
From:  Casey Maddren <cmaddren@gmail.com>

Sent time:  06/01/2020 12:21:12 PM

To:  mindy.nguyen@lacity.org

Cc:  Casey Maddren <cmaddren@gmail.com>

Subject:  Hollywood Center DEIR, Case Number: ENV-2018-2116-EIR, Comments from UN4LA

Attachments:  Hlwd Ctr EIR UN4LA Comments FINAL W ATTACHMENTS.pdf    
 

Dear Mindy,

I'd like to submit the attached comments on the Hollywood Center DEIR on behalf of United Neighborhoods for Los Angeles (UN4LA).  

Could you please send me a quick response to let me know you received the comment letter?  And could you also please add me to the distribution
list for future communications on this project?

Thanks,
Casey Maddren
United Neighborhoods for Los Angeles
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United Neighborhoods for Los Angeles 

www.un4la.com 

 

UN4LA Board 
Casey Maddren, President 
Cherilyn Smith, Treasurer 
Richard Platkin, Secretary 
Annie Gagen 
Jack Humphreville 
Kim Lamorie 
Gina Thornburg 
Grace Yoo 
 

 
May 31, 2020 
 
Mindy Nguyen 
Department of City Planning 
221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1350 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
mindy.nguyen@lacity.org 
 
Re: Hollywood Center Project DEIR,  

Case Number: ENV-2018-2116-EIR 
1720-1724, 1740-1768, 1745-1753, 1770 N. Vine; 1746-1764 N. Ivar;  
1733- 1741 N. Argyle; 6236, 6270, 6334 W. Yucca 

 
Dear Ms. Nguyen, 
 
United Neighborhoods for Los Angeles (UN4LA) is a community group formed to foster better 
planning and better government within the County of Los Angeles, and all cities and 
unincorporated areas contained within the County's borders.  UN4LA's goal is to reach out to 
all the diverse communities of Los Angeles County and partner with them on issues of concern 
to them.  UN4LA's primary areas of focus are planning, development, budget/finance, 
environment/open space, and ethics, 
 
We have reviewed the DEIR for the Hollywood Center Project.  Our comments are below. 
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Sincerely, 
Casey Maddren, President 
United Neighborhoods for Los Angeles 
 
 
 
 
HOLLYWOOD CENTER PROJECT 
 
DEIR COMMENTS 
 
The DEIR is deficient in many respects, and fails in numerous ways to address the Project’s 
impacts and its compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act.  It also presents 
inaccurate and misleading information in the chapters on Public Services/Police and Solid 
Waste. 
 
 
Public Services/Police 
 
The Hollywood Center DEIR continues the City's on-going practice of using false and/or 
incomplete data to make it appear that the crime rate in Hollywood is lower than it really is.  
First, we analyze the Hollywood DEIR's grossly inaccurate claims regarding the per capita crime 
rate in Hollywood.  Next, we offer a summary of other recent environmental assessments for 
Hollywood area projects to demonstrate that this is part of an on-going pattern, and that the City 
appears to be conspiring with developers to present inaccurate and misleading data to create 
the impression that the crime rate in Hollywood is the same as or less than the Citywide crime 
rate. 
 
To begin with, let's address the population numbers consistently used in Hollywood area EIRs 
as the basis for calculating per capita crime rate.  Up through the release of the Hollywood 
Gower DEIR in September 2018, environmental assessments for the Hollywood area stated that 
the LAPD's Hollywood Division served an area with a population of 165,000.  But since the 
release of the Hollywood Community Plan Update DEIR in November 2018, environmental 
assessments published for the Hollywood area have consistently stated that the Hollywood 
Division serves an area with a population of 300,000.   
 
This is a huge difference.  Which population estimate is correct?  I sent a PRA request to the 
LAPD, but did not receive a response before the deadline for comments on the Hollywood 
Center DEIR.  So I tried to arrive at an estimate of the population served by the Hollywood 
Division by calculating the population for the four major zip codes which are contained within the 
Hollywood Division service area. 
 
Here is a map of the Hollywood Division service area from the LAPD's web site: 
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Here is a map of the four major zip codes, 90028, 90068, 90046 and 90038, within the 
Hollywood Division service area: 
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While the area covered by the two maps is not exactly the same, these four zip codes roughly 
coincide with the boundaries of the area served by the Hollywood Division. 
 
Here is a calculation of the population and the number of square miles contained within these 
four zip codes: 
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While the total population of 129,963 is below the 165,000 figure used by the City in older 
environmental assessments, the area covered by these four zip codes is 16.5 square miles, 
which is somewhat less than the 17.2 square miles most commonly given as the area served by 
the Hollywood Division.  And since the additional area covered by the Hollywood Division is 
fairly small, it seems highly unlikely that it contains the additional 170,000 people which would 
be necessary to support the City's claim that Hollywood Division serves 300,000 people. 
 
By using both inflated population figures and inaccurate crime statistics, the City has 
consistently portrayed the per capita crime rate in Hollywood as far lower than it really is.   
 
Below is our analysis of the Public Services/Police section of the Hollywood Center DEIR, 
followed by analyses of a number of recent DEIRs for Hollywood area projects, listed in 
descending order.   
 
See Attachment A for excerpts from Hollywood Center DEIR and other DEIRs cited for their 
analyses of Public Services/Police impacts. 
 
 
Hollywood Center DEIR 
 
Says Hollywood Division serves approximately 300,000 persons and covers 17.2 sq. mi.. 
 
The DEIR says that 4,630 crimes were committed in the Hollywood area in 2017. 
 
The DEIR says that 129,587 crimes were committed Citywide in 2017. 
 
COMPSTAT totals show 6,240 crimes were committed in the Hollywood area in 2017, 1,610 
higher than the number given by the DEIR. 
 
COMPSTAT totals show 129,587 crimes were committed Citywide in 2017, the same as the 
number given by the DEIR. 
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The DEIR calculates a 0.015 per capita crime rate in Hollywood based on a service area 
population of 300,000. 
 
The DEIR calculates a 0.032 per capita crime rate Citywide. 
 
In other words, the DEIR claims that the per capita crime rate in Hollywood is less than half the 
Citywide crime rate. 
 
Calculations made using the actual COMPSTAT totals and a population total of 165,000 for 
Hollywood Division show a 0.037 per capita crime rate for Hollywood. 
 
Calculations made using the actual COMPSTAT totals show a 0.031 per capita crime rate 
Citywide, the same as the total given in the DEIR. 
 
In other words, when we use the actual crime totals given by the LAPD's COMPSTAT 
reports, we find that the per capita crime rate in Hollywood is more than double the rate 
claimed by the DEIR, and significantly higher than the per capita crime rate Citywide. 
 
The Hollywood Center DEIR's gross misrepresentation of the crime rate in Hollywood 
shows that its analysis of project impacts on Police services is completely illegitimate, 
and the same can be said for its analysis of cumulative impacts. 
 
 
Hollywood & Wilcox DEIR, February 2020 
 
Says Hollywood Division serves approximately 300,000 persons and covers approximately 17 
sq. mi. 
 
Says 6,223 crimes reported in Hollywood Division in 2019.  
 
Says 120,828 crimes reported Citywide in 2019. 
 
The DEIR calculates a 0.0207 per capita crime rate for Hollywood based on a population of 
300,000. 
 
The DEIR calculates a 0.0300 per capita crime rate Citywide. 
 
Calculations made using correct Hollywood Division population estimate of 165,000 
shows a per capita crime rate of 0.037, substantially higher than the per capita crime rate 
given in the DEIR for Hollywood, and also substantially higher than the Citywide rate. 
 
 
Citizen M DEIR, June 2019 
 
The Public Services/Police section runs less than two pages and presents no information on the 
size of the population served by the Hollywood Division, the number of crimes committed per 
capita or the number of officers per population. 
 
The DEIR acknowledges that the project could generate up to 360 visitors on the project site, 
plus plus up to 83 employees, but says that because the project includes no residential uses, 
"[...] the Project would not directly affect the existing officer-to-resident ratio or the crimes per 
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resident ratio [...,]" within the Hollywood Division service area. 
 
The DEIR makes no meaningful attempt to assess crime impacts resulting from the 
project. 
 
The DEIR makes no attempt at all to assess cumulative impacts from other projects 
planned for the Hollywood area.  
 
 
Modera Argyle DEIR, April 2019 
 
Says the Hollywood Division serves 300,000 persons and covers 17.2 sq. mi.. 
 
The statistics cited by the EIR are substantially incorrect and do not represent that actual crime 
rate in the Hollywood area.   
 
For some reason Table IV.F.2-1, 2018 Part I Crimes—Hollywood Area and Citywide, cites the 
COMPSTAT Hollywood Area Profile dated 12/01/18 and the COMPSTAT Citywide Profile dated 
12/08/18.   
 
Since these only show crime stats through early December, they do not give a complete picture 
of crime states Citywide or in Hollywood for the year 2018.   
 
Here is the crime data as presented in the EIR:   
 
 
  Crimes  Population  Crimes   Crimes  
       Per 1,000 Persons Per Capita 
 
Hollywood  5,838   300,000   19.5    0.0195 
 
Citywide  119,214  4,007,147   29.8    0.0298 
 
 
The COMPSTAT Citywide and Hollywood Profiles dated 12/29/18 show significantly higher 
totals for Hollywood and the City at the end of 2018. 
 
Hollywood  6,332 
 
Citywide 127,609 
 
Calculations made using the correct COMSTAT data for the full year show a 0.038 per 
capita crime rate for the Hollywood area. 
 
Calculations made using the correct COMSTAT data for the full year show a 0.032 per 
capita crime rate Citywide. 
 
The Modera Argyle DEIR uses inaccurate population data and inaccurate crime statistics 
to claim that the crime rate in Hollywood is well below the Citywide crime rate.  In fact, 
the crime rate is far higher in Hollywood.  
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Hollywood Community Plan Update DEIR, November 2018 
 
In DEIR Section Project Description says that in 2016 the Hollywood Community Plan Area 
(CPA population is 206,000 and that the Hollywood CPA covers 21.8 sq. mi. 
 
In DEIR section Public Services says Hollywood Division serves 300,000 and covers 17.2 
square miles 
 
Says 5,830 crimes reported in Hollywood Division in 2016.  This matches COMSTAT data for 
2016. 
 
Says 125,430 crimes reported Citywide in 2016.  This also matches COMSTAT data for 2016. 
 
Does not calculate crimes per 1,000 persons or crimes per capita. 
 
On page 25 of Public Services section of DEIR makes the following statement: 
 

"The population is expected to be approximately 243,000 to 264,000 residents by year 
2040, which would be a population increase of approximately 37,000 to 58,000 residents 
compared to the estimated 2016 population." 

 
The DEIR claims that the Hollywood Division, which covers 17.2 sq. mi., serves 300,000 
residents. 
 
But the DEIR Project Description says that the entire Hollywood CPA, which covers 21.8 
sq. mi., contains 206,000 residents. 
 
In other words, the DEIR is telling us that the Hollywood Division serves 94,000 more 
residents (nearly 50% more) than are contained within the entire Hollywood CPA, even 
though the Hollywood CPA contains the entire Hollywood Division plus parts of the 
Northeast, Rampart, North Hollywood, Olympic and Wilshire Divisions. 
 
 
Hollywood & Gower DEIR, September 2018 
 
Says Hollywood Division serves 165,000 persons and covers 13.34 sq. mi.. 
 
The Public Services/Police section of the DEIR states: 
 

"Based on the residential service population of the Hollywood Community Police Station, 
approximately 2.7 crimes per 1,000 residents (0.027 crime per capita) were reported in 
the Hollywood Community Police Station service area and 27 crimes per 1,000 residents 
(0.027 crime per capita) were experienced citywide." 

 
Table IV.K.2-1 shows a per capita crime rate of 0.027 for the Hollywood area and 0.27 for the 
City as a whole. 
 
This makes it appear that the crime rate in Hollywood is one tenth of the Citywide crime rate.  
The City later acknowledged that the figures cited in the EIR are incorrect, but staff claimed the 
error is merely typographical and published an errata which revised the numbers to say that the 
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per capita crime rate for the Hollywood area was 0.027, the same as the Citywide rate. 
 
But this is still incorrect.  Actually, the crime statistics cited in the DEIR do not accurately reflect 
crime stats actually published by the LAPD for the year 2016.   
 
The EIR states.... 
 

"As shown therein, based on the most recent data made available by the LAPD 
Community Relationship Division and COMPSTAT for the year 2016, approximately 
4,450 crimes were reported within the Hollywood Community Police Station service area 
and 107,570 crimes were reported citywide." 

 
In fact, the COMPSTAT report for Hollywood for 2016 shows a total of 5,830 Part I crimes.   
 
The COMPSTAT report for Citywide crime stats for 2016 shows a total of 125,430 Part I crimes. 
 
What is the reason for this discrepancy?  If we look at a footnote included in Table IV.K.2-1 we 
see that the numbers were taken from the LAPD COMPSTAT profile dated November 12, 2016. 
 
In other words, the crime rates for Hollywood and the City were calculated using statistics that 
did not cover the last 49 days of the year.   
 
The per capita crime rates for both Hollywood and the City were calculated using statistics for 
only 87% of the calendar year.  
 
If we calculate using the numbers actually given in LAPD’s COMPSTAT reports, we find that the 
Citywide per capita crime rate is 0.0316 and that the Hollywood rate is 0.0353, about 10% 
higher.   
 
Citywide 2016 
 
Population 
3,962,726 
 
Total Part I Crimes 
125,430 
 
0.0316 per capita 
 
Hollywood 2016 
 
Population 
164,736 
 
Total Part I Crimes  
5,830 
 
0.0353 per capita 
 
It is clear when we calculate the totals using statistics for the complete year that the 
crime rate in Hollywood is substantially higher than the Citywide rate. 
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The use of crime statistics only through November 12, 2016 appears to be a deliberate 
decision by the authors to falsify crime rates for the Hollywood area. 
 
 
Crossroads Hollywood DEIR, May 2017 
 
Says Hollywood Division serves approximately 165,000 persons and covers 13.34 sq. mi.. 
 
The DEIR says that 5,352 crimes were committed in the Hollywood area in 2015. 
 
The DEIR says that 118,278 crimes were committed Citywide in 2015. 
 
These numbers are lower than the the figures reported by the LAPD for 2015. 
 
COMPSTAT totals show 5,534 committed in the Hollywood area in 2015, 182 higher than the 
number given by the DEIR. 
 
COMPSTAT totals show 118,884 committed Citywide in 2015, 606 higher than the number 
given by the DEIR. 
 
The DEIR calculates a 0.032 per capita crime rate in Hollywood. 
 
The DEIR calculates a 0.031 per capita crime rate Citywide. 
 
Calculations made using the actual COMPSTAT totals show a 0.033 per capita crime rate in 
Hollywood. 
 
Calculations made using the actual COMPSTAT totals show a 0.031 per capita crime rate 
Citywide. 
 
In spite of the discrepancies, this is by far the most accurate picture presented of the crime rate 
in any recent DEIR for a project in the Hollywood area. 
 
 
TRANSPORTATION 
 
The EIR says: 
 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and the City’s CEQA 
Transportation Thresholds, a project would have a significant impact related to 
transportation if it would: 
 
Threshold (a): Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the 
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

 
The Project is not consistent with SB 375 or with the SCAG RTP/SCS. 
 
The California Legislature passed SB 375 with the intention of reducing GHGs.  The City of Los 
Angeles has utterly failed to reduce transportation related GHG emissions as a result of its land 
use policies.   
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While transportations related GHG emissions declined in LA during the recession, they rose 
sharply between 2013 and 2017, as shown by the graph below. 
 

 
 
 
See Attachment B, “The Most Detailed Map of Auto Emissions in America”, New York Times, 
October 10, 2019 
 
SB 375 states: 
 
To the extent the sustainable communities strategy is unable to achieve the greenhouse gas 
emission reduction targets, the bill would require affected metropolitan planning organizations to 
prepare an alternative planning strategy to the sustainable communities strategy showing how 
the targets would be achieved through alternative development patterns, infrastructure, or 
additional transportation measures or policies. 
 
 
Not only has the City of LA failed to reduce transportation related GHG emissions, it has failed 
to even monitor such emissions or to collect data from sources that do monitor emissions, such 
as Boston University's Database of Road Transportation Emissions. 
 
The analysis of VMT generated by the Project is meaningless, since all projections are 
theoretical, with no supporting data.  The VMT projections include factors such as proximity to 
retail, proximity to transit, and Transportation Deman Management Programs, but no data is 
presented to show that these factors have reduced VMT in similar projects. 
 
The City of LA has failed to fulfill its promise of reducing VMT and increasing transit ridership 

H
lw

d 
C

tr
 E

IR
 U

N
4L

A
 C

om
m

en
ts

 F
IN

A
L 

W
 A

T
T

A
C

H
M

E
N

T
.p

df



Hollywood Ctr DEIR, ENV-2018-2116-EIR               UN4LA                                page 12 
 

through Transit-Oriented Development, both citywide and in the Hollywood area.  Over 2,000 
new units have been built in Hollywood within over the past 15 years, including The Jefferson, 
The Rubix, The Avenue, Eastown and El Centro, all within a 5-minute walk of the Red Line and 
with access to numerous Metro and LADOT lines. 
 
And yet Metro data shows that ridership on bus lines that serve the area has declined 
precipitously in recent years, including Lines 2/302, 212, 217, and 780.  
 

 
 
 
LADOT does not publish ridership stats for individual DASH lines, and has not responded to 
three PRA requests for data on its lines.   
 
But even though it is not possible to present data on the DASH lines that serve Hollywood, 
ridership on the DASH system as a whole has dropped drastically in recent years. 
 
LADOT ANNUAL UNLINKED TRIPS FROM 2013 TO 2018 
 
Data from Federal Transit Administration 
 
LADOT Annual Agency Profiles 
 
 

2013 26,619,776 Annual Unlinked Trips 
 
2014 25,584,956 Annual Unlinked Trips  
 

H
lw

d 
C

tr
 E

IR
 U

N
4L

A
 C

om
m

en
ts

 F
IN

A
L 

W
 A

T
T

A
C

H
M

E
N

T
.p

df



Hollywood Ctr DEIR, ENV-2018-2116-EIR               UN4LA                                page 13 
 

2015 23,895,017 Annual Unlinked Trips  
 
2016 21,536,305 Annual Unlinked Trips  
 
2017 19,734,177 Annual Unlinked Trips  
 
2018 18,394,160 Annual Unlinked Trips  

 
 
There has been a systemwide loss of 8,225,616 Annual Unlinked Trips from 2013 to 2018, a 
30% decline. 
 
See Attachment C, LADOT Stats from FTA 2013, and Attachment D, LADOT Stats from FTA 
2018 
 
GHG emissions in LA have risen rapidly since 2013.   
 
The City has failed to monitor GHG emissions or to gather data from sources that monitor GHG 
emissions. 
 
The City has does not gather or publish data on Vehicle Miles Travelled. 
 
The City does not gather or publish data to show that its land use policies have had any impact 
on reducing VMT or GHGs. 
 
The City has ignored published data from established research institutions that demonstrate the 
failure of its policies, i.e. “Falling Transit Ridership”, UCLA Institute of Transportation Studies, 
January 2018.  Here is an excerpt from the press release that accompanied the report's 
release: 
 

Increased car ownership can likely explain much of the transit ridership decline in 
Southern California.  Between 2000 and 2015, private vehicle ownership dramatically 
increased among households in the SCAG region, from 1.7 to 2.4 vehicles per 
household. During the 1990s, the region grew by 1.8 million people and 456,000 
household vehicles, or 0.25 cars per new resident. But from 2000 to 2015, the region 
added 2.3 million people and 2.1 million household vehicles, nearly one car per new 
resident. 

 
Car ownership has grown fastest among the most frequent transit riders.  A small 
portion of Southern California residents take the majority of all transit trips: Less than 3 
percent of the region’s population rides transit very frequently, another 20 percent rides 
occasionally, and more than three-quarters of residents ride transit rarely or never. 
Frequent transit ridership is concentrated among lower-income people, particularly 
foreign-born residents. And these households have outpaced the average regional 
resident in new car ownership — the share of foreign-born households without a car 
dropped by 42 percent between 2000 and 2015. 

 
Falling Transit Ridership, UCLA ITS, 2018 
https://www.its.ucla.edu/2018/01/31/new-report-its-scholars-on-the-cause-of-californias-falling-
transit-ridership/ 
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The EIR's analysis of projected VMT from the project is entirely theoretical and presents no 
supporting data to show actual reductions achieved from similar projects. 
 
In spite of all this, the City has made no effort to create an alternative planning strategy to 
reduce GHGs, as required by SB 375. 
 
Therefore, the City of LA and this project fail to comply with SB 375 and the SCAG RTP/SCS. 
 
 
SOLID WASTE 
 
The DEIR says: 
 

By the end of 2011, the City achieved a diversion rate of 76.4 percent. In 2011, the last 
reported year available, the City generated approximately nearly 16 million tons of 
potential solid waste. Of this total, the City diverted approximately 12.2 million tons (76.4 
percent) from disposal into landfills. 

 
The reason the most recent data offered by the City on diversion of solid waste to recycling 
comes from 2011 is that the City simply has failed to collect or publish data on recycling. 
 
The implication that the City currently diverts 76.4% of solid waste to recycling is false. 
 
The City of LA had been exporting much of its recyclable material to China over the last decade.  
But since decision by China in January 2018 to sharply restrict the import of recyclable 
materials, the City and the State have been plunged into a recycling crisis.  California markets 
for recyclable materials have collapsed, and many recycling operations have closed.  
 
The Project will be served by the RecycLA program. 
 
The RecycLA program has revised its goals for diversion to recycling to 35% by 2023. 
 
This means that the Project will not comply with AB 939, which requires municipalities to divert 
50% of solid waste to recycling.  
 
See Attachment E, “New RecycLA settlement: Relaxed hauler targets, $9M in customer relief” 
from WasteDive, February 14, 2019 
 
 
Here is an excerpt from the article: 
 

Los Angeles still has a stated goal of 90% land¹ll diversion by 2025, but the city has 
revised its RecycLA contract target from 45% to 35% diversion by 2023. A lack of recent 
data (another RecycLA priority) makes it hard to assess where that diversion rate 
currently stands. Regardless of this new financial compromise, it's clear significant 
progress will need to be made by all parties in order to hit the mark. 

 
The City attempts to claim compliance by simply not collecting or publishing current data.  The 
Project does not comply with AB 939, and therefore does not fulfill CEQA’s requirement that it 
comply with existing law.   
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The Most Detailed Map of Auto Emissions
in America

By Nadja Popovich and Denise Lu Oct. 10, 2019

Transportation is the largest source of planet-warming greenhouse gases
in the United States today and the bulk of those emissions come from
driving in our cities and suburbs.

The map below shows a year s̓ worth of CO  from passenger and freight

traffic on every road in the 
2

Los Angeles metro area
our best guess for your location.

Los Ang

↑ 16%
TOTAL EMISSIO

SINCE 1990

LOWER EMISSIONS HIGHER EMISSIONS
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Emissions from driving in the Los Angeles metro area grew more slowly than
population between 1990 and 2017, which means emissions per person have
decreased.

These findings come from a New York Times analysis of new data released
through Boston University s̓ Database of Road Transportation Emissions. The
database provides the most detailed estimates available of local on-road CO

over the past three decades. The map above shows emissions in 2017.

Even as the United States has reduced carbon dioxide emissions from its
electric grid, largely by switching from coal power to less-polluting natural
gas, emissions from transportation have remained stubbornly high.

The bulk of those emissions, nearly 60 percent, come from the country’s
250 million passenger cars, S.U.V.s and pickup trucks, according to the
Environmental Protection Agency. Freight trucks contribute an additional
23 percent.

2

In 2017, transportation was the
top source of greenhouse gases.

The vast majority of those
emissions came from driving.

2.5 billion metric tons 2.5 billion
Electricity

Trains, planes,
ships and other2.0 2.0

TRANSPORTATION

TRUCKS
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Charts show the carbon dioxide equivalent of greenhouse gas emissions. 
Source: Environmental Protection Agency

Reducing emissions from driving has been a big challenge, said Conor
Gately, who led the project mapping CO  on America’s roads as a

postdoctoral researcher at Boston University. Emissions dipped during the
recession of the late 2000s, but have been ticking back up since 2013.

National fuel economy standards put in place under the Obama
administration have helped temper the rise in automotive emissions
because the rules require cars and trucks to use less gasoline per mile
traveled. But even as vehicles have become more efficient, Americans,
buoyed by a strong economy and low gas prices, have been driving more
miles and buying more S.U.V.s and pickup trucks, which have lower gas
mileage. Freight trucking is also on the rise.

The Trump administration is expected to finalize a rollback of efficiency
standards for passenger vehicles this month, a move that could
significantly increase future emissions from America’s cars and trucks.

Emissions From Driving Have Grown Fastest in America s̓ Cities
and Suburbs

Boston University’s emissions database, first published in 2015 and
updated this month with an additional five years of data, reveals that much
of the increase in driving-related CO  has occurred in and around cities.

Suburban driving, including commuting, has been a major contributor to
the expanding carbon footprint of urban areas, Dr. Gately said.

But, he added, “even in the densest cities, the vast majority of trips still
happen in a motor vehicle.” These trips include work commutes, school
drop-offs and millions of other daily errands, as well as freight deliveries
and other business traffic, all of which contribute to planetary warming.

Industry
1.0

Agriculture PASSENGER VEHICLES
0.5

20171990 1990 2017

·

2

2

ATTACHMENT B

H
lw

d 
C

tr
 E

IR
 U

N
4L

A
 C

om
m

en
ts

 F
IN

A
L 

W
 A

T
T

A
C

H
M

E
N

T
.p

df

https://www.epa.gov/ghgemissions/inventory-us-greenhouse-gas-emissions-and-sinks-1990-2017
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/pressroom/fhwa1905.cfm
https://www.cnbc.com/2018/11/01/fiat-chrysler-us-october-sales-rise-15point7percent.html
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2019/climate/trump-environment-rollbacks.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/08/03/climate/trump-climate-emissions-rollback.html


11/5/2019 The Most Detailed Map of Auto Emissions in America - The New York Times

https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2019/10/10/climate/driving-emissions-map.html 4/10

The New York Times identified the 100 metropolitan areas with the highest
total emissions from driving, based on Boston University’s local estimates:

In nearly every metro area, total emissions have increased since 1990. Here’s the trend
line for the area you selected in the top map.

ATTACHMENT B

H
lw

d 
C

tr
 E

IR
 U

N
4L

A
 C

om
m

en
ts

 F
IN

A
L 

W
 A

T
T

A
C

H
M

E
N

T
.p

df



11/5/2019 The Most Detailed Map of Auto Emissions in America - The New York Times

https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2019/10/10/climate/driving-emissions-map.html 5/10

1990 1995 2000 2005 201
0

10

20

30

40

50

Million metric tons
CO2 total on-road

emissions New York

Los Angeles

Chicago
The New York area, home to 20 million Americans, accounted for the largest share of
driving-related CO . After years of increase, emissions ebbed during the late-2000s
recession but rebounded by 2017.
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In more car-dependent areas, like Dallas-Fort Worth, emissions from driving barely
dipped during the recession and have increased rapidly in recent years.
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But, adjusted for population, these cities flip: Residents in the denser, more transit-

friendly New York area contribute far less CO  from driving on average than their

counterparts in Dallas.
2
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Meaningfully lowering emissions from driving requires both technological
and behavioral change, said Deb Niemeier, a professor of civil and
environmental engineering at the University of Maryland. Fundamentally,
you need to make vehicles pollute less, make people drive less, or both, she
said.

Per capita emissions have also ticked up  in most metro areas in recent years. Here’s
the per person trend for your selected area.
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Cities and states have sought to green the vehicles on their roads by
providing tax incentives for electric and hybrid models, and by building
more charging stations. California has the unique authority to set its own
pollution standards for cars and trucks that are stricter than national
rules, but the Trump administration is challenging this power.

Cities have also tried to reduce the amount people drive by encouraging
carpooling, expanding transit options — including subways, light rail and
rapid bus services — and planning denser, more accessible neighborhoods,
too. In 2021, New York will become the first city in America to charge
drivers a fee for entering highly congested areas.

In the absence of federal leadership, such local and regional initiatives
have taken on new urgency.

“Every city has some workable strategies to lower vehicle-related
greenhouse gas emissions,” Dr. Niemeier said, but the right mix depends
on local conditions, including existing development patterns and
infrastructure. “What works in New York City will not work in Dallas-Fort
Worth,” she said.

No matter the mechanism, Dr. Gately of Boston University said, “Big, long-
term change needs to happen in America’s cities.”

Want climate news in your inbox? Sign up here for Climate Fwd:, our email newsletter.

Methodology

To create their database, Boston University researchers used federal traffic data to calculate the number of
miles traveled on local segments of each road in the United States and converted those miles to carbon
dioxide emissions by estimating how much fuel was consumed by different types of vehicles using those roads.
The work was supported by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and NASA. More detail is
available in a 2015 paper published in the journal Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. The
updated dataset can be downloaded here.

An additional New York Times analysis used Boston University s̓ on-road CO  data and population figures from

the National Institutes of Health and the U.S. Census Bureau to derive total and per capita emissions for each
metropolitan area. The 2017 census designation of counties that make up each metropolitan area was used to
estimate historical populations for the metro.
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City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT)ID Number:    9147
www.ladottransit.com

100 S Main St, 10th Floor

Los Angeles, CA  90012

Chief of Transit:  Mr. James Lefton

(213) 972-8408

General Information

Urbanized Area (UZA) Statistics - 2010 Census
Los Angeles-Long Beach-Anaheim, CA
  Square Miles
  Population
  Population Ranking out of 465 UZAs
Other UZAs Served

Service Area Statistics
  Square Miles
  Population

1,736
12,150,996

2

465
8,626,600

Service Consumption
  Annual Passenger Miles
  Annual Unlinked Trips
  Average Weekday Unlinked Trips  2

  Average Saturday Unlinked Trips  2

  Average Sunday Unlinked Trips  2

Service Supplied
  Annual Vehicle Revenue Miles
  Annual Vehicle Revenue Hours
  Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service
  Vehicles Available for Maximum Service
  Base Period Requirement

70,575,566
26,619,776

87,225
47,132
23,354

8,035,446
777,829

360
419
110

Financial Information

Fare Revenues Earned
Sources of Operating Funds Expended
  Fare Revenues (18%)
  Local Funds (80%)
  State Funds (0%)
  Federal Assistance (0%)
  Other Funds (2%)
Total Operating Funds Expended
Sources of Capital Funds Expended
  Local Funds (100%)
  State Funds (0%)
  Federal Assistance (0%)
  Other Funds (0%)
Total Capital Funds Expended

$13,366,468

$13,366,468
$58,160,303

$0
$0

$1,162,816
$72,689,587

$4,350,241
$0
$0
$0

$4,350,241

Summary Operating Expenses

  Salary, Wages, Benefits
  Materials and Supplies
  Purchased Transportation
  Other Operating Expenses
Total Operating Expenses

$5,298,974
$41,244

$66,074,805
$1,274,565

$72,689,588

Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service and Uses of Capital Funds

Mode
Directly

Operated
Purchased

Transportation
1 Revenue

Vehicles
Systems and

Guideways
Facilities and

Stations Other Total
Bus 0 169 $0 $2,419,470 $847,506 $0 $3,266,976
Commuter Bus 0 83 $0 $0 $944,781 $0 $944,781
Demand Response 0 99 $138,484 $0 $0 $0 $138,484
Demand Response - Taxi 0 9 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total 0 360 $138,484 $2,419,470 $1,792,287 $0 $4,350,241

Sources of Operating Funds Expended Sources of Capital Funds Expended

Modal Characteristics

Mode
Operating
Expenses1

Fare
Revenues1

Uses of
Capital Funds

Annual
Passenger

Miles
Annual Vehicle
Revenue Miles

Annual
Unlinked

Trips
Annual Vehicle
Revenue Hours

Fixed
Guideway
Directional

Route Miles

Vehicles
Available for

Maximum
Service

Average
Fleet Age

in Years

Vehicles
Operated in

Maximum
Service

Peak to
Base
Ratio

Percent
Spares

Bus $51,135,044 $8,984,639 $3,266,976 34,949,665 4,992,360 24,242,563 562,010 N/A 209 8.2 169 1.59 24%
Commuter Bus $10,498,048 $3,906,464 $944,781 34,389,260 1,745,460 2,063,738 80,436 57.6 97 1.7 83 20.75 17%
Demand Response $9,180,717 $176,443 $138,484 1,040,042 1,120,976 212,513 121,857 N/A 113 4.0 99 N/A 14%
Demand Response - Taxi $1,875,779 $298,922 $0 196,599 176,650 100,962 13,526 N/A 0 N/A 9 N/A -100%

Performance Measures Service Efficiency Service Effectiveness Service Effectiveness

Mode
Operating Expense per

Vehicle Revenue Mile
Operating Expense per
Vehicle Revenue Hour

Operating Expense per
Passenger Mile

Operating Expense per
Unlinked Passenger Trip

Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Hour

Bus $10.24 $90.99 $1.46 $2.11 4.86 43.14
Commuter Bus $6.01 $130.51 $0.31 $5.09 1.18 25.66
Demand Response $8.19 $75.34 $8.83 $43.20 0.19 1.74
Demand Response - Taxi $10.62 $138.68 $9.54 $18.58 0.57 7.46

Operating Expense per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

Operating Expenses per
Passenger Mile

Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

Bus Bus Bus

Operating Expense per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

Operating Expenses per
Passenger Mile

Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

Commuter
Bus

Commuter
Bus

Commuter
Bus

1 Excludes data for purchased transportation reported separately 2 Average UPT values not available for DT Demand Response Taxi
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http://www.ladottransit.com/ City of Los Angeles dba City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
100 S Main St 2018 Annual Agency Profile

10th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90012

General Information Financial Information
Urbanized Area Statistics - 2010 Census Service Consumption Database Information Sources of Operating Funds Expended Operating Funding Sources

Los Angeles-Long Beach-Anaheim, CA 55,014,137 Annual Passenger Miles (PMT) NTDID: 90147 Fares and Directly Generated $12,173,126 13.1%

1,736 Square Miles 18,394,160 Annual Unlinked Trips (UPT) Reporter Type: Full Reporter Local Funds $80,759,730 86.9%

12,150,996 Population 60,906 Average Weekday Unlinked Trips¹ State Funds $0 0.0%

2 Pop. Rank out of 498 UZAs 29,816 Average Saturday Unlinked Trips¹ Federal Assistance $0 0.0%

17,705 Average Sunday Unlinked Trips¹

Total Operating Funds Expended $92,932,856 100.0%

Service Area Statistics Service Supplied Sources of Capital Funds Expended
465 Square Miles 7,770,507 Annual Vehicle Revenue Miles (VRM) Fares and Directly Generated $0 0.0%

4,849,476 Population 807,047 Annual Vehicle Revenue Hours (VRH) Local Funds $52,668,509 91.0%

359 Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service (VOMS) State Funds $0 0.0%

429 Vehicles Available for Maximum Service (VAMS) Federal Assistance $5,231,802 9.0%

Capital Funding Sources

Modal Characteristics Total Capital Funds Expended $57,900,311 100.0%

Modal Overview Summary of Operating Expenses (OE)

Mode

Directly

Operated

Purchased 

Transportation

Revenue 

Vehicles

Systems and 

Guideways

Facilities and 

Stations Other Total Labor $6,370,485 7.1%

Commuter Bus -                              96                            $5,065,158 $0 $15,537,967 $0 $20,603,125 Materials and Supplies $47,780 0.1%

Demand Response -                              84                            $408,717 $0 $2,196,752 $0 $2,605,469 Purchased Transportation $79,314,365 88.8%

Demand Response - Taxi -                              9                              $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Other Operating Expenses $3,607,017 4.0%

Bus -                              170                          $5,251,325 $0 $29,440,392 $0 $34,691,717 Total Operating Expenses $89,339,647 100.0%

Total -                              359                          $10,725,200 $0 $47,175,111 $0 $57,900,311 Reconciling OE Cash Expenditures $3,593,209

Purchased Transportation

(Reported Separately) $0

Fare Revenues: 13.1% Local Funds: 86.9% Local Funds: 91.% Federal Assistance: 9.% 

Operation Characteristics

Mode

Operating 

Expenses Fare Revenues

Uses of

Capital Funds

Annual 

Passenger Miles

Annual Vehicle

Revenue Miles

Annual Vehicle 

Revenue Hours

Commuter Bus $14,025,276 $3,767,100 $20,603,125 23,707,623 1,355,077 1,783,811 86,451 0.0 108 96 11.1% 5.4

Demand Response $9,782,430 $156,021 $2,605,469 946,350 202,456 1,003,698 120,393 0.0 107 84 21.5% 7.8

Demand Response - Taxi $1,224,355 $158,450 $0 116,320 63,846 122,892 8,283 0.0 9 9 0.0% 0.0

Bus $64,307,586 $7,186,819 $34,691,717 30,243,844 16,772,781 4,860,106 591,920 0.0 205 170 17.1% 5.4

Total $89,339,647 $11,268,390 $57,900,311 55,014,137 18,394,160 7,770,507 807,047 0.0 429 359 16.3%

Performance Measures

Mode Mode

Commuter Bus $7.86 $162.23 Commuter Bus $0.59 $10.35 0.8 15.7

Demand Response $9.75 $81.25 Demand Response $10.34 $48.32 0.2 1.7

Demand Response - Taxi $9.96 $147.82 Demand Response - Taxi $10.53 $19.18 0.5 7.7

Bus $13.23 $108.64 Bus $2.13 $3.83 3.5 28.3

Total $11.50 $110.70 Total $1.62 $4.86 2.4 22.8

09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 Bus

OE/VRM $7.76 $8.11 # $10.34 # $10.38 # $10.11 # $13.23 Commuter Bus 2006: 7.76 2007: 8.11 2008: 9.41 2009: 10.34 2010: 10.24 2011: 10.38 2012: 9.97 2013: 10.11 2014: 11.87 2015: 13.23

OE/PMT $0.79 $0.92 # $1.43 # $1.71 # $1.99 # $2.13 2006: .79 2007: .92 2008: 1.23 2009: 1.43 2010: 1.46 2011: 1.71 2012: 1.54 2013: 1.99 2014: 2.15 2015: 2.13

UPT/VRM 3.85 3.86 # 4.47 # 4.55 # 3.75 # 3.45 2006: 3.85 2007: 3.86 2008: 5.15 2009: 4.47 2010: 4.86 2011: 4.55 2012: 4.23 2013: 3.75 2014: 3.56 2015: 3.45

OE/VRM # $7.35 # $6.79 # $6.46 # $7.86 2008: 9.01 2009: 7.35 2010: 6.01 2011: 6.79 2012: 6.79 2013: 6.46 2014: 7.23 2015: 7.86

OE/PMT # $0.42 # $0.38 # $0.45 # $0.59 2008: .66 2009: .42 2010: .31 2011: .38 2012: .49 2013: .45 2014: .57 2015: .59

UPT/VRM # 1.05 # 1.11 # 0.85 # 0.76 2008: 1.02 2009: 1.05 2010: 1.18 2011: 1.11 2012: .92 2013: .85 2014: .74 2015: .76

Notes:

ªDemand Response - Taxi (DT) and non-dedicated fleets do not report fleet age data.

¹Average Unlinked Trips not available for Demand Response Taxi.

Average Fleet 

Age in Yearsª

Annual

Unlinked Trips

Percent

Spare Vehicles

Vehicles Operated

in Maximum Service Uses of Capital Funds

Fixed Guideway

Directional

Route Miles

Vehicles Available 

for Maximum 

Service

Vehicles Operated in 

Maximum Service

Service Efficiency Service Effectiveness
Operating Expenses per

Vehicle Revenue Mile

Operating Expenses per

Vehicle Revenue Hour

Operating Expenses per 

Passenger Mile

Operating Expenses per 

Unlinked Passenger Trip

Unlinked Trips per

Vehicle Revenue Mile

Unlinked Trips per

Vehicle Revenue Hour

13.1%

86.9%

91.0%

9.0%

$0.00

$5.00

$10.00

$15.00

09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Operating Expense per Vehicle Revenue 
Mile: Bus

$0.00

$0.50

$1.00

$1.50

$2.00

$2.50

09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Operating Expense per Passenger Mile: 
Bus

0.00

2.00

4.00

6.00

09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Unlinked Passenger Trip per Vehicle 
Revenue Mile: Bus

$0.00

$2.00

$4.00

$6.00

$8.00

$10.00

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Operating Expense per Vehicle Revenue 
Mile: Commuter Bus

$0.00

$0.20

$0.40

$0.60

$0.80

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Operating Expense per Passenger Mile: 
Commuter Bus

0.00

0.50

1.00

1.50

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Unlinked Passenger Trip per Vehicle 
Revenue Mile: Commuter Bus
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