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Re:  Target/Sunset & Western (Council File No. 12-1604 – Appeal of Case No. 

APCC-2008-2703-SPE-CUB-SPP-SPR; ENV-2008-1421-EIR)  

Dear Councilman Reyes and Honorable Council Members: 

 This firm represents the Applicant, Target Corporation (“Target”), in connection with the 
proposed Target retail project at the southwest corner of Sunset Blvd. and Western Ave. 
(“Project’).  In a determination letter dated September 4, 2012, the Central Area Planning 
Commission (“APC”) approved the Project. Mr. Doug Haines on behalf of La Mirada 
Neighborhood Association and Mr. Robert Blue on behalf of Citizens Coalition, Los Angeles 
(collectively “Appellants”) appealed the APC’s entire action.    

 For the reasons set forth in our prior correspondence and below, all of Appellant’s 
arguments are without merit.  We therefore respectfully request that you deny the Appellant’s 
appeal, grant Target’s appeal to allow modest signage, and carefully consider and adopt the 
Supplemental Findings attached hereto as Attachment A.  These Supplemental Findings 
supplement the comprehensive findings adopted by the APC, address Appellants main argument, 
and provide the most complete record of proceedings.   

 

 

 



ARMBRUSTER GOLDSMITH & DELVAC LLP 
 
Planning & Land Use Management Committee 
Los Angeles City Council 
November 1, 2012 
Page 2 
 
THE APC PROPERLY GRANTED THE REQUESTED SPECIFIC PLAN EXCEPTIONS   

1. Appellants’ Examples of Other Projects are Misleading   

 Appellants possess no credential or experience in land development.  Consequently, their 
references to other projects as examples of what they believe could be done on this Project site 
are not based on any expertise and do not account for the unique variables inherent in every 
development project.  Appellants do not include in their references any comparison of underlying 
land costs, construction costs, or financing arrangements.  Many of their examples involve 
transactions and developments that took place at time when project economics were significantly 
different than today.  Furthermore, two of Appellants’ most-referenced projects involved public 
funding.  There is no public funding or participation in the proposed Project. 

a. Ralphs Project -- Hollywood & Western   

 Appellants misleadingly point to the Ralphs Complex at Hollywood & Western as an 
example of a project providing free underground parking on a site smaller than the proposed 
Project site.  The Ralph’s Complex was a public/private development involving CRA/LA 
subsidies.  It was approved over 10 years ago, at a time when land costs in Hollywood were 
much lower than they are today.  Furthermore, that project is supported by two anchor tenants:  a 
major chain grocery store and a discount clothing store.  By contrast, the proposed Project 
receives no public subsidy, has only one anchor – a discount retailer – and takes place at a time 
when land costs and construction costs are significantly higher than when the Ralphs Complex 
was approved.   

b. Home Depot   

 Appellants cite the Home Depot on Sunset Boulevard as an example of a project that 
provides rooftop parking and is built at a lower elevation than the proposed Project.  The Home 
Depot store was built many years before the SNAP, with land and financing costs at that time 
that bear no resemblance to contemporary land and financing costs.  Designing and developing a 
single-use home repair warehouse store cannot be reasonably compared to Designing and 
developing a multi-tenant development with a discount retailer as the anchor.  Furthermore, the 
Home Depot is largely a windowless box with a vast surface parking lot and rooftop parking 
that, if it were built today, would require more exceptions from the SNAP than the proposed 
Project.   
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c. Walgreens Mixed-Use Project   

 Appellants mistakenly refer to the Walgreens Mixed-Use Project on the northeast corner 
of Sunset Boulevard and Western Avenue as an example of what can be accomplished on the 
Project site.  Again, the comparison is misleading.  The Walgreens Mixed-Use project was 
publicly funded and required more SNAP exceptions than Target is requesting in the proposed 
Project. (Case No. APCC 2003-2145-ZV-SPE-SPP-SPR).  The floor area ratio for the Walgreens 
project is approximately 2:1, compared to the proposed Project floor area ratio of 1.15:1.  

2. Other Properties in the Same Zone and Vicinity Enjoy Floor Area Ratios Sufficient to 
Meet Their Needs   

 The SNAP permits a 1.5:1 floor area ratio on the site.  However, Target is proposing only 
a 1.15:1 floor area ratio, which is the minimum to meet the needs of the Project. Achieving this 
minimum floor area ratio is a substantial property right possessed by other property in the SNAP 
area in the same zone and vicinity.  

 Other properties in the same zone and vicinity enjoy floor area ratios sufficient to meet 
their needs of the developments.1 Thus, each of these properties enjoys a substantial property 
right regarding the amount of permitted floor area ratio that Target would be denied unless the 
exception is granted.    

a. Super 8 Motel 

 The Super 8 motel at 1538 Western Avenue (Western Avenue & Harold Way) is located 
on an identically-zoned lot as the project site, is 4 stories, and covers all of the 5,482 square-foot 
lot on which it is located, as well as half of the adjacent lot.  It is in Subarea B of the SNAP.  The 
Super 8 motel is built to a floor area ratio of 2 to 1, which is higher than that of the Project.  

b. Walgreens Mixed-Use Project   

 An approximate 75,000 square-foot Walgreens mixed use project is located on the 
northeast corner of Western Avenue and Sunset Boulevard on multiple lots with a combined lot 
area of approximately 35,000 square feet.  It is 65 feet in height and is located in the C2 zone.  
This project was granted multiple exceptions from the SNAP, as well as zone variances (Case 
No. APCC 2003-2145-ZV-SPE-SPP-SPR).  That project received exceptions from SNAP 

                                                           
1 The information is in this section is based on field inspection, a comprehensive review of the City’s ZIMAS 
website and Google Earth. 
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standards regarding façade articulation, transitional height, ground-level open space, reduced 
parking, bicycle parking, stepbacks, transparent building elements, and surface parking 
landscaping.  The floor area ratio for this project is approximately 2:1.    

c. Kaiser Permanente—Sunset Boulevard and Edgemont Street 

 The Kaiser Permanente facility on Sunset Boulevard between Vermont Avenue and 
Edgemont Street is located in the C2 zone and comprises of multi-story buildings of 6 and 7 
stories covering all of the buildable lot area.  The floor area ratios for these buildings are 
approximately 6:1.  These buildings are approximately 0.9 mile from the Project. 

c. Acute care Hospital 4650 Sunset Boulevard   

 The 400,000 square foot acute care hospital at 4650 Sunset Boulevard is 175 feet tall and 
has an overall floor area ratio of 2.2:1.  It is also located in the C2 zone.  

d. Kaiser Medical Office Building—Sunset Boulevard and Kenmore Avenue   

 The Kaiser Permanente medical office building on the south side of Sunset Boulevard 
between Kenmore and Alexandria Avenues is a 6-story tower and parking structure in the C2 
zone that occupies the entire block and enjoys a floor area ratio of approximately 3:1.  
Furthermore, this development places its 6-story parking structure directly abutting the sidewalk. 

e. Medical Office Tower—Sunset Boulevard & Alexandria Avenue   

 On the southwest corner of Sunset Boulevard and Alexandria Avenue is the 
CitiBank/Children’s Hospital medical office tower, which has a ground floor banking use, and 
structured parking above-ground.  It is in the C2 zone, reaches approximately 6 stories in height, 
and has a floor area ratio of approximately 3:1. 

f. Hollywood Hotel—1160 Vermont Avenue   

 The Hollywood Hotel at 1160 Vermont Avenue is located on 1.58-acre site zoned C2.  It 
is a 3-story 130-room hotel with a large banquet room/restaurant and a 102-space surface parking 
lot.   The floor area ratio of this project is approximately 1.5:1 FAR. 
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g. Mixed-Use—346 South Vermont   

 A 6-story mixed-use project at 346 South Vermont Avenue is located on a C2 lot and has 
a floor area ratio of approximately 6:1. 

h. Church of Scientology Fountain Avenue & L. Ron Hubbard Way   

 The Church of Scientology Center is located on C2-zoned lots along Fountain Avenue 
between L. Ron Hubbard Way and Catalina Streets.  It is 10 stories tall at the center with 8 story 
sections on each side.  It includes a large open plaza and grand stairway which, although much 
older than the proposed Project, is functionally comparable to the 11,000 square-foot plaza 
proposed by the Applicant.  This building is part of a complex that reaches well into the 
residentially zoned lots to the north.  However, the floor area ratio of the portions on the C2-
zoned lot is at least approximately 6:1. 

3. Subterranean Parking is Significantly More Expensive than Above-Ground Structured 
Parking 

 Appellants dispute Target’s prior testimony that subterranean parking is considerably 
more expensive than structured parking.  Attached hereto is a letter from Walker Parking 
Consultants, dated October 31, 2012, confirming that a subterranean parking structure of 458 
stalls would cost several million dollars more than an above-ground parking structure of the 
same size (see Attachment “B”).  Walker Parking Consultants stated that the industry standard 
for quantifying the estimated costs of parking structures identifies a cost-per-parking space 
approach. Subterranean parking structures generally cost a higher multiple of above ground 
construction cost within a broad range from between $20,000 and up to $50,000 per space or 
more.  By contrast, above-ground parking generally costs between $8,500 and $22,000 per space.  
Using a conservative analysis of probable construction cost that did not account for reflect land, 
design, or site discovery costs, Walker Parking Consultants estimated that the cost of providing 
458 parking stalls in a subterranean parking structure is approximately $13.2 million (458 stalls 
multiplied by $29,000 per parking stall) and the cost of providing 458 parking stalls in an above-
ground parking structure is approximately $5.6 million (458 stalls multiplied by $12,500 per 
parking stall).  This data corroborates Target’s testimony that subterranean parking would 
significantly increase building costs.   

4. Requiring Free Delivery Would be Practical Difficulty and Increase Vehicle Trips  

 Appellants question the obvious when they challenge the statement requiring free 
delivery from the proposed Target store would present a practical difficulty and could increase 
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truck trips.  Greenberg Farrow, which has extensive experience with Target and other major 
chain retailers, corroborates the Central Area Planning Commission findings in its letter dated 
October 31, 2012 (see Attachment “C”).  

 According to Greenberg Farrow, requiring the Project to implement home delivery from 
an individual store would be a practical difficulty for the store and for local customers because it 
would increase the likelihood of delays, as goods are more likely to need to be ordered by the 
store before a local delivery could be made.  Thus, home delivery directly from the Project 
would be less attractive and convenient for customers.  

  In addition, Greenberg Farrow confirms the operational realities that home delivery from 
the Project would increase truck traffic in and around the site as compared to internet orders. 
With local home delivery, goods would arrive on trucks arriving from the central distribution 
facility, unloaded at the Project, reloaded onto trucks and then delivered to customers via local 
streets.  With internet purchases, the goods are shipped directly from the central distribution 
facility to the customer.  Most of the journey would be on freeways and not local streets.  
Moreover, the local home delivery would require more trucks to use the Project's loading dock, 
which can only accommodate a limited number of trucks at any time. 

 Consequently, modifying Target’s national retail program to provide free local delivery 
from the proposed Target store would impose an unnecessary burden on Target and its customers 
and would result in unnecessary additional delivery trips. 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

1. The Hollywood Central Park Proposal Is Properly Excluded from the Related projects 
List in the EIR 

 Appellants assert that the proposal for a Hollywood Central Park (the “CAP Park”) must 
be included as a related project in the cumulative analysis.  The CAP Park is a concept to 
construct a 44-acre park over a portion of the Hollywood Freeway that is presently in the 
preliminary planning and conceptual evaluation stages.  Identifying related projects and 
establishing the environmental setting for a project is done at the commencement of the CEQA 
process.  The CEQA process for this Project commenced on the date the City published the 
Notice of Preparation of the Project EIR – December 6, 2010.  As of that date, the CAP Park was 
not funded, and no CEQA review of the CAP Park had commenced.  Although there may be 
some public support for the CAP Park and some funds have been raised, CEQA review has not 
yet commenced and the CAP Park is not funded.   
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 The primary agency advocating for the CAP Park was the Community Redevelopment 
Agency of the City of Los Angeles (“CRA/LA”) – which has since been eliminated by the State 
Supreme Court.  According to the CAP Park’s own website, its future is uncertain. 

“On December 15, 2011, the CRA/LA Board of Commissioners approved $2 million 
dollars to initiate the Park’s EIR.  The Council approved the expenditure on December 
16.  And it was signed by the Mayor.  However, on December 29th, the California 
Supreme Court upheld the legislature’s right to abolish redevelopment agencies, effective 
February 1, 2012.” 

“The California Supreme Court ruling [upholding the elimination of Redevelopment 
Agencies] leaves many issues to be resolved, including the Park’s EIR funding.”2 

 As recently as December 15, 2011, the CRA/LA specifically stated that the steps taken 
toward development of the CAP Park “does not constitute a ‘project’ as defined by CEQA.”  At 
that time, the CRA/LA was seeking authorization to enter into a tri-party Memorandum of 
Understanding with the City of Los Angeles and Friends of the Hollywood CAP Park.  In its 
December 15, 2011 communication to the City Council, the CRA/LA concluded that its 
requested action is not a “project” under CEQA and is only being taken to provide “the resources 
to prepare the necessary environmental reviews of any requested future actions.”3     

 Appellants correctly reference that the City Council recently approved $825,000 of 
funding for the CAP Park4 and that the Aileen Getty Foundation donated $1.2 million to fund the 
Cap Park EIR, but such funding comes 18 months after the environmental setting of the proposed 
Project is established by the NOP and the CAP Park environmental review still has not 
commenced.  Furthermore, feasibility study estimates establish the cost of building the CAP Park 
between $949 million to $1.15 billion.5  The amount recently allocated by the City Council and 
Aileen Getty Foundation represents significantly less than 1 percent of the cost of the CAP Park. 

 Therefore, the Cap Park is not appropriate for inclusion in a cumulative impacts analysis 
because it was not a reasonably foreseeable project at the time the environmental setting was 
established and because ultimate development of the CAP park remains speculative.

                                                           
2  http://hollywoodcentralpark.org/progress (emphasis added). 
3  Dec. 15, 2011 Transmittal to City Council, CRA File No. 9461 (attached hereto as Attachment D). 
4  City Council File 12-0600-S120. 
5  http://urbanland.uli.org/Articles/2011/July/HartParks (attached hereto as Attachment E). 

http://hollywoodcentralpark.org/progress
http://urbanland.uli.org/Articles/2011/July/HartParks
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2. The Project Generate Significant Employment Opportunities as a Public Benefit to Off-

Set Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts 

 Appellants question the estimated employment provided by the Project.  Target has 
revised and clarified employment estimates since the Project applications were originally filed. 
The Project will generate approximately 250 permanent full-time and part-time jobs and 
approximately 850 temporary construction jobs.    

CONCLUSION   

 For over five years now Target has worked with the Council Office and community 
stakeholders to bring the type of retail which residents of Hollywood want and need. Target is 
ready to bring both jobs and a quality project to Hollywood.  We urge you to allow this Project to 
finally go forward 

We thank you for your careful consideration of the information we have provided, and 
respectfully request that you deny the Appellants’ appeal, grant Target’s appeal, and adopt the 
attached Supplemental Findings.   

 

Very truly yours, 

 
Dale J. Goldsmith 
 

 
cc Marcel Porras, CD 13 
 Rebecca Valdez, CD1 
 Phyllis Winger, CD12 
 Tanner Blackman, CD14  
 Target Corporation 
 
Attachments 
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Los Angeles City Council 
Planning & Land Use Management Committee 

SUPPLEMENTAL CITY COUNCIL FINDINGS IN RESPONSE TO APPEAL 

Council File No. 12-1604 
Case No. APCC-2008-2703-SPE-CUB-SPP-SPR; ENV-2008-1421-EIR 

Project Address: 5520 West Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90028 

The proposed Target Retail Center project (the “Project”) consists of (a) demolition 59,561 
square feet of single-story buildings, electrical substation, and surface parking lot for the 
construction of a proposed retail shopping center of 194,749 square feet of floor area, and (b) 
construction of an approximately 163,862 square-foot Target store along with 30,887 square feet 
of other smaller retail and food uses fronting Sunset Boulevard and Western Avenue, in a three 
level retail center. The project site encompasses approximately 3.88 acres on a single parcel of 
land, with a net area of 3.69 acres after street dedications. The first level of the proposed Project 
would consist of individual retail spaces fronting on Sunset Boulevard and Western Avenue, 
along with one level of parking in the interior of the site. The second level of the Project would 
provide additional parking spaces and would be accessed via a ramp located at the western side 
of the first level. A total of 458 parking places would be provided in the first and second level 
parking areas. An enclosed loading dock containing up to five truck bays would also be provided 
on the first level, with access provided from De Longpre Avenue. The third level of the Project 
would be primarily occupied by the retail floor of the proposed Target store. Access to the Target 
store would be through a pedestrian plaza of approximately 11,000 square feet and escalators 
located at the corner of Sunset Boulevard and Western Avenue or from elevators provided in 
various locations throughout the retail and parking areas. The Project would extend to a height 
approximately 65 feet above Sunset Boulevard, and approximately 74’4”  above De Longpre 
Avenue, provided that  structures and feature on the roof, such as   rooftop equipment may  up to 
10 additional feet provided that they are set back and screened from view at street level.   

The Project is located within the Hollywood Community Plan, the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Project, and Subarea C of the Vermont/Western Station Neighborhood Area Plan (“SNAP”) 
Specific Plan. The SNAP restricts all Community Center uses to C4 uses as defined by the 
LAMC. The Project applicant, Target Corporation (the “Applicant” or “Target”) is requesting 
ministerial and discretionary approvals to implement the Project, including but not limited to: 
Specific Plan Project Permit Compliance Review; Specific Plan Exceptions Approval; Site Plan 
Review pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05-E; Zoning Administrator Approval of Conditional Use 
Permit for alcohol (“CUP”); demolition, grading, foundation, and building permits; health 
department and off-site permits; Board of Public Works Approval of Street Tree Removal; and 
Haul Route Approval.. 
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In a determination letter dated September 4, 2012, the Central Area Planning Commission 
(“CAPC”) certified the Project EIR, adopted a Statement of Overriding Consideration, modified 
findings and conditions of approval, and approved Specific Plan Project Permit Compliance, 
Specific Plan Exceptions, Site Plan Review, and the CUP.  Doug Haines, on behalf of La Mirada 
Neighborhood Association, and Robert Blue, on behalf of Citizens Coalition, Los Angeles, 
(collectively “Appellants”) filed a joint appeal seeking to overturn the CAPC’s entire action.  

In response to the joint appeal filed by the Appellants, the City Council of the City of Los 
Angeles (“City Council”) hereby adopts the following supplemental findings in response to the 
joint appeal.  These supplemental findings focus on the issues and concerns of the Appellants 
and supplement the findings adopted by the CAPC, as well as any general findings that may be 
adopted by the City Council. 

VERMONT/WESTERN TRANSIT ORIENTED DISTRICT AREA SPECIFIC PLAN 
EXCEPTIONS 

General 

The SNAP expressly allows exceptions from its development standards.  Applications for 
exceptions from SNAP development standards do not violate the SNAP, provided that such 
applications comply with the processes established in the SNAP and LAMC Section 11.5.7.F.    
Furthermore, the proposed retail and food uses in the Project are expressly permitted land uses in 
the applicable Subarea C of the SNAP.   

The Requested Specific Plan Exceptions Do Not Arise from Self-Imposed Hardships 

Throughout their appeal, Appellants claim that the Specific Plan exceptions sought by the 
Applicant arise from self-imposed hardships and that the Applicant entered into a lease of the 
subject property with the expectation of seeking the requested relief from the strict application of 
SNAP’s provisions and Development Standards and Guidelines.   

The Applicant initially planned a stand-alone Target store  the property.  The initial concept 
would have complied with the SNAP height requirements and many other SNAP requirements.  
The Applicant discussed  this initial concept  with Council District 13 and key community 
stakeholders, who expressed concerns that a stand-alone Target store would not fulfill important 
pedestrian-friendly and neighborhood-serving goals of the SNAP or conform to  good planning 
principles .  In response to these concerns, the Applicant modified the original concept to include 
a more articulated architectural design, increased landscaping, ground-floor neighborhood-
serving retail, a spacious pedestrian plaza, and a parking structure hidden behind the retail uses 
facing Sunset Boulevard and Western Avenue.  This improved design requires a limited number 
of SNAP exceptions, but has resulted in a project that more fully meets the SNAP’s key purpose 
to establish a clean, safe, comfortable and pedestrian oriented community environment for 
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residents to shop in, as set forth in Section 2 of the SNAP.  Therefore, given the evolution of the 
design from the original concept to the Project as proposed, it is not the case that the Applicant 
took the subject property with the intention of seeking the requested exceptions to the SNAP.   

The City Council finds that the SNAP exceptions requested by the Applicant are not a result of 
self-imposed hardship, but rather reflect the Applicant’s effort to be responsive to key 
stakeholder and other public input and to implement broader planning goals and carryout to the 
indentified purposes of the SNAP.  The City-decision makers must weigh a variety of potentially 
competing public policy considerations when considering whether or not approve development 
projects.  The decision-makers take stakeholder and other public input and the broader planning 
goals very seriously in such consideration.  Disregarding such input and goals would have at best 
resulted in an inferior project from the key stakeholders’ perspective; at worst, it could have 
jeopardized Project approval.  These factors are inherent in the public process and do not 
represent a self-imposed hardship.    

In addition, the subject property is not level.  The lowest site grade occurs at the southwest 
corner of the site, which is approximately 6 feet lower than the frontage along Sunset Boulevard.  
Because building height is measured from the lowest adjacent grade on site to the highest 
proposed building elevation, even a building built 35 feet above the finished grade at the 
southwest corner of the site would require a SNAP exception because such a building would be 
measured from the lowest elevation and would therefore be considered a 41-foot tall building.  
This grade differential is a special circumstance and does not represent a self-imposed hardship. 

Also, the site is located at the intersection of two important commercial thoroughfares—Sunset 
Boulevard and Western Avenue.  The property is designated for Regional Commercial 
development.  These factors make the site most appropriate for a destination retail use, such as 
the proposed Target store, that is also pedestrian-friendly and responsive to SNAP’s most 
important goals and purposes.  As set forth in the findings below, such a project could not be 
developed on this site in strict compliance with the SNAP.  The project’s location and General 
Plan designation are also special circumstances and do not represent a self-imposed hardship. 

Appellants also contend that the CAPC granted exceptions from the SNAP as a special privilege, 
for purposes of convenience, and to serve the financial interests of the Applicant.  However, 
Appellants do not provide any credible evidence to support these contentions.  The City Council 
finds that the CAPC properly made all of the findings required to grant the SNAP exceptions and 
that each of these findings are supported by credible evidence in the record of proceedings.  

The Project is Consistent with the Applicable Important Purposes of the SNAP 

The SNAP and its associated Vermont/Western Transit Oriented District Specific Plan 
Development Standards and Design Guidelines (“Development Standards and Design 
Guidelines”) contain over 40 development standards and design guidelines applicable to Subarea 
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C.  The Project complies with all but a handful of these standards.  The Project is also consistent 
with the primary applicable purposes of the SNAP, including the following: 

• Promote increased flexibility in the regulation of the height and bulk of buildings, as well 
as the design of sites and public streets in order to ensure a well-planned combination of 
commercial and residential uses (emphasis added). 

Appellants claim that, because the Project does not contain residential uses, this SNAP purpose 
does not apply to the Project.  The City Council finds that the SNAP promotes a flexible 
regulation of the height and bulk of all buildings.  The reference to “design of sites and public 
streets in order to ensure a well-planned combination of commercial and residential uses” is in 
addition to the more general purpose of promoting increased flexibility in the regulation of the 
height and bulk of buildings. 

In this case, flexibility with regard to height and massing is necessary to achieve stakeholder 
interests that the project site be developed with a mix of neighborhood-serving retail, a 
pedestrian-friendly frontage, and enclosed parking, rather than a stand-alone Target store..  
Although a stand-alone Target store could comply with the SNAP height requirements for 
commercial buildings, it could not provide an 11,000 square-foot plaza or neighborhood-serving 
retail in addition to the Target store.  Including neighborhood-serving retail on the ground floor 
and locating the Target store above the neighborhood-serving retail would exceed the SNAP 
height requirement, even if all the parking were subterranean.  (Refer to Section V, Alternatives, 
of the Draft EIR.) The SNAP’s flexibility  in the regulation of the height and bulk of buildings 
enables the Project to incorporate neighborhood-serving retail and pedestrian-friendly amenities  
into an improved project design that promotes key purposes of the SNAP.   

• Establish a clean, safe, comfortable and pedestrian-oriented community environment for 
residents to shop in and use the public community services in the neighborhood. 

A stand-alone Target store would not be pedestrian-oriented.  By incorporating ground-floor 
neighborhood serving retail and an 11,000 square-foot plaza with a Target store of sufficient size 
to offer a wide range of goods, the proposed Project is consistent with and promotes this key 
SNAP purpose. 

• Create a transit friendly area by requiring conformance to pedestrian-oriented design 
guidelines that establish building facade treatments, landscape standards, criteria for 
shade-producing building overhangs and awnings, street lighting and security lighting for 
streets, alleys, sidewalks and other pedestrian areas that adjoin new development. 

The City Council finds that the Project is consistent with and serves this SNAP purpose.  The 
Project is transit-friendly as envisioned by the SNAP.  As an infill development, the Project’s 
location three blocks south of the Hollywood/Western Metro Center station (located 
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approximately 1,000 feet from the project site) and in an area served by several Metro bus lines 
and DASH lines, facilitates access for future employees and visitors to the project site.  These 
features, along with the Project’s retail, restaurant, and other amenities for residents, employees, 
and visitors, the Project would reduce vehicle trips, vehicle miles travelled, and related 
emissions.  As set forth in Section IV.G of the Draft EIR, the Project is also consistent with 
SCAG’s Compass Growth Vision goal to improve mobility for all residents, which is further 
evidence that Project is transit-friendly. 

The essential purpose of the Walkability Checklist is to guide Department of City Planning staff 
in working with developers to make developments more “walkable” by way of enhancing 
pedestrian activity, access, comfort, and safety.  In addition, the Walkability Checklist 
encourages planners and developers to protect neighborhood character and pursue high-quality 
urban form.  By incorporating the Checklist’s criteria to the maximum extent feasible, the Project 
will create a more walkable environment, protect neighborhood character and result in a higher 
quality of urban form.  In this case, the Project design is a direct result of this collaborative 
process between the applicant, Council District 13, key stakeholders and the Department of City 
Planning, including the Urban Design Studio.  As set forth in Section IV.G of the Draft EIR, the 
Project is consistent with the applicable guidelines of the Walkability Checklist and thereby is 
consistent with pedestrian-oriented purposes of the SNAP. 

The Project promotes and serves the design purposes of the SNAP by incorporating facade 
treatments on all four sides, consisting of varying elements such as display windows, balconies, 
overhangs, landscaping and vine treatments and by using colors and materials that provide a 
pleasing and varied design. These features are designed to promote a lively center with an urban 
streetscape and would break up the massing of the Project.     

The CAPC Properly Granted an Exception to the Free Delivery Provision  for 
Stores Exceeding 40,000 Square Feet 

Strict application of the SNAP’s free delivery provision  would result in 
practical difficulties inconsistent with intent and purpose of the SNAP 

The SNAP predates the dramatic increase of internet purchases, which are typically delivered at 
no cost by various retailers—including Target, which has an “always free delivery” program for 
on-line purchases.  Free delivery of on-line purchases from Target fulfills the original intent of 
the SNAP’s free delivery requirement–which was to reduce traffic trips by consumers to multiple 
stores through home delivery.  Increased use of on-line purchases with free delivery since the 
adoption of the SNAP now fulfills this purpose more fully than the SNAP’s home delivery 
requirement.  Home delivery does not necessarily reduce trips, because unless customers can buy 
goods online they will still need to travel to and from the store to make purchases.   Target’s 
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online system enables customers to buy goods and have them delivered from the comfort of their 
homes.   

Target has provided the City credible evidence in the form of testimony and in its written 
documents that requiring a national brand retailer such as Target to vary from its standard retail 
program and provide free delivery from its proposed Hollywood store would result in practical 
difficulties.  Like many national retailers, Target maintains a standardized national program that 
takes advantage of economies of scale on a nationwide basis and allows Target to provide quality 
goods and services cost effectively.  Because the Target’s programs are implemented on a 
nationwide basis, individual stores do not have the ability to implement new programs (such as 
home delivery) on an ad hoc basis.  Moreover, as Target offers internet purchases with free 
delivery, home delivery would be redundant and force Target to incur unnecessary costs.   

The existing internet purchase system allows for deliveries from large centralized warehouse 
facilities that can maintain large amounts stock on hand.  This allows for faster delivery than 
would be possible under delivery from individual stores, which only have small stock rooms that 
essentially are limited to resupplying the sales floor.  Requiring the Project to implement home 
delivery would increase the likelihood of delays in, as goods are more likely to need to be 
ordered from centralized warehouse and delivered to the store.  Thus, home delivery directly 
from the Project would be less attractive and convenient for customers.  

In addition, home delivery from the Project would increase truck traffic in and around the site as 
compared to internet orders. With local home delivery, goods would arrive on trucks arriving 
from the central distribution facility, be unloaded at the Project, be reloaded onto trucks, and then 
delivered to customers via local streets.  With internet purchases, the goods are shipped directly 
from the central distribution facility to the customer.  Most of the journey to and from this 
facility would be on freeways and not local streets.  Moreover, the local home delivery would 
result in  more trucks using  the Project’s loading dock, which can only accommodate a limited 
number of trucks at any time.  

There are exceptional circumstances applicable to the intended use of the 
subject property that do not apply to generally to other property in the SNAP 
area 

Appellants contend that the CAPC erred in making the above finding in that the factors cited by 
the CAPC (e.g., providing a wide array of discount goods and services) do not establish an 
unnecessary hardship.  However, the above finding relates to exceptional circumstances 
applicable to the intended use of the property that do not apply generally to other properties in 
the SNAP area, and not unnecessary hardship.  In this case, the intended use of the subject 
property is a combination of neighborhood-serving retail with a Target store.  The special 
circumstance is that no other large national chain retailer in the SNAP area is required to provide 
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free delivery.  It is not relevant that the other large national chain retailers in the SNAP area were 
established before the SNAP was adopted.  The finding calls for a comparison of existing uses; it 
does not limit that comparison only to uses established after the SNAP.  Moreover, the finding 
specifically refers to circumstances that do not apply to other uses.   

Target representatives have provided testimony, as well as written evidence, that requiring 
Target to make free deliveries would result in the practical difficulties listed in the above finding.  
They have also provided evidence that free delivery is available at Target’s website.  The City 
Council finds this evidence to be credible.  Furthermore, the SNAP predates the dramatic 
increase of internet purchases, which are delivered at no cost by various retailers—including 
Target.  This online service fulfills the intent of the Specific Plan while avoiding such practical 
difficulties.   

 An exception from the free delivery provision is necessary for the preservation 
and enjoyment of a substantial property right or use generally possessed by 
other property in the SNAP area in the same zone and vicinity but which 
because of special circumstances and unnecessary hardships or practical 
difficulties is denied the property in question 

Appellants maintain that the CAPC erred in making the above finding because the other national 
retail businesses cited in the finding were established prior to adoption of the SNAP.  The 
finding calls for a comparison of existing uses; it does not limit that comparison only to uses 
established after the SNAP.  The relevant comparison is to the rights enjoyed by other retailers.  
A retailer’s ability to implement its own retail program and be competitive and comparable to 
other existing retailers is substantial right possessed by every large retailer in the area.  Imposing 
a home delivery requirement on Target would create a practical difficulty, including requiring 
Target to deviate from its nationally-standardized retail program.  This practical difficulty arises 
from special circumstance that other large national brand retailers in the SNAP area are not 
required to make free deliveries and from the special circumstance that significant increases in 
on-line purchases with free delivery since the adoption of the SNAP allow on-line purchase to 
fulfill the purpose of the SNAP. 

As set forth in the above finding, it would create practical difficulties to require the proposed 
Target store to provide free delivery of goods to residents within the Specific Plan area while the 
other larger retail uses in the immediate vicinity of the project site do not provide free delivery.  
Target, a national chain with a set operational program, would be deprived of a substantial 
property right unless the exception is granted. 
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Granting an exception to the free delivery provision would not be detrimental to 
the public welfare and injurious to the property or improvements adjacent to or 
in the vicinity of the subject property 

Appellants contend that that Target’s on-line purchase and delivery requires purchasers to pay 
postage.  The record includes credible evidence that Target provides a free delivery option for 
every on-line purchase.  This option is more convenient and efficient than delivery from the 
Project.  Therefore, granting this exception would not be detrimental to the public welfare and 
injurious to the property or improvements adjacent to or in the vicinity of the subject property. 

Granting an exception to the SNAP’s free delivery provision will be consistent 
with the principles and goals of the SNAP and applicable elements of the 
General Plan 

A key purpose of the SNAP is to establish a clean, safe, comfortable, and pedestrian oriented 
community environment for residents to shop in.  Granting the exception is consistent with this 
purpose, in that Target’s customers can order goods online and have them delivered for free.  
This online option is more efficient and convenient than home delivery from the project site.  
Consequently, granting an exception to the SNAP’s free delivery requirement is consistent 
principles and goals of the SNAP.  

Substantial Evidence Supports Granting an Exception to the 35-Foot Height 
Limitation 

Strict application of the snap’s 35-foot height limit for commercial projects 
would result in practical difficulties inconsistent with intent and purpose of the 
SNAP 

Appellants contend that the CAPC erred in making this finding in that there are no unnecessary 
hardships.  In fact, either practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships may justify an exception 
to the SNAP’s height requirements if strict application of the SNAP would be inconsistent with 
the purpose and intent of the SNAP.  In this case, the practical difficulties justifying an exception 
from the 35-foot limit include the following:   

 a) The SNAP does not envision a typical regional commercial center design approach 
that places a large regionally-serving retailer like Target above neighborhood-serving ground-
floor retail as requested by key stakeholders—any such feasible development (including 
development with subterranean parking) would likely exceed the SNAP 35-foot height limit for 
commercial developments due to minimum floor to ceiling heights and the need for retail uses to 
be at the ground level to foster walkability and be suitable for retail businesses (refer to the 
Section VI, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR);  
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 b) Strict application of the 35-foot height limit would either result in infeasible design 
(refer to Section VI, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, specifically the discussion of a single level 
retail alternative at pages VI-2 to VI-3 of the Draft EIR, as well as the discussion of the SNAP 
Compliant Commercial Alternative at pages VI-21 to VI-33) or a stand-alone Target store with a 
reduced sales floor that would comply with the height limit but would not be consistent with 
important purposes of the SNAP or the input from key stakeholders; 

 c) The project site is not level, but instead dips 6 feet at its southwest corner. Because 
building height is measured from the lowest elevation, even a building 35-feet above finished 
grade along the Sunset Boulevard frontage would be considered to be a 41-foot tall building and 
require a height exception;  

 d) Subterranean parking would cause greater significant construction-related air quality 
and noise impacts than the proposed project (refer to Section VI, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR);  

 e) Subterranean parking is much more expensive than structured parking—which is a 
practical difficulty for any project that is not publicly funded -- and would likely not eliminate 
the need for a height exception; and 

 f) Even if a stand-alone Target would  not exceed the 35-foot height limit, it would not 
serve the most important goals and purposes of the SNAP as it would not include a mix of retail 
uses or an 11,000 square-foot plaza.   

All of these practical difficulties are cited by CAPC, and credible evidence in the record supports 
the CAPC’s findings. 

Appellants question the CAPC’s conclusion that an effective mix of neighborhood-serving retail 
uses with a national brand regionally-serving retailer cannot be feasibly achieved without an 
exception to the 35-foot height limit.  As shown in Alternative B in the Draft EIR, the desired 
mix of retail uses within a 35-foot height limit would require the neighborhood-serving retail to 
be semi-subterranean—six feet below grade.  Such a design is not pedestrian friendly and would 
make the space undesirable to retail tenants and very difficult if not impossible to lease, as 
evidenced by the fact that there are no other projects in the vicinity with a similar configuration.  
A mix of neighborhood-serving retail uses with a national brand regionally-serving retailer with 
all retail uses at or above grade, even with subterranean parking, would exceed the 35-foot limit 
(refer to the Two-Level Retail with Underground Parking Alternative that the Draft EIR 
considered and rejected from further analysis as infeasible).  Consequently, the site cannot 
include the mix of uses called for by key stakeholders as well as good planning principles 
without an exception to the height limit. 

Appellants also claim that there is no evidence supporting the conclusion that subterranean 
parking is more expensive than at-grade structured parking.  The Applicant testified that a very 
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conservative preliminary estimate of the additional cost of below grade parking is approximately 
$5 million.  The City Council finds this testimony to be credible because the Applicant has 
extensive experience building Target stores.   

Appellants point to the Target store in West Hollywood as an example that Target has built 
subterranean parking with neighborhood-serving retail and a Target store above.  However, 
simply because Appellants’ preferred design was achieved in West Hollywood does not address 
whether that same design presents a practical difficulty on the subject property in Los Angeles, 
which is subject to a completely different set of land use regulations.  The fact that Target has 
recently designed and built the West Hollywood Target store is evidence that the Applicant is a 
credible source for information regarding the cost of subterranean parking and its relationship on 
overall project costs.  

The City Council finds that there is no credible evidence to contradict the Target’s testimony that 
subterranean parking is considerably more expensive than structured parking.  On the contrary, 
credible sources provide construction cost estimate data demonstrating that subterranean parking 
costs significantly more per square foot than does a parking garage. The Applicant provided a 
letter from Walker Parking Consultants dated October 31, 2012 corroborating that a subterranean 
parking structure of 458 stalls would be several million dollars more than an above-ground 
parking structure of the same size.  Walker Parking Consultants stated that the industry standard 
for quantifying the estimated costs of parking structures identifies a cost-per-parking space 
approach. Subterranean parking structures generally cost a higher multiple than above ground 
construction cost within a broad range from between $20,000 and up to $50,000 per space or 
more.  By contrast, above-ground parking generally costs between $8,500 and $22,000 per space.  
Using a conservative analysis of probable construction cost that did not account for land, design, 
or site discovery costs, Walker Parking Consultants estimated that the cost of providing 458 
parking stalls in a subterranean parking structure is approximately $13.2 million (458 stalls 
multiplied by $29,000 per parking stall) and the cost of providing 458 parking stalls in an above-
ground parking structure is approximately $5.6 million (458 stalls multiplied by $12,500 per 
parking stall).    This data corroborates the credible testimony of the Applicant that subterranean 
parking would significantly increase building costs.   

The significant increase in building costs associated with subterranean parking is a practical 
difficulty inconsistent with the intent and purpose of the SNAP.  First, subterranean parking 
would not eliminate the need for a height exception unless (a) ground-floor neighborhood 
serving retail uses were eliminated, contrary to key stakeholder input and good planning 
principles, (b)  ground-floor neighborhood serving retail uses were  placed 6 feet below grade 
(refer to the SNAP-Compliant Commercial Alternative in the Draft EIR, which was rejected as 
infeasible), or (c) the Target sales floor was significantly reduced (refer to the Single Level 
Retail alternative that was rejected as infeasible and not considered further in the Draft EIR).   
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Without neighborhood-serving retail uses and with a significant increase in parking costs due to 
the subterranean parking, the 11,000 square-foot pedestrian plaza would be eliminated.   

Appellants contend that this open space could be replaced on the roof.  The City Council finds 
that this would not be feasible due to the need to install rooftop equipment and elevator shafts on 
the roof.  Moreover, unlike a sidewalk-adjacent ground level plaza, rooftop open space would be 
neither easily accessible nor pedestrian-friendly.   

As demonstrated in the EIR, there is no feasible alternative that includes both retail uses and a 
Target of sufficient size to meet the project objectives that would meet the SNAP’s 35-foot 
height limit for commercial-only projects.  Although subterranean parking could reduce the 
height of the proposed Project, it would not eliminate the need for a height exception and would 
impose a significant and unnecessary cost burden on the Applicant in a project that is receiving 
no public funding.  The City Council finds that all of the foregoing is credible evidence of 
practical difficulties that justifies the exception.  

There are exceptional circumstances applicable to the intended use of the 
subject property that do not apply to generally to other property in the SNAP 
area 

Appellants contend that the CAPC erred in making this finding because there are no unnecessary 
hardships.  However, this finding does not require a showing of unnecessary hardships. Rather, it 
requires exceptional circumstances applicable to the intended use of the property that do not 
apply generally to other properties in the SNAP area.  In this case, there are special 
circumstances that apply to the site, including (a) the need to include ground floor retail uses and 
a 11,000 square-foot plaza based on key stakeholder input and in order to meet important 
pedestrian-friendly and neighborhood-serving goals of the SNAP and good planning principles , 
(b) the 6-foot grade differential on the site, which renders building that is 35 feet tall above grade 
for most of the site out of compliance with the SNAP, and (c) the site’s location at a key 
intersection of two major streets, which calls a destination use such as Target as well as 
pedestrian orientation.  These circumstances do apply to generally to other property in the SNAP 
area. 

Most of Appellants’ contentions have been addressed in the first finding above. The property 
cannot feasibly be put to the intended use as a combination of neighborhood-serving retail with a 
sufficiently-sized Target store and more pedestrian-friendly design without an exception to the 
height limit.  Target did not lease the subject property with the intention of seeking an exception 
to the height limitation, but instead developed the proposed use after input from key stakeholders 
desiring a combination of neighborhood-serving retail with a Target store and more pedestrian-
friendly design.  The alternatives studied in the Draft EIR demonstrate that a SNAP-compliant 
design that combines neighborhood-serving retail with a Target store is infeasible.  Credible 
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evidence supports the conclusion that subterranean parking would be very expensive and would 
not eliminate the need for a height exception unless an infeasible and unworkable project design 
is implemented or the Project is fundamentally changed to a stand-alone Target store with less 
floor area.   

With regard to other properties in the area, Appellants reference the Walgreens 
Pharmacy/Affordable Housing development on the northeast corner of Sunset Boulevard and 
Western Avenue as an example as evidence that subterranean parking is affordable.  That project 
was a public/private development involving millions of dollars of CRA/LA subsidies equal to 
over 30 percent of its development costs.  It was approved over 8 years ago, at a time when land 
costs in Hollywood were much lower than they are today.  It is therefore not a relevant 
comparison.  The other examples of subterranean parking cited by the Appellants, the Ralphs 
Shopping Center and Hollywood Western mixed use development, also involved substantial 
public subsidies and are not credible evidence that subterranean parking is feasible in this Project 
at this time.  Further, with the change in redevelopment law, the City Council finds that public 
subsidy is not available for this Project. 

An exception from the height limitation is necessary for the preservation and 
enjoyment of a substantial property right or use generally possessed by other 
property in the SNAP area in the same zone and vicinity but which because of 
special circumstances and unnecessary hardships or practical difficulties is 
denied the property in question 

The vicinity of the Project is the SNAP area, and the same zone is C2.  The SNAP permits a 
1.5:1 floor area ratio on the site.  However, the Applicant is proposing only a 1.15:1 floor area 
ratio, which is the minimum to meet the needs of the Project.   As noted above, there are special 
circumstances that apply to the site and practical difficulties that will result unless the exception 
is granted.  As discussed below, achieving this minimum floor area ratio is a substantial property 
right possessed by other property in the SNAP area in the same zone and vicinity.  

Other properties in the same zone and vicinity enjoy floor area ratios sufficient to meet their 
needs of the developments. Thus, each of these properties enjoys a substantial property right 
regarding the amount of permitted floor area ratio that the Applicant would be denied unless the 
exception is granted  

The Super 8 motel at 1538 Western Avenue (Western Avenue & Harold Way) is located on an 
identically-zoned lot as the project site, is 4 stories, and covers all of the 5,482 square-foot lot on 
which it is located, as well as half of the adjacent lot.  It is in Subarea B of the SNAP.  The Super 
8 motel is built to a floor area ratio of 2 to 1, which is higher than that of the Project.  

An approximate 75,000 square-foot Walgreens mixed use project is located on the northeast 
corner of Western Avenue and Sunset Boulevard on multiple lots with a combined lot area of 
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approximately 35,000 square feet.  It is 65 feet in height and is located in the C2 zone.  This 
project was granted multiple exceptions from the SNAP, as well as zone variances (Case No. 
APCC 2003-2145-ZV-SPE-SPP-SPR).  That project received exceptions from SNAP standards 
regarding façade articulation, transitional height, ground-level open space, reduced parking, 
bicycle parking, stepbacks, transparent building elements, and surface parking landscaping.  
(This is more exceptions than the Project is seeking.)  The floor area ratio for this project is 
approximately 2:1.  The Walgreens mixed-use project has a greater floor area ratio than the 
Project in order to meet its needs.    

The Kaiser Permanente facility on Sunset Boulevard between Vermont Avenue and Edgemont 
Street is located in the C2 zone and comprises of multi-story buildings of 6 and 7 stories 
covering all of the buildable lot area.  The floor area ratios for these buildings are approximately 
6:1.  These buildings are approximately 0.9 mile from the Project. 

The 400,000 square foot acute care hospital at 4650 Sunset Boulevard is 175 feet tall and has an 
overall floor area ratio of 2.2:1.  It is also located in the C2 zone.  

The Kaiser Permanente medical office building on the south side of Sunset Boulevard between 
Kenmore and Alexandria Avenues is a 6-story tower and parking structure in the C2 zone that 
occupies the entire block and enjoys a floor area ratio of approximately 3:1.  Furthermore, this 
development places its 6-story parking structure directly abutting the sidewalk. 

On the southwest corner of Sunset Boulevard and Alexandria Avenue is the CitiBank/Children’s 
Hospital medical office tower, which has a ground floor banking use, and structured parking 
above-ground.  It is in the C2 zone, reaches approximately 6 stories in height, and has a floor 
area ratio of approximately 3:1. 

The Hollywood Hotel at 1160 Vermont Avenue is located on 1.58-acre site zoned C2.  It is a 3-
story 130-room hotel with a large banquet room/restaurant and a 102-space surface parking lot.   
The floor area ratio of this project is approximately 1.5:1 FAR.  

A 6-story mixed-use project at 346 South Vermont Avenue is located on a C2 lot and has a floor 
area ratio of approximately 6:1. 

The Church of Scientology Center is located on C2-zoned lots along Fountain Avenue between 
L. Ron Hubbard Way and Catalina Streets.  It is 10 stories tall at the center with 8 story sections 
on each side.  It includes a large open plaza and grand stairway which, although much older than 
the proposed Project, is functionally comparable to the 11,000 square-foot plaza proposed by the 
Applicant.  This building is part of a complex that reaches well into the residentially zoned lots 
to the north.  However, the floor area ratio of the portions on the C2-zoned lot is at least 
approximately 6:1. 
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Appellants maintain that the Ralph’s project demonstrates that all the project objectives can be 
met and intended uses of the proposed Project could be included on a smaller lot with 
subterranean parking.  The finances of the two projects are not comparable.  The Ralph’s project  
was a public/private development involving CRA/LA subsidies equal to almost one-third of its 
development costs.  The Ralph’s project was approved over 10 years ago, at a time when land 
costs in Hollywood were much lower than they are today.  Even with this subsidy and lower land 
costs, it took over 10 years to complete this project due to financial issues.  Furthermore, that 
project is supported by two anchor tenants:  a major chain grocery store and a discount clothing 
store.  By contrast, the Project will receive no public subsidy, has only one anchor – a discount 
retailer – and is taking place at a time when land costs and construction costs are significantly 
higher than when the Ralph’s project  was approved.  Moreover, the Ralph’s project is located in 
the C4 zone, not the C2 zone.  Further, following the change in redevelopment law the City 
Council finds that public subsidy is not available for this Project. 

Granting an exception to the 35-foot height limit would not be detrimental to 
the public welfare and injurious to the property or improvements adjacent to or 
in the vicinity of the subject property 

Appellants maintain that because the Project would have a significant impact to some public 
views, the CAPC erred in making the above finding.  The City Council finds that public welfare 
does not depend on preserving every existing public view.  A balanced approach requires 
encouraging new development on under-utilized properties, considering the needs of the 
developer and the community, and evaluating the severity of environmental impacts to ultimately 
determine whether such impacts are detrimental to the public welfare and injurious to nearby 
properties.  The CAPC properly balanced these considerations and correctly determined, based 
on credible evidence, that despite a significant impact to some limited public views, that the 
Project would not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to nearby properties.   

Of particular importance in making this determination is the lack of severity of the impact.  Draft 
EIR Section IV.B acknowledges that there are locations in the areas located south of the project 
site where the Project could result in intermittent reduction in visual access to the Hollywood 
Hills and Hollywood sign from public viewing locations and concludes that this impact would be 
significant and unavoidable.  Response to Comment 8-16 in the Final EIR demonstrates that such 
views are not expansive views, but are intermittent and unobstructed views such as found all 
along Western Avenue.  The Draft EIR also points out, that from most southern vantage points 
the view is already obstructed and that most currently unobstructed views will remain 
unobstructed.  In addition, the Draft EIR’s discussion of Alternative B concludes that even a 
SNAP-compliant project would have significant and unavoidable impacts to views from those 
select vantage points affected by any development of the project site.  For all these reasons, the 
City Council finds this significant public view impact is not detrimental to public welfare or 
injurious to nearby properties.   
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Granting an exception to the SNAP’s 35-foot height limitation will be consistent 
with the principles, intent, goals and purposes of the SNAP and applicable 
elements of the General Plan 

As set forth above and as set forth throughout the CAPC’s determination, the Project is 
consistent with and promotes important principles, intent goals and purposes of the SNAP.  The 
height exception will allow the Applicant to include pedestrian-oriented features into the Project, 
including an 11,000 square-foot plaza with seating, wide sidewalks, and a mix of pedestrian 
oriented ground floor retail.  Appellants provide no credible evidence that the exception is 
inconsistent with the SNAPs principles and goals.  By contrast, Section IV.G, Tables IV.G-4 
through IV.G-6, provide credible evidence that the proposed project is consistent with the most 
important  principles and goals of the SNAP and is consistent with the General Plan. 

Credible  Evidence Supports Granting an Exception to the SNAP’s Additional 
Parking Requirements  

Strict application of the SNAP’s increased parking requirements requirement 
would result in practical difficulties inconsistent with intent and purpose of the 
SNAP 

The City Council finds that the Applicant’s testimony and written information is credible 
evidence that the typical parking demand for a Target store exceeds the maximum amount 
otherwise allowed under the SNAP.  In addition, the proposed amount of parking needed to meet 
projected demand is based on ITE parking demand values.  The SNAP’s maximum parking 
requirement does not reflect the higher parking demand of discount stores like Target. Therefore, 
strict compliance with this SNAP standard could potentially result in spillover parking impacts in 
the surrounding neighborhoods that would be inconsistent with the SNAP’s intent and purpose. 

The required minimum parking ratio for the Project under the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(“LAMC”) is two parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of retail or restaurant uses, or 
approximately 386 spaces (see Final EIR Response to Comment 8-23).  The Project proposes 
458 parking stalls, which exceeds this requirement by 72 parking spaces.  By contrast, the SNAP 
would limit the proposed project to a maximum of 386 parking spaces. Therefore, the Project 
needs a Specific Plan Exception to allow for the additional 72 parking spaces above the SNAP’s 
maximum parking requirements.  

As discussed in Final EIR Response to Comment 8-29, the peak parking demand for the 
proposed project, which occurs on a typical Saturday shopping day, would be 531 parking 
spaces; 2.70 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet for the Target store (442 parking spaces) and 
2.87 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet for the remaining ground floor retail and restaurant 
uses (89 parking spaces).  The proposed 458 parking spaces for the Project represent a 14% 
reduction in this peak parking demand. As this peak demand does not take into account the 
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Project’s proximity to transit, the EIR determined such a reduction to be appropriate, based on 
the Project’s location in a transit oriented development area and the Project’s design features to 
promote walkability.  Thus, it would impose a practical difficulty to limit Project parking to the 
386 spaces allowed by the SNAP because 386 spaces would be less than projected peak parking 
demand.  Providing 458 spaces balances the need for the Project to provide sufficient parking to 
meet Target’s operational needs (as determined based on Target’s experience), the desire to 
reduce the potential for spillover parking that could potentially affect neighboring properties, and 
the SNAP’s intent to encourage non-automobile travel.  

There are exceptional circumstances applicable to the intended use of the 
subject property that do not apply to generally to other property in the SNAP 
area 

The SNAP’s required 386 parking spaces falls significantly below the peak demand for the 
proposed Target store, which has been determined using ITE parking demand models and 
Target’s own credible information regarding the parking demand for a Target store. The City 
Council finds that this  to be an exceptional circumstance.   

 An exception from the parking limitations is necessary for the preservation and 
enjoyment of a substantial property right or use generally possessed by other 
property in the SNAP area in the same zone and vicinity but which because of 
special circumstances and unnecessary hardships or practical difficulties is 
denied the property in question 

The Home Depot on Sunset Boulevard and the Food 4 Less store at 5420 Sunset Boulevard both 
exceed the SNAP parking requirements and thereby provide sufficient parking.  Appellants 
contend that in making this finding, the City must identify other large retailers in the SNAP area 
that were established after adoption of the SNAP.  The City Council finds that it is not relevant 
that the other large national chain retailers in the SNAP area may have been established before 
the SNAP was adopted.  The finding calls for a comparison of existing uses; it does not limit that 
comparison only to uses established after the SNAP.  The relevant comparison is to the rights 
enjoyed by other property in the same zone and vicinity.  The ability to provide parking in order 
to meet parking demand is a substantial property right and use possessed by every other large 
retailer in the area.  Limiting the Project’s parking to the SNAP’s maximum would result in 
practical difficulties because it would render Target incapable of meeting peak parking demand.  
These practical difficulties arise from the special circumstance that Target’s demonstrated peak 
parking demand exceeds the maximum number allowed under the SNAP. 
 



17 

 

Granting an exception to the SNAP’s parking limitation would not be 
detrimental to the public welfare and injurious to the property or improvements 
adjacent to or in the vicinity of the subject property 

Appellants maintain, without providing any supporting factual data, that granting the exception 
will encourage traffic trips and discourage alternatives to auto-dependence. The City Council 
does not find Appellant’s contention to be credible.  Strict application of the SNAPs parking 
limitation would result in a shortage of parking at peak times, which could be detrimental to the 
public welfare and other properties in the vicinity. Providing sufficient parking will improve the 
public welfare.  

The proposed amount of parking balances the need to provide sufficient parking to meet peak 
demand with the objective of encouraging alternatives to auto use.   The proposed 458 parking 
spaces represents a 14% reduction in this peak parking demand, which is appropriate based on 
the Project’s location in a transit oriented development area and the Project’s design features to 
promote walkability. 

Granting an exception to the SNAP’s parking limitation will be consistent with 
the principles and goals of the SNAP and applicable elements of the General 
Plan 

Granting the requested exception to the SNAP’s parking limitation is consistent with the transit-
oriented goals of the SNAP.  The Project’s parking supply balances the need to provide sufficient 
parking to meet peak demand with the objective of encouraging alternatives to auto use.  The 
proposed 458 parking spaces for the project represent a 14% reduction in this peak parking 
demand.  As this peak demand does not take into account the Project’s proximity to transit, the 
EIR determined that such a reduction is appropriate based on the Project’s location in a transit 
oriented development area and the Project’s design features to promote walkability.  This 
encourages trip reduction without causing adverse impacts due to insufficient parking.  

Credible Evidence Supports Granting the Applicant’s Requested Exceptions to 
SNAP Development Standards and Guidelines 

In addition to the SNAP itself, the City has adopted Development Standards and Design 
Guidelines for the SNAP area.  The Applicant requests deviations from two of the twenty-one 
SNAP Development Standards for Subarea C:  Development Standard No. 6 (Building Design) 
and Development Standard No. 19 (hours of operation).   

The Development Standards are not inflexible as Appellant’s contend. Section IX of the 
Development Standards and Design Guidelines state that valid reasons for requesting relief from 
the Guidelines include aesthetics or architectural intent; practical or logistical concerns that 
emerge as a consequence of physical limitations of a site; or other design related issues that 
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develop over time and were not anticipated by the Design Guidelines.  Further, Development 
Standard Number 6 states that its purpose is to ensure that a project avoids large blank expanses 
of building walls, is designed in harmony with the surrounding neighborhood, and contributes to 
a lively pedestrian friendly atmosphere.  It then goes on to enumerate the sub-elements that serve 
this purpose.  Therefore, a balanced approach, considering the intent of the Development 
Standards and the degree to which a proposal complies with the standards against the needs of 
the Project, is appropriate when making the requisite findings.  Each Development Standard 
reflects an underlying design principle, and each requested deviation from the specific standard 
must be analyzed to determine whether it is consistent with such underlying design principle. 
 

 Building Design Standards 

Development Standard No. 6 contains six enumerated Building Design sub-elements, of which 
the Applicant requests relief  from four.  Contrary to Appellants’ contention, it was not improper 
for the CAPC to group the Building Design exceptions into a single set of findings because the 
SNAP Development Standards also groups these elements all into one single Development 
Standard – Development Standard No. 6.  In fact, the findings follow the format of the 
Development Standards. 

The Applicant is seeking relief from four Development Standards that do not reflect the special 
and unique circumstance of a unified development on a lot that comprises an entire City block 
within the SNAP area and which fronts on two major commercial thoroughfares.  In order to 
fulfill other goals and intents of the SNAP—as articulated in the CAPC’s findings—relief from 
some of the Building Design elements is necessary.  The underlying design principle of the 
Development Standard No. 6 regarding Building Design is to avoid the appearance of solid 
unarticulated walls and to contribute to a lively pedestrian friendly atmosphere.  Although the 
Applicant requests relief from some of the Building Design sub-elements, the proposed design of 
the Project remains  consistent with the underlying principles.  The Applicant is merely seeking 
to be able to meet these principles with another design solution not expressly contemplated in the 
SNAP. 

The Project meets or exceeds the transparency requirements along Sunset Boulevard and 
Western Avenue—where transparency is most important because building façade articulation 
and transparency is most important along the primary commercial frontages.  The transparency 
will allow pedestrians walking on the sidewalk to look into the adjoining business; this will help 
activate the frontage, enhance the pedestrian experience, and promote walkability.  An exception 
allowing only 24 percent transparency on St. Andrews Place is appropriate because requiring 50 
percent transparency would require windows into the parking structure—which is not consistent 
with the underlying design principle of the applicable Development Standard. 
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A unified development comprising an entire block along Sunset Boulevard is a special and 
unique circumstance within the SNAP area.  Requiring the balconies and canopies along this 
frontage to be no higher than 30 feet presents an undue hardship and practical difficulty because 
such balconies and canopies would not be effective in reducing the effects of massing above 30 
feet.  The Project is a multi-level project with an 11,000 square-foot pedestrian plaza along the 
Sunset Boulevard frontage, and Applicant proposes a large canopy over the pedestrian plaza as 
well as second level terraces.  All of these elements articulate the façade and avoid the 
appearance of a large blank wall above 30 feet.   

A unified commercial development comprising an entire city block is a special and unique 
circumstance within the SNAP area, and requiring that the second floors be stepped back 10 feet 
would be an undue hardship and practical difficulty because this would unnecessarily limit the 
available floor area of the upper floors.  The underlying purpose of the stepback requirement is 
to avoid the appearance of unarticulated large blank walls.  This purpose is adequately served by 
display boxes, second floor terraces, and street level canopies over first floor retail.   

The proposed Project complies with the Development Standard No. 6’s sub-element requiring 
that rooflines over 40 feet must be broken up through the use of gables, dormers, cut-outs, or 
other appropriate means.   Development Standard No. 6 does not require gables, dormers, cut-
outs as the only means to break up the appearance of rooflines.  The Project’s roofline is broken 
up and articulated through the use of varying vertical and horizontal planes, which give the 
appearance of a broken roofline.  This approach could be deemed an appropriate other means 
within the context of this Development Standard.  Nevertheless, to be conservative the Applicant 
sought an exception from this standard.  In any event, the required finding can be made.  A large 
national chain discount retailer on the upper floor of a unified commercial development 
comprising an entire City block is a special and unique circumstance in the SNAP area.  
Requiring a physically articulated roofline would necessarily lower the available floor area and 
average height of the store and unnecessarily impose a hardship and practical difficulty upon the 
intended use.   

Appellants incorrectly imply that the proposed 15-foot sidewalks and the Applicant’s proposed 
landscape plan would not provide the lively pedestrian-friendly environment envisioned by the 
SNAP compared to the existing sidewalks and existing street trees.  The existing Canary Date 
Palm trees are not protected trees, and provide no shade.  By contrast, the proposed street tree 
plan includes Canary Date Palm trees as well as Mexican Fan Palm trees, London Plane trees, 
Valley Oak trees, and Walnut trees.  The Applicant’s landscape and street tree plan provides 
credible evidence supporting the findings. 

Appellants incorrectly contend that the findings are in error with regard to the access ramp along 
St. Andrews Place.  The findings accurately state that St. Andrews Pace is minimally traveled by 
pedestrian and vehicles.  The statement is meant as a comparison to the amount of pedestrians 
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and vehicles on Sunset Boulevard and Western Avenue.  That some day laborers, pedestrians, 
and vehicles to travel on St. Andrews Place may be true, but placing the access ramps on St. 
Andrews Place where far less pedestrians and vehicles travel compared to Sunset Boulevard and 
Western Avenue is appropriate with regard to minimizing the risk of injury to pedestrians and 
interference with access to other properties.   

  
 

Hours of Operation 

There are other large retail stores in the SNAP area that are allowed delivery hours outside the 
hours prescribed in the Development Standard No 19.  Requiring Target to limit its hours would 
create an unnecessary hardship.  Strict compliance is not necessary to meet the intent of the 
SNAP, It would also create a hardship because it would require Target to receive deliveries only 
during business hours when customers are present while other larger retailers are not subject to 
the requirement.  Appellants claim that the fact that Food 4 Less is open 24 hours per day and the 
fact that Home Depot receives deliveries outside normal business hour are not relevant because 
those uses predate adoption of the SNAP.  However, the requisite findings call for a comparison 
of existing uses and are not just those existing uses established after adoption of the SNAP.  In 
addition to the Food 4 Less store and Home Depot, the Ralph’s grocery store at Hollywood 
Boulevard and Western Avenue is open 24 hours per day.   Thus, deliveries outside normal 
business hours are a substantial property right enjoyed by other comparable uses in the SNAP 
area. 

Strict application of the SNAP standard regarding hours of operation for delivery is not 
necessary to preserve the underlying purpose of Development Standard No. 19, which is to avoid 
noise and disturbance impacts to neighbors associated with early deliveries.   Allowing early 
deliveries at the Project is not at odds with this purpose because deliveries would occur entirely 
within an enclosed area.  Therefore, adjoining properties will not be adversely affected.  

Pursuant to Section IX of the SNAP Guidelines, the City Council finds, with respect to the 
exceptions from SNAP Development Standard Nos. 6 and 19: 

The Project, as modified, will be substantially in conformance with 
the goals, policies and intent of the Specific Plan, appropriate Community 
Plan and General Plan 

 
Tables IV.G-4 and IV.G-5 of the Draft EIR provide substantial evidence that the proposed 
Project is substantially conforms to the goals, policies, and intent of the General Plan Framework 
and Hollywood Community Plan.  Table IV.G-6 of the Draft EIR demonstrates that the proposed 
Project also substantially conforms to the goals, policies, and intent of the Updated Hollywood 
Community Plan.  In addition, CAPC Site Plan Review Finding “b” (which is not challenged by 
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Appellants) provides additional credible evidence that the proposed Project is consistent with the 
General Plan. 
 
The SNAP and its associated Vermont/Western Transit Oriented District Specific Plan 
Development Standards and Design Guidelines contain over 40 development and design 
standards applicable to Subarea C.  The Project complies with all but a handful of these 
standards.   As set forth in these findings above and in the Section G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, 
the proposed Project substantially conforms to the goals, policies, purposes, and intent of the 
SNAP. 

 The Project promotes and serves the design purposes of the SNAP by incorporating facade 
treatments on all four sides, consisting of varying elements such as display windows, balconies, 
overhangs, landscaping and vine treatments and by using colors and materials that provide a 
pleasing and varied design.  These features are designed to promote a lively center with an urban 
streetscape and would break up the massing of the Project.  None of the exceptions from the 
Building Standards requested by the Applicant undermine the Project’s consistency with this 
goal. 

The underlying design principle of the Development Standard No. 6 regarding Building Design 
is to avoid the appearance of solid unarticulated walls and to contribute to a lively pedestrian 
friendly atmosphere.  Although the Applicant requests relief from some of the Building Design 
sub-elements, the proposed design of the Project is consistent with the underlying principles.  
The Applicant is merely seeking to be able to meet these principles with another design solution 
not expressly contemplated in the SNAP. 

The underlying purpose of Development Standard No. 19 is to avoid noise and disturbance 
impacts to neighbors associated with early deliveries.  However, allowing early deliveries at the 
Project is not at odds with this purpose because deliveries would occur entirely within an 
enclosed area.   

The Project, as a consequence of the modification or Exception, will 
not result in any additional vehicle trip generation, parking, density, building 
mass, height, or bulk  
 

None of the deviations from the SNAP Building Standards sought by the Applicant are related to 
vehicle trip generation, parking, density, or building height.  The exceptions to Development 
Standard No. 6 regard transparency requirements, the height of balconies, second floor 
stepbacks, and broken rooflines.  Of these, only the requested relief from second floor stepbacks 
and broken roofline provisions implicate building mass and bulk.  However, the requested 
exceptions will not result in additional building mass or bulk because the Applicant is will break 
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up the roofline and mass of the building with other design approaches that are not expressly 
contemplated in, but are nonetheless consistent with, the SNAP Development Standards. 
 
Allowing early deliveries to an entirely enclosed area within the Project is not related to parking, 
density, or building mass, height, or bulk.  The requested deviation will not generate additional 
vehicle trips. The amount of delivery trips will be the same regardless of whether they arrive 
during the hours allowed by the SNAP or the hours requested by the Applicant.  Granting the 
requested deviation would likely have a net beneficial impact on vehicle trips by allowing 
deliveries before the a.m. peak hours, when traffic on surrounding streets is heavier.  
 

The Project as modified will continue to be pedestrian and transit 
oriented, especially in the design and configuration of the street level 
facades and provision of open space and landscaping 

 
Some of the principal features of the proposed Project design are an 11,000 square-foot 
pedestrian plaza, balconies, overhangs, landscaping, and vine treatments.  The Project also 
creates an active retail and pedestrian frontage along Western Avenue and Sunset Boulevard 
where there currently exists a large expanse of surface parking between the sidewalk and existing 
retail uses.  As previously stated, the Project is a transit-friendly development as envisioned by 
the SNAP.  The Project infill development location three blocks south of the Hollywood/Western 
Metro Center station and in an area served by several Metro bus lines and DASH lines facilitates 
access for future employees and visitors to the project site.  These features, along with the 
Project’s retail, restaurant, and other amenities for residents, employees, and visitors, will reduce 
vehicle trips, vehicle miles travelled, and related emissions.  As set forth in Section IV.G of the 
Draft EIR, the Project is also consistent with SCAG’s Compass Growth Vision goal to improve 
mobility for all residents, which is further evidence that Project is transit-friendly.  Also, Section 
IV.G of the draft EIR provides substantial evidence of that the proposed Project is consistent 
with the City’s Walkability Checklist, which is a primary tool for creating pedestrian-oriented 
environments.  
 
The underlying design principle of the Development Standard No. 6 regarding Building Design 
is to avoid the appearance of solid unarticulated walls and to contribute to a lively pedestrian 
friendly atmosphere.  Although the Applicant requests relief from some of the Building Design 
sub-elements, the proposed design of the Project remains consistent with the underlying 
principles.  The Applicant is merely seeking to be able to meet these principles with another 
design solution not expressly contemplated in the SNAP.  Therefore, as the Project will continue 
to be pedestrian and transit oriented with the requested exceptions from Development Standard 
No. 6  
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The requested deviation from the SNAP’s established delivery hours do not relate directly to 
pedestrian and transit oriented factors articulated in requisite finding.  However, allowing 
deliveries before the a.m. peak hours as requested by the Applicant may reduce the potential 
conflict  between pedestrians in the vicinity and delivery vehicles—thereby improving the 
Project’s pedestrian orientation.  Therefore, even with the requested exceptions from 
Development Standard Nos. 19, the Project will continue to be pedestrian oriented. 
  

The Project as modified will be in proper relation to adjacent uses or 
to the development or the community 

 
The community is highly-developed urban area.  General land uses in the vicinity of the Project 
site include a mix of high-density commercial and retail uses, mixed-use commercial and 
residential projects, government and institutional uses as well as residential uses ranging from 
one story to five stories.  
 
CAPC Site Plan Review Finding “d” includes credible evidence that the proposed Project (as 
modified by deviations from the Building Standards) is proposer in relation to adjacent uses or 
the community.  The specific design features referenced by the CAPC regarding the proposed 
landscaping, its articulated design, its streetscape plan and pedestrian plaza represent good 
planning principles and are all compatible with  existing and future development.  The Project 
will revitalize its Sunset and Western frontages by eliminating the existing large surface parking 
areas separating the sidewalk from retail uses.  The Project would create a streetscape that is a 
vast improvement over existing conditions and compatible with existing and future development. 
 
The underlying design principle of the Development Standard No. 6 regarding Building Design 
is to avoid the appearance of solid unarticulated walls and to contribute to a lively pedestrian 
friendly atmosphere.  Although the Applicant requests relief from some of the Building Design 
sub-elements, the proposed design of the Project remains consistent with the underlying 
principles.  The Applicant is merely seeking to be able to meet these principles with another 
design solution not expressly contemplated in, but is consistent with, the SNAP.  Therefore, the 
Project will continue to be proper relation to adjacent uses with the requested exceptions from 
Development Standard No. 6  

The enclosed loading and delivery area of the Project is located on DeLongpre across from a US 
Postal Service facility which also commences its operations in the early morning hours. Granting 
the requested deviation from the SNAP’s permitted delivery hours will be proper in relation to 
this adjacent use.  Allowing early deliveries at the Project is proper in relation to the Assistance 
League of Southern California facility because deliveries would occur entirely within an 
enclosed area.  Therefore, adjoining properties will not be adversely affected by granting the 
exception, and the Project will continue to be proper relation to adjacent uses. 
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The Project as modified will be desirable to the public convenience 
or welfare 
 

The Project will revitalize an entire City block and one corner at the intersection of Sunset 
Boulevard and Western Avenue.  The Project will replace underutilized buildings and an expanse 
of surface parking separating retail uses from the street frontage, and establish a streetscape that 
is a vast improvement over existing conditions and compatible with existing and future 
development. The proposed Target store and local serving retail uses will provide convenient 
new retail shopping opportunities with a national brand retailer serving as an anchor to provide 
long-term stability. The proposed Project will also include an 11,000 square-foot pedestrian 
plaza that will activate the southwest corner of Sunset Boulevard and Western Avenue.  The 
Project would create a streetscape that is a vast improvement over existing conditions and will be 
desirable to the public convenience and welfare. 
 
Employment opportunities are among the most important elements of public welfare.  The 
proposed Project would bring approximately 400 temporary construction jobs and 250 
permanent jobs to the SNAP area.  None of the requested exceptions from Development 
Standard Nos. 6 and 19 undermine this important contribution to public welfare. 
 
The requested exceptions to Development Standard No. 6 do not directly relate to public welfare, 
but rather to local design aesthetics and compatibility. The underlying design principle of the 
Development Standard No. 6 regarding Building Design is to avoid the appearance of solid 
unarticulated walls and to contribute to a lively pedestrian friendly atmosphere.  Although the 
Applicant requests relief from some of the Building Design sub-elements, the proposed design of 
the Project is consistent with the underlying principles and will not result in any adverse 
aesthetic impacts.  Therefore, the Project as modified will be desirable to the public convenience 
and welfare. 

Allowing deliveries before the am peak hours will have reduced delivery vehicle trips during the 
peak hour and avoid conflicts with customers. Deliveries will take place entirely within an 
enclosed area and will not adversely affect neighboring properties.  Therefore, granting the 
requested exception  from the SNAP’s delivery hours will be desirable to the public convenience 
and welfare.  
 

The Project as modified will not be materially detrimental to the 
character of development in the immediate neighborhood 

The Project will revitalize its Sunset and Western frontages eliminating the existing large surface 
parking areas separating the sidewalk from retail uses.  The Project would create a streetscape 
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that is a vast improvement over existing conditions and improve the character of the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

CAPC Specific Plan Exception Finding 5.d and the above Supplemental Specific Plan Exception 
Finding cite credible evidence that the Project as modified by deviation from the applicable 
Building Standard will not be detrimental to the character of development in the immediate 
neighborhood.  Furthermore, the exceptions being sought by the Applicant do not directly relate 
to public welfare, but rather to local design aesthetics and compatibility. The underlying design 
principle of the Development Standard No 6 regarding Building Design is to avoid the 
appearance of solid unarticulated walls and to contribute to a lively pedestrian friendly 
atmosphere.  Although the Applicant requests relief from some of the Building Design sub-
elements, the proposed design of the Project is consistent with the underlying principles and will 
not result in any adverse aesthetic impacts.  Therefore, granting the requested exception to 
Development Standard No. 6 will not be materially detrimental to the character of development 
in the immediate neighborhood 

The enclosed loading and delivery area of the Project is located on DeLongpre across from a US 
Postal Service facility which also commences its operations in the early morning hours. Granting 
the requested deviation from the SNAP’s permitted delivery hours will not adversely impact this 
adjacent use.  Further, early delivery hours would not adversely impact other properties in the 
vicinity because deliveries would occur entirely within an enclosed area.  Therefore, granting the 
requested exception to Development Standard No. 6 will not be materially detrimental to the 
character of development in the immediate neighborhood. 

SITE PLAN REVIEW 

Appellants challenge Site Plan Review Findings Nos. 1, 4, and 5.  Appellant’s challenge to Site 
Plan Review Finding No. 5 essentially restates Appellants’ arguments that the environmental 
review is inadequate.  These claims are addressed in the CEQA findings adopted by the CAPC 
and the supplemental CEQA findings below. 

The Project complies with all applicable provisions of this Code and any applicable 
Specific Plan 

Appellants maintain that this finding can never be made for any project that requests exceptions 
from an applicable Specific Plan.  In establishing the Site Plan Review procedures, the City did 
not intend the finding to be so narrowly interpreted.  Compliance and consistency are not 
synonymous.  To the contrary, the SNAP expressly allows exceptions from its requirements and 
development standards.  Applications for exceptions from SNAP development standards do not 
violate the SNAP, but rather comply with the processes established in SNAP Section 12 and 
Development and Design Guidelines Section IX.  The CAPC correctly found that once such 
exceptions are approved, the Project is deemed to comply with applicable provisions of the 
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SNAP despite the fact that some elements of the Project would otherwise not be consistent with 
some of the standards in the SNAP. 

Appellants maintain that the CAPC incorrectly found that the area is designated for higher 
density than the Project proposes.  In the context of commercial development, density is 
measured by floor area ratio.  The proposed project’s floor area ratio is 1.15:1, which is lower 
than the 1.5:1 FAR allowed for commercial developments.  Furthermore, the SNAP does 
promote density—allowing 75-foot height limits and a 3.0:1 FAR for mixed use projects.  

Appellants contend that the Project is attempting to avoid paying the in lieu fee for child care 
facilities required by the SNAP.  In fact, Condition 133 specifically requires the Applicant to 
either establish a child care facility on-site or pay the in lieu fee.  The fee will be determined by 
the Recreation and Parks Commission, and payment of the fee will be required prior to the 
issuance of building permits. 

Appellants maintain that the Project does not pay school fees.  Although the Project is not a 
residential project, even commercial projects are required to pay school fees as part of the regular 
permitting process pursuant to Education Code section 17620. 

Appellants claim that reducing one 20-foot sidewalk to 15 feet renders it impossible to find that 
the project is a pedestrian-friendly, livable, and walkable.  Currently, the sidewalks on Sunset 
Boulevard and Western Avenue are not integrated with the land uses on-site, but are instead 
separated by 3-foot masonry wall.  The Applicant proposes an 11,000 square-foot plaza and an 
activated streetscape with more diverse urban tree planting than currently exists, as well as more 
active ground-floor retail and open air amenities than currently exist.  These facts support the 
finding that the Project is pedestrian-friendly, livable, and walkable. 

The Project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including 
height, bulk, and setbacks) off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, 
landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements, which is or 
will be compatible with existing and future development on neighboring properties 

The requisite finding requires an assessment of the overall arrangement of buildings for the 
purpose of determining compatibility.  The CAPC correctly found that the Project is compatible 
with existing and future development.  The specific design features referenced by the CAPC 
regarding the proposed landscaping, its articulated design, its streetscape plan and pedestrian 
plaza represent good planning principles and are all compatible with  existing and future 
development.  All recent and future development has been or will be reviewed for consistency 
with the SNAP under the project permit compliance process and will incorporate similar 
features.  For example, the Sunset at St. Andrews development and Yogurtland strip located 
across Sunset Boulevard from the Project (although small and single story) each incorporate 
pedestrian friendly features, consistent with SNAP, such as integrating articulated retail frontage 
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closer to the sidewalk and including outdoor areas for pedestrians.  The Project will revitalize its 
Sunset and Western frontages in a similar way by eliminating the existing large surface parking 
areas separating the sidewalk from retail uses.  The Project may comprise an entire city block, 
but it nevertheless would create a streetscape that is a vast improvement over existing conditions 
and compatible with existing and future development.   

Contrary to Appellants’ assertion, the CAPC appropriately references that the SNAP permits 
mixed-use projects to reach 75 feet in height and achieve a floor area ration of 3.0:1.  The 
comparison is made to show that density and scale is permitted in the SNAP area, that the SNAP 
is not properly characterized as a Specific Plan intended to maintain low densities. 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT—BEER AND WINE SALES 

Appellants mischaracterize the conditional use permit findings with the separate and distinct 
finding of Public Convenience and Necessity.  A Public Convenience and Necessity finding is 
made separately by the City Council at a later time.  Nevertheless, Appellants’ concerns 
regarding the concentration of alcohol licenses and crime statistics in the applicable census tract 
are equally applicable to conditional use permit findings. 

The key finding regards whether any overconcentration alcohol licenses in a particular area is 
undue.  Granting a conditional use permit for beer and wine sales to national brand retailer of 
personal and household goods does not result in an undue overconcentration for all the reasons 
set forth in the Area Planning Commission’s findings.  Most particularly, the census tract is 
located in a highly urbanized area that is both a local and regional destination.  In such 
circumstances, having a higher number of alcohol licenses than are allocated by census tract does 
not constitute an undue concentration.   

  CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

Cumulative Impacts  

Appellants contend that the NBC Universal Evolution Plan and the Hollywood CAP Park 
projects were improperly omitted from the list of related projects in the Draft EIR.  They claim 
that such omission results in an inadequate and incomplete cumulative analysis.  Comprehensive 
responses to each claim are provided in Final EIR Response to Comment 8-12. 

NBC Universal Evolution Plan 

The NBC Universal Evolution Plan project (“NBC Project”) prepared an environmental impact 
report that was considered in the development of the related project listing for the proposed 
Target Project.  The NBC Project Draft EIR shows the estimated traffic generated by that project 
in year 2030 would occur outside of the traffic study area of the proposed Target Project.  No 
study intersections in the proposed Target Project traffic analysis overlap with the 164 
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intersections studied in the NBC Project traffic report.  The closest Hollywood intersections 
studied by the NBC Project traffic report are located approximately one mile west of the 
proposed Target Project along the Cahuenga Boulevard corridor.  Traffic flow projections 
prepared for the NBC Project were reviewed by the Target Project Traffic Engineer and clearly 
indicate that traffic from the NBC Project would have no traffic impact on the intersections 
analyzed in the proposed Project traffic analysis. 

Appellants’ contentions regarding the cumulative impacts of the NBC Universal Project are not 
supported by any evidence.  In contrast, credible evidence supports the conclusion that that 
traffic from the NBC Project would have no cumulative traffic impact relationship with the 
intersections analyzed in the proposed Target Project traffic analysis.  The NBC Project was, 
therefore, properly excluded from the related projects list. 

Hollywood Central Park  

Appellants assert that the proposal for a Hollywood Central Park (the “CAP Park”) must be 
included as a related project in the cumulative analysis.  The CAP Park is a concept to construct 
a 44-acre park over a portion of the Hollywood Freeway that is presently in the preliminary 
planning and conceptual evaluation stages.  Identifying related projects and establishing the 
environmental setting for a project is done at the commencement of the CEQA process.  The 
CEQA process for this Project commenced on the date the City published the Notice of 
Preparation of the Project EIR – December 6, 2010.  As of that date, the CAP Park was not 
funded and no CEQA review of the CAP Park had commenced.  Although there may be  public 
support for the CAP Park, and some funds have been raised, CEQA review has not yet 
commenced and the CAP Park is not funded.   

The primary agency advocating for the CAP Park was the Community Redevelopment Agency 
of the City of Los Angeles (“CRA/LA”) – which has since been eliminated by State legislation.  
According to the CAP Park’s own website, its future is uncertain. 

“On December 15, 2011, the CRA/LA Board of Commissioners approved $2 million 
dollars to initiate the Park’s EIR.  The Council approved the expenditure on December 
16.  And it was signed by the Mayor.  However, on December 29th, the California 
Supreme Court upheld the legislature’s right to abolish redevelopment agencies, effective 
February 1, 2012.” 

“The California Supreme Court ruling [upholding the elimination of Redevelopment 
Agencies] leaves many issues to be resolved, including the Park’s EIR funding.” 

As recently as December 15, 2011, the CRA/LA specifically stated that the steps taken toward 
development of the CAP Park “does not constitute a ‘project’ as defined by CEQA.”  At that 
time, the CRA/LA was seeking authorization to enter into a tri-party Memorandum of 
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Understanding with the City of Los Angeles and Friends of the Hollywood CAP Park.  In its 
December 15, 2011 communication to the City Council, the CRA/LA concluded that its 
requested action is not a “project” under CEQA and is only being taken to provide “the resources 
to prepare the necessary environmental reviews of any requested future actions.”    

Appellants correctly reference that the City Council recently approved $825,000 of funding for 
the CAP Park and that the Aileen Getty Foundation donated $1.2 million to fund the Cap Park 
EIR, but such funding comes 18 months after the environmental setting of the proposed Project 
is established by the NOP and the CAP Park environmental review still has not commenced.  
Furthermore, feasibility study estimates establish the cost of building the CAP Park between 
$949 million to $1.15 billion.  The amount recently allocated by the City Council and Aileen 
Getty Foundation represents significantly less than 1 percent of the cost of the CAP Park. 

Therefore, the Cap Park is not appropriate for inclusion in a cumulative impacts analysis because 
it was not a reasonably foreseeable project at the time the environmental setting was established 
and because ultimate development of the CAP park remains speculative.   

Employment Figures 

The Applicant has explained the difference in the employment figures identified by Appellants.  
The Project will generate approximately 250 permanent full-time and part-time jobs and 
approximately 850 temporary construction jobs.   The Applicant has clarified these numbers in 
subsequent testimony and correspondence.  Contrary to Appellants’ contention, the two different 
numbers do not raise concerns over holiday employee parking overflow.  Appellants speculate 
without reference to facts or evidence that holiday parking demand requires mitigation and 
recirculation of the Draft EIR.  However, no credible evidence supports this speculation.   

Alternatives 

Appellants suggest their preferred alternatives, but do not provide any credible evidence that 
these preferred alternatives would substantially reduce or avoid the Project’s significant impacts.  
CEQA requires analysis of a reasonable range of only those alternatives that would substantially 
reduce or avoid the significant impacts of a project.  The City Council finds that the range of 
alternatives analyzed in the EIR is reasonable. 

The Draft EIR evaluated or otherwise considered five alternatives with subterranean parking:   

• SNAP Compliant Commercial (Alternative B); 

• SNAP Compliant Mixed-Use (Alternative C); 

• Reduced Project (Alternative D); 



30 

 

• Single Level Project (Alternative 1); 

• 2-Level Project with Underground Parking (Alternative 2). 

Alternatives 1 and 2 were considered but rejected as infeasible and not subject to further 
evaluation.       

Appellants claim that CEQA requires that alternatives to lower the proposed height of the 
Project, such as subterranean parking and a smaller Target store, were not reasonably considered.  
Both concepts were considered in the Draft EIR.  Final EIR Response to Comment 8-53 
specifically addresses Appellants’ argument for a smaller Target store. 

With regard to alternative locations, Appellants identify alternative sites that Appellants claim 
are available for sale—though they provide no evidence that such sites were available for sale or 
lease at the time Target leased the proposed Project site in 2007.  Moreover, there is no credible 
evidence that these alternative sites would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the Project.  Only locations that would substantially avoid or substantially lessen any 
of the significant effects of the project need to be considered for inclusion in the EIR. (State 
CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)(2)(A).) Although the Food 4 Less site identified by Appellants is 
larger than the Project site, this factor would not avoid or substantially reduce any of the 
Project’s significant environmental impacts-- Aesthetics (Public View Obstruction), Air Quality 
(Construction), Noise (Construction), and Traffic (Operational).  Construction and traffic 
impacts would be identical regardless of the size of the project site.  Although a larger site may 
allow for the proposed floor area of the Project to be located in a shorter building, there is no 
credible evidence that such a building would eliminate impacts to public views.   

The Sears property at Santa Monica and Wilton may be vacant and available now, but it was not 
available in 2007 when Target was selecting sites.  At that time, the Sears property was subject 
to a comprehensive development proposal--Case Number CPC-2006-4392-GPA-ZC-ZV-HD-
ZAA-ZAI-SPR.  This case was approved on September 20, 2007.  Only after Target had 
contractually committed to the current project site, the approved Sears property development 
project was challenged in court and ultimately abandoned.  Furthermore, that site is a mixture of 
zoning designations including residential and commercial zones, which renders the site more 
difficult to develop.   

Appellants argue that the EIR should have evaluated a smaller stand-alone Target store.  
However, both Alternatives D and E evaluate stand-alone Target stores.  In addition, key 
stakeholders expressly rejected a stand-alone Target store before the current proposal was 
developed to address the community desires for a more active mix of neighborhood-serving 
retail in combination with the national brand target anchor store.  Nevertheless, the EIR studied 
two different alternatives with a stand-alone Target.   
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Alternative D (Single Level Retail Project) includes a stand-alone Target store over subterranean 
parking that is within the SNAP height limit.  The Alternative does not include any ground level 
retail and restaurant uses or the pedestrian plaza that would be included under the proposed 
project.  The EIR’s analysis concluded, and the CAPC found, that this alternative would meet 
some of the project objectives, but would not meet other basic project objectives because it 
would reduce the range of goods available to serve the community, would not provide a mix of 
retail uses, and would not provide the public plaza and pedestrian amenities that are appropriate 
for the urban location.  Furthermore, this alternative would have similar construction air quality 
and operational traffic trip impacts as the proposed Project, and would have more severe 
construction noise impacts associated with subterranean parking.  As such, this alternative was 
considered and rejected as infeasible. 

Alternative E is similar to Alternative D, except that the parking is above ground, raising the 
height of the alternative to approximately 45 feet.  This alternative would not substantially 
reduce or avoid any of the proposed Project’s air quality, noise, and traffic trip impacts, and 
would reduce but not eliminate the Project’s significant impact to public views.   The EIR’s 
analysis concluded, and the CAPC found, that this alternative would meet some of the project 
objectives, but would not meet other basic project objectives because it would reduce the range 
of goods available to serve the community, would not provide a mix of retail uses, and would not 
provide the public plaza and pedestrian amenities that are appropriate for the urban location.   

The CAPC correctly found that Alternative E, although the environmentally superior alternative, 
is infeasible because it does not eliminate any of the significant impacts and only reduces but 
does not avoid one of the Project’s significant impacts.  In addition, the alternative is infeasible 
because it would not meet the basic objectives of the Project. 

Appellants claim that the Draft EIR should have studied a smaller stand-alone Target store that 
nevertheless would provide a pedestrian plaza and a mix of retail uses.  Appellants reference the 
“City Target” model.  The “City Target” model is a recently-developed Target store model that is 
intended to be located within an existing built environment—such as the Beverly Connection.  
Appellants speculate, without any evidence to support the speculation, that a smaller Target store 
would substantially reduce the proposed Project’s significant impacts while providing the mixed 
commercial project amenities that would fulfill the basic project objectives.  The City Council 
does not find the Appellants contentions to be credible.  

Statement of Overriding Considerations 

Appellants’ challenge to the Area Planning Commission’s Statement of Overriding 
Considerations reiterate Appellants’ challenges to the alternatives analysis.  Credible evidence 
demonstrates that the project will produce the public benefits enumerated by the CAPC.   



 
 
 
 
 
 

Walker Parking Consultants 
1660 S. Highway 100, Suite 424 
Minneapolis, MN  55416 
 
Voice:  952.595.9116 
Fax:     952.595.9518 
www.walkerparking.com 

 

October 31, 2012 
 
 
Planning & Land Use Management Committee 

Los Angeles City Council 

Hon. Ed Reyes, Chair 

C/O City Clerk 

Los Angeles City Hall 

200 N. Spring Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 
 
Re: Council File No. 12-1604 – Appeal of Case No. APCC-2008-2703-SPE-CUB-SPP-SPR; ENV-

2008-1421-EIR – Supplemental Information in Response to Appeal by  Mr. Doug Haines on 
behalf of La Mirada Neighborhood Association and Mr. Robert Blue on behalf of Citizens 
Coalition, Los Angeles 

 
 

Dear Mr. Reyes: 

Our firm is under contract with Target Corporation (“Target”), the Applicant in the above-

referenced project (“Project’).  Walker Parking consultants is the largest parking consultant in the 

nation. For over 40 years, we have been driven to find innovative and integrated parking solutions. 

In the process, we have set the pace and the standard for the entire industry. With this extensive 

experience designing and administrating construction of projects such as the proposed, we offer the 

following opinion of probable construction cost for both subterranean parking structures and above-

ground parking structures.   

This letter provides supplemental information in response to the joint appeal filed by Mr. Doug 

Haines on behalf of La Mirada Neighborhood Association and Mr. Robert Blue on behalf of Citizens 

Coalition, Los Angeles (collectively “Appellants”).   In particular, this letter provides additional 

information in response to the question of whether providing subterranean parking would be 

significantly more costly than providing above-ground structured parking as currently proposed.   

Subterranean Parking Structures 

The industry standard for quantifying the estimated costs of parking structures identifies a cost-

per-parking space approach.  Subterranean parking structures generally cost a higher multiple of 

above ground construction cost within a broad range from between $20,000 and up to $50,000 per 
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space or more. The construction cost range depends upon many factors and does not reflect land, 

design or site discovery cost that may raise costs per stall.   

The Project is scheduled to provide 458 parking stalls.  A conservative opinion of probable 

construction cost of providing 458 parking stalls in a subterranean parking structure is approximately 

$13.2 million (458 stalls multiplied by $29,000 per parking stall).  

Above-Ground Structured Parking 

As previously-stated, the industry standard for quantifying the costs of building parking 

structures identifies a cost-per-parking space approach.  Above-ground parking generally cost 

between $8,500 and $22,000 per space.  The construction cost range depends upon many factors 

and does not reflect land, design or site discovery cost that raise identified costs per stall.   

The Project is scheduled to provide 458 parking stalls.  A conservative estimate of the opinion 

of probable construction cost of providing 458 parking stalls in an above-ground parking structure is 

approximately $5.6 (458 stalls multiplied by $12,500 per parking stall). 

Consequently, providing subterranean parking is significantly more expensive and has more 

risk of additional construction cost than providing above-ground structured parking as proposed. 

 

Sincerely, 
 

WALKER PARKING CONSULTANTS 
 
 
         

Scott R. Froemming, P.E.    
Director of Operations      
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Greenbergfarrow 

October31, 2012 

Planning & Land Use Management Committee 
Los Angeles City Council 
Han. Ed Reyes, Chair 
C/0 City Clerk 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

19000 MacArthur Blvd. 
Suite 250 
Irvine, CA 92612 

t: 949 296 0450 
f: 949 296 0479 

ATLANTA 
NEW YORK 
CHICAGO 
LOS ANGELES 
NEW JERSEY 
BOSTON 
DAUA$ 
PHOENIX 
FRESNO 
COLUMBUS 

Re Council File No. 12-1604 Appeal of Case No. APCC-2008-2703-SPE-CUB-SPP-SPR: ENV-2008-1421-EIR 
Supplemental Information in Response to Appeal by Mr. Doug Haines on behalf of La Mirada Neighborhood Association 
and Mr. Robert Blue on behalf of Citizens Coalition, Los Angeles 

Dear Councilman Reyes and Honorable Council Committee Members:: 

This firm represents Target Corporation ("Target"), the Applicant in the above-referenced project ("Project"), and this 
firm prepared the applications for the Project. Greenberg Farrow provides architecture, planning, engineering and 
development services to a wide array of the nation's most prestigious retailers, developer and public sector clients through its 

·Collective Design Intelligence approach. We have extensive experience in all aspects of designing, planning, and 
implementing projects for large national-brand retailers such as Target. We are thoroughly familiar with Target's retail program 
and its methods for delivering goods to its stores and to its customers. 

The information provided in this letter is based on our experience working with Target and upon infonmation provided 
by Target for this purpose. In particular, this letter provides additional information in regarding the practical difficulties and 
ancillary impacts of providing free delivery of goods from the proposed Target Store. 

Target maintains a national retail program for all its stores and provides free delivery of purchases from Target's 
website. Target's existing internet purchase system allows for deliveries frorn large centralized warehouse facilities that can 
maintain large amounts stock on hand. This allows for faster delivery than would be possible under delivery from individual 
stores. Requiring the Project to implement home delivery from an individual store would increase the likelihood of delays in, 
as goods are more likely to need to be ordered by the store before a local delivery could be made. Thus, home delivery 
directly from the Project would be less attractive and convenient for customers. 

In addition, home delivery from the Project would increase truck traffic in and around the site as compared to internet 
orders. With local home delivery, goods would arrive on trucks arriving from the central distribution facility, unloaded at the 
Project, reloaded onto trucks and then delivered to customers via local streets. With internet purchases, the goods are 
shipped directly from the central distribution facility to the customer via a national courier delivery service company such as 
FedEx, DHL, UPS, etc. Most of the journey would be on freeways and not local streets. Moreover, the local home delivery 
would require more trucks to use the Project's loading dock, which can only accommodate a limited number of trucks at any 
time. 

Consequently, modifying Target's national retail program to provide free local delivery from the proposed Target store 
would impose an unnecessary burden on Target and its customers and would result in unnecessary additional delivery trips. 

01 Formal Letter 07.01.05 P:\2007\200702662\999 General Correspondence\Letter Regarding Free Delivery.docx 

------------------------- ---
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CRA/LA 
BUILDING COMMUNITIES 

I 
Community Redevelopment Agency 
of the CITY Of' LOS ANGELES 

DATE/ DEG 16 2011 

FILE CODE I 

----------~-------------------------------------~----------------------------------~M---l---~--------~---------------------~-; 
1200 West 7th Street I Suite 500 T 213 977 1600 1 F 213 977 1665 

Los Angeles f California 90017·2381 www.craJa.org 

I 

CRA File No. ~(D\ 
Council District: 4 & 13 

Contact Person: Neelura Bell 
(323) 960-2663 

Honorable Council of the City of Los Angeles 
John Ferraro Council Chamber 
200 N. Spring Street 
Room 340, City Hall 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

COUNCIL TRANSMITTAL: 
Transmitted herewith, is a Board Memorandum adopted by the Agency Board on 
December 15, 2011, for City Council review and approval in accordance with the 
11Community Redevelopment Agency Oversight Ordinance'' entitled: 

VARIOUS ACTIONS RELATED TO: 
Hollywood Freeway Central Park Memorandum of Understanding. Negotiate and 
Execute a Tri-Party Memorandum of Understanding with City of Los Angeles, acting by 
and through its Bureau of Engineering, and Friends of the Hollywood Cap Park and 
tran.sfer not to exceed $2,000,000 to the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering to 
l?:erye as lead agency for preparation of environmental analyses and/or the 
Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement for the Hollywood 
Freeway Central Park in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area 
HOLLYWOOD AND CENTRAL REGION (CD4.AND 13) 

RECOMMENDATION 
That City Council approve(s) recommendation(s) on the attached Board Memorandum. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The recommended action does not constitute a "project" as defined by the California 
Environmental Quality Act "CEQA") The action being taken is. to provide the resources · 
to prepare the necessary environmental reviews for any requested future actions 
regarding the project. 

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
There is no fiscal impact to the City's General Fund, as a result of this action. 

· ef Executive Officer 

HOUSING1 COMMUNITY & 
ECONOfvUC DEV;:~~ c·)P~\Ar.:~~ .. r c::~.1,.- ,, ' ill l €..-i" f 

DEC l5 zuu 
••• 0 •• 
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cc: Sharon Gin, Office of the Cfty Clerk (Original & 3 Copies on 3-hole punch) 
Lisa Johnson Smith, Office of the CAO 
lvania Sobalvarro, Office of the CLA 
Steve Ongele, Office of the Mayor 
Noreen Vinc~nt, Office of the City Attorney 



THE COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: DECEMBER 15, 2011 HW6990 
100118 

TO: CRAILA BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

FROM: CHRISTINE ESSEL, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

STAFF: BARRON MCCOYr ACTING REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR 
NEELURA BELL1 PROJECT MANAGER 

SUBJECT: Hollywood Freeway Central Park Memorandum .of Understanding. 
Negotiate and Execute a Tri .. Party Memorandum of Understanding with City of 
Los Angeles, acting by and through its Bureau of Engjneering, and Friends of 
the Hollywood Cap Park and transfer not to exceed $2,000,000 to the City of 
Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering to serve as lead agency for preparation of 
environmental analyses and/or the Environmental Impact Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Hollywood Freeway Central Park in the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area 
HOLLYWOOD ·AND CENTRAL REGION (CD 4 AND 13) 

RECOMME~DA~ION(S) 

The CRAILA acknowledges and understands that the Supreme Court in the case entitJed 
California Redevelopment Association v. Matosantos stayed certain portions of Assembly Bill 
x1-26 and Assembly .Bill x1-27. Given the Court's stay and the uncertain status of such 
legislation, although the CRAILA is, and the City Council may be, approving certain actions as 
described herein, to the extent that such actions are stayed then the CRA/LA shall not execute 
agreements or take ·such actions1 notwithstanding their approval hereof, until the Supreme Court 
has decided the case on the merits or the action is no longer stayed. 

That the CRA/LA Bo~rd of Commissioners, subject to City Council approval, take the following 
action(s): 

1. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) or designee to negotiate and execute a 
Tfi .. Party r;.tiemorandum of Understanding with the City of Los Angeles Bureau of 
Engineering and the Friends of the Hollywood Freeway Central Park and transfer not 
to exceed $2,000,000 of Hollywood Tax Increment Funds from Budgeted Line Item 
Economic Development Opportunities (HW6990) to the City of Los Angeles, acting 
by and through its Bureau of Engineering via an existing Cooperation Agreement 
(Contract No. 503550), to act as the lead agency to coordinate and manage 
preparation of environmental analyses and/or the Environmental Impact Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Hollywood Freeway Central Park; and 

That the CRAILA Board of Commissioners: 

2. Request that the City Council acknowledge and approve CRA/LA's implementation 
of this project under the Cooperation Agreement for Payment of Costs Associated 
with Certain CRA!LA Funded Capital Improvements, Public Improvements, and 
Affordable Housing Projects, dated as of March 10, 2011 between the CRA/LA and 
the City of Los Angeles. 
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Jn 2008, CRAILA funded a portion of the feasibility study for establishment of the Hollywood 
Freeway Central Park (HFCP). As currently envisioned, the HFCP would involve the 
construction and operation of an approximately 44~acre park and recreational facilities. The 
study included an assessment of engineering requirements, evaluation of various designs, 
consideration of alternatives, selection of a preferred plan and a cost analysis. It also described 
the potential physical, environmental, operational and social impacts to the neighboring 
communities and transportation system. Some of the defined features of the park include a 
local-sized amphitheatret viewing platforms, sculpture gardens, open green space, a gathering 
placet interactive water features, sports fields, playgrounds, community gardens and picnic 
areas. The current cost estimate for the development of the entire park is $725 million. 
Concerns have been raised about the ability to raise this amount of funding in the current 
funding environment The park has been designed in a way that it can be completed in three 
phases. Phase I entails the center portion which the park-poorest area of the project. It could 
be built as a stand--alone effort costing $439 million. Since the completion of. the feasibility 
study, the Friends of the Hollywood Cap Park (FHCP) has attempted to identify funding for both 
the environmental analysis, Environmental Impact Report (EIR), design and entitlement 
predevelopment costs as welt as construction costs. Many of the potential funding sources, 
while expressing interest in the park, have indicated that further consideration would require 
progress towards the completion of the EIR and the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 
FHCP has requested $2,000,000 in ftJnding to finance the preparation of these documents. 

In discussions between CRA/LA, the Council Office, the City of Los Angeles Bureau of 
Engineering (BOE) and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), it was concluded 
that BOE should serve as the Jead agency in securing the services and providing the oversight 
of a consultant to prepare environmental analyses and the EIR and EIS. CRAILA will fund this 
work by issuing a work order through its existing Cooperation Agreement (Contract No. 503550) 
with BOE. The funding includes an estimated $1,740,000 for direct consultant services, 
$174,000 for BOE staffing costs, and $60,900 for staffing costs of other city departments. The 
$25, 1 00 balance wm be used as a contingency. BOE staffing costs represent one half FTE 
including overhead over a two-year period. 

PREVIOUS ACTIONS 

January 9, 2007 - City Council approval to execute a Memorandum of Understanding with 
Hollywood Chamber of Commerce for funding of a feasibility study (CF#06 .. 2791 ). 

•:;i• 

November 2, 2006 - CRA/LA authorization to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding with 
. the Holfywood Chamber of Commerce for funding of a feasibility study. 

DISCUSSION & BACKGROUND 

Location 

The proposed HFCP is situated along a one-mile span above the US 101 Freeway bounded at 
the southern end by Santa Monica Boulevard and Serrano Avenue and on the northern end by 
Franklin Avenue and Bronson Avenue (See Attachment A). 

Developer Entity 

the initial feasibility study for the park was overseen by the Hollywood Chamber of Commerce's 
Hollywood Central Park Coalition. After the completion of the study, the Friends of the 
Hollywood Cap Park, Inc. (FHCP) was established in March' 2009 as a non~profit 501 (c)(3) 
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corporation to oversee implementation of the HFCP. FHCP consists of a 27 ... member board, 
many of whom are providing pro bono services to do the work necessary to get the organization 
through completion of the environmental studies .. The current readership includes· Chairman 
Phil Aarons~ Founding Partner of Millennium Partners; President Laurie Goldman, Goldman 
Organization; Vice-Chairman Alfred Fraijo, Partner, Sheppard MuiHn; Secretary Davjd Eath, 

· Senior Vice President, Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce; Treasurer Terri Gerger, Real 
Estate Brokert Keller Williams. FHCP has estabrished several operational committees which 
include Executive, Finance, Fundraising, Government Relations, Nomination~ Public Relations 
and Marketing and Technical. 

Since establishment in 2009, FHCP has undertaken a few endeavors to raise initial·seed money 
for the organization's operations. Its most successful endeavor is its Annual 11For the Love of 
Hollywood" event, which has served to raise both awareness of and funding for the park effort. 
To date, over $600,000 in private funding has been raised. 

FHCP has been in discussions with the ·City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and 
Parks and Caltrans about the development, ownership structure and r:nanagement of the park. 
Caltrans has provided a letter expressing its support for the development of the park. It is 
contemplated that FHCP wiJI be responsible for leading the construction of the park. Upon 
completi.on of th~ park, FHCP anticipates that the park will be owned by the City, but FHCP will 
maintain responsibility for management of the park. BOE has indicated that fn order for the 
selected consultant to appropriately consider the construction and maintenance impacts, the 
''project applicant" and the authority given to it by the appropriate state and local agencies must 
be more clearly and formally defined. An obligation of FHCP within the MOU is that it evidence 
that it has the authority and the capacity to de'relop the park as proposed. 

Selection Process 

FHCP made a direct request of CRA/LA for funding of the environmental studies. 
Consequently7 there wasn't a selection process for the effort. BOE will conduct a formal 
procurement process for the selection of the consultant to undertake the EIR· and EIS for the 
project. 

Descrigtion and Project Context 

In 2008, CRA/LA funded a portion of the fE?asibility study that established the HFCP. The other 
portion of the funding was from a Demonstration Project Grant from the Southern California 
Association of Governments matched by local neighborhood councils and businesses. The 
project was a collaborative effort among CRA/LA, the City of Los Angeles, the Hollywood 
Chamber of Commerce's Hollywood Central Park Coalition, Caltrans and MTA. 

fnitiaJJy, a team of designers led by EDAW Inc. studied the feasibiUty bf creating a central park 
over the US 1 01 Hollywood Freeway. As the study progressed} the scope expanded to 
accommodate a more interactrve community process to engage stakeholders and build public 
support. tt also sought to illustrate, in greater detait the transformative. effect that the park 
would have on the neighborhood, and in particular in creating a link between the Hollywood and 
East Hollywood communities which had been divided since the freeway was built. 
Reconnecting the communities will facilitate travel between different neighborhoods which is 
~ow limited to a small number of overpasses. 

Plans for programming and site design were explored and a preferred option was chosen. The 
community was directly involved in the various design alternatives that were explored. 
Community representatives were able to express their desires ·and concerns regarding existing 
conditions and plans for a future park. Through the community participation process, noise1 air 
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pollution, and lack of safety characterizing the environment around the proposed park were key 
problems ·identified. Need for open space amenities· such as strolling paths, recreation areas 
specifically for children and families, gathering spaces for events and safe pedestrian and 
bicycle paths between neighborhoods were also identified. This environmental analysis 
analyzes the plan for an exciting space ~hat bridges Hollywood and promotes an active lifestyle 
for AngeJinos, one that is welcomed and desired by the community. Implementation of the 
project will provide great potential for economic development, mitigation of negative ·impacts 
from the freeway, and creating ·a balance of land uses that are active, vibrant and compatible. 
with the surrounding .area. 

There are deliberate landscape and planning intentions behind EDAWs preferred plan of 
Hollywood FreeWay Central Park. In order to provide the greatest amount of open green space 
with flexible uses throughout, an zones were intended to remain open and flexible for multiple 
uses while still exhibiting unique characteristics and program elements. The northern part of the 
park would become the· 11Hollywood Gateway11 component with a small, local~sized 
amphitheatre, viewing platforms and a scu1pture garden. The center of the park would have 
open green space in the form of fields, meadows, drought .. tolerant garden spaces, along with 
more shaded, quiet zones. On the southeast at Fountain Avenue and St. Andrews Place there 
is proposed a large gathering plaza with an interactive water feature, as well as a baseball field, 
multiple playgrounds, smaller plaza spaces, additional viewing platforms, additional water 
features, picnic areas, open fields· and community gardens. 

Since the idea of the park was conceived and the feasibility study was completed, it has 
received ·numerous awards including the American Planning Association, Los Angeles Chapter 
Planning Excellence Grassroot Initiative, Westside Urban Forum Innovation Award, Urban Land 
Institute, Los Angeles Chapter Los Angeles Real Creativity Award and American Society of 
Landscape Architects Quality of Life Award. 

Community Benefits 

With estimated development costs of between $725 to $949 million, utilizing the Federal 
Department of Transportation's job creation formula (i.e. for every $1 billion in .expenditures, 
45,000 direct and indirect jobs are created), the HFCP is expected to create 40,000 direct and 
indirect jobs, including 30% entry level, apprenticeship and local hire. It is expected that. the 
park will also become an important regional resource serving as an economic stimulus for infHI 
development and increasing tourism. 

Development of the HFCP addresses the severe lack of open space in Los Angeles generally 
and Hollywood specifically. HoUywood has 0.005 acres of open space per resident compared to 

· 0.012 acres within the City of Los Angeles. Given the limited availability of vacant land in 
Hollywood, the park~s design over freeway air~rights offers an illustration of efficient and 
innovative land use. Locally, HFCP will provide open space and recreational facilities to more 
than 40,000 children and play a role in promottng public health and encouraging active 
lifestyles. Access to parks and open space has been proven to increase physical activity and 
well-being, which in turn are known to improve health outcomes. 

Other community benefits will be realized in the areas of improved energy efficiencies and 
environmental improvements. The increased green surface will help to reduce the impact of 
greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally, the trees and greenery will serve to clean air and 
water and provide an efficient means of storm-water abatement. 
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Variances from CRA/LA Policies and/or Guidelines 

The project will comply with all applicable CRAILA policies. 

Financial Analysis 

In the feasibility study, EDAW estimated the costs of the development to be $949 million. BOE 
requested that FHCP take another look at these costs with such considerations as value 
engineering, narrowing of the P?rk, and having openings in the cap rather than a tunnel. BOE 
aJso advised that the initial cost analysis had used an inappropriate model in calculating impacts 
to locaf streets separately rather than incorporating those costs into the basic costs. It was a1so 
suggested that construction costs have decreased over the past few years. PSOMAS 
Engineering has revised the cost estimates based on all of these factors. The revised cost 
estimate is $725 million. FHCP has identified a range of federal, state, and local resources that 
could be obtained to build the park. Similar types of large capital development and opens space 
projects have previously been funded by the identified sources. On the federal level, some of 
these sources include Federal Infrastructure Grants, American Jobs Act, graDts from the U.S. 
Departments of Energy, Interior, and Transportation, and the Federat Highway Administration's 
Safe Accountable Flexible Efficient Transportation Equity Act (SAFETEA-LU). Potential state 
and resources include Statewide Park Programs, Regional Transportation and Infrastructure 
Grants, Metro, and Quimby Fees 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

The following table* describes the economic impacts estimated to be created by this project. 

·;J{.t!.~J.!;~f~1~z~Ji'i~1~;~~i~i~fiw~Ji!ii~\~~~~~1~.i1ml~ftm~t~~1rg~f.f9:imf.~~nnsJ.;~: 
Estimated Construction Jobs Created 

Estimated Permanent Jobs Created 

Estimated Gross Property Tax Increment (TI) Revenue 
Year 1 of Tax Increment Generated 

Estimated Net Present Value (NPV) of Net Property Tl Generated 
(Revenue to the CRAILA Project Area through the last Tax Increment 
Recei t Date 

Estimated NFV of Property TJ for Affordable Housing 
(25% set~aside towards the CRA/LA Low and Moderate Income Housing 
Fund throu h the last Tax Increment Recei t Date 

Estimated NPV of Utility User Tax Revenue 
Revenue to Cit of Los An eles 

· Estimated NPV of Sales Tax Revenue 
1% ortion of taxable sales to Cit of Los An eles 

Estimated NPV of Business Tax Revenue 
Revenue to Ci of Los An eles 

N/A<2> 

N/A 

N/A 

TBD 

TBD 

"'The figures provided in the table above are for estimation purposes only; actual fiscal impact or job creation may be 
higher or lower than these estimates. Standardized formulas were used to generate these figures and are based on 
accepted econometric practices and basic tax calculations taken from research performed by a variety of sources, 
including the Los Angeles Economic Roundtable, California Redevelopment Association, US Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, CRAILA, and the City and County of Los Angeles. 
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<
1
) The current CRA/LA methodology calculates only direct jobs, HoweverJ there is not enough 

project specification at this stage to calculate all permanent models (this figure includes only 
anticipated institutional space (community ·center) and restaurant space, but not amphitheatre 
space. As noted in the Community Benefits section, DOT's formula estimates that the project 
will create up to 40,000 indirect and direct jobs. 
(
2>wm be public owned wiU not generate Tl 

(s) Not enough project specification at this stage to calculate revenues that will be generated by 
businesses that wHI operate within the park 

SOURCE OF FUNDS 

Hollywood Project Area Tax Increment 

PROGRAM AND BUDGET IMPACT 

This action is consistent with the FY2012.Budget and Work Program. This action will recognize 
~mq authori~? expenditures of $2,000,000 of FY2012 Hollywood Redeve.lopment Project Area 
Tax Increment Funds from budget line item Economic Development Opportunities (HW6990). 
The proposed action wm entail using the existing $10 million BOE Cooperation Agreement No. 
503550, which currently has an authority balance of $8,954,312. Upon the use of authority for 
this action, the remaining authority in the BOE Cooperation Agreement will be $6,954,312. 
There is a potential positive impact on the City's General fund through funds flowing to BOE. 

Following the recommended action, sufficient funds will remain in the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area budget to pay their identified shares of required Voluntary 
Alternative Redevelopment Program (VARP) transfers to the City for remittance to the County 
Auditor -ControJier. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The recommended action does not constitute a uprojecf' as defined by the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The action being taken ·is to provide the resources to 
prepare the necessary environmental reviews for any requested future actions regarding the 
project. 

Councilmembers Eric Garcetti and Tom LaBonge strongly support this project. 

Christine Essel 
Chief Executive Officer 

By: 

t1&£llt/llc;co ~ 
David Riccitiello 
Deputy Chief Executive Officer 



HOLLYWOOD FREEWAY CENTRAL PARK PAGE? 

There is no conflict of interest known to me which exists with regard to any CRAILA officer or 
employee concerning this action. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A. Location/Site Map 
Attachment B. Project Summary Report 
Attachment C. Draft MOU 
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5,800 

ictal DeveJ.opmem·Costs (100}: $7;2G.m1llion 

CRAJI.A Investment: $2,mlll!on 
CR.MA Investment % of TDC: 0.28% 

Project 10: 100118 
Objective Code(s): 

ATTACHMENT B 

PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT 

Board Item Number: 
Board Date: 12115/2011 

Project Location 
Proposed C~I.A Action 
Hollywood Freeway Central Park Memo~ndum 
of Understanding. Execute Tti-Party 
Memorandum of Understanding with City of Los 
Angeles Bureau of Engineertng and Fliends of 
the Hollywood Central Park and transfer not to 
exceed $2,000,000 to the Oily of Los Angeles 
Bureau of Engineering for preparation of ' 
Environmental Impact Report and Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Hollywood Central 
Freeway Park In the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Project Area HOLLYWOOD AND CENTRAL 
REGION (CD 4 AND 13 

Additional Information 
N/A 

Elected Officials 
o CounciiOistrict 13, Eric Garc~ettl 
o Council District4. Tom LaBonge 
o County Supervisor District 3, Zev 

Yaroslavsky 
.. Stale Senate Oislrtct 22, Kevin De Leon 
o State Senate District 26, Curren D. Price Jr. 
o Congress District 33, Karen Sass 
o Congress Dlsbict 31, Xavier Becerra 
~ Assembly Dlstrict 42, Mike Feuer 
o Assembly District 45, Gil Cedillo 

Project De$cription 
CreaUon and development of new public open 
space that spans the 101 Freeway between 
Bronson Ave. and Santa Monica Blvd. 

·Project Type 
Public Improvement 
Construction Cate9ory: New CQnstruction 

Developer I Participant(s) 
Public: Agency Partners: City of Los Angeles 
Bureau of Engineering (BOE) 

CRAJLA Project Staff 
o Barron McCoy, Regional Administrator 
o Neelura Bell, Project Manager 
o Lesne Lambert, Regional Administrator 11 

Project Activities 
Completed Activiti~s: 

o Deal Points Meeting, 10/03111 

Scheduled Aalivlties: 
o Identify Funding Sources, 12/31/10 
o Investment Committee, 11/23111 
• Agenda ReView, 11/29/11 
o Board Action, 12/15/11 
o Complete Environmental Site Assessment, 

11/15/13 

Agr~erneht Type(s} 
,. Cooperab'on Agreement 

Terms of CRNLA Investment: 
F~asibility Study. $2 MM being requested for 
EIRI~IS (in Coop Agreement) 

Board Discretionary Action(s) 
o Environmental Approval 

Sustainable Elements 
., Native landscaping 
o Public Open Space 
~ Stormwater Management 
c. Water Efficient Landscaping 
o Water Use Reduction 

Community Benefits 
• Atea Beaulificatloll 
o Construction Local Hiring 
o Enhance Bike-ability 
o Enhance Livability 
~ Enhance Walkabitity 
o Enhanced Pedestrtan Environment 
o Improve Image of Area 
o Improved Infrastructure 
.. PrevaillngwageJobs 

Strategic PlatJ Goats Met 
o 2.2.1 ~ Create at least two publlcly·accessible 

green open spaces in CRAI!..A neighbomoods 
every year in ... 

CRAILA Polities Applied 
o ConstrucUon Careers & Project Stabilization 
o Construction Jobs Local Hiring Program 
o Contractor Responsibility 
o Equal Benefits 
., LivingWage 
o Prevailing Wage 
o Public Art Polrcy 
o Sustainability Consultation Program (Part of 

CRAILA Healthy Neighbomoods Policy) 

CRAILA Poli~ies Not Applied 
Not Applicable to th~ Project 
~ Contractor I Service Worker Retention, NfA ~ 

No c:ontract or service woli<:em 
• Labor Peace Agreement, N/A· Not a hotel 

project 
Child Care 

Data Last Updated: 10/4/.2011 
Report Generated: 11/.2612011 



ATTACHMENT C 

DRAFT 
MEMO~ANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

By and B~tween 

THE COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF 
THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 

AND 

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, 
ACTING BY AND THROUGH ITS BUREAU OF ENGINEERING 

AND 

FRIENDS OlF THE HOlL VWOOD CAP PARK 

This Memorandum 9f Unders~~nding ("MOU") is mad.e ~nd .C?ntered into, on 
~-----' 2011 by and betWeen the Community Redev~lopment Agency of 
the City of Los Angeles, carifprnia, a public.body, corporate ~n.~ politic ("CRAJLA"), the 
City of Los Angeles, a m·unicipal corporation, acting by and through its Bureau of 
Engineering rBOE"), anq the F:riends .. ofthe Hollywqod Cap Park, Inc., a California non
profit-corporation f'~HCP"). (collectively, the ctParties,). 

RECITALS 

A. WHEREAS, CRAILA, a public body, corporate and politic, was established 
by resolution of the Los Angeles City. Council on AprU 15, 1948, for the purpose of 
etfmin.atlrig blight ·pursuant to·· the Community Redevelopment Law of the Stat~ of 
California (California Heaith and Safety Code Sections 33000 et. seq.) ("Code~'); and 

-... . . 

B. WHEREAS, the CRA/LA is responsible for implementation of the 
Redevelopment Plan for the HoiJY'(IIood Redevelopment Project Area adopted by the 
City Council of the Cio/ of Los Angeles by Ordinances No. 161202 on May 7r 1986; and 

C. WHEREAS, the .Hoi.Jywood Redevel9pment Plan promotes the economic, 
social, educationEll, cultural, and physical well-being of the community through the 
revitalization of residential and commercial property and the provision of open space; 
and 

D. WHEREAS, the FHCP, a 501 (c)(3) corporation, was established in March 

Draft MOU - CRAILA, BOE & FHCP 
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2009 to raise funding for the development of the Hollywood Freeway Central Park 
(''Park'); and 

E. WHEREAS, the Park involves the construction and operation of a 
1,800,000 square-foot field; recreational facilities; and related uses on a deck with 
natural earth infill on either sides and above the US 1 01 Freeway between Bronson 
Avenues and Franklin Street on the north end and Santa Monica Boulevard and 
Serrano Avenue on the south end in .the Hollywood area of Los Angeles; and 

F. WHEREAS, the Park will require ·preparation of an environmental impact 
report ("EIR") under the California Environmental Quality Act rcEQA") and an 
environmental impact statement eElS') under the National Environmental Policy Act 
eNEPA''); and 

G. WHEREAS, BOE has general land use authority over the Park and will 
work as the lead agency for compliance with CEQA, and will work closely and 
coordinate with the California Department of Transportation ("Caltrans") for the 
development of the Park. 

NOW THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION of the mutual agreements, 
obligations, and representationst CRNLA, BOE, and FHCP hereby agree as follows: 

ARTICLE 1. PARTIES TO THE MOU 

1.1 The CRA/LA is a public body, corporate and politic, exerctsmg 
governmental powers, and organized and existing under Chapter 2 of the Communit~ 
Redevelopment Law of the State of California, having its principal office at 1200 W. 7t 
Street, Suite 500, Los Angeles, California 90017. For purposes of this MOU, the 
representative of CRNLA is the CRA/LA Chief Executive Officer or designee . 

. 1.2 The City of ~os Angeles is a municipal corporation, acting by and through 
Bureau of Engineering, and referred to herein as "BOE., For purposes of this MOU, the 
representative of BOE is the BOE General Manager or designee. BOE has its principal 
office at 1149 South Broadway, Suite 700, Los Angelest California 90015. 

1.3 The FHCP is a 501 (c)(3) corporation established under the Jaws of the 
State of California for the purpose of developing the Hollywood Freeway Central Park. 
For the pu~poses of this MOU, the representative of FHCP is the FHCP President, 
Laurie Golqman. FHCP has its principal office at 1680 N. Vine Street, Suite 1000, 
Hoffywood, California 90028. 
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ARTICLE 2. TERM 

2.1 TERM OF THIS MOU. This MOU shall commence upon the date the 
MOU is fully executed and remain in full force and effect until three·(3) years from the 
date of execution. 

ARTICLE 3. DISBURSEMENT·OF CRAILA FUNDS 

3.1 CRA/LA FUNDING. The CRA/LA agrees to provide funds up to the 
amount of TWO MILLION AND NO/HUNDREDTHS DOLLARS ($2,000,000) (the 
"Funds") to BOE for the management, preparation and processing of EIR and EIS. 
Funds shalf be disbursed as follows: 

A. lni~iai.PayiJient: . $500,000- upon execution of the MOU agreement for BOE 
& City Dep~utments' staffing costs and BOE procurement process for hiring of 
consultant; 

B. 2"d Payment: $500,000 - upon receipt of the BOE invoice indicating that 
'the ~coping Report has been completed and. delivery of the completed Scoping 
Reporl; · · · 

C. 3rd Payment: $750,QOO- upon receipt of the BOE invoice indicatlng.that 
the 2"d Administrative Dr?ft EIR/EIS has been prepared and delivered for 
CRAfLA•s review and comment; · 

D. 4h .Paym~nt .$2~.01000 ~ upon receipt of the BOE invoice indicating all 
· work has· be.en completed and evidence of the EIRIEIS certification. 

Payments will be made .in accordance with the Cooperation Agreeme.nt (Contract 
#503550) betwe.en CRA/LA and BOE pursuant to the Work Order to be issued in accordance 
with Articfe 4 below. · 

ARTICLE 4. OBLIGATIONS OF THE PARTIES 

4.1 CRA/LA Obligations 

a) The CRAILA shall provide up to $2 1000,000 for the costs directly fil~~ociated 
with thE? procurement process, contract management and oversight of ~he preparation 
and processing of the EIR and EIS for Park. The disbursement of the· CR!,VLA fqnqs 
shall· be as outlined in ·Article 3.1 above or as modified by the CRA!lA CEo·, or 
designee, at the sole and absolute· discretion of the CRA/LA. 
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b) The CRA/LA shall enter into a Work Order with BOE under Cooperation 
Agreement #503550 to facilitate the funding and BOE's process for the solicitation and 
procurement of the consultant(s).toprepare the EJR and EIS. 

c) The CRA/LA shall review and comment oh the draft Request 'for Proposals for 
the solicitation of the consuftant(s) to prepare the EIR and EIS; ·cRAJLA shalt a'Jso serve 
on the evaluation team for selection of the consultant(s) for the EIR and EtS. 

d) The CRA/LA shall review and comment on all draft documents; shall work 
cooperatively with BOE and FHCP during the EIRIEIS preparation; and provide 
assistance, as needed, to BOE and FHCP to help move the environmental analysis 
process forward. 

4.2 BOE Obligations 

a) The BOE shaH be responsible for preparation of the Request for Proposals for 
the solicitation of the consultant(s) to conduct the environmental analysis for the EIR and EIS. 

b) The BOE shaH be responsible for the procurement process to solicit the 
consultant to conduct the environmental analysis for the EIR and EIS . 

. . c) . Jh~ .BOE shall enter into a Work Order with CRA/LA under Cooperation 
Agreement #503550 to facilitate the funding and BOE's process for the solicitation and 
procurement of the consultant(s) to prepare the EIR and EIS. The work performed by BOE and 
·any cqnsuftants shall be in accordance with the Cooperation Agreement. 

d) 
and EIS. 

The:BOE shaU·enter into the consultant contract{s) necessary to prepare the EIR 

e) The BOE shall be responsible for the management of the c<;>.n$ult~nt selected to 
conduct the environmentar· anatysis for the EJR and EfS, and for properly ddcumemting the costs 
associated with the preparation of the EIR and EIS. · 

·f) The BOE shall be responsible for providing written, quarterly updates to CRNLA 
and FHCP about the progress of the sefected consultant towards the completion of the EfR and 
EIS. :· 

g) The BOE shall provide CRAILA with invoices and back up documentation in 
accordance with the fund· disbursement schedule identified in Article 3. 

· h) The BOE shalf maintain complete· and accurate books of account and records for 
aU funps utilized under this MOU, including records which wiH permit a speedy and effective 
au~m af1d wh!c~ will f!JIIY disclose the amount and the disposition by disposition of the CRA/LA 
disbursed funds. BOE shan maintain records as required in conformance with CRAILAt federal, 
State and local regulations. 
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4.3 FHCP Obligations 

a) The FHCP shall provide BOE and CRA/LA with any and all information 
requested to facilitate the preparation, processing and certification of the EIR and EIS. 
FHCP shall provide said information with 1 0 days of the request. If the requested 
information cannot be provided within the 10-day period specified herein, BOE shall 
have the right to, but not the obligation, to stop any and all work associated with EIR 
and EIS preparation until FHCP·has provided the requested information. 

b) The FHCP shall be responsible for any and all consultant costs associated 
with any delays caused by not responding to the requests for information. 

c) The FHCP shall be responsible for any and all costs associated with the 
preparation· and certification of the EIR and EIS above and beyond the CRA/LA funding 
contribution. 

d) Th~ FHCP shaH provide CRA/LA and BOE wjth evidence, to CRAILA's 
and BO~'s satisfaction, that it has the legal authority to develop and operate the Park. 
If evidence cannpt be. provided within six:months from the execution of this MOUr the 
FHCP shall provide to CRA/LA and · BOE the process to be undertaken to obtain legal 
authority to develop, operate and maintain the Park (the "Process)'). The FHCP shall 
provide the Process to CRA/LA and BOE no later than nine (9) months from the 
execution of the is MOU. 

4.4. Obligations of the Parties 

a) The Parties shall cooperate with each other throughout the EIR and EIS 
preparation. 

b) The Parties shall seek to resolve any disputes which may arise hereunder 
by meeting as frequently as may be necessary to reach accord with respect-to any such 
disputes. 

ARTIClE 5 General Terms 

5.1 RELATIONSHiP OIF THE PARTIES. The relationship of the Parties under 
this MOU is and at all times shall remain solely that of independent contractors to each 
other. NeithE?r CRAILA nor BOE nor FHCP undertakes nor assumes any responsibility 
or duty except as expressly provided for herein. Except. as specified in writing, no party 
shall have any authority to act as an agent for any other or to bind any other to any 
obligation. 

5.2 SERVICE OF NOTICES. 
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a) CRAILA, BOE, and FHCP are hereby authorized to administer this MOU 
and designated to receive all formal noticesJ demands and communications as set forth 
in Article 1 above. 

b) Formar notices, demands, and communications are to be given hereunder 
by any party shall be made in writing and may be effected by personal delivery or by 
certified mail with return receipt requested, and shall be deemed communicated as of 
the date of mailing. 

5.3 STANDARD TERMS AND CONDITIONS. The CRA/LA's ustandard 
Terms and Conditions (Rev. 9/04)" are attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated 
herein by this reference. For purposes of applying the Standard Terms and Conditions 
to this MOU, the terms "Contractor" as used in the Standard Terms and Conditions shall 
mean l'BOE'' and/or "FHCP" and "Agreement" as used in the Standard Terms and 
Conditions shaH mean the this f{MOU",. 

Parties shalf comply with aiJ applicable st~tutes, rules, regulations and o~ders of 
the United States, the State of California, the County of Los Angele~t or the City of Los 
Angeles. This includes all the same as amended or ren·umbe·red, or if .r~pealed, to such 
other provisions as may thereafter govern the same subject as the provision to which 
specific reference was made. 

5.4 REl~TIONSHIP OF PARTIES. The relationship between the Parties 
under this MOO shalt not be construed as a joint venture, equity v~nture, partnership, or 
any other relationship. The CRA/LA, BOE, nor FHCP shan undertake or assume any 
responsibility or duty of the other or any third party with respe~t to ~h~~ MOU. Except as 
CRA/LA, BOE, and FHCP may specify in writing, neither shall h~ve authority to act as 
an agent of the other or to bind the other to any obligation. 

5.5 INDEMNIFICATION. 

a. As between the CRA/LA and BOE, Government Code Section 895.2 
imposes joint civif liability upon public entities solely by reason of such 
entities being parties to an agreement, as defined by Government 
Code Section 895. 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 895.4 and 895.6, CRA/LA 
and BOE shall each assume the full liability imposed upon it, or any of its 
officers, agents or employees, by law for injury cau.s~d by any negligent or 
wrongful act or omis~ion occurring in the petfotmalice of this MOU. 

CRNLA and BOE indemnifies and holds harmless the other party 
for any loss, costs, or expenses that may be imposed upon such other 
party by virtue of Government Code Section 895.2. 
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In the event of third-party loss caused by negligence, wrongful act 
of omission of both parties,· each party shall bear financial responsibility in 
proportion to its percentage of fault as may be mutually agreed or judicially 
determined. The provisions of Civil Code Section 2778 regarding 
interpretation of indemnity agreements are hereby incorporated. 

b. With respect to FHCP, FHCP shall indemnify, defend (with counsel 
·approved .by CRA/lA and BOE) and hold harmless the CRAILA and 
the City~ and their respective elected and appointed officers, officials, 
employees, agents, consultantsl and contractors (collectively, the 

· '~lndemnitees1') from and against any and all liabitities, iosses, costs, 
expenses (including without limitation attorneys, fees and costs of 
litig~tion), claims, demands, actions, suits, causes of action~ writs, 
judicial :or administrative proceedings, penalties, defiCiencies, fines, 
orders, judgments· and damages (all of the foregoing collectively 
"Claims'') which in any manner, directly or indirectly, in whole or in part, 
are caused by, arise in connection with, result from, relate to, or are 

· alleged to be caused by, arise in connection with, result from, or relate 
. to: (i) performance of this MOU on the part of the FHCP or any 
·contractor or subcontractor of FHCP; ahd/or (ii) the · operation~ 

. · maintenance or management of the Park, whether or not ~ny 
insurance policies shall have been determined to be applicable to any· 
·such· Claims. "It is further agreed that CRAILA and City do· not and 
shall not waive any rights against FHCP which they may ha·ve. by 
reason of this indemnity and hold harmless agreement because of the 
acceptance by CRA/LA, or FHCP's deposit with CRA!LA of any of the 

··insurance poliCies described in this· Agreement. 

FHCP shall pay immediately upon the lndemnitees' demand any 
.·.amounts owing under this indemnity. The -duty of 'FHCP to indemnify 
·'includes ·.the duty to defend the Jndemnitees or, at the lndemniteE1s' 
choosing, to pay the lndemnitees' costs of its defense in any court 
actionr administrative action, or other proceeding brought by any third 
party arising from the Park. The lndemnitees may make all reasonable 
deCisions with respect to. their representation in any legal proceeding, 
includingJ but not limited to, the selection of attorney(s). FHCP's 
obligations set forth in this Section shall survive the issuance of the 
Certificate of ·Completion by CRA/LA and termination of this MOU. 
FHCP's indemnification obligations set forth in this "Section 5.5 shall 
not apply to Claims ar'ising solely from the gross negligence or willful 
misconduct of the lndeninitees. 

5.6 ·ASSIGNMENT AND ·ASSUMPTION. The Parties shall not assign any of 
its interests.or obligations. under this MOU to any other party, without the prior written 
consent of the other. 

Draft MOU - CRA/LA, BOE & FHCP 
7 of 11 



· ··5.7 · BINDING UPON SUCCESSORS. All provisions of this MOU shalf be 
b~nding upon ·and :·inure to the benefit of the heirs, administrators, executors, 
succe.s~ors-in-interest, transferees, and assigns of each of t.he Parties; provided, 
however, that-.this section does not waive the prohibition on assignment of this MOU by 
any of the Parties. 

5.8 EIFFEC·T OF LEGAL JUDGEMENT. Should any covenantt condition, or 
provision herein contained be held to be invalid by final judgement in any court of 
competent ju.ri~diction, the invalidity of such covenant, condition, or provision shall not in 
any way affect any, other covenant, condition, or provision herein contained. 

· 5.9 CONSENTS AND APPROVALS .. Any consent or approval of CRA/lA, 
BOE, or .FHCP required under. this MOU shall not be unreasonably withheld. Any 
approval required under this MOU shall be in writing and executed by a·n authorized 
r~presentative of the Party granting the approval. 

·" 6.0 WAIVER. Any waiver by CRAILA, BOE1 or FHCP of any obligation in this 
MQU must be in writing. No waiver wm be implied from any delay or failure by CRA/LA, 
BOE, . or FHGP. to take action on any breach or default of the other or to pursue any 
r~medy aHowed under this MOU or any or applicable law. Consent by CRAILA, BOE, or 
FHCP ·.to )any .act or omission by the other shall not be construed to be a consent to any 
oth~r .or subsequent act or omission or to waive the requirement for CRAILA, BOE, or 
FHCP written consent to future waivers. 

6.1 CONFLICTS OF iNTEREST. The Parties shall comply with all applicable 
local, state and federal rules and regulations with respect to conflicts of interest 

6.2 DE·FAUL T. Should CRA/LA, BOE, or FHGP fail, for any reason, to comply 
.witn th.e .contractuaJ .obligations of this MOU prior to the fuJI disbursement of funds as 
specified in this MOU, each of the other Parties have the· following legal remedies: 

A. ·~:Terminate this MOU. 

B. Bring an action in equitable relief (1) seeking the specific performance by 
the failing Party of the terms and conditions of this MOU, and/or (2) 
enjoining, abating, or preventing any violation of said terms and 
conditions, and/or (3) seeking declaratory relief. 

C. PursL,Je any other remedy allowed at law or in equity. 

6.3 AMENDMENTS AND MODIF·ICATIONS.. . Any · ame'ndments or 
modifi~ation~, to ,this. ·MOU must be in writing, and shall be made only if executed by 
CRAILA1 BOE, and FHCP. 
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6.4 GOVERNING LAW. This MOU shall be interpreted under and be 
governed by the laws of the state of California, except for those provisions relating to 
choice of law or those·provisions preempted by federal law. 

[Signature Pages Follows] 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, CRA/LA, BOE, or FHCP have caused this MOU to be 
executed by their duly authorized representatives~ 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: .. . 

·cARMEN A. TRUTANICH 
City Attorney 

By: 
Deputy/Assistant City Attorney 

Date: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

CARMEN A. TRUTANICH 
· City Attorney 

By: 
Deputy/Assistant City Attorney 

Date: 

ATTEST: 
J. MICHAEL CAREY, City Clerk 

10 of 11 

Executed this . 
of , 2012 

THE COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT 
AGENCY OF THE CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

Date: 

Executed this 
of ,2012 

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, 
Acting by and through its BUREAU OF 
ENGINEERING 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

Date: 

Executed this 
of ,2012 

FRIENDS OF THE HOLLYWOOD CAP 
PARK, INC. 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

Date: 
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By: _____ _ 
Deputy City Clerk 

Date: 

Council Fife Number: 

Date Council Adopted: 
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UL urbanland.uli.org http://urbanland .uli.org/Articles/20 11/July/HartParks 

Cap Parks 
A cap park over the 101 Freeway in Hollywood, California, would create badly needed park 
space, improve the infrastructure, create sustainable green space, and spur economic 
development. 

Though Hollywood, California, is arguably one of the most famous 
neighborhoods in the world, one thing it is not known for is its park 
space. Instead, it is known for the Hollywood Freeway, a busy 
expresswaytraversing the community as one segment of U.S. 
Route 101 . Nearly a quarter of a century ago, Hollywood resident 
and landscape architect Edward V . Hunt envisioned a cap park 
over the 101 Freeway in Hollywood as a way to create badly 
needed park space. The idea lay dormant until2006, when Donald 
Scott, a banker and Hollywood Chamber of Commerce board 
member, revived it and convinced the chamber to take the lead in 
pursuing it. 

Cap parks are not a new phenomenon. One well-known cap park is 
Seattle's 5.2-acre (2.1-ha) Freeway Park, completed in 1976; 
Phoenix and Sacramento, as well as other cities, also have cap 
parks. A recent example of an urban cap park is the Rose 
Fitzgerald Kennedy Greenway spanning Interstate 93, which was buried as part of Boston's Big Dig 
project. 

In addition to creating often badly needed open space in urban areas, cap parks generally lead to 
infrastructure improvements as well. This would be the case with the proposed 44-acre (18-ha) 
Hollywood Central Park, which would span the 101 Freeway between Santa Monica Boulevard and 
Hollywood Boulevard. In Los Angeles County alone there are currently four cap parks in various stages 
of planning, including two in Santa Monica and one in downtown Los Angeles ("A 'Central Park' for Los 
Angeles," August 2008, page 42). Of the four, the Hollywood Central Park is the furthest along in 
planning and design. 

The Hollywood neighborhood is one of the most park poor in Los Angeles. It has only 0.005 acres 
(0.002 ha) of open space per resident, compared with 0.012 acres (0.005 ha) per resident in Los 
Angeles, and is among the California communities with the least park space per resident. More than 
180,000 people, including 40,000 children, live within one mile (1.6 km) of the proposed park. 

Only one-third of the children in Los Angeles live near a park, playground, or other safe place to play; in 
comparison, 91 percent of New York City children live within walking distance of a park. The median 
income of households within a mile of the proposed Hollywood Central Park is $23,481-about half the 
area median income. In addition, 75 percent of the people living in this area are nonwhite , with 53 
percent being Hispanic. Because park space in the city and region is concentrated in the wealthier 
neighborhoods, racial and ethnic minorities are significantly less likely than nonminorities to have 
access to open space, playgrounds, and similarfacilities. 

In March 2008, the international planning and desi.gn firm EDAW was selected in a public bidding 
process to conduct a feasibility study for the Hollywood Central Park. Community meetings began in 
April2008, and that November, EDAW completed the feasibility study and reported its findings at a 
community gathering at a high school in Hollywood. That same month, the Southern California 
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Association of Governments (SCAG) released its vision plan for the park. The two reports taken 
together indicate that an urban park over the Hollywood Freeway is feasible from a financial and 
engineering standpoint, has broad support from the community as well as local elected officials, could 
provide needed open space while knitting the neighborhoods back together, and could improve the 
infrastructure of the freeway and the surrounding streets, bridges, and highway ramps. 

That December, the Friends of the Hollywood Cap Park Inc., a 501 (c)(3) organization, was created to 
lead the efforts to plan, design, and construct the Hollywood Central Park. Parallel to these activities 
during fall2008, a master design studio atthe University of Southern California School of Landscape 
Architecture conducted a charrette in which three teams of graduate students developed scenarios 
visualizing the park. 

In March 2010, the northern California office of Beacon Economics completed a report for the Friends 
of the Hollywood Cap Park titled "Hollywood Central Park: Evidence for Return on Investment," which 
presents evidence of the community, economic, environmental, energy, and infrastructure-related 
benefits that would accrue from construction of the park. 

One benefit is that it would reconnect communities on either side of the 101 trench that have been 
separated since the Hollywood Freeway was built nearly 50 years ago. In addition, mere access to and 
interaction with greenery and recreational space is widely believed to have health benefits, even if a 
person does not engage in physical activity there. 

Also, land use and development studies have shown that substantial public improvements to an area 
will attract significant additional private investment and development. For instance, Boston is projected 
to draw over $7 billion in private investment to neighborhoods surrounding the 15-acre (6-ha) Rose 
Kennedy Greenway. According to U.S. Department of Transportation calculations, construction of the 
Hollywood Central Park would create 40,000 direct and indirect jobs, 30 percent ofwhichwould be 
accounted for by entry-level and apprenticeship programs and local hires. 

From an environmental and energy perspective, 
the Beacon Economics report notes that 
building a cap park would be a fiscally and 
environmentally responsible means of providing 
much-needed green space in this densely 
populated area. Further, using cutting-edge 
green technology and drought-resistant plant 
species would ensure the sustainability of the 
park. 

The cap park would also provide an opportunity 
to improve the aging underlying infrastructure in 
the area, including the freeway itself, on- and off
ramps, and overpasses, providing a safer, more 
efficient transportation network. In addition, 
creating a pedestrian-friendly, centrally located, 
and easily accessible public space with solid connections to public transportation will encourage the 
use of mass transit and reduce congestion and emissions. Finally, the cost of infrastructure 
improvements related to the cap park would be lower than that for comparable projects because the 
freeway is already below grade. 

Challenges remain for the Friends of the Hollywood Cap Park as it endeavors to make the urban park 
a reality. The EDAW feasibility study estimates the cost of building the park at $949 million; a more 
recent cost estimate by the Psomas consulting engineering firm puts the total development cost closer 
to $1.15 billion. This makes the estimated cost for the Hollywood Central Park $237 million to $287 



million per quarter mile. That leaves the largest remaining challenge-raising the funds needed to plan, 
design, and build the park. An important step was taken this March when the Los Angeles City Council 
and council president Eric Garcetti committed up to $2 million in redevelopment funds to complete the 
environmental impact report (EIR). The EIR scope of work will begin in September 2011 with the city's 
Bureau of Engineering as the lead agency. 

Successful completion of such a park will shine new light on the potential for creating needed urban 
parks in dense settings while at the same time improving the infrastructure and creating sustainable 
green space. The Hollywood Central Park can improve the quality of life in a community such as 
Hollywood while at the same time spurring economic development, and enhancing the park's potential 
as an example of responsible public and private investment. 
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