potential for residential and commercial displacement resulting from the 
redevelopment of properties to higher densities.

• The potential for loss of historically 5ignif i cant buildings or areas 
' resulting from the redevelopment of properties to higher densities.

• Increased demand on schools., , ■ • ■ . , ,

• Inability to satisfy the City’s park land-to-popuiat ion criteria.

® traffic delays and congestion. ’

• Traffic-re1ated noise levels adjacent to major and secondary highways in
excess of City standards. _

e Continued hillside development, including the removal of natural areas and 
the alteration of existing views and vistas, .

• Increased use of extremely limited landfill resources for solid waste
disposal. , ■
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

7.i DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The No Project Alternative: Throughout this report, the Proposed Plan has been 
directiy compared to the No Project Alternative ^retaining the Current 
Hollywood Community Plan). As has been noted, the Current Plan would provide 
for more population, housing and employment capacity than the Proposed Plan, 
This assessment shows, however, that neither the existing nor a fully improved’ 
transportat ion network can provide acceptable service at the levels of 
residential and non-residentia 1 development contemplated in the Current Plan. 
From a neighborhood'and historic preservation, perspective, the Current Plan 
would raise the’ 'potential for redevelopment to higher densities, and, as a 
result, neighborhood and historic resources would likely be lost,'With respect 
to other public services and facilities, the substantial growth above existing 
levels permitted by the Current Plan would generate severe demands and 
pressures,

Non-Residential Alternative 1: The transportation section of this report fully 
documents an evaluation of the impacts of permitting existing non^residehtia1 
development to develop to a floor to lot area ratio: of 1.5:1 (called 
Alternative I), in this regard, the transportation analysis demonstrates that 
this alternative is also unworkable. Trips generated by this level of 
development cannot be accommodated by the local street system:, even with 
operational and capacity improvements. ’

Non-Residential Alternative 3: This alternative would remove non-conforming 
commercial and industrial uses and would allow residential development in these 
areas as originally designated in the Current Hollywood Community Plan. This 
alternative, however, would not reduce the total permitted 
commercial/industria1 development in the Plan area. As a'result, it would not 
substantially reduce traffic and circulation impacts. in addition, this 
alternative wouid impose substantial hardships on many businesses that serve 
the community. Most of the commercial areas that would be eliminated (like the 
Hillburst, Fountain, Laurel Canyon and Melrose shopping areas) provide valuable 
services to nearby residents. The alternative would also be contrary to the 
objective of providing commercial services that are easily accessible to 
residents, , ' •/ . .. • ’ • ‘ ‘

Residential Alternatives: Several alternatives for distributing additional 
residential development were considered, including concentrating development 
around future Metro Rail stations or adjacent to neighborhood centers. These 
options were not considered further because the greater amount of residential 
development could not be reconciled with two basic plan revision objectives: 1) 
accommodate only year 2010 population growth plus a 10 to 15 percent buffer, 
and 2) create cohesive neighborhoods by permitting only enough new housing to 
provide an overal1 uniformity of building types, compatible with existing 
residences. ,

No Growth Alternative: The purpose of the plan revision process was to 
establish a means to accommodate growth levels projected in the SCAG-82 
population forecast. An alternative to consider less growth than the adopted 
forecast was not considered.

ifc
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7.2 COMPARISON L wTERNATIVES

The No Project Alternative (Current Plan) would allow for a population and 
housing capacity substantially greater the Proposed Plan. it should be 
recognized that the Current Plan would permit development that would greatly 
exceed the SCAG year 2010 population projections for the Ho 1!ywood Community 
Plan area.' Non-residentia1 alternatives 1 and 3 would also permit development 
of commercial,' office and industrial development levels greater than the 
Proposed Plan. This additional permitted growth must be weighed, however, 
against the findings of this report that demonstrate that the arterial and 
street system in Hollywood (even when improved to Community Plan standards) 
cannot accommodate substantial new trips, particularly-
co‘iwnercia]-/of f ice/industrial-related trips. ' . . - . -
The .added growth- potentials of the Current Plan would also negatively 
contribute to impacts on public services and facilities, particularly schools, 
parks, sewer treatment capacity and landfill capacity. The greater number of 
vehicle trips potentially generated by the Current Plan or the non-residentia1 
alternatives along with attendant increases in congestion and delays would 
result in substantially greater air pollution emissions than the Proposed Plan.

From a land use perspective, any alternative should be accompanied by the 
adoption of development standards for residential and commercial areas ir 
Hollywood. Without consideration of the mitigation effects of development 
standards, the Current Plan would continue to allow a level of development, 
particularly high density residential and off ice/coinmercia1 projects, that 
could ioster land use conflicts and incompatibility, including parking 
conflicts, height conflicts, shade/shadow effects, obstruction of views and 
vistas and other potential nuisances,. The Proposed Plan which has focused 
largely on matching existing densities and preserving the existing character of 
areas would minimize adverse land use impacts. Also the Proposed Plan, by 
scaling back development levels to mateh existing levels., reduces the incentive 
to redevelop. This effect is a particular benefit to historic properties and 
areas. In contrast, the higher development potential of the Current Plan or the 
other non-residentia I alternatives would provide incentives to redevelop 
historic resources. Thus, from both the perspective of transportation and land 
use, the Proposed Plan is environmentally superior to alternatives that would 
allow greater amounts of development. > .

When compared to a -'No-Grow'th • opt i on, the Proposed Plan is not environmentally, 
superior due tto.', the -fact,, that; there-would be some increase in development 
potential over existing levels. Current environmental problems (traffic-reI a ted 
air pollution, for example) would be exacerbated, It should be recognized, 
however, that an. a I ternati ve to limit growth t’o existing levels, if not enacted 
citywide, would simply channel development to other parts of the city or.county 
where there is less restriction and any adverse impacts would be shifted to 
other areas, . .
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8.1 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT *ND THE, 
MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

A signif icant’portion of the Hollywood Community Plan area includes hillside 
and canyons in the Hollywood Hills. The 4,108-acre Griffith Park area would not 
be affected by the Proposed Plan. The Plan does, however, anticipate the 
continued development of residences in hillside areas,

8.2 IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES RESULT 1NG: 'FROM IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
. .'PROPOSED COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION ' ■'

Build-out of development consistent with the densities and land uses allowed in 
the Hollywood Community Plan would ultimately involve the irreversible 
commitment of limited resources including energy, water, and land. New 
development would require the commitment of land to residential, commqrciaT, 
office and industrial uses. The Proposed Plan would permit the continued, 
development of the Hollywood Hills.

8.3 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION

'Comparison to Existing Conditions. The build-out of the Proposed Plan Revision 
would permit a capacity of approximately 93,000 dwelling units outside of the 
Redevelopment area, and 31 million square feet of non-residential development. 
This land use development potential would translate into a population capacity 
for 199,000 persons and for approximately 65,000 jobs. Compared to existing 
population and employment (170,00 population and 37,400 employment), this 
change would represent a 17 percent growth in population and 73 percent: growth 
in employment.

Comparison to the Current Plan. It should be recognized, however, that while 
the Proposed Plan would allow increases above existing levels, the proposed 
revision reduces the potential build-out levels permitted by the Current Plan. 
The population capacity would be reduced from 389,000 persons to 199,000 
persons <a reduction of 49 percent) and employment capacity would be reduced 
from 233,000 jobs to 65,000 jobs ( a reduction of 72 percent).

.Comparison•' to .’Reglona1 Growth- Prolections. From a regional perspective, the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) has indicated that the: 
Hollywood Community Plan area is located within Regional Statistical Area (RSA) 
No. 17, The 1984 SCAG estimate for the RSA was a population of 1,026,000 
persons an,d 604,500 jobs. Of these totals, the Plan area represents 
approximately 11 percent of the RSA population and 6 percent of the employment,

SCAG has forecasted that by 2010 there will be 1,181,000 persons in the RSA and 
696,600 jobs. The Proposed Plan area population capacity (199,000) would 
represent 19 percent of the total RSA population, and the Proposed Plan 
employment capacity of 65,000 jobs would represent 9 percent of the employment 
in the RSA. These statistics suggest that the population growth in the Plan 
area is consistent with 2010 regional growth projections and that the 
eapioycent capacity is slightly higher than the 2010 regional projection.

8.0 LOhu-TERM IMPLICATIONS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT
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8.4 CUMULATIVE'••-..■ACTS

This report has evaluated the potential environments 1 impacts resulting frou 
the maximum build-out of the Hollywood Community Plan Area under the Proposed 
Revision. No specific projects or development proposals have been considered as 
part of this analysis; however, evaluation of the Community Plan Revision has 
been considered in the context of the population, housing, and employment 
projections prepared by the Southern California Association of Governments for 
the year 2010. The traffic analysis, in particular, considered the combined 
effect of locally generated traffic and future regional traffic on the 
Hollywood Community Plan street network. Specific impacts that would result 
from the combined effect of the Proposed. Plan and growth and development in 
adjacent cornuunity pi an areas and jurisdictions would include:

• Negative effect on the Jobs-Housing Balance 
a increased trip making and traffic congestion 
a Increased vehicular and stationary emissions
• Increased demand on schools 
a Increased demand for parks
» Increased demand for police and fire services 
a Increased demand on sewers and treatment capacity at Hyperion.
• Accelerated use of existing iandii11s
a increased demand on utilities and energy sources •

• f
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d.Q ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED

1. California Department of Fish and Game, John Hernandez, Warden.

2. California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, 
Michael L.•Sowby, Environmental Specialist (V (Letter response to NOP)

3. City of Glendale, Planning Division, Gerald Jamriska, Director of Planning
(Letter response to NOP) .

A, City of Los Angeles,' Bureau of Engineering, Land Development, Edmond Yew. 
(Memo response to NOP)- . ■

5. City of Los Angeles, Department. •of City' Planning, Community Planning
Division, Michael Davies,

6. City of Los Angeles, Department of Recreation and Parks, Alonzo Carmichael, 
Planning Officer,

7. City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, Allyn Rifkin,

8. City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, Edward Karapetian,
Engineer of Environmental and Governmental Affairs (Letter response to NOP)

9. City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, Mr. Collins,

10. City of Los Angeles, Fire Department, Bureau of Fire Prevention, James W. 
Young, Assistant Bureau Commander (Letter response to NOP)

11. City of Los Angeles', Fire Department, Captain. Cooper and Inspector
Justice. ’

12. City of Los Angeles, Police Department, Sergeant Bryan Galbraith, ‘

13. City of Los Angeles, Public Works Department, Storm Drains and Sewers, Mr.
Estilban, and Bob Kioora. ,,

. 14.* Ci'ty of Los Angeles, Public Works Department, Wastewater, Sam Feruta,

15', City of Los Angeles, Robert S. Horii, City Engineer (Letter response to 
NQP)

18. County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, N. C, Datwyler, 
Assistant Deputy Director, Planning Division (Letter response to NOP)

17. County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Michael Mohajer.

18. Los Angeles Unified School District, Robert J. Niccum, Director of Real
Estate (Letter response to NOP) •

19. Los Angeles Unified School Districts Jean Acosta; Jackie Goldberg, member,
Los Angeles City Board of Education; Dominic Shambra, administrator, Special 
Projects. —
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20. Nature Cente, ssociation

21. Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, John Diaz, Conservancy Analyst.

22. Southern California Association of Governments, Richard Spicer, Principal 
Planner (Letter response to NOP) .

23. Southern California Rapid Transit District, Gary S. Spivack, Director of
Planning (Letter response to NOP) - .

120



PREPARERS OF THE PLAN REVISION AND EIR
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City of Los Angeles 
OH ice of the City Clerk 

Roo/r 395, City Hall 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

■' ' CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

, NOTICE OF PREPARATION

(Article VI, Section 2 - City CEQA Guidelines) ’

TO:' .RESPONSIBLE OR TRUSTEE AGENCY FROM: LEAD AGENCY <

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Community Planning Division 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 505 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

SUBJECT; NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Pro ject Ti11e: Hollywood Community Plan Revision

Project Applicant: City of Los Angeles, Dept, of City Planning

Case Number: 18473

The City of Los Angeles will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an environmental 
impact report for the project identified above, We need to know the views of your 
agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information which is germane to 
your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your 
agency will need to use the EIR prepared by this City when considering your permit or 
other approval for the project. .

The project description, location and the probable environmental effects are contained 
in the attached materials. , . , •

• X v.. A'copy of-the Initial Study is attached; *

_____ _ A copy of the Initial Study is not.attached. .

Due to the time limits mandated by state law, your response must be sent at the 
.earliest possible date but not later 30 days after receipt of this notice.

Please send your response to Michael Davies___________  at the address of the lead City
Agency as shown above. We will need the name of a contact person in your agency.

(213)485-2478 11-12-87
Telephone No. Date
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INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST

_IAD AGENCY: 
MLNCIL DISTRICT:

City of Los Angeles, Department o-f City Planning 
4, 5. and 15

=.~QJECT TITLE/NO. 
TASE NO.

Hollywood Community Plan Revision 
18473 ___________ _

DEVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. Not applicable ' .
_______^ DOES have significant changes from previous actions.
______ DOES NOT have significant changes from previous actions.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed revision wouldmodify and reduce residential anc
commercial development levels allowed under the existing Hollywood Community Plan, 
adopted in 1973. Objectives of the revision are: 1) to accommodate the year 201C 
projected population plus a 10-15% buffer, 2) provide community-serving commercial uses 
in small centers in areas outside of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area, 3) 
concentrate major commercial development within the redeve.lopment plan area, 4) define 
a transportation system that works in conjunction with the land use plan, and 4) 
establish community-wide development standards.

PROJECT LOCATION:- See Figures 1 and 2, attached. The area is located withir-
' central portion of the City of Los Angeles, approximately 3 miles northwest of the Los 
Angeles central business district.

PLANNING DISTRICT: Hollywood ' -

STATUS: • Preliminary
_____  Proposed

X Adopted •

EXISTING ZONING: MAX DENSITY ZONING PROJECT DENSITY

Various Various Various

PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE MAX DENSITY PLAN '■ Does conform to plan .
, ,■ • * * - - X' Does not conform to plan

‘ Various * - ■ ! • . , Various. • ' : No district plan

DETERMINATION:

______ , I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment and a fCBATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

_______ _ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect
on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case 

' because the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been
added to the project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION WILL BE PREPARED 
(See attached conditions).

X___ - I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the
environment and a ENVIRONMENTALr-I('PACT REPORT is required.

Signature Title ‘ r~S ~~
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BACKGROUND
INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

PROPONENT NAMES
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 

PROPONENT ADDRESSs
200 N. Spring Street, City Hall, Room 505, Los Angeles,

PHONE:
<213) 485-2478

CA 90012

AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST? DATE SUBMITTED:

PROPOSAL NAME: ' ' • -
Hollywood Community Plan Revision

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

EARTH. Sill the proposal result in; YES MAYBE [ffl
a. Ihstaole earth conditions or in changes in geologic substructures? X
b. Disruptions, displacements, compaction or overtovering of the soil? I
c. Change in topography or.grouno surface relief features? I
a. The are miction, covering or sodification of any unigue geologic or

physical features? .. l
8. Any increase in »in<l or wter erosion of soils, either cn or off

the site? . i
t. Changes in Deposition or ertsion1 of beach; sands, or changes in :

siltaticn, Deposition or erosion shich wy modify the channel of a
river, strea* or the bed of the ocean or any bay, inlet or lake? X

9- Exposure of people or property to geologic: hazards sucn as earth-
guatre, landslides, audsliaes, grouno failure or sisllar hazards'? 'X

AIR. aii 11 the proposal result in: „ *
a.. Air Missions or deterioration of ambient air guaiity? I
b. Toe creation of objectionable odors? X

Alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature,or any change
in cluate, either locally or regionally? X

a. Exsose the project residents to severe air pollution conditions? . X

HATER. Nil'! .the.proposal result-in: r. , 7. ^ ’’ /■ • ' ‘ :
a. Di’angre in currents, or the course or direction of water sovassents

in either sarine or fresh «aters? " X
b. Changes in aosorptvav rates, drainage patterns, or the rate arid

the amounts of surface eater runoff? 1
c. Alterations to the course or flow of floodwiter? X
a. Change in the amount of surface in any wter body? > X
e. Discharge into surface waters, or m any alteration of surface

wter quality, including but not limited to teeperawre, dissolved
oxygen or tuftidity"5 : 1*

?, Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of ground waters? j X
:■ Chan:® in tne quantity or ground waters, either through direct

aadiiions or mthorawais, or through interception of an aquifer i
cy cuts or excavations7

-A=“r _1
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ifEjWYBE) NO!
:e:uct:cn :r. me aecunt 3* water otherwise available ♦cr suolic I ' j j 
•ater studies. : I I |
E«ose people or property to water related nazaros sucft as [ i
heeding or ticai waves? I S

j, Changes m the te»erature, flow or cr,e*icai content of surface
mereai sennas? I

. .

4. PLANT LIFE, Mill the proposal result in;
a, Dianne m the diversity of'species or rimer of any species of

-‘plants (including trees., shrubs, grass, crops, and auuaticplants? I ' .
b, Aecucti® of the masers ot any unique, rare or endangered species '

of Plants? ■' ' 1
c, Introduction of new species:of plants into an area, or is a barrier

to the dorsal replehisheent of existing species? 1
d, , Reoucticn m acreage of any agricultural cr®’ 1

Z, mm. LIFE. Iflii the proposal result in:
a. Change in the diversity of species, or rnuoere of any species of 

amsals thirds, tanamsais, including reptiles, fish and 
sreilfisv benthic organises or insects)? I

3, Reduction of the (Habers of my unigue, rare or endangered species
of amsals?: l

c. Introduction of new species of anieais into an area, or result in a
; barrier to the sigrati® or wyessht of aniwls? 1

d. Deterioration to existing fish or wildlife habitat? I

i. (OISE, Kill the proposal result in:
a. Increases in existing noise levels? I
b. Exposure: of people to severe noise levels? I

7, LISfT A® GLARE. Will the proposal
a. Produce new hgnt or glare free street lights or other sources? I
b. seduce access to sunlight cr adjacent properties due to shade

and shadow? I

■ 3,.. LA® IS. Will the'proposal result m m alteration of the present or 
. planned iami use of » area? ; I

9. NATUSL fSSOUREEB, Will the proposal resuit in; ,
a. Increase in the'rate of its® of my natural resource? - l
b. Depletion^ »y namnewbl® natural resouroe? I

10. R13C OF UFST, Will the proposal involve: '
a. 'A risk of explosion or the release of hazardous substances

imciuding but hot halted to, oil,, pesticides, cheaicais or
radiation in ine event of an accident or upset conditions? I

b. fossible interference kith an emergency response plan or m
etergency evacuation plan? I
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11, FtRLATlOL nil the proposal result ir.t

i. The relocation of any perecns because of the effects upon 
housing, coMerciai or industrial t'aci i j ties?' 

b, Chance in the distribution, density cr growth rate of the nuun 
. population of an area’ l

12, HOUSIffi. .fill the proposal:
a, Affect existing housing, or create a detand for additional hcusirtg? 
0, Have an unact on the available rental housing in the ccMumty? ,
c. Result in oetolition, relocation, or reeodeiing of residential,

- coaaertial, or industrial buildings or other facilities? ' , J

13, TIWSPtRTATICK/CIRllLATIQK. Mill'the proposal result in:
a, Generation of additional vehicular Krvwent? I
b, Effects an existing parting facilities, or dwand for new parking? , 3
c, !®act on existing transportation systess? 2
d, Alterations to present patterns of circulation or tovetent of

.. peooie ana/or goods? I
e, Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic?
f, increases in traffic hataros to aotor vehicles, bicyclists or

, pedestrians, ■

14, PUBLIC SERVICES, dill the proposal have an effect upon, or result in a 
need for new or altered govemsental services in any of the following 
areas:
a. Eire Protection?
b. Police Protection?
c. Schools’ •
d. Parts or other recreational facilities?
e. Maintenance of .public facilities, including roads?
f. Other aovernnental services?

X
X
I
1 '
I

l

15, DERBY- kill the proposal result mi
a. Use of exceptional axmnts of fuel or energy’
b. Increase in deund uren ensting sources of energy, or require the

development of new sources of. energy’ . . < •

V,,v00SY, kill'the proposal resuit ins ' ’ '*'*
a. Use of exceptional aaaaits of fuel or energy?
b. Significant increase tn desand upon existing sources of energy,

or require the development of new soirees of energy’ '

1?, l/TILITIEB, kill the proposal result sn a need for new systets, or 
alterations to the following utilities:
a, Pcwer or natural gas?
b, CoMunications systets? 

hater’
c, Sewer or septic tarns’
e. store water drainage *
f, Soho waste and disposal"

2

I

I
1
2 
1 
2 
2
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ilSsjliAVKiNQ ]
13. rlfWN-HEALTH. nil the Proposal result in: | i j j

a. Creation of my neaitn naiaro or Potential neaitn nacaro lexcluoing } i
santai lealtn;? 1 Jl

o. Eyesore ot peooie to neaitn naiaros? I
_ !

19. AESTHETICS, nil the proposed project result in:
a. 'ns instruction ot any scenic vista or view open to public? 1
b. The creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to puolic view I
c. The destruction ot a stano of trees, a rock outcropping or atner
, locally recoinired oesireaole aesthetic natural feature?. . ‘X

■' i. Any negative aesthetic effect? ' J

21. REUEATIW. Kill the proposal result m an iipact tyon the quality or
quantity of existing recreational gppcftuuties. X

22. CULTURAL RESOURCES,
a. Kill the proposal result in the alteration of or the destruction of

a srewstoric or historic archaeological site? X
b. Kill the proposal result in adverse physical or aesthetic effects

to crenistoric or historic buiiding, structure ontoject? X
c. Does the proposal have the potential to cause a physical change

*ich «uid affect unique ethnic cultural values? X
d. Will the proposal restrict existing religious or sacred uses within

the potential impact‘area? X

23 .*WWTQRY FWOINGS OF SIGNlFlCAfCE,
a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the

, environ sent, suostantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife ,
species, cause fish or wildlife population to drop below self .
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate plant or-aniaal cwssiity 
reduce the nuaetr or restrict the range of rare or endangered plant 
or animal or elisinate important examples of safer periods of 
California history or prehistory? X

b. Does the project have the- potential to achieve short-ters, to the
• ' disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals? _ X

. • . • > , ; *“= • * . :• • ; - ■ • * -

c. Dees the project have: i^acts which are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? X

f •:

d. Does the project have environmental effects rfiich cause substantial ‘
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? X

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION: See attached.

Prepared by:
Title:
Telephone:
Date:

Michael Davies , ,
City Planner, City of Los Angeles, Dept of City Planning 
Cl3) 485-2478 ..
Novemoer 12, 1987 „
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DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

Earth . •

b. New development allowed under the proposed plan revision would in
most instances require site preparation and-grading. ' '

c. in the hillside areas, new development allowed under the plan
revision- could entail cuts and -fills as well as modification of 1 and-

‘ forms.- . ' ‘ • ' . " ‘

g. Two active faults are located within the plan revision area. Areas of
Hollywood north of Hollywood Boulevard are considered to be slope
stability study areas according to the City of Los Angeles Seismic 
Safety Plan.

Air *

a. Although the proposed plan revision would reduce development levels 
when compared to the current Hollywood Plan, increases in development 
and associated increases in vehicular trips would occur. Additional 
trip generation would increase air pollutant emissions over existing 
levels, ..

Water

b. New development allowed under the proposed plan revision would,in 
instances where the land is vacant or undeveloped, increase the 
amount of impervious surface and alter the rate of stormwater runoff 
and drainage patterns.

Plant. Life ■■

a. New development allowed, particularly in the residentially coneo 
hillside areas would, remove'vegetation and assoclatec nabitats.

Animal Life • ,

a. New development allowed, particularly in the residentially coned
hillside areas may affect local wildlife.

Noise ,

a. Construction activity as well as increases in traffic anticipated 
under the plan revision would likely increase ambient noise levels.



_:gnt snct 31 are

a, wdax^icnal development within tne plan rsviiion area couic increase 
illumination sources, particularly in tne case ot new ccmmerc:ai

, developments and associated parking areas.

b. The possibility exists, that in those locations where commercial
development is allowed adjacent to residential areas, as we 1.1 as 
wnere multi-tamily residential buildings are adjacent to single 

■ -family residences that there could be adverse snade ana shacow 
effects. Development standards, considered.' as part of the plan 

. -revision -are 'intended .to mitigate these effects. In addition,
‘ provisions of the Neighborhood Protection Ordinance -would reduce tne

' effects at locations where commercial and single family areas are
adjacent.

3. Land Use

The . proposed Hollywood Plan Revision would result in an overall 
reduction m the development levels allowed under -the current 
Hollywood Community Plan. The proposed revision would allow for a 
total population of 257,600 persons compared to 525,000 persons in 

' the current plan. The existing population in the plan area is 180,996
persons.

Similarly, the proposed revision would allow tor 125,000 housing 
units, compared to 206,100 units in the current plan. For commercial 
and industrial categories the proposed revision would allow for
114.4 million square feet (maximum build-out) compared to 16-3.3 
million square feet under the current plan.

9. Natural Resources

a. The rate of growth in the plan revision area is dependent on 
socioeconomic and market factors. The plan revision itself will not 
increase the rate of use of natural.-resources.

‘ bj. ' In general, additional growth*'" and ’ development allowed under the 
’ proposed plan revision would increase use of non-renewable resources, 

particularly fossil fuel-related. ,

10. Risk of Upset

b. Increased traffic and associated congestion could have an adverse
affect on emergency response (fire, police, ambulance) during peak
travel periods,

- .*

11. Population

a. As is currently the case, the plan revision would allow for increased
development levels above existing conditions. Achieving tms increase 
under various circumstances 'could entail the removal of existing 
residences. ' •' . "

b. See item # 8.
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Housing

a. See item # 8.
b. See items # 3 and ft 11
c. $ee item # 11

Transportatian/Circulation

a. The proposed plan revision would result in an increase m trip- 
generation above existing levels. This increase, however, would be 
less than the trip generation -from the-current adopted Hollywood,

. Community Flan. ' ' " • * ' .

b. The increase in commercial ' development as well as multi-family 
residential development allowed, in the proposed plan revision would 
likely increase parking demand. Development standards established in 
the plan revision would address parking requirements to avoid or 
mitigate anticipated adverse impacts,

c. Circulation improvements to be identified in the plan revision would
be designed to meet project traffic volumes and demand. In those, 
locations were additional capacity is added, or where streets are 
recDnfi.gured, -some potential exists to alter existing, circulation 
patterns, ~

Public Services ■

a. Proposed increases in development would place additional demands on
fire protection services. Additional development in hillside areas 
would be of particular concern. * '

b. , Projected population increases in the plan revision area would likely
result in increased demand on police services.

c. Projected population increases would further exacerbate D'.ercrowoed 
school conditions in the plan revision area.. Additional capital

. expenditures and classrooms’would be.needed.
’ ' 7" ’ . ■’ " ' -V • -V *. • .

d. Projected population increases in the plan revision area would
increase the need for accessible passive and active recreational open 
space, -within or adjacent to; residential areas to achieve city 
standards. >

e. Increased trip generation and traffic, particularly truck traffic in 
industrial and commercial areas will likely increase maintenance 
requirements for local roads,

f. Projected increases in development and population growth would likely’ 
increase the demand for a variety of governmental services.
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: 5. energy

b. See item # 9, 

16, Energy

b. - See item # 9.

17, Utilities •' '

a/ Increase' in' development -('resident i-al' and non-resident ;al i will
incrementally .increase elect rici.ty ana natural gas consumption.' 
According to service providers, the supply of these services will be 
adequate to meet future demand.

b. Increases in development and population will increase demand for
telephone services.

c. Increases in development (residential and non-residential) will
incrementally increase water consumption. According to service

1 . providers, the Water supply will be adequate to meet future demand-.

d. Increased development will increase wastewater flow. It is likely
that increased development will Have to be phased to -meet the 
incremental increases in sewage treatment capacity planned for the 
Hyperion Treatment Plant,

e. The timing of development may also be constrained by the replacement 
schedule for inadequate interceptor sewers within the plan revision 
area.

f. Increases in development in the plan revision area will incrementally 
increase the generation of solid waste.

IB. Aesthetics
'• •* ''

•' a. -Views -to aod-‘from the -HoilyWood Hills/Santa Monica Mountains may be 
affected by new development. However, development standards will be
established to 
impacts.

avoid or mitigate significantly adverse visual

19. Cultural Resources ••

a. New development
areas may affect

on undeveloped sites, particularly 
archaeological resources. -

in the hillside

b. It will be the intent of the proposed plan revision to establish 
development standards that will increase the possibilities for 
historic preservation. However, allowable increases in development 
could under various circumstances entail the removal of existing land 
uses, some of which may have^cultural/historical significance. ..

4 oe-



Mandatory Fin, gs of Significance

a. Within the Flan revision area, the proposed plan wouid ailow for 

increased residential and non-residential development, This change 
would increase traffic and pollutant emissions. The change could also 
entail the development ot undeveloped hillside areas and tne 
redevelopment of ensting areas. In either case adverse impacts may 
result. '

b. The intended purpose ot the plan revision and "downzoning” . is to 
improve the quality of life in the Hollywood community. In certain 
instances, however, the additional growth allowed by the plan may

. adversely affect somespecific element of the'.environment, e.g.
■ natural hillside areas, cultural resources, etc, . ,

c. The proposed plan revision by its nature i.s cumulative. As indicated
in item # 8 the proposal would add approximately 77,000 persons,
32,000 housing units and as much as 38 million square *eet ct 

development above existing levels. This growth will be reflected in 
increased traffic and demand for utilities, services and public 
facilities.

:*
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Summary and Recommendations

The City of Los Angeles is required by Superior Court Order to achieve 
consistency between its zoning and Ceneral Plan by March, 1988 in order to 
bring the City into compliance with Government Code Section 65860(d). In 
April 1 986, the City Council instructed the Planning Department to revise the 
Hollywood Community Plan prior to proceeding with the effort to ensure 
consistency of the zoning ordinance with the Community Plan. The proposed 
Hollywood Community Plan - land use map, legend, and footnotes; text; and 
land use statistics ~ are attached as Exhibits A through D. The Final
Environmental Impact Report ( SCH No. 87-1 12504) is attached as Exhibit F. 
A proposed mapping of Designated Center Study Areas and suggested 
guidelines for Devlopment Standards are attached as Exhibit E and Appendix II 
respectively.

Actions Recommended by Staff: That the Planning Commission -

1 . Adopt the attached Staff Report.

2. Recommend Approval of the Hollywood Community Plan Revision land use 
map, legend, and footnotes as depicted in Exhibits Al and C;

3. Recommend Approval of the revised Hollywood Community Plan text as 
presented in Exhibits B and D;

4. Recommend Approval of the amendments to the Hollywood portion of the 
General Plan’s Clrculation Element as depicted in Exhibit A2;

5. Recommend Approval of the boundaries of the Designated Center Study 
Areas of Hollywood as depicted in Exhibit E;

6. Consider the Hollywood Community Development Standards suggested 
guidelines attached as Appendix li;

7. Certify the Environmental Impact Report;

8. Approve and Recommend adoption of the Statement of Overriding 
Cons i deration";

9. Recommend that the Director of Planning present the Revised Hollywood 
Community Plan to the Mayor and City Council.

ADOPT the following findings:

1, The recommended changes to the Hollywood Community Plan are in 
substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the 
Ceneral Plan.

2. Pursuant to and in accordance with Section 21081 of the State of 
California Public Resources Code, the environmental impact report 
identifies potential adverse impacts from the proposed actfon, including 
impacts on earth, air, noise, land use, population, housing, 
transportation/circulation, and public services. Some measures have been 
incorporated into the proposed Plan revision which mitigate or avoid the 
significant environmental effects thereof to the extent feasible. The facts 
supporting this finding are set forth below.
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Impacts not Reducible to Insignificant Levels:

a. Transportation and Circulation - with the Proposed Plan and its 
circulation system, 28 of the 39 intersections studied would operate 
at Level of Service F during the evening peak hour. Improvement 
of the highways and freeways in the Community in and of itself will 
not accommodate the volume of the traffic projected.

Measures cited in the EIR to mitigate the impacts of development on 
the circulation system include: {1} preparation of a Transportation
Specific Plan to implement operational and physical improvements in 
the Community Plan area; (2) development of and implementation of 
Transportation Systems Management and Transportation Demand 
Management plans for large scale commercial and industrial 
developments/employers in the Community Plan area; and (3) 
limitation of future office development in the Redevelopment Project 
area to the 20-year market-based forecast unless or until steps are 
taken to implement major street system improvements in excess of 
improvements feasible within existing rights-of-way.

b. Aesthetics and Urban Design/Historic and Cultural Resources - The
Proposed Plan directly regulates general land use and development' 
density/intensity only. Future development may, in the absence of 
development standards and preservation measures, lead to a further 
decline in the visual and functional quality of the environment and 
destruction of historic/cultural resources. Mitigation measures cited 
in the EIR include: Cl) imposition of development standards for all
categories of land use; (2) preparation of neighborhood plans and 
improvement districts; (3) preparation of an historic and
architectural resource survey of the Community Plan area as a 
prelude to processing of Historic Preservation Overlay Zone and 
individual Cultural Historic monument status applications.

c. . Public Services (Schools and Parks) - With the Proposed Plan a 13%
increase in student population and a requirement of an additional 540 
acres of parkland to meet City standards can be anticipated. 
Mitigation measures cited in the EIR include (1) expansion of school 
facilities on existing sites; (2) limiting residential development to 
those areas where there is available enrollment capacity; (3) 
provision of neighborhood-oriented recreation at Griffith Park; (4) 
use of public school yards for recreational purposes; and (5) 
development of "pocket parks".

d. Air Quality - With the Proposed Plan, atr quality will worsen from 
1 ncreased emissions due primarily to traffic generation. Mitigation 
measures cited in the EIR include (1) reduction of construction- 
related emissions through implementation of dust control measures 
such as wetting; and (2) implementation of the Transportation 
Specific Plan discussed in "a" above.

e. Noise - Potential increases in noise levels are associated with
construciton-related and traffic-related noise. With the Proposed 
Plan traffic-related noise levels would exceed City standards at 22 of 
the 28 locations studied. Mitigation measures cited in the EIR 
include: (1) limiting construction-related activities to daytime hours
and enforcement of Ordinance No. 144,331; (2) preparation of
development standards for residential developments to minimize noise
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impacts; (3) adequate buffering of projects from stationary noise 
sources, including use of wall and earth berms; and (4)
implementation of the Transportation Specific Plan discussed in "a" 
above. ,

f. Energy and Utilities (Solid Waste and Energy) ~ Energy and public
utilities impacts would be reduced but not eliminated with the 
Proposed Plan. Mitigation measures cited in the EiR include: (1)
compliance with energy conservation requirements contained in the 
California Administrative Code, Title 24, Building Standards; (2) 
encouragement of waste reduction techniques such as separation, 
recycling and composting; (3) preparation of and compliance with. 
Citywide and Countrywide Waste Management Plan; and (4) study of 
new landfills or alternatives.

g. Plant and Animal Life - With the Proposed Plan, hillside development
Ts permitted to continue, with continued removal of natural areas 
containing local habitat as a result. Mitigation measures cited in the 
EIR include: (1) compliance with City grading regulations; and (2)
use of “unitized11 grading procedures to reduce impacts on remaining 
natural areas.

Adopt the Statement of Overridirlq Considerations

The EIR identifies the following areas of net unmitigated adverse impacts 
resulting from the proposed project; transportation and circulation, 
aesthetics and urban design/hfstoric and cultural resources, public 
services, air, noise, energy/utilities and Plant and Animal Life. 
However, the following overriding considerations of social, economic or 
environmental benefits of the subject project will outweigh its 
environmental cost and wit! justify approval of the recommendations:

a. The proposed Community Plan Revision is a first step toward 
achievement of consistency between zoning and the Genera! Plan as 
mandated by State legislation and a Court settlement agreement.

b. The proposed Community Pian Revision establishes a more logical 
arrangement of land uses which will enhance the quality of life for 
residents and minimize incompatible land uses.

c. Failure to implement the Community Plan Revision would allow 
additional environmental impacts not fully Identified or measured by 
the EiR. The benefits of implementation of the recommendations will
(1) outweigh the unavailable environmental effects and (2) limit 
environmental impact wei! below that previously identified and deemed 
acceptable in 1973 (the date of the first Hollywood Community Plan 
EIR).

3. The recommended Revision of the Hollywood Community Pian will relate to 
and have an effect upon the Highways and Freeways Element of the 
Genera) Plan. However, because the changes constitute a reduction in 
the ultimate potential population capacity of the subject properties, the 
effect on this adopted element wilt be positive.

4. Other than revising the Community Plan, and except as noted above, the 
recommended changes will not relate to or have an effect upon other
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General Plan elements specific plans or other plans in preparation by the 
Department of City Planning.

5. Based on the above findings, the recommended Revision of the Hollywood 
Community Plan is deemed consistent with the public necessity, 
convenience, general welfare, and good planning practice.

Kenneth C. To 
Director of Planning

KCT: sm 
COM791
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Staff Report

REQUEST

State legislation requires that zoning in the City of Los Angeles be consistent 
with the City's General Plan (Government Code Section 65860[dj). Settlement 
of Superior Court Case No. C52661 6 requires compliance with the State 
legislation by March 1 , 1988, or as otherwise approved by the Court.

On April 1 1 , 1986 (CF 86-0695) the City Council instructed the Planning 
Department to prepare a revision of the Hollywood Community Plan prior to 
proceeding with the zoning consistency program. In its adoption of the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan (May 7, 1986; Ordinance No. 161,202), City 
Council Instructed the Planning Department to proceed with amendments to the 
Hollywood Community Plan related to the Redevelopment Project area. The 
present staff report is a compilation of the proposed changes form each action 
for the entire Community Pian area. Zone and height district changes which 
accompany- this revision are being processed as CPC No. 86-361 GPC and 
CPC No. 86-365 GPC.

BACKGROUND -

The Hollywood Community Pian was approved by the City Planning Commission 
in November, 1970 and adopted by City Council in September, 1973. 
Preparation of the Hollywood Community Plan began in September, 1967. It 
was designed to accommodate "population and activities projected to the year 
1990".

On January 12, 1987, a consultant contract was established with Cruen
Associates to assist the Planning Department in the preparation of the 
Hollywood Community Plan Revision and its accompanying Environmental Impact 
Report as per the City Council instruction of April, 1986.

The present staff report includes land use recommendations for the entire 
Community Pian area of 1 5,525 acres. The Redevelopment Project area of 
HolJywood ~ approximately 1,100 acres in the geographic center of Hollywood - 
is discussed is greater detail in CPC No. 83-368. , For purposes of
environmental review the adopted Redevelopment Plan was utilized in the 
analysis of impacts of that central area. in the processing of the zone 
changes for the Redevelopment Project area (CPC 86-835 GPC) the 
Redevelopment Plan EIR (SCH No. 85 052903) was appended to the Community 
Plan Revision EIR. Statistical tables (Exhibit C and D) reflect land use 
designations of the entire Hollywood Community Pian area.

EXISTING (1973) PLAN

In the course of the restudy of the Hollywood Community Plan, and during the 
period of preparation of two recent Community Plan amendments (Beverly Hills 
Freeway deletion - CF 81-3528; Highland/Cahuenga Corridor - CF 85-0746), 
inaccuracies in the larid use statistics included in the Plan Map and Text 
became evident. The population capacity statistics, in particular, did not
closely reflect actual capacity. While the population capacity purported in the 
amended Plan is 238,240 (compared with an estimated 1987 population of 
204,000), this calculation is based on unrealistic population per gross acre 
figures. Using figures updated since the Plan was originally adopted, the 
Plan population capacity more closely approximates 323,000. That corrected
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population capacity exceeds the 1990 population projection cited in the Plan by 
55%.

The following table presents the gross acreage of the current Plan by land use 
category:

Housing ' Single-Family 6,083
Multiple-Family 2,780 8,873

Commerce 1,226
Industry 396
Public Lands 4,498
Open Space 542
TOTAL 15,525

In the years since 1973, it has become clear that the transportation system and 
other public facilities/service in Hollywood are operating at, or are rapidly 
approaching, full capacity and cannot accommodate the additional development 
permitted by the 1973 Plan without substantial improvements. This is 
documented in the Background Report (Appendix I) and the Environmental 
Impact Report (Exhibit F).

PLAN REVISION OBJECTIVES/METHODOLOGY ’

The primary objectives of the Plan Revision are:

(1) To accommodate year 2010 projected population and economic growth plus 
no more than a 15% buffer;

(2) to provide commercial uses to serve Hollywood residents in a logical land 
use pattern which provides a choice of shopping opportunities and 
reduces automobile trips;

(3) to provide enough additional industrial capacity to permit the film and 
television Industries to remain and expand;

(4) to ensure adequate traffic capacity and public improvements/facilities to 
support the theoretical population capacity of the Pian.

As part of the preliminary study for the Plan Revisions a (and use survey 
covering over 27,000 parcels of land in Hollywood was conducted between 
September 1986 and February 1987. Information from that survey was updated 
through review of building permit activity up through July of 1987. This data 
was used to establish existing development patterns and intensities. Additional 
data compiled during the preparation of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 
(1983-86) by the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) was utilized to 
analyze development patterns and intensities within the 1100 acre
Redevelopment Project area.

As part of consultant contract, a travel forecasting mode! was developed to 
analyze circulation impacts. The model incorporated SCAG Year 2010 
population, employment and housing forecasts; for modeling purposes, it 
modified the existing street and highway network to reflect planned 
improvements contained in the Hollywood Community Plan portion of the 
Circulation Element of the General Pian. A more thorough discussion of the 
model is contained in the Environmental Impact Report (Exhibit F) p. 37, 
footnote 2. .
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Proposed Plan Changes

In order to reflect current development patterns, rational land use planning
and adopted City policy, the following changes are recommended:

Map Legend [Exhibit A1)

Since the adoption of the Hollywood Community Plan In 1973 several land use
designations have been added to the Land Use Element of the General Plan.
These are reflected in the following additions/modifications to the Community
Plan:

Housing '

0 The Very Low, Low, and Low-Medium designations have been further
divided into two gradations each [VLOW I, VLOW II; LOW I, LOW II; 
LMED I, LMED II).

0 In order to differentiate between the High and High-Medium density
designations, a corresponding zone of [QJR4-1VL (restricting maximum 
density to one dwelling unit per 600 square feet of lot) has been assigned 
to the HMED designation. This ensures that development in HMED areas' 
more closely conforms to the 60+ to 80 dwelling units/gross acre density 
defined in the Plan. •

0 A [Q]R5 zone has been added to the range of corresponding zones for 
the HIGH density housing designation. This is the enable mixed use 
(commercial/residentai) projects in certain areas of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project designated HIGH density through LAMC
12.24 C1.5(j).

° The VERY HIGH density housing designation (corresponding zone: R5-2)
has been eliminated.

Commercial

° The Limited Commercial designation has been added.

0 Floor area ratio (FAR) for each commercial land use designation is now
stipulated in quantitative terms in addition t referencing a height district.

Industrial

0 The Light Industry designation (corresponding zones: MR2, M2) has
been eliminated.

s The PB zone has been added to the range of corresponding zones for
Limited Industry. •

3 FAR is stipulated in quantitative terms.

Open Space

° Consistent with current policy, the “Public Land1' and "Open Space" Plan 
categories have been merged Into a single Open Space category.
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0 Designations of Public/Quasi-Public and Open Space have replaced the 
Recreation and School Site, Other Public Land, and previous Open Space 
designations within the Open Space category. Public/Quasi-Public 
includes public schools, libraries, municipal/county/state offices and 
services and other places of public assembly. Open Space includes all 
public parks, reservoirs, and cemeteries.

Land Use Map (Exhibit A1)

Extensive changes to the Community Plan map are proposed. Many result from 
greater precision in mapping permitted land uses as well as publicly owned 
properties. In general, land use designation boundaries have been drawn to 
correspond with record lot lines and/or existing zone boundaries.

Of greater significance are proposed changes in permitted residential densities 
and commercial/industriai development intensities.

Housing

° The population capacity of the Plan has been reduced from approximately
323,000 to approximately 230,560 - a reduction of nearly 291.

° The LOW MEDIUM density designation have been expanded in coverage 
from 293 gross acres in the amended 1973 Plan to 1,423 gross acres in the 
proposed Revision.

° the HIGH and HIGH MEDIUM density designation have been limited in 
coverage to the Redevelopment Project area and the area immediately 
north of Franklin Avenue in the Highiand/Cahuenga corridor.

0 in hillside areas, the proposed Plan designation more accurately reflects 
record lot size. Slopes generally in excess of 15% have been designated 
for Minimum density.

Commerce

0 Each commercial land use designation has been assigned a corresponding 
FAR.

0 The Community Commercial designation (with permitted FAR up to 3:1) is 
restricted to the East Hollywood Center Study Area (Exhibit E).

0 Residential/commercial General Plan inconsistencies are proposed for 
resolution through adopted AB283 criteria. Commercial land use 
designations are thus proposed along Meirose Avenue, Santa Monica 
Boulevard, and Hiiihurst Avenue which the 1973 Plan indicated as 
residential.

0 Regional Center Commercial designation has been reduced in its gross 
acreage from 357 gross acres (1973 Plan) to 268 gross acres (1988 
proposed Revision).

Industry

O The Plan recognizes clusters of existing entertainment industry activities.
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0 Each industrial land use designation has been assigned a corresponding 
FAR. ' ■

0 Commercial Manufacturing coverage is slightly expanded.

Open Space

0 Schools and recreation sites are more accurately mapped, as are other 
pubiicly owned properties. .

° Forest Lawn Cemetery is more accurately mapped.

° Hollywood Freeway right-of-way Is more accurately mapped.

Map Footnotes (Exhibit A1)

Because of the extent of the revision of the land use map and legend, the 
footnotes on the map face of the Plan needed to be completely reworked. This 
required deletion of some footnotes, rewriting of others, and a net addition of 
seven footnotes. All relate to clarification of the Map legend.

Community Plan Text (Exhibit B} '

Extensive changes to the Community Plan text are proposed. All of these 
result from the need to update information, delete inaccurate or inoperative 
statements, and reflect adopted City policy. These changes are limited almost 
exclusively to the Policies and Programs sections of the text. They include 
updating the land use statistics tables as presented in Exhibits C and D. 
Among the significant changes are:

° discussion of the Hollywood Redevelopment Project, with addition of a map 
of the project area

0 discussion of the designated Center Study Areas

° discussion of the State-mandated density bonus program

0 deletion of the Hollywood Community Plan-specific (and unenforceable) 
parking requirements

° brief discussion of the MetroRail system

° reformatting of the "Service Systems" portion of the text to make it
similar to that of the Silver Lake/Echo Park District Plan adopted in 1 984.

° expanded discussion of "Circulation" in the Programs section

0 reworking of the "Specific Plan Studies" section

° elimination of the "Planning Legislation" and "Zoning Actions" portions of
the Programs section

Relationship to and Effect Upon the General Plan

The proposed Plan Revision would be consistent with the policies of the 
General Plan, including the citywide elements and Concept Los Angeles. It
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proposes some changes to the Circulation Element and to the configuration of 
the East Hollywood Center Study Area.

Circulation Element (Exhibit A2)

The Revision incorporates (1) changes in street designation initiated through 
the subsequent (to 1973) adoption of adjacent community plans and (2) the 
deletion of the Beverly Hills Freeway right-of-way as adopted by City Council 
in October 1986 (CF 81-3528). In addition the Plan Revision:

° eliminates the mapped jog elimination alignment of Martel Avenue and Vista 
Street between Melrose Avenue and Willoughby. The proposed mapping 
depicts the existing alignment. A proposed additional reference in the 
Plan text (Programs, "Circulation" 1 h) discusses elimination of the jog.

0 eliminates the mapped Franklin Avenue jog elimination which depicts 
Franklin Avenue west of Highland passing north of the Methodist Church. 
A proposed additional reference in the Community Plan text (Programs, 
"Circulation" Id) discusses improvements to the FrankliniHighland 
intersection.

In both cases, the changes are desirable to avoid potential problems with- 
inverse condemnation. Note that while the Circulation Element and the 
land use map are here presented as separate exhibits for purposes of 
clarity, the Community Plan continues to incorporated the Highways and 
Freeways Element of the Genera! Plan; It also continues to indicate 
collector streets.

Center Concept/Center Study Areas (Exhibt E)

The proposed Plan recognizes the Hollywood Center Study Area and the East 
Hollywood Center Study Area, it proposes, however, to modify the boundaries 
of the East Hollywood CSA in order to (1) delete the portion north of 
Hollywood Boulevard and (2) delete Vermont Avenue commercial frontage south 
of Fountain Avenue.

ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS

An Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 87112504) has been 
prepared by Terry A. Hayes Associates, a private consultant (Exhibit F). 
The circulation period for the Draft EIR commenced February 8, 1988. The 
EIR addresses primary issues of population and housing, traffic and 
circulation, land use, and public services.

Action of the General Plan Advisory Board

The General Plan Advisory Board (GPAB) considered the proposed Hollywood 
Community Plan Revision at it February 17, 1988 and June 15, 1988 meetings. 
The Traffic and Planning Issues and Implementation Committees of GPAB 
reviewed the proposed Revision in joint session on February 24, 1988.
Modifications of the original proposed Plan recommended by these Committees 
were incorporated into Exhibit A2 and the Plan text (as indicated in 
Exhibit B). GPAB approved the Plan Revision proposal as modified at its 
June 15, 1988 meeting.
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CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

Since its initiation in April 1986, preparation of the Hollywood Community Plan 
Revision has benefited from the assistance and cooperation of other City 
agencies, the City Council Offices, and the Los Angeles Unified School 
District. Individual interest group meetings involving 23 groups were 
conducted in April of 1 987. Community organization-focussed workshops (four) 
were conducted in early June of 1987. Three community meetings with formal 
presentations (preceded by individual property owner notifications and press 
releases) were conducted in late September of 1987 with a total attendance of 
slightly more than 1,200; questionnaires were distributed at each of the 
presentations.

Public hearings concerning changes to the Community Plan were conducted 
March 15, March 17 and June 16 of 1988 with substantial written and oral 
testimony provided by residents and property owners. Detailed reports of 
those hearings are contained in CPC Nos. 86-831 and 86-835 CPC. The 
interest group and community workshop sessions are discussed in Appendix !.

COMMUNITY-WIDE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Throughout the citizen participation activities related to this Plan Revision,' 
and through the environmental impact analysis, concern over the quality as 
well as the quantity of development in Hollywood was widely voiced. 
Department staff, in collaboration with Gruen Associates, have produced 
suggested guidelines for development standards which are attached as 
Appendix II, Direction is sought from the Planning Commission as to the finai 
formulation of these standards and the appropriate means of implementation.

CONCLUSiON

The view of the above information, staff recommends that the proposed 
Hollywood Community Plan Revision as described in Exhibit A - E be approved 
by the City Planning Commission.

Prepared by: Approved by:

COM791
sm
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April 21,2005

RAS RELATIONSHIP TO COMMUNITY PLAN FOOTNOTES 
DIRECTOR'S INTERPRETATION

All Interested Parties: 

SUBJECT:

Inquiries have been made regarding potential conflicts between Footnotes on the Community 
Plans and the RAS 3 and RAS 4 (hereafter referred to as RAS) Zones.

BACKGROUND:

The Residential/Accessory Services Zones (RAS) allow a greater floor area than commercial 
zones and greater height than otherwise allowed in height district 1VL.

"An example is:
Where a traditional C2-1VL with a Commercial plan designation is limited to a 1.5:1 
FAR and a 45 height limit, the RAS 3-1VL and RAS 4-1 VL shall not exceed a 3:1 FAR 
and 50 feet in height in accordance with the LAMC 12.10.5, 12.11.5 and 12.21.1."

The Community Plans as recommend by the City Planning Commission and adopted by City 
Council are a general guide to development for the community and city as a whole. Rarely do the 
Community Plans specify special planning rights or restrictions for particular parcels.

Some community plan maps contain footnotes regarding height and floor area. Footnotes appear on 
the map legend next to the commercial land use categories or in some cases on specific properties 
or areas. The footnotes that are attached to the commercial land use categories generally relate in 
a broad-brushed manner to all areas of the plan designated for that particular use. Typically such 
footnotes are not site specific, and as such, do not relate to specific locations, blocks, or parcels 
within the community plan area.

"An example of such a footnote which appears in most Community Plans reads:
Footnote 1: 'Height District 1VL'
This means all properties within the commercial land use category that have this footnote are 
limited to an FAR of 1.5:1 with a 45-foot height limit."

DISCUSSION:

When the City Council adopted the RAS Zones in 2002, their purpose was to promote mixed use 
development in the city's commercial zones, particularly in the commercial corridors which provide 
the greatest access to transit. In their adoption of the RAS Zones, the City Council recognized that



the additional floor area and height allowed by the RAS zones are necessary to make such primarily 
residential projects viable. However to protect the integrity of the Community Plans, the Council 
limited the residential density permitted in the RAS 3 and RAS 4 Zones to correspond to the 
residential densities permitted in the R3 and R4 Zones, respectively. Thus, they permitted RAS 3 
and RAS 4 Zones in Plans that permit R4 and higher zoning but only permitted the RAS 3 Zone 
(and not RAS 4) in Plans that previously had R3 as the highest zoning category.

In one particular plan, the Plan Footnote on a Neighborhood Commercial area states:

"Floor Area Ratio 1:1."

In this specific situation it cannot be the intent of Council to allow a 3:1 FAR since they knowingly 
restricted the property to a 1:1 FAR.

INTERPRETATION:

It is hereby interpreted that the RAS Zones can exceed a Community Plan Footnote when that 
footnote is general in nature and generally refers to all parcels under that plan category. Where there 
is a specific footnote that refers to (a) specific parcel(s) that is more restrictive, the RAS Zone would 
not be permitted without a corresponding Plan Amendment,


