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The Return of a Treasure
Eastern Columbia Building Reborn With $30 Million Condominium Conversion 

by Chris Coates JuMO 2006

Construction is set to wrap this fall on the Eastern Columbia Lofts, the $30 million conversion of the Art Deco landmark at Ninth Stre 
Broadway into 147 condominiums Photo by Gary Leonard.

As the director of historic resources for the City Planning Department and the former director of 

preservation issues for the Los Angeles Conservancy, Ken Bernstein is one of those guys who gets 

all up in arms when a local historical site is altered or, worse, demolished.

So it says a iot that Bernstein is excited about developer Kor Group's $30 million conversion of the 

13-story Eastern Columbia Building into upscale condominiums. In fact, Bernstein is plain glowing

"The Kor Group's adaptive reuse of the building will not only restore the building physically, but 

restore its justifiable place in the minds and hearts of Angelenos," said Bernstein. "The Eastern 

Columbia Building is unquestionably one of the signature Art Deco buildings in all of Los Angeles."
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Bernstein is hardly the only one excited about the turquoise terra cotta landmark in the Historic Cor 

Dennis Allen, vice president of development and acquisitions for Kor, recently said that four months 

before move-in, all but six of the 147 luxury condominiums are sold out. It's no accident, he said.

"A. lot of people want to be associated with that building as opposed to some of the other ones that 

don't have as much character," Allen said. "A lot of people like that old historic type of building."

Crews have spent the last two years gutting and converting the former department store and office 

building at 849 S Broadway. Plans by Killefer Flammang Architects and Kelly Wearstler Interior 

Design call for open floor plans ranging from 881 to 3,208 square feet, some with 14-foot ceilings a 

exposed pipes, ducts and thick columns. Prices will start in the low $300,000s, with penthouses, 

some four stories high, going for well over $1 million.

On a tour of the site, workers were finishing units, adding countertops and installing appliances. On 

the northwest corner of the roof, crews have built a six-foot platform to house a pool, hot tub and si 

deck The iconic clock face on the building's tower, which was relit last June, has been dismantled 

and its hands and motor are being restored

Patching and restoration have also started on the jade exterior of the edifice, mainly the historic 

Broadway and Ninth Street facades. The north and west sides, which had been only exposed ceme 

for the building's entire life, have been painted a green to match the rest of the structure. Just north 

the building, a three-level parking garage with ground floor retail is also coming together.

Construction is on track for completion this fall, Allen said By then, Kor is hoping the long process \ 

pay off and spell a boon to the rebounding Broadway Theater and Fashion districts.
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"It will activate a really important corridor," said Kate 3artolo, Kor's senior vice president of 

development. "That in turn will activate sidewalks. It brings a new level of homeownership and 

involvement in Downtown."

A Flagship Residence

It's probably safe to assume that entrepreneur Adolph Sieroty never imagined his beloved flagship 

department store in Downtown Los Angeles would ever be turned into luxury condominiums.

In the late 1920s, Sieroty, who some 30 years earlier came to the United States from Poland and 

started a clock business, wanted an eye-catching building for the headquarters of his Eastern 

Outfitting Co., then a chain of 29 stores. He hired architect Claude Beelman, whose portfolio later 

grew to include the 19-story Spring Street Realty Building at 600 S. Spring St.; the 13-story Garfielc 

Building at 403 W. Eighth St.; and the Superior Oil Building at Flower and Sixth streets, now the 

Standard Hotel.

For the Eastern Columbia, Beelman designed a muscular, steel-reinforced concrete building with a 

water-like, glossy, turquoise terra cotta fagade trimmed in gold. Zigzags, chevrons, sunbursts and 

other motifs were cut through it and the building was topped by a four-faced clock tower with 

"EASTERN" in neon letters At 280,000 square feet, it cost $1.25 million.

Even though the building is recognized for its intricate details today, it only took about nine months 

erect, opening on Sept. 12, 1930. It instantly became famous, partially due to its striking fagade, bu 

aiso because of its height - at 13 stories, it was one of the few buildings allowed to exceed to city's 

150-foot height limit

By the 1950s, however, Sieroty's department store, like many Downtown, was struggling in the rapi 

suburbanization of Los Angeles. The store dosed in 1957, and while the Sieroty family would own f 

property for decades, the building was turned into offices.

In later years, it housed some fashion-related businesses, nonprofits and arts groups, but for the m 

part was "significantly underutilized," especially considering its architectural character, Bernstein sa 

"It had largely fallen into disuse and had begun to lose some of its prominence and luster," he said.

In 1993, it was purchased by Denley Investment and Management Co. The company put it up for s 

in May 2003.
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Around that time, Kor was expanding in the Downtown market. A real estate investment, developrm 

and management firm that today owns eight hotel properties and 1,500 residential units, Kor had 

most recently developed the 322-unit Pegasus Lofts in the former Mobil Oil Co. headquarters on Si 

and Flower streets, and was starting Molino Street Lofts, an artist-in-residence complex in a group i 

Arts District warehouses.

Bartolo said Kor was drawn to the Eastern Columbia because the firm saw potential in both the 

neighborhood and the building, which she called "one of the great grand dames of Art Deco 

Streamline Moderne in Los Angeles."

Kor hired the architecture firm Killefer Flammang, which has handled virtually every large-scale 

adaptive reuse project in Downtown, from the Pegasus Lofts to the Pacific Electric Lofts.

An important factor in the transformation of the Eastern Columbia, said Bartolo, was being able to 

create windows on the west side of the building, which was windowless. Thus, Kor began talking wi 

the Conservancy and the city early in the planning process. The discussions produced concessions 

Bartolo said, that allowed Kor to create windows and balconies.

"The other developers incorrectly assumed because the building was historic that there was no waj 

they would let you create windows," Bartolo said. "That's the key. That's what made this building 

possible."

On Broadway
Eastern Columbia Lofts arrives at a time of increasing attention for the Broadway Theater District, 

which until recently largely missed the adaptive reuse and residential conversion craze much of 

Downtown has been experiencing.

Instead, attention has focused on improving the nightlife of the street. The Los Angeles Theatre at 

615 S. Broadway has been restored and earlier this year hosted performances by the Lyric Opera. 

Plans are in the works to turn the Million Dollar Theater into a nightclub and various developers are 

discussing updates for several other venues.

The biggest success on Broadway so far has been the 1926 Orpheum Theater, just across the stre 

from the Eastern Columbia, which Fashion District landowner Steve Needleman spent $7 million 

rehabbing.
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Needleman also spent $4.5 million to turn a portion of the building's upper floors into the 37-unit 

Orpheum Lofts, which opened in 2004. He secured a trendy bar operator, Cedd Moses, to create th 

Broadway Bar on its ground floor.

Needleman said that the area would be better served by residential projects such as Eastern 

Columbia Lofts instead of bars or nightclubs.

"[There] is more a need for the residential base to fill up the upper floors of these buildings rather th 

just having a single nightclub on the ground floor," he said.

Then, with a residential mass in place, bars and restaurants will help the market come into its own. 

Needleman said Eastern Columbia is making that happen.

"I think that's going to be a very positive thing for the area," he said. "They're putting 150-some-odd 

people onto the market. That's a lot of people. That will have an impact."

page 1, 7/10/2006
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RE: Shade and Shadow
From: Michael Gonzales <mgonzales@gonzaleslawgroup.com>
To: Jane Choi <jane.choi@!acity.org>
Date: Tue, 21 Apr 2015 21:38:01 +0000

Understood. But what if we do the analysis and under the thresholds there is a significant impact? 
State law says that Aesthetic impacts are not significant impacts on the environment.

From: Jane Choi [mailto:jane.choi@lacity.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2015 2:37 PM 
To: Michael Gonzales 
Subject: Re: Shade and Shadow

Hi Michael,

At this moment, until there are implementing local actions, we are still requiring analysis of shade 
shadow impacts based on our existing thresholds.

Jane

On Tue, Apr 21, 2015 at 7:37 AM, Michael Gonzales <mgonzales@gonzales lawgroup.com> 
wrote:

Hi Jane,

Recall our discussion re this. Any thoughts on it and the change in law? How is the city 
applying the change in CEQA saying that urban infill projects' aesthetic impacts are not 
significant?

Sent from my iPhone 
Please excuse any typos.

Jane Choi, AICP
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Expedited Processing Section
200 N. Spring Street, Room 721
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Tel: (213) 978-1379 (direct)
planning. Iacitv.org

EMAIL IPD 7899
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Clare Eberle <clare.eberle@lacity.org>

CASE NO. DIR-2015-2976-TDR-SPR / ALEXAN PROJECT / Submission for the 
Official Record - Objection

Matt Huxley <iVM^Htar@gmail.com> Mon, May 16, 2016 at 5:24 PM
To: "jenna.monterrosa" <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>, "vince.bertoni" evince.bertoni@lacity.org>, "shawn.kuk" 
<shawn.kuk@lacity.org>, "sara.hemandez" <sara.hemandez@lacity.org>, "dare.eberle" <clare.eber1e@lacity.org>, 
"mike.n.feuer" <mike.n.feuer@lacity.org>, "ken.bemstein" <ken.bemstein@lacity.org>

Dear LA City Planning Department and Councilman Jose Huizar:

I am writing to express my strong disapproval of the proposed development of a glass apartment tower, 
known as the Alexan at the northeast comer of Ninth and Hill Streets.

The site is wholly inappropriate for the proposed development. The building site is in the Historic Core, 
and is surrounded on all four sides by historic buildings. To the north is the 1907 Hamburger’s Department 
Store (longtime May Company), currently being redeveloped as the Broadway Trade Center. To the west is 
the 1926 Coast Federal Building, now Chase Bank. To the south are the J 927 May Company Garage and the 
1917 Blackstone’s Department Store. And to the east is the 1929 Eastern Columbia Building, whose art deco 
design and clock tower is internationally recognized. Each of the five neighboring buildings has been 
designated as a Historic-Cultural Monument by the City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Commission prior 
to the acquisition of this property by its current owners. Obviously, a seven-level parking podium topped by 
a generic glass box is ludicrously out of place on this site.

The proposed development would block the view of the iconic Eastern Columbia clock tower to the
west. The clock tower has been featured in numerous photo and film presentations and architectural books 
and is often noted as an example of the restoration of downtown Los Angeles. Picturesque views of the 
Eastern are enjoyed by many of the residences and offices and visitors in downtown. It would be 
inconsistent for the City to allow a recent landholder to partner with an out-of-town developer to block the 
view of the clock tower.

The proposed development would degrade the quality of surrounding buildings. The proposed structure 
would start with a seven-level parking structure that would dominate the west facade of the Eastern 
Columbia building and expose residents to all-hours parking activity only forty feet from their windows. In 
fact, because of the irregular shape of the Alexan’s lot, the comer of the parking structure would be within 
inches of the comer of the Eastern Columbia Building.

The proposed glass tower would be located to the south of the Broadway Trade Center building, currently 
undergoing redevelopment. One of the exciting features of BTC will be the reactivation of its rooftop for 
public use. The proposed Alexan glass tower would shade the rooftop for much of the day, reducing 
opportunities for public use and enjoyment and inhibit privacy.

Redevelopment of the Historic Core and new development in the Financial District and South Park, along 
with improved transit and parks will help propel the downtown Los Angeles revival. This can be done 
without damaging the /zAioriccharacter of the Historic Core. While the glass tower proposed for the Alexan 
might be appropriate in South Park, it is entirely out of place in the Historic Core. A new design must be 
considered.

I urge you to use all the powers at your disposal to oppose the Alexan development as planned. In particular, 
the planning process should require a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR) at the planning stage.
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Sincerely yours,
. . *

Matthew Huxley '
Downtown Resident
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Clare Eberle <clare.eberle@lacity.org>

Opposition : DIR-2015-2976-TDR-SPR

Yuri Huxley Mon, May 16, 2016 at 6:19 PM
To: jenna.monterossa@lacity.org
Cc: "vince.bertoni" <vince.bertoni@lacity.org>, "shawn.kuk" <shawn.kuk@lacity.org>, "sara.hemandez"
<sara.hemandez@lacity.org>, "clare.eberie" <clare.eberle@lacity.org>, "mike.n.feuer” <mike.n.feuer@lacity.org>

Dear Jenna,

I am writing to express my extreme concern and opposition to the leased building proposed on the site at 9th and Hill,

The design as proposed blatantly does not follow historic Downtown Los Angeles guidelines of scale, massing, and 
rhythm.

The design as proposed dwarfs, disrespects, and decreases the significance of historic landmarks in the area, including 
the Eastern Columbia Clock Tower, Orpheum signage, United Artists Theater, and the Broadway Trade Center Building.

The design as proposed may have severe environmental and structural impacts on neighboring buildings due to the 
proposed excavation.

The design is not compatible with any Historic Core structures.

The design as proposed has not had a thorough environmental review, which may be potentially hazardous to the 
immediate area residents.

The design as proposed does not offer any public amenities or green space and and an imbalanced percentage of retail 
vs. residential.

As a resident and business owner of downtown, I invested during a time when the area was depressed and people were 
jumping ship. I believed in the area and the integrity of the historic guidelines that were in place then, and the same ones 
that are in place now. Density isn't the enemy, it is the lack of respect for guidelines and historic landmarks that is at the 
crux of the issue, and as a resident and business owner in downtown, I ask that this project be revisited and that these 
planning guidelines be followed.

Sincerely

-Yuri Huxley

Yuri Huxley, Realtor 

Town Square Real Estate 

CalBRE #01917264 
Ph/Text 310-669-2655 

Email: yuri@mytownsquare.com
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News
Big Plans Presented For Broadway Trade Center

Project Would Have Restaurants, Office Space, a Hotel, A Rooftop Pool and More

By Heidi Kulicke Jul 27, 201 5

rendering courtesy of Brosdbridge
Tiie Broadway Trade Center is undergoing a massive overhaul, adetng multiple restaurants and a hotel, among otner changes The anti

DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES - The renovation of the Broadway Trade Center is one of the biggest 

projects in Downtown Los Angeles, a transformation of a 1 1 million-square-foot edifice that dates to 

1906. Now, some new details on what to expect have been revealed.

BE THE FIRST TO READ THE LATEST DOWNTOWN NEWS, FOOD AND CULTURE STORIES.
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Project representatives last week briefed the Downtown Los Angeles Neighborhood Council’s 

Planning and Land Use Committee on the development. The proposal calls for a complex with a 

variety of new bar, restaurant and retail options, as well as creative office space, a hotel, a private 

club, a rooftop park with a pool and more

Waterbridge Capital, a New York-based real estate development and Investment group helmed by 

Joel Schreiber, acquired the former Hamburger (and later May Company) Department Store at Eighth 

Street and Broadway last year for about $130 million, according to a February report in the Los 

Angeles Times. Schreiber would not reveal the cost of the renovation to Downtown News.

Schreiber said the company views the Central City as a market with huge potential.

:,We see Downtown Los Angeles as the next developing major area in the U.S., the only major city 

still underdeveloped," Schreiber said. “We care deeply for Downtown L A. and the building, and are 

very cautious as to which tenants we choose to work with.”

After buying the building, Waterbridge opened a Los Angeles office and created a subsidiary called 

Broadbridge, which is now listed as the owner of the Broadway Trade Center. Shay Yadin, a 

consultant with Broadbridge, told the DLANC committee that the project is expected to open in 24-30 

months. The retail and restaurant component is anticipated to create 1,500 jobs, according to 

documents presented to DLANC.

The current eight-story building will have 15 levels when construction is done, said Elizabeth 

Peterson, a project consultant who spoke at the DLANC meeting That will come via the addition of 

four intermediate, mezzanine-style floors, and three rooftop levels, Peterson said.
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Crews are currently restorirtg the fagade, columns and archway of the building, Peterson added. The 

original marquees will also be restored.

Plans call for the first floor to hold Earth Market, a food and retail hub with 20 small food vendors and 

four full-size restaurants. A mezzanine overlooking the market would have have four bars. The 

market is a twist on Grand Central Market and would feature gourmet, organic and natural products 

from around the world, Yadin said

"We're taking cues from Chelsea Market in New York and Italy’s markets by adding a retail 

component to Earth Market,” Yadin told the DLANC committee.

Robert Cohen, president of RKF, which is handling the project s retail leasing, said the aim is to 

secure three anchor tenants, each occupying 15,000-30.OOC square feet of space on the ground floor. 

Potential occupants include fashion businesses, as well as high-end home furnishings, consumer 

electronics and other luxury retailers, he said. An upscale department store is also a possibility.

An office component would be on floors three and four. Phillip Sample, senior vice president of 

CBRE, which has the listing, said it will be creative office space, and will be ready for tenants in 12-18 

months. He said talks are ongoing with several high-end big creative tech companies ” and that up 

to 3,000 people could work there

Yadin cautioned the DLANC committee that they are still early in the process.

‘ We're having a lot of discussions with many tenants, but have not struck any deals yet,” he said. “It's 

important for us to curate very carefully who we take in. We're creating an environment, not just a 

building.”

The fifth and sixth floors would include a bar. restaurant, private club and spa. The seventh floor 

provides access to a 42 000-square-foot rooftop and there would be a park space open to the public, 

with one restaurant and two bars. Plans call for having movie screenings, concerts and other 

entertainment there, Peterson said. There would also be an Olympic-sized swimming pool on the 

roof.

“The spirit of the building is to have it very community-centered,” Peterson said.

Also envisioned is a 153-room hotel Although it would be on the upper floors of the building, its 

entrance, lobby and bar would be on the ground level facing Broadway

Plans call for a mechanized parking facility with lifts that can hold 450-600 cars, according to
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Peterson. It would be built in the basement and would stack vehicles

Plans are still being finalized, and could change as retail and office tenants are secured, Yadin said. 

Cohen said the hope is to have retail leases signed by the fourth quarter of this year

heidi@dov/ntownnews. com

© Los Angeles Downtown NewS'2015

Google Map dB6Jn®2£it&fi0ogle

Broadway Trade Center [ Downtown Los Angeles Neighborhood Council Diane Waterbridge Capital j Joel Schreiber

Elizabeth Peterson ( Shay Yadin Earth Market Chelsea Market 1 Grand Central Market Cfcre Rkf Robert Cohen

Phiilip Sample

4 Of 4 2/27/20! 7 11:11 PM

http://www.ladownrownnews.com/news,drig-plans-presented-for-br


EXHIBIT 32



* *v*>-
' --

/ J '

LU \ ' f

* \ \

L_Ul



EXHIBIT 33



GENERALIZED LAND USE
CENTRAL CITY

*r« ■*

act .*4' <fl jAtf-QC-WJ-lKXJPASC !*M^AanKtei>..w*dWrij 1 ?-4±^ssng set prcp iwaalisa • sWvai&TtflW



for healthy, thriving and engaged communities

Accurate data about the size and location 
of all existing parKs in the county were 
critical to completing the Parks Needs 
Assessment. These data were not 
available in a single database; therefore, 
the Los Angeles County Department 
cf Parks and Recreation collaborated 
with 86 cities to complete the first ever 
Countywide inventory of existing parks

LOCAL PARKS are under 1C0 acres and 
contain active amenities such as athietic 
courts and fields, playgrounds, arid 
swimming pools.

REGIONAL RECREATION PARKS 
are over 100 acres and contain active 
amenities such as athletic courts and 
fields, playgrounds, and swimming pcols.

REGIONAL OPEN SPACE includes 
facilities that are more than 5 acres and 
generally contain only passive amenities 
such as visitor centers, trails, picnic 
shelters, or restrooms.

NATURAL AREAS are generally larger 
than 100 acres and contain no reported 
amenities

4B|'. LOS ANGELES COUNTVWIDE COMPREHENSIVE. 

*r' PARKS & RECREATION NEEDS ASSESSMENT

The Parks Needs Assessment establishes a new way to understand and
think about parks, recreation, and open space by:

:: ■. .... .

Considering parks.as key infrastructure needed to maintain and improve the
. quality of life for all County residents *

...... . . . . v = ■,.
+ Using a new series of metrics to determine park need

_V -y ' T V'1'” . J . • • v '■ ■ y ■_[ - ^ ,’ 4‘.‘

♦ Supporting a need-based allocation of funding for parks and recieation
- ... .

♦ Emphasizing both community priorities and deferred maintenance projects
' : " • A -4./ .

1,7%
85.3%

3,023 FACILITIES INVENTORIED:

o

o

II

LOCAL PARK
15.723 acres

REGIONAL RECREATION PARK
18,243 acres

REGIONAL OPEN SPACE
98.377 acres

NATURAL AREAS
768,699 acres

1,602 
local parks .

17 regional 
recreation 

parks

I

329 regional *9
open spaces 1,075

■natural areas

How much park land is in the County? How much land is available to
residents in the area around each parki

3.3 ACRES
Local & Regional Recreation Park 

per 1,000 people
Low park 

pressure at

86-2 ACi.cS of parks In
Regional Open Space & Natural the County 

' Areas par 1,000 people

High park 
pressure at

80% 
of parks in 
the County

How much of the population has access to parks?

For more information, visit
LACountyParkNeeds.org
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Park Need 
by Study Area

Very Lew 
Low
Moderate
High
Very High
Not
Participating

Population reached via media Community Workshops Process

2.5 million* 1 million-*
Traditional Media

30K+ views
Project Wehsite

Review existing 
parks and metrics.

Develop
comprehensive list of 
potential projects.

The results of the analysis of-the park 
metrics were combined to determine 
an overall park need level for each 
Study Area. Tins approach creates a 
framework for assessing park need from a 
Countywide perspective.

Population in Each Need Category*

High
‘0 1% Nor Participating

4.6%
Very Low

16.5%

26.2%
Moderate

Average Acres per 1,000 
Residents in Each Need 
Category

11.5 12-5

1.6

Hioh Morier- Low 
ate

Very
Low

A Countywide education and awareness 
effort informed residents about the Parks 
Needs Assessment and encouraged them 
to attend a community workshop in thoir 
Study Area, where residents prioritized 
their communities' tep ten parks projects.

Prioritized
Projects

billion

Specialized
Facilities

Cost estimates were developed for the 
top ten prioritized park projects from each 
community workshop and for all deferred 
maintenance projects.
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SPRING

STREET
Centrally located in the Historic Gore of Downtown 
Los Angeles, the property comprisese rectangular level 
Site situated on the northwest corner of 8th and Spring 
Sreets. It consists of approximately 33,935 square feet 
aid is currently used as paved parking. Tnestehasa 
frontage to Spring 9reet of +/-250 feet, afrontage of 
+M55feetto8th Sreet.

ZONING ,

The site is zoned C5-4Dwhichallowsforthe highest 
density commercial use and is located in the Central 
Gty Gommunity Plan Area which designatesthesite 
as Regional Center Commercial. This deagnation 
permits the site to use the R5 density by-right with an 
FARof 6:1. Additional FARabovethe',by-nght" ratio 
isavailable under theTFAROrc nance, which formula 
will allow for the acquisition of additional FAR up to a 
maximum of 13:1.

ENTITLEMENTS

The currently approved entitlement for the Project isthe\fe^mg Tentative Tract Map fVTTM') granted April 23,2007. 
The VTTM has been extended so that it currently expires on April 13,2017, but the VTTMsIife may be ext ended for 
an additional two (2) years upon application to the Qty. There is a Mitigated Negative Declaration C MND") that was 
adopted by the Gty.

PARKiNG (COVENANT

The property has an existing covenant to provide parking for the adjacent Chapman lofts Building of the cost of which 
will be assumed by the ownership of the Chapman Building. The number of spaces heiween 175 and 300, will be 
determined by agreement between Buyer and Seller.
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The renaissance of downtown losAnge'es came about asa result of many factors The presence in the Histone Cere 
o'ageograpnical concentration of numerousolder boldngsof great architectural agnrLcancetad the foundation for 
this revitalization Coup's this wth the demand driver by need to aocpmmodaie those who work in downtown and 
would like to live in residential accommodation dose to tneir Discs of work in the main, these oity-dwelersfoimd the 
sterile quality of the Bunks: Hill readenlia! high-rises to be soulless said ackng in any sense of avitai urban context.

Th'sall changed with the pass ng in 1999of'heAdap!:veFteuff‘ Ordinance. BsentiallythisOrd. nance permitted the 
oonvaraonofh'StoricallyanC arch tccturallyagniLckitbuildingsto residential use and encouraged 1 he investment 
of sicniLcant funds into the fabric of these structures ThisOrdinance was extended in 2003 to induce other a eas 

'but nowheteWasitsimpact more trensformmg than in I ne Historic (ire of downtowi i itself. Dozens of magnlGabnt 
Duildmgsoonstructed in the 1920'sar.d 1930's were repurposed lop-ovidethousandsofapadmentsfor a.new inSik of 
downtown dweltere

Oocuoancyratesin these buildings remains remarkably high. This phenomena) giowth has results) in a thriving aid 
vital cor central ion of newly- restored residential buildings bringing wilh it numerous retail outlets, restaurants and 
bars (mduding asoon-to-ooen 42.0CC9-Wole foodsat 8th & Grand and an Urban OutGfjersdcthing outlet in the 
former Raltc Theatre. 9wed sh retailer Acne Studioshas launched aCiigsh;pstore>n the Art Deco laiidmark Eastern 
Cblumbia building, a former depa-tment store turned luxury oondominium lower. In addition, thetrendy Ace Hotel 
reoastly opes ted in what was known as the United Artists Building). All of this and more in the pi peline, now previdesa 
very lively 247 u'ban setting.

A, good things must eventually reaco a ooncusion and theavailab.'ity of buildirigssuilablefor adaptive reuse has 
now been more-cr-fuss exhausted Vte-y few truly signiCcbm properties having the attributes necessary for residential 
conversion are left.

Nevcrfhelesslhe demand remainsstrong. The statist icsarecompellmg As of September 2013 Downtown los 
Argeles is borne to 52.400 residents up 15% over 2012 and an increase of more than 23.520 (81 %) snee 2006.
These new residentsareattracted by theemergenceof high-proJe development projects theincreasng mobility 
provided by the availability cfconvenienl mass-lransil systems and the improved qualify and quantity of public 
srr.emiiesin the Downtown aiea The number of retailersand restaureleursopening In downtown 1o serve this 
growing population is increasing month-fo month. The g eatesl concen'ration of newretaiiersand restaurants have 
been aong tne String Sreet Historic Corridor which has evolved into dow.ntowi I'suBt 24/7 community.
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. vicod Partnersaremihe-ast stagesof constriction of their 2? story 2S0unit apatmen; tower rising at tne 
southwest comer of 6th and ‘tope, staled for completion later this year

Hign-rise i essential eevelopmenisproposed and cumently oiogresang though the entitlement phase incuce
Vv;..ci R*r!niitS'5¥rwl#iing thefollowmg

| CaimeiPertnersh3sannoi!nceda27-s;oryloweronthosoJth&cie 
of Eighth at Otive. The project will include 363 residential units 

(studiostc two-fcedrocmswith four penthouses) and 10.030 square fee! 
o'giound _oor retail (probably including a. restaurant). plusaLJth-fGor 
deck with adog park and GJress center together witha roof-dear with 
lounge bar. and pool

M V\fell-known for interesting downtown projects developer Izek 
■■ 3-omof hasarinounccda3^-storyapartment^<yscivpc)i mthe 
Histone Cbrecf downtown LA. To be known as Broadway @4th the 34-story 
apartment and retail comp’ex would house4S0 units

■ j Gk. Fa mer Associates is soon testad work on a 10-story apartment
' buildiiigontheeastsdeofBoadwaybefweenOthanoaympc The 

project will have <437 apar.mentsaround an interna' courtyard, a roof deck 
and aporoximately 35.000 square fee! of cornmeraal spsceand 10 livehvork 
unitson theground 5br.

Downtown developer Barry Siy is moving forward with plansto 
: . .develop a high-rise apartment project at the southwest comer of 6th 

aid Mar SE Omega at 601 South Ma‘n Sreel will bea4CTstory, 5C0-un‘t 
tower built at this very viorant location in the Historic Core

In addition, the same developer has recently acquired two development sites and isseexing entitlememsfot 
both p-ojocts TheSt. at 020 Sxrth Hill 3reet isintendeo to provide 250 residential units in a21-slory tower.

t In thessme acquisition Mr. Shy purchased the site at the northwest corner of teoadway aid Olympic where hers 
intending tc construct a 20-story towertc provide 250 units
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Thecemogrsphic range 3nd reacn of the new resdentia Downtown core is 
'lustrstod twthefol.owing 5tMiStiCS(S3uire Downtown Carter BD):

» An"edianincomeof$98.7QOforicsicents 

s> A median age of 34 (53% female; 47% ntale)

# 7i%of theseroadentsrentversjs29%ownership 

» 56% of the population also work downtown 

» 8C% have oorplded a four year college or higher 

» 41%arem3m'edorpainered

n Thedcwntown area employsln exoessof 500,000 people with amoc lan 
.ncomeof 592,000

» 54%of!hes??rea; senior or professonat leves

i> In addition, downtown atlrectsin excess of 10 million viatorspei year, e laoe 
pereer tage of wnom are vlsti ng ether Sap'es Goiter, IA t ;ve or the Cbnvention Center.

The Oown'owo area currently provides19,367 markel -rate residentia units Over a 
Downtown wonting populat ion :n excess of 500,000, these numbers ind ioatc a market 
r ate houang to urban, obs ratio of 3.5%, indicating DTLA has a long growth spurt ahead to 
catch up to more typical west coast rstiosof 10 to 15 percent (i.e-SoattlG).

Attention hsisnow turred from conversion of existing buildingsio theconsrrudion of new. 
ground-up construction.

Dcamplesof this next weveo'residential oeveiopment can already be found in the downtown skyline. Numerous 
mi0-o9e develonmentsare underway (Carmel Fortners a* 8th and Grand: Hanover Cbntpaiy al Oymplcand Hill) witn 
severe: other projectsabout to break ground

Gmi Group Rpndwng

New construction of high-rise residential can be seer n the downtown core asfo’iows

Onni &oup swell-advanced in trie construction 888 dive, a new 32-Story 283 unit luxury rental-apartment 
lower at the corner of 9th and Oiive Sreets adjacent to the Historic 1926 CbaS SBvirgs Building
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TTie historic Broadway corridor, part of an important National Ffegister HiSoric District, is located in tne 
center of downtown Los Angeles and in the heart of the Historic Core. Broadway enjoys a colorful history 
asthebirthpiaceof vaudevilleand cinematic entertainment in Los Angeles and was once considered 

the retail capital of the United States It featuresone of the largest 
concentrationsof hlstorictheatreson one street in the nation with 
twelve beautiful theatres located within nine blocks, set between a bevy 
of beautiful architectural gems.

Led by Los Angeles Q:y Coundlmember Jose Huizar, Bringing Back 
Broadway is an ambitious p,an to revitalize the Historic Broadway corridor 
in downtown LosAngeies a National Ftegister Historic District. Goaisare 
to provide economic development and business as^stance; re-activate 
Broadway's historictheaters as well asmorethan one million square feet 
of vacant oommerda) space and increase parking and transit options 
including bringing Ihe beloved areetcar backto downtown Los Angeles

Under the initiative, the area has already experienced asurgein new 
retail and restaurants aid isbecoming afocal point forcreafiveoQe 
and boutique hotel development with dty policies aimed at creating 
Btibiiity for the reactivation 
of up per Hor spaces

As a link between the past and the future, the revitalized 
historic B-oadway corridor will ensure that the vibrant, 
cultural character oi Broadway remains while helping 
Broadway provide something for everyone, day and night by 
complementing and connecting new large-scale downtown 
entertainment and cultural destinations aswef asgalieries, 
restaurants and cultural activitiesthroughout Downtown.
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gl Boutique Ace cctei 

B3( BlackstoneApts.

851 On Nom O-ganics 

S3 Angelo Home furniture 

13 Riales Hus 

83 Tower Bar 

IH Two Boots Rzs 

E3 IndieCBsk-WrlitZH Budding 

Brill Broadway Bar 

ESI Crpheum Theatre 

El UmamiDeti 

E3 LAApparel Mart 

EE1 Mew Moon Restaurant 

EH California Mart 

HU Vtood Spoon ffestaurant 

SH TheftirishLACafe 

E3 Historic GtyCiub 

S3 Ffestaurant Terror#

ESI Ncrtofts 

El Outfitters 

E3 LA Brewing 

E3 GobeTheatre(renov)

El Ross Dress For Less 

El Haas Building Apts.

K3 Sic Bar

03 Qiftons Cafeteria [renov.) 

E3 Saint Wrests JSAetryC&lter

03 figaro Bistro 

EE1 SB Manhattan Apis.

ED Sta'budrs 

El QtyGrill 

E3 Remiere Tower Apts.

El 5pnng Tower Lofts 

El Badett £ ilding Apts.

£3 VsnNuysApts.

Ril Hist oricCalifomia Millinery 

E3 \fenNuys Annex Lofts 

E3 Entitled envelopment Site 

ED Cheat Ftepubf.c Lots 

Pil Huntington Hotel (renov.) 

EQ UeardensAppiiances 

E3 Cecil Hotel 

ESI Barry Shy Apts.

EH SB Spring Apts.

EH The Falls BarS. Lounge 

EH Barry 9>y Dev Ste 

E3 Fac&Eectr cBuilding 

EE1 Artisan Restaurant 

EH XchangeQub 

El CbgeeBar 

R1 SB Tower Acts.

E3 SB lofts 

El Santa 1% lofts 

El Forking Structure
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March 9, 2016

Attn: Simon Hsu
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
111 N. Hope St., Room 1460 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: COMMENTS LADWP 2015 DRAFT URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN - HIDING THE SHORTAGE

It's important to emphasize the importance of the Urban Water Management Plan because every Environmental 
Impact Report uses this document to describe a projects impact on water. EIRs drawn up for every new project in 
the City of Los Angeles cite the future water supply data from the UWMP as evidence of sufficient future water 
supply for the project.

The LADWP 2015 Draft Urban Water Management Plan, like 
past UWMP's, continues to mischaracterize the city's 
availability of water by suggesting that it has access to water 
that it does not have access to. The draft is a thinly disguised 
effort to hide the city's low water supply levels from the 
planning process thus making the EIRs that rely on it 
susceptible to legal challenge.

To understand why the LADWP is doing this, we first need to 
remember that the Urban Water Management Plan is first and 
foremost a planning document.

The water supply totals found in the Service Area Reliability 
Assessments for Average, Single and Multi-Dry years found in 
the UWMP' are repeatedly cited in Environmental Impact 
Reports (EIR) as evidence of sufficient water supply to support 
the projects that are in the review process before the city planning department.

Conflicting Tasks

The LADWP has been faced with two conflicting tasks going back as far as 1985. The departments first task is to 
continue providing enough water to the city even while supply has fallen from an average of 680,000 Af/y to 
610,000 Af/y due primarily to Court directed reductions of Aqueduct water.

To meet this task, the department has been a leader in 
stretching out water supplies using innovative hardware 
conservation strategies (low flow shower heads and 
toilets, water efficient washing machines, smart irrigation) 
and economic incentives (tier pricing), and education.

However, in conflict with this first task, the lADWP's 
second task is to provide evidence of a growing water 
supply that is sufficient for continued growth. The 
department wants to avoid at all cost, producing a 
document that suggests that the water supply is not 
scaling up with growth that city planners and elected 
officials want to achieve.

A close analysis of the department's historical supply data 
from the past twenty years, has shown conclusively that the departments actual real deliveries of water have 
consistently fallen far short of their projections. This leads to the conclusion that the projected supply figures 
found in the current draft and past UWMP's are at best, very poor estimates, or at worst, that the department has 
been banking on paper water to promote the appearance of sufficient supplies.

figure 1- LADWP has consistently podded water projections with 
water the department could not access.
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California’s Urban Water Management Plan Act along with SB 610 and SB 221, requires that utilities update the 
UWMP every five years to demonstrate long term water supply availability before approving new projects".

Over time this task has become tougher for the LADWP to prove as the city and the regions surrounding it grow, 
and various interests throughout the state assert their rights to the state's water supply. Compounding the 
problem, the department has never rejected Water Supply Assessments (WSA) citing insufficient water supplies for 
large projects that are subject to SB 610. Instead the department has always reported to planners and developers 
that there is sufficient water for growth despite the shortage.

In recent years, the LADWP has found that the sum total of aqueduct, groundwater, recycled water and MWD 
water was no longer enough to support the city's total supply requirement needed as evidence of sufficient 
growth The department was also reaching the end of its credibility when it's aqueduct projections repeatedly 
exceeded 300,000 acre-feet per year (AF/y).

To solve this problem, the 2010 UWMP introduced new categories of supposedly new water. Some categories 
could result in real water such as stormwater capture and indirect potable reuse. But other categories were simply 
fuzzy water meant to artificially raise the total supply using paper water making it appear in EIRs that there would 
be long term surpluses available for growth. The 2015 Draft UWMP continues with this practice.

A Line-by-Line Analysis of the Draft UWMP's Future Water Supply Projections

The following is a review of the 2015 Draft UWMP with line by line analysis and comments of the supply 
proiections found in the Draft's Service Area Reliability Assessments table for Average years. I'll show where the 
real water is and what's vulnerable to challenge.

• Conservation

Plainly stated, Conservation is not a supply. Conservation should be used to lower the baseline demand. From 
there, the department should demonstrate how it will meet that.

Conservation (Additional Active2 and Passive3 after FY14/15) 125,800 110.900 111,600 109,100 108,100

Historically, the LADWP had always deducted conservation savings from the baseline demand side and from there, 
it calculated the required supply. However, because the falling aqueduct supply levels could no longer drive tota 
supply above 700,000 AF/y to support an UWMP that was favorable to planning documents, the department 
shifted tactics in 2010 and began using Conservation as a 'supply' to artificially bump up the total supply figur es

The department's 2015 draft shows Conservation as an 
'existing or planned supply' that will contribute up to 
125,800 Af/y to the city's water portfolio. But simoly put, 
this is 'paper water'. This is done to hide a portion of the 
total shortage the department doesn't want seen in 
Environmental Impact Reports that are attached to projects 
for review by the planning department.

There is a simple test to see if Conservation or any other 
category of water is real water or Imaginary water. The 
2009 California Water Plan Update’" describes 'paper 
water' as water that "utilities claim they have access ta, but 
is difficult or impossible to access for various reasons".

Using that definition in our test, if we eliminate all of the city's real incoming sources of water such as the 
aqueduct, groundwater, recycled water, stormwater, and MWD water, and leave the city with only Conservation, 
how much water would the city have access to and available to use?

Answer: None. The 125,800 AF of 'water1 in the Conservation category that the department claims it has access to 
is not accessible. You can't wash your hands with this water and you cannot sip it from a glass. Consequently, it's 
paper water and not a supply,

IADWP 2015 DRAFT UWMP 
PAPER WATER ADDED TO CONSERVATION PROMOTIONS
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Asserting that 'Conservation' is a water supply allows the department to manipulate the UWMP's supply 
projections, making it appear that the city's total available supply will be 611,800 Af/y in 2020 and grow as high as 
675,700 Af/y by the year 2040. When we remove this imaginary water from the table, the departments total 
projections fall to a dismal 536,370 Af/y (Figure 11) and over time it grows to just 600,770 AF/y by 2040. This is 
would fall more in line with the city's historical supply. (Figure 3)

I'm sure the department sees another benefit to asserting that Conservation is a supply. It doesn't have to report 
the actual results like it does with real water from the aqueduct, groundwater, MWD, and recycled water which 
are all measured as they enter the water system.

Placing Conservation on the 'supply side' of the equation creates a fuzzy math scenario of future water supply that 
does not belong in planning documents that rely on the UWMP. The department is basically saying, 'If the public 
reduces it gallons per capita daily and meets 50% of the 'projected' conservation level, then that's like having 
638,235 AF/y' or 'if the public could meet 100% of the city's projected conservation level, it would be the same as 
reaching 675,100 AF//.

Los Angeles Aqueduct

275,700 293,400 291,000 288,600 286.200| Los Angeles Aqueduct1

The next item of 'existing or planned supplies' in the table is the Los Angeles Aqueduct. No longer does the LADW'P 
find William Mulholland's engineering marvel worthy of top billing anymore even though it continues to be the 
city's largest owned producer of water in the city's supply 
portfolio. Instead it appears that the department wants the 
public's optics to be focused on 'Conservation' in the 
UWMP even though that's not real water like the 
aqueduct.

LADWP 203 5 DRAFT UWMP 
PAPER WATER ADDED TO AQUEDUCT PROJECTIONS

Using paper water, the Draft 2015 UWMP hides 68,030 to 
85,730 AF/y of the city's total supply shortage in the Los 
Angeles Aqueduct projections. It does this by seriously over 
projecting how much water will be available through the 
aqueduct system.

The aqueduct's actual average supply between 2007 and 
2012'" (Figure 4) is just 207,670 AF/y. The 2015 draft 
projects long term supplies up to 293,400 Af/y.

i<US W
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Given the aqueducts long term supply average and the permanent Court ordered environmental constraints on the 
aqueduct supply, there is no reason to believe that future aqueduct supplies will average higher than 227,000 Af/y. 
Even if the department is able to lower the amount of water needed to mitigate Owens Basin dust levels.

• Groundwater

Groundwater* (Net) 112,670 110,670 106,670 114.670 114,070

The departments next major source of domestic water supply and third on the list of 'existing or planned supplies' 
is Groundwater. Like every UWMP before it, the Draft 2015 UWMP continues citing far more access to 
groundwater than the department really has access to.
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From a historical perspective, there is simply no evidence 
that the department will meet the year to year higher 
projections they cite in the current draft.

EIR's produced between 1995 and 2016 all cited UWMP 
projections claiming there would be sufficient waterfor 
their projects, in part because of the promise that future 
groundwater supply contributions would exceed 100,000 
AF/y.

• Recycled Water - Irrigation and Industrial

Recycled water is next item in the 'existing or planned supplies' in the Draft 2015 UWMP. The department split the 
Recycle Water category between two sub categories back in 2010 and that continues today. They are 'Irrigation 
and Industrial Use' and 'Groundwater Replenishment'.

This conclusion is made by comparing the last 15-year average groundwater supply of just 74,390 AF/y (2000 and 
2015) with the drafts projections of 112,670 to 114,070 
AF/y. Anything more than 74,390 AF/y is paper water 
which is used to bump up the total supply and hide the 
departments shortage in planning documents. (Figure 5}

LADWP 201S ORAFT UWMP
PAPER WATER ADDED TO GROUNDWATER PROJECTIONS

J1P*S38,280- It* 32,280 : *

39,680

• iuppV 2G0O - Puvrt Wittes ii> Ground water Projections

- Irrigation and Industnal Use 19,800 29,000 39,000 42,200 45,400

Irrigation and Industrial Use, better known as purple pipe is projected to contribute 19,800 AF/y of water into the 
city water system by 2020 and increase to 45,400 AF/y by 2040. However, the departments history of meeting 
purple pipe projections suggests that they will not come dose to meeting these new projections either. Over the 
last eight years the department's average has been just ~7,500 AF/y. (Figure 6)

EIR's produced between 2010 and 2016 all cited the 2010 UWMP claiming there would be sufficient water for their 
projects, in part because of the 20,000 AF/y of recycled water distributed by purple pipe in the city's water system 
by 2015.

However, the department missed that mark badly with only 
~9,800 AF of measured supply by September of 2015.

Earlier UWMP's promised that even more recycled water 
stating up to 29,000 AF/y would have been available by 
2015.

Given that developing a more extensive purple pipe 
distribution system may not be cost effective over the long 
term, there is no reason to believe that Recycle Water- 
Irrigation and Industrial supply will exceed 15,000 Af/y over 
the next twenty-five years.

At this level, one can only conclude that the 2015 Draft UWMP uses this paper water in the Recycle Water- 
Irrigation and Industrial category to effectively hide up to 30,400 AF/y of the city's total supply shortage.

tAQlVP 2015 DRAFT UWMP 
PAPER WATER ADDED TO RECVCLE PROJECTIONS
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• Recycled Water - Groundwater Replenishment

- Groundwater Replenishment 0 30.000 30,000 30,000 30,000

The item on the 'existing or planned supply' supply table is Groundwater Replenishment. This is not expected to 
begin contributing the city's water portfolio until 2025. Groundwater Replenishment is a treated wastewater 
program known as Indirect Potable Reuse which is simitar to Orange County's successful IPR program.

If the department is successful at rolling out Indirect Potable Reuse, this may turn out to be a real supply. How 
much we actually see entering the system on a year to year basis remains to be seen.



Stormwater Capture - Harvesting

What was new to the 2010 UWMP but considered only a 'potential supply', Stormwater Capture has been 
undeservingly upgraded to a 'existing or planned supply'. Stormwater Capture is split between sub categories, 
Stormwater 'Reuse' and Stormwater 'Recharge'.

- Stormwater Reuse (Harvesting) 400 800 1.200 1,600 2.000

Stormwater Reuse (Harvesting), is the sixth 'existing or planned supply' in the table. Harvesting, is a paper water 
category consisting of Rain Barrels and Cisterns. The department claims that these components will be 
contributing 400 Af/y to the city's water system by 2020 and will subsequently increase to 2,000 AF/y by 2040.

Over the last six years, projects working their way 
through the planning process claimed that they would 
have sufficient water supply to support them, in part 
because of the 2,000 AF/y of Harvested water that would 
be available to the city by 2015 and 10,000 AF/y by 2035.
Development projects throughout the city parroted this 
claim in their EIR's but the department could never 
measure it nor report it. (Figure 7)

This category fits the definition of paper water because 
the department cannot access it. At best the department 
can only make assumptions about the quantity of water 
captured in rain barrels and cisterns. Such claims 
however are not suitable for planning documents such as environmental impact reports because they are based on 
guesses. The state generally recognizes supply only as water that can be measured as it enters the system/

Rain barrels and cisterns are back yard, privately owned containers that do not have gages mounted to them that 
report back to the utility. There is no way the L/\DWP can tell if they are actually in use,, whether they've collected 
rainwater or if they have been repurposed for other uses.

Given that Harvesting consists entirely of paper water, one can only conclude that the Draft 2015 UWMP uses in 
the Stormwater Reuse category to hide 400 to 2,000 AF/y of the city's total supply shortage.

• Stormwater Capture - Recharge

Stormwater Recharge (Increased Pumping) 2.000 4.000 8,000 15.000 15.000

Next on the list of 'existing or planned' supplies in the draft UWMP is Stormwater Recharge. Over the years the 
city has relied on ’natural recharge' in the San Fernando Basin for groundwater pumping, but this has severely 
decreased due to urbanization, led by the city's thirst for high density development and road construction over 
permeable soil.

The LADWP intends to build an infrastructure in the San Fernando Basin that will capture up to 15,000 AF/y of 
water during intense rainwater events and allow it to infiltrate into to the ground much like natural recharge.

This may very well be another form of supply that is difficult to access given that is relies on rain events. For 
example, in both 2015 and 2016 it was predicted that El Nino would bring heavy rams to the Los Angeles area but 
that did not happen. Over the past three years, the drought has seriously reduced rainfall that would have 
contributed to both natural recharge and Stormwater Capture by way of recharge.

Furthermore, this new effort appears to be more about an effort to stem the further declines of groundwater 
shortage than to find new water. It could take decades before a payeff is seen if ever. (Figure 13) v‘

Recharge will be subject to the same meteorological events that affect groundwater pumping where the latter has 
never met the long term projections found in past UWMPs. There is no guarantee that Recharge efforts will resu t 
in 15,000 Af/y supply until the program is in fully implemented and the long term averages can be measured as it

IAOWP 2015 ORAFT UWMP 
PAPER WATER ADDED TO HARVESTING PROJECTIONS
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enters the city's water system. How much we actually see entering the system on a year to year basis remains to 
be seen.

• MWD Water Purchases with Existing/Planned Supplies

MWD Water Purchases
| With Existing/Planned Supplies 75,430 65,930 65.430 60.630 74,930

'MWD Water Purchases' is an interesting category because the department has consistently 'underestimated' how 
much it will buy from the Metropolitan Water District.

This happens because as previously noted, the LADWP claims it has access to large amounts of water it doesn't 
have access to. The department then has to make adjustments for the shortages by quietly purchasing additional 
water from the MWD.

The Draft 2015 projections are stunning given that it represents a 68% drop from the 2010 UWMP and worse, a 
projected 80% drop from the real purchases.

Between 2000 to 2015, the LADWP projected it would be purchasing an average of 220,881 AF/y from the MWD. 
But during this time the actual average supply it purchased from the MWD during that time was 47% higher at 
325,570 AF/y. (Figure 12)

This clearly demonstrates that the LADWP projections for MWD water have been seriously understated as a result 
of its supply projections being so full of paper water. The department's MWD projections are simply not reliable,

Given how much paper water is in this draft UWMP which includes the so-called 'Conservation', there is no 
evidence that the LADWP will be able to meet those projections and subsequently limit MWD purchases at this 
level unless city leaders intend to deliberately deepen the city's water supply shortage by plunging the city into a 
Phase IV or Phase V restrictions.

• Transfers

Water Transfers6 42,000 40.000 40.000 40.000 40,000

Over the last six years, EIR's for projects working their way through the 
planning process claimed that they would have sufficient water supply to 
support them, in part because 40,000 AF/y of Transfer water would be 
available to the city by 2015. However, the department was not able to 
access this water that so we can firmly place this in the category of paper 
water. (Figure 9)

With the 'water market' turning increasingly bleak, the LADWP rightfully 
did not include Transfers as a 'Planned Supply' in the draft as it did in the 
2010 UWMP. The department instead downgraded Transfers to a 
'Potential Supply'. However, it still remains on the table making it 'appear' 
as if it is accessible to decision makers.

The chances that the department will have access to this water is fairly remote given that there no willing sellers in 
the Central Valley or Northern California and it's likely that the department would find itself bidding against the 
well-financed Metropolitan Water District.

• MWD Water Purchases with Existing/Planned Supplies and Transfers

MWD Water Purchases
With Existing/Planned/Potential Supplies 35.430 25.930 25.430 20,630 34.9301

The tenth and last item in the Draft 2015 UWMP Services Area Reliability Assessment is an alternative MWD Water 
Purchase should the LADWP be able to secure contracts for water in the 'Transfer' category. It states that if the 
LADWP were to be able to secure contracts for 40,000 AF/y of Transfer water, this would result in lower MWD 
purchases amounting to "20,630 to 35,430 AF/y. Should Transfers occur, it's unlikely that the MWD projections

: ■ St



could be held this low for the same reasons described the 'MWD Water Purchases with Existing/Planned Supplies' 
section above.

Charting LADWP's Use of Paper Water

To illustrate the LADWP's consistent claims of having access to water it cannot access, this analysis includes the
following charts that clearly show the departments projected long term normal year surpluses in past UWMPs, 
against the actual total supply reported by the department. In 
a report 'Waterfor Growth', the author noted that this 
practice raises the possibility that these utilities are banking 
on 'paper water'.

Paper water is water that the utility claims to has access to but 
cannot access it because it is used elsewhere in the state's 
water system. These charts demonstrate the fact that the 
LADWP has for decades, routinely padded its supply

projections of supply and demand: and, when available, these detailed 
series often deviated considerably from aggregate figures presented 
elsewhere in the plans A majority of utilities reported considerable 
normal-year surpluses, both now and 20 years hence, raising the 
possibility that many are banking on “paper water5" for their margin of 
comfort.

Progress is clearly needed lo bring UWMPs to the level where they 
can serve as a basis for assessing long term supply reliability. The “show 
me the water” laws have raised the stakes, because a well-documented 
UWMP can be used to demonstrate water availability for new 
development. The next round of UWMPs, due in December 2005,

projection using paper water to bump up the perception of 
available water in the UWMP to avoid producing a document 
that will otherwise show shortages instead,

Figure 2 - 'Hanak (2010): Water for Growth' suggests many 
utilities count on water used by others in state water system.

The LADWP's UWMP projections are routinely cited by Environmental Impact Reports for projects and 
developments seeking permits as evidence of sufficient water supply as they work their way through the city's 
planning department. The 'actual supply' amounts shown below demonstrate that the LADWP has been unable to 
meet these projections though out this entire period from 1990 through 2015.

LADWP Projections V. Actual Supply

LADWP DRAFT 2015 UWMP 
Projected v. Actual Water
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Figure 3 - Total City Water Supply - Year after year, decade after decade the LADWP has repeatedly exaggerated 
how much water would be available for future growth. The department was never able to access this water which 
resulted in an onerous Emergency Water Conservation Ordinance.



LADWP DRAFT 2015 UWMP 
Projected v. Actual
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Figure 4- Los Angeles Aqueduct - The 2015 Draft UWMP continues to cite quantities of aqueduct water that is far 
over the average of 207,670 acre-feet since 2007
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Figure 5 - Domestic Groundwater - For decades the LADWP has told planners that it will have over 100,000 acre- 
feet of groundwater which will be sufficient for future growth. It never came.



•LADWP.DRAFT 2015 UWMP 
Projected v. Actual ' 
RECYCLED WATER 2015 UWMP
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Figure 6 - Recycled Water - For decades EIR's have cited LADWP projections telling planners that there will be an 
abundant supply of recycled water ranging from 30,000 to 59,000 acre-feet. The department hasn't even met its 
1990,1995, 2000, or 2005 promises.

2<J.000

22,000

20,000

155.000

16,000

LADWP DRAFT 2015 UWMP 
Projected v. Actual

STORMWATER CAPTURE - HARVEST

ffl
1

u. coo

12,000
2010 UWMP

10,000

6.000

2015 UWMPACTUAL REPORTED 
HARVEST

2010 2030201S 2020 2040

Compil'd by O’bvQhtMath.tom 0«<i twr„- LADWP

Figure 7 - Harvest (Rain Barrels & Cisterns) - In the most recent UWMP's, the department had to invent new 
categories cf water that can't be considered a supply because it never enters the departments water supply and it 
can't be measured.



LAOWP 2010 UWMP . .
Projected v. Actual
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Figure 8 - Recharge (Indirect Potable Reuse) - Some of the LADWP's new categories of water may not result in 
increases of water. The efforts to recharge the basin are likely being made to stem further losses of groundwater.

LADWP DRAFT 2015 UWMP 
Projected v. Actual
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Figure 9 - Transfers - The LADWP told planners that 40,000 acre-feet of 'Transfer' water would be available for the 
supply projects they were evaluating starting in 2C15. It never came
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LADWP DRAFT 2015 UWMP 
Projected v. Actual 
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Figure 10 Conservation - Project v. Actual Deliveries ■ The LADWP told planners that 8,178 acre-feet of water 
would be available by 2015 to the supply projects they were evaluating, It never came. The city has had to double 
down on conservation just to get by.
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Figure 11 - Conservation - Lowered Baseline V. Paper Water - To preserve the appearance of sufficient future 
supplies without having to acknowledge that seriously difficult conservation efforts would be needed, the 
department calls conservation a supply. If the conservation targets are not met, the real result is a much smaller 
supply than the department is willing to admit to.



LADWP 2000 UWMP
LADWP MWD PROJECTIONS v. LADWP MWD PURCHASES

5QG.000

450.000

400.000

350.000

300.000

250.000

200.000

150.000

100.000

50,000

0
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 200? 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

423,330 413,884
398,890

Compiled by: DrouglitMelh.com
----- Projected MWD Supply ——"Actual MWD Purchases

Source: WDWP

Figure 12 - Projected MWD Purchases u. Actual MWD Purchoses - The LADWP consistently low-balls MWD 
projections. When the department fails to meet it stated goals, it has to purchase large amounts of MWD water. 
The 2015 UWMP takes this practice to new lews at just 60,630 acre-feet per year.

7(n?-13 WaierYear 
ULARA Watem luster 

Report

PLATESan Fernando Basin:
Cumulative Change in Groundwater Storage

Figure 13 - Change in Groundwater Storage The groundwater recharge category is less cbout attempting to find 
'new vrater' and more about trying tc stem the losses of old water in the San Fernando Basin.



Closing Comments

In dosing, the 2015 Draft UWMP is totally inadequate in its current form. It mischaracterizes the city's true water 
supply outlook and it should be revised using meaningful, measurable, achievable water supply projections that 
planners, developers, and residents can be assured the department can meet.

The LADWP's continuing reliance on 'paper water' to foster the perception of a growing water supply in its 
UWMP's will only further exacerbate the city's water shortage as it grows, makes Environmental Impact Reviews 
associated with developments within the city vulnerable to legal challenges and could potentially threaten the 
city's viability if the practice continues.

David Coffin 
DroughtMath.com

11 his analysts focuses exclusively on the Average Year assessments to keep it simple.

" Show Me the Water Plan, Hanak, 2010

Water for Growth, Hanak, 2009- htto .■7www.waterolan.water.ca.aav/cwpu20C9/index.cfm Voi 4, Refere.nce Guide, Pg 75. 

the years 2013, 2014, & 2315 were excluded as they may not he necessarily 'average' years but instead outliers given the recent drought. 

v the LADWP's claims to have access Harvested Water has no su-table provision tor measurement identified in Methodologies Urban Per 
Capita Water Use' http://www.water.ca.gov/wateruseeffidency/sb7/docs/methodologies urban-per-capita-water-use-10042010.pdf 

vl 2012-13 ULARA Water Year Annual Report. Pg 2 32, 2 33, Plate 13. http://ularawatermaster.com/3vblic resources/WY 2012 13-UIARA- 
WM-Rpt-i 2-2014.pdf

http://www.waterolan.water.ca.aav/cwpu
http://www.water.ca.gov/wateruseeffidency/sb7/docs/methodologies
http://ularawatermaster.com/3vblic_resources/WY_2012_13-
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

ROOM 395, CITY HALL '
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

INITIAL STUDY 
AND CHECKLIST

(Article IV — City CEQA Guidelines)
LEAD CITY AGENCY COUNCIL DISTRICT

CitY Of Los Anaeles 9. 14

DATE

4-22-87
PROJECT TITLE/NO.

General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program
CASE NO.

EIR 87-1100-GP/ZC
PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. □ DOES have significant changes from previous actions.

E DOES NOT have significant changes from previous actions.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
Proposed amendments to the Central City Community Plan in conjuction with the General 
Plan/Zoning Consistency program, a citywide program to achieve consistency between the 
General Plan and zoning. Consistency is mandated by state legislation (Court Code 60580) 
and a court settlement agreement. Recommended actions include plan amendments, zone 
changes, and height district changes.

* PROJECT LOCATION -

Various locations throughout the Central City Community Plan area (see attached map).
5 PLANNING DISTRICT

-j Central City
STATUS:

□ PRELIMINARY
□ PROPOSED
8 ADOPTED date s-2-74

^ EXISTING ZONING
see EXHIBIT "A-l"

MAX. DENSITY ZONING
see EXHIBIT "A-l"

PROJECT DENSITY
see EXHIBIT "A-l"

" PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE
-s see EXHIBIT "A-l"

MAX. DENSITY PLAN
see EXHIBIT "A-l"

{g DOES CONFORM TO PLAN
□ DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN
□ NO DISTRICT PLANPLAN DENSITY RANGE 

ry see EXHIBIT "A-l"
PROJECT DENSITY

see EXHIBIT "A-l"

^ IW DETERMINATION (to be completed by Lead City Agency)

2 On the basis of the attached initial study checklist and evaluation:

NEGATIVE
DECLARATION

□ 1 find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

MITIGATED
NEGATIVE
DECLARATION

□ 1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environ
ment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures 
described on an attached sheet have been added to the project. A MITIGATED NEGA
TIVE DECLARATION WILL BE PREPARED. (See attached condition(s).)

ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT
REPORT

0"I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. The previously certified
EIR for the Central City Community Plan will be recirculated as the
Fl-rv^Ft- FTP fnr Fhi=» Font-ral PI /7.nni nrt rnn«i5tonn? Pr-n-ii^i-F

VJ SIGNATURE
City Planner

TITLE
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Form G«n 159 — Page 2

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (To be completed by Lead City Agency)

SPT* BACKGROUND
PROPONENT NAME PHONE

City Planning Department, City of Los Angeles 485-3744
PROPONENT ADDRESS

Room 605, City Hall
200 N. Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012-4856

AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST DATE SUBMITTED
City of Los Angeles 4-22-87

PROPOSAL NAME (If applicable)

General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program
CKJ VI DOkf kA FNJTA 1 IMPACTC (Explanations of air’yes" and "maybe" answerssn ” i RvrtmErt i nL. imtalu are required to be attached on separate sheets.)

1. EARTH. Will the proposal result in: yes maybe no
a. Unstable earth conditions or in changes in geologic substructures? ______  _______ __X_
b. Disruptions, displacements, compaction or overcovering of the soil? ______ y__ ____
c. Change in topography or ground surface relief features?...................    _X__ ____
d. The destruction, covering or modification of any unique geologic or
physical features?............................................................................................ .............  .............  ....X_
e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off the
site?..................................................................................................................... ............. —X__ ____
f. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands, or changes in
siltation, deposition or erosion which may modify the channel of a 
river or stream or the bed of the ocean or any bay, inlet or lake?........
g. Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such as earth

** quakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards?....

5 2. AIR. Will the proposal result in:
a. Air emissions or deterioration of ambient air quality?......................... X ______  ___
b. The creation of objectionable odors?.................................................... ............. .............  .... X.
c. Alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature, or any change
in climate, either locally or regionally?........................................................ ............. .............  .... X.

5 d. Expose the project residents to severe air pollution conditions? ______  ______  __X.

3, WATER. Will the proposal result in;
a. changes in currents, or the course or direction of water movements,
in either marine or fresh waters?................................................................. .............  .............. .... X
b. Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and

v amounts of surface water runoff?.................................................................. ............. ............. .... X.
c. Alterations to the course or flow of flood waters?............................... ............. .............  .....X
d. Change in the amount of surface water in any water body?............... ............. .................. .....X
e. Discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of surface water 
quality, including but not limited to temperature, dissolved oxygen or
turbidity?............................................................................................................ ............. .............. —K
f. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of ground waters?...............
g. Change in the quantity of ground waters, either through direct ad
ditions or withdrawals, or through interception of an aquifer by cuts
or excavations?.................................................................................................. ............. ............. .....X
h. Reduction in the amount of water otherwise available for public
water supplies? ................................................................................................ ............. ............. .....X
i. Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such as
flooding or tidal waves?................................................................................. ............. .............  .....X
j. Changes in the temperature, flow, or chemical content of surface
thermal springs. ______  ______  __ X

4. PLANT LIFE. Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in the diversity of species, or number of any species of
plants (including trees, shrubs, grass, crops and aquatic plants)?........
b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered
species of plants?............................................................................................
c. Introduction of new species of plants into an area, or is a barrier to
the normal replenishment of existing species?..........................................
d. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop?....................................
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5. ANIMAL LIFE. Will rne proposal result in: . yes maybe no
a. Change in the diversity of species, or numbers of any species of 
animals (birds, land animals including reptiles, fish and shellfish,
benthic organisms or insects)?................................................................. ............  ............. —(L.
b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered
species of animals?..................................................................................... ............  ............. —X_
c. Introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result in a
barrier to the migration or movement of animals?,
d. Deterioration to existing fish or wildlife habitat?

6. NOISE. Will the proposal result in:
a. Increases in existing noise levels?................................................................... ............... ................ .....X
b. Exposure of people to severe noise levels?.................................................. ................ ................ .....K.

7. LIGHT AND GLARE. Will the proposal
a. Produce new light or glare from street lights or other sources? .. . ------ ------ ------------- —X.
b. Reduce access to sunlight of adjacent properties due to
shade and shadow .......................................................................................................... ................ ................ —X.

8. LAND USE. Will the proposal result in an alteration of
the present or planned land use of an area? —X— -------------- -------

9. NATURAL RESOURCES. Will the proposal result in:
a. Increase in the rate of use of any natural resources?.............................. ................ .......X ____
b. Depletion of any non-renewable natural resource?................................... ................ ................ .....X.

10. RISK OF UPSET. Will the proposal involve:
a. A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances (in
cluding, but not limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals or radiation) in
the event of an accident or upset conditions? ________ ________ __ X.
b. Possible interference with an emergency response plan or an emer
gency evacuation plan. ________ ________ __ X_

11. POPULATION. Will the proposal result in:
a. The relocation of any persons because of the effects upon housing,
commercial or industrial facilities? ________ y ____
b. Change in the distribution, density or growth rate of the human
population of an area? X ________ ____

12. HOUSING. Will the proposal:
a. Affect existing housing, or create a demand for additional housing? x ________ _____
b. Have an impact on the available rental housing in the community? X_______________
c. Result in demolition, relocation or remodeling of residential, com
mercial, or industrial buildings or other facilities? ________ X _____

13 Transportation/Circulation. Will the proposal result in:
a. Generation of additional vehicular movement?.......................................... y_______________
b. Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking?. . y ________ _____
c. Impact upon existing transportation systems?............................................. y ________ _____
d. Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of people
and/or goods?.................................................................................................................... ................ X _____
e. Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic?.................................................. ................ ................ .....X_
f. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedes
trians? .................................................................................................................................... ................ y _____

14. PUBLIC SERVICES. Will the proposal have an effect upon, 
or result in a need for new or altered governmental services in 
any of the following areas:

a. Fire protection? .......................................................................................................... ................ ................ ..... X_
b. Police protection?.......... ............................................................................................. .................................... . .....x_
c. Schools? ......................................................................................................................... ................ ................ .....X_
d. Parks or other recreational facilities?.............................................................. ................ ................ ..... X_
e. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?..................................... ............... . _ - X_.
f. Other governmental services?.............................................................................. ................ ................ X

15. ENERGY. Will the proposal result in:
a. Use of exceptional amounts of fuel or energy?.......................................... ................ ................ y

b. Increase in demand upon existing sources of energy, or require the
development of new sources of energy?.............................................................. ................ ...............................X_



YES MAYBE NO

16. ENERGY. Will the prop^oal result in:
a. Use of exceptional amounts of fuel or energy?....................................
b. Significant increase in demand upon existing sources of energy, or
require the development of new sources of energy?................................
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17. UTILITIES. Will the proposal result in a need for new 
systems, or alterations to the following utilities:
a. Power or natural gas?............................................................................... ........
b. Communications systems?......................................................................... .........
c. Water? .......................................................................................................... .........
d. Sewer or septic tanks?............................................................................. .........
e. Storm water drainage?.............. ............................................... ................ .........
f. Solid waste and disposal? .•..................................................................... .........

18. HUMAN HEALTH. Will the proposal result in:
a. Creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard (excluding
mental health)?................................................................................................ .........
b. Exposure of people to potential health hazards?................................ .........

19. AESTHETICS. Will the proposed project result in:
a. The obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to the public? ____
b. The creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to public view? ____
c. The destruction of a stand of trees, a rock outcopping or other
locally recognized desirable aesthic natural feature? ____
d. Any negative aesthetic effect? ____

20. RECREATION. Will the proposal result in an impact upon the
quality or quantity of existing recreational opportunities? _____

21. CULTURAL RESOURCES:
a. Will the proposal result in the alteration of or the destruction of a
prehistoric or historic archaeological site? ____
b. Will the proposal result in adverse physical or aesthetic effects
to a prehistoric or historic building, structure, or object? ____
c. Does the proposal have the potential to cause a physical change
which would affect unique ethnic cultural values? ____
d. Will the proposal restrict existing religious or sacred uses within
the potential impact area? ____

22 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.
a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the en
vironment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or elimi
nate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? ........................................................................................................ ..........
b. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the dis
advantage of long-term, environmental goals. _____
c. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable?*................... .................... ................................. ..........
d. Does the project have environmental effects which cause sub
stantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? _____

* “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project 
are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects 

____ of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects._________________________

OF* DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION Sla^Fnd'“
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INTRODUCTION

The General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program CAB 283) is designed to 
achieve consistency between the City's General Plan and zoning. Under 
this program, plan amendments, zone changes and/or height district 
changes have been proposed Tor the Central City Community. The 
following discussion constitutes the environmental evaluation of the 
proposed changes with reference to the original EIR prepared for the 
Central City Community Plan adopted in 1974.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

AIR - The proposed amendments and zone changes will not alter the 
anticipated impacts, mitigation measures, or alternatives related to 
air quality in Central City as identified in the previous EIR.

Air quality impacts in Central City are created as by-products from 
industrial activates, heating and cooling systems for commercial uses 
and transportation emissions. The City is committed to improving air 
quality through its building standards which require air filtration 
systems in accordance with regional AQMD standards and through 
endorsement of alternative transportat i on modes. These include rapid 
transit, bus systems, carpooling, and the construction of bikeways 
and pedways. Promotion of Central City as an active 24-hour 
activity center will encourage shorter trips within the community and 
promotion of housing could reduce transportation trips into and out of 
the community, with a resultant beneficial effect on air quality 
through reduction in transportation emissions. Air quality is also 
considered in the Community Plan goal to create and promote the use of 
parks, green space and street trees to improve air circulation.

The proposed plan amendments and zone changes will not alter the City's 
commitment to achieve these air quality system improvements.

EARTH - The proposed plan amendments and zone changes will not create 
impacts to soils other than those impacts identified in the previous 
EIR. That document states that disruptions, displacements of soils and 
change in topographical features will be impacted during short periods 
(construction) and long term periods (permanent alteration of site 
elevations). However these impacts cannot be accurately identified on 
a community-wide basis. Evaluation of individual sites will be 
reviewed for earth impacts when building permit applications are 
received. Approporiate and specific mitigation measures can be more 
accurately determined at that time.
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LAND_JJSE - The proposed alterations to the Community Plan are 
designed to implement the land use objectives established by the 
existing Community Plan, adopted in 1574. Proposed plan amendments are 
based in part on an analysis of existing land use at a subarea level to 
determine the appropriate planned use and zoning standards for the 
subarea ,

The proposed changes to the plan are summarized in Table 1. Table 1 
indicates that a slight increase in acreage planned for commercial and 
industrial categories will occur with the recommended changes,
However, this is misleading as it does not recognize that the 
"Alternate Use" categories in the existing Community Plan could be 
utilized for commercial or industrial purposes. Under the proposed 
amendments, these "Alternate Use" categories would be eliminated. The 
S29 acres designated for "Alternate Use" would be reclassified to 
either commerce or housing. The revised plan designates 288 acres for 
"high medium" or "high" density housing, with specific floor area 
limitations for commercial uses. This will create beneFicial impacts to 
the community through reduction in commuter trips to the downtown, 
thereby assisting in traffic volume reduction, improving air quality 
and helping to establish downtown as a 24-hour activity center in 
accordance with the goals stated in the plan. See additional 
discussion in Housing.

Other changes in the land use categories include a consolidation of the 
"Recreation and School Sites" and "Open Space" categories into a single 
category in which development may be allowed only through a conditional 
use type procedure. The "Other Public" designation will be eliminated, 
and property so designated will be reclassified to another land use 
category. Although the open space categories have been 
conso1idated/rea11 oca ted, with a subsequent reduction of total acreage 
in those categories, no reduction in the number of community parKs or 
government facilities will occur.

The Community and Regional Center categories have increased in acreage 
due to changing land use patterns, the elimination of the alternate use 
categories and the redesignation of the public land categories as 
described above.

No additional impacts which were not identifed in the previously 
certified EIR have been identified due to the reclassification and 
consolidation of land use categories.
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TABLE I. SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PLAN AMENDMENTS FOR CENTRAL CITY

Plan
Des ignat ion

Exist mg 
Acreage

Proposed
Change

Revised
Acreage

Persons per 
Gross Acre

Population
Capacity

Community 13 + 170 183
Regnl Center 3 3 9' + 298 637
Light Indust. 778 + 66 844
Heavy Indust , 30 0 30
Civic 208 -14 194
Rec/Sch Site 52 -52 0
Other Public 111 -111 0
Open Space 61 + 35 96
Alt Contm/Ind 15 -15 0

Housing

Alt Hi-Med/Comm 220 -220 0
Alt Hi/Comm 274 -274 0
Alt VyHi/Comm 26 -26 0
Alt VyHi/Ind 9 -9 0
Very High 25 -25 0
High 0 + 116 116 250 29,000
High Med 0 + 61 61 135 8,235

TOTAL 2, 161 2,161 37,235
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b?AJL|RAL_RESOyRCES - The proposed amendments and zone changes will not 
alter the anticipated impacts, mitigation measures, or alternatives 
identified in the previously certified EIR with respect to natural 
resources, which can be summarized as follows! Non-renewable 
resources will be expended to accomodate new construction activity, 
resulting in the consumption of building materials, (sand, cement, 
lumber, and metals). Additional commuter, commercial, industrial and 
residential demand will require increased amounts of petro 1 eum/natura 1 
gas for electricity, heating and transportation. The commitment of 
additional land for street widening projects is considered unavoidable. 
Recycling of building materials, more sensitivity to and conservation 
in building energy consumption, carpooling, and use of public mass- 
transportation are encouraged to offset potential increases in 
resource consumption.

EQEyLATION - The existing Community Plan does not specify a 
population capacity. In order to determine potential population under 
the existing plan, staff prepared a worst case scenario which assumed 
that the existing "High" and "Alternate Use" housing categories would 
be developed to their maximum potential For residential use. Using 
this methodology, an existing plan population capacity of 113,200 
persons was derived .

The revised plan proposes only two housing categories of "High" and 
"High Medium". Applying the same methodology, the revised population 
capacity was estimated to be 37,235 persons.

This 671 reduction in population capacity is misleading. The existing 
plan contains no incentive or mandatory program to encourage 
residential development within the "Alternate Use" plan areas. 
Therefore, it is realistic to assume that property in the "Alternate 
Use" categories would be developed with a mix of uses as permitted by 
the Community Plan. The revised plan population capacity of 37,235 is 
also a worst case scenario, since the plan will allow commercial 
development in areas planned for housing. However, the revised plan 
would encourage residential development by limiting commercial uses to 
a specified floor area ratio which is less dense than the permitted 
residential floor area ratio. The likelihood of residential 
development is therefore increased which would allow the Central City 
population to approach the plan capacity.

The revised population capacity of 37,235 persons represents a 36% 
increase over the 1984 population estimate of 27,428 persons. However, 
this growth would be expected to take place over the 20 year life of 
the Community Plan. The impacts of providing public services, personal 
services, recreational opportunities, and residential oriented retail 
services would remain unchanged from those identified in the previously 
certified EIR. No negative impacts are associated with the proposed 
plan amendments. A beneficial impact would be gained from 
consolidation of the residential population areas through efficiency in 
the delivery of public and personal services to new residents.



HOUSING - The proposed plan amendments will eliminate the original 
"Alternate Use" categories. These categories allowed housing or 
commercial/industrial uses in the western portions of BunKer Hill and 
Central City East, the southern edge of Little Tokyo and throughout a 
major portion of South Park. It should be emphasized that the 
"Alternate Use" categories did not specify that those portions of 
Central City were to be used only for housing. Rather, property in 
this category could- be utilized for industrial or commercial land use. 
The revised plan recommends "High" and "High Medium" housing categories 
to provide downtown housing for Central City employees and existing 
residents in the Bunker Hill, Little Tokyo and South Park areas and 
allows retention of existing housing in the western portion of Central 
City East. Additional housing may be allowed in various commercial 
zones as authorized by the zoning code.

This approach recognizes existing housing demand in Central City and 
encourages the provision of additional housing by limiting 
commereia 1/industr i a 1 development. Concentrated residential 
development is encouraged in an effort to create a viable and 
attractive residential neighborhood concept rather than a scattered 
site approach. See additional discussion in Land Use.

No negative impacts have been identified with the proposed plan 
amendments which will encourage and create residential use within 
Central City. Existing sites have been preserved and future 
residential sites will be adequately served by future open space 
amenities, available and future neighborhood commercial facilitites 
and existing and planned public services.

IBANSPORTATION/CIRCUL^HON ■ Potential expansion of commercial and 
industrial land uses may result in greater traffic congestion within 
Central City. Anticipated transportation/circulation impacts resulting 
from implementation of the proposed amendments and zone changes do not 
deviate from those identified in the previously certified EIR. Primary 
circulation impacts will be mitigated through effective implementation 
of public transit and carpool programs. Widening of streets and 
improved on-site parking may further decrease street congestion. 
Additional measures available to mitigate potential circulation and 
transportation problems include: park and ride programs in conjunction 
with increased peripheral parking, local parking assessment districts 
for commercial areas, improved signa 1 izat ion to facilitate traffic 
flow, and restriction of on-street parking during peak traffic hours 
to enable greater street capacity.

The City's proposed plan amendments to encourage additional housing 
downtown may have a beneficial impact on traffic circulation by 
reducing travel into and out of Central City, although additional 
travel trips within the community would occur.

EyikIQ_BiByiQi5 - The previous EIR deemed that no significant impact 
to public services would occur with implementation of the community 
plan. The proposed revisions also have no effect upon the provision



of services as ihey limit the total permissable development for 
Central City to the level of the Community Plan,

CONCLUSION

Implementation of the proposed A3 283 plan amendments, zone changes, 
and height d istr ict' changes would result in negligible alteration cf 
the environmental impacts and corresponding mitigation measures 
identified and discussed in the previously certified EIR for the 
Central City Community Plan. Therefore, in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 15153 of the California Environmental Quality 
Act, the previously certified EIR for the Central City Community Plan 
may be recirculated as the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
A0 283 action.
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INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Impact Report has been prepared for the Los 
Angeles Central City District Plan, a proposed part of the General 
Plan of the City of Los Angeles.
The Central City Proposed Plan was approved by the City Planning 
Commission on June 9, 1972 and by the Mayor on June 20, 1972. The 
Planning Committee of the City Council, which began consideration 
of the Plan on July 25, 1972, is awaiting the final version of 
this Environmental Impact Report before acting on the Plan.
This Report has been prepared within the context of the California 
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (as amended), and the California 
Resources Agency and City of Los Angeles Guidelines for implement
ation of that Act, in order that it may also be adopted by the 
City Council when the Council takes final action on the Central 
City District Plan.

)
In preparing this Environmental Impact Report, policies and pro
grams are considered to be "actions'' or "projects" as defined in 
the California State Guidelines. A district plan or an element 
thereof is considered to be a compilation of actions, all of which 

s will be implemented. All actions proposed by the Central City
District Plan are identified, categorized and evaluated as to their 

> possible environmental impacts. Objectives of the plan are con
sidered to be goals and are not considered as commitments to future 
actions. Studies and administrative actions have not been consid- 

■j ered. It is contemplated that when some of the studies recommended
by the Plan are effectuated, separate environmental impact reports 

*■ will be required.
Each major proposal of the Central City District Proposed Plan is 
considered independently as to direct or indirect impact on the 
environment. In addition to the physical environment, the socio
economic environment is also examined. Environmental impacts have 
been further identified as either being short or long term, possibly 
beneficial, possibly detrimental, and/or possibly significant 
(substantially adverse). Any adverse environmental effects which 
cannot be avoided if the proposal is implemented will be discussed 
with mitigation measures. Alternatives to the proposed actions 
and growth inducing impact, where applicable, are evaluated.



I. DESCRIPTION OF T\E PLAN

The Los Angeles Central City District Proposed Plan is 
a part of the City's General Plan. The General Plan is 
mandated in Section 95.S of the City Charter and in 
Section 11.5 (0) of the City Municipal Code. It contains 
the following components:
. Concept Los Angeles and the Citywidc Plan.
Concept Los Angeles, released in February of 1970, is a 
long range generalized conceptual framework for the en
tire general plan. Patterns of development are shown 
for both the City and the surrounding area, characterized 
by:
a) Centers having a high intensity of development and 

activity; and
b) Low Density subur! an areas.
Centers will include commercial, residential, and appro
priate industrial development, such as research facilities. 
Suburbs ’Till be predominantly residential in character but 
will include local businesses, public service facilities, 
schools and parks. Centers and suburbs will be tied to
gether by a comprehensive transportation systei .
The Citywide Plan, released in December of 1970, is an 
intermediate range policy guide for planning and develop
ment over the next twenty years. Designed to implement 
Concept Los Angeles, it contains broad policies and pro
grams of the land use, circulation, service systems and 
environmental elements.
. Technical Elements
Technical elements set forth generalize4 policies (includ
ing specific or general location maps) to guide the loca
tion and development of public Facilities, utilities* Cir
culation Systems and other General Plan Elements that are 
better suited to organization by function than by area.
These Plans must be in conformance With the Concept and 
the Citywide Plan and coordinated with community or district 
plans and other technical elements.
. District or Community Plans
The Department of City Planning has divided the City into 
seventy planning communities. A number of these communities 
have 1 een grouped into districts, resulting in a total of 
thirty-five districts or communities. A separate plan has 
been or is being prepared for each of the thirty-five areas.



The community or district plans supplement the Concept and City
wide Plan by providing more specific policies and more detailed 
patterns of intended development for each planning area which are 
impractical to include in the Citywide Plan because of its broader 
scope and larger scale.
The chart on the fallowing page indicates the relationship of the 
Central City District to the General Plan.
HISTORY OF THE PLAN
The Central City District Plan that is being reviewed by the Plan
ning Committee is the result of a detailed analysis and planning 
study produced for the City by the Committee for Central City 
Planning, Incorporated. This group of downtown businessmen fin
anced one-half of the study cost and directed four consultant 
firms in preparing the study. Wallace, McHarg, Roberts, and Todd 
led the consultant team, assisted by Development Research Associates; 
Alan M, Voorhees and Associates, Incorporated; and Daniel, Mann, 
Johnson and Mendenhall.
The critical need for a Central City District Plan arose from the 
realization that there was suddenly a rapidly growing list of new, 
isolated, and uncoordinated projects (private and public) and an 
equally significant, growing list of problems and issues.
Working within the framework of Concept Los Angeles and the City
wide Plan, Wallace, McHarg, Roberts and Todd began their analysis 
of downtown by outlining problems and opportunities facing the 
area. Development Research Associates began developing a region
al economic forecast for use in determining Central City's likely 
share of growth in private and government office space, retailing 
and service activities, manufacturing, and residential development. 
Alan M. Voorhees and Associates began an analysis of existing traf
fic volumes and remaining capacity while Daniel, Mann, Johnson, 
and Mendenhall began to examine Central City's utility infrastructure.
WMR.T continued by examining each building in downtown and its sus
ceptibility to change, reasoning that the land under a large, new 
building is less likely to be available for a new development than 
is the land under an old, obsolete building. A series of maps 
classifying the building sites was prepared, and new projects that 
have been announced or discussed were added to a map showing only 
the sites of the longer term buildings. The planning program was 
then directed to those areas occupied mostly with short-term build
ings which were designated "areas of opportunity." The volume of 
new building forecast by Development Research Associates was then 
arranged to stabilize boundaries and create catalysts in under
utilized areas. A comprehensive public and private transportation 
system was proposed to join various isolated functions within 
Central City.
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A series of reports were produced by the consultants 
during the period of their study. Copies of each report 
are on file in the Planning Department Library, Loon 
fl8, City Hall. The final report, entitled Central City 
Los Angeles 19 72/1990 Prelimirary General Development 
Plan was presented-to the City on April S, 1972. A 
part of that report was the Central City Los Angeles 
1972/1990 Preliminary plan, a preliminary version of the 
district plan. 1

During the next several weeks, a number of public meetings 
were held to present the plan and receive comments. Many 
of the meetings were conducted by the Conir.ittee for Cen
tral City Planning, Incorporated as they continued their 
role in plan preparation. The Department of City Planning 
held three public meetings in downtown on May 9-10, 1972, 
for the same purpose. The General Plan Advisory board, 
a group of city department heads that advise the Director 
of Planning, had been reviewing the various reports from 
the consultants through their Central City Revie' Sub- 

1 committee. 17hen the consultant's final report was re
. ceived, the General Plan Advisory poard conducted a

detailed review of the Preliminary Plan portion of it and 
} suggested several changes. These recommendations were

incorporated in a draft of the Los Angeles Central City 
* Proposed Plan, which was submitted to the City Planning

Commission. After tvro public hearings had been held, the 
Commission approved the Plan on June 9, 1972. The Mayor 

„5 approved the Plan on June 20 , 1972 , and forwarded it to
the City Council, recommending adoption.

3 _
_ The Planning Committee of the City Council began consi

dering the Plan on July 25, 1972, and continued to hold 
0 hearings weekly until October 5, 1972, when the issue of

hi opting v. City of 'diittier was discussed. A formal 
’*■* report on this case "from the City Attorney was sent to

the City Council on October 13 , 1972 . This "Report No.
5,'’ Decent Court Decision Relating to the Effect of an 
Announcement of Intention to Acquire a Particular Parcel 
of Property for Public i?se cautioned the Council against 
approving Community Plans that designate specific parcels 
of small and clearly delineated areas for public acquisi
tion. The City Attorney reasoned that such designations 
might result in owners of the affected property being 
unable to rent, sell, or develop their properties. In 
this case, a court might hold that the City should buy 
the prooerty or pay damages, through an action in inverse 
condemnation.
The Planning Committee directed the staff of the Depart
ment to prepare a revision of the Commission approved 
Plan that would minimize liability to the City arising 
out of any designations of private land for public use.



f

The staff delivered that revised version to the Corv.dt- 
tee on December 7, 1972. The Committee began considera
tion of the revised version on that date and continued 
reviewing it on a weekly basis until June S, 1973.
Shortly after that meeting, the membership of the Commit
tee v/as changed and the new Chairman, Counci Ivorian Russell, 
v/as advised by the City Attorney's Office that a final 
Environmental Impact Report on the Central City Proposed 
Plar should be available for adoption at the same tine 
that the Plan is adopted. In light of this advice, the 
Planning Committee has suspended consideration of the 
Plan and has directed the staff to prepare this EIR.

B. LOCATION AND BOUNDARIES

page 5

The Central City Proposed Plan area, located within the 
City of Los Angeles, is bounded by Sunset Boulevard on 
the north, Alameda Street on the east, the Santa monica 
Freeway on the south, and the harbor Freeway on the vest. 
A series of maps on the following pages indicate:

{• 1) The location of the City of Los Angeles within
the Southern California Association cf Govern

> r.ents jurisdictional area.
2) The location of the Central City District within 

5 the City of Los Angeles.
sg C. GOALS ADD OBJECTIVES 0^ THE PLAh * 1 2

The Central City District Proposed Plan is designed to 
„ serve as an official guide for the future development of

the community. It will be used by the Payor, the Council, 
and City Planning Commission, other concerned government 
agencies, residents, property owners, businessmen cf the 

s* district, and private organizations concerned with plan-
_ ning and civic betterment. The Plan provides a reference

to be used in connection with actions on various public 
and private development natters as required by lav;. The 
specific objectives of the Plan are as follows:
1. "To develop Central City as the major Center of Los 

Angeles and its metropolitan region, within the con
text of the Los Angeles General Plan as envisioned 
by the Concept and Citywide Plan portions thereof.

2. To create a climate which will prepare Central City 
to accept that share of the projected regional growth 
which is economically and. functionally attracted to 
it and for which it has an obligation.
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3. To organize growth and change; to reinforce viable 
functions, and to facilitate t e renewal cr rehabi
litation of deteriorated and underutilized areas.

4. To create a nodern, efficient and balanced urban 
environment for people, including a full range of 
around-the-clock activities and uses, such as re
creation and housing.

5. To create a symbol of pride and identity which gives 
Central City a strong image as the major Center of 
the Los Angeles region.

6. To provide an integrated transportation system which 
will allow for efficient movement of people and goods 
while enhancing the environment, giving special atten
tion to separation of the pedestrian and the automo
bile.

7. To achieve excellence in design, based on how Central 
City is to be used by people, giving emphasis to parks, 
green spaces, street trees, and places designed for 
walking and sitting.

8. To preserve key landmarks which highlight the history 
and unique character of the City--blend old with new 
in an aesthetic realization of change or growth With 
distinction.

9. To provide a full range of employment opportunities 
for persons of all income levels.

10. To provide high and medium density housing close to 
employment and available to all ethnic and social 
groups, and tc make an appropriate share of the City’s 
low' and moderate income housing available to residents 
of the area.

11. To provide the public services necessary to the solu
tion of the various social, medical and economic 
problems, of Central City residents, especially the 
Skid Row population.

12. To establish an atmosphere of cooperation among busi
nesses, special interest groups and public agencies 
in the implementation of the Plan. '
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D. GENERAL DESCRIPTION Or THE PLAN
A major feature of the Plan is a series of proposals for 
rebuilding several portions of downtown. The Plan esta
blishes seven planning areas within Central City, and 
contains a detailed analyses and set of recommendations 
for each one as fellows: (See Planning area map on
following page) ■
Civic Center: The Plan recommends that development be

guided by the Civic Center Development 
Plan, an element of the General Plan.

Eunher Hill: The Plan recommends that the existing
redevelopment plan continue to guide 
and stimulate development.

Little Tokyo: The Plan recommends that development be
guided and accelerated under the exis
ting redevelopment plan.

Central Commercial
Core: The Plan proposes to permit continued

development under a Specific Plan.
Higher intensity land uses are to be 
grouped around rapid transit stations 
and people ’-over stops, while the 
overall allowable density is reduced.

Central City East: The Plan proposes a program to reduce the
impact of Skid Dow on the surrounding 
area by identifying, detoxifying and 
rehabilitating persons living on the 
dor. After a reduction in the Row 
population is accomplished, creation of 
a major parking facility, a regional 
joint University Communications Center, 
and a new Central Library are proposed.

The Plan proposes a rehabilitation of 
the three obsolete produce markets and 
the flower market which are an impor
tant source of employment in downtown.
The rebuilding of this area features a 
new residential community of about 
9,COO units grouped around a major urban 
park or park system. The Plan also 
proposes additional commercial land use 
immediately adjacent to rapid transit 
stations or people mover stops.

Iast5ide Indus
trial Park:

South Park:
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The Plan emphasizes that improved public transportation 
and increased vehicular-pedestrian separation must paral
lel future growth within Central City. Immediate improve
ments are suggested for existing systems, such as expan
sion of the minibus system; improved bus service, using 
exclusive bus lanes; and expansion of peripheral parking.
New systems are suggested which would be finished later 
in the life of the Plan, including a regional rapid 
transit system, a local people mover system, and an upper 
level pedestrian walkway system.
The Central City Plan proposals recognize the unique char
acteristics of Central City of today, and are intended as 
a reinforcement of Central City’s position as the major 
center of the region, as a unique banking and financial 
activity center, as an industrial and warehousing district, 
and as a retailing and service center. At the same time, 
the Plan proposals are intended to further the goals and 
objectives of Concept Los Angeles and the Citywide Plan by:
1. Locating high and medium density housing within centers, 

which will enable Central City employees to live ad
jacent to their place of work.

2. Maintaining a wide mix of jobs which require different 
skills.

3. Providing persons who travel to Central City with a 
convenient, fast public transportation alternative 
which will offer lower transportation costs to the 
user and a beneficial impact upon the environment.
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II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

A. IMPORTANCE OF THE DISTRICT TO THE CITY AND REGION
Central City is of major importance to the Southern 
California Region because it offers a large number of 
activities in a location which is near the eastern edge 
of the City, but at the center of the metropolitan area. 
The largest concentration of government offices outside 
of Washington, D.C., is located in Central City, as is 
the largest concentration of private office space in 
the region. Central City is a major shopping district, 
serving area residents, visitors, and downtown employees. 
Other activity centers in Central City include the whole
sale produce markets on the eastside, a major part of the 
Los Angeles garment industry, and the Music Center. The 
new Convention Center attracts a large number of conven
tions to Central City each year; a growing supply of 
hotel rooms supports this industry.

B. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
Central City is mainly situated on an alluvial plain, 
with the lowest point along the southern edge of the 
Plan area. Proceeding north, the elevation climbs very 
gradually, then rises abruptly into the southern edge 
of the Elysian Park Hills. Bunker Hill and much of the 
Civic Center are located on the southern edge of these 
hills, which have been extensively graded to reduce the 
more severe slopes. The highest point in Central City 
is the site of the Music Center, approximately 400 feet 
above sea level.
The subsoil beneath Central City is chiefly unconsoli
dated alluvium, consisting of sand, silt, and gravel.
An "old alluvium" section intrudes from Westlake east 
to Figueroa Street between Second and Eighth Streets.
The hills of the northern part of Central City are com
posed of Puente Formation siltstone on the northern end, 
with islands of terrace deposits, while the southern 
edge is Fernando Formation, with islands of terrace 
deposits.
The type of subsoil at a given location plays a critical 
role in transmitting energy produced during an earth
quake. A Los Angeles Times map by Patrick Lynch, after 
Charles F. Richter of Caltech, is reproduced on the follow
ing page. The map indicates the intensity of ground 
shaking likely to occur during an earthquake based on 
the type of subsoil at that point. Using this method, 
an analysis of Central City's geology indicates that an 
earthquake will produce maximum ground shaking in the 
unconsolidated alluvium, less severe shaking in the 
consolidated "old alluvium" and "terrace deposits," and 
the least in the Puente and Fernando Formations.
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The generally accepted explanation for the trerendous 
release of energy during an earthquake is that sections 
of the earth's mantle aTe constantly shifting, hut fric
tion between blocks restricts their movement. Pressure 
upon the blocks builds up, overcoming the resistance, 
and energy is released as the blocks slip. Energy radi
ates out from the slip point on the fault, or epicenter, 
in the form, cf ground shaking. Injury to persons and 
damage to buildings are related to the severity of ground 
shaking, which decreases as one moves farther away from 
the epicenter, and by ground rupture, which occurs only 
along faults. A policy of locating all buildings far 
away from potentially active faults would minimize earth
quake caused personal injury and property damage, but 
such a policy would tar construction in most of the 
coastal area of California. A more realistic policy 
Would prohibit major buildings atop fciovn faults, recog
nizing that past fault inactivity is no guarantee of 
future inactivity. (The San Fernando earthquake of 
February 9; 1971, occured on a previously inactive fault.) 
A map (following page) shows the location of major faults 
in Southern California; no known major faults in Southern 
California; no known major faults lie beneath Central 
City, but the Elysian Pari: Fault lies just north of 
downtown adjacent to the Los Angeles diver.
Central City has a mild, subtropical climate moderated 
by the Pacific Ocean and buffered from, tie inland deserts 
by the mountains to the north. Temperatures in the 
summer range from the high 50's to the low 90's, averag
ing in the low 70's. In the winter, temperatures range 
from, the mid 40's to the mid 60 *s, averaging in the mid 
50's. Average rainfall is about 15 inches a year, with 
about two-thirds of the total falling during December, 
January, February, and I’arch. The summers become progres
sively dryer as hot V’inds Mow into the basin from the 
desert, reducing the humidity and raising the temperature.
SOCIAL IMYIROM TbT 1

1. Land Lsc and Zoning
Central City, unlike any other communtzy plan areas of 
the City, is a completely developed urban area. Its 
land cannot be classified as simply undeveloped or de
veloped: instead, the current lane use or. most narcels 
is the latest of a series of re-uses. In addition, 
many parcels are improved with large buildings whose 
floor area far exceeds the area of the lot upon waich 
it is situated.
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As a consequence of its unusual character, the general
ized land use map for Central City sho-'n on the next 
page is supplemented by a complete inventory of building 
floor space and the various uses of this space, by 
various categories, as follows:
BUILDING SQUARE FOOTAGE BY TYPE OF USE CENTRAL CITY

(WJIRT Survey ID71)
Type of Use Gross Area Net Area Net Occupied Area
Private office 23,260,000 19,800,000 16,500,000
Government 7,431,000 same same
Institutional 1,195,000 same same
Retail 7,319,000 same Not Available
Service 5,660,000 5,380,0C0 3,910,000
Manufacturing G
Wholesaling
(Intensive) 12,621,000 Not Avail

able
Not Available

Manufacturing 5
Wholesaling
(Extensive) 10,586,GOO Not Avail

able
Not Available

Totals 68,501,000 ... ...

Central City's current zoning pattern is characterized 
* by a very large allocation of land designated for manu-
5 facturing and wholesaling. The following table indicates

the acreage of the various zones in Central City and the 
p same data for the City as a whole.

Central City City
Zones Acres * Acres GS

A 0 0 59,000 20.0

t;iv 71.2 3.4 187,000 63.0
C 682.4 32.8 17,000 6.0

P .2 .02 3,000 1.0

II 1327.1 63.8 30,000 10.0
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Resident Population
According to the U. S. Census of Housing and Popu
lation conducted in April 1970, Central City con
tained 18,408 persons residing in 10,518 dwelling 
units. The detailed tabulation of data and the census 
tract map on the following pages offer some additional 
data about the resident population.
Some highlights from the Census table include:
. The enormous discrepancy between the high median 

income in C.T. 2075, which includes the new Bunker 
Hill Tower apartments, and the other Central City 
tracts, all of which could be classified as low 
income.

. The high percentage of persons in C.T. 2072 who 
live in group quarters. (County Jail)

. The very high percentage of single person house
holds, particularly in the more densely developed 
part of Central City.

. The low percentage of single family dwelling units, 
the very low percentage of persons under 16 years 
old, and the high percentage of persons over 62 
years old; except in C.T.s 2261 and 2263, which 
are located in much lower density neighborhoods 
adjacent to the Southeast District Plan Area.

Aggregated data for those census tracts located com
pletely within Central City reveals that the largest 
groups of workers among persons living in Central City 
are engaged in service work, 21% followed by opera
tors, (except transportation), 185; clerical and 
kindred, 155;and laborer, (except farm) 125.
The large amount of persons in lower paying, low 
status jobs is closely associated with the educational 
attainment statistics. Among persons 25 years old and 
older, 391 have an elementary school education or less, 
245 have attended high school, 225 have graduated from 
high school, 105 have attended college, and 55 have 
completed college.
Transitory Population
Among persons who visit Central City, one of the most 
important, both in terms of numbers and the regularity 
of their trips, are the employees. WIIRT estimated the 
amount of employees from the square footage statistics 
presented earlier.
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1 2077 1,134 1,026 2.0 1 57 85 0.7 30 2 ,696 2,647 12.1 J

2078 95 7 895 0.4 1 32 83 0.8 33 2,768 2,763 11.5

2079 989 1,185 3.0 4 29 63 3.0 47 2,612 2,441 9.9

2 09 2 * 276 299 2.0 16 26 70 12.0 44 4,909 2,968 12.0 j

i2093* 686 754 3.0 3 35 66 6.0 42 6,591 2 , 503 11.3

2096*1 516 774 3.0 10 20 38 0.8 37 5,277 2,610 9.7

2 24 1* 812 1,181 2.0 13 18 37 7.0 47 5,230 2,722 ' 9.8

2242* 624 1,362 3.0 33 9 16 2.0 44 6,144 2,920 8.4

' 2261* 90 221 43.0 38 17 15 2.0 34 5,286 2,016 9.2

2262 237 1 445
1

6.0 12 17 28 14.0 42 6,300 3,964 8.5

2263* 10 23 10.0 17 - - 0.2 36 5 ,689 2,227 S. 1

10,518

C
Oocc*—
4

*Only a portion of these Census Tracts are located within Central City. The data columns apply only to 
that portion within Central City, except for the medians, which arc for the whole tract.
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ESTIMATED EMPLOYMENT 
CENTRAL CITY 

(WMRT Survey 1971)
Employee Estimated

Type of Employment Capacity Employment
PRIVATE OFFICE 113,200 94,400
GOVERNMENTAL   37,158
INSTITUTIONAL   1,328
RETAIL 12,201 12,201
SERVICE 20,630 15,050
MANUFACTURING ' INTENSIVE   42,000
AND WHOLESALING: EXTENSIVE   10,586

212,759

Comparison of the employment figures above, and the resident 
population information, outlined earlier, reveals that there 
is an insufficient supply of employees within Central City to 
meet the needs of its employers, and that the shill and 
education level of the residents do not match the employer’s 
needs. Detailed Census information about the place of resi
dence of current Central City employees is not available, but 
a survey conducted by Wilbur Smith and Associates in May, 1972, 
described in Ce.nZA.aZ CZZy PeA.ZpkeA.aZ PaAhZng PA.ogA.am, found 
that 4% of Central City office employees lived within a ring 
extending slightly beyond the Central City District boundary. 
40% came from within a 6 mile radius of Central City, while 
15% came from the San Fernando Valley, 12.5% came from the 
San Gabriel Valley, 17% came from the far west side of tne 
City (LAX to Malibu), 10% came from the South Bay, Harbor and 
Long Beach areas, and 4% came from Orange County. Obviously, 
Central City imports much of its labor force from the surround
ing region.
Another important Central City group of people are its retail 
store and service firm customers. A wide variety of merchan
dise and services enables Central City to function as a 
moderate and lower income regional shopping center for persons 
living in adjacent communities; a specialty shopping center 
for medium and upper income residents of the region, tourists, 
and businessmen; and an important apparel mart offering a wide 
variety of quality and price levels, from posh retail stores 
to discounters and wholesalers.
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Also important are the businessmen, tourists and persons 
attending conventions. A combination of 3400 competitive 
hotel rooms, the new Convention Center, and a large number of 
smaller convention facilities located in hotels cater to 
a continually changing transient population within Central 
City.
All of these non-resident groups play an important role in 
the social and economic operation of Central City, and 
numerically far outnumber the district's residents.

D. REGIONAL SETTING

Page 14

The Greater Los Angeles Region, including the City of 
Los Angeles, is enclosed by portions of two mountain ranges; 
the northerly Transverse Ranges, including the Santa Susanna, 
San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and Santa Monica Mountains; and 
the southerly Peninsula Ranges including the Santa Ana and 
San Jacinto Mountains.
The Los Angeles lowlands, a series of five interconnected 
but geographically separate plains areas, are located 
between the Pacific Ocean on the west and the Transverse 
and Peninsular Ranges to the north, east, and south.
The five lowland areas are the coastal plain, the San 
Fernando Valley, San Gabriel Valley, Valley of the South, 
and San Jacinto Basin.
The five lowland areas are composed of flat, fertile 
alluvial soils washed down from the surrounding mountains. 
These soils are particularly vulnerable to, and tend to 
transmit, the numerous earth tremors emanating from the 
over forty fault lines in the Greater Los Angeles Region, 
including the large and active San Andreas Fault. The 
Sylmar earthquake, which occurred as recently as 1971, 
registered 6.4 on the Richter scale and caused millions 
of dollars worth of damage.
Climate in the lowlands is the warn, dry, and hospitable 
Mediterranean type. Annual rainfall ranges from approximately 
12 to 25 inches. Average daily temperature in Pasadena, 
a representative southern California location, varies 
only from 53^F in January (the coldest month) to 74'-F 
in August (the hottest month.)
The Mediterranean climate produces characteristically 
dry vegetation. Extensive grasslands, green in the 
winter rainy season and dry the rest of the year, once 
covered the lowlands. This vegetation has, however, 
been supplanted by urban growth and agricultural develop
ment .
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Much hillside is still covered by natural vegetation, a 
wiry brush cover of evergreen shrubs and scrubby trees 
which dry in summer and become extremely flammable. Pine 
forests occupy mountainous areas above an altitude of 
4,000 feet.
All of the lowland areas, except the San Jacinto Basin, 
are highly populated. The City of Los Angeles, in the 
Coastal Plain and the San Fernando Valley, is the nucleus 
of a sprawling conurbation which houses over 9 million 
inhabitants. There are over 3 million dwelling, units in 
the greater Los Angeles Region as well as over 9,000 
factories employing 840,000 industrial workers. Over 
600 miles of freeways and thousands of miles of surface 
streets accommodate over 3 million automobiles.
High population density and heavy automobile use have 
created a severe air pollution problem in the region.
The problem in Los Angeles is compounded by the poor 
natural ventilation of the loxvland. The surrounding 
mountain barrier prevents the horizontal dispersion of the 
pollution, and a phenomenon known as temperature inversion 
frequently prevents its vertical dissipation. Temperature 
inversions and, therefore, air pollution are most common 
in summer and occur when the natural air circulation is 
at a minimum. Rains and occasional Santa Ana winds clear 
the air during the winter months.
The Southern California region is characterized, both 
geographically and socially, by variety and contrast.
Dry and crowded flatlands are located only a few miles 
from lonely pine covered mountains. The region encompasses 
sunny beaches and ski.resorts; opulence and poverty; 
dense urban neighborhoods and rural areas.
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III. ENVIRONMENTAL impact of proposals
The Central City Proposed Plan is a general guide for future 
land use, circulation and public facilities to be implemented 
by more specific actions, such as adoption of redevelopment 
plans, specific plans, changes of zone, subdivision, and 
construction of facilities by various government agencies and 
private developers. Most of these implementation measures 
will be the subject of specific environmental impact reports 
(EIRs). Thus, this general EIR for a community plan will be 
supplemented by specific EIRs for specific projects.
In order to facilitate analysis and presentation of the various 
individual proposals comprising the Plan, they have been grou
ped into the following general categories: Regulation and Im
plementation, Housing, Commerce, Industry, Open Space, Public 
Facilities, Circulation, and Parking. An initial screening 
of each proposal was performed as outlined in the following 
paragraphs,
METHODOLOGY
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A. Checklist Sheets.
To ensure that all proposals having significant impacts 
were evaluated, each proposal in the Plan was entered on 
Checklist Sheets. A copy of the Checklist Sheets for 
each category concludes each section.
If the proposal was deemed purely administrative, merely 
a suggestion for futher study, or insignificant in its 
environmental impact, it was not evaluated. If the pro
posal was practically identical to, or encompassed in, 
one evaluated elsewhere, appropriate reference was made 
and the proposal was not evaluated.
Significant impacts of remaining proposals, both direct 
and indirect, were identified as to whether beneficial 
(B) or detrimental (X) in each of twelve possible impact 
areas as follows:

Biota: the existing biotic community; the flora and
fauna.
Land Reserves: includes open space, airshed, agri
cultural lands.
Air Quality: emissions from stationary and vehicular
sources,
Water Quality: includes both pollution and consumption.
Ambient Noise: residences impacted by traffic noise, etc.
Aesthetics: signs, grading, landscaping, design
of projects.
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Historical Values: sites, trees, buildings, arch
aeological digs.
Energy 5 Metals: Plan's impact on mineral reserves.
Population: size, concentration and distribution.
Social Systems: non-economic values not covered above.
Economic Systems: total societal expenditure, alloc
ation .

If deemed especially important, the entry was circled. In 
general, significant impacts are commented upon briefly in 
the Checklist Sheets, although discussion of circled entries 
may be reserved for the narrative portion of the report.
B. Index Sheets.

i

}

\

J
I
>
3
?»

Especially significant impacts (those circled on the Check
list Sheets) are commented upon in the main report, and 
indexed on an Index Sheet. A copy of the Index Sheet 
follows this section on methodology. An entry of "S" 
signifies that the impact is self-evident, or implicit 
throughout the report, and not dealt with specifically.
An entry of "C" indicates that the impact is commented on 
in the Checklist Sheets.
The Plan proposals deemed to have significant environ
mental impact which were identified in the method just 
discussed are contained in the narrative portion of this 
Chapter under the general headings. The checksheets, which 
contain all proposals under that heading, conclude each 
section.

5
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Proposal to rebuild a large portion of Central City X X X
Designation of land uses £ B B B
Capacity to be provided for 23,500 dwelling units B X X
Canacitv for no to 23 million so. f t. of new office snace X X

r; 22111|Market for 13,700 class A hotel rooms X
2£16A regional park or park system in South Park B 2

3 ■
:>

\*

■N*

12 Major and secondary highways designated in Plan X Lx X4314 Rapid transit necessary for adequate access X X _ X X
45
46

14
15

People mover network proposed X
B

x.j X xExisting bus service to be maintained and expanded -S71 13 Peripheral parking proposed 1 X X X
58 13 Required parking proposed to be increased X X X
59 13 3000 car garage proposed in Central City East X lX X60 L3 4000 car garage proposed west of Central City X X x
■6 2 14 Expanded parking in Civic and Convention Centers x x X
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REGULATION AND IMPLEMENTATION PROPOSALS
"Land uses and their intensities shall be as designated on 
the Plan Map, and shall be controlled through the extablish- 
ment of zone classifications and height districts consistent 
therewith. In appropriate cases, controls other than zoning 
may be utilized/ in particular, Specific Plans (pursuant to 
Section 97.1 of the City Charter) and redevelopment plans 
(pursuant to California State Law.)”
A. The Environmental Impact of the Proposed Action:

The Plan Map indicates the proposed location of various 
land uses and building intensities within Central City.
The various land uses were determined by an analysis of 
existing areas; the likely rate of new building constru
ction, both to replace existing buildings and to provide 
additional floor area; and the functional relationships 
among the various areas. The impact of increases in floor 
area devoted to various uses predicted by the economic 
consultants will be discussed in subsequent sections; 
this section discusses the impact of the placement of 
land uses.
The Plan Map does not imply complete clearance of all land, 
followed by subsequent reconstruction up to the intensit
ies and for the uses proposed on the Plan Map, because 
the Central City is currently a developed urban area.
Most of its buildings are currently in use and expected 
to stay in that use. Therefore, determination of the Plan 
capacity cannot be determined by multiplying the total net 
land area in square feet times the permitted intensity 
(gross acres times densities for housing) but must involve 
a building by building determination of that building's 
likelihood of being replaced and a parcel by parcel ana
lysis of that parcel's likelihood of development. This 
complex analysis would yield a whole series of results, 
all of which could occur if there is a sufficient demand 
for floor space. The consultant team avoided this com
plex series of judgements by identifying areas where most 
of the buildings are likely to be replaced, and directing 
shares of projected regional growth to those areas. For 
the same reason, this EIR does not contain a capacity 
analysis.
The designation of land uses and intensities as shown 
on the Plan Map will have a long-term indirect beneficial 
impact on the environment. New construction will be dir
ected to areas of Central City where their pattern of 
activity will relate well to neighboring uses. The
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maximum bulk of each new building will be reduced by 
about one half from that presently permitted by the various 
zoning categories, which will reduce automobile and ped
estrian traffic generated by those buildings, microclimate 
effects, and potential damage to the building from ground 
shaking during earthquakes. (See the detailed Planning 
Area text of the Plan, a portion of which is reproduced 
in the Commerce Proposals section.)

3. An Adverse Environmental Effect Which Cannot Be Avoided 
if the Proposal is Implemented:
No adverse environmental effects are anticipated if the 
proposal is implemented; the proposal is essentially a 
mitigation measure.

C. Any Irreversible Environmental Changes Which Would Be
I Involved in the ProposecfAction^Should it be Implemented:
* The orderly redevelopment of the Central City guided by

the Plan Map is expected to have a beneficial environ
mental impact.

J ,D. The Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of Man's
3 Environment and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Lohg-

Term Productivity: s5 ---------------—
. The cumulative and long-term effects of the proposal are

expected to be beneficial, therefore implementation of 
3 the proposal is believed to be justified now.
:7 E. The Growth-Inducing Impact of the Proposed Action:

The proposal is not expected to have a direct growth- 
D inducing impact, but better relationships among various

uses may produce efficiencies that will encourage growth.
F, Mitigating Measures Proposed to Minimize the Impact;

This proposal is essentially a mitigating measure designed 
to reduce the impact of projected construction in Central 
City.

G. Alternatives to the Proposed Action:
- A whole series of various building intensities could 

be proposed for the various uses within Central City 
that would alter the form that construction of the 
projected construction would take. Generally, as the 
intensity is reduced, the beneficial impact of the Plan 
Map is increased, so reduction of intensity below that
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presently in use would reduce traffic, power consum
ption, thermal pollution, microclimate effects, etc. 
over time as old buildings were replaced at a lower 
density. The projected construction, which includes 
some new growth, would be diverted elsewhere. This 
alternative was rejected because of the economic 
disruption that would obtain, as well as the adverse 
impact which would be transferred to other Centers.
The alternate of no proposal would permit the accom
modation of projected construction within the frame
work of the present zoning ordinance, which would 
permit buildings of much larger bulk and producing 
less beneficial impact than that produced by the Plan 
proposal
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In determining whether the impact 
is beneficial or detrimental, the 
most probable effect the Plan 
proposal is compared with what 
might be expected to occur in the 
abser.ee of that proposal.

( 0 M M E N T S
/Note: Circled entries arc explained

more fully in the text of this EIR.

The Plan establishes a framework for additional growth 
and building replacement within Central City as discuss 
in detail in the proceeding text section.

Planning area concept was used to developed detailed 
proposals for each planning area, which are mainly miti 
gating measures.__SeeJipnuaercs_proposals„__________________

The designation of appropriate land uses on the Plan Ms 
was derived from the planning area analvsis, the 
circulation constraints and the projected floor space 
(or various uses produced by the economic consultants
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8 18 ' 6. Maximum participation of County, State, and Federal 
government financial sources should be sought in the 
early stages of implementation and continued through
out the process as a means of augmenting local public 
and private financing, which alone appear to be unable 
to accomplish the required scope of improvements.

9 18 -
1. Three Several general types of public actions are • 

necessary to the implementation of the land uses 
proposed by the Plant; such as:

-- conventional zoning controls of land uses, 
building bulk (height districts), residen
tial densities, and building setbacks;

-- controls supplemental to zoning through 
the establishment by ordinance of Specific
Plans as authorized under Section 97.1 of 
the City Charter; and

-- establishment of urban renewal appropriate 
community redevelopment projects for all or 
part of the Central Cityx the redevelopment 
plans te designate appropriate land use and 
intensity eentrolst

^ ’

10 18 K 2. It is proposed that a new redevelopment project should
F(5 authorized to include the remaining portion of the 
Central City south of the Hollywood Freeway.

11 19 / 2. It is also proposed that special emphasis be placed on 
fTirefc areas within the project; Central City East,
South Park, and a portion oT'tfie'TasrTidilndustrial
Park. The Study Programs - Specific Plans and Project
Flans Map indicates the existing and proposetT redevelop
ment areas.
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_ be significant.

REGULATION AND IMPLEMENTATION PROPOSAL Sy\.
£ (Verbatim excerpt
^ from Plan) \

12 19 3. The City Planning Department should prepare , and the
City Council should adopt by ordinance, a Specific
Plan for the Central Commercial Core.

13 19 </ 3. This Specific Plan should provide for transferring 
permitted densities from one property to another 
to the extent permitted by applicable toning where 
appropriate to achievement of the Plan objectives.

o

O

O

.n

U 29 It is suggested that an action organization be created 
and chartered with the full cooperation of, and at 
the request of, the City through the Mayor, the City 
Council, and the City Planning Commission.

■
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HOUSING PROPOSALS
"The Central City Plan should provide a capacity for approx
imately 23,500 dwelling units. This total should include 
about 11,000 new units, resulting in a net increase of 7,000 
over the 1972 total after demolition of 4,000 deteriorated 
units
A. The Environmental Impact of the Proposed Action:

The Plan proposes that housing be concentrated in Bunker 
Hill, South Park and Central City East, with the majority 
located in South Park. The short-term impact upon the 
environment will be comsumption of the resource base, 
chiefly energy and building materials to build the hous
ing, disruption of existing land uses, and increased dust, 
fumes and traffic congestion. The long-term direct impact 
will be increased consumption of energy and increased pro
duction of waste water. The long-term indirect impact will 
be a beneficial one upon air quality and energy consumption 
because persons living in these units are likely to work 
within Central City, a short commuting trip away. The 
people mover-pedway system will divert many of these 
commuter trips away from private automobiles, and persons 
using automobiles will be making shorter trips. Provision 
of other services within South Park, such as convenience 
retail stores, personal service shops and a day care 
facility-elementary school will further reduce vehicle 
trips, diverting them to pedestrian mode (pedway) or public 
transportation (people mover).

B. Any Adverse Environmental Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided 
if the Proposal is"Implemented:
The minimal short-term and long-term direct impact described 
above are unavoidable impacts.

C. Any Irreversible Environmental Changes Which Would Be 
Involved in~the Proposed Action Should it be Implemented:
Consumption of energy and transmutation of resource base 
into building materials is effectively irreversible. Use 
of the land for residential units is a long-term commit
tment of urban land for that use, but another recycling 
could be undertaken featuring another use.

D. The Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of Han's 
Environment and the Maintenance"and Enhancement of Long
Term Productivity:
The expected cumulative effect upon the environment should 
be beneficial.
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E. The Growth-Inducing Impact of the Proposed Action:
The proposal does not appear to be either directly or 
indirectly growth-inducing, but an upgrading of existing 
public facilities and the provision of new ones is essen
tial to make new housing units in Central City attractive 
to buyers and/or renters.

F. Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize the Impact:
The Plan proposes to minimize disruption of land within 
South Park, the major site of new housing, by retaining 
some existing building, providing new sites for manufact
uring firms within the East Side Industrial Park, and by 
providing some replacement housing for present residents.

G. Alternatives to the Proposed Action:
- No proposal-housing would be constructed outside

Central City. Persons living in this new housing who 
worked in Central City would commute by private or 
public transportation, unfavorable affecting air 
quality and energy consumption.

a

y
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be significant.

HOUSING PROPOSAL 
(Verbatim excerpt 

from Plan)

Central City housing should include high rise, medium 
rise and low rise apartments and condominium units.

3. The Central City Plan should provide a capacity for 
approximately 23,500 dwelling units. This total 
should include about 11,000 new units, resulting 
in a net increase of 7,000 over the 1972 total after 
demolition of 4,000 deteriorated units.

3. Subsidized housing units for the elderly and low 
and moderate income families, including minority 
ethnic groups, shall be provided, said units to be 
dispersed throughout the residential areas.
The amenities proposed by this Plan shall be vigorously 
pursued in order to attain an environment which will 
attract persons to Central City housing.

6. Request the Federal Government to favorably consider 
the area for the provision of low and moderate income 
housing under the various programs directed to this 
purpose.

IMPACT AREA
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In determining whether the impact 
is beneficial or detrimental, the 
most probable effect of the Plan 
proposal is compared with what 
might be expected to occur in the 
absence of that proposal.

COMMENTS 
Note: Circled entries are explained
more fully in the text of this EIR.

Varied density housing more attract, more variation in 
rents, types of residents.
Water consumption and depletion of resource base will 
occur wherever housing is built - intent of Plan is to 
place new housing close io jobs.

This policy will reduce displacement of existing 
population, many of whom are poor and/or elderly.
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COMMERCE PROPOSALS
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"Contingent upon adequate transportation and public 
services a capacity should be provided for up to 
approximately 23 million net square feet of new office 
space by 1990, for a total of up to 42 million, the 
former figure being the Central City's likely share 
of 90 million net square feet of new office space 
forecast for the Los Angeles region."
"Contingent upon adequate transportation and public 
services, a market for approximately 13,700 class 
A hotel rooms will exist by 1990,"
A. The Environmental Impact of the Proposed Action

The direct short term effect upon the environment 
of these proposals will be those associated with 
construction of new buildings, including disruption 
of existing land use, surface street congestion, 
and infrastructure disruption. Dust, fumes and 
smoke will have a localized impact on air quality. 
Materials, usually those drawn from an adequate 
resource base, such as rock, sand, and iron ore, 
will be transmitted into glass, steel, and concrete. 
Both this transmutation and building erection will 
require energy consumption.
Among direct long term impacts will be an increased 
consumption of electricity and gas as well as 
increased solid waste and waste water production.
An economic benefit of both proposals will be the 
creation of additional jobs in a central location, 
within an established office center. Face to face 
contact among employees will be facilitated, and 
firms and individuals will be able to draw upon 
a complex service infrastructure, such as printing 
firms, restaurants,retail stores, etc. Hotel guests 
will be able to utilize this same infrastructure.
An indirect long term impact of the office space 
proposal is likely to be an increase in the amount 
of energy devoted to transportation and a negative 
impact upon air quality. The local setting section 
in Chapter II points out that Central City is a 
net importer of employees and the same current 
employees commute considerable distances to work. 
Most drive their own cars. Simply regarding the 
commercial growth forecast for Central City as 
additional space, translating this into additional 
employees, and using the residential distribution 
of present employees, one can forecast a rather 
substantial number of automobile commuter trips 
implicit in the commerce proposals. However, this 
ignores the street and freeway capacities adjacent
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to Central City and the present A.M. and P.M. 
peak loads on them, which effectively preclude 
any substantial increase in automobile commuting. 
Instead, the proposal for increased private office 
space is predicated on a substantial commuter 
usage of a line-haul rapid transit system, which 
is a lower consumer of energy and produces less 
emissions than an automobile based system. However, 
a rapid transit system still produces an adverse 
environmental impact. (See Circulation Proposals)
Two sets of factors that may further reduce the 
indirect adverse impacts associated with trans
portation that are implicit in these proposals 
are discussed below.
1) Factors effecting the total increase in 

Central City Office employment.
The Plan proposes to accommodate a capacity of 
up to 23 million net square feet of new office 
space by 1990, which would require 115,000 
new employees to staff the space, assuming 
200 square feet per employee. Development 
Pvesearch Associates, (D.R.A.) economic 
consultants for the Plan, estimated the 
increase in new office space by determining 
the total new high-rise office space likely 
to be added in the 5 county Los Angeles region 
(Los Angeles, Ventura, Orange, San Bernardino 
and Riverside Counties) and then allocating 
a share to the various nodes. A critical 
factor used in the methodology was a prediction 
of the total employment in the 5 county region 
in the future. The employment projections used 
were those produced by the Southern California 
Association of Governments (S.C.A.G.). Since 
D.R.A. produced their estimate, Los Angeles 
County has significantly reduced its population 
projections for the county and is reexamining 
its employment projections, which are closely 
related. S.C.A.G. is currently reassessing 
its population and employment projections in 
light of the county's reduction. If the 
5 county employment projections are reduced 
by S.C.A.G., this would indicate a reduction 
in the total new high rise office space likely 
to be constructed in the region, using the 
D.R.A. methodology. A reduction in the regional 
total coupled with the same allocation factors 
used by D.R.A. would produce a reduction in 
the total new space likely to be located in 
Central City. Of course, Central City's share
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might rise, if the market favors existing 
nodes before developing new ones.
Another factor that affects the amount of new 
office employees in Central City is the vacancy 
rate in existing buildings downtown. Central 
City is unique among the various nodes in the 
region in that it currently has about 12 
million square feet of office space which 
was built prior to World War II, while the 
other nodes have little or no space built 
prior to 1950.
While precise occupancy rates are not available, 
there are indications of a sharp decrease in 
occupancy rates in older Central City office 
buildings as new ones are occupied. In the 
east side of Central City, along Spring 
and Main Streets, occupancy rates are very 
low, approaching zero in some buildings. 
Therefore, it appears that some of the new 
space being constructed in Central City is 
replacement space rather than additional space. 
This construction will produce no new employees, 
but instead shift existing current ones from 
old to new buildings. It is possible a very 
low rent structure in older buildings may 
increase their occupancy rate, but this is 
not automatically true. A number of older 
office buildings are currently empty and have 
been for years. Realtors have reported very 
little interest in Spring Street buildings, 
even at low rental rates. If the old buildings 
do not attract tenants, the number of total 
office workers entering and leaving Central 
City each day may increase much more slowly 
than the rate of new office space construction 
indicates.
Development Research Associates produced their 
estimates of additional office space as a 
"baseline" projection to be used in testing 
various plan alternatives. One assumption 
was that congestion during the peak hour 
would grow no worse. Subsequent analysis 
revealed that a series of measures discussed 
in the circulation proposals were essential 
to maintain present levels of service for 
commuters. Alan M. Voorhees and Associates, 
traffic consultants who aided in preparing 
the Plan, reported that the freeways close 
to Central City are at their effective peak
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hour capacity, and are kept moving by ramp 
metering that limits access. The surface 
street system was judged able to absorb 
about 13,000 more automobiles during the 
2 hour P.H. peak period before the level of 
service deteriorates significantly. If 
commuters face increased congestion in 
Central City while a parallel deterioration 
of service does not occur in other nodes, 
the allocation of the regional share may 
favor those other nodes.

2) Factors that influence the place of residents 
of new Central City employees.
The Plan proposes to provide 7,000 additional 
housing units within the Central City with 
the expectation that many of them will be 
occupied by downtovm employees. In addition, 
new apartment units are being constructed 
in communities that adjoin Central City, 
particularly those to the west and north.
This construction is expected to continue, 
providing units for single employees as well 
as married couples without children. The 
decreasing birth rate and an increase in the 
number of women in the labor force may cause 
employees to favor apartment living.
Used single family dwelling units and duplexes 
desired by employees with children will be 
available in neighborhoods close to Central 
City. These units are not new ones, but older 
units vacated by elderly persons ot persons 
migrating out of the neighborhood. Employees 
considering these units will have to weigh 
the relative importance of a short work trip 
against living in an older house located in 
neighborhoods many perceive as having inferior 
schools, shopping and general quality when 
compared to recently developed suburbs.
In summary, recent changes in office occupancy 
rates and population projection indicate that 
office space construction may be slower than 
predicted by the Plan, which will reduce both 
the favorable and unfavorable environmental 
impacts discussed above. In addition, changes 
in residential location may reduce the distance 
from home to work for some Central City employees.
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Despite these factors, the Plan proposal 
to accommodate additional office space still 
implies that a significant number of additional 
office employees will travel long distances 
to and from work during the A.M. and P.M. 
peak periods, resulting in increased resource 
consumption, particularly energy, and an 
increased production of pollutants.

Any Adverse Environmental Effects Which Cannot
Be Avoided if the Proposal is Implemented
The short term direct environmental impacts 
associated with the construction of new office 
space cannot be avoided, but the additional space 
will be constructed throughout the life of the Plan. 
Likewise, the long term direct impacts of increased 
energy consumption and production of waste water 
and solid wastes are unavoidable. The Plan 
proposes to accommodate the projected increases 
in office space and hotel rooms, despite these 
unavoidable adverse impacts, for three reasons.
First, Concept Los Angeles and the Citywide Plan 
feature various higher density, multiple activity 
centers surrounded by lower density suburbs. Central 
City is designated as a major center in these Plans. 
Second, the long term economic benefits discussed 
in Section A, above, that accrue from the construction 
of the office space and hotel rooms within Central 
City are offsets against the unavoidable adverse 
impacts. Third, the hotel room and office space 
shares proposed for Central City in the Plan represent 
an allocation of projected regional growth among 
various existing centers, new ones not yet developed, 
and outside of centers.
The long term indirect impacts of increased energy 
consumption and air pollution associated with 
transportation are unavoidable adverse impacts. 
Mitigating measures designed to reduce these 
impacts are discussed later in this section. The 
Plan proposes to accommodate the projected increases 
in office space and hotel rooms, despite these 
impacts, for the reasons discussed in the paragraph 
above. In addition, the success of mitigating 
measures discussed later in this section, particularly 
a mass rapid transit system, depend upon employment 
distinations being grouped together.
Any Irreversible Environmental Changes Which Would 
Be Involved in the Proposed Action Should It be 
Implemented



page 28

The decision to accommodate the office space and 
hotel room increases proposed by the Plan will 
involve a large commitment of resources, principally 
energy and building materials, to that use. Recovery 
or non-use of these resources is unlikly. Likewise, 
use of these buildings when they are completed will 
require energy for heating, cooling, lighting and 
mechanical operation. Continued use will require 
continued energy consumption. These relatively 
irretrievable commitments of resources are not a 
consequence of a Central City location; they would 
prevail if the commitments were made anywhere in 
the region. (See G, Alternatives to the Proposed 
Action)
Another irreversible commitment of resources that 
will indirectly result from the accommodation 
of the amount of office space and hotel rooms 
proposed for Central City by the Plan are those used 
for transportation. The irretrievable nature of 
the resources committed to new buildings tend to 
insure their future use. The problem of reducing 
the environmental impact associated with getting 
a new employee to his job is one of reducing the 
the quantity of resources consumed and the wastes 
produced by the work trip. This can be done by 
improving the system of transportation, taking 
the employee's place of residence and employment 
as given. Another alternative is to move the job 
closer to the place of residence or visa versa.
Even greater improvements can be obtained by doing 
both. Implementation of the proposal that accommodates 
increased office space within Central City precludes 
moving the job closer to the employee; moving the 
employee closer to Central City and better engineering 
of the transportation system are the two remaining 
alternatives.
The Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses 
of Man's Environment and the Maintenance and Enhance
ment of Long-Range Productivity
The cumulative and long term effects of these 
proposals are described in Section A, above.
The proposals are believed to be justified now 
because implementation of many of the Plan’s other 
proposals is more likely if Central City accepts 
a portion of regional growth.
The Growth-Inducing Impact of the Proposed Action
The proposals to accommodate new office space and 
hotel rooms within Central City will have a growth- 
inducing effect upon the business and personal service
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providing infrastructure within Central City, and 
to a lesser extent, in the region- Population 
growth will be stimulated by the provision of more 
jobs; public facilities will be taxed by increased 
service demand.

F. Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize the Impact
The Plan proposes to mitigate the impact of its office 
space and hotel room proposals by grouping similar 
land uses into Planning Areas, improving the 
connecting links between them and providing better 
public transportation access to them from elsewhere 
in the region. The complete description of Central 
Commercial Core, Bunker Hill and South Park, where 
the majority of private office space and hotel rooms 
will be located, are quoted below.
"Central Commercial Core: The main land use within
the Core should continue to be commercial office space. 
The northern end of the Core should emphasize those 
uses closely allied with those in the Civic Center, 
including legal offices and office space for govern
ment and government related firms, while the southern 
end of the Core should continue to house financial 
and corporate tenants. Other appropriate uses include 
retail shops, restaurants, and service establishments 
to serve the large employee concentration. Additional 
hotel rooms arc essential in the Core to serve 
business related guests as well as persons attending 
conventions in the Central City."
"The southeast portion of the Core contains a large 
amount of the total office space in Central City, 
mostly in older, sound buildings. The Plan proposes 
that additional parking be provided in Central City 
East to serve this area, with a people mover system 
to link parking and employment concentrations. In 
addition, public facilities and street furniture 
in this portion of the Core should be designed 
to harmonize with its turn of the Century architecture. 
Building owners should be encouraged to preserve 
the original style of their buildings when remodeling. 
The newly remodeled Alexandria Hotel is an excellent 
example of an early 1900's style; its stores and 
restaurants are examples of ground level tenants 
that should be encouraged in this portion of the Core."
"The Plan proposes that Seventh Street continue to 
function as a high-quality retail row, serving both 
employees and the general public."
"The shopping area along Broadway is currently 
functioning as a regional shopping center for the
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residents surrounding the Central City, particularly 
the Chicano community. The Plan proposes further 
development of this viable retail street."
"The Central Commercial Core should continue to 
receive high intensity uses. It should have a 
maximum average floor area ratio (net building area 
to net site area) of 6:1. A floor area ratio of 
up to 13:1 should be allowed on those parcels which 
have reasonable proximity and direct access to a 
rapid transit station or people mover stop, if 
the developer obtains unused density allowed by 
zoning elsewhere in the Central Commercial Core by 
purchase or other means."
"Transit stations in the Core are on Hill Street 
south of Pershing Square and at 6th and Hope Streets. 
North-south people movers along Hope Street will give 
access to Bunker Hill and South Park. The pedway 
system for this area will join major activity 
generators. Spurs from the Core will extend north 
to Bunker Hill, south to South Park, and east to 
Spring Street, with a moving sidewalk envisioned 
on the latter."
"Bunker Hill: The 136 acre Bunker Hill urban renewal
site is planned to be developed with major new commer
cial, office and hotel uses. Bunker Hill will supple
ment the Central Core and South Park as the principal 
locationfbr high intensity, high rise office buildings. 
A total of about 10,800,000 square feet of office 
space plus 550,000 square feet of retail commercial 
space is projected. Also contemplated are between 
1,200 and 3,700 dwelling units, almost entirely in 
high rise structures, and 3,000 hotel rooms.
Individual developments are interrelated through 
a system of landscaped plazas and pedways and through 
carefully designed buildings placement and massing."
"A transit station is indicated in the vicinity 
of 3rd Street and Grand Avenue. People movers 
will extend south to and beyond the Commercial Core, 
north to the Civic Center, west to a peripheral 
parking garage beyond the Harbor Freeway and east 
to parking facilities in Central City Bast. The 
people mover system will disperse street traffic 
and act as a collection and distribution system 
for rapid transit."
"South Park: This area offers an opportunity
for a concerted public and private effort to 
bring about new vitality and amenities in the 
Central City; a new community with all its asso
ciated land uses and variety is planned. A major
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catalytic element which could lead to dramatic change 
would be the provision of a large quantity of open 
space--a regional park, a park system, or multiple 
use open space, within the planning area. Develop
ment for this area should be oriented to people-
employees, visitors, shoppers and residents. 
Residential uses should be located adjacent to open 
space, with apartment buildings carefully placed 
to preserve their views. Office space clusters 
are proposed within South Park as expansions of 
existing development, such as the Southern 
California Gas Company and Occidential.Life 
Insurance Company as well as new clusters, set 
back from the parks and served directly by .rapid 
transit or people mover stations."
"A number of blocks within the South Park planning 
area are designated for alternative land uses on the 
Plan Map. Either Regional Commerce or High Density 
Housing, or both, may be located in any block.
It is intended that the total acreage and floor areas 
for the two uses be approximately equal. Combinations 
of these uses should be permitted within indivdual 
buildings. Either use should have a maximum average 
floor area ratio of 6:1; for residential uses, a 
maximum density of from 60 to 80 dwelling units per 
gross acre should be permitted. A floor area ratio 
of up to 13:1 should be allowed on those parcels 
which have reasonable proximity and direct access 
to a rapid transit station or people mover stop 
if the developer obtains unused density allowed by 
zoning elsewhere in South Park. He may obtain 
this density by purchase or other means from publicly 
or privately owned land, including that used for 
open space."
There are three important points that should be 
clarified about these mitigation measures. First, 
Bunker Hill is an on-going Federal urban renewal 
project with its own redevelopment plan. Overall 
allowable intensity of land use is less than half 
that allowed by the zoning on the majority of its 
parcels. (F.A.R. “5:1 instead of 13:1) The 
redevelopment plan constitutes an important 
mitigating measure to the impact of redevelopment. 
Second, the proposed reduction in Floor Area Ratio 
(F.A.R.) in the Central Commercial Core and in 
South Park reduces the allowable overall density 
of development over one-half from that permitted 
by present zoning. (F.A.R. 13:1 to 6:1) Third, 
the pedway system, people mover system and peripheral 
parking garages are expected to be completed and 
in use relatively soon, but the rapid transit system 
will probably not be in service until the end of 
the Plan period.
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Alternatives to the Proposed Action
A whole series of alternate proposals could be made 
to accommodate varying amounts of private office 
space and hotel rooms within Central City, 
ranging from just below the suggested in the Plan 
to below the current quantities. These series 
of density alternatives, coupled with the mitigation 
measures discussed above, would result in less 
adverse environmental impact than the amount 
suggested in the Plan, with the reduction in impact 
paralleling the reduction in density. These 
alternatives were rejected because the amount of 
office space and hotel rooms proposed in the Plan 
were based upon a projection of regional growth 
and Central City’s likely share of that growth.
If growth were diverted to other centers, or 
suppressed on a regional basis, implementation 
of the transportation system proposed in the Plan, 
an important mitigating measure, is less likely.
Another alternative, that of no proposal, was 
rejected because private office space and hotels 
are an essential ingredient in Central City. Both 
the proposals and the mitigating measures are an 
important part of the Plan.
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4 . Contingent upon adequate transportation and public 
services, a market for approximately 13,200 class A 
betel rooms will exist by 1900.
Central City retail facilities should be oriented 
to department stores and other stores serving 
regional shoppers, workers and residents of this 
area, as well as residents of adjacent communities, 
and to highly specialized types of services.
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In determining whether the impact 
is beneficial or detrimental, the 
most probable effect oc the Plan 
proposal is compared with what 
might be expected to occur in the 
absence of that proposal.

COMMENTS 
Note: Circled entries are explained
more fully in the text of this EMU

Accommodation of projected office space within Central 
City requires energy, building materials and water - but 
so would accommodation elsewhere.
Many firms with regional service areas prefer centralize: 
office space nodes.

See first part of *2o. Comment close relationship 
between Convention Center, business offices, services 
and hotels make a Central City location efficient,

.reduces vehi_cle trips.______________________________
I toor space devoted to retailing and services is not 
projected to Increase very much - to the extent that it 
does, see first part of f?0Comnent.
Combining various services, retailing with employin' -* 
locations reduces vehicle trips,
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INDUSTRY PROPOSALS .
Thr proposals in the Plan relating to industrial activities 
were deemed not to have a significant impact upon the envir
onment, using the Checklist procedure, primarily because the 
market projections indicated the proposals were necessary to 
maintain the present level of employment, rather than raising 
it significantly. A modest increase in density will be 
offset by efficiencies in new developments and present pat
terns of commuting will be undisturbed.
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INDUSTRY PROPOSAL \\(Verbatim excerpt 
from Plan)

24 11 y 1. The southeasterly portion of Central City should 
remain primarily in light industrial use, in the
M2 and MR2 zone, with a small amount of heavy 
industrial use, In M3, In the extreme southeasterly 
corner.

2 S 11 2. The industrial area should be upgraded by construction 
of new industrial facilities and rehabilitation 
or replacement of obsolete structures; its upgrading 
will require improvement of the street pattern and 
land assembly to provide adequate sites for existing 
and new industries.

B B B it The Plan proposes retaining existing industrial 
activities within Central City - new fac 1111ies-and 
new street patterns will Increase efficiency and 
improve the area’s appearance. These industrial 
jobs are an important Central City resource, many 
employees live close to work, and much of the 
activity is during the night hours, when street 
and highway traffic Is light.Z6 12 3. The major types of industrial facilities occupying 

the area, especially food processing and marketing, 
flower wholesaling, printing, warehousing, and apparel 
manufacturing, should be retained and expanded.

i B B B

27 12 4. Public actions for the physical upgrading of the 
industrial area should include urban renewal 
redevelopment and code enforcement, as well as 
improvements of streets and public facilities.

-
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OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION PROPOSAL
"A regional park or park system is important to achieving the 
revitalization of the South Park Planning Area. A detailed 
project level plan will be developed."
A. The Environmental Impact of the Proposed Action:

The short-term direct impact of the park proposal will be 
those associated with demolition and construction; disruption 
of existing land uses, traffic congestion, fumes, dust and 
energy consumption. Long-term direct impacts will be sig
nificantly less adverse than current land uses. The park, 
consisting of open space, recreation areas, perhaps a 
lake, and restaurants, will displace the commercial office 
buildings, industrial firms, and surface parking lots 
that currently occupy the area. The area's energy con
sumption and it's production of pollutants will be lower 
in its new use. In addition, the park or park system will 
have numerous long-range beneficial impacts. The greenery 
and open space will provide an attractive visual amenity.
It's trees and grass will generate oxygen by photosynthesis; 
the ambient air temperature will be moderated.
Long-term indirect impacts are chiefly associated with 
traffic generation. The park will probably attract about 
the same amount of trips per day, but they will not be as 
concentrated in the congested A. M. and P. M. peak hours.
Most of the present tTips in the area are automobile trips, 
but when the park is completed, the neighborhood housing 
will generate pedestrian trips, and many other park visitors 
will arrive on the people mover system.

B. Any Adverse Environmental Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided 
if the Proposal is Implemented:
Provision.of the park will significantly reduce the adverse 
impacts discussed in Section A, bu the remaining adverse 
impacts cannot be avoided.

C. Any Irreversible Environmental Changes Which Would Be
Involved in the Proposed Action Should It Be Implemented;
The demolition of existing building in the South Park Plan
ning Area and the use of the area for a park or park system 
would not preclude using the land for another use. HoweveT, 
the overall plan for the Planning Area utilizes the park 
system as an amenity around which to group housing units 
and commercial office space. The overall redevelopment of 
the South Park Planning Area is tied to the park system; 
once it is constructed, reuse for another purpose is unlikely.
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D. The Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of Man's 
Environment and the Maintenance' and Enhancement of Long
Term Productivity:
The cumulative, long-term effects upon the environment are 
discussed in Section A, above. The proposal is believed 
to be justified now, rather than in the future, because it 
will decrease, adverse impact below thjse generated 
by the present land uses, and it will generate direct 
and indirect beneficial impacts. See Section A, above, 
and Housing Proposals.

E. The Growth Inducing Impact of the Proposed Action:
The proposal is designed to produce a major urban amenity 
in Central City that will aid in attracting persons work
ing in downtown to the housing adjacent to the park system. 
See Housing Proposals

F. Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize the Impact:
Mitigation measures designed to minimize the impact of the 
proposal are contained in the description of the South Park 
Planning area, which is reproduced in the Commerce Proposals 
section of this EIR. The proposal recommends a more detailed 
project level plan, which will contain further mitigation 
measures.

G. Alternates to the Proposed Action :
A whole series of alternate land uses could be permitted 
in the South Park Planning Area, including those presently 
there. These alternate uses were rejected because the park 
was deemed to have the least adverse impact upon the envir
onment. In addition, the choice of the park proposal was 
related to the plan for South Park, which is, in part, a 
mitigating measure for the commerce proposals.
Another alternative, that of no proposal, was rejected for 
the same reasons listed above.
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absence of that proposal.OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION PROPOSAL 

(Verbatim excerpt 
f rom Plan) / COMMENTS

Note: Circled entries are explained
more fully in the text of this EIR.

6. A regional A park system in the South Park atea would ADP open spa 
water, plants attractive organizing element for 
residential development - redevelopment would displace 
many existing commercial and industrial businesses

achieving t
PIanning Area, A detailed project level plan
will" be developed.
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PUBLIC FACILITIES PROPOSALS
The various proposals in the Plan that relate to public 
facilities were deemed not to have a significant impact 
upon the environment. A few of the proposals cover pro
jects already under construction, while others are proposals 
taken from other elements of the General Plan or are replace
ments for existing facilities. The remainder are primarily 
mitigating measures that minimize the impact of the other 
proposals in the Plan.
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PUBLIC FACILITIES PROPOSAL X\^ 2
(Verbatim excerpt o

f ron Nan1 N, «

r? IS
■ r

i

1
3. The Civic Center shall he developed as proposed by the

Civic Center technical elcrent of the General Plan 
(as it nay he revised and extended).

TO t7T
i

4. A now and expanded Central Library is called for by the 
rublic Libraries technical element of the General Plan.

31 10 V* 4. a location in the proposed |Olnt University Communications 
Center in Central City Last is proposed. Alternate sites 
include the present site or another site close to the 
center of the Central Commercial Core.

B
X

B X & B A new library serving the business and education 
communities in Central City would produce superior 
service to the public - replacing inadequate facility. 
Energy and building materials would be used to construct 
new bqildinEi

3? 15 7. Preservation of Cultural and Historical Monuments should 
he encouraged by allowing their owners to transfer unused 
density allowed by zoning on the monument site To sTter 
nate sites by sale or other means. Such transfer shall be 
controlled by a Specific Tlan.

E Measure would encourago preservation of historic buildln 
by enabling their owners to sell unused development righ 
from their property to a nearby developer, and getting 
income in return.

33 17 8. Other public facilities and utilities should be provided 
on a phased basis* B Close tie between changes in land use and public facilit 

insures public service, controls growth.
34 21 </ 1. The Study Programs Service Systems Element 'lap indicates

proposed new public facilities to be provided within
Central Lily. The symbols on the Map indicate that a 
facility should be located somewhere within that PIanning 
Area, but do not designate actual locations. further 
studies wiTT be necessary to determine appropriate sites

35 22 4. Establish a diagnostic-detoxification center serving the
Skid Row population, jointly sponsored by public agencies 
and private institutions.

B B Emphasis on early identification and rehabilitation of 
persons coming to the row would be coupled with a phasin 
out of those firms and organizations that gain from perpetual i ta t. i on nf the MfinvM

3*

37

23

23

4. Promote the development of a Regional Joint University 
Communications Center sponsored by Los Angeles 
universities.

4. Proceed with the construction of the new Central Division 
police building.

B

X

X E X

X B

E Project will conbime campuses ■ replace existing facili
ties. Joint use of new Central Library, cafeteria, 
auditorium, During construction resources wi11 be expend 
grouping of functions may reduce vehicle trips.
(Project budgeted) facility replaces existing facility. 
During construction, energy and materials will be 
expended
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CIRCULATION PROPOSALS
"The major and secondary highways indicated on the Plan Map 
comprise an integral part of the Highways and Freeways 
Element of the General Plan."
"Rapid transit service to Central City from outlying Centers 
and suburban areas is essential to provide adequate access."
"People movers (auxilary grade separated transit system) shall 
be constructed to connect major Central City modes with each 
other, with rapid transit stations, and other peripheral park
ing facilities."
"Existing bus service over surface streets must be continued 
and expanded, both within Central City and connecting with 
adjacent communities."

> .A. The Environmental Impact of the Proposed Action:
The designation of streets within Central City as major 
and secondary highways on the Highways and Freeways 

j Element is a difficult impact to evaluate because desig
nation of a substandard street implies a City effort to 

> upgrade the street surface to standard width and speci
fications. But along many Downtown streets, buildings 

Z of substantial size are built within the right of way
needed to improve the street. In order for the City to 
improve the street, the owner would have to be paid for 

j the loss of his building front and his cost of refront
ing the building further back. Given the costs involved,

3 the City is forced to wait until an existing building
is razed and the site is redeveloped, at which time 
the dedication is obtained from that property. Under 

U this procedure, a complete cycle of redevelopment on
every property in Central City would produce highways 
dedicated to the standard dimensions, and the physical 
construction could be carried out over time. It is 
difficult to forecast how many parcels on what streets 
will be privately or publicly redeveloped during the 
Plan life. To the extent that this process results in 
highway widenings, the following environmental impacts 
are expected. Short-term impacts will be adverse.
During construction, resources will be expended and pol
lutants generated. Traffic congestion will result, and 
dust, smoke and fumes will have an adverse impact upon 
local air quality. Long-term impacts will be beneficial 
if the number of vehicles using the street or network is 
not altered. Then local congestion will be alleviated, 
drivers will be able to move through the Central City
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or to their destination more easily, which will have a bene
ficial impact upon air quality and energy consumption. If 
however, the existing congestion which is alleviated was ser
ving as a constraint upon the number of vehicles, then the 
street widening will have an adverse impact upon the envir
onment by the increasing the consumption of energy devoted 
to transportation and adding to air pollution. The con
sultant group that studied Downtown did not suggest a whole
sale effort to upgrade all the streets, emphasizing instead 
a public transportation package.
The Plan does not specify the type of systems that will pro
vide the rapid transit service and people mover. However, 
it identifies lines and stations within Central City for 
future study, and names the Southern California Rapid Transit 
District (S.C.R.T.D.) as being responsible for detailed plan
ning, construction and operation of the system. Likewise, a 
three-way agreement is expected to be completed shortly be
tween the City, the Community Redevelopment Agency and the 
S.C.R.T.D., concerning planning, construction and operation 
of a first phase people mover system within Bunker Hill that 
is expected to set the framework for a much larger system 
within Central City. An Environmental Impact Report will be 
prepared by the S.C.R.T.D. for each system during the planning 
and design phase, so this EIR will consider only the broader 
aspects of the two systems.
Possible rapid transit systems for the region includes the 
present bus system, which is technically "mass transit" bus 
service on exclusive lanes and utilization of existing rail 
lines, or a new system operating on its own exclusive guide
way, using varying size vehicles and propulsion systems. The 
short-term direct effect upon the environment will vary from 
insignificant, for the existing system of buses, which will . 
reauire no new construction to the significantly adverse, for 
a new guideway system, which will require substantial constru
ction. Any exclusive guideway in subway would require demo
lition and excavation, which will produce traffic congestion, 
dust, fumes, and smoke, while surface or elevated routing 
would require some demolition. Similarly, the amount of re
sources required far building materials, construction and 
operation will vary from relatively modest for the existing 
bus system to substantial for a new exclusive guideway system.
The short-term impact of the people mover system will be 
adverse. The Plan specifies an auxiliary grade separated 
transit system, which will require substantial tunneling 
for subway construction or a support structure if the 
system is elevated. Resources will be absorbed as building 
materials and in construction and operation.
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The long-term direct impacts of the rapid transit system 
will be adverse. However, energy requirements and poll
utants production will vary from a moderate amount for 
a separate guideway system to a substantial amount for 
the existing bus system. Similarly, the long-term 
direct impact of the people mover system will be adverse. 
Energy consumption is expected to be moderate, and air 
pollution effects are expected to be slight.
Long-term indirect impacts of both the rapid transit 
and people mover systems will range from highly to mildly 
beneficial, depending on the number of trips the systems 
are able to divert from the automobile.
Construction of a separate guideway rapid transit system 
will entail large expenditures of public money for capital 
expenditures and operating costs. Southern California 
Rapid Transit District has just completed an eight-month 
Technical Study of Alternate Transit Corridors and Systems 
which* recommends highest priority development of a 116 
mile rapid transit network, consisting of large capacity 
cars operated on their own elevated or subway guideway, 
plus 24 miles of exclusive lane busways. The system 
is expected to cost 3.1 billion dollars (1973 dollars) 
or 6.6 billion dollars over the 12 year construction 
period, including a 9 percent annual escalation factor. 
Meanwhile, the Community Redevelopment Agency has priced 
the 1.7 mile people mover component of their people mover- 
peripheral parking system at 38 million dollars. Both 
projects involve substantial expenditures for labor and 
materials which will produce employment in this region.

B. Any Adverse Environmental Effects Which Cannot Be 
Avoided if the"Proposal is Implemented:
The various effects identified in Section A as adverse 
cannot be avoided if the proposals are implemented.

C. Any Irreversible Environmental Changes Which Would be 
Involved in the Proposed Action Should it be Implemented:
The proposal to continue and expand the existing bus 
system will not involve irreversible environmental changes. 
The existing street pattern would be utilized, and oper
ating equipment could be rerouted as the volumes changed. 
The people mover system with its more elaborate guideway 
system, would be more likely to remain in use and influ
ence the location of trip origins and destinations through 
the location of its stops. A rapid transit system with 
its own elevated or subway guideway would require such 
a large commitment of resources that its removal or
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non-use would be unlikely. The construction of an 
extensive exclusive guideway system with fixed routes 
and stations would likely commit furure generations to 
similar travel patterns.

D. The Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of Man's 
Environment and the Maintenance and Enhancement oi 
Long-'lerm Productivity!
The bus, people mover, and rapid transit proposals all 
have adverse cumulative and long-range environmental 
impacts, primarily associated with energy consumption. 
However, if they are able to divert any significant number 
of trips away from the automobile, the system would have 
a very beneficial impact on the environment when compared 
to the automobile commuting system.

E. The Growth-Inducing Impact of the Proposed Action:
The continuation and expansion of the existing bus system 
is not expected to have growth inducing effects in Central 
City. The people mover system might have some growth - 
inducing aspects if it were available only in Central 
City, but the Citywide Plan proposes similar systems 
in all Centers. The rapid transit system, if it is 
similar to that proposed recently by S.C.R.T.D., will 
have a growth inducing impact within Central City be
cause it will provide an alternate mode for commuters 
to reach Downtown.
The consultant team that prepared the study from which 
the Plan was drawn projected further growth in Central 
City, particularly in office space, but found that the 
freeway and surface street system were near their eff
ective limit during the A.M. and P.M. peak periods.
Rapid transit will improve access to the major office 
space center of the region, making it possible for devel
opers of new building to capitalize on Central City's 
infrastructure of restaurants, stores and service firms.

F. Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize the Impact:
No specific mitigation measures for these proposals 
were written into the Plan. The proposals are themselves 
designed to minimize the impact of the region's demand 
for mobility.
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G. Alternates to the Proposed Action;
- Gasoline rationing and/or limits on automobile use 

are an alternative to the circulation proposals.
In the short-term, this alternative approach would 
produce severe social and economic dislocation. Central 
City, which draws only a very small part of its em
ployees from within its borders and from immediately 
adjacent communities, would have unfilled jobs, while 
suburban areas would have high unemployment rates 
since they are deficient in nearby jobs. In the 
longer term, the disequilibrium between the location of 
excess jobs and excess workers would create incen
tives for workers to move closer to their employemnt 
and employers to move jobs closer to the labor force. 
This alternative was rejected because of its dis
ruptive character.

si
- No proposals - the alternative of no circulation pro

posals would eliminate certain short-term adverse
^ impacts relating to construction, but the lack of any

alternative to the present automobile system would
5 eliminate the beneficial effect of substituting a

lower pollution-lower energy consumption system to
3 abosrb some automobile trips.
yl
5
5
ri
s .
D
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Major public investments must be made in Central City 
transportation, including rapid transit and people 
movers, to provide access to and within the area for 
employees, shoppers, and visitors, and to accommodate 
transportation needs between Central City and other 
Centers as well as suburban areas.
1, The major and secondary highways indicated on the 

Plan Map comprise an integral part of the Highways 
and Freeways element of the General Plan.
I_rregular sureet alignments that impair traffic 
How are ind icated 'on The-5tudy Programs-- Circu
lation Clement Map in the Programs Section. TTTT 
mail recommends TurtKer studies to determine
tlie best means of improving tralTfc Tlow. Some 
studies may be subsequently Tound~Eo be unnecessary.
The existing street level pedestrian routes will 
continue to be a major component of Central City's 
circulation system. Certain of these pedestrian 
routes are designated Major Pedestrian Streets. 
This designation implies new landscaping, mini
parks, information-communication kiosis, bus 
shelters, and a coordinated system of graphics 
and heraldry.

4. The State of California and the City of Los Angeles 
should cooperate in adding the Industrial Freeway 
to the California Freeway and expressway System, and 
in completing detailed planning and preliminary design 
of this freeway as an essential means of access to 
Central City, especially the proposed east side 
parking garages.
Rapid transit service to Central City from outlying 
Centers and suburban areas is essential to provide 
adequate access.

wimirr

0

U

X

T Hc. u

I ii determining whether the impact 
is beneficial or detrimental, the 
most probable effect of the Plan 
proposal is compared with what 
might be expected to occur in the 
absence of that proposal.
X COMMENTS 

Note: Circled entries are explained
more fu.lly in the text of this EIR.
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Fcoplc movers (auxiliary grade separated transit 
sy.. t cir...) shall he Cc list i acted to connect major Central 
City nodes with each other, with rapid transit stations, 
and with periphvrxl parking facilities.
Existing bus service ovci surface streets must be 
continued and expended both within Central City and 
eennccting with adjacent communities.
Internal bus service, including lontinuation and 
expansion of the itim-bus system, will be required 
to supplement people movers and to provide service 
pending the construction of people movers-
A central 1 nv pedway (grade separated pedestrian walk
way) system shall he cons I rue t ed as proposed l-e the 
General Plan.
I’cdways should connect major .activities and create a 
second level walking networl separated from \chicular 
conriiits, interfacing with people mover and rapid 
transit stations -and with parking garages.
l’edw.ay construction should be phased in coordination 
with development.
The Study Programs - Circulation Clement Map lists a 
number ol areas witFiii Central Tity" wheTe~lrrcguTnr- 
s trceT and TiTgTtway" aTTgnmrnts or "t-titT absence" er H"" 
eonncctjrnk link impede the TTnv ol traTITc. Further 
.analysis will "be rcguTreTT to iTetermlne what actTons 
should be taken to increase tr.iTTTc capacity in tlicsc areas. " - - . _
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In determining whether the impact 
is beneficial or detrimental, the 
most probable effect of the Plan 
proposal is compared with what 
might be expected to occur in the 
absence of that proposal.

A C n M M 1- N T S 
Note: Circled entries are explained
more fully in Die text of this EIR.

Given present attractiveness of bus service, it is unlik 
ly that increased bus service would be growth inducing, 
but any mode shifts from private cars tc buses would
.bej-iQfit alI_qu;llJOy.,______ ___________________________
Fine grain local bus service, both regular and mini-bus 
are necessary to allow patrons of public transit to reac 
a variety of Central City Destinations. Increases 
efficiency of Central City facilities by connecting them

An attractive, efficient second level walkway, linev, wit 
shops and offices, would divert pedestrian traffic from 
the street surface, increasing traffic flow. The system 
wilL be attractive and efficient; energy and materials 

_h_LL? . I)f- used_during construe 1 icn.______________ ______
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In determining whether the impact 
is beneficial or detrimental, the 
most probable effecc r the Plan 
proposal is compared with what 
might be expected to occur in the 
absence of that proposal.

.COMMENTS
/Note: Circled entries are explained

more fully in the text of this EIR.

S2 19 2. Planned Am highway widening* and improvements in 
renewal "redevelopment areas should be accomplished 
under the renewal redevelopment process, when appropriate. 
In other areas they should he required in connection 
with private development under the "R3 Ordinance."
The remainder should be financed through gas tax 
funds and other public sources to the extent funds 
arc available.

B3 19
20

3. The alignments and station locations for the rapid 
transit and people mover systems as well as the 
alignment of the Industrial Freeway, the grade separated 
pedestrian way system, the surface pedestrian street 
system, and the moving sidewalV. are shown in a 
reneraiited way on the Study Programs - TircuTation
Element Hap. Further studies will be necessary to 
determine alignments and station locations.

■

S4

5?

20 5. The people mover system shall Interface with rapid 
transit stations and the pedway system, providing 
connections to the various Central City nodes.

J3 B Integration of the total public transportation system 
will increase its attractiveness and efficiency.

-*sv

20 s 7. Implementation methods for pedways should include'
Specific Plans requiring their provision as a con
dition of issuance of building permits, incorporation 
in urban renewal redevelopment projects, and assessment 
district proceedings.

S& 21 N; 8. Bus routes should he expanded and changed as required
to meet future service demands and plan implementation 
needs.
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PARKING PROPOSALS
"Street systems capacity and land utilization considerations 
indicate that as parking needs increase a continually 
greater proportion of the longer term parking should be 
located on the periphery of the more intensively developed 
areas. Parking within the intensively developed areas is 
intended for short term use mainly by visitors, shoppers 
and residents."
"For office uses the parking requirement should be increased 
to one space per 500 square feet of floor area, with a pro
vision to Tequire or permit developers of office buildings 
within the Central Commercial Core, Central City East, and 
South Park to substitute an in lieu payment to a peripheral 
parking facility and people mover fund for a portion of the 
required parking." t
"Parking for up to 8,000 cars should be provided in Central 
City East, with a people mover connection to Bunker Hill and 
the Central Commercial Core."
"Parking for 4,000 cars should be constructed west of Central 
City as proposed in the Bunker Hill Plan, connected to Bunker 
Hill by a people moveT.”
"The parking areas serving the Civic Center and the Convent
ion Center shall be maintained and expanded as necessary by 
the construction of parking garages."
A. Environmental Impact of the Proposed Action:

The direct short-term impact of the proposals will be 
those associated with construction; provision of new 
facilities, either within Central City or at peripheral 
locations will produce traffic congestion, dust, fumes, 
and smoke. Resources will be utilized, both for building 
materials and for construction.
The direct long-term impact of the facilities will be 
mildly adverse, related mainly to the consumption of 
electrical energy for lighting and mechanical systems, 
whether the facilities are within Central City or per- 
pherally located.
Indirect long-term impacts vary according to the volume 
of automobiles using the facilities. If the new facility, 
whether within Central City or peripherally located, 
attracts existing automobile drivers by allowing them 
to make a quicker transition from steady operating speeds
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on the street to their parking place, energy consumption 
and pollution emission of those automobiles will be re
duced, and the indirect impact of the narking facility 
will be beneficial. This assumes tnat another facility 
requiring more slow speed or stop and go driving to reach 
will no longer be used. (An early example of this bene
ficial impact was the subsituation of off-street pariing 
lots or garages for curb parking, which reduced the number 
of motorists "circling the block" for a curb parking stall.) 
Tliis beneficial impact is not likely without a restriction 
on the amount of parking; without that, the old spaces wiJi 
be also occupied, for reasons which will be discussed below.

Likewise, the Plan proposal to accommodate the all-day 
parker at the periphery while reserving the parking within 
Central City for shorter term parking vrould have a modest 
beneficial impact upon energy consumption and air quality 
if the peripheral lot affords easier entrance and exit 
during peak hours than do lots or structures within Central 
City. (The short term parker, who generally arrives and 
departs outside of the peak period, will be travelling to a 
lot or structure within Central City when the streets are 
less congested. Again, all this holds true if the number 
of vehicles being parked is unchanged.

New parking facilities constructed to accommodate addition
al vehicles, however, will have a long-term indirect 
adverse impact. If the facilities arc located within 
Central City, the additional vehicles will increase the 
volume of traffic and decrease the level of service on the 
streets, which will increase air pollution and energy con
sumption by adding vehicle trips and increasing congestion 
for all automobiles in the traffic stream. Peripheral 
facilities will serve additional vehicles without requiring 
them to enter the traffic congestion of Central City, but 
the added vehicles will increase air pollution and energy 
consumption. In addition, a large peripheral garage, such 
as the one proposed vest of Central City may create a local 
congestion situation unless it is very carefully engineered. 
Finally, a motorist using the peripheral parking garage 
will utilize a people mover for the part of his trip from 
the garage to Central City. Less energy consumption and 
pollution production will result from this part of the trip 
than would result if the automobile was used all the way 
into Central City. This modest beneficial impact must be 
weighted against the realization that a peripheral garage 
offers the Central City visitor a means of avoiding severe 
congestion within Central City, but he must drive the bulk 
of his trip in his own car. These additional car trips will 
have an adverse long-term effect upon the environment.
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The most obvious demand for additional parking in 
Central City will arise out of increases in the number 
of employees, shoppers, tourists, and other visitors 
who wish to reach Central City. However, another 
source of additional parking demand can be found among 
the present,visitors to Central City, because they do 
not all drive their own cars. Some are auto passengers, 
bus riders, pedestrians, or cyclists. An increased 
demand for parking, indicated by few vacant spaces or 
increasing prices, may be interpreted as resulting from 
growth, but it may indicate that existing visitors are 
shifting from other modes to their own cars. If desire 
for a mode shift is the source of the parking demand, 
provision of additional facilities will increase energy 
consumption and emission production without any increase 
in the number of Central City visitors.

Provision of additional parking for which the user pays 
less than the full cost may heighten diversion. An 
extreme case of subsidized diversion is illustrated by 
Los Angeles County's policy of providing "free" parking 
for all its employees, which is really a bonus to empl
oyees who choose to use the space. No similar bonus 
is available to County employees who choose other means 
of reaching work. Presently there are about 1,000 
county employees who work in the Civic Center on a wait
ing list for their "free" space. Their present mode of 
reaching work is not known, but some may be dissuaded 
from using their own car because of the cost of private 
parking, and may be using another mode while they wait 
for their space. Construction of new spaces as sug
gested by the Plan would probably shift these employees 
to the use of their own car, increasing automobile trips 
without any increase in employment.

The Plan proposal to construct large peripheral garages 
in Central City East and west of Central City vrill pro
vide a large block of additional parking at one time.
If they are constructed in anticipation of additional 
development on Bunker Hill, current Central City visitors 
will receive two strong incentives to shift to driving 
their own car. First, lower rates for parking may re
sult from an attempt to fill temporarily surplus spaces. 
Second, while its difficult to measure, the present 
level of street congestion within Central City may deter 
some visitors from using their own cars. Easy to reach 
peripheral parking may encourage a diversion to auto
mobile usage.
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B. Any Adverse Environmental Effects Which Cannot Be 
Avoided If the Proposal is Implemented:

Since any new parking constructed is likely to be add
itional parking, all of the proposals will have an 
adverse environmental effect which cannot be avoided 
if the proposals are implemented.

C. Any Irreversible Environmental Changes Which Would Be 
Involved in the Proposed Action Should it be Implemented:

The construction of large parking structures, whether 
located in Central City or in adjacent communities will 
tend to be irreversible since a large commitment of 
resources makes removal or non-use unlikely. The consul
tant group that produced the study put of which the Plan 
was developed found traffic congestion to be a serious 

. disincentive to further development. They suggested
a perpheral parking-people mover and a rapid 

1 transit-people mover system that would allow visitors
to avoid Central City traffic congestion. If a major 
commitment of resources is made to construct the peri
pheral garages and their people mover links to Central 
City soon, the motorist using the system will have less 

* incentive to utilize a rapid transit system when it is
c constructed later in the life of the Plan. On the other

'■ hand, if the peripheral garages and people mover system
.. were to consist of an existing peripheral parking facil

ity and buses operating on exclusive streets, the system 
> should be dropped when rapid transit is completed. The

motorist who has been using the peripheral garage would 
i face a new trip into the congestion of Central City,

which would act as a strong incentive to divert to rapid 
transit, with its lower energy consumption and pollution 

3 production.

D. The Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of Man’s
Environment and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-

• Term Productivity.

The cumulative and long-term effects of tne proposals are 
described in Section A, above, under indirect impacts.
The proposals are believed to be justified now because 
peripheral parking offers a quick implement method of 
avoiding the growth retarding effects of Central City's 
increasing traffic congestion. Also, developers must 
offer tenants more parking than the City required mini
mum to remain competitive, and providing on-site park
ing in Central City is extremely expensive.



page 46

E. The Growth-Inducing Impact of the Porposed Action:

The proposals are designed to facilitate economic 
growth in Central City. The people-mover lines that 
terminate at large garages may induce residential growth 
in the immediate area based upon the superior access 
to Central City the system will provide. The const
ruction of the garages may induce some increase in 
auto related service firms in the garages or nearby.

F. Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize the Impact:

The following section is quoted from the Plan:

"Peripheral parking facilities in communities adjacent 
to Central City shall be designed so as to be compat
ible with land uses and development in such communities. 
They shall be located on lands proposed for commercial, 
industrial or parking use by the community plans for 
such communities, and shall be appropriately buffered 
from adjacent residential uses by means of landscaping,

„ setbacks, etc. Peripheral parking facilities, which
may be privately or publicly operated, shall be access- 

■ ible to major streets or freeways leading to Central
City in order to avoid traffic congestion on local 
streets."

G. Alternatives to the Porposed Action:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (E.P.A.) 
has promulgated proposed Federal Regulations for control 

. of Photochemical Oxidant (and carbonmonoxide) in the Met
ropolitan Los Angeles Intrastate Air Quality Region de
signed to attain the National Primary Ambient Air Quality 
Standard for Photochemical Oxidants of the U.S. Clean 
Air Act. In order to reduce automobile pollution, the 
rules propose to reduce the number of vehicle miles 
traveled without substantially reducing the number of 
passenger miles traveled. The proposed regulations 
include a freeze on additional gasoline sales, creation 
of lanes on existing freeways and surface streets to be 
used exclusively by buses and "car pool" automobiles, 
and restrictions on the construction of additional park
ing. Parking facility capacities in CBDiT and other con- 
gestioned areas owned or operated by governmental entities 
would be on a schedule of phased reductions. No new or 
expanded parking facilities would be permitted without 
a permit from the E. P. A. Administrator stating that 
the new facility will not interfere with the attainment 
or maintenance of Federal Air Quality Standards. This 
proposed rule appears to apply to all new or expanded 
parking facilities, whether publicly or privately operated.
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This E. P. A. proposal may be a viable proposal when 
applied in the Los Angeles Air Quality Region, but 
implementation of the proposal only within Central City 
would be unworkable, because a ceiling on parking spaces 
in Central City would only produce a gradual diversion 
of urban activities to other centers in the region that 
allow continued parking development without producing 
the reduction in air pollution intended by the E. P. A.

No proposals - Failure to create any new parking within 
Central City or in peripheral parking facilities would 
place Central City at a serious disadvantage in its 
attempt to accomodate its share of regional office space 
and hotel room growth.
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PARKING PROPOSAL XV
(\erbat>m excerpt X.

from Plan) \

.5 7 l j 1, Street systeei capacity and land utiliration considera
tions Indicate that as parking needs increase a 
continually greater proportion of the longer terra 
parking should be locatrd on the periphery of the 
more intensively developed areas. Parking within the 
intensively developed areas is intended for short 
time use mainly by visitors, shoppors and residents.

S'
s

k i i> *

CO n 2. For office uses the parking requirement snould be 
increased to one space per 500 square feet of floor 
area, with a provision to rc_qujjre or permit developers 
of office buildings within the Central Commercial Core, 
Central Cit} Last, and South part to substitute an 
in lieu payment to a peripteral parking facility 
and people mover fund for a portion of the required 
parking.
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59 13 3. Parking for up to 8,000 cars shall be provided in
Central City East, with a people mover connection to
Bunker Hill and the Central Commercial Core.

-X G £

ec 13 *. Parking for 4,0C0 cars should be constructed west of 
Central City as proposed in the Bunker Kill Plan, 
connected with Bunker Hill by a people mover.

rtf
X S \

, -A

6! 13 ✓* S. Additional peripheral parking facilities will be 
necessary and shall be provided at other locations 
both inside and adjacent to the Central City, as shown 
in a preliminary way on the Circulation Component
Mopt Study Programs - Circulation Element Map in the 
Programs Section. Further studies will be required" 
to determine exact locations.
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62 14 7. The parking areas serving the Civic Center and the

Convention Center shall lie maintained and expanded as 
necessary by the construction of parking garages
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PARKING PROPOSAL
(Verbatim excerpt \\
fron Plan)

b3 16 < 4. Major new off-street parking facilities should be 
tTcated as publlc-private ventures, utilizing the 
power of the City of Los Angeles through the
Parking Commission to control and coordinate 
parking serving private developments.

' ■»

4* 20 t' 6. A Central City parking program should be developed 
by City agencies In cooperation with the private 
sector in order to insure the provision of needed '
parking facilities at appropriate locations.
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ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED

This Environmental Impact Report was prepared 
by the Staff of the Community Planning and 
Development Division. Much of the infor
mation is based upon CENTRAL CITY LOS ANGELES 
1972-1990 PRELIMINARY GENERAL DEVELOPMENT 
PLAN by Wallace, McHarg, Roberts, and Todd. 
This summary report was the result of the 
analysis of Central City produced by 
WMRT and three supporting firms for the 
Committee for Central City Planning, Inc. 
and the City of Los Angeles. Extensive 
use was also made of preliminary reports 
produced by the consultant team.
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CIRCULATION OF DRAFT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

FOR COMMENT

Copies of the Draft Environmental Impact Report were sent for com
ment to the following:

Governmental Agencies:
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Honorable Ton Bradley
Mayor of the City of Los Angeles

C. Erwin Piper
City Administrative Officer

Donald C. Tillman 
City Engineer

Michael H. Salzman, Executive Director 
Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles

Richard G. Mitchell, Administrator
The Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles

R. J. Williams, Superintendent & General Manager 
Building & Safety Department

Jack Green, General Manager 
Department of Environmental Quality

Raymond M. Hill, Chief Engineer 
Fire Department

Edward M. Davis, Chief of Police 
Police Department

Robert W. Russell, Chief Engineer & General Manager 
Public Utilities and Transportation Department

TJilliam Frederickson, Jr., General Manager 
Department of Recreation and Parks

S. 5. Taylor, City Traffic Engineer 
Traffic Department
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Robert V. Phillips, Chief Engineer & General Manager 
Department of Hater and Power

Bernard J. Caughlin, General Manager 
Harbor Department

Clifton A. Moore, General Manager 
Department of Airports

Ernest 0. Webber, President 
Board of Public Works

Walter IT. King, Director 
Off-Street Parking Agency

Community Analysis Bureau

Regional Planning Commission 
County of Los Angeles

Southern California Rapid Transit District

Metropolitan Hater District 
Advance Planning Section

Southern California Association of Governments

California Department of Transportation 
District VII

Air Pollution Control District 
County of Los Angeles

Air Resources Board
State of California Resources Agency

Walter Parker, Director of Urban Programs 
Los Angeles City Schools

Interested Groups and Individuals:

Committee for Central City Planning, Inc.

Sierra Club 
EIR Task Force

Gary Feinstein

Kenneth U. Stein, Ph.D.



William L. Tooley, Jr.
Ketehum, Peck 6 Tooley

Volunteers of America of Los Angeles

Gournev Turner 
Central City Association

Scott Webster, Director of Community Relations 
& Public Information 

St. Vincent's Hospital

Lawrence Block, President 
Lawrence Block Company, Inc.

Robert L. Lampkins 
Compton Chamber of Commerce

Krupp Marshall

Mrs. John Reuschel

Dr. James A. Rafferty

Walter H. Reinig 1
Security Pacific National Bank

Morgan Adams

William Aldrich, Vice President 
Aldrich Studios

Eugene Baur, Vice President 
President of Baur Properties, Inc.

Eugene Boelling

Robert Clements, President 
Robert Clements & Associates

Joseph Dunn
Charles C. Dunn Company

Frank Dutra 
Frank Dutra Company

Florence Jeffrey

Rev. Ilsgr. John P. Languille, Associate Director 
Catholic Welfare Bureau

Dr. Jule Lamm
Citizens Transportation Committee
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John J'lutlow
Pico Union Neighborhood Council

Edvard O'Neill, Executive Director 
Salvation Army Youth Center

Mrs. Ofelia Portillo, Director 
Lafayette Senior Citizens Center

Halvar Spilde

Ray Stanford

Al Stewart, Secretary-Treasurer 
Dairy Employees, Plant & Clerical 
Local #93

John Ilatthay, Sr., President
Institutional Equipment Company of Southern California

Ron Sunderland, Legal Council 
Aldrich Studios

Vince Desimone
Institute of Traffic Engineers

Richard L. Nanning
Western Oil & Gas Association

Eastside Industrial Park Owners Association

John D. Roche

Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce

iJorman Dreyfus 
Bunker Hill East

Dr. John Marshall
Resthaven Community Mental Health Center 

Stewart Rogers
California Hospital Medical Center 

Richard Mount
/associated Produce Dealers and Brokers of Los Angeles

Ms. Lois Tamer
Program of Retired Citizens

Dr. Paul Kopp, President, CACC 
c/o Temple Baptist Church
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Hr. Tad Ikemoto, Chairman
Little Tokyo Community Development Advisory Committee 

Dr. Ross Clayton
University of Southern California 

Dean Boyak
Southwestern University

University of California, Los Angeles

Dr. Robert G. Jones
University of California, Berkeley

Dr. T7iIlian Banowsky 
Pepperdine University

Spring Street Forum
c/o Stern, Frank, Meyer and Fox

Hrs. Kitty Templeton
Regional Plan Association of Southern California 

Frank Kuwahara
Southern California Flower Growers Association 

John A. Cinguemani
Los Angeles Building and Construction Trade Council

Robert E. Alexander & Associates, FAIA

Louis Coppersmith 
L. E. Coppersmith, Inc.

R. A. Rowan S Company

Charles E. Gilb, President 
Charles E. Gilb Produce Company

Hr. Sol Gendel 
Uestgate Produce Company

Hr. Sam Bretzfield, President 
Internationale Set, Inc.

A notice of the availability of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report was sent to 13G groups and individuals whose names were 
obtained from the mailing list for the Central City Plan. At 
their request, copies of the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
were sent to the following:

Mr. Paul Spruyt Norman Emerson

Reverend Paul L. Dirks Mrs. Mendez



• Kurt Meyer
Herschel Rosenthal 
Togo W. Tanaka

Marilyn W. Hudson Mrs. Dorothy Peroff 

J. S. Rohman 
Arthur Rohman

Hr. John LoCurto
Star. Eisner
Mr. Eric K. Simpson
Dan Goldfarb
Alden D. McKelvey
Standard Management Company
Samuel h. Harris
Mr. Joe Rosen
Mr. Jce Bell
Union Rescue Mission
Mr. Akiri Kawasaki
Mr. T. Rothman
Mrs. Rose Morgenstern
Frank Gomez
Mr. Barney Meskin
Serge M. Podtetenieff
Ed Cray
Craig Shimabukuro 
Leroy H. Hopper 
Clara Gorenfeld 
A. Wabash 
Mr. Howard Kapp 
David M. Wapner 
Vivm Hamm 
Larry Dully 

Homer B. Price 
Marshall Krupp 
Charles V. Caballero 
Everett T. Welmers 
Andy Wall 

Mr. J. G. Fry 

Gordon J. Ledford



f {

APPENDIX B

COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

he Draft E.I.R. for the Central City Plan was distributed for com- 
ent on October 1, 1973, for a 45-day review period ending November 
5, 1973. A total of 15 written comments were received; 14 of 
hese were received within the allotted review period; one was not 
eceived until February 5, 1974, from the City's Department of 
nvironmental Quality. This is noted because the DEQ's commentary 
s far more extensive than any of the others and thus requires a 
ore intensive response by the staff in a briefer length of time, 
evertheless, the staff welcomes all comments and has attempted to 
eply in a reasonable manner.

he comments received are summarized, followed by the staff response, 
erbatim copies of the comments received are on file in Room 605-If, 
'ity Hall, Los Angeles, California.
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I. CITY AGENCIES

v, BUREAU OF ENGINEERING

Comment: The Bureau states that the Draft E.I.R. seems to
present an objective analysis of the impact. It is suggested 
that the Plan be reviewed in light of the latest Environmental 
Protection Agency proposed regulations which will greatly 
influence proposed changes in land use and future development.

Response: The Plan has been reviewed in light of EPA rules and
appropriate changes are recommended. See Appendix C, Supple
ment to the E.I.R.

3. DEPARTMENT OF MATED. AND POWER (MATER SYSTEM)

Comment: The Mater System has no specific comments or recom
mendations. The existing facilities can generally provide a 
water supply to meet normal public fire protection and domestic 
demands. Mater supply for individual developments will be 
provided in accordance with the Water System Rules of the 
Department of Mater and Power.

Response: No response necessary.

C. DEPART? TNT OF MATER AND POV.'ER (POWER SYSTEM)

Comment: The Power System has no specific comments or recom
mendations .
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Response: The comment is somewhat surprising in view of the
more recent Power System comment on the Westlake Community Plan
E.I.R. (Westlake is located immediately west of Downtown), in 
which the Department of V.'ater and Power recognizes the difficulty 
experienced by the electrical utility industry in obtaining 
new power generating sources. As a result, DV7P's ability to 
supply additional loads is reaching a point where power supplies 
may be insufficient to meet the demand in the laterl970's. The 
staff guesses that the difference in the Power System's comments 
on two adjacent communities is due to a reassessment of the 
current "energy crisis", rather than to substantial differences 
in the power needs of the two communities.

D. LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT

Comment: The Los Angeles Police Department will be better able
tc assess the Plan's impact as individual projects are presented 
for evaluation. As the quality of the area is improved through 
urban renewal, the type of police service required could change 
and conceivably lessen.

Response : No response necessary.

E. LOS ANGELES FIRE DEPARTMENT

Comment: The following statement is necessary and should be
included in both the E.I.R. and the Plan: "This Plan is intended
to protect and enhance the public health, safety, and welfare. 
Public projects and maintenance activities necessary to provide 
for the overriding public need, particularly fire and police 
operations, are not to be prohibited by this Plan." The 
Los Angeles Fire Department also suggests the need for additional 
or relocated facilities if the Plan realizes maximum density, 
but states that until sufficient details on proposed buildings 
indicate otherwise, the current fire protection for this area 
is adequate.

Response: The staff disagrees with the suggested statement to
be addea to the Plan and the E.I.R. In the first place, the 
E.I.R. is not the appropriate document for such a statement.
In the second place, although the statement could go in the 
Plan text, it should not because (1) the first sentence serves 
no useful purpose in that "planning" exists as a municipal 
function largely to protect and enhance the public health, 
safety and welfare. Thus, while such a statement is not objec
tionable, neither does it add anything to the accepted defini
tion of "planning"; and (2) the second sentence is a self- 
limiting statement that could hamper the usefulness of the Plan 
in protecting and enhancing the very same public health, safety 
and welfare. Such a statement would render the Plan less than
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'’comprehensive" as required by the City Charter (Section 96.5) 
and, further, could open the door to any public service agency 
declaring an "overriding public need" and claiming immunity 
from the provisions of the Plan. It is best to leave decisions 
on overriding needs in the hands of the City Council where such 
decisions properly belong.

F. DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS

<s
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Comment: The recreational requirements of the present and future
residents have not been considered. Neither the Plan nor the
E.I.R. address the amount of park land required to adequately 
serve the recreational needs. Lack of such facilities may have 
a significant social, as well as physiological impact on future 
residents. Recreational needs of employees have not been con
sidered either. It is recommended that both the E.I.R. and the 
Plan be modified to include statistical data on the potential 
population and their recreational needs.

Response: Additional statistical data on the population as well
as their recreational needs in terms of park land is provided in 
Appendix C, Supplement to the E.I.R. The staff has also recom
mended that the Plan text include reference to recreational 
amenities to be provided. It should also be pointed out that 
entertainment facilities of various types constitute recreation 
as well as business; park land alone does not meet all recrea
tional needs.

G. DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Comment: The Draft E.I.R. is generally deficient in that (1) it
did not include and fully evaluate the pros and cons of alter
native plans considered in the development of the proposed Plan, 
and (2) it neither identified all major impacts associated with 
the Plan's proposals nor evaluated many of the impacts it did 
identify in sufficient detail.

Response: The Central City Plan was developed subsequent to the
Concept for the General Plan which underwent a full examination 
of alternatives. Thus, the consultants for the Central City Plan 
were asked to operate within the given framework cf the proposed 
Concept and the companion Citywide Plan. Reference is made to 
these documents for greater detail. The alternatives covered in 
the Draft E.I.R. relate to each of the significant proposals 
individually rather than to the Plan as a whole.

The lack of sufficient detail on impacts is lamented as much by 
the Planning staff as by DEQ. Much of the data desired is net 
available or, if available, is questionable, is subject to rapid 
obsolescence and/or is open to conjecture and whimsical judgment



based on a myriad of assumptions and qualifications sc as to 
render any attempt at detailed quantification of impact virtually 
meaningless tc even the most diligent reviewer. Nevertheless, 
the staff has attempted to provide as much quantification as 
practicable in Appendix C, Supplement tc. the E.I.R.

Comment: Much of the omitted information may be included in the
Final E.I.R. by summarizing and incorporating the reasoning and 
conclusions of various background studies.

Response: See Appendix D, Bibliographical Sources.

Comment: In general, the Draft E.I.R. lacked quantification of
impacts and focused on the physical effects of land use and cir
culation proposals without detailed consideration of direct and 
indirect economic and social effects on the area and the region.

Response: Reference is made to staff response above regarding
quantification of data. See also Appendix C, Supplement to the
E.I.R.

Comment: The E.I.R. process anticipates that the E.I.R. will be
used as a planning tool to formulate and evaluate fully developed 
alternative projects (plans) and, after balancing all factors, 
to select the proposed alternative. Since the draft E.I.R. 
addresses a single plan and does not fully address alternative 
plans, and since the draft has, apparently not been used to 
formulate or modify the plan proposed, it appears to be in 
fundamental conflict with CEQA, the City’s E.I.R. Guidelines, 
and numerous court cases.

The final E.I.R., or a revised draft E.I.R., should develop and 
fully evaluate major alternative plans (i.e., distinct 'sets" 
of interrelated objectives, policies, land use and circulation 
patterns, etc., which propose distinctly different courses of 
action). As noted in Article 9, Section 4(d), of the City's
E.I.R. Guidelines, "attention should be paid to alternatives 
capable of substantially reducing or eliminating any environ
mentally adverse impacts, even if tiiese alternatives substan
tially impede the attainment of the project objectives and are 
more costly."

Response: Consideration must be given to the fact that the Plans
had been prepared and had gone through two levels of approval 
prior to being subject to E.I.R. requirements. This fact, 
coupled with the response above in regard to alternatives, 
explains why the E.I.R. process could not logically apply to Plan 
development in this instance. It should also be noted that 
revisions of the Plan text are being made in light of environ
mental evaluations resulting from the E.I.R. process. See
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Appendix C, Supplement to the E.I.R.

Comment: Several suggestions are made regarding the organiza
tional format and assessment methodology of the E.I.R.

Response: The cover letter from DEQ states that such suggestions
have been included for preparing future E.I.R.'s. The staff 
appreciates the suggestions and vill take them into consideration 
in the future.

Comment: All E.I.R.'s which have been prepared on related pro
jects Bunker Hill) should have been referenced in the
Draft E.I.R. and should be included in the final. Pertinent 
issues in these E.I.R.'s should be discussed in the text of the 
Draft E.I.R. or included as appendices.

Response: This has been done. See Appendix D, Bibliographical
Sources.

Comment: OBJECTIVES - The objective (purpose) of the proposed
Plan is not solely to implement the objectives stated in the 
Plan but, also, to implement all applicable objectives and 
policies of the Concept and Citywide Plans and of the Technical 
Elements. Additionally, the objective of the Plan must be to 

.. implement all other applicable City and State (CEQA) and Federal
objectives and policies. All such applicable objectives and 

0 policies should be included to assure consistency of policy
implementation and to assure that the alternatives considered 
can feasibly attain the broadest as well as the more specific 
objectives of the Plan.

j Response: The State and City E.I.R. Guidelines call for a des
cription of the "project” or Plan, including its objectives. 

s VJhile most "projects" seldom have stated objectives, a Plan does
and, thus, these are repeated verbatim in the E.I.R. as part of 
the description. It is unreasonable to ask that all applicable 
objectives and policies of other plans and of superior juris
dictions be included in this E.I.R.; such a listing would be 
extremely voluminous and would yield little useful information.

Comment: Greater detail is asked for in describing all social,
economic, physical, legal, policy and institutional character
istics, as well as infrastructure capacities and levels of ser
vice, consumption and disposal rates, population and economic 
characteristics, and other data, both projected and existing.

Response: See staff response above regarding difficulty of pro
viding detailed statistics. See also Appendix C, Supplement tc 
the E.I.R. which contains additional data to the extent feasible.



Consent: The Description Section should identify and document all
assumptions and projections used in the Plan and in the E.I.Pv.
For example, the assumptions and projections methods used to 
predict the demand for office space and hotel rooms should be 
identified in the final E.I.R. If any projections were computed 
by others, every effort should be made to document the assump
tions used in the analysis.

Response: See Appendix D, Bibliographical Sources.

Comment: Because the Plan proposed changes over time, the phases
of the Plan should he projected, particularly the time frames 
(e.g., five year increments) for: the planning, acquisition and
construction of proposed changes in land use; and the planning 
and/or acquisition and construction of proposed infrastructure 
facilities. The impact section of the City's E.I.R. Guidelines 
requires the assessment of impacts in phases, therefore, the 
phases should be identified (estimated) and described here.

Response: The Plan is not a "project" in the normal sense for
which the guidelines were prepared. The Plan generally has a 
20-year time horizon with systematic review and revision on a 
5-year basis.

Comment: The Setting Section of the final E.I.R. should set forth
all existing problems and opportunities which the Plan, or major 
plan alternatives could address. It should also identify the 
legal, political, financial and technical constraints of the 
Plan and of the major plan alternatives. It should also include 
discussions of all existing conditions in the environment which 
could adversely affect the attainment of the Plan's objectives, 
such as the energy crisis, seismic zones, ambient air quality, 
and ambient noise levels.

Response: It is virtually impossible to provide all that is
suggested. The reader will find much of what is aslced for in 
the consultants' reports (Sec Appendix D) and additional data 
provided in Appendix C.

Comment: The Final E.I.R. should also fully describe conditions
in adjacent communities which could be impacted by the Plan and, 
under the Impact Section, should assess the impacts on those 
communities. The Final E.I.R. should also more fully describe 
the regional context, particularly those aspects of the existing 
regional transportation system that could be impacted by the Plan.

Response: Reference should be made to Appendix D wherein related
plans and E.I.R.'s are listed which provide further detail, in 
addition to consultant studies on regional transportation. Of 
specific interest is the impact of possible parhing garages on
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the Westlake Community. The Westlake Plan, also pending before 
the Planning Committee at the time of this writing, will recom
mend that Specific Plans be prepared to adequately control the 
location and operation of such garages should they be deemed 
necessary.

Comment: The DEQ commentary continues with substantial and
detailed suggestions on improving the E.I.R. in regard to Environ
mental Impact, Mitigation Measures, Alternatives and "Balancing" 
among alternatives.

Response: (1) Some of the suggestions relate to differences in
methodology; the staff will take these into account in future 
E.I.R.'s. (2) Some comments call for additional and greater
detail in terms of data and environmental impact assessment; the 
staff response on data is stated above; the State and City guide
lines permit an E.I.R. on a general plan element to be general in 
nature--greater detail can be required on more specific projects. 
(3) Some of the comments suggest revisions in the Plan; many 
revisions have been recommended by the staff as a result of 
environmental review. (4) Some comments call for in-depth eval
uation of Plan alternatives; the staff viewpoint on this was 
stated earlier as not being appropriate for this Plan at this 
stage. Environmental assessments will be undertaken for various 
aspects of the Plan in future months as the implementation 
measures are developed. Furthermore, a continual effort will be 
made to obtain the data needed for a more vigorous environmental 
assessment of the Plan proposals and alternatives as the Plan is 
subjected to review and amendment in the future.

Comment: This report is lacking a definitive analysis of the
proposed plan's impacts on public facilities, services, and 
utilities other than transportation and circulation. The Draft 
E.I.R. further presumes that any proposal which reduces potential 
development levels is an environmental improvement, even though 
such reduction from potential development represents a doubling 
of the present activities on the land. Justification for con
sidering such a reduction to be beneficial should be included in 
the Final E.I.R.

Response: The extent of the impact on facilities and services
is included, to the extent possible, in Appendix C, Supplement 
to the E.I.R. It is true that a reduction in potential develop
ment level is not necessarily an environmental improvement; 
however, it is clearly moving in the direction of environmental 
benefit.

Comment: It is recommended that the present and estimated incre
mental increases in waste production be presented to insure 
assessment of implication to the waste Technical Elements of the
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General Plan when mailing decisions on this particular proposed 
plan. .

Response: See additional data presented in Appendix C, Supple
ment to the E.I.R.

Comment: Advances in tele-communications should be examined for
implications on the needs for office and commercial space pro
posed by the plan. Currently under development and study by 
various governmental and private groups are tele-communication 
systems which make the assembly of large numbers of people for 
purposes other than direct production of goods redundant. The • 
energy needs for tele-communications per individual worker should 
be materially less than that of a 3,000 pound automobile travel
ling 40+ miles per day and/or nearly all toreseeable rapid and/or 
mass transit systems.

Response: This is a good comment which certainly has implica
tions tor a major activity center like Central City. The City 
should keep abreast of such developments and should continually 
monitor and evaluate the impact of advances in tele-communications 
which lessen the necessity for face-to-face contact.

. Comment: The Department of Environmental Quality asks for a more
quantitative description of the potential impact on air pollution 

t from the renewal or rehabilitation of deteriorated and under
utilized areas; the creation of new and modern housing close to 

' the business district; improvements of the Central City public
transportation system, and other features of the Plan.

•> Response: The provision of new housing would reduce automobile
work trips for Central City resident workers, but this could not 

■? be expected to make a significant improvement on air quality.

Quantification of impacts and improvements would have to be made 
- on a project by project basis.

Sections 15147(a) and (b) of the State Guidelines for E.I.R.'s, 
as amended on December 17, 1973, state:

An E.I.R. on a construction project will necessarily 
be more detailed in the specific effects of the pro
ject than will be an E.I.R. on the adoption of a 
local general plan or comprehensive zoning ordinance 
because the effects of the construction can be pre
dicted with greater accuracy.

An E.I.R. on projects such as the adoption or amend
ment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local 
general plan should focus on the secondary effects
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that can be expected to follow from the adoption, 
but the E.I.R. need not be as detailed as an E.I.R. 
on the specific construction projects that might 
follow.

The impacts and improvements brought about through implementing 
the Central City Plan will change with each phase of development. 
Therefore, the following cannot be determined in any meaningful 
way at this time:

How much air pollution caused by VNT by commuters 
on freeways would impact land near freeways, and 
tabulation of total VI!T and air pollution generated.

Actual air monitoring data for the Central City area, 
tabulation of levels of air pollution on a daily and 
monthly basis, and an expanded air pollution section.

Any projections made at this time on the amount of patronage of 
improved transit and on the future vehicle miles travelled to 
the Central City would have to be based on so many assumptions 
as to be meaningless.

The question is raised as to whether fixed rail mass transit would 
be adequate to mitigate the traffic congestion that exists. Rapid 
transit would need to be combined with other measures to limit 
automobile travel and parking within the central core, and with 
adequate bus and secondary transit systems to provide mobility 
within the Central City.

A table of the Air Quality Summary for the Central area, omitted 
from the Draft E.I.R. , is included in Appendix C, Supplement to 
the E.I.R.

Comment: DEO points out the lack of quantitative data on noise
and provides a table of noise levels from a survey taken by their 
staff in the Central City area. (Tables are reproduced in 
Appendix C, Supplement to the E.I.R.)

Response: The provision of the noise data is greatly appreciated
and will serve, as suggested by DEQ, as a baseline for reference 
in connection with future specific projects.

The City's Noise Ordinance No. 144,331, establishes presumed 
ambient noise levels by type of zone. These levels will be con
sidered interim guidelines in the forthcoming Noise Element cf 
the General Plan, pending more precise performance standards for 
noise. The presumed levels of the ordinance are:
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Presumed Ambient IJoise Levels dB(A)

B

R Zones Day

1973-78

55

1978

50
,

Night 45 40

C Zones Day 60 60
Night 55 55

Ml f, MR Zones Day 65 65
Night 65 65

M2 5 M3 Zones Day 70 70
Night 70 70

The Department of Environmental Quality submitted 25 current 
noise readings in the Central City. Daytime readings in all 
zones and nighttime readings for the four residential uses 
exceeded the presumed ambient levels of the ordinance. Much of 
this noise is due to street and freeway traffic. The number of

* readings above and below the presumed ambient levels are:

R C T| Total
> Day Below - - - -

l Above 2 6 3 11

Night Below - 7 1 8

D Above 4 2 - 6

i)
Total Readings 6 15 4 25

V Noise Effects of Plan: Brin.inn.q more cars y trucks and buses into
the Central City would increase noise levels . Buses will be
needed but they should not be so noisy as at present; the mini-
buses are quieter than standard buses and could be used for much
of the interior circulation.

The Plan would reduce automobile travel within the Central City 
by providing mass transit, peripheral parking, and interior cir
culation by auxiliary transit. Truck traffic can be controlled 
only by limiting hours of operation within the Central City - 
truck operations other than mail trucks have been almost com
pletely eliminated during rush hours.

Traffic noise could be somewhat reduced by smoother traffic flow 
requiring fewer stops and starts. This would involve development 
of separate pedestrianways, already planned for Downtown.
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Heliports require conditional use approval in all zones except 
M2 and M3. Conditions of approval usually include conditions 
governing flight patterns and maximum noise levels. In the 
Central City heliports should be located only on rooftops, and 
additional conditions to baffle helicopter noise should be 
required. Flights over the Central City could be limited to the 
quieter helicopters. Plans for metroport within the Central City 
have been dropped.

Construction and reconstruction of streets and buildings will be 
a noise source in the Central City as the Plan is implemented, 
but each project will be relatively short-lived. Mitigation is 
envisioned primarily by technology developing quieter machinery.

y

-■v
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II. OTHER GOVE PIP'^ENTAL AGENCIES 

A. LOS ANGELES CITY SCHOOLS

Comment: The redevelopment of this area will generate very few
pupils. Any enrollment increase that develops can adequately 
be housed at the elementary and junior high schools (Tenth Street 
Elementary and Adams Junior High). The high school situation 
is critical. Belmont High's enrollment exceeds its capacity and 
continues to grow. The Plan should not cause but very little, 
if any, adverse effect to the schools.

Response: New language is being recommended for the Plan text
calling for amenities which would attract families to Central 
City residential areas. The successful accomplishment of such 
a policy could result in the need to expand, relocate or con
struct nev; education facilities.

, B. LOS ANCELES COUNTY DEPART?TINT OF HEALTH SERVICES

Comment: The Draft E.I.R. is considered adequate relative to
environmental health factors. It might be desirable to discuss 

^ the potential effects of wind eddies caused by the interruption
.j of high velocity wind currents at the rooflines of high rise

structures. The eddies are reported to substantially increase 
3 wind speeds at ground levels, thereby making it difficult to

have outdoor activities characteristic of urban communities, 
y*

Response: The comment is much appreciated, but is probably more
pertinent in relation to a more detailed plan dealing with 

3 building configuration, rather than in a general plan. Such
considerations should be taken into account on specific project 

o E. I. R. s .

'• C. LOS ANGELES COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

Comment: The Draft E.I.R. does not adequately assess the impact
on air quality of some of the proposals. Reference is made to 
proposals on increases of 7,000 dwelling units, 23 million 
square feet of office space and 12,000 parking spaces. The Plan 
would also result in a large increase in electrical energy demand, 
resulting in greater air pollutant emissions from power plants. 
A.P.C.D. states that the net impact of the Plan could contribute 
to a delay in meeting air quality standards in Central Los Angeles.

Response: The statistics referred to are being deleted from the
Plan text as too specific, given the uncertainties of regional 
growth and its distribution. The extent of environmental pol
lution is simply not known, except to say that it may be in
creased due to growth which will likely take place in the
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Central City area as one of the centers designated by the Concept 
and Citywide Plan to receive growth in the region. It should be 
noted that the Plan text has been altered substantially to 
include proposals directed at reducing vehicle miles travelled, 
thereby also reducing the local impact of air pollutants.

D. STATE OF CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Comment: Impacts are not quantified. No estimate is given of
effect additional employees will have on air quality; or how 
many will travel by transit versus private automobiles. The 
increase in VuT needs to be analyzed. Continued reliance on the 
automobile is evidenced in plans for 12,000 new parking spaces, 
as well as increasing the ratio of parking tc square feet of 
office space. The additional Industrial Freeway is mentioned, 
but there is no estimate of its traffic and environmental impact. 
The housing/employee ratio wruld be decreased rather than 
increased. People movers may help alleviate air pollution, but 
not if this enables greater use of giant parking facilities.
The Plan should be modified to be compatible with EPA regulations.

Resncnsc: See previous response tc A.P.C.D. comment. Additional
■ data"is provided in Appendix C, Supplement to the E.I.R. The

references in the text to parking spaces have been deleted, as 
have the data on new employees and housing units. The impact 

5 of the Industrial Freeway xvill be assessed in detail when that
project is undertaken by the State. The Plan text has been 

$ modified to address the E.P.A. regulations.
3
J

Ct

V

D
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III. INTERESTED GROUPS AND INDIVIDUALS

A. PHILIP H. SAETA, Judge of the Municipal Court; Chairman of the 
Community Development Advisory Committee for Central City East.

Comment: There is a lack cf concrete proposals for the rehabil
itation cf the people of skid row. The only concern of the Plan 
and the E.I.R. is to support other sections of the Central City 
especially through parking and people moving. There is insuf
ficient stress on the people in the area.

Response: The Plan clearly deals with the problems of skid row
in proposing rehabilitation of the area and a diagnostic/detox
ification center. New language has been added to the Plan text 
placing greater emphasis on the human element.

B. HARK HASAOKA, for the Little Tokyo Anti-Eviction Task Force

Comment: There is a lack of any recognition of existing ethnic
communities in the Central City area. A question is raised 
regarding the demolition of 4,000 housing units and the con
struction of 11,000 new units in that the occupants of the 
demolished units will require government subsidy in order to live 
in the net-/ units. The E.I.R. section of Public Facilities omits 
pertinent information. The Circulation Section omits the effect 
of widening First Street in Little Tokyo.

Response: Additional statistics, including ethnic composition,
are found in Appendix C, Supplement to the E.I.P.. The data on 
numbers of housing units has been deleted as explained above; 
it is true that subsidies would be required and the Plan text 
has added language encouraging subsidized housing. The Public 
Facilities section makes reference to projects already under 
construction and proposals already covered under other elements 
of the General Plan. It is intended that the reader refer to 
these documents for pertinent information.

The Plan reflects the Little Tokyo Redevelopment Plan, adopted 
by the City Council, as well as the Highways and Freeways element 
of the General Plan, both of which indicate First Street as a 
major highway. It is true that the widening of First Street to 
major highway standards may have a disruptive effect on the 
existing properties. The E.I.R. on the Little Tokyo Redevelopment 
project includes First Street among others to be affected by the 
redevelopment project, but does not detail the negative impact 
on local residents or property owners. At the time First Street 
is actually proposed for widening, an E.I.R. specifically cover
ing that project should be prepared outlining the social and 
economic impacts.
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C. AKIRA KAkTAS AKI, Renber of 'layer's Community development Advisory 
Committees for Central City East and for Little Tokyo; President, 
Little Tokyo Redevelopment Association.

Comment: The handling of the notices of availability of the
Dratt E.I.R. actively discouraged participation to comment, 
except for those favorably inclined toward the proposed Plan.

Response^: The staff certainly did not intend to discourage any
comment from, any group or individual, whether for or against the 
Plan. The handling of the mailing of the E.I.R. and notices of 
its availability is covered in Appendix A.

Comment: Reference is made to an October, 1973 article in Forbes
magazine which is critical cf the Plan.

Response: This comment relates to the Plan itself, not the
adequacy of the E.I.R,

Comment: Reference is made to a pamphlet titled, "The Case
Against the Kidening of East First Street and Its Effect on 
Little Tokyo."

Response: See response under III B, above. The E.I.R. on the
Central City Plan is in accordance with State and City guidelines 
providing for less detail in a General Plan E.I.R. than in a 
project E.I.R. The points raised in the pamphlet referred to 
may be valid, but should properly be addressed in an E.I.R. 
specifically dealing with the widening of First Street, not in 
tile E.I.R. for the entire Central City area.

Comment: Two newsnaper articles are referenced, one dealing
with the Little Tokyo Redevelopment Project; the ether dealing 
with the Environmental Protection Agency's proposed land use 
regulations.

Response: The first article is an opinion and the staff sees no
need, tc 'respond. The second is a news report about Federal 
rules that may one day apply to the City of Los Angeles, includ
ing the Central City.

Comment: Questions are raised about the timing of the Central
City Plan and E.I.R.; and the Concept and Citywide Plan and
E.I.R. Reference is also made tc the EPA regulations with the 
suggestion that activities cn City plans are intended to avoid 
such regulations.

Response: The explanation is found in the procedures for pre
paring and approving each of the various portions of the City’s 
General Plan. The technical elements and the community plans do



net have to await adoption of the overall Citywide Plan, but 
proceed within the framework of the Cityvide Plan at whatever 
stage it happens to be. As modifications have been made in the 
Cityvide Plan and Concept through this lengthy bureaucratic 
procedure, the community plans have reflected such changes.
There really is no incongruity in proposing a Central City Plan 
prior to final adoption of the Citywide Plan. The City, of 
course, has no intent of evading EPA regulations and is making 
modifications to various plans, where appropriate, to comply 
with such regulations.

Comment: The checklist sheets used in the E.I.R. are uninforma*
tive, very sparse and lack depth.

Response: The checklist sheets were devised by the staff as a
means_oT quickly presenting in concise form the staff environ
mental assessment of each proposal in the Plan. Those proposals 
deemed to be of significance are then evaluated in greater detail. 
Without the checklist sheets, the E.I.R. would be even more volu
minous .

Comment: There is a lack of evaluation of impact on the social
systems.

Response: The social impact is often a matter of judgment, but
the E.I.R. could be more definitive in this regard. The check
list sheets in the E.I.R. do indicate that social impact was 
considered. Reference is made to Appendix C, Suoplement to the
E.I.R.

Comment: The Draft E.I.R. on page 48 indicates clearly the lack
oT input by the community at large.

Response: The E.I.R. process, while encouraging public input,
provided for such input through the review procedures of a 
Draft E.I.R.

JOSEPH L. VENTRESS, President, Downtown Community West

Comment: Substantial comment is made in criticism of the Central
City Plan itself, specifically the history of the Plan, the 
artificial boundaries, the nonsensical goals and objectives, and 
the questioning of certain terms and descriptions. Several 
points are raised in question of some of the statistical data 
presented, such as those on housing units, new employees and 
additional office space.

Response: The E.I.R. attempts to describe the "project'1 or Plan
in accordance with guidelines established by the State and the 
City. Such description must pertain to the "project" or Plan as
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proposed at a given point in time. Those responsible for the 
E.I.R.. nust report on the project, not judge it. Preference is 
made to previous staff responses above, wherein it is pointed 
out that much of statistical projections have been deleted from 
the Plan text.

>

>
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APPENDIX C

SUPPLEMENT TO THE DRAFT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

1. History of the Plan (Continued) (See Pages 3-5)

The Draft Environmental Imnact Report on the Los Angeles Central 
City Proposed Tlan (Pages 1-48) was preoared during September, 
1973 and circulated for public comment beginning on October 1st, 
1973. A 45 day review was proposed in the cover letter, but 
public comment was received and integrated into this final EIR 
''’ell after conclusion of the formal review period.

The Planning Committee meanwhile had been considering Concent 
Los Angeles and the Citywide Plan. Upon conclusion of these 
deliberations, Chairman Russellset January 11 as the first 
date for renewed Committee consideration of the Central City 
Plan. After an initial presentation of the Klooping version 
of the Plan (November 30, 1972 version), Mrs. Russell suggested 
that a number of developments had occurred since the Klooping 
version was prepared that made it advisable to revise the Plan 
to reflect changing circumstances. The staff began a revision 
of the Klopping version and continued this work during the 
public hearings of January 25 and February 8, 1974. A draft 
of the revised Plan was presented at the Committee meeting of 
February 22, 1974 and discussed during that meeting and the one 
on March 1, 1974.

Based unon their review of the draft, the Committee asked that 
a final draft of the revision be oreoared for the Committee's 
meeting of '■’arch 8, 1974 and that a final Environmental Imoact 
Report be prepared that reflects both the comments received 
during public review of the Draft EIR and changes made to the 
Plan as a result of the revisions. This final Environmental 
Imnact Report complied with those directions.

The Central City Proposed Plan revision of March 8, 1974, con
tains suggested changes in the Klopping version of November 30, 
1972 in response to the following develooments:

a. Selby case - The California Supreme Court, in Selby Realty 
Company vs. The City of San Buenaventura, clarified its 
comments of Klopping vs. the City of Whittier by stating 
that it was not the intent' of the Court to disrupt the 
planning process and that a designation of private oropertv 
for public use was several stens short of a ore-condemnation 
announcement. The staff has responded to Selby by placing 
a number of log eliminations and street connections back 
on the Plan Map that had been designated as studies in the 
Klopping version.



Housing - During public testimony on the Central City 
Proposed Plan as apnroved by the Planning Commission 
on June 9, 1972, it became apnarent that designation 
of certain blocks for housing without an implementation 
program may have a detrimental impact unon the owners 
of that land if it is presently zoned for and occupied 
by non-residential uses. At the same time, the shortage 
and rising price of energy and the impact of mobile 
sources unon air quality make it more desirable than 
ever to encourage housing within and adjacent to Central 
City and its employment. The staff responded by increas
ing the amount of land unon which housing could be de
veloped. An alternate use approach was used to allow 
development of housing, open space and commerce in con
junction with a strong implementation program or 
commerce without such a program.

Transportation - Environmental Protection Agencv - 
The Environmental Protection Agency (ERA) began to 
explore means of improving air quality in certain 
severely impacted areas through its transportation 
control plans as well as a strategy to maintain air 
quality standards once they are achieved. (Indirect 
Sources Rules). The California Transportation Control 
Plan, promulgated as proposed rules in 1973, suggested 
measures to reduce emissions from mbhile sources. Since 
this measure would not achieve the standards of the 
Clean Air Act of 1970, EPA suggested that vehicle miles 
travelled be reduced through gasoline limitations. A 
strong public outcry convinced EPA to drop gasoline 
rationing but the parking control and parking surcharge 
they suggested as an alternate provoked an even larger 
public outcry. EPA has currently abandoned the parking 
disincentive approach, but still is seeking to reduce 
VMT's.

During this same period, the consultant team advising 
the Southern California Rapid Transit District were 
refining their original recommendations for a 116 mile 
fixed guideway system. The consultants were also 
examining possible alternate systems, such as an all 
bus system.

The energy shortage and rising prices for fuel introduced 
a note of urgency into the quest for improved public- 
transportation and a grant application to the Federal 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration was prepared 
to seek funds for immediate transit improvements.



The staff proposals that address these issues deal mainly 
with an increased emphasis upon immediate improvements in 
public transportation, including exclusive or preferential 
carpool-bus lanes; introduction of carpooling and sub
scription bus service proposals; and changes in the 
parking proposals to de-emphasize further increases in 
parking and clarify the role of peripheral parking as a 
substitute for rather than as an addition to existing 
parking.

d. Growth - The Klopping version of the Plan retained specific 
projections of additional square footages devoted to various 
uses which were produced by Development Research Associates, 
economic consultants on the Walla«p,idcHarg, Roberts and Todd 
report. Subsequent reductions in the birth rate and net 
migration have substantially reduced projected population 
figures for both Los Angeles County and the S.C.A.G. region, 
which will obviously reduce employment. At the same time, 
the rising cost and diminished supply of energy and the 
efforts of E.P.A. to reduce vehicle miles travelled may re
sult in a different allocation among the various employment 
centers of the region than envisioned by D.R.A. Rather 
than embark upon a full scale effort to revise the pro
jections which would in turn become obsolete because of 
further changes, similar to those listed above, the staff 
decided to eliminate the specific projections of floor 
area from the plan text and reduce the emphasis on growth 
per se.

Impact of the Plan (March 8, 1974 version)

This supplement utilizes the same methodology outlined in the 
draft at the beginning of III, “Environmental Impact of Pro
posals”. All proposals contained in the March 8, 1974 revision 
of the Central City Proposed Plan were grouped under the same 
categories used in the draft, such as regulation and imple
mentation, housing, etc. The text sections that precedes 
the checklists is intended to be read in conjunction with the 
draft, rather than being a complete evaluation of each pro
posal .

Proposals judged to have a more significant impact are commented 
on at greater length in the revised checklists and conceptually 
in the draft EIR. The index sheet device used in the draft 
does not appear in the revised checklists.



Regulation and Implementation Proposals - Since only minor 
modificat ions have been mallei the draft "discussion is appro
priate to the proposals. Proposal #3 was extended to include 
an important mitigation measure, and Proposal #4, another 
mitigation measure, was added.
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REGULATION AND IMPLEMENTATION
4. A major feature of the Plan is a proposal for rebuilding 

p large portion of Central City.

4. T1ii; section outlines proposed changes in cadi of seven 
Planning Areas', whieh were luenCfTTcd during preparation 
c r the Plan_ . s 11 tTc rfr;; in general Innd use and* funct Icn.

Land uses ami their intensities shall be generally as Ursig- 
mted on thr Plan Map, and shall be controlled through the 
establishment of zone classifications and height districts 
consistent therewith. Laud shall net be developed to such 
intensities that the traffic generated will exceed the cap
acity of the circulation system or be otherwise detrimental 
to the environment. In appropriate eases controls other than

• Zoning may be utilized, in particular. Specific Plans (pur
suant to Section 97.1 of thr City Charter) and redevelopment 
plans (pursuant to California State law.)
The public facilities proposed by this Plan arc to be de
veloped in accordance with the Standards for need, site area, 
design, and general location expressed in the Scrvice- 
Systens Clement of the General Plan. (See individual 
facilities plans for specific standards.) Such development 
shall He sequenced and timed to provide a workable,cfliciont, 
and adequate balance between land use and service facilities 
at all times.

1. Phasing of public improvements in Central City and in other 
parts of the City must he fully coordinated in accordance 
with the Circulation and Service Systems elements of the 
General Tlan. However, phasing of Central City improvements 
must reflect needs and constraints,

. Cooperation between public and private sectors must be 
sought in order to balance private development with the 
availability of public services so as to assure functional 
efficiency, adequate economic returns to owners, adequate 
tax revenue, and environmental design quality.
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In determining whether the lrnact 
is beneficial or detrimental, the 
nest probable effect of the Plan 
proposal is co-parcd with what 
might be expected to occur in the 
absence of that proposal.

§ y r o m i i s 11
w-VNote: Circled entries are explained

ire fully in the text of this f,IP.

The Plan establishes a framework for additional growth 
and building replacement, within Central City as discusst 
in detail in the proceeding text section.
The Planning area concept was used to develop detailed 
proper air for each planning area, which arc tisialv m.iti- 
gating measures. See Commerce proposals
• he designation of appropriate land uses on tic Plan l‘ar 
Wes derived from the planning nrc analysis, the circu
lation constraints, and generalized growth and revital
ization trends for each cf the various land uses. rgj 
rinn’s proposals for immediate and long term public ’ 
transportation improvements were also considered.
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RF.CUUTTON AND IMPLF"T-N'TAT 10V 
Public improvements of benefit to specific geographical 
and/or economic sectors of Central City should have an 
p-'p ropr iat c share of their development costs borne by 
tne benefiting users. To the extent possible, the 
costs of public facilities should be made self- 
liquidating by means of revenue bonds and tax increment 
financing.

flVXCT AKi.X
! "» <A

I
+119. -is 

- v!"! V' i-i mb hi
rJ*-•'-1-1, ' O'-
C' : : *-
' r i-■• T.s

I'-i-i.'-r *1
, r. '.I ul <
Irsl 1

In determining v-cther the impact 
is beneficial or ce * r - -icn t a 1 , tic 
most probable effect of the T'l jn 
proposal Is compared with what 
night be expected tc occur in the 
absence of that proposal.

COM v, V. N T b 
Note: Circled entries are explained
morn fully in the text of this EIR.
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5. Where appropriate, local development cnpital should be pooled 
by means of local development corporations or similar 
entities.

6. M;:x irtii* p art i c i pa t i on of County, .State, and Federal 
”,o\ am-sent financial sources should be sought in tho 
earl'- stages cf implementation and continued through
out the process as a means of augmenting local public 
and private financing, which alone appear to lie unable 
to accomplish the required scope of improvements.

1, Several general types cf public actions are necessary to 
the i"picnentation of the land uses prupcsed by the Plan; 
such as:
-- conventional toning controls of land uses, 

building bulk (height districts), residen
tial densities, and building setbacks;

— controls supplemental to toning through 
the establishment by ordinance cf Specific 
Plans as aut'r.orired under Section S7.1 of 
the City Charter, and

-- establishment oT appropriate community re
development projects for all or part of the 
Central City area, the redevelopment plans 
to designate appropriate land use controls.
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I i i

REGULATION AND IMPLEMENTATION
2. It is proposed that a new development project be

authorized to include a major portion of the Central 
City south of the llo 11 yv;ooj freeway.

2. It is also proposed that special emphasis be placed 
cn two areas within the project: South Park and 
Central City East.

J. The City Planning Department should prepare, and the 
City Council should adept by ordinance, a Specific 
Pirn for the Central Commercial Core.

3. This Specific Plan should provide for transferring 
remitted densities from one property to another 
to the i-xtent perritted by applicable zoning whore 
appropriate to achievement of the Tlan objectives.
It is suggested that an action organization be 
created and chartered with the full cooperation 
of, and at the request of, the City through the 
".nyor, the City Council, and the City Planning 
Commissi on.

jr. -/I v v!i'im;o /'/ **>:••< m-; :* v ./

In dctermnin7, whether the impact 
is beneficial or detrimental, the 
most probable effect 0f the p;m 
proposal is compared with what 
rr.i/it he expected to occur in the 
absence of that proposal.

C 0 M M L N T o'
/Note: Circled entries are explained
no re fully in the text of this HI?..



Housing Proposals

Specific target numbers were dropped because it was apparent 
that new housing would not be constructed without a strong 
implementation program. The text discussion in the draft is 
still appropriate. Also, proposals have been added that 
strengthen the Plan's commitment to rehabilitation of existing 
units. The adverse environmental impact of rehabilitation is 
expected to be minimal; the proposal will reduce the dislocation 
of moderate and less than moderate income families.
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HOUSING

2. Central City housing should include high rise, medium 
rise and lew rise apaTtr.cnts and condominium units.

3. This Tlan shall promote the development of new dwelling 
units through its implementation programs. In addition to 
those new dwelling units developed within areas designated 
for housing on the Tlnn (lap, development of new and 
rehabilitated dwelling units within blocks and buildings 
designated for coraterCill 1 use snail be encouraged.

4. Rehabilitation .and continued residential use of existing 
residential buildings, especially higher drnsity ones, 
located within Central City is encourage! where appropriate 
regardless of the general land use designation of the area 
in which they arc located. Ethnic end cultural groups 
which have their roots in Central City shall be eneourag.ed 
to remain in their present neighborhoods.

5. Subsidised housing units for moderate and less than moderate 
incone families, including the elderly, shall be provided. 
These units shall be dispersed throughout the residential 
areas and shall he open to all persons.

6. Tin Plan encourages the provision of facilities and 
amenities, such as recreation areas, pirygrounds, child 
care centers, and pari, areas in conjunction with housing 
units, to .attract the variety of families and individuals 
which will produce a vital, varied Central City.

6. South Park
. Request the Federal Government to favorably consider 

the area for the provision of low and moderate income 
housing under the various programs directed to this 
purpose.
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In determining whether the impact 
is beneficial or detrimental, the 
most probable effect of the P’.un 
proposal is compared with what 
might be expected to occur ;n the 
absence ef that proposal.
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C 0 M U I: M T 5tc: Circled entries are explained
more fully in the text of this Elk.

Varied dimity housing attractive, 
rents, types cf residents. mere variation ip

hater consumption and depletion of resource base will 
occur vhc ever housing is built - intent of Plan is m 
to place new housing close to ;cbs.

•This poliev will reduce displacement cf existing 
population, many of whom arc poor and/or elderly.

Inclusion of housing for persons unable to afford 
market housing will increase the social and economic 
diversity of these new neighborhoods.

See Comment for Proposal *17. Provision of amenities 
is proposed to make Central City housing attractive 
to families of employees who might reduce their daily 
commuting distance by moving jr.to Central Cl*-, reuu:- 
ing energy consur.pt ion and motor vehicle emission 
production arising out of these trips.
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Commerce Proposals

The specific projections of hotel and office space which were 
predicated upon certain population and employment increases 
and a : specific allocation of that groxcth have been replaced 
by proposals with more general language. The draft text is 
still appropriate. However, changes in the Circulation and 
Parking sections will reduce the adverse impact associated 
with any commercial development and its trip inducing 
characteristics -
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ccirirncn
1. land should bo made available for commercial use in 

cccorrinr.ee v.i th this Tlan through conine and other 
appropriate Cit'- actions, as the need develops.

3. This PI in should provide a capacity for new office space 
sufficient to accomodate Central City's liV.elv share of 
new office space forecast for the l.cs Angeles region.

4. This Plan should accommodate additional Class A hotel 
TOC~s which are necessary to satisfy demand arising cut of 
anticipated business needs. Convention Center activities, 
and tour.sts.

5. Central City retail facilities should be oriented
to department stores and other stores serving regional 
shoppers, worlcrs and residents n; this area, as well 
as residents of adjacent coisraur i t ics, and to highly 
specialized types of services.
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♦In determining whether the impact 
is beneficial or detrimental, the 
nest probable effect of the Plan 
propc nl is compared with what
might he expected to occ..r n the 
a!'face cf that proposal.
/ C 0 l i; N J 5'site: Circled entries are explained
more fully in trie text of th;s 2IR.

Acconodation of rev i t a li: a t i cn and growth 'ithi.n 
Centra! City will require energy and building r.at- 
erinls - waste water and solid waste production 
will increase. See text discussion.
Aeconmodat ion of additional office space within 
Centra] City requires energy, building materials 
and water - but so would acccair.odation else -here.
1 any firms with regional service areas prefer 
centralized office space redes.
■See first part of *23. Comment close c 1 • t i onship 
between Convention Center, business, cf; ■'« , soriccs 
ard hotels male a Central City iorat,' n officicnf 
reduces vehicle trips, '
FIoot space devoted to retailing ar.d services-is not 
expected to increase verv much - to the extort that 
it docs, see first part of *23 Comment. •
Combining various services, retailing with employ
ment locations reduces vehicle trips
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Industrial Proposals

The text of the draft is still appropriate.

y

U

3

5
5
■J

5

/



ciir.CKusr nr i;NViP.rw:i:xT.\L

!

j
; 1
''T

- *■-'

'< (bcncfici all nr X<detri- 
r.crta.) i* cnter'-l ’-.err •, 
e-/C rt i ’ f , vli. ther >1: ; - at
or >rs-i tent, ie !i>e'. tc
V i.;r.: f t cart.

r r. n i’ n r> i
,'Vcrhntir. exterct 
free; Plan)

INDUSTRY
The southeasterly portion of Central City should remain 
primarily in light industrial use, in the M2 tone, with 
a rcr.il amount of heavy industrial use, in M3, in the 
extreme southeasterly corner.

2. The industrial area should he ungraded by construction 
cf rev industrial facilities ami rehabilitation or _ 
rcr’.acccent of obsolete structures; its upgrading will 
reeuirc improvement of the street pattern and land 
assechly to provide adequate sites for existing and 
row industries.

?, The major types of industrial facilities occupying the 
area, especially feed processing and marketing, flower 
wh.oiesnj ing. printing, warehousing, and apparel stami- 
facturine, should, he retained and expanded.

•1. Public actions for the physical upgrading of the 
industrial area should include code enforcement as 
well as improvements of streets and public facilities.
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In determining whether the impact 
is heacficinl or detrimental, the 
cost probable effect the P! >n 
prepusal is compared wtth what 
sight he expected to occur in the 
V'xcnce of that proposal. ~N

r c •; m < •: t s
Note: Circled entries arc explained
mere fully ip. tie text of this C1P.
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B, The Plan proposes regaining existing industrial activ- 
j ities within Central City - n"w facilities 3r.-j new 
) street patterns will increase efficiency and improve 
j the area's appearance. These industrial jobs arc an 
| .important Central City mcsou-cc, many employees live 
| close to wcrl, and much of the activity is durir; 
the night hours, when street and hichwav traffic is 

B light. '



Open Space and Recreation Proposal

The text of the draft is still appropriate.
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A re”icno 1 park or park syiitvi*. is ifr.poria.it to ..cHic.vf ..£ 
n.i.- rtvitol liitiiia of the "out!. rark Pljiiunt; Area. A 
detailed project level pier, will be developed.
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| A park system in the hone!.; "• .1 rV area ver.td add ore;. 
, space, water, plants ■. attractive crgar.iiin? ule.rer 

| ; for residential development - redevel once- -,t would 
j j viisplocc t.ar.y existing cottar rcial and industrial I 1 businesses



Public Facilities Proposals

The text of the draft is still appropriate.
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rUP.LIC FACILITIES

The Civic Center shill be developed ns proposed by the 
Civic Center technical clcncnt of the General Plan (n:> it 
my be re. i seil in ] extended).
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In determining whether the irpae: 
is h-e-fiei-il or detri-ernta'. , the 
nr,st probable effect of the !‘l rn 
prepos 1 is MT.nreJ with whin; 
r.igrit be expected to occur in the 
ibfe.ice of that proposal.
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. r Mote: Circled entries arc explained

I i _L 1 J | .lOiC fully in tic text of this ""LIP..

A new and expanded Central Library, called for by ihr 
FubLit libraries technical element of the General Plan, 
is essential to coe.t it.nod prevision o£ adequate library 
service to the Los Angeles region.
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A location ir, *hc proponed joist Cntycrsity Communications 
Cc. or in Certr-J f'.itv Cast is proposed bv this Tlan. 
Alternate ntr' Uiellidn the presort! site or another site 
Clepo tr the center of the Central Csnmerci*! Core.

Preservation of Cultural and. Historical Monuments should 
be enecvrired by allowing their owner# to transfer unused 
density allcvcd by toning on the nonument site to alter
nate sires bv sale or other means - .'inch transfer shall be 
ccatto 1 led by a Specific dan.

Other public facilities and utilities should be provided 
on a phased basis.

The Study Programs - Service Systrirs IPcnent Map indicates 
proposed no.; public facilities to be provided Within 
Central Cit; . The symbols on the Map indicate that a 
facility should bo le-rtcd somewhere within the Planning 
Area, but do not OcTlgP.lto actual locations. Further 
studies will be nee"ssiry to determine appropriate sites.

Establish a ili egno? t i c-detoxi f icat ion center serving the 
Slid Row population, jointly sponsored by public ng-ncics 
aril private institutions.

! I

■ t

A new library serving the business and education cer;- 
nunitj.es in Central City would produce superior service 
to the nub! ic-replacinp Inadequate facility. ilncrgv 
and building materials would he used to construct aiy. 
buildings. •,

B Measure would encourage preservation of historic
buildings by enabling their owners to sell unused 
development rights from their property to a. nearby 
developer, and netting incor.-c in return.

R Close tic between changes in land use and public 
facilities insures public service, controls growth.

i
P if

i
!

Emphasis on ea.-lv identification and rrhabil i t itien of 
perse ns coming to the row would be coupled with a -bas
ing out of those firrs and otgani rations tn.it pain free 
pcrpetun 1 ir-it ion of the Tew"

i ! i
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PUBLIC FACILITIES
Pro-iotc * Tie development of n F.opionl Joint University 
Ccremnicntions Center sponsored hy i.es Ar-olcs universities.

Proceed with the construction of the new Central Division 
police building

In i'eterminimn whether tf,c j_ - r c t 
is beneficial or '.letrinentsl , the 
rest nroVablc effect of the I", jn '•crc.;;i! is ccra-iTcd with ..hat 
might be expccrc.1 to occur in the 
absence of that proposal.

c. c r: i :t r s
'.etc: Circled entries are explained
rore fully in the text of this EIP..

Troiect sill .orbin', enrpuses - replace existing facil
ities. .Joir.t use of no'-’ Central Library, cafetcr.a, 
auditoriu-. Purine, constri:ct ion resources wild he 
expeu-'ed; grouping of functions ray reduce vehicle 
trips.
(Project budgeted) Pacilitv replaces existing 
facility. Pur i ag cons true t i cn , energy and materials 

| will be expended.
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Circulation Proposals

The Plan version of March 8, 1S74 differs from the Klopping 
version of the Plan most radically in the circulation pro
posals section. However, most of the changes are designed 
to emphasize immediate improvements in public transportation 
to reduce vehicle miles travelled and the amount of energy 
devoted to transportation.

Several new proposals, including carpooling and greater use 
of bicycles are expected to have a beneficial impact upon 
energy consumption and air pollution.
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'litre c! proposal.
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CIRCULATION

Roth concern for the environment anil the rir.jnp cost and 
shortage rC energy mr.-e it imperative tint t reduction he 
m.’.c :ii the mi-Ner of vehicle miles traveled. The Tim 
proposes to ncconnl ish this reduction hy i-akini; possible both 
to i'-c.lintc .in'. lon.c ter" incve-.ee in the pr-v-ortim of 
C"'': ml City t—. ilrvees , s'-oppers rrii vir iters who yfilice 
nubile transportation.
Major public in'-rstrents rust he rede in. Central City 
transportation, including rapid transit and pcoole -overs, 
te provide ec-cms to art! within the area and to necee—.odate 
t rnr-smnrtatinr, nords h'-f. ccn Central City ant! other Centers 
ns vcii ns stih-jrhno areas.
1. The ,-nior and secondary h'.phv.nys indicated or. the 

Plan 'inn te-.pri"o an iutepr.il part of tlie* !!ic'.'.ways 
and Freeways element of the Cinern! Plan.

2. A number of modified street a 11enr-.onts that eliminate 
j"f5, c'-nr.ect i scon* i minus streets, or permit the ore- 
wry oairinp of adjacent street' ore shown on the Plan 
M-p. Further stiulic: will he •roe'-'snry to determine 
specific rrar.s of iry-rc viiv; traffic flow.

3. The existing street level pedestrian routes will 
continue to he a major component of Central City’s 
circulation system. Certain of those pedestrian 
routes are defipnnfcd Major Pedestrian Streets.
This tics i p.r.n t i en implies r.ev landsc.npine, rir.i parks, 
infornntion-co.mrunicat.ion kinsi.s, has shelters, and 
a coordinated system of graphics and heraldry.
In response to the need far improved access to the cast 
side of Central City, the Plan pvemosos a new transpor
tation corridor which will provide hotter automobile 
access to Central City and th" proposed east sid" 
park inn, p.iirnjjcs; i—.piovc him 'aove-ert throuph the 
area; and ahr.orh much of the tr'Th traffic from the

st h ide |p l’--.tria J ;,arJ: :iad ■ -' vnt s iii'.iistr5 al areas.

i i !MMili

I
I

lLi.l.

n
>*/ C 0
/ v tv : Ci re ie •!
j mere fully in th*.

r. nts
c trier are explained 

text of tills E1R.

in;

iti loop tern irprovereots in 
s i cr. i ficant diversion of

Plan proposes immediate ar.d 
public transportation. Any
auto corr-iitor:■ ar.d business patrons to public transpor
tation will reduce t!-.e cncrpy cor sump t i e:i a-.j pollution 
production of the tvansicrta.t ion system.

■ ;
!i

Mi
See *.10 Proposal and its cr->cnts and the text discussic

iU; i !u;

Hi
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ci::cuutio\
The State of California cad the City of Los Angeles should 
cooperate in add i a g this t rnnsoortat ion corridor (the 
Industrial Freeway) to the California Freeway and express
way System, and in complot in;; detailed planning and preiim.- 
inary design cf this free 'ay
More efficient use of the private automobile through 
increased occupancv should he encouraged is a means of 
providing access to Central City while decreasing the 
adverse environmental inpact of tills node.

Higher occupancy private e.'.itenoh i les should be permitted 
to use preferential bus-carpeol lanes witnin Central City 
is well as tl.e-c previdei cn the a !) o i n i ay freeway, hifb- 
vay and street system.

A vastly impreved public transportation systen, including 
rapid trie * it between Central City and other centers as 
well as better bus service between Central City and cthri 
areas, nust be provided to reduce the environmental impact 
of the present transportation system which is based chiefly 
on the private autenohi1e.
The Study Programs - Circulation Clement Map in the Programs 
section indicates peroral locations of rapid transit lines 
and stations.
Tropic -lovers (auxiliary pride separated transit systems) 
shall be constructed to connect major Central City nodes 
with each other, with rapid transit stations, .and with 
peripheral parking facilities.

i I
!

Lxistinp bus service over surface streets must be con
tinued and cxrandcd, bofh within Central City and connectinp I j 
with adjacent co-munitics. Pus movement on major surface j |
streets ami freeway# should utils re preferential or 
exclusive lanes, where appropriate.

1- -1

i.’nr • • t: \ \ > t

i i

p.

i p

I

fl
i i -!<S

i

i

la determining; whether the impact 
is beneficial cr detrimentalthe 
nest probable effect of the PI in 
proposal is ecnyircd with what 
■right he expected to occur in the 
absee.ee cf that proposal.

1 r o :: y i: r s
Mote: Circle! entries are explained

i re fully in the t-xt n' tbit IIP.
I

J

j Increasin'! the average occupancy of private au‘c-->-i-
I the*,1”5 Csa5ral Cit>- permit system. *to dciiv«I th. so.ic number of persons using fewer vehi-’ea 
will have a beneficial impact upon air qua I energy consumption. ’

i Prevision of priority lanes for birh oo-.--—.■ vc i-a
i :: ‘r”*”®.*** «:ractivene*sV c^.-TxI inr thc^neficol impacts referred to in F .-c-tort;' *"

I |K
I 1

The Plan stresses both immediate and lom.per t-r 
| improvements in public tnrjpcrtaticn designed to 
j encourage automobile users to shift to public trams- 
'porte.tion. To reduce the adverse c.nviren-enta! 
impact of almost complete reliance on that rede.

yu
Given present attractiveness of bus service, it is 
unlikely that increased bus service would be grevth 
inducing, hut any mode shifts from private cars to buses would benefit air quality.
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Internal bus service, iitelu*.' ir.r. c-v-.t; >:.n : i in :*ed **»pi**s ion 
cf *hc r ir.i-l*::**?': sSer., ■*i T1 '*.. m - re-: to s ,-y1f-»Pt 
people "tvtr: md to p-<r?i-Je jw»l>: nrn.’.irg the construct ion 
of people never*.

Subscript ion bus service, which offers art efficient ncans 
cf t ran-"or t ir.y cernotcrs l'oib’opn their residences end 
c-mloyent center.' should he expanded.

6. V.irvoe.fs i'tti'5 of consolidating co*rutcrs within their 
c-. n cc-noun i c i es r such ns park md-ride Jot*, mil rffinl-n- 
sCrvice should he d*'Vo|i.nr*d to Teed subscription bus, public 

• i' . i r ’ ; , i•. r r n s 1 * 1 l:. •” s ■

1. ... rrrtT.’l Pity ptf^vsy (g*■;>.’ esepr.rate'.l or estrim aiUwsy)
ev.-icn sor.ll he cor.r-tr:. ;!<•• ?! r *;,o,sr.l by tl’.c fleroral Pl.tn

3, Pedways should cpnnect pnjor activities ardcrente « second 
Icvrl walking network separated Iron vehicular conflicts, 
Interftcinf; with prople never and rapid transit stations 
ar.u with parking garages.

4. Toiiway const met fort should ho phased in coordination 
with. iltveleptiinL.

1. Provision should he node for the noverent of bicycles
within Cent ml City as part cf a Citvwidp bikeway system.

1. Tiic !>:. tp”f cut* sod station lor ir i o,.>: for the s-n'id transit 
r.r,d porpto —n>-||r ayrts *■ ns well as the a*ip.nr>flnt of the 
Industrial free, ay, the prate separated pedestrian way 
systen. and lhr riirftirv jwdv t ' 1 a l -.tra*'ta uystim art*

* down in a ger*T' 1 iced t.nv on the Study I’regr.ars - Circu
lation rie::;enf ' ’ •: *. !■,'! ' *•* si.ui':.- v; i ’ 1 he mtfsr.ary
. n "T».. — : . ,, .. ... i ; ... ............................. ..; ll ... - ‘

in -’.cterria inp whether the im-ict 
is herof i cial o? detriment a!, the no i * pro's le •*ffcct 3j ;he p-.ji 
prapestl l? m-parod with vijt
"l he esp-ta "J to err.jy -;;l the 

■■ 1 ■ are of that proposal,

' r « *i t; >: t
■ •ote: Circled c’ltrics are explained
roro fully ir. the text of 1 is -IF,.

r;;-.s train lore'. rirmlts, both r"':l;.r and o.: a i
arc neccssarv to a'lew patrons 0f pj: : le tr'.ntit te
reach a variety of Central ty I>s r i as t i ft s . ir.crlrs 
officiercy or Central Citv facilities hy ec.'.a.oct.na 
th.er .
This attractive* alternate to private nuteneaile cca- 
rutine cm niay an i-p'-rtant part in reducia; the 
eroujit of pnera.y 1 *cd .•'ad the vpl’jre of e-'.stior* 
aeaerated in t-aarrortirp, Central Citv’s er-lo'.*eer to and rTor. their •

j Consolidating -* c C h f n j 3 that group tc-putcrs for a
' copr.on tr1;* to and frop worJ will have a her.cfitinl 

i rp ict "pon crerry consuopt i on and. emissions jtecratia 
by caking public transit ■■ere attractive-. -s

I* on nttrnctivc, efficient second level walr.wav, Imc'1 wi 
‘■-T •tnil offices, would divert pedestrian traffic from 
the street surface, increasing traffic flew. The s\-;ts
Will h t' n f *• r*r> r r ; ■*• r* rt r A nCfw*; . ....... ___i__
will ho used during construction.

Provision for -ovcmer.t -of bicycles should increase ;hci 
ntt t net i veness as an alternate tranjpertati ep. roans.
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Highway widening:1 and i-provc-cnt11 in ret’.cvcl ornent areas 
should be accempl is'acd under the re.'evcle* .*>: at ,,---ers. 
where appropriate. !o otV“ areas they should be required 
i’i connection with private Jeveloorent under The “R3 
Ore irar.ee." The reminder sheuld he financed through pas 
tax funds and other public sources, to the extent funds 
are available.

5, The rccpic never systen siie.ll interface with rapid transit 
stations and the podway systen, providing connections to 
the various Central Citv nodes.

7. Implementation rictltods fer pulwars should include:
Specific Plans requirin'’, their prevision as a condition 
cf issuance of huilding permits, ineernoratien in redevelop
ment projects, and assess-er.t district proceedings.

". Pus routes should be exn-nded an' change I as recoined 
to meet future sn-’vice du ■: ands nr-.d plan irpj es-.cnt.at ion 
nerds, Design and i’-pie-•.••H a? i or. of n lane pr;->rity 
svstc" for bus operr.tiori on Central City streets, including 
nasrenjer leading Hays, should be coordinated w:th the 
Sotttbcrn California i’.spid Transit District.

7. extension of the nini-bus service is pronosed, both on 
tr, ir.tcrin basis pending, tic constiuctioo of people 
never? end to supplement peepie re-—rr on a pern-rent 
bar is. ■

1. Central Commercial Cere
Provide immediate improvements in surface bus service, 
includin'; le.re priority or exclusive lane operation and 
p-ssengcr leading area., improved rir.i-bits coverage, and 
initial phases ef the p-'.way system..

i j-1.

t,i ■ In determining whether the impact 
';;*j is beneficial or detrimental, the 

rest pre'-ah’.e effect of the Plan 
,f!M prcnosal is cc-rarcl with what 

v,i :-a* be e»y t tvi to occur in the! "is* be e*, ___ _ _ _ _
•!>s<-nce of that propasal.
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■ : (/Mote; Circled entries are '•xplaincd
; ! "” fully in t‘-c text of this HIT:.. -- - - —*- - - - - - - - - - - - -
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|PIntegration ef the total public transportation system 
will increase i s attractiveness and efficiency.

'3 ! i

Lij

Cmphasis upon immediate improvements in the ex.istimr 
public transportation systen is directed at o'otairms.p 
an immediate diversion of autonobile users to transit.

!
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Parking Proposals

The parking proposals were changed to reduce the emphasis on 
additional parking to parallel the increased emphasis on public 
transportation in the Plan revision. Peripheral parking was 
retained as a concept, but it is now presented as a substitute 
for parking in the core rather than as a supplement to that 
parking.

The discussion of the impacts of the parking proposals in the 
draft is still appropriate to these revised proposals.



CKF.CJCUST of i:^ivs^\ry.7,\K impact or- am. tjlan* rror-'SALS

Y
i

f

:.'.i

H

r. (b r> -1« r i c i n 1} ^ ;* * ’ • cr r i -
TV.tr. •■.'!.) iv *• *1 ■ *i e rc 1 *
r*vcr*:i1 v!irthi*r i!:;
or ir-lircct, l^e lire’
Sc i r.r-ii icnnt.

: t 
to

rr [ | itirrn
•.. r:i jM?ii•i * — -i' ,*~i :>!

r p. o ;■ c r. •. l 
rvo -ixi t i•■. erwrpt
' r-T: i'Pn)

PARKING
1. Street system capacity, ftiu! land ut ilit-ationj i r oa 1i t y ,

considerations indicate that a cent in; -.1 ly {treater propor
tion cf longer tc:— parking, chinf'y for "r^Jryccrt, should 
be located cl! the ue r : "!|it of t* 1 : arc l r, t c ::c. s r<: ly do '/c ltifit! I |
■iren'. M r!:itr v; :1; i li the' : Titer.r i i y ttM~* ii t’o -.1 'rear is
i pt end e -A for use l-y re r i dr* y ■: and short tire u* •’ ly patrons. 
Provision sb.ciild ‘-e ruiifc ’:<» ir’uirc drvelepcrs of office 
,>-1 iiitnys tc hf. T: fate an in lieu navi-out to a peripheral 
r r’.in’t facility and nr epic never f ur.d for i portion of 
11-.c required parking.

3 ■ r r-itor fo- perl H»r-l p.nrV. re. facilities include
:cr rt r. 1 i tv. , areas -terlv c I the harbor Freeway,i

3.

pea*
:v<?
areas southerly of iche Srir.-n lion Sen Freeway, and the Anion 
Station area, as shewn in nri.-l tlalntiry way ojj the Study 
i’rc; ra-'s - C i, rr a 1 a t i-oh ! 1 event dap in the Prop, r-e Section- 
Further s tin!: or, »111 he r y; red <<> deternne met locations 
Fee1! ruch parhiirp. i'aci 1 ity , which ray he privately ot 
pu' licl'- onerated, rust be connected to Central City bv 
pcc-lc Severs tit other roans cr public fan: rortntion.
Parking facilities should be encouraged 'o provide reduced 
rates and preferential locations to higher occupancy 
private auter.obi 1 os .

to dcter-iining whether the imra-i: 
is beneficial or de trievn-t a : , the 
most PTC'.ai'le effeca of the Plan 
proposal is terpared with wait 
right be rap-acted to occur in The absence of That rrnpos.nl.

c o :■! v. r: :: 7 s
.'etc: Circle! n t r: r r ir" explained
r-ars fully in ‘be w. ef tbi’s Ef?..

I A modest snringjt in energy as veil as 3 r.odc'-t reductio;
in e-issinn levels, particularly at the strott level, 

i vill result, frer a shift ef leaner term car:..an frer th- 
cifK.e-.ted cere to peripheral lots, ,-ee text £: s cast irr. 
and ansi the draff. ro-“.en:s.
See tert discussion and the discussion in the draft 
1:1 fl. Also comment on propes.ai E06, above.

Sec discussion in the draft riR-Parkir.p Prcpisal secrio

Provision of incentives to earpool vehicles will 
‘ increase tho attractiveness of this ferr, of 
Sec proposal 46 and its comment.

co-.nut inr.

2.

i.

Plncencnt of bike racks should be encouraged at appropriate 
locations in Central City for use by bicvcle riding 
residents, orpi-yecs and business patrons.

Peripheral parting facilities which are intended to sub 
stitutc for rather than to supple-ient r-quired parking 
should he tree tea! as pub 1 i c-p r i v.a t o ventures, utilisiitjt 
the power of “be City of I os .V.gt-los to control and 
coordinate parti::!’ surving private devcloprjcnts.

B

. i i

it
X

I Provision of parking areas should encourage the use cf 
| the bicycle as an alternate rcans- of t rensperts t ion 
j with resultant beneficial i'nact upon energy ccr.s::~p:ic 
j and emission production by meter vehicles.
j See discussion in the draft i-arking Proposal section 
I text and in the supplement text.

i■
,II
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Cit'- accncics in ccopcrac; op. vitli tno private sector tnnt 
will locate 3 enter tern park) np, such nr. employee paridr.e , 
in peri-h-rrl psrkirn facilities, vcMle re'-orvihR "arsine 
in tb.c ir!rnrivcly developed core for residents fnu short 
tern parkier. by bv.sinc«r- patrons,
.\-, r'AHc trsr.spc rtr.t ten ri-.lersb.'r Increases, parkins 
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3. Additional Information

Several comments received by the staff in response to the 
draft EIR stressed the lack of current or projected quanti
tative data regarding the volumes of pollutants, amounts 
of noise, etc. that the plan entails or is currently being 
generated in the Plan area.

The following information is furnished by the staff in re
sponse to these comments. Limitations in the availability 
of data, especially reduced to the Plan area boundaries, un
fortunately limits the number of categories covered and the 
reliability of the data.

5

.5

>

f?

5



i.JR^UAT.ITy P).ii'AIU 
Central

'out am inert

Days Exceeding 
State (Federal) 
Standards in

1972

Annual Ave. 
of Air Con
taminant Con
centrations

Annual Ave. 
of r-lonthly
1 hr. max. Air 
Contaminants
C 0 n c e n t r a t i ons

Existing
State
Standards

1976 Federal 
Stands Ards

A. Litrogen
Dioxide

37 .078 ppm .345 ppm ,25 ppm/1 hr. .03 ppm/yearly 
Average ‘

B. Carbon honoxide 33 4.9S pom 23-2 ppm 10 ppm/12 hr. 9 ppm/3 hr.
>
C. Sulfur Dioxide 8 .020 ppm .082 ppm .04 ppm/24 hr. .14 pp.ri/24 hr. 

(primary)
"N
D. F It 01 c c h era i cal

Cxidents (Czone) 35 .02? ppm .177 ppm .10 ppm/1 hr. .08 ppra/1 hr.
E. Eon-Methane 300 .60 ppm 3.33 ppm .24 ppm/3 hr.

Hydrocarbons * (S-9 am)
***>f.
D

Farticulate 
Latter (a)

53 130 ug/nP 100 ug/raV
24 hr.

260 ug/n^/24 hr 
(Priraar’^

8. Visibility (b) 197

** «•■ “vV

1 Annuel Report of Meteoroloty, Air pollution Effects and Contaminant Maxima 
of Los Ar.^eles County, Air Pollution Control District County 6f’Los Angeles.
(s) Particulates were measured every five days.
(b) Observations are made only at station 1 and various airports, and are not made on weekends and holidays.
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TT--------mV •
di'A dne

Corner of Sunset & 
Figueroa, roar 
cor.-.unity adult, 
school parking lot

1-3-74 
10:10 pm 

to
10 : 4 Opr.;

High mcdiuui housing density 60
(riiyht)

Ambient noise na. 
iy due to stree'- 

__txai/l.c.-nolr
II ' 1-11-74 

10:00pm

10:30 p;r.
• ,

' :

6 3
(night)

i
ii ii

1 ■ • ■
1*00 K. Arcadia St.
.v Main St. over- 
fitsad of Santa Ana 
*wy.

1-3-74
11:00am

to
.11: .3 Oh/iL

1 -11-74 
12:0 9um

LO .
12:29am

.......... . . ...............Civic Center Area

.

72
(day '

Mainly due to £w; 
underneath the 
bridge.

i

=

! 
n 

?: 
c

II 72
(night)

M f« '
#

‘Lth St. £. Wall St. 
Ten ’..’.ill: near
rigor of. Hope A 
Mission) . .

1-10-74 
8:00 an 

to
I8:21 am

Future helicopter landing site 
for LAPD

!

6'3
(day

Ambienc noi<'"

ts.

c "
1-12-74 
2:31 am 

to
| 3:0 0 am

ii

L ...

4 9
.(night)

.

If It

__y:____ gr_ i)33_ jji.:j_:._o__mph_ ________ _______ ; _______________
_ _ _ _ ~_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _V~”r: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _____

y_7T. . J J . !'.I » V.VY : _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
_______________ Standard day & nicrht OSS'-VOVhR:____uqjj____

*•' Clorenos 
T the " 

< .ergy i

.'.o', the dll A and rtDC readings i ndioatos most of the sound energy is at: higher frequencies
A"-weighted reading is much lower than .he ,:C"-weiqhtod reading then much of the sou'id 
a low frequency.
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6th It. v< Maple StA-10-74 j 
(0;t. M. pic: near ,g: 22 an j
Jee Auto Parr) j to

;3 : 4 5 a in j

■1-12-1'* j 
A: 30 an j
' 10 ! 
o: - tit j

a - i74"”'r> t!i ft. i. Duple . - -
ten Maple 200 E. jo : 4 7 an
5-V-h St. sign) I to

!9:25 an
r*-12- 7*r

1.3: 0 0 am 
' to
b:23 am

CT
ft*

o
. _________ ______________ :____ _____ !___
O ;
.o' . St. A-c tween 11-10-74 I
U?L LI. S, 2nd St. 11:13 pm {
Cnign rends Hope St:j to
>o’u tii)------------------------------ ' 1 rd3- prv-! —
c i’-11-7-* i

„ 11:12 p:ri!; . i
i co jJil:2S pin|

a

DAS CP. T PVT OK

I’uuuro helicopter landing site 
for LAPD

Very high density housing

___ Lin_____1913

• ;■>. . . i r.g

1—
; \ *, »*1 -

Date:An hi die a \

I TV.;AVA .
! dl'.A

64
(day)

53 -

; (night)

G3
j ( day )

50
(night)

'*■1 •

0 2

(i clay 4-

!
56

(nicjht)

a DC

f.d

d__de_y_A_.n igh± - e3d!divrd<:___ usu

solas

Ambient noise

' r :i<i°* /'r' : :'v‘" 1,5reading:, indicate:.; moat of the. sound energy ir. m: higher freon unties
,;.Y,:tN_vin;\tv.a -**"aiing i“ zmeh lower than '.ag "CM-weighted reading then much/of the Joundrs : ;*/,/ : .v-ru* • * .-•* •



- ;o . Cl NASAL, CITY 0
-------------------------------- --------------------------------------------------------------------------- j------------------------------------------------

YSThlCT PLAN pa .. As ir.dicajted

r - : 1
i TZ'-vr.
i .. 1 ____________ ..

_ - _ ------------------------------------------------------------ . |

DCS CU1PTIOM
r. :, . .

dPA | dDC ■ sorts
16th St. 6 Wall St.

j

1-1.0-7 •;
):30 pm 

to
':29 pm

Future helicopter (landing site 
for LAPD

.. i
(night)

Ambient Noise

"A

1 '
4 " " h: 0 -1 am

to
*4' *1:30 ant

It II

■ ’

52
(night)

II II

rSt. u Figueroa 
j (.inside Bunker Hill 

CpTcwer) northeast
* corner

m.

1-10-74 
1:31 pm 

to
1:9 9 pm

Bunker Hill Area
#

68
(day)

• *1 1)

4 i-11-71
ji 0 : 31 pm

d? ! to11:02 pm

M II 62
(night:

. 11 ..

*~f 9 111 & C r a n d A v 0. ,1-20- 7 4
i(on Grand Imperial il:55 pm 
,Hotel) ‘ j to

h:io pm
- .... ................... ... . - ________ -- J ----- - - - _

Alternate uso/regionel commerce or high 
density housing (Central Commercial Code) C,

I (day)
11 1 -

d'City Hall South jl-11-7 4
1 0.1:02 pm

j to
'11:29 pm

Present City Hall area.
|

56
1 (night)
!

n it

: ‘ 
j or 1933 0 mnh

; 'iildiL Lj»*j _ j ■ ;'j jj- L _
StH~nci-JrdcfnV S night ’ OftSrP.Vr.il:__ HCtJ

" ,J Oi -a-.-. ct.i.v rio ti.re acingr, indicaton most of the sound caor<7y is at higher frccuoncies „
i: "A "-weigh to cl reading is much lower than she "C"-weiqhted reading then much of the sound

1.3 low t-T'Cir\r



gv r.:;v: .;.t/ u ovality,

or;
t . .L'vLY : central city district plan

.rv.’TON
•'lower L Pico 
(Northeast corner)

TV

2:15 pfii
to

:2: 35 p..l

' Leo i, Los An vie 1 os [1-16-74 • 
•t. (cn Lcs AngelesS:40 pn j 
it. Wholesale Press! to

13:10 «■- !fy>) pm
Yl annua & Olympic 
Live. northeast 
;oraer
3

1-10-71 | 
3:0.. p;.i ' 

to :
3:55 nn 1
i - i 2 - 7 -i j
1:30 a hi j 

to
2:00 an !. t

3 ■
, ,,

trv’n. <
1-12-7-1 j

Rd St. s San 3: 4 0 pa !
■ o :-o |

‘4:10 p- t '
P*s |
i »t j1-12-74 |
o j1: G 5 am j

________ !A2L?JUi*1-L

DT'.SCAIP ?toi:

Light Industry (East Side Industrial 
Park)

Commerce community .South Park)

Little Tokyo Area

Pago ■ ’.'n .4 of 5 I
...............i r

§ !
D.aI*o: As iruiicdLed

i YLj ave. •
| Ci.j* * | d'.'C

"

• »' t / i L **.#

73
(day)

' ... ..

Ambient Noise

“A.
I

1 7 2
j(day)

i - (I »f

76
(day)

II M

IS1 (n i ght)

r
■I ti

•

60
(day)

ii u ^

52
night)

!

ii it

' - - C.:\ 3 9 3 3 0 neh

.... ; r..-u li ig hi)i •/:
1....... _S.L9 .n d nd _d ay„_v_ni ght • o;v;a h'A ;k: HSU

• L’-.o ’.A io id d;:c road: v.cjn indicates nono': the sound energy is at higher trcgeencLes.
io *.\" -weighted reading is much lower than ..he "C"-weigh ted reading then much of the sound

)? rv I:' lot; rrnrpfv-./'t*



I

r.f-. ; \y of i:;:v] :r:.:r'.L quaoxty

or lcs. a::g
■ • - VIA': CCMIRAL CITY Dit'T.<T.CT PLAN iV. to: •':> indicated

GR 1933 v:x;:n: 3
~iTy;

Jli* / • ii_''ijv j _____________
£LtandjaJTd_.daid_&_r) iglrt OftOW.VKH: HSU

---- - — * ~ " J" -* “ T ^ " ' 1 ' ' ' " ’ “ .... " ' l -j

i.r.rs: •■•o:;

»
1
1

"’I ’ 'H j DRSCRU'TTOM
"* L/V# r. j

d.).\ | dOC .’iOi - J

Olvera St. Plaza

__________ __j

1-11-7-5 i 
12:30 am 

to
1:00 an

i

Recreation site/ Historical site 
(Civic Center) _

i

52
(night

Ambient Noise

,

D
■
_| ..... .

*

***>

r-h

T>
•

#

q» • i

j? |

rs, ! s * '
c

!
i _ . -

4
1

or VCi)\n and dSC rea<2ir,tjo indicates most of the sound energy is at higher frequencies, 
-.'.c A"-weighted reading is much lower than ;he. "C"-weighted reading then much of the sound

evor.-rr 13 lev; frorrn.'r.r\r ■



IR DATA

o
o
,:2

^*wJ"

.mission Approved 
ersion 6-9-72

Planning Committee 
Revision 3-8-74

18,408 18,408 18,403

34 ,905

220,000
375,200

18,000 to 34,905

220,000 201,000 to 212,759
311,000 to 375,200

0____________ ______________ 1970 Employment 1990
o 34,905 201,000 to 212,759 311,000 to 37 5,2.;9 1;

: 12,003,720 mcf to 
12.705.967 mcf

1
18,572,920 mcf to j

22.406.944 mcf . 1

1,405,508
mcf

245,000 to 259,565 379,420 to 457,744

122,412 MW

4,020,000 to
4 .255.180 Gr.

6,220,000 to 7,504,000 Gii.

to
25 Cal.

8,040,000 to
8.510.360 G.

12,440,000 to 15,008,000

to
25 Gal.

•

209,040 to
221,269 lbs/day

323,440 to 390,203 lbs,/day

bs/day
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Community 1/1000 
Neighborhood 1/1000 

COMMUNITY PLAN STANDARD

Community 2/1 i ']r‘ 

Neighborhood 2 f ...A 
GOAL (REC 5 PAR;!: '

18.0 ac. to' 23.3 ac. 36.0 ac. to 46. '

18.0 ac, to 23,3 ac. 36.0 ac. to 46.;. -:

■■V

3

3

o
o
JT

j

' Hill, (implementation under redevelopment plan), 
lousing, was ^reatly increased. The amount of housing 
.implementation program,

: lower employment levels throughout the region.
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CENTRAL CITY 110
TOTAL POPULATION 1^03^

records
data ITEM COUNT PERCENT SUPPRFSScO

WHITE POPULATION 12623 70.8 0

1
NEGRO POPULATION 3615 2C. 3 0

INDIAN POPULATION 123 0. 7 0

other specified
RACES 1295 7. 3 0

1 REPORTED OTHER
RACE 1T3 1.0 0

■h
OWNER OCCUPIEO

DWELLING UNITS 219 2.3 0

3 RENTER OCCUPIED
DWELLING UNITS 7 94 9 03.2 0

D VACANT OWELLING

M UNITS 1374 14.4 0

D VALUE OF OWNER OCCUPIED UNITS

D COUNT PERCENT

;> LESS THAN 5000 1 0.7

V,
5000- 990*9 11 0.2

10000-14999 *n 35.0
15000-19999 38 28.*
20000-2*999 13 9.7
25000-3*999 0 6.7
35000-*9999 2 1.5
50000 ♦ 12 9.0

MEDIAN 15920.00

RECOROS SUPPRESSED 0

TOTAL RECOROS 15

TOTAL DWELLING UNITS <9551

OATfi (TPM COUNT PERCENT
RECORDS 

SUPPRE SSED

1-UNIT STRUCTURES 590 6.2 0

2 CR MORr UNIT
structure*; R9 19 93.4 0

MOBILE HnME S 33 0.3 0

OVFR CROWDED UNITS R06 9.5 0

UNITS LACKING
plumbing facilities 4060 42.5 0

UNITS LACKING
KITCHEN FACILITIES 5169 54.1 0

POPULATION !N 
OVERCROWDED UNITS 
LACKING plumbing 
FACILITIES 6 T4 5.7 0

CE RENTER OCCUPIED UNITS

COUNT PERCENT

LESS THAN 40 605 7.8
40-59 3 02 3 38.0
60-79 2723 35.0
80-99 687 8.8

100-L19 210 2.7
120-149 82 1. 1
150-199 109 1.4
200-299 177 2.3
300 * 173 2.2

MEDIAN

PECOROS SUPPRESSED

61.94

i
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APPENDIX D

BIBLIOGRAPHICAL SOURCES

A. City of Los Angeles

1. City Planning Department, Silverlake-Echo Park Proposed 
Plan, 1972.

2. ___________________________, Westlake Proposed Plan, 1972

3. __________ ______________ , Westlake Environmental Impact

4.

Report, 1974.

9 City Wide Plan, 1974

5. 9 City Wide Environmental Impact

6.

Report, 1974.

9 El Pueblo de Los Angeles Plan,

7.

1967. "

9 First Phase Pedway Proposed Plan

8.

1971."

9 Highways and Freeways Element,

9.

1959.

9 Housing Element, 1973.

10. 9 Housing Element Environmental

11.

Impact Report, 1974

9 Public Libraries Element, 1968.

12. 9 Concept Los Angeles, 1974.

13. 9 Civic Center Development Plan,

14.

1969.

Community Analysis Bureau, Ninth Councilmanic District

IS.

Report, 1973.

9 State of the City, 1972.

16. Police Department, Central Police Facilities Environ 
mental Impact Report, 1974.

17. Department of Traffic, Cordon Count, 1972.

18. Community Redevelopment Agency, Bunker Hill Redevelop
ment Plan, 19S9.



19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Environmental Impact Report, 1973.

, Little Tokyo Redevelopment Plan
1970.

, Little Tokyo Redevelopment Plan
Environmental Impact Report, 1973.

, Pico Union Redevelopment Plan,
1970.

, Pico Union Redevelopment Plan
Environmental Impact Report, 19737

County of Los Angeles

1. Regional Planning Commission, Environmental Development 
Report, 1972.

2. ___________________________, General Plan, 1973.

Southern California Association of Governments

1. Southern California Association of Governments, SCAG 
Development Guide, 1972.

State of California

1. State of California, California Environmental Quality 
Act and Guidelines, 1970 . ’

United States Federal Government

1. Environmental Protection Agency, California Transpor
tation Control Plan and Indirect Source Rules, 1973.

2. __________________ , Clean Air Act of 1970 , 1970.

3. , National Environmental Protection 
Act, 1970.

Consultant Group - Central City 1972-1990 Preliminary General 
Development Plan

1. Wallace, McKarg, Roberts and Todd, Computer-Assis ted 
Downtown Analysis, 1971.

, Technical Report No. 1, 1971.2.



3.

(

D-3

4.

5.

____________, Technical Report No. 2, 1971.

Development Research Associates, Economic Analysis - 
Central City Los Angeles 1972-1990, 1971.

Wilbur Smith § Associates, A Peripheral Parking Program, 
1972. --------
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lhe Planning Re pa r tmen t, in accordance wilh lhe pro vis ion a of Section 151 S3 oT lhe 
Cjllfornia Environmental Quality A c t, is resubmitting for public review llte Environment'll 
Impact Report previously certified for (lie Central City Community Plan as the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report foi the Central Cily portion of tbe General Plan/Zoning 
1 o ns 1 S t e n o y Program.

lhe General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program is a ciiywide program mandated by slate 
legislation (AB283) and court settlement agreement No. 526,616 requiring lbe City to 
bring the zoning into conformance with the General Plan. Recommended actions will 
include zone changes, height district changes, and plan amendments.

An Initial Study has been prepared by the Planning Department on ltie General Plan/Zoning 
Consistency Program for the Central City Community which has determined that the general 
environmental setting, significant environmental impacts, alternatives and mitigation 
measures have been adequately described and are essentially the same as lhose discussed 
in Hie previously certified Environmental Impact Report for the Community Plan.

Popie., of IIip Environmental Impact Report and related reports and maps are available for 
review at City Hall, Rnt. 605, 200 N. Spring Streel, Los Angeles.
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The Planning Department will then prepare a new Final Environmental Impact Report based 
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Los Angeles City Planning Department 
General Plan/Zoning Consistency Section 
Room 605, City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Any questions on this matter should be directed to Stephen Graham at [213] 485-3744,

KENNETH C. TOPPING 
01 lector ol Planning

DAN GREEN
Senior City Planner
General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program

E I RCOVER/TX T111 0

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPI.OVFb



City Plan Case No. 86-606 GPC

QyeRVIEW_OF_THE
GENERAL_PLAN/ZONING_CgNSISTENCV_PROGRAM 

FOR THE CENTRAL CITY COMMUNITY~PLAN

The City of Los Angeles is required by state legislation 
CAssembly Bill 283) and a court order to bring its zoning and 
General Plan into consistency by March 1988. In compliance with 
this mandate, the General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program was 
established. Under this program, the City is systematically 
initiating zone changes, height district changes, and Plan 
amendments within each of its 35 community and district plan 
areas.
A zone is inconsistent with the General Plan where such zone 
allows a use of property which is not compatible with the 
density, height, or range of uses as set forth on the land use 
map of the Community Plan. Where inconsistencies occur,zone 
changes and/or plan amendments are recommended based on an 
evaluation of the local existing land use, zoning patterns, 
planning/environmental history and the Counci1-adopted "Criteria 
for AB283 General Plan/Zoning Consistency".
Generally, where the actual land use on a parcel is compatible 
with the use designated in the Plan, a corresponding zone will 
be recommended. Where development has exceeded the density or 
intensity of land uses permitted by the Plan, a Plan amendment 
will be considered.
When the General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program is completed, 
the zoning of all parcels in the City will conform with the 
General Plan,

Ce n t ra 1. _C j. ty^Commun jl ty
The Central City Community Plan was adopted by the City Council 
in 1974. At present, much of the zoning in the community 
remains in conflict with the land use designations in the 
Central City Community Plan. To rectify this situation, zone 
changes and Plan amendments are being initiated throughout the 
community.



The types of changes being recommended at this time can be 
summarized as follows.*
No. of 
Subareas Type of Change Recommended

83 Zone change or zone change and height district 
change

317 Height district change
16 Plan amendment

266 Plan amendment and zone change, or plan amendment 
and zone and height district change

65 Plan amendment and height district change
747

In addition, the following types of Plan amendments are proposed
1. Outdated language and footnotes will be corrected in the 

Plan text and map.
2. A new footnote is added to the Plan map for property 

designated as "Open Space", which provides for a 
conditional use-type procedure for new development in those 
areas.

3. "Recreation or School Site" land uses will be 
redesignated as "Open Space", and"Other Public" land uses 
will be redesignated in a manner consistent with 
surrounding land uses.

4. Existing "Alternate Use" categories will be deleted. 
Property currently shown in one of these categories will be 
redesignated for either housing or commerce.

5. The housing categories will be revised to provide "High" 
and "High Medium" densities.

6. Population capacity and acreage data will be revised to 
reflect Plan amendments. The attached table provides 
revised data for the Central City Community Plan (the data 
from the adopted Plan is shown crossed out).
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In 1984, the estimated population for the Central City Community 
was 27,428 persons. The Central City Community Plan, as 
proposed for amendment, provides for a total population capacity 
of 37,235 persons.

Envi.ronmental_ Status
In accordance with the "City CEQA Procedures for General 
Plan/Zoning Consistency Program" and the California 
Environmental Quality Act (Section 15153), the certified 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the adopted Central City 
Community Plan is being recirculated for comment as the Draft 
EIR for this project.
The City Planning Department has prepared an Initial Study on 
the General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program for the Central City 
Community Plan. The Initial Study has identified the following 
areas of possibly significant adverse impacts for which 
mitigation measures were addressed in the certified EIR:

Air Quality Population
Earth Housing
Land Use Transportation
Natural Resource

The Initial Study has determined that the general environmental 
setting, significant environmental impacts, alternatives and 
mitigation measures have been adequately described and have 
essentially the same circumstances as those discussed in the 
earlier, originally certified Environmental Impact Report for 
the Central City Community Plan.
Therefore, in accordance with the "City CEQA Procedures for 
General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program", the following 
environmental findings are made for the Central City Community 
Plan:
1. That the Initial Study prepared for this project determined 

that no impacts would occur which were not originally 
identified in the certified Community Plan EIR for this 
area.

2. That the EIR prepared in connection with the adoption of 
the Community Plan is adequate for distribution as the 
Draft EIR for the proposed General Plan/Zoning Consistency 
project for Central City.



CENTRAL CITY COHHUHITY PLAT -AND !JSF SUMMARY

i AND USE
TOTAL
GROSS ACRES*

PERCENT OF 
TOTAL ACRE”

DWELLING UNIT 
CAPACITY

POPULATION
CAPACITY

HOUSING
High Hsdiufs
High
Very High

-4-
4-%J

61
1'6

0

—10— 3
-e- s

-4- 6

~ 4,118
— 16,240

- 8,235
—' 29,SS0

Total Housing ntr
£.*J 177 -4- 8 2P.358 37,235

COMMERCE

Corosunity -45“ 1 S3 —<— 8
Regional Center -339- 637 -44- 30

Total CoiTimerce .TfTQ _ "‘■JxT 820 >. -r 36
5

'‘industry

>
Light -m- 844 -35- 46

3 Heavy 36 1

4 Total Industry -84ft- 874 -44- 41

Public land

3
Civic Center -m- 194 -HA- 9
Ree/Scnoal Site -ft?- 0 n 6
Other Public Land -+ft- 0 rgr 0
Open Space -44- 96 -4- 4

5
Tct-al Public Land -434- 296 -20- 13

ALTERNATE USE

Alt Hi-ned/Comu! -250- 0 H4- 0
AH Hi/Coins -274- 0 -45— O
Alt VyKi/Comsi -24- 0 —4— O
Alt VyHi/Ir.d —ft- 0 -4- 0
Alt Coani/Ind T-3 0 -4- 5

Total Alternate -444- 0 2-6 0

TOTAL ACRES 2,161 100,0

*Gros^ Acres includes streets
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Attention: John Bowman, City Planner

r,a!f JON 2 9 1987
File Code

Subject: AB283 General Plan/Zoning Consistency Amendment For Central
City Plan Case No. 86-606 GPC

>

}
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Dear Commissioners:

The Agency has reviewed the proposed zoning and community plan 
amendments for the Central City area prepared by the City Planning 
Department. The AB283 consistency recommendations for the Central 
City are of special interest to the Agency because the changes will affect 
four redevelopment projects - Bunker Hill, Central Business District, Little 
Tokyo and Chinatown. For this reason, the Agency has carefully considered 
the proposed zoning and community plan amendments and has prepared 
specific responses to those recommendations which affect the 
implementation of City Council adopted Redevelopment Plans.

! In reviewing and preparing comments on the consistency recommendations,
it was the Agency's intent that the following objectives be achieved.>
0 To make zoning and the Central City Community Plan consistent while 

maintaining conformance with City Council adopted Redevelopment 
i Plans.

° To establish land use controls that support redevelopment directives 
with a specific emphasis on facilitating the emerging residential 
community in South Park and on maintaining housing in Central City 
East.

0 To bring development densities permitted by zoning into conformance 
with the Central City Community Plan and adopted Redevelopment 
Plans for the area.

0 To facilitate the implementation of redevelopment objectives and 
programs for the Central City.

Overall, the Agency feels that the proposed consistency recommendations 
will provide significant support to ongoing redevelopment efforts. Of 

f. particular significance is the recommendation to establish a residential
Chairman

Irene P. Ayala 
Doflie Chapman 
Daniel Paul Horwitz 
Pastor Thomas Kilgore, Jr,
Frank Kuwahara 
Christopher L. Stewart

John J. Tuite 
Administrator
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district in South Park and Central City East. The proposed residential 
zoning for these areas should encourage the creation of the planned 
residential community in South Park and the retention of the low income 
housing stock in Central City East. Both of these objectives are embodied 
in the Central City Community Plan and have been a consistent focus of 
the Agency since the adoption of the CBD Redevelopment Plan in 1975 
and with the approval of the Agency's Annual Work Program by City Council.

Certain aspects, however, of the proposed consistency actions for Central 
City will, in our judgement, impede Agency redevelopment efforts. The 
following summarize these concerns:

Comments on the Recommendations Table

° The proposed residential zoning for South Park will contain special 
provisions that will allow a limited amount of commercial development 
(up to a site-specific maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 2:1). The 
intent is to allow for mixed-use development within the South Park 
residential district. The 2:1 FAR limitation, however, will be burdensome 
to the development of some properties especially those located on the 
periphery of the residential zone, adjacent to commercially designated 
properties, This is true of properties close to the Commercial Core 
area and along the Figueroa Street corridor. To respond to this situation, 
a revised qualification on the residential zone is proposed that would 
allow for an increase in commercial densities through a transfer of 
floor area provided the development includes provisions for housing.

° The limitation on the commercial uses in the South Park residential 
zone does not prevent the construction of parking structures serving 
office uses in the Commercial Core area on sites which should be 
developed with housing. This would contradict the intent of the Agency's 
Peripheral Parking Program and aggravate traffic congestion problems 
in the Traffic Impact Zone. Language is proposed to correct this problem. 
(See Appendix A).

° The proposed height district limitations for the CBD Redevelopment 
Project do not contain a reference to Section 437 of the CBD 
Redevelopment Plan which was the Agency's authority for previously 
approving several developments in excess of the as-of-right floor area 
ratio. To correct this oversight, the "D" limitation should incorporate 
a reference to Section 437 and the record should acknowledge that 
projects approved under this section of the Redevelopment Plan but 
not yet constructed will be allowed to pull a building permit and, for 
those already constructed, will not be considered non-conforming after 
the AB283 consistency actions are adopted by City Council. (Appendix 
C contains a list of all projects approved under Section 437).
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° The proposed height district recommendations for Bunker Hill do not 
conform with adopted provisions of the Redevelopment Plan which 
permit the Agency to enter into agreements for developments in excess 
of the 6:1 Community Plan as-of-right floor area ratio. The height 
district limitations as proposed would require the adoption of a special 
ordinance as well as an amendment to the Redevelopment Plan in order 
to allow the Agency to carry out the Bunker Hill Redevelopment Plan. 
The modified language in Appendix A provides for Planning Commission 
and City Council review and approval of all density increases.

° The proposed height district recommendations for Little Tokyo and 
Chinatown raise similar concerns as the Redevelopment Plans for these 
two projects do not have provisions for transfers of density. The 
consistency recommendations would require the adoption of a special 
transfer oidinance and possibly redevelopment plan amendments for 
these Redevelopment Projects in order for the Agency and City to 
consider developments in excess of the as-of-right floor area ratio. 
The Central City Community Plan endorses transfers as a means of 
regulating floor area ratios. The Community Plan also provides for 
developers to obtain unused density allowed by zoning by "other means" 
w'hich could include redevelopment plan variations, Disposition and 
Development Agreements, and Owner Participation Agreements. The 
Agency recommends that the height district limitations be modified 
to provide for other means of regulating floor area ratios, subject to 
appropriate review and approval by the Planning Commission and City 
Council (See Appendix A.)

Comments on the Community Plan Text Changes

° City Planning is proposing text changes throughout the plan that imply 
that the intent of the Community Plan is to allow development up to 
the maximum floor area ratio only through the transfer of development 
rights. These text changes could prevent the Agency from approving 
minor variations and rehabilitation bonuses in the CBD Project area 
and from approving agreements for developments exceeding the 
as-of-right FAR in Bunker Hill, Little Tokyo and Chinatown. It is clear, 
however, from a closer examination of the Community Plan that the 
intent was to allow' projects to reach the maximum floor area ratio 
by means other than transfers provided that average floor area ratios 
for subareas are maintained. Revised text changes addressing this issue 
are detailed in Appendix B.

° The recommended changes to the Community Plan text do not address 
the contradictory and ambiguous references to rapid transit access 
as a criteria for the approval of projects exceeding as-of-right floor 
area ratios. The language currently calls for "reasonable proximity"
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as well as "direct access" to rapid transit. The language should be 
modified to reflect the intent of the Plan to encourage high density 
developments which can demonstrate that traffic impacts will be 
mitigated by rapid transit. (See Appendix B).

° The proposed footnote No. 10 to the Recommendation Table should 
be modified to reflect the possibility that the 2:1 FAR limitation on 
commercial development in South Park residential development could 
be modified under a transfer of floor area (TFAR) plan.

0 The Community Plan text currently contains a restriction on transferring 
floor area from South Park into the Central Commercial Core. The 
Agency feels that this contradicts the goals and objectives of both the 
Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan to concentrate high density 
development in the Central Core while encouraging the development 
of housing in the South Park area. It is proposed that this restriction 
be eliminated but that the overall average floor area limitation of 6:1 
be retained. (See Appendix B)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed AB283 Zoning 
and Community Plan consistency recommendations for the Central City 
and we look forward to a favorable response to the issues raised in this 
letter. It is our hope that these comments will assist you in achieving a 
successful resolution of the Central City consistency issues.

Atxacnments/ Appendix A: Proposed Changes to the Recommendation
Table

Appendix B: Proposed Changes to the Community Plan 
Text

Appendix C: Projects Approved under Section 437 

cc: K. Topping

Sincerely,

B. Sutton 
D. Green
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The Comments in Appendix A of the Recommendation Table should be revised to 
read as follows:

PAGE 40

Comment 14

The following permanent "Q" conditions are proposed in order to limit the type and 
intensity of uses which would otherwise be permitted by Section 12.22-A.18 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code:

1. The property shall be limited to those uses permitted in the C4 Zone or more 
restrictive zones, except that only parking structures as an accessory use will 
be permitted.

2. Except for buildings or portions of buildings used exclusively for dwelling units, 
apartment hotels, retirement hotels, dormitories, museums, schools, child care 
facilities, and governmental uses, the total floor area shall not exceed two (2) 
times the buildable area of the lot, except that additional commercial floor area 
may be permitted through a transfer of floor area provided housing is constructed 
as a component of the project.

Comment 1 5

A new "D" development limitation is proposed as follows: "The total floor area 
contained in all buildings on a lot shall not exceed six (ft) times the buildable area 
of the lot except (a) for developments approved under Section 437 of the 
Redevelopment Plan for the Central Business District Redevelopment Project prior 
to the effective date of this ordinance; (b) for developments approved under Section 
437 of the Redevelopment Plan containing less than 50,000 square feet of floor area 
approved after the effective date of this ordinance? (c) for developments approved 
by transfer of floor area pursuant to Section 418 of the Redevelopment Plan or; (d) 
for developments approved by any other procedure to regulate the transfer oi floor 
area as may be adopted by the City Council subsequent to the effective date of this 
ordinance. This limitation shall not preclude the rehabilitation, expansion, or 
replacement of existing buildings pursuant to Sections 415 and 416 of said 
Redevelopment Plan."

Comment 16

A new "D" development limitation is proposed as follows: "The total floor area 
contained in all buildings on a lot shall not exceed three (3) times the buildable area 
of the lot except (a) for developments approved under Section 437 of the 
Redevelopment Plan for the Central Business District Redevelopment Project prior 
to the effective date of this ordinance: (b) for developments approved under Section 
437 of the Redevelopment Plan containing less than 50,000 square feet of floor area 
approved after the effective date of this ordinance; (c) for developments approved 
by transfer of floor area pursuant to Section 418 of the Redevelopment Plan or; (d) 
for developments approved by any other procedure to regulate the transfer of floor 
area as may be adopted by the City Council subsequent to the effective date of this 
ordinance. This limitation shall not preclude the rehabilitation, expansion, or 
replacement of existing buildings pursuant to Sections 415 and 416 of said 
Redevelopment Plan."



Comment 17

A new "D" development limitation is proposed as follows: "The total floor area
contained in all buildings on a lot shall not exceed three (3) times the buildable area 
of the lot. This limitation shall not preclude the rehabilitation, expansion, or 
replacement of existing buildings pursuant to Sections 415 and 416 of said 
Redevelopment. Plan."

PAGE 41

Comment 21 .

The "Very High" density housing designation is proposed to be deleted from the plan 
map, to be replaced by the "High" density housing designation, with a corresponding 
zone of R5. The maximum permitted floor area ratio (FAR) for this land use 
designation will be 6:1, or up to 13:1 with transfer of floor area. A foot note will 
be added as follows: "This plan contemplates that certain commercial uses may be 
allowed under Section 12.22-A.18 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. Commercial 
uses should be limited to those uses permitted in the C4 Zone, and the floor area 
ratio (FAR) of such uses should not exceed 2:1, except as provided by a transfer of 
floor area. Whenever possible, commercial uses should be located at street level, 
with residential uses on the upper floors."

h
Comment 23 (Bunker Hill Redevelopment Project)

A new "D" development limitation is proposed as follows: "The total floor area 
contained in all the buildings on a lot shall not exceed six (6) times the buildable area 
of the lot except that a) lots which have floor area ratios established by Disposition 
and Development Agreements and Owner Participation Agreements approved by the 
Community Redevelopment Agency prior to the effective date of this ordinance shall 
remain in effect,- b) the floor area permitted on lots without agreements approved 

£ by the Community Redevelopment Agency arid City Council prior to the effective
date of this ordinance shall not exceed six (6) times the buildable area of the lot except 

2 that the floor area ratio may be permitted up to a maximum of thirteen (13) times
. the buildable area of the lot by Disposition and Development Agreements and Owner

Participation Agreements approved by the Community Redevelopment Agency, City 
,-j Planning Commission and City Council, or; (c) by other means of regulating floor

area as may be adopted by City Council subsequent to the effective date of this 
v, ordinance.

Comment 24 (Little Tokyo Redevelopment Project, south of First Street)

A new "D" development limitation is proposed as follows: "The total floor area 
contained in all buildings on a lot shall not exceed six (6) times the buildable area 
of the lot except that the floor area ratio may be permitted up to a maximum of 
thirteen (13) times the buildable area of the lot by Disposition and Development 
Agreements and Owner Participation Agreements approved by the City Planning 
Commission and City Council subsequent to the effective date of this ordinance or 
by other means of regulating floor area ratios adopted by ordinance by the City 
Planning Commission and City Council subsequent to the effective date of this 
ordinance.



Comment 25 (Little Tokyo Redevelopment Project, north of First Street, end 
Chinatown Redevelopment Project)

A new "D" development limitation is proposed as follows: "The total floor area 
contained in all buildings on a lot shall not exceed three (3) times the buildable area 
of the lot except that the floor area may be permitted up to a maximum of six (6) 
times the buildable area of the lot by Disposition and Development Agreements and 
Owner Participation Agreements approved by the City Planning Commission and 
City Council subsequent to the effective date of this ordinance or by other means 
of regulating floor area ratios adopted by ordinance by the City Planning Commission 
and City Council subsequent to the effective date of this ordinance.
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I. Plan Text Changes: Revisions to the Central City Community Plan text are 
proposed as follows (Proposed new deletions are marked with a slash (/) and 
proposed new language is typed in bold.)

PAGE 3
Central Commercial Core
Paragraph 5 - Revise the last paragraph as follows: "The Central Commercial 
Core should continue to receive high intensity uses. The Central Commercial 
Core and South Park should have a maximum average floor area ratio (net building 
area to net site area) of 6:1. The floor area ratio for any development project 
shall not exceed 6:1, except that a floor area ratio of up to 13:1 should be allowed 
en those - for projects which have reasonable proximity and access to
& rapid transit it&tHti <t>i iif the developer obtains unused
density allowed by zoning elsewhere in the Central Commercial Core or South 
Park by purchase or other means. Such a df ffddr an increase in
the floor area ratio must be approved by the City Planning Commission and/or 
the Cit\ Council."

Central City East
Paragraph 3 - Revise the last sentence as follows: "Within the area designated 
£or alternate Hses west of San Pedro Street, the floor area ratio for any 
development project shall not exceed 3:1 except that a floor area ratio of up 
to 6:1 should be allowed on those parcels which have reasonable proximity and 
fUlWf access to d rapid transit ititUifi <£f \ihcHit if the developer
obtains unused density allowed by zoning elsewhere in Central City East by 
purchase or other means. Such j. frdri6f are# an increase in the floor
area ratio must, be approved by the City Planning Commission and/or City Council."

PAGE 4 
South Park
Paragraph 3 - Revise the paragraph as follows: "The Plan indicates two intensities 
of alternate land uses for most of the South Park Planning Area. The area elesest 
te the Central Commercial Cere north of Pico Boulevard is mainly designated 
for High Density Housing, Regional Center Commeree/Parklng, and/er ©pen 
Spaee and Regional Center Commerce. This area and the Central Commercial
Core should have a maximum average floor area ratio (net building area to net
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site area) of 6:1’ "... However? within this same area The floor area ratio for 
any development project in this area shall not exceed 6:1, except that a floor 
area ratio of up to 13:1 should be allowed an these psteels for projects which 
have reasonable proximity and dlfddt access to d rapid transit di ddddld xhdddi 
itdi> if the developer obtains unused density allowed by zoning elsewhere in South 
Park. He may obtain this density. This additional floor area may be obtained 
by purchase or other means from publicly or privately owned land, ineluding 
that Hsed ter open spaee, Such d tidditdi di_ fjddi dfdd an increase in the floor 
area ratio must be approved by the City Planning Commission and/or City Council.

Paragraph 4 - Revise the paragraph as follows: "... However? within this same 
area The floor area ratio for any development project in this area shall not exceed 
3:1, except that a floor area ratio of up to 6:1 should be allowed on these pareels 
for projects which have reasonable proximity and dftWf access to d rapid transit 
di $dddXd xhdidt itdd if the developer obtains unused density allowed by zoning 
elsev/here in South Park. He may obtain this density. This additional floor area 
may be obtained by purchase or other means from publicly or privately owned 
land, ineludmg that used for open spaee. Such d tiddilit di ttddi didd an increase 
in the floor area ratio must be approved by the City Planning Commission and/or 
City Council.

Civic Center
Revise the paragraph as follows: "..."The floor area ratio for any development 
project shall not exceed 3:1 except that a floor area ratio of up to 6:1 should 
be allow'ed on those parcels which have reasonable proximity and difddt access 
to d rapid transit jitdtidd di ddd$M rhdddi if the developer obtains unused density 
allowed by zoning elsewhere in the Civic Center by purchase or other means. 
Such a Uddiiit af ilddj didd an increase in the floor area ratio must be approved 
by the City Planning Commission and/or the City Council. ..."

PAGE 8
Land Use Element Implementation
Item 3 - Delete the paragraph and substitute the following; "The City Planning 
Department should prepare, and the City Council should adopt a specific plan 
di diddi, ordinances id or other means to regulate t)hi HiMtdi dt floor area 
ratios where appropriate to achieve the Plan objectives."
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II. Map Legend Change •
4. The column heading

Floor Area Ratio 
Average Maxi mum

will be revised as follows:

Floor Area Maximum Floor Area Ratio*
Ratio (FAR) vfflh tiWH1 if fUii MM

tm warn mtm tu mm if m u mu uuumm u u
ta uumm fun mu tun mi twaa tM umut a annum
H£M£- *Up to the maximum floor area ratio by transfer or other means of 
allocating floor area ratios approved by the City Planning Commission or 
City Council.

6. The Very High Housing Land Use category will be deleted from the Plan Map
and map legend. The following Plan designation will be added to the map
legend, with corresponding zones and bulk limitations as indicated below:

Floor Area 
LAND USE

Floor Area Maximum Floor Area Ratio Corresponding
Ratio (FAR) ii / fUMfif if fliif UU Zones

High Medium 3:1
High 6:1

6:1 R4
13:1 R5

IV. Footnote Changes
3. Section 12.22-A.18 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code allows commercial 

uses on lots in the R5 Zone in Central City. Footnote 10, which will be 
appended to the "High" land use designation in the Plan map legend, will be 
added as follows:

10. This plan contemplates that certain commercial uses may be allowed 
under Section 12.22-A.18 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. Commercial 
uses should be limited to those uses permitted in the C4 Zone, and the 
floor area ratio of such uses should not exceed 2:1, except as provided 
by a transfer of floor area. Whenever possible, commercial uses should 
be located at street level, with residential uses on the upper floors.
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