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June 1, 2020 
 
Mindy Nguyen 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1350 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 

Via email to mindy.nguyen@lacity.org 
 
  Re: Hollywood Center Project 
   ENV-2018-2116-EIR 
 

Dear Ms. Nguyen: 

 This firm writes on behalf of the Lofts @ Hollywood & Vine (“LHV”) Homeowners 
Association (“LHVHOA”).  LHV is located within a block of the proposed Hollywood Center 
Project (hereinafter, “Project”), in the Equitable Building, which is a City of Los Angeles 
Historic and Cultural Monument.  The LHVHOA consists of the owners of the 60 live-work 
units in the Equitable Building, and its members will be significantly and adversely affected by 
the proposed Project.   

 The Hollywood Center Project proposes to construct what is inarguably the largest and 
tallest development in the Hollywood area, consisting of two skyscrapers looming 46 stories on 
the east parcel and 35 stories on the west parcel. All of this development will be crammed onto 
roughly 4.5 acres around the historic Capitol Records Building and immediately north of the 
Hollywood Boulevard Historic District, in which the Equitable is located.  The proposed Project 
generally consists of over 1.2 million square feet of structures, including over 1,000 residential 
housing units, over 1,500 vehicle parking spaces, and 30,000 square feet of retail and restaurant 
use.  The Project site is located in a state-mapped Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone in the 
vicinity of the Hollywood Fault. The proposed development represents a massive departure from 
the existing environmental conditions and will create significant adverse impacts on neighboring 
residents like the members of the LHVHOA. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) fails to adequately analyze and 
disclose the full impacts of the Project.  The DEIR also lacks an adequate description of the 
Project permitting a full evaluation of the Project’s impacts, and discusses a legally inadequate 
range of alternatives to the Project.  Finally, many impacts are inadequately mitigated by the use 
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of improperly deferred and standardless mitigation measures.  For these reasons, the DEIR must 
be revised and recirculated for further public review and comment. 

I. The DEIR Contains an Incomplete and Shifting Project Description  

 A basic component of an adequate environmental impact report is a complete and stable 
project description.  The EIR fails to provide an adequate project description, because the scope 
and critical details of the Project are not clearly articulated.  Rather, a series of different options 
as to the overall project and the duration of construction are outlined so that it is difficult to 
follow and understand the intended scope of the project.  The DEIR looks at two scenarios: the 
project with and without a hotel option, which contain different height structures, different 
numbers of residential units and affordable housing units, as well as different open space 
configurations.  Moreover, the DEIR also discloses that aspects of the project’s open space in 
general is contingent on agreements with leaseholder Capitol Records, which could reduce open 
space in the project by close to 6,000 square feet, a 17 percent reduction in the limited public 
open space included in the project.  The DEIR also analyzes the impacts of two different 
constructions scenarios: phased, and overlapping. So there are at least eight different possible 
projects all analyzed as “the project”—but does the EIR really analyze the different impacts of 
all eight combinations?  It certainly does not do so in a manner that makes clear that there are 
eight different potential project outcomes.  This non-stable, constantly shifting project 
description is much like the EIR rejected by the Court of Appeal ins Washoe Meadows 
Community v. Department of Parks & Recreation (2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 277, where the agency 
set forth five different projects without identifying a preferred project.  Readers of the EIR 
cannot evaluate a proposed project without knowing the contours of the proposal.  This is 
particularly critical for neighboring residents who will be most impacted by the scope, height, 
open space or lack thereof, and duration of construction. 

II. Environmental Impacts Not Fully Analyzed Nor Disclosed 

 The DEIR makes numerous errors and unexplained assumptions in its analysis of nearly 
every environmental impact studied.  Land use, cultural resources, vibration, and transportation 
are all inadequately or improperly studied.  The DEIR therefore does not fully disclose the 
Project’s likely impacts, and must be revised and recirculated. 

A. Land Use Impacts of the Hollywood Center Project’s Significant Departure from 
Protective Land Use Conditions Are Ignored 

The DEIR does not provide a complete or accurate analysis of the Project’s land use 
impacts.  The DEIR explains that the Project is zoned C4-2D-SN, and that the “D” limitation on 
the Project’s zoning limits the FAR on this site to 3:1 FAR, or in some cases, a 2:1 FAR.  As the 
DEIR recognizes, a threshold of significance for land use impacts is whether the project will 
“Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.”  To be 
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clear, the project site is currently zoned for a density of 3:1 or 2:1 (a regulation) , and now 
proposes a density of 7:1 – more than doubling the permissible density of construction on the 
site.  The DEIR ignores the impact of this more than doubling in its analysis of land use impacts. 

The DEIR acknowledges that the D limitation exists, but simply treats the limitation as 
something to be removed.  “The requested removal of the ‘D’ Limitation would allow an 
increase in floor area, which is consistent with the Project Site’s Regional Center designation.”  
The land use analysis ultimately concludes that “[w]ith the approval of the requested 
discretionary action, the Project and the Project with the East Site Hotel Option would be 
consistent with and not conflict with the provisions of the LAMC governing land use and 
planning, and impacts related to the provisions of the LAMC governing land use and planning 
would be less than significant.”   

This “analysis” lacks any substance and ignores the purpose of the D Limitations that will 
be eviscerated by the Project’s requested 7:1 FAR.  As demonstrated in the staff report prepared 
in support of the adoption of the “D” limitation in 1988, those limitations were in fact imposed 
specifically for the purpose of mitigating or reducing an environmental impact.  The staff report 
states that “The Permanent [Q] Qualified Conditions and “D” Development Limitations imposed 
by this action are necessary: to protect the best interest of, and to assure a development more 
compatible with, the surrounding property; to secure an appropriate development in harmony 
with the General Plan; and to prevent or mitigate the potential adverse environmental effects of 
the recommended change.”  (See Exhibit 1, p. 6.)  Specifically, when discussing Subarea 180, 
which contains the properties at Hollywood and Vine, staff explained that the proposed 
recommendations were “the most appropriate for stimulating the economy of the community 
while also protecting the area from significant environmental impacts, especially traffic.”  (See 
Exhibit 1, p. 25.)   

In addition to the 1988 staff report, the 1986 Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Hollywood Community Plan affirms that development standards like the “D” limitation imposed 
on the project site were intended to avoid land use impacts from the implementation of the 
Hollywood Community Plan: “Implementation of a Transportation Specific Plan, transportation 
and circulation improvements, as well as development standards to ensure that land use capacity 
and transportation service are in balance and that land use conflicts and incompatibilities are 
minimized.”  (Exhibit 2, p. 7.)   

The D limitation of a 3:1 FAR was proposed, along with all of the other similar 
limitations evaluated at the time of the previous community planning effort, in order to reduce 
the environmental impacts of excessive development.  It is worth noting that even the draft 
Hollywood Community Plan Update limits the FAR on this specific property to 4.5:1.  And 
while the current Hollywood Community Plan permits up to a 4.5:1 FAR on Regional Center 
properties in general, the Project exceeds even that limitation by requesting a 7:1 FAR through a 
zone change.   
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The DEIR ignores the mandatory Hollywood Community Plan policy that “no increase in 
density shall be effected by zone change . . . unless it is determined that the local streets, major 
and secondary highways, freeways, and public transportation available in the area of the property 
involved are adequate to serve the traffic generated.”  The removal of the D Limitation and 
increase in permissible FAR to 7:1 is most definitely in an increase in density effected by zone 
change.  The Project is inconsistent with this mandatory limitation on approving density 
increases by zone change, because the transportation system including area roadways is already 
overburdened.  Residents of the LHV have difficulty accessing their parking at the northeast 
corner of Hollywood and Vine because traffic is so congested at this location.  Because the 
Project requires a zone change to more than double its density, it cannot be approved, and this 
conflict must be disclosed and analyzed in the DEIR. 

 
B. Impacts On Cultural Resources, Including The Equitable Building and 

Valued Views of the Capitol Records Building, Have Not Been Disclosed 
or Fully Mitigated 

 

The DEIR’s discussion of cultural resources does not provide an adequate or fully 
reasoned analysis of the Project’s impact on historic resources. Constructing a looming 
skyscraper in the midst of a number of historic structures, right next to the historic Capitol 
Records building, and largely blocking the view of the Equitable Building and other historic 
resources located south of the project from the north, does have an impact on historic resources.  
Obstructing views of resources that contribute to an historic district – such as the Equitable 
Building – is an impact on historic resources. While analyzing the view of the Capitol Records 
Building from various vantage points, the DEIR ignores the other historic resources that will be 
obscured from view by the Project.  Moreover, the DEIR fails to address the various vantage 
points of the Hollywood Sign that will be obstructed by construction of the Project, including 
those views of the residents of the LHV.  Indeed, the views of many homeowners in the building 
will be completely obstructed, as will view from the rooftop observatory of the building, a 
significant amenity. 

The DEIR acknowledges that a common viewpoint for the Capitol Records Building is 
across the parking lot of the Equitable Building, framed by both the Equitable Building and the 
Pantages, representing Old Hollywood.  This view point would be completely lost by the 
placement of the Project.  The DEIR obscures this fact.  In the discussion of Cultural Resources, 
the DEIR claims that “[t]he proposed buildings have been located and configured to preserve 
important views of the Capitol Records Building.”  The DEIR’s Cultural Resources section 
claims “[t]he Project architecture would maximize focal views toward and through the Project 
Site, as discussed in Section IV.A. Aesthetics (1) Scenic Vistas, such as views of the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building from sidewalks along Vine Street, Argyle Avenue, 
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and Yucca Street, from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, and a view 
through a surface parking lot between the Pantages Theatre and the Equitable Building.” 

 The statement regarding preservation of the view through the surface parking lot is 
entirely false.  A reader must look to the Aesthetics section, where one is immediately advised 
that any impacts to aesthetics are not deemed to be significant.  If one proceeds to read the 
section nonetheless, one finds a comparison of the current view across the Equitable’s surface 
parking with the future image of the same viewpoint. 

 

It is therefore absolutely incorrect to state as the Cultural Resources section does that the 
view of the Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard across the parking lot has been 
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preserved.  The view would be destroyed, and therefore an important public vantage point of an 
historic resource has been eliminated.  The DEIR’s Aesthetics discussion addresses this, 
acknowledging that the Project “would block focal views of the Capitol Records Building 
through the driveway/parking lot from this specific viewing location.”  The DEIR claims that for 
aesthetics purposes, this is less than significant under S.B. 743, and that a “more prominent 
view” “would be” available at Hollywood and Vine.  However, the view at Hollywood and Vine 
does not allow for the incredible juxtaposition of the Equitable, the Pantages, and the Capitol 
Records buildings, which makes this vantage point unique and irreplaceable from a cultural 
resources perspective.  The DEIR does not address this issue at all. 

The DEIR also acknowledges that potential for damage to historic structures due to the 
extreme vibration that will result from the extensive construction program.  However, the DEIR 
fails to apply these principles to the Equitable Building.  While the DEIR acknowledges that the 
Equitable Building is an historic structure and, in the Noise and Vibration discussion, that is it 
“extremely susceptible to damage,” the DEIR fails to include the Equitable Building in the 
structures that are covered by Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-2.  The omission means that the 
Project’s potential impacts will not be fully mitigated. 

Moreover, the mitigation measure proposed for these impacts is inadequately supported 
and illegally deferred.  Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-2 requires the design of shoring plans, but 
does not set standards, leaving determinations to the project engineer at a later date.  This is 
improper deferral of mitigation.  The mitigation work must be in place prior to any excavation on 
the site.  The work should be done now, in the DEIR, to establish standards and make the 
approach known to the public.  There is no reason that these surveys could not be performed 
now, with the specific results and shoring design included in the DEIR.  The surveys should be 
conducted now to disclose what kind of measures will be necessary to preserve the integrity of 
these structures.   

C. Impacts Associated With the Construction of this Massive Project Not 
Fully Disclosed or Mitigated, Including Significant Potential Cumulative 
Impacts from Concurrent Construction of Related Projects 

 

The DEIR acknowledges that the Equitable Building is located a mere 100 feet from the 
East site and 280 feet from the West site, in very close proximity to the massive construction 
site.  The DEIR places the Equitable Building in “Category IV” or “buildings extremely 
susceptible to building damage.”  While the DEIR sets appropriate warning and regulatory levels 
for off site vibration impacts, it fails to ensure that there will not be vibration impacts on the 
Equitable Building because it does not include the Equitable Building in NOI-MM-4.  Therefore, 
there will be no monitoring of potential impacts, in spite of the building’s proximity to the 
construction. 
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These concerns are particularly pronounced due to potential cumulative impacts from 
concurrent construction of the Project and Related Project 2, which is located at 1718 Vine 
Street, immediately between the Project and the Equitable Building.  There additionally is a 
project at 6220 Yucca that is also a known future project in the immediate vicinity, which must 
be cumulatively analyzed as well.  What are the impacts of possible current construction of 
Related Project 2 and the Project on the Equitable Building? The DEIR provides no analysis on 
this critical question whatsoever.  The DEIR simply claims that there would be an impact, 
without any quantification.  This scant analysis does not live up to CEQA’s standards.  
Moreover, since the Equitable Building is not included in the mitigation measures requiring 
vibration monitoring, there is no basis to conclude that there will not be significant and 
unmitigated impacts due to the concurrent construction. 

With respect to noise, the DEIR admits that the construction phase of the project would 
have a significant and unmitigable impact on the residents of the Equitable Building, the 
members of the LHVHOA.  Yet the DEIR does not quantify the duration of those impacts, and 
indeed, there are two widely variant possible construction scenarios ranging from 4.5 years to 7 
years.  It would be helpful for the EIR to disclose more precisely the number of days that 
residents will be subjected to noise above the significance threshold. 

D. Increased Congestion Cannot Be Totally Ignored and Assumptions and 
Mitigation Measures that Depend Upon Public Transit Use Must Be Re-
Evaluated In Light of the COVID-19 Crisis and Potential Long Term 
Reduction in Transit Use  

 
 The EIR utilizes a Vehicle Miles Traveled metric to analyze the impacts of the proposed 
project, entirely ignoring the project’s obvious contribution to the existing congestion, well-
documented congestion in the area.  As set forth in the Land Use discussion above, the 
Hollywood Community Plan does not allow the City to turn a blind eye to the impacts of 
congestion on the transportation system.  The EIR states that a threshold of significance for 
transportation impact is whether the project would “conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 
policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities.”  The Hollywood Community Plan requires a mandatory finding prior to any increase 
in density by zone change that “the local streets, major and secondary highways, freeways, and 
public transportation available in the area of the property involved are adequate to serve the 
traffic generated.”  By ignoring the congestion in the area and failing to assess how the Project 
will increase that congestion, the DEIR fails to adequately apply its own threshold of 
significance: a conflict with a policy addressing the circulation system.   
 
 What’s more, the DEIR also misstates the threshold of significance for increased hazards 
due to project features.  Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, section XVI, 
Transportation/Traffic includes a finding that a project will “substantially increase hazards due to 
a design feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm 
equipment).”  The DEIR restates by inserting the word “geometric” before hazards, a 
nonsensical insertion.  The analysis of this threshold also ignores the impact of area congestion 
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on intersections and freeway on and off ramps.  Similarly, in analysis of the adequacy of 
emergency access to the area, congestion is once again totally ignored. 
 
 Moreover, the DEIR relies on CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b), as a 
threshold of significance, which states that “vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable 
threshold of significance may indicate a significant impact.” This Guideline does not excuse 
ignorance of crippling surface street congestion and the way in which a project will significantly 
inhibit access to an area. 
  
 In addition, the Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures relying upon use of 
transit must be revisited in light of the COVID-19 crisis brought to light significant impacts 
related to the proposed mitigation measures of promoting the use of mass public transit, walking 
and bicycling, especially in crowded places and dense city centers, which were not reasonably 
known or could not have been comprehended or documented before.  The Project’s DEIR, 
including as well the analysis of greenhouse gas emission impacts, largely relies on the 
assumption of the public’s use of public transit, walking, and bicycling, to achieve the claimed 
50 percent GHG reduction. 
  
 However, the Project assumptions or even enforceability of the proposed mitigation 
measures has not been supported by any substantial evidence and is even more attenuated now, 
in view of the recent pandemic of COVID-19.  First, there is no statistics or study to support the 
assumption that reduced parking or more bus lines will make people use buses, walk or ride 
bicycles.  Metro ridership has been steadily declining in all major Cities where public transit 
measures were improved and transit-oriented development (“TOD”) policies were introduced.1  
Second, the COVID-19 crisis revealed the flipside of the proposed mitigation measures: there is 
now documented correlation between public transit and the spread of diseases, including life-
threatening ones, such as COVID-19.2  Many cities have acknowledged this threat, including the 
City of Carson which requested that Metro stop providing service during the COVID-19 crisis.3   
 

 
1   See https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/trafficandcommuting/falling-transit-
ridership-poses-an-emergency-for-cities-experts-fear/2018/03/20/ffb67c28-2865-11e8-874b-
d517e912f125_story.html 
 
2  https://nypost.com/2020/04/15/mit-study-subways-a-major-disseminator-of-coronavirus-
in-nyc/; http://web.mit.edu/jeffrey/harris/HarrisJE_WP2_COVID19_NYC_24-Apr-2020.pdf  
 
3 See  https://www.dailybreeze.com/2020/04/05/carson-calls-on-metro-to-stop-service-
after-bus-driver-tests-positive-for-coronavirus/; https://www.politico.com/states/new-
york/albany/story/2020/04/22/with-death-toll-hitting-83-the-mta-contemplates-a-memorial-for-
its-covid-fallen-1279032 ; https://nypost.com/2020/04/16/de-blasio-claims-he-said-early-on-to-
avoid-nyc-mass-transit/  
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 Third, COVID-19 reality and the need for social distancing suggests that public reliance 
on transit will permanently change and should be discouraged.4 Dr. Anthony S. Fauci, Chief of 
Laboratory on Immunoregulation, opined that this pandemic may become seasonal.5  It is an 
absolute imperative – to avoid exposure to health and safety hazards – that people have a safer 
choice to get to the destination rather than be forced to use mass transit in crowded or dense 
places.6    
 
 Finally, the Project assumptions that mass transit is indeed ecologically “green” in 
general is itself based on false assumptions.7  
 
 In sum, COVID-19 demonstrated the dangers and health/safety hazards of mass transit or 
higher concentration of density at the Project site and radically affects the Project’s baseline 
assumptions and derivative impacts analysis and mitigation measures.  The noted health and 
safety concerns of Covid-19 are equally applicable to any other infection or contamination that 
can spread through use of mass transit and should override the questionable benefits of the 
“green” transit in the Project’s mitigation measures.   
 
 The DEIR and the Project’s feasibility needs to be re-evaluated in light of this changed 
reality and CEQA’s mandatory findings of significant impacts to public health/safety with the 
proposed transit-oriented mitigation measures for traffic and GHG impacts.  

 
III. An Inadequate Range of Alternatives is Considered Because No Alternative 

is Examined that Avoids the Mapped Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault  

CEQA requires an analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives to a proposed project, 
with a focus on those alternatives that would reduce or eliminate significant environmental 
impacts of the project.  While the DEIR evaluates a number of alternatives, a critical alternative 
has not been assessed.  The State Geologist has mapped the Hollywood Fault as passing through 
the Project’s East and West sites.  Under the state Alquist-Priolo Act, the area within 50 feet of a 

 
4  See https://www.forbes.com/sites/rudysalo/2020/03/31/five-ways-covid-19-may-impact-
the-future-of-infrastructure-and-transportation/  ; https://thefederalist.com/2020/04/22/how-
public-transit-makes-the-nation-more-vulnerable-to-disasters-like-covid-19/ ; 
https://nypost.com/2020/05/04/mta-workers-cleaning-around-the-homeless-on-nyc-subways/ 
 
5  https://www.businessinsider.com/fauci-coronavirus-is-likely-seasonal-after-global-
outbreaks-2020-4  
 
6  See https://californiaglobe.com/section-2/coronavirus-spread-in-high-density-cities-
halting-proposed-more-density-housing-measures/  
 
7 See the analysis of flawed assumptions behind the allegedly “green” mass transit, as  
reported by Tom Rubin, the Controller-Treasurer of the Southern California Rapid Transit 
District from 1989 until 1993, who has written many research reports on transit issues. 
https://reason.org/commentary/does-bus-transit-reduce-greenhouse/  
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surface fault mapped by the state geologist may not be approved for any structures for human 
habitation.  The Project inexplicably proposes to construct its largest tower right over the 
mapped surface fault trace.   

Decision makers should not approve the Project as proposed without evaluating whether 
there is a feasible alternative that moves structures for human habitation off of the mapped fault 
trace.  Construction over a fault trace most certainly will create an impact on the environment.  A 
catastrophic failure of a 40-plus story skyscraper will certainly rain debris over the roadways and 
nearby structures, and create a risk to the health and safety of nearby residents. Failing to 
evaluate an alternative that is compliant with the Alquist-Priolo Act means that decision makers 
are acting blindly, without any awareness of how feasible it might be to reconfigure the Project 
site to avoid these impacts.  Given the extreme consequences of a surface fault rupture here, the 
failure to evaluate an appropriate alternative is especially problematic. 

IV. Recirculation of the Draft EIR is Required 

The DEIR must be significantly revised, and recirculated for additional review and 
comment.  Recirculation is required because the impacts of the Project have not been adequately 
identified and disclosed, and feasible mitigation measures have not been analyzed.  Only after 
the Project’s full impacts are disclosed and feasible mitigation measures identified can the public 
and decision makers be fully aware of the ramifications if the proposed Project is to be 
constructed and operated in this location. 

Conclusion 

 The DEIR is inadequate and the included mitigation measures do not fully mitigate the 
impacts of the proposed Hollywood Center Project.  Cultural resources, traffic, noise, and 
vibration all have significant unmitigated impacts, and other areas such as land use and 
geotechnical impacts are inadequately evaluated.  A proper range of alternatives must be 
analyzed.  The DEIR should be revised and recirculated before any additional consideration is 
given to the approval of this impactful project.  

Yours very truly, 

STRUMWASSER & WOOCHER LLP 

 

       Beverly Grossman Palmer 
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Exhibit 1 

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter
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Hollywood II General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program 

City Plan Case No. 83-368 
86-835 ac 

The attached Environmental Impact Report, which was previously circulated 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 AUTHORIZATION AND FOCUS 

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

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

The purpose of this EIR is to provide an informational document that will 
inform the Planning Commission, the Los Angeles City Council and the general 
public of the environmental effects of the Proposed Hollywood Community Plan 
Revision. Per Section 15168 of the CEQ A Guidelines, this report is intended to 
function as a Program EIR. 

1.2 PROJECT PROPONENT 

The Revision to the Hollywood Community Plan is proposed by: 

Department of City Planning 
Community Planning and Development Division 
City of Los Angeles 
City Hal I Room 505 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4856 
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2.0 SUMMARY 

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

• 
• 

Accommodate the year 2010 
buffer; 
Provide community-serving 
outside the boundaries of 
area; 

projected population, plus 

commercia I uses 
the designated 

in sma I I 
Ho I I ywood 

a 10-15 percent 

centers in areas 
Redevelopment Plan 

• Concentrate major commercial development within the Redevelopment Plan 
area; and 
Define a 
acceptable 
land uses. 

• transportation and 
levels of traffic 

circulation system that provides for 
service in conjunction with community plan 

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

• 
• 
• 
• 

29,000 persons 
12,000 housing units 
8 million square feet of commercial space 
7 mi II ion square feet of industrial space. 

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

Project Background: The current Hollywood Community Plan was adopted in 1973. 
~ork on the plan revision was initiated in October 1986. The plan reVISion was 
undertaken as part of the Department of City Planning's effort to update plans 
and to address plan and zone inconsistencies. 

The Hoi lywood Redevelopment Plan was adopted in May 1986. An 
Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse Number 85052903) was prepared 
in late 1985 for the plan and redevelopment area. The land use Man of the 
~develonment Plan is attached as ~nnendix B. 

i:! 
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Pre-circulation Issues: A Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Request for Comments 
were distributed to local agencies, organizations and interested citizens. 
Responses are on file with Department of City Planning, Community Planning and 
Development Division, Room 50S, Los Angeles City Hal I. Issues raised 
encompassed a wide variety of concerns, including: 

• Traffic impacts 
• Noise 
• Air quality 
• Land use compatibility 
• Consistency with regional plans and policies 
• Consideration of SCAG plans and policies 
• Population, employment and housing 
• School facilities 
• Adequacy of public services 
• Sewer capacity 
• Energy use 
• Public transit 

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

• Residential density 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Traffic 
Parks and open space 
Conflicts between commercial and residential uses 
Support tor motion picture industry 
Infrastructure over-capacity 
Safety 
Relation at the Community Plan to Redevelopment Plan 
Hillside development on substandard' lots 
Land use cJassification of studio properties 
Slope density 
Hillside cluster housing zoning category 
Conflicts of schools with surrounding uses 
Neighborhood conservation 
Historic preservation 
Aesth~tics at public improvements 
Aesthetics or private improvements 
Public p~rticipation in the planning of public improvements 

• Min i-rna 1 I s 
• Provision and conservation of neighborhood-serving commerciaJ uses 
• Non-conforming uses 

I For additional details, please refer to the Hoi Ivwood Community Plan 
Revision: Background Report, Gruen Associates, July 15, 1987. 
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Alternatives: In addition to the Proposed Plan revision, this report considers 
1) retention of the 6~rrent Community Plan, and 2) an alternative that would 
hold residential develp~ment potential to the same level as the Proposed Plan, 
and would increase n.'on-residential development to a level greater than the 
Proposed Plan and less than the Current Plan. 
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SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

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

LAND USE 

Impact: 

• 

• 

• 

Development potentials for all land uses are scaled back under the 
Proposed Plan revision. Residential land uses are limited to be consistent 
with the year 2010 population projection prepared by the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG). Commercial, office and 
industrial development potentials, the source of the bulk of the traffic 
generation in the Plan area, are set at reduced densities that will allow 
the Plan area roadway system to function at acceptable levels of service. 

The Proposed Plan -establishes residential development densities that 
reflect existing conditions and allow for in-fill housing growth to attain 
the SCAG forecast. Very High and High residential density categories are 
eliminated (outside of the Redevelopment Plan area) and the majority of 
the residential use is shifted into mid-range density categories such as 
Medium and Low Medium. 

The Proposed Plan (Revision Area only) would provide for a population 
capacity of 199,000 persons. This would be a 17 percent increase from 
existing levels and a 49 percent decrease in the build-out capacity of the 
Current Community Plan. Non-residential densities are similarly reduced. 
The Proposed Plan would provide for 31 mil lion square feet (not including 
the Redevelopment Area). This would be a 82 percent increase over existing 
levels but a 69 percent decrease from build-out of the Current Plan. 

Mitigation: 

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

Net Effect After Mitigation: 

• The net effect of the proposed action would be to "down zone" property, to 
reduce the incentive to redevelop in residential areas, and to provide 
small scale neighborhood-oriented commercial developments. 
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POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Illpact: 

• Changes in land use density 1n the revision area would provide for the 
addition of approximately 10,000 housing units or about 30,000 persons. 

• The Proposed Plan would result in a single family and multiple-family unit 
distribution similar to existing conditions, i.e. 20 percent single-family 
and 80 percent multi-family. The Current Plan would result in 10 percent 
single-family, 90 percent multi-family split. 

• Given the potential population capacity and employm.nt capacity, the 

Proposed Plan would result in a employment to population ratio of 0.59. 

According to SCAG criteria this ratio reflects an "employment rich" 

cond i ti on and would slightly exceed the 0.55 ratio considered to be 

i nd icati ve of a jobs-housing balance. 

Hi ti gation: 

• Non-residential development levels in 
redevelopment area should be reduced to 
balance in the Community Plan area. 

either the revision area or the 
achieve a better a jobs-housing 

Net Effect After Mitigation: 

• Jobs-H~using balance within Hoi lywood Community Plan area. 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Impact: 

• 

• 

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

With the Proposed Plan, 28 of the 39 intersections studied would operate 
at Level of Service F during the evening peak hour. In comparison, 36 
intersections would operate at LOS F due to the Current Plan. 

Mitigation: 

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

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

• Future otfice development in the Redevelop~ent Area should be limited to a 
level similar to that contained in the Redevelopment Project EIR's 20-year 
market-based forecasts, at least until steps are taken to i_ple_ent major 
street system improvements 1n excess at i.provements feasible within 
existing rights-ot-way. 

Net Effect Atter Hitigation: 

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

AESTHETICS AND URBAN DESIGN 

Illpacts : 

• The Proposed Plan can only directly regulate general land use, residential 
density, and non-residential develop.ent intensity. If development occurs 
without the imposition of development standards and transportation system 
improvements, then future development <while at lower development 
intensities} will look much like recent development. The visual and 
functional quality of the Hollywood environment will continue to decline. 

"i tigation: 

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

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

Net Effect After Hitigation: 

• Preservation and enhancement of neighborhood environmental quality in 
Hollywood. 
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PUBLIC SERVICES 

Impact: 

• Schools The Proposed Plan would generate a 13 percent increase in 
students. In comparison, the Current Plan would generate a 114 percent 
incre1se in students. 

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

• Fire Protection - The Proposed Plan would result in increased demand. 

• 

• 

Under the Proposed Plan the hillside areas would continue to develop and a 
be a source of continuing concern to the Fire Department. 

Police Service - The Proposed Plan would result in increased demand. To 
maintain typical citywide ratios of police personnel to population, a 17 
percent increase in personnel would be needed to accommodate the Proposed 
Plan population capacity. The Current Plan would require a 135 percent 
increase in personnel. 

Libraries - No adverse impacts antiCipated. 

Mitigation 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Schools Expand facilities on current sites. Allow residential 
development only in areas where there is remaining enrollment capaCity. 

Parks Provide neighborhood-oriented recreation at Griffith Park. Use 
school yards. Develop pocket parks. Require dedication of usable open 
space as part of new residential developments. 

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

Police Service Over the life of the plan. assign additional personnel 
consistent with Police Department policy and budgetary constraints. 

• Libraries - No mitigation required. 

Net Effect After Mitigation 

• Schools - Unavoidable adverse effect anticipated. 

• Parks - Unavoidable adverse effect antiCipated. 

• Fire Protection - Acceptable level of service provided. 

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

Impact: 

• Short-ter. construction-related emissions anticipated on a project basis. 

• Long-term increase in stationary emissions. 

• Long-term increase in vehicular emilsions. For carbon monoxide, the 
Proposed Plan would result in 57 percent reduction in potential emissions 
when compared to the Current Plan. 

Mitigation: 

• Construction-related emissions to be reduced through implementation of 
dust control measures such as wettine; 

• Implementation of the Transportation Specific Plan discussed above. 

Net Effect After Mitigation: 

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

Impact: 

• 

• 

On an intermittent short-term basis, construction-related noise would 
occur. 

With the Proposed Plan, traffic-related noise levels would exceed City 
standards at 22 of the 28 locations stud ied. In cOlDpar i son, the Current 
Plan would result in unacceptable noise at 27 of the 28 locations studied. 

Miti gation: 

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

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

• For stationary noise sources, adjacent properties should be adequately 
buffered. including use of wal Is and earth berms. 

9 

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter

LH
V

H
O

A
 H

ol
ly

w
oo

d 
C

en
te

r 
D

E
IR

 c
om

m
en

ts
 w

ith
 e

xh
.p

df



o 
o 
-0 

~ 

-

Net Effect Atter Mitigation: 

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

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

ENERGY AND UTILITIES 

Ilipact: 

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

• 

• 

• 

• 

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

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

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

Natural Gas - The Proposed Plan would result in the consumption of 5.9 
bil lion cubic feet (a 19 percent increase over existing consumption). The 
Current Plan would result in the consumption of 11.5 bil lion cubic feet. 

l1itigation 

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

• Sewers/Wastewater - Development should be permitted when phased with 
improvements in the local sewer system, as well as programmed improvements 
at the Hyperion Treatment Plant. Phasing of development should be 
undertaken for all communities within the Hyperion service area. Similar 
to the Proposed Plan, population holding capacities in each area should be 
consistent with SCAG growth forecast. 
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• Solid Waste The Proposed Plan should encourage a variety of waste 
reduction techniques. These, as a minimum, will include separation, 
recycling and composting. Growth in the Plan area must also be tied 
directly to Citywide and Countywide Solid Waste Management Plans, where 
development will need to be kept in balance with available landfill 
capacity in combination with other solid waste disposal technologies. 
According to the most recent assessment of solid waste needs by the Bureau 
of Sanitation and the County Department of Public Works(1/88>, available 
landfill capacity in the City of Los Angeles will be exhausted in 1997 and 
countywide there will be significant shortfalls by 1992. Thus, mitigation 
of plan area solid waste impacts must address new landfills or 
al ternatives. 

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

• Electricity and Natural Gas - No mitigation required. 

Net Effect After Mitigation 

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

Impact: 

• 

• 

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

Continued development in the hillside areas wil I raise concerns regarding 
grading practices and landslide potential. 

Mitigation: 

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

• Require that all projects use the practices identified in the Department 
of City Planning's "Planning Guidelines Grading Manual." 
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DRAINAGE 

Impact: 

• The Proposed Plan would continue to permit 
result, there would be some increase in 
consequent increase in stormwater runoff. 

Mitigation: 

hillside development. 
impervious surfaces 

As a 
and a 

• On a project basis, compliance with provisions of the Flood Hazard 
Management Specific Plan and any additional requirements identified by the 
Bureau of Engineering. 

Net Effect After Mitigation: 

• Impacts reduced to acceptable levels. 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

Impact: 

• No impacts anticipated. 

PLANT AND ANIMAL LIFE 

Impact: 

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

Mitigation: 

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

~ Net Effect After Mitigation: 

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

Ilipact: 

• The Proposed Plan revision cannot directly address the preservation of 
cultural resources. The Proposed Plan does, however, scale back 
development potentials to reduce the incentive to redevelop historic and 
cultural resource properties. 

Mitigation: 

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

Net Effect After Mitigation: 

• Preservation of neighborhoods and buildings that have contributed to the 
overall character and uniqueness at the Hoi lywood Community Plan area. 
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTIONI 

3.1 LOCATION AND BOUNDARIES 

The Hollywood Community Plan area is located west of Pasadena and downtown Los 
Angeles, and south ot Glendale and Burbank (see Figure 1). The Plan area is 
irregular in shape and is generally bounded by Melrose Avenue on the south, 
Hyperion Avenue and Golden State Freeway on the east, and Barham Boulevard, 
Forest Lawn Drive and Ventura Freeway on the north. On the west, it is 
bordered by Cahuenga Boulevard, Mulholland Drive, Laurel Canyon Boulevard and a 
line running at a southwest tangent trom Laurel Canyon Boulevard. 

3.2 PURPOSE OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN 

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

State law (Government Code Section 65860(d») requires that the General Plan and 
zoning in the City of Los Angeles be consistent. To comply with this law, the 
City now requires that what the Plan says about generalized use, density and 
intensity for an area be the same as the zoning assigned to each parcel in that 
area. As a result of this law, there are two things that the Community Plan 
regulates definitively: 1) the general type of use, and 2) the residential 
density (number of units) or commercial intensity (square feet of floor space) 
permitted in a particular area. 

Everything else in the Community Plan is considered to be a recommendation and 
is taken into consideration whenever a "discretionary action" (for example, a 
zane change) is requested. The Community Plan can recommend "programs" for 
implementing the Plan. For example, it can recommend that the Circulation 
Element be revised and that a "Transportation Specific Plan" be adopted to make 
sure that transportation improvements will be made in coordination with 
development permitted by the Community Plan. It can recommend that a series of 
development standards be included in the Zoning Code to address specific uses, 
parking requirements, landscaping, height and other design considerations for 
each land use category. It can also recommend that historic surveys be 
undertaken and Specific Plans be prepared for areas within the Community Plan 
Area that need special attention. 

This chapter summarizes the key elements of the Plan revision proposal, 
prepared by Gruen Associates. For additional details please refer to th~ 

Hollywood Community Plan Revision Background Report available from the 
Department of City Planning, City Hall, Room 505. 
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This Proposed Plan revision contains the corresponding zoning designations 
needed to make the zoning consistent with the Proposed Plan with respect to 
general land use, density and intensity. If the Proposed Plan designation for 
a particular area would make the zoning "less restrictive" than it is today, 
the zoning will not be changed at this time. Instead, a zone change will be 
considered and may be granted upon request by the property owner.1 The zone 
changes necessary to bring about compliance with State law are being processed 
through CPC No. 86-831-GPC. 

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

3.3 BASIS FOR REVISING THE HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN 

There are four primary reasons for revising the Hollywood Community Plan at 
thi s time: 

1. 

2. 

Land use plans are typically prepared to accommodate 20 years of growth 
and are updated every 5 years to respond to unanticipated changes in 
conditions. The Current Plan was prepared in the late 1960's with a 1990 
time horizon; however, its capacity greatly exceeds growth projections for 
the next 20 years. Moreover, unt i I the recent I y adopted Bever I y Hi I Is 
Freeway Deletion Area and Hlghland-Cahuenga·Area Plan amendments, the Plan 
had not been updated. Until now, no comprehensive update was undertaken. 

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

For example, if the current zoning on a lot is residential and the 
Proposed Plan designation is commercial, or if the current zoning permits a 
duplex and the plan permits a fourplex , the zoning is not changed. This means 
that, if the property owner wants to build a commercial use permitted by the 
plan in the first example or a fourplex instead of a duplex in the second 
example, he or she must request a zone change. The zone change will generally 
be permitted because it is consistent with the Community Plan, but the request 
for a zone change gives the City the opportunity to impose development 
standards which are recommended by the Plan but which are not currently in the 
Zoning Code. Other conditions may be imposed based on need to mitigate adv~rse 
environmental impacts of the proposed project. 
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3. More importantly, the transportation system and other public facilities 
and services in Hollywood are at, or approaching, capacity today and 
cannot accommodate the additional development permitted by the Current 
Plan without substantial improvements. 

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

3.4 GEOGRAPH1C AREAS COVERED BY THE PROPOSED PLAN REVISION 

The Hoi lywood Community Plan Area is shown in Figure 2. The Plan Revision 
proposes changes in land use designations in all parts ot the Community Plan 
area except the Redevelopment Area. A plan for that area was recently 
prepared by the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) and adopted by the City 
Council in May 1986. Although this Plan Revision cannot alter the !ecently 
adopted Redevelopment Plan, the Redevelopment Plan is included in the 
evaluation of transportation and other service system capacities and other 
impacts. Furthermore, the Plan Revision identifies refinements to the 
Redevelopment Plan's land use designations which are needed to make the 
communi ty-wlde transportation system work. (refer to APPENDIX B). 

In the two recently adopted plan amendment areas -- the Beverly Hills Freeway 
Deletion Area and the Highland Cahuenga Area -- the Plan Revision proposes only 
~inor changes to make land uses in those areas consistent with the rest of the 
Plan Revision area. 

3.5 OBJECTIVES OF THE PLAN REVISION 

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

• 

• 
• 

• 

The total population projected by the Southern California Association 
of Governments (SCAG) for the year 2010, plus a 10 to 15 percent 
capacity butfer in the entire Hollywood Community Plan area, 
including the Redevelopment Area; 
Enough additional community-servina retail and services outside the 
Redevelopment Area to serve that additional population; 
Enough additional community and regional-serving otfice development, 
retail and services to revitalize downtown Hollywood and create an 
employment center that is concentrated enough to be served by public 
transportation, carpooling and vanpooling, and with nearby housing to 
facilitate walking and bicycling to work. 
Enough additional industrial capacity to permit the film and 
television industries to remain in Hollywood and to expand. 

2. To create cohesive neighborhoods with generally similar building types 
(for example, mostly single-family houses or mostly duplexes or mostly 
apartment buildings). 
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3. To provide commercial uses to serve the Hollywood residential coamunity In 
a logical land use pattern thal provides a choice of shopping 
opportunities and reduces automobile trips, including: 

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

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

• Major shopping facilities and employment in the center of Hollywood, 
so that residents do not have to drive to regional centers in other 
communities, like the Glendale Galleria or Beverly Center. 

4. To ensure adequate traffic capacity and public improve.ents and facilities 
to support the build-out population.' 

5. To enhance the quality of life in Hollywood. 

3.6 PLAN LAND USES 

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

Figure 3 shows the proposed residential land uses for the Plan Revision area. 
As the figure and Table 1 indicate, 71.1 percent of the residential land would 
be devoted to single family housing (Minimum, Very Low [I, Low [ and Low II 
plan categories), 6 percent to duplexes (Low Medium I), 16.7 percent to low 
denslty apartments or townhouses (Low Medium II), 11.7 percent ~o medium 
density apartments, 0.3 percent to high medium density apartments (located 
only In the Highland-Cahuenga Corridor Area just north of downtown Hollywood), 
and none to high or very high density apartments. In contrast, the Current 
Plan devotes only 3.5 percent of residential land to duplexes and low density 
apartments, 15.2 percent to medium density apartments, and 8.9 percent to high 
medium, high and very high density apartments. Table 2 summarizes the 
densities, zoning and housing types that correspond to each residential plan 
category. 

Build-out is defined here as the population resulting from the maximum 
development permitted for a given land use category. 
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TABLE l/a/ 

PROPOSED LAND USE CATEGORIES AND DISTRIBUTION 

Plan Category Corresponding Zone 
------------------
At, A2, RE40 
RE20, RA 

Minimum 
Very Low I 
Very Low I I 
Low I 

REI5, HEll 
RE9 

Low II Rl, RS, RD6 
Low Medium I 
Low Medium II 
Medium 

R2, RDS, RD4, 

High Medium 
High 
Very High 

RDi. 5, 
R3 
R4 
R4 
RS 

RESIDENTIAL SUBTOTAL 

Recreation and Schools 
Other Public Uses 
Open Space/Freeway 

RD2 

OPEN SPACE/PUBLIC SUBTOTAL 

Limited Commercial 

RD3 

Highway Oriented Commercial 
Neighborhood Oriented Commercial 
Community Commercial 
Manufacturing (CM, LTDM, LTD) 

NON-RESIDENTIAL SUBTOTAL 

Units per 
Gross Acre 
----------
.5 to 1 
1+ to 2 
2+ to 3 
3+ to 5 
5+ to 7 
7+ to 12 

12+ to 24 
24+ to 40 
40+ to 60 
60+ to 80 
80+ 

Acres 
---------

928 

1,668 
451 

2,370 
456 
889 
830 

23 

7,615 

4,228 
341 
956 

5,525 

50 
235 
331 

68 
244 

928 

Percent 
-------

6.6 

11.9 
3.2 

16.8 
3.2 
6.3 
5.9 
0.2 

54.1 

30.1 
2.4 
6.8 

39.3 

0.3 
1.7 
2.4 
0.5 
1.7 

6.6 

" 

----------------------------------------------------------------
GRAND TOTAL 14,068 100.0 

/a/ Does not include the Hollywood Redevelopment Area. 

Source: Gruen Associates. 
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Table 2 
SUMMARY OF RESIDENTIAL PLAN/ZONING DESIGNATIONS 
FOR THE HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION AREA 

Gross Density 
Plan (Units/ I Corres~onding Hous:rg 

Illustrative Development4 Designation Gross Acre) Zoning Type_ 

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

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

Very Low II 2-3 REll, RE15 SFD 1 house on a minimum 15,000 square foot lot (REI5) or 
1 house on a minimum 11,000 square foot lot (RE 11 ). 

Low I 3 - 5 RE9 SFD 1 house on a minimum 9,000 square foot lot. 

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

Low Medium I 7 - 12 R2, RD5, Duplex 2 houses or a duplex on a 5,000 square foot lot. 
RD4, RD3 

Low Medium II 12 - 24 RDl.S, RD2 Multiple 1 housing unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area (RD 1.5): 4 
or 5 units on a 6,000 square foot lot or 10 units on a 
15,000 square foot lot (2 stories with suface parking or 2 
stories over 1 level of parking). 

Medium 24 - 40 R3 Multiple 11 to 18 units on a 15,000 square foot lot (2 or 3 stories 
over 1 level of parking or 3 stories with surface parking). 

I. Gross acreage includes streets . 
2. Bold type indicates most common choice of zones for each land use category in Hollywood. 
3. 45 foot height limit applies to all residentially zoned land outside the Redevelopment Area in Hollywood; in certain 

areas the height limit may be futher reduced to 30 feet. 
4. Density bonuses for 25% low- and moderate-income housing would pemlit a 25% increase in units in the Low 

I\kdium II and Medium categories. 
5. SFD = Single Family Detached. 

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

The current commercial categories in the zoning code do not correspond exactly 
to Community Plan commercial categories, nor do they permit such 
differentiation except through additional development standards. Therefore, 
the revised text at the Community Plan recommends that specific development 
standards be adopted as part of the zoning code for each commercial category. 
The intent of the development standards is to achieve the following general 
development character for each area: 

• 

• 

• 

Highway-Oriented Commercial would be located along major traffic corridors 
with high volumes of local and through traffic. Uses would include 
supermarkets, strip centers, auto sales and repair, and motels. Users 
would arrive primarily by car or bus; a minimum of 5 parking spaces per 
1,000 square feet would be provided. Shade trees, landscape buffers and 
minimal architectural standards would be established. 

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

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

Community Commercial. Hospitals in the East Hollywood Center Study Area 
would be permitted to develop to 3 times buildable area.1 

The Zoning Code defines "buildable area" as all that portion of a lot 
located within the proper zone for the proposed main building, excluding those 
portions of the lot which must be reserved for yard spaces, building line 
setback space, or which may only be used for accessory buildings or uses. 
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Table 3 
SUMMARY OF COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL PLAN/ZONING DESIGNATIONS 

FOR THE HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION AREA 

Community 
Plan 
Designation 

Limited 
Commercial 

Highway­
Oriented 
Commercial 

Neighborhood­
Oriented 
Commercial 

Community 
Commercial 

Commercial 
Manufacturing 

Limited 
Manufacturing 

Potential 
Corres­
pondi~g 
Zones 

CR, CI, 
C1.5,P 

CI, C2, 
P 

CI, C2, 
C4, P 

C2, C4, 
CR,P,PB 

CM,P 

MI, MRI, 
P,PB 

Permitted 
Floor Area 

0.5 x lot area 

0.5 x lot area 

1.0 X lot area 

3.0 x lot area 

1.5 x lot area 

1.5 x lot area 

Bold type indicates most common corresponding zone. 

Source: Gruen Associates 

Illustrative Development 

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

Supennarkets, highway-oriented retail convenience 
stores and strip-centers, aUto sales and repair, 
hoteVmotels. Plan intent is to have adequate 
landscaping and parking. 

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

Hospitals and related facilities; Plan intent 
is to encourage tetail on ground floor 
along Vennont and Sunset. 

Mix of commercial and light industrial uses. 

Motion picture production facilities, 
parking structures. 

.~ 

'" 

c 

() 

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter

LH
V

H
O

A
 H

ol
ly

w
oo

d 
C

en
te

r 
D

E
IR

 c
om

m
en

ts
 w

ith
 e

xh
.p

df



" o 
o 
tq" 

o 
o 

3.7 PLAN CAPACITY 

Table 4 and Figure 5 summarize the development capacity of the Proposed Plan 
for the Revision Area and the adopted Redevelopment Plan, and compares that 
capacity with 1987 development and with the capacity of the Current Plan. 
Capacity is described in terms of housing units, population, and non­
residential floor space. 

Housing Capacity. 
of accommodating 
capacity butfer, 
anti re Community 
permitted by the 

Build-out of the Proposed Plan, which achieves the objective 
only the year 2010 population projection plus a 15 percent 

represents a 26 percent increase in housing units for the 
Plan area, compared with an increase in excess of 89 percent 

Current Plan plus the adopted Redevelop_ent Plan area. 

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

1 Because so much of Hollywood was previously zoned for maximum densities 
i.e., R4 and R5 which permit densities of 108 to 217 units per net acre), there 
are apartment buildings at R4 densities sprinkled throughout the community. 
Many of these buildings are already nonconforming with respect to the Current 
Plan and with respect to the interim zoning controls which have been in place 
since 1986. They will continue to be nonconforming under the Proposed Plan. 
Specifically, approximately 6 percent of all lots in the Plan area will be 
nonconforming with respect to density; almost none will be nonconforming with 
respect to use. In order to eliminate all nonconforming uses, it would be 
necessary to zone most of the community south ot the Hollywood Hills R4; the 
result would be about twice as many housina units as the Current Plan permits 
and a corresponding increase in traffic. Since the traffic generated by build­
out of the Current Plan is already impossible to accommodate. as shown in 
Figure 5-2, a further increase would only make conditions more unmanageable. 

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

HOLLYWOOD GROWTH PROJECTIONS/a/ 

1987 Additional 
Housing Units 
Redevelopment Area 16,000 +13,000 
Revision Area 81,000 +12,000 

Total 97,000 +25,000 

POEulation 
Redevelopment Area 34,000 +39,000 
Revision Area 170,000 +29,000 

Total 204,000 +68,000 

Commercial DeveloEment in Millions of Square Feet 
Redevelopment Area 12 +22 
Revision Area 12 + 7 

Total 24 +29 

Industrial Development in Miltions of Square Feet 

Build-out 

29,000 
93,000 

122,300 

73,000 
199,000 

272 000 

341b/ 
19 

53 

Redevelopment Area 3 + 2 5 
Revision Area 5 + 7 12 

Total 8 + 9 17 

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

/bl Assumes "practical build-out" as defined by the Community Redevelopment 
Agency (eRA). The underlying assumptions are: 1)Redevelopment would occur if a) 
the existing number of residential units is 50 percent or less than permitted 
by the Redevelopment Plan, or b) the existing commercial square footage 1s 25 
percent or less than the potential build-out permitted by the Redevelopment 
Plan, or c) the existing industrial square footage is 25 percent or less than 
the potential build-out permitted by the Redevelopment Plan, and d) the 
existing building is substantially deteriorated and e) the existing development 
is not in conformance ~ith the Redevelopment Plan. 2)Redevelopment would not 
occur if a) the existing buildings are of historical or architectural 
significance, or b) the existing use is open space, recreation, public, quasi­
public or institutional. 
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For example, if a neighborhood Is mostly duplexe~ today, it was designated Low 
Medium I (LMl) which allows duplexes. It was not designated Low II (L2) which 
permits only single-family houses. Nor was it designated Low Medium II (LM2) 
or Medium (Ned) which would allow complete redevelopment and would result in 
more housing units than are needed for the year 2010. 

Nonresidential Development Capacity. In an effort to make the transportation 
system and other public facilities and service systems workable, the Proposed 
Plan (within the revision area) reduces the development capacity of 
commercially and industrially zoned land to: 

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

• 1 times lot area for Neighborhood-Oriented Commercial development; 
• 1.5 times lot area for all industrial development; 
• 3 times lot area for Community Commercial development, which is limited to 

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

The resulting commercial development capacity in the Revision Area, excluding 
the medical center area, is 15.4 million square feet of floor space, an 
increase of 54 percent over the existing estimated 10 mil lion square feet. 
This additional development is estimated to be just enough additional retail 
sales and services to serve the added population, assuming that 15 to 20 
percent of the commercial development in the Redevelopment Area which currently 
provides community service will be replaced by regional serving uses, 

The Proposed Plan would permit the medical center to double in size from an 
estimated 1.85 mil lion square feet in 1987 to 3.7 million square feet at build­
out. It would permit industrial development, consisting primarily of film and 
video production, to more than double in size, from an estimated 5 million 
square feet in 1987 to 11.9 million square feet at build-out. 
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4.0 OVERVIEW OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The Hollywood Community Plan area is located in the central portion of the City 
of Los Angeles, approximately 3 miles northwest of downtown Los Angeles. The 
Plan area encompasses approximately 23 square miles. The area is situated south 
of U.e Santa Monica Mountains. It includes the Hollywood Hills, as well as 
highly urbanized residential and commercial areas to the south. The major 
ecological and open space resource in the Plan area (as well as the City as a 
whole) is Griffith Park (4,108 acres), located in the northern third of the 
Plan area. The channel of the Los Angeles River skirts the north and 
northeastern perimeter of the Plan area. 

The Hollywood Community Plan area is located within the South Coast Air Basin 
(SCAB). The South Coast Air Basin is a 6,600-square mile basin encompassing 
al I of Orange County, most of Los Angeles and Riverside counties, and the 
eastern portion of San Bernardino County. The climate of the South Coast Air 
Basin is determined by its terrain and geographical location. The Basin is a 
coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and low hills, bounded by the 
Pacific Ocean to the southwest, and high mountains around the rest of its 
perimeter. The region generally lies on the semi-permanent high pressure zone 
of the eastern Pacific. As a result, the climate is mild, tempered by cool sea 
breezes. The usually mild climatological pattern is interrupted occasionally 
by periods of extremely hot weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana winds. 

Under the provisions of the Clean Air Act, areas are classified by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency as either "attainment" or "non-attainment" 
areas, for pollutants such as carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide (502), nitrogen 
oxides (N02), ozone (03) hydrocarbons (HC), total suspended"particulates 
(TSP) and lead (Pb), based on whether the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) are being met or not. The Plan Revision area is located in 
the Los Angeles County sub-area of the South Coast Air Basin. Los Angeles 
County i~ designated a non-attainment area for 03, CO, N02, and TSP; the County 
is classified as an attainment area for S02. 

Overall growth and 
Community Plan area 
forecast prepared by 
The SCAG 82 modified 
for other regional 
Management Plan and 
which encompass the 

development for the region encompassing the Hollywood 
is guided by the population, housing and employment 

the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 
projections, as they are kn~wn, are utilized as the base 

plans that affect the Plan area such as the Air Quality 
the Regional Transportation Plan. Other applicable plans 
Plan revision area include: 

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

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

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

• Land Use 
• Population and Housing 
• Traffic and Circulation 
• Urban Design 
• Public Services 
• Air Quality 
• Noise 
• Earth 
• Energy and Utilities 
• Drainage 
• Natural Resources 
• Cultural and Historic Resources 
• Plant and Animal Life 

Other environmental effects, considered in the Initial Study, which were 
determined to be clearly insignificant and/or unlikely to occur are not 
addressed in detail in this report. The complete Initial Study is attached as 
Appendix A. 

5.1 LAND USE 
Existing Conditions 

The Current Hollywood Community Plan was approved by the City Council in 
September 1973 after several years of study. The northern part of the area 
has been designated tor recreation and other public land uses, as well as open 
space. Much of northwest section has been designated for minimum or very low 
density housing. The southern section has been designated tor more intensive 
development. These include low to very high denSity housing, and commercial 
and industrial uses. The Plan enumerates policies for commerce, housing and 
industry. Also discussed are specific programs for public improvements, 
circulation, and zoning actions. The Current Plan provides for residential 
densities ranging trom minimum to very high. The Current Plan, exclusive of the 
Redevelopment Area, provides for a population capacity of 389,000 persons and 
for approximately 101 million square feet of non-residential development. With 
the Redevelopment Area included, these overall capacities would be increased to 
a population of 462,000 and a development level of approximately 140 million 
square feet. 

Since the adoption of the plan, real estate and development activities have 
taken place within these substantial capacities. In addition, it should be 
recognized that much previous development has taken place under even higher 
densities -due to the inconsistency between the Community Plan and the 
underlying zoning. This level of development activity has resulted in 
significant burdens on the traffic circulation system within the Community Plan 
area, as well as other adverse impacts on public services and infrastructure. 
Development activity has also resulted in numerous land use conflicts and 
incompatibilities reflected in parking problems, aesthetic impacts, light, 
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shade-shadow impacts ot new 
properties, the removal of 
buildings, among other impacts. 

larger buildings on 
architecturally or 

Environmental Effects 

existing lower density 
historically significant 

One of the major objectives o~ the plan revision process was to bring the 
population and employment capacities of the Plan area into line with SCAG 
growth projections for 2010 for approximately 219,000 persons and 107,000 jobs. 
To accomplish these development levels, "down zoning" is required. As a result, 
the development potential for residential and commercial/industrial properties 
would be reduced in subareas throughout the Community Plan area, with the 
exception of the Redevelopment Area and areas where there have been recent plan 
amendments. 

Changes in Residential Categories: In general, this work focused on minimizing 
non-conforming uses, matching plan categories to existing typical densities or 
median densities, while at the same time al lowing for some growth potential. 
Table 5 compares the Current Plan with the Proposed Plan. It shows that the 
primary effect of the Proposed Plan would be to eliminate the High and Very 
High residential density categories (60 dwelling units per acre or greater) as 
well as greatly reduce the acreage devoted to the High Medium category (40 to 
60 dwelling units per acre). The Proposed Plan also entails a substantial shift 
from the Very Low residential density categories to the Low I and Low II 
categories, generally to reflect existing conditions. 

TABLE 5 
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED AND CURRENT PLAN FOR RESIDENTIAL CATEGORIES/a/ 

Proposed 
Units per Plan 

Plan Category Corresponding Zone Gross Acre Acres 
------------- ------------------ ---------- ---------
Minimull A1, A2, RE40 .5 to 1 928 
Very Low RE20, RA 1+ to 2 
Very Low II REI5, RE11 2+ to 3 1,668 

Low RE9 3+ to 5 451 
Low I I Rl, RS, R06 5+ to 7 2,370 

Low Medium R2, R05, R04, RD3 7+ to 12 456 
Low Medium I I R01.5, R02 12+ to 24 889 

Medium R3 24+ to 40 830 
High Medium R4 40+ to 60 23 
High R4 60+ to 80 
Very High R5 80+ 

TOTAL 7,615 

/a/ Does not include the Hollywood Redevelopment Area. 
/bl Includes recent amendments to the Plan. 

Current 
Plan 
Acres/b/ 
-------
1,084 

3,87811 

1,12011 

29311 

1,281 
307 
357 

88 

8,408 

*In the 1973 Plan, distinctions between I and I ( were not made. 
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" Q Changes in Non-residential Categories: Table 6 compares the Proposed Plan with 
the Current with respect to co.mercial and industrial land use categories on an 
acreage and square foot basis. As can be seen, the Proposed Plan would reduce 
commercial and industrial acreage by lOB acres (a 10 percent reduction). 
However, substantially reduced floor to area ratios in all categories would 
reduce the development potential by 69 percent (a reduction of 70.4 million 
square feet), when compared to the Current Plan. The reduction 1n development 
was based on a desire to concentrate higher intensity development within the 
Redevelopment Area, and to limit the trip generation from non-residential uses 
to be compatible with the street system capacity. 

TABLE 6 
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED AND CURRENT PLAN FOR 

COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL CATEGORIES/a/ 

Acres Sq. Ft. (Hi II ions) 
------------------ ------------------
Proposed Current Proposed Current 

Category Plan Plan Plan/bl Plan/c/ 
------------------------------- -------- ------- -------- -------
Li mlted Commercial 50 O.B 
Highway Oriented COllmercial 235 294 3.8 28.8 
Neighborhood Office COillmercial 331 236 10.8 23.1 
Comllunity Commercial 68 179 3.7 17.5 
Hanufacturing/dl 244 327 11.9 32.0 

TOTAL 928 1,036 31. 0 101. 4 

Source: Gruen Associates 

/a/ Does not include the Redevelopment Area. 
Ibl Square Feet based on the following floor area ratios: Highway Oriented: 
FAR 0.5:1, Limited Commercial: FAR 0.5:1, Neighborhood Office: FAR 0.75:1 for 
retail and FAR 0.25:1 for office, Community Commercial: FAR 3:1, Manufacturing 
categories: FAR 1.5:1. 
/c/ Assumes an FAR 3:1 for non-residential uses. 
Idl Includes commercial-manufacturing, limited manufacturing and light 
manufacturing categories. 

Mitigation Measures 

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

Existing Conditions 

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

Housing Mix: According to estimates prepared by Gruen Associates, there were 
approximately 19,000 single family homes in the Plan area in 1987. In addition, 
there are esti~ated to be 78,000 multiple-family units. Thus, 80 percent of the 
existing stock is multiple family units, and the remaining 20 percent consists 
of single-family homes. 

Environmental Effects 

Capacity: Table 7 compares the Proposed Plan with the Current Plan and existing 
conditions relative to housing units and population. Within the revision area, 
the Proposed Plan would result in the addition of approximately 12,000 
dwellings above 1987 levels. Similarly, the Proposed Plan would add 29,000 
persons to the population. With respect to the Current Plan, the Proposed Plan 
would reduce potential housing capacity from 154,000 units to 93,000 units (a 
40 percent reduction in capacity). Population capacity would be reduced from 
389,000 persons to 199,000 persons (a 49 percent reduction in capacity). 

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

Jobs-Housing Balance: It has been estimated that the Proposed Plan would 
provide capacity for approximately 65,000 jobs within the Plan revision area. 
For this same area, the Current Plan would provide capacity for approximately 
233,000 jobs. The Southern California Association of Governments has indicated 
that an approximate indicator of the balance between jobs and housing is the 
ratio of employment to population. A balance between jobs and housing is 
typically represented by a ratio of 0.38 to 0.55. 1 For the revision area, 
Table 8 illustrates the ratio for the Proposed and Current Plan. 

See California Department of Housing and Community Development, Issue 
Paper "Jobs-Housing Balance", December 1987, page 5. 
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TABLE 7 
HOUSING UNITS AND POPULATION COHPARISON 

(in thousands) 

Existing/a/ Current Plan/b/ 

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

-------------- -------- --------- --------- ---------
Single Family 
Hul ti-Fami Iy 

TOTAL UNITS 
POPULATION 

18 
63 

81 
170 

19 
78 

97 
204 

21 
133 

154 
389 

21 
162 

183 
462 

/a/ 1987 estimated developed by Gruen Associates. 
/bl Includes Amended Redevelopment Plan Build-out 
Source: Gruen Associates 

TABLE 8 
JOBS-HOUSING BALANCE 

Proposed Plan (Revision Area Only) 

Eaployment Capacity = 65,000 jobs 
Population Capacity =199,000 persons 
Employment/Population = 0.33 (housing-rich) 

Current Plan (Revision Area Only) 

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

Proposed Plan (Entire Plan Area) 

Employment Capacity = 161,000 jobs/al 
Population Capacity =272,000 persons 
Employment/Population = 0.59 (job-rich) 

Current Plan (Entire Plan Area) 

Employ.ent Capacity = 329,000 jobs/a/ 
Population Capacity = 462,000 persons 
Eaployment/Population = 0.71 (job-rich) 

Proposed Plan 
---------------------
Revision 
Area 
----------
21 
72 

93 
199 

Entire 
Plan Area 
----------
21 

101 

122 
272 

/al Includes approximately 96,000 jobs estimated in Redevelopment Area (39 
million square feet of development) 
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It can be seen that the Proposed Plan would result in a ratio of'O.33 
(indicative of too much housing> while the Current Plan would result in a ratio 
0.60 (indicative of too many jobs in relation to housing). When the substantial 
amount of employment anticipated in the Redevelopment Area (96,000 jobs) is 
added, the ratio for the Proposed Plan shifts to favor jobs (a ratio of 0.59).1 
In contrast, the imbalance is further exaggerated under the Current Plan, where 
the ratio woutd shift to 0.71. In both of these cases, 'non-residential 
development levels would need to be scaled back to achieve a jobs-housing 
balance in the Hollywood Community Plan area. 

Hitigation Haasures 

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

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

The Redevelopment Area 
million s.f. of office, 14 
industrial. 

employment estimate assumes approximately 20 
million s.t. of retail and 5 million s.t. of 
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TABLE 9 

STREET SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

Existing Through Lanes 
1973 CP ----------------------

Street/Segment Classification Off-Peak Peak Notes 

------------- ... --- ... ----------------- --- ........ - ... _-_ ...... --_ .. -_ ... - --------

EAST/WEST STREETS 

-----------------
MULHOLLAND DR 

Laurel Canyon-Cahuenga Major 2 2 
LOS FELIZ BLVD 

Western-Vermont Secondary 4 4 

Vermont-Riverside Major 4 5 (2) 

FRANKLIN AVE 
Gardner-La Brea Secondary 2 2 
La Brea-Highland Secondary 4 4 

0 Highland-Wilcox Secondary 2 2 
Wilcox-Normandie Secondary 4 4 

0 Normandie-St George Secondary 2 2 
ST GEORGE ST 

~ Frankl in-Rowena Secondary 2 2 
HOLL YIJOOO BLVD 

0 Laurel Canyon-La Brea Major 2 4 (1' ) 

0 
La Brea-Sunset Major 4 4 

SUNSET BLVD 

~ La Cienega-Kings Major 4 4 

KingS-Wi l ton Major 4 6 (1) 

O. Wilton-Santa Monica Major 4 4 

FOUNTAIN AVE 
0 La Cienega-Fairtax Secondary 2 4 (1) 

...0 
Fairfax-Orange Secondary 4 4 (5) 
Orange-Bronson Secondary 2 2 

..0 LA MIRADA AVE (Fountain Ave jog) 
Bronson-Van Ness Secondary 2 2 

FOUNTAIN AVE 
Van Ness-St Andrews Secondary 2 2 
St Andrews-Western Secondary 4 4 

Western-Sunset Secondary 2 2 
Sunset -Hyperi on Secondary 4 4 

SANTA MONICA BLVD 
La Cienega-Sweetzer Major 4 6 (1) 

Sweetzer-La Brea Major 4 4 

La Brea-Highland Major 4 6 (1) 

Highland-Ui lcox Major 4 4 

Wi lcox-Gower Major 4 6 (1) 

Gower-Sunset Major 4 4 
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TABLE 9 (continued) 

STREET SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

Existing Through Lanes 
1973 CP ~---------------------

Street/Segment Classification Off-Peak Peak Notes 
----------------------------------- --_ ....... _-_ .... _-- ---- ... _-- --- .... _- .. 
MYRA AVE 

Santa Monica-Sunset Major 4 4 
MELROSE AVE 

La Cienega-La Brea Secondary 4 4 
La Brea-Citrus Secondary 3 4 (9) 
Citrus-Normandie Secondary 2 3 (10) 
Normandie-Alexandria Secondary 4 4 
Alexandria-Hoover Secondary 2 4 ( 1 ) 

NORTH/SOUTH STREETS 

0 -------------------
LA CIENEGA BLVD 

" Melrose-Santa Monica Major 4 4 
Santa Monica-Sunset Secondary 4 4 

0 CRESCENT HEIGTS BLVD 
Rosewood-Santa Monica Secondary 2 3 (3) 

0 Santa Monica-Sunset Major 4 4 

tI;T LAUREL CANYON ,BLVD 
Sunset-Hollywood Secondary 4 4 

a Hollywood-Mt Ol~s Secondary 3 3 (6) 
Mt Ol~s-Mulholland Secondary 2 2 r-

0 FAIRFAX AVE 
, " Rosewood-Melrose Major 4 4 

'.0 Melrose-Santa Monica Major 6 6 

tD Santa Monica-Hollywood Major 4 4 
MARTEL AVE 

I . • ,. - Rosewood-Melrose Secondary 2 2 
VISTA ST 

Melrose-Santa Monica Secondary 2 2 
GARDNER ST 

Santa Monica-Fountain Secondary 4 4 
Fountain-Franklin Secondary 2 2 

LA BREA AVE 
Rosewood-Hollywood Major 4 6 (1) 

Hollywood-Franklin Secondary 4 4 
HIGHLAND AVE 

Rosewood-Melrose Major 4 4 
Melrose-Sunset Major 4 6 (1 ) 

Sunset-Franklin (west) Major 5 7 (4) 
Franklin (west)-Franklin (east) Major 7 7 (4) 
Franklin (east)-Odin Major 6 7 (4) 
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Street/Segment 
------ ... ----------------------------
CAHUENGA BLVD WEST 

Highland-SB Off Ramp 
SB Off Ramp-Mulholland 
Mulholland-Barham 

WILCOX AVE 
Melrose-Franklin 

COLE AVE 
Melrose-Cahuenga 

CAHUENGA BLVD 
Melrose-Franklin 
Frankl in-Odin 

CAHUENGA BLVD EAST 
Odin-Pilgrimage Bridge 
Pilgrimage Bridge-n/o NB On Ramp 
n/o NB On Ramp-Barham Off Ramp 
Barham Off Ramp-Barham 

VINE ST 
Melrose-Franklin 

GOWER ST 
Melrose-Hollywood 
Hollywood-Franklin 

BRONSON AVE 
Santa Monica-Franklin 

WILTON PL 
Melrose-Franklin 

WESTERN AVE 
Melrose-Franklin 

NORMANOIE AVE 
Melrose-Santa Monica 
Santa Monica-Franklin 

VERMONT AVE 
Melrose-Sunset 
Sunset-Los Feliz 
Los Feliz-Vermont Canyon 

VIRGIL AVE 
Melrose-Sunset 

HILLHURST AVE 
Sunset-Los Feliz 
Los Feliz-Vermont 

HYPERION AVE 
Fountain-Glendale 

T,ABLE 9 (continued) 

STREET SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

Existing Through Lanes 
1973 CP ----------------------

Classification Off-Peak Peak Notes 
--- .. _- ... - ..... ---- --_ ........ -- -----_ ... -

Major 4 4 (7) 

Major 4 4 

Major 3 3 (7) 

Secondary 2 2 

Secondary 2 2 

Secondary 4 4 

Major 4 4 

Local 3 3 (8) 

Local 2 2 (13 ) 

Local 1 1· (13) 

Local 2 2 (13 ) 

Major 4 4 

Secondary 2 2 
Secondary 4 4 

Secondary 2 2 

Secondary 2 4 (1) 

Major 4 4 

Secondary 2 3 (12) 
Secondary 2 2 

Major 4 6 (1) 

Major 4 4 

Secondary 4 4 

Secondary 4 4 

Secondary 4 4 

Secondary 2 2 

Secondary 4 4 
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Street/Segment 

GRIFFITH PARK BLVD 
Hyperion-Los Feliz 

RO\oIENA AVE 

Los Feliz-Hyperion 
Hyperion-Glendale 

RIVERSIDE DR 
Glendale-Los Feliz 

Notes: 

TABLE 9 (continued) 

STREET SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

Existing Through Lanes 
1973 CP 

Classification 

Secondary 

Secondary 
Secondary 

Major 

Off-Peak 
................ ... 

2 

2 
4 

4 

Peak 
---- ......... 

2 

2 
4 

4 

Notes 

1. Peak parking restrictions in both directions during both peak periods (various locations). 
2. Los Feliz peak parking restrictions: WB during morning peak and EB during evening peak 

(Vermont-Riverside). 

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

4. 

5. 
6. 
7. 

peak (Rosewood-Santa Monica). 
Highland reversible lane sections operate as follows: 

Off-Pk AM Pk PM Pk 
NB 5B HB 5B HB SB 

Sunset-Franklin (west) 2 3 3 3 4 3 
Franklin (west)-Franklin (east) 3 4* 3 4* 4 3* 
Franklin (east)-Odin 3 3 3 4 4 3 

* includes long southbound right-turn lane to Franklin. 
Fountain lanes: number 
Laurel Canyon lanes: 
Cahuenga West lanes: 
(Mulholland-Barham). 

of lanes varies, 
lane NB, 2 lanes 
lane NB, 3 lanes 

portions are two-lane (Fairfax-Orange). 
SB (Hollywood-Mt Olympus)_ 
5B (Highland-SB Off Ramp); lane NB, 2 lanes SB 

8. Cahuenga East lanes: 2 lanes NB, 1 lane SB (Odin-Pilgrimage Bridge). 
9. Melrose lanes: 1 lane EB, 2 lanes WB during off-peak periods (La Brea-Citrus). 

10. Melrose peak parking restrictions: WB during morning and evening (Citrus-Normandie). 
11. Hollywood peak parking restrictions: EB and WB during evening peak only (Laurel 

Canyon-La Brea). 

12. Normandie peak parking restrictions: 5B during morning peak and NB during evening peak 
(Melrose-Santa Monica). 

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

Level of service is a qualitative measure used to describe the condition of 
traffic flow, ranging from excellent conditions at level ot service (LOS) A to 
overloaded conditions at LOS F. LOS C is the level of operation typically used 
as a design standard, while LOS 0 is typically considered to be acceptable for 
urban street systems. Level of service definitions for signalized 
intersections are provided in Table 10. 1 Weekday morning and evening peak 
hour intersection turning movement counts were provided by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation for 39 intersections. The results of the 
level of service analysis for the morning and evening peak hours are shown in 
Table 11. As indicated in the table, 3 of the 39 intersections are currently 
operating at an unacceptable level of service (LOS E or F) and 11 are currently 
operating at LOS 0 during the morning peak period, while 11 intersections are 
currently operating at an unacceptable level of service and 13 are currently 
operating at LOS D during the evening peak period. 

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

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

The Hlntersection Capacity Utilization~ method of intersection capacity 
analYSis was used to determine the intersection volume/capacity (v/ci ratio and 
corresponding level of ~ervice for the existing turning movements and 
intersection characteristics at signalized intersections. As part of the 
development of the highway network for the computer model. existing capacities 
were estimated for each street in the network based upon the physical and 
operational characteristics of the street. The existing traffic volumes were 
compared to the estimated capacities to develop vic ratios for the various 
highway segments throughout the area. 
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Level of 
Service 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

t,. I •• ' 

TABLE 10 

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS 

Volume/Capacity 
Ratio 

0.00 - 0.60 

0.61 - 0.70 

0.71 - 0.80 

0.81 - 0.90 

0.91 - 1.00 

Greater than 
1. 00 

Definition 

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

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

GOOD. Occasionally drivers may 
have to wait through more than one 
red 1 ight; backups may develop 
behind turning vehicles. 

FAIR. Delays may be substantial 
during portions of the rush hours, 
but enough lower volume periods 
occur to permit clearing of 
developing 1 ines, preventing 
excessive backups. 

POOR. Represents the most vehicles 
intersection approaches can 
accommodate; may be long 1 i nes of 
waiting vehicles through several 
signal cycles . 

FAILURE. Backups from nearby loca­
tions or on cross streets may 
restrict or prevent movement of 
vehicles out of the intersection 
approaches. Tremendous delays with 
continuously increasing queue 
lengths. 
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Map 
NI.III 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 

8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

TABLE 11 

PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Intersection 

Melrose Ave & Fairfax Ave 
Melrose Ave & La Brea Ave 
Melrose Ave & Highland Ave 
Melrose Ave & Western Ave 
Santa Monica Bl & Highland Ave 
Santa Monica Bl & Vine St 
Santa Monica Bl & Western Ave 
Santa Monica Bl & Vermont Ave 
Santa Monica Bl & Myra Ave/Hoover St 
Santa Monica Bl & Sunset Bl 
Fountain Ave & Highland Ave 
Fountain Ave & Vine. St 
Fountain Ave & Western Ave 
Fountain Ave & Vermont Ave 
Sunset Bl & Crescent Hgts/Laurel Cyn 
Sunset Bl & Fairfax Ave 
Sunset Bl & La Brea Ave 
Sunset Bl & Highland Ave 
Sunset Bl & Vine St 
Sunset Bl & Gower St 
Sunset Bl & Western Ave 
Sunset Bl & Normandie Ave 
Sunset Bl & Vermont Ave 
Sunset Bl & Hollywood Bl/Hillhurst St 
Hollywood Bl & Fairfax Ave 
Hollywood Bl & La Brea Ave 
Hollywood Bl & Highland Ave 
Hollywood Bl & Cahuenga Bl 
Hollywood Bl & Vine St 
Hollywood Bl & Bronson Ave 
Hollywood Bl & Western Ave 
Hollywood Bl & Vermont Ave 
Franklin Ave (West) & Highland Ave 
Franklin Ave (East) & Highland Ave 
Franklin Ave & Western Ave 
Franklin Ave & Vermont Ave 
Los Feliz Bl & Vermont Ave 
Los Feliz Bl & Hillhurst Ave 
Los Feliz Bl & Riverside Dr 
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AM Peak Hour 

VIC 

0.72 
0.80 
0.95 
0.87 
0.85 
0.79 

0.81 
0.48 
0.51 
0.45 
1.05 
0.71 
0.56 
0.49 
0.88 
0.65 
0.66 
0.86 
0.73 

0.71 
0.71 
0.46 
0.75 
0.82 
0.69 
0.77 

0.89 
0.78 
0.75 
0.57 
0.73 

0.45 

0.93 
0.74 
0.67 
0.66 
0.82 
0.87 
0.81 

LOS 

C 
C/D 

E 

D 

D 

C 

D 

A 

A 

A 

F 

C 

A 

A 

D 

B 

B 

D 

C 

C 

C 

A 

C 

D 

B 

C 

D 

C 

C 

A 

C 

A 

E 

C 

B 

B 

D 

D 

D 

PM Peak Hour 

VIC 

0.87 
0.93 
1.03 
0.99 
1.00 
0.97 
0.89 
0.65 
0.79 
0.69 
1.07 
0.84 
0.78 
0.65 
0.94 
0.87 
0.87 
0.83 
0.82 
0.87 
0.97 
0.82 
0.85 
0.99 
0.67 
0.76 
0.74 

0.87 
0.74 

0.69 
0.75 
0.57 
1.03 
0.76 
0.72 
0.92 
0.89 
0.83 
0.77 

LOS 

D 

E 

F 

E 

E/F 
E 

D 

B 

C 

B 

F 

o 
C 

B 

E 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
E 

o 
o 
E 

B 

C 

C 

o 
C 

B 

C 

A 

F 

C 

C 

E 

D 

o 
C 
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Regional versus Local Trips 

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

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

Environmental Effects 

As indicated in the previous section, more than half of the analyzed 
intersections are either approaching or are currently operating at an 
unacceptable level of service during the evening peak hour. Further 
development within the Hollywood area coupled with regional growth could 
overload the already congested transportation facilities. The purpose of this 
section is to assess the impacts of the land use alternatives on the street 
system. 

Trip Generation 

The land use alternatives represent varying degrees of development within the 
Hollyw~od Community Plan study area. Population and employment projections 
w~re used to determine the generation of vehicle trips within the study area, 
which is presented in Table 13. As can be seen, the Build-out of the 1973 
Hollywood Community Plan generates 209' more evening peak period trips and 227% 
more daily trips than are currently generat~d. The Increased Non-Residential 
Development Alternative (Alternative 1) generates 84' more evening peak period 
trips and 88% more daily trips than are currently generated, while the Proposed 
Plan Revision only generates 48% more evening peak period trips and 50% more 
daily trips than are currently generated. 

Traffic forecasts were produced for each of the alternative development 
scenarios. While the existing network was used for the Proposed Plan and 
Alternative 1. the 1973 Hollywood Community Plan designates a classification 
for each of the streets in the study area, with each classification having a 
standard number of travel lanes and roadway widths. These standards are 
presented in Table 14. 
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TABLE 12 

EVENING PEAK PERIOD THROUGH TRIP ANALYSIS 
EXISTING CONDITIONS (ESTIMATED) 

Regional Local 
Street Traffic * Traffic ** 

.... ,', a 

Total 
-------------------------- ------------ ------------ -----------
La Cienega at Sunset 47% 53% 100% 
Fairfax at Sunset 35% 65% 100% 
La Brea at Sunset 29% 71% 100% 
Highland at Sunset 37% 63% 100% 
Vine at Sunset 24% 76% 100% 
Western at Sunset 12% 88% 100% 
Vermont at Sunset 10% 90% 100% 

Franklin at Highland 35% 65% 100% 
Hollywood at Highland 25% 75% 100% 
Sunset at Highland 29% 71% 100% 
Santa Monica at Highland 14% 86% 100% 
Melrose at Highland 12% 88% 100% 

Los Feliz at Vermont 15% 85% 100% 
Franklin at Vermont 5% 95% 100% 
Hollywood at Vermont 37% 63% 100% 
Sunset at Vermont 14% 86% 100% 
Santa Monica at Vermont 36% 64% 100% 
Melrose at Highland 47% 53% 100% 

--------------------------
Notes: 

* Regional traffic = vehicle trips with both orlgln and destination 
outside of the Hollywood Community or Redevelopment Plan areas. 

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

Percentages represent estimates from travel demand model developed for 
Hollywood, not actual traffic count data. 
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TABLE 13 

PROJECTED TRIP GENERATION FOR LAND USE ALTERNATIVES 

AM Peak Period PM Peak Period 

Alternative In Out Total In Out Total Daily 

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

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

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

Proposed Plan 82,640 56, no 139,410 168,840 197,380 366,220 1,395,130 

Note: 
o Trip projections represent estimated trips for both the Hollywood Community Plan and 

Redevelopment Plan area, assuming full buildout of each Community Plan alternative and 
full buildout of the Redevelopment· Plan. 

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

Classification 
Major Highway 
Secondary 
Co I I ector 

Right-of-Way 
Width (f eet> 

100 to 104 
86 
64 

Pavement Number of Through 
Width ( fee tl Lanes (Two-iJaz:) 

80 to 84 6 
66 4 

44 2 

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

Summary results based on the traffic forecasts are presented in Table 15 
including values for the estimated existing conditions, the build-out of the 
1973 Community Plan on the build-out network, and the Proposed Plan and 
Alternative 1 on the existing network. Traffic impact measures shown include 
vehicle-miles of travel (VMT), average speed (MPH), and vehicle-hours of delay 
for the evening peak period, aggregated across the entire Hollywood Community 
Plan highway network. It should be noted that these numbers do not necessarily 
represent actual conditions, but rather are intended for use in making relative 
comparisons between the various alternatives. 

Projected Operating Conditions 

Evening peak period turning movements were obtained from the model for each 
alternative, and the corresponding levels of service are presented in Table 16. 
The calculated vic ratios from the traffic forecasts were used to identify the 
street segments which are projected to experience poor levels of service, E and 
F, during the evening peak period. The street segment levels of service for 
each at the land use alternatives are presented in Figures 10 through 12. 

Current Plan Build-out on Build-out Network: As indicated in Table 16, 36 of 
the 39 analyzed intersections are projected to operate at LOS F during the 
evening peak hour with the build-out of the 1973 Community Plan. In addition, 
nearly every street in the study area is expected to be extremely congested, 
with all of the streets in the core of the Hollywood business district 
projected to have vIc ratios greater than 1.20. As can be seen in Figure 10, 
the street segments that are expected to experience extreme congestion, with 
vic ratios greater than 1.20, include the entire lengths of Franklin Avenue and 
Fountain Avenue; the majority of Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard; and 
the segments of Highland Avenue, Wilcox Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard, Wilton 
Place, Western Avenue, Normandie Avenue and Vermont Avenue between Fountain 
Avenue and Franklin Avenue. The complete failure ot this land use alternative 
to function on the build-out network is significant, since it implies that the 
land usage and recommended street network as established in the 1973 Community 
Plan are not compatible. 
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Land Use 
Alternative 

Existing Conditions 
(estimated) 

1973 CP Buildout with 
Buildout of Street 
Network 

Alternative 1 on 
Existing Network 

Proposed Plan on 
Existing Network 

Notes: 

TABLE 15 

TRAFFIC IMPACT INDICATORS FOR EVENING PEAK PERIOD 

VHT Average Speed 

Veh-Miles % Change MPH % Change 

1,524,800 nla 12_9 nla 

2,428,500 59.3% 4.2 -67.4% 

2,064,600 35.4% 6.0 -53.5% 

1,929,500 26.5% 8.4 -34.9% 

Delay 

Veh-Hours % Change 

78,300 nla 

508,400 549.3% 

288,800 268.8% 

178,900 128.5% 

o Data indicates aggregate values from Hollywood Community Plan travel demand model. 
o "% Change" indicates percent change from estimated existing conditions. 
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TABLE 16 

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

Intersection 

Melrose Ave & Fairfax Ave 
Melrose Ave & La Brea Ave 
Melrose Ave & Highland Ave 
Melrose Ave & Western Ave 
Santa Monica Bl & Highland Ave 
Santa Monica Bl & Vine St 
Santa Monica Bl & Western Ave 
Santa Monica Bl & Vermont Ave 
Santa Monica Bl & Myra Ave/Hoover St 
Santa Monica Bl & Sunset Bl 
Fountain Ave & Highland Ave 
Fountain Ave & Vine St 
Fountain Ave & Western Ave 
Fountain Ave & Vermont Ave 
Sunset Bl & Crescent Hgts/Laurel Cyn 
Sunset Bl & Fairfax Ave 
Sunset Bl & La Brea Ave 
Sunset Bl & Highland Ave 
Sunset Bl & Vine St 
Sunset Bl & Gower St 
Sunset Bl & Western Ave 
Sunset Bl & Normandie Ave 
Sunset Bl & Vermont Ave 
Sunset Bl & Hollywood Bl/Hillhurst St 
Hollywood Bl & Fairfax Ave 
Hollywood Bl & La Brea Ave 
Hollywood Bl & Highland Ave 
Hollywood Bl & Cahuenga Bl 
Hollywood Bl & Vine St 
Hollywood Bl & Bronson Ave 
Hollywood Bl & Western Ave 
Hollywood Bl & Vermont Ave 
Franklin Ave (West) & Highland Ave 
Franklin Ave (East) & Highland Ave 
Franklin Ave & Western Ave 
Franklin Ave & Vermont Ave 
Los Feliz Bl & Vermont Ave 
Los Feliz Bl & Hillhurst Ave 
Los Feliz Bl & Riverside Dr 

Existing 
Conditions 

V/C 

0.87 
0.93 
1.03 
0.99 
1.00 
0.97 
0.89 
0.65 
0.79 
0.69 
1.07 
0.84 
0.78 
0.65 
0.94 
0.87 
0.87 
0.83 
0.82 
0.87 
0.97 
0.82 
0.85 
0.99 
0.67 
0.76 
0.74 
0.87 
0.74 
0.69 
0.75 

0.57 
1.03 
0.76 
0.72 
0.92 
0.89 
0.83 
0.77 

LOS 

D 

E 

F 

E 

E/F 
E 

o 
B 

C 

B 

F 

o 
C 

B 

E 

o 
D 

o 
o 
o 
E 

D 

D 

E 

B 

C 

C 

o 
C 

B 

C 

A 

C 

C 

E 

o 
o 
c 

1973 CP Buildout 
with Buildout of 
Street Network 

V/C 

1.12 
1.52 
1.67 
1.50 
1.74 
1.68 
1.35 
1.27 
1.41 
0.61 
1. 74 
2.46 
2.08 
2.29 
1.34 
1. 17 
1.29 
1.44 
1.49 
1. 78 

, 2.47 

2.46 
2.17 
2.01 
0.75 
1.11 
1.64 
1.97 
1.90 
2.03 
1.12 ' 

1.32 

* 
2.12 
2.09 
1.72 
1. 16 
1. 17 
1.52 

LOS 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

B 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

C 

F 

F 
, F 

F 

F 

F 

* 
F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

Alternative 1 on 
Existing Network 

V/C 

1.15 
1.40 
1.29 
1.31 
2.09 
1.80 
1.34 
0.92 
0.96 
0.69 
1.97 
1.62 
1.66 
1.24 
1.15 
1.10 
1.58 
1. 19 
1.22 
1.79 
1.77 
1.52 
1. 16 
1.22 
0.75 
1.44 
1.40 
2.18 
1.05 
1. 16 
1.07 
0.88 
1.34 
1.06 
1.40 
1.48 
1.09 
1.01 
1.02 

LOS 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

E 

E 

B 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

C 

F 

F 

F 

F 

o 
F 

F 

F 

F 

Proposed Plan on 
Existing Network 

V/C 

1.00 
1.14 
1.11 
1.10 
1.80 
1.62 
1.22 
0.87 
0.89 
0.68 
1.38 
1.08 
1.43 
0.97 
1.07 
1.09 
1.28 
1.29 
1.02 
1.47 
1.34 
1.15 

1.07 
1. 12 
0.90 
1.29 
1.27 
2.07 
1.08 
1. 16 
0.92 
0.81 
1.26 
0.99 
1. 12 
1.33 
1.05 
0.95 
0.87 

LOS 

E/F 
F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

o 
o 
B 

F 

F 

E 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

O/E 
F 

F 

F 

E 

o 
F 

E 

F 

E 

D 

* Realignment of Franklin under buildout of 1973 CP street network would eliminate conflicting movements at this location. 
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Proposed Plan Revision on Existing Network: While 28 of the 39 intersections 
are projected to operate at LOS F during the evening peak hour for this 
alternative, the vic ratios are much lower than the vic ratios tor Alternative 
1. Similarly, the street segments are not expected to be as congested as for 
the increased non-residential development alternative discussed below. While 
there are segments which have vic ratios greater than 1.20, they are isolated 
cases immediat~ly adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway and the Cahuenga Pass. As 
can be seen in Figure 12, the street segments which are expected to experience 
extreme congestion, with vic ratios greater than 1.20, include portions ot 
Franklin Avenue, Sunset Boulevard, Fountain Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard, Vine 
Street, Go~er Street, and segments in the vicinity of Hollywood Freeway ramps. 

Increased Non-Residential Development Alternative on Existing Network: As 
indicated in Table 16, 34 of the 39 analyzed intersections are projected to 
operate at LOS F during the evening peak hour for this land use alternative. 
While street segment congestion is fairly widespread, the segments which are 
projected to have a vic ratio greater than 1.20 are primarily concentrated near 
the Hollywood Freeway and the Cahuenga Pass. 

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

Mitigation Measures 

In reaction to the high levels of traffic congestion and poor levels of service 
which either already exist or have been projected for .any locations within the 
Hollywood Community Plan area, a variety of alternative street and intersection 
improvements have been evaluated. Development of the conceptual improvements 
fo! this analysis included a review of previous recommendations for the 
Hollywood area and discussions with staff of the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT). 

As a result of this process, two different sets of street system improvements 
have been developed for further analysis in this study. The first set, 
hereafter referred to as the "Constrained Improvement Scenario," incorporates 
improvements which can generally be accommodated within the existing street 
system. The intent of this scenario is to assess the level of land use 
development which could be accommodated, and the traffic operating conditions 
which would result, if improvements are limited to those which do not require 
substantial right-of-way acquisition (which is likely to prove diffic~lt, if 
not impossible, throughout most of the Hollywood area). 

59 

,,' 

; 

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter

LH
V

H
O

A
 H

ol
ly

w
oo

d 
C

en
te

r 
D

E
IR

 c
om

m
en

ts
 w

ith
 e

xh
.p

df



o 
o ... 
o 
o 
. .0 

...0 

-

The second improvement scenario, here$fter referred to as the "Build-out 
Improvement Scenario," presumes that each'of the streets within the Hollywood 
area is eventually widened to provide capacity commensurate with the street's 
classification in the Community Plan. Many at the streets within Hollywood are 
not currently constructed to the highway classification standards established 
by the City of Los Angeles. This scenario represents build-out of the Community 
Plan street network over an extremely long-term period, since it is likely that 
acquisition of the right-ot-way necessary to implement these widenings would 
depend upon right-of-way dedications from redevelopment of adjacent parcels. 
As such, the full level of improvements implicit in this scenario may not ever 
be achieved. However, the scenario is useful for analyzing the impact of 
build-out of the Community Plan street system, if it were to be implemented. 

Constrained Improvement Scenario: 

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

• 

• 

• 

Any improvements must either fit within the existing right-ot-way or 
require only a minimal amount of new right-ot-way. In the latter case, 
any new right-at-way must be av~ilable without requiring demolition ot 
existing buildings. 

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

The improvements were developed in relation to the ~rojected traffic 
volumes under the Proposed Plan growth scenario . 

It should be noted that these improvements are intended to be indicative of the 
extent to which impacts of future growth can be mitigated by street system 
improvements, and are conceptual in nature. They are not intended as hard 
recommendations for specific improvements. The most appropriate improvements 
for locations throughout the Hollywood area must ultimately be developed in 
conjunction with more precise knowledge of the specific developments which may 
ultimately occur. 

Potential Street System Improvements 

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

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

Pavement NUTi:ler of Lanes Previ 
Width .. _--------------- Time Di rec- RecOIn 

Street Location (feet) Existing I~roved Period tion Comments datio 
------------- --------------------- -------- -------- ... __ ._--- ..... _---- _ .. _----------------------------

SIGNAL SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS 
--------------------------
Installation of ATSAC system throughout Hollywood area 

PEAK PERIOD PARKING RESTRICTIONS 
.... -- ................... _-- ........ - ------- - ...... 

La Cienega Santa Monica to 70 4 6 PM Pk both requires coordination with LAD 
0 Ol~ic Beverly Hills & West Hollywood 

C'-: Cr,escent slo Santa Monica varies 3 4 PM Pk NB expand existing restrictions 

~ 
Heights to include NB during PM peak; 

requires coordination with 
0 West Hollywood 

0 Fairfax Sunset to Pico varies 4 6 PM Pk both requires coordination with LAD !" 

-.r West Hollywood 

0 
Cahuenga Franklin to freeway na 4 6 PM Pk both in conjunction w/1-way couplet 

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

.0 
'instead of parking restriction 

Vine Franklin to Melrose 70 4 6 PM Pk both PBa 
~ 

Western Franklin to Venice 60 4 6_ PM Pk both 10-foot lanes; would need LAD - spot widening for left-turn 
pockets 

Normandie slo freeway na 3 4 PM Pk SB expand existing restrictions 
to include SB during PM peak 

Sunset Wilton to Hollywood 70 4 6 PM Pk both extension of existing 
restrictions eastward 

Santa Monica La Cienega to Hoover 60 4 6 PM Pk both 10-foot lanes; would need PBC 
spot widening for left-turn 
pockets; requires coordination 
with West Hollywood 
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TABLE 17 (continued) 

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

Street Location 

ONE-WAY COUPLETS 
----------------
Cahuengal Frankl in to Melrose 
Wilcox 

Wi l tonI freeway to 3rd 
Van Ness 

REVERSIBLE OPERATIONS 
---.-----------------
Highland Sunset to Santa 

Monica 

STREET WIDENINGS 
----------------
Fountain Highland to Bronson, 

& Western to Sunset 

Franklin Highland to Wilcox 

Cahuenga East Odin to Barham 

Barham Cahuenga to Forest 
Lawn 

Pavement Number of Lanes 

Width ------------------ Time 
(feet) Existing Improved Period 

Ca: 56 Ca: 4 4 NB, All Day 
Wc: 35 Wc: 2 3 SB 

Wt: 40 Wt: 4 4 NB, All Day 
VN: na VN: 2 4 SB 

70 6 7 AM Pk 
PM Pk 

varies 2 4 All Day 

38 2 4 AM & PM 

varies 1-3 2-4 All Day 

na 4 6 All Day 

62 

Direc-
tion Conments 

na requires parking restrictions 
on Wi lcox (one s'ide) 

na requires parking restrictions 
on Van Ness; continuation of 
parking restrictions on Wilton 

SB extension of existing rever-
NB sible operations southward; 

use left-turn lane for 
additional through lane 
in peak direction 

both 

both widen to 40 to 44 feet; 
implement parking restrictions 
during AM & PM peaks 

NB 

both includes widening US 101 
overpass to 7 lanes as per 
LA 5 year CIP 

Previous 
Reconmen­
dation * 

LADOT 

LADOT 
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TABLE 17 (continued) 

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

Street Location 

JOG IMPROVEMENTS OR ELIMINATIONS 
__________________ . ___ ._.w .. w.w. 

Franklin at Highland 

Fountain Bronson to Van Ness 

Pavement 
\Jidth 

(feet) 

Hi: 70 
Fr:38/44 

40 

NUI1ber of Lanes 

------------------ Time 
Existing Improved Period 

Hi: 7 na All Day 
Fr: 2/4 na 

2 4 All Day 

Direc­
tion 

na 

both 

Conments 

1. widen Franklin approaches & 
Highland through jog area; 

2. realign Franklin to 
el iminate jog; 

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

realign Fountain between 
Bronson & St Andrews to 
eliminate jog; included in 
LA 5 year CIP 

. ; .. .: . 

Previous 
R ec onmen­
dation * 

LADOT 

1973 CP 

LADOT & 
1973 CP 

~ LOCALIZED INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS 

o 
o 

-

(see Table 10) 

Notes: 
Ca = Cahuenga. Boulevard 
\Jc = \Jilcox Avenue 
\Jt = \Jilton Place 
VN = Van Ness Avenue 
Hi Highland Avenue 
Fr = Franklin Avenue 

* Previous reconmendation: 

AM Pk = AM peak period 
PM Pk = PM peak per i od 
NB = northbound 
SB = southbound 

o LADOT indicates recommended by memorandum from Donald R. Howery, General Manager, Department of Transportation, 
to Councilman Mike \Joo, June 2, 1987. 

o PBQD indicates reconmended in Hollywood Circulation Study (Parsons Brinckerhof Quade & Douglas, 1985). 
o 1973 CP indicates included in 1973 Hollywood Community Plan. 

** The grade-separation alternative for the Highland/Franklin intersection was used for the Constrained Improvement Scenario 
since traffic projections indicate this alternative is needed to provide sufficient capacity through the intersection. 
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• ~. At present, LAODT is beginning to install ATSAC systems in various 
areas throughout the City. [mplementation of an ATSAC system in 'Hollywood 
would provide more efficient and flexible control of traffic, thereby 
increasing the carrying capacity of signalized intersections. LADDT 
estimates that AT SAC systems may provide a seven percent increase in 
traffic capacity or throughput when compared to conventional traffic 
signal controls, as are currently in place in Hollywood. ATSAC also 
improves reliability and safety through surveillance and responsiveness of 
contra I. 

• Peak Period Parking Restrictions. New or expanqed 'peak period parking 
restrictions are indicated for segments of La Cienega Boulevard, Crescent 
Heights Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard, Vine Street, 
Western Avenue, Normandie Avenue, Sunset Boulevard and Santa Honica Boule­
vard. The intent of these restrictions are to provide additional through 
lanes during peak periods (similar to current restrictions along sections 
of La Brea Avenue, Highland Avenue and Sunset Boulevard, among others). 
Potential implementation issues would relate to the need to either accept 
the loss of on-street parking spaces or replace the displaced spaces. 
Furthermore, inadequate street widths along Western and Santa Honica would 
necessitate spot widenings in order to continue to provide left-turn lanes 
at major intersections. 

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

• Reversible Operations. At present, traffic cones are used along Highland 
Avenue between Odin Street and Sunset Boulevard to provide reversible lane 
operations during peak periods. Basically, the center left-turn lane is 
used as an additional through lane in the peak direction <southbound In 
the morning and northbo~nd in the evening>, with left-turns prohibited. 
This concept could be extended along Highland from its present terminus at 
Sunset Boulevard south to Santa Monica Boulevard, in order to more 
adequately accommodate the projected heavy traffic flows along this 
section of Highland. 

• Street Widenings. In conjunction with the potential jog realignment 
discussed below, Fountain Ave~ue could be further devel~ped as an 
alternative east-west route by widening the existing two-lane segments to 
provide four lanes. The two-lane section of Franklin Avenue between 
Highland Avenue and Wilcox Avenue is both a current and future bottleneck, 
and could be widened to provide four travel lanes by widening the pavement 
approximately 4 to 8 feet and restricting parking during peak periods. 

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

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

A variety of alternatives are possible to, el illinata or alleviate the 
existing Franklin Avenue jog at Hiahland Avenue, ranging trom: (1) 
widening the Franklin Avenue intersection approaches and Highland Avenue 
itself through the jog area (as included in the City of Los Angeles 5 Year 
Capital Improvement Program); to (2) real igning Frankl in to el illinate the 
jog (as included in the 1973 Community Plan); to (3) grade-separation by 
either depressing Highland Avenue through traffic below the jog area or 
constructing a flyover for eastbound Franklin to northbound Highland left­
turning traffic . 

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

Etfectlveness.of Improvements 

Projected traffic volulles tor the Proposed Plan were reassigned to the street 
system assuming implementation of the various conceptual improvements described 
above. Table 19 presents the resulting levels of service at the 39 analyzed 
intersections, while Figure 13 illustrates the projected levels of service 
along street segments. 

As can be seen, implementation of these (or similar) improvements would 
significantly improve projected operating' conditions in many areas from those 
forecast for The Proposed Plan without improvements. However, a number of 
streets would still experience traffic demands far in excess of the capacity. 
Eleven of the 39 intersections are projected to operate at LOS F during the 
evening peak hour (as opposed to 28 intersections for The Proposed Plan on the 
existing network), while an additional 11 intersections are projected to 
operate at LOS E. As indicated on Figure 13, a number of street segments would 
still experience extreme congestion. However, sectIons of Vermont Avenue, 
Western Avenue, Vine Street, Gower Street, Cahuenga Boulevard, Sunset 
Boulevard, Fountain Avenue,· Santa Monica Boulevard and Melrose Avenue are 
projected to operate at much better conditions than under The Proposed Plan 
without iaprovements (Figure 12). 
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TABLE 111 

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

m Intersection I~rovement Notes 

Melrose Ave & Fairfax Ave no i~rovements suggested 

Melrose Ave & La Brea Ave no i~rovements suggested 

Melrose Ave & Highland Ave no i~rovements suggested 

Melrose Ave & Western Ave 

Santa Monica Bl & Highland Ave 

Santa Monica Bl & Vine St 

Santa Monica Bl & Western Ave 

Santa Monica Bl & Vermont Ave 

Santa Monica Bl & Myra Ave/Hoover St 

Santa Monica Bl & Sunset Bl 

Fountain Ave & Highland Ave 

Fountain Ave & Vine St 

Fountain Ave & Western Ave 

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

restrict parking on Santa Monica for additional through lanes during peaks 
(spot widen Santa Monica for left-turn pockets) 
extend reversible lane operations on Highland to Santa Monica 

(1 ) 

(1) 

,1 ) 
restrict parking on Santa Monica for additional through lanes during peaks (1) 
(spot widen Santa Monica for left-turn pockets) 
additionally widen eastbound Santa Monica to provide dual left-turn lanes 
restrict parking on Vine for additional through lanes during peak periods (1) 

restrict parking on Santa Monica for additional through lanes during peaks (1) 
(spot widen Santa Monica for left-turn pockets) 
restrict parking on Western for additional through lanes during peak periods . (1) 
(spot widen Western for left-turn pockets) 

restrict parking on Santa Monica for additional through lanes during peaks 
(spot widen Santa Monica for left-turn pockets) 

terminate peak parking restrictions on Santa Monica at Myra/Hoover 
restripe eastbound Santa Monica to provide dual left-turn lanes 

no i~rovements suggested 

widen Fountain to provide four through lanes plus left-turn lanes 
extend reversible lane operations on Highland to Santa Monica 

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

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1 ) 

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

widen Fountain to provide four through lanes plus left-turn lanes 
restrict parking on Western for additional through lanes during peak periods 
(spot widen Western for left-turn pockets) 
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TABLE 18 (continued) 

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

Map 
N~ Intersection 

-------------------------------------

14 Fountain Ave & Vermont Ave 

15 Sunset Bl & Crescent Hgts/Laurel Cyn 

16 Sunset Bl & Fairfax Ave 

17 Sunset Bl & La Brea Ave 

18 Sunset Bl & Highland Ave 

19 Sunset Bl & Vine St 

20 Sunset Bl & Gower St 

21 Sunset Bl & Western Ave 

22 Sunset Bl & Normandie Ave 

23 Sunset Bl & Vermont Ave 

Improvement 

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

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

terminate peak parking restrictions on Fairfax at Sunset 
spot widen/restripe westbound Sunset to provide dual left-turn lanes 

no improvements suggested 

spot widen soutbound Highland to provide exclusive right-turn lane 

restrict parking on Vine for additional through lanes during peak periods 

no improvements suggested 

restrict parking on Sunset for additional through lanes during peak periods 
restrict parking on We~tern for additional through lanes during peak periods 
(spot widen Western for left-turn pockets) 

restrict parking on Sunset for additional through lanes during peak periods 

restrict parking on Sunset for additional through lanes during peak periods 
spot widen/restripe northbound Vermont to provide dual left-turn lanes 

Notes 

(1) 

(1) 

(2) 

(2) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

24 Sunset Bl & Hollywood Bl/Hillhurst St restripe eastbound Hollywood to allow through movements from right-turn lane 

25 Hollywood Bl & Fairfax Ave no improvements suggested 

26 Hollywood Bl & La Brea Ave spot widen westbound Hollywood to provide dual left-turn lanes (2) 

27 Hollywood Bl & Highland Ave restripe eastbound Hollywood to provide dual left-turn lanes (2) 
restripe westbound Hollywood to provide exclusive right-turn lane (2) 

28 Hollywood Bl & Cahuenga Bl Cahuenga converted to one-way northbound operation (Cahuenga/Wilcox couplet) (1) 
restripe eastbound Hollywood to provide dual left-turn lanes (2) 

29 Hollywood Bl & Vine St restrict parking on Vine for additional through lanes during peak periods (1) 

30 Hollywood Bl & Bronson Ave no improvements suggested 
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TABLE 18 (continued) 

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

R Intersection 

Hollywood Bl & Western Ave 

Hollywood Bl & Vermont Ave 

Franklin Ave (West) & Highland Ave 

Franklin Ave (East) & Highland Ave 

Franklin Ave & Western Ave 

Franklin Ave & Vermont Ave 

Los Feliz Bl & Vermont Ave 

Los Feliz Bl & Hillhurst Ave 

Los Feliz Bl & Riverside Or 

I~rovement 

restrict parking on Western for additionaL through Lanes during peak periods 
(spot widen Western for Left-turn pockets) 

no i~rovements suggested 

grade-separate Highland through traffic 

grade-separate Highland through traffic 

terminate peak parking restrictions on Western at Franklin 
restripe eastbound Franklin to provide dual left-turn lanes 

restripe eastbound Franklin to provide exclusive left-turn lane 

no i~rovements suggested 

no i~rovements suggested 

no i~rovements suggested 

~ ---------------------------------------

o 
o 

-

"es: 
I~rovement in conjunction with street i~rovement listed on Table 9. 
I~rovement not justified under Alternative 2A with additional reductions in office employee trips 
(as described in text). 
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18 
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30 
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32 
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34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
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TABLE 19 

PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 
PROPOSED PLAN WITH STREET SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT SCENARIOS 

Intersection 

Melrose Ave & Fairfax Ave 
Melrose Ave & La Brea Ave 
Melrose Ave & Highland Ave 
Melrose Ave & Western Ave 
Santa Monica Bl & Highland Ave 
Santa Monica Bl & Vine ~t 
Santa Monica Bl & Western Ave 
Santa Monica Bl & Vermont Ave 
Santa Monica Bl & Myra Ave/Hoover St 
Santa Monica Bl & Sunset Bl 
Fountain Ave &"Highland Ave 
Fountain Ave & Vine St 
Fountain Ave & ~estern Ave 
Fountain Ave & Vermont Ave 
Sunset Bl & Crescent Hgts/Laurel Cyn 
Sunset Bl & Fairfax Ave 
Sunset Bl & La Brea Ave 
Sunset Bl & Highland Ave 
Sunset Bl & Vine St 
Sunset Bl & Gower St 
Sunset Bl & Western Ave 
Sunset Bl & Normandie Ave 
Sunset Bl & Vermont Ave 
Sunset Bl & Hollywood Bl/Hillhurst St 
Hollywood Bl & Fairfax Ave 
Hollywood Bl & La Brea Ave 
Hollywood Bl & Highland Ave 
Hollywood Bl & Cahuenga Bl 
Hol!ywood Bl & Vine St 
Hollywood Bl & Bronson Ave 
Hollywood Bl & Western Ave 
Hollywood Bl & Vermont Ave 
Franklin Ave (West) & Highland Ave 
Franklin Ave (East) & Highland Ave 
Franklin Ave & Western Ave 
Franklin Ave & Vermont Ave 
Los Feliz Bl & Vermont Ave 
Los Feliz Bl & Hillhurst Ave 
Los Feliz Bl & Riverside Dr 

Proposed Plan on 
Existing Network 

V/C 

1.00 
1.14 
1.11 
1. 10 
1.80 
1.62 
1.22 
0.87 
0.89 
0.68 
1.38 
1.08 
1.43 
0.97 
1.07 

1.09 
1.28 
1.29 
1.02 
1.47 
1.34 
1.15 

1.07 
1. 12 
0.90 
1.29 
1.27 
2.07 
1.08 
1.16 

0.92 
0.81 
1.26 
0.99 
1.12 
1.33 
1.05 
0.95 
0.87 

LOS 

E/F 
F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

o 
o 
B 

F 

F 

F 

E 

F 

F 

F 

O/E 

F 

E 

o 
F 

E 

F 

F 

E 

o 

Proposed Plan 
Proposed Plan w/ 
Reduced Off i ce Proposed Plan 

with Constrained Trips/Constrained with Buildout 
Imprvmnt Scenario Imprvmnt Scenario Imprvmnt Scenario 

V/C 

0.97 
1.00 
1.05 
0.84 
1.07 
1.03 
1.06 
0.78 
0.72 
0.67 
0.98 
0.81 
0.91 
0.71 
0.82 
0.93 
1.37 
0.97 
1.04 
1. 19 
0.93 
0.93 
0.88 
0.85 
0.69 
1.29 
1.00 
1.14 
1.07 
0.90 
0.79 
0.70 
0.93 
0.55 
0.68 
1.09 
0.94 
0.87 
0.79 

LOS 

E 

E/F 

o 

F 

C 

C 

B 

E 

o 
E 

C 

o 
E 

F 

E 

F 

F 

E 

E 

o 
o 
B 

F 

E/F 
F 

O/E 
C 

B/C 
E 

A 

B 

F 

E 

o 
C 

V/C 

0.90 
0.96 
1.01 
0.83 
1.07 
0.93 
0.79 
0.64 
0.62 
0.66 
0.81 
0.63 
0.76 
0.52 
0.88 
0.73 
0.89 
0.88 
0.86 
1.16 
0.81 
0.81 
0.88 
0.90 
0.79 
1.07 
0.93 
1.02 
1.01 
0.72 
0.78 
0.55 
0.60 
0.50 
0.74 
0.85 
0.89 
0.76 
0.80 

LOS 

O/E 
E 

D 

F 

E 

C 

B 

B 

B 

o 
B 

C 

A 

D 

C 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

O/E 
C 

E 

C 

C 

A 

A/B 
A 

C 

o 
o 
C 

C/O 

V/C 

0.82 
1.01 
1.06 
1.01 
1.22 
1.03 
1. 19 
0.73 
0.61 
0.51 
1.11 
0.97 
0.80 
0.66 
0.98 
0.88 
1.08 
1.01 
1. 15 
0.87 
0.83 
0.70 
0.86 
0.86 
0.68 
0.94 
1.10 
1. 17 
0.88 
0.87 
0.92 
0.64 

* 
1.62 
0.72 
0.66 
0.86 
0.80 
0.79 

LOS 

D 

F 

F 

C 

B 

A 

E 

C/O 
B 

E 

o 

o 
o 

B/C 
o 
o 
B 

E 

D 

D 

E 

B 

* 

C 

B 

o 
C/D 

C 

* Realignment of Franklin under buildout of 1973 CP street network would eliminate conflicting movements at this location. 
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Reduction in Office E.ployee Trips 

These results indicate that constraining improvements to those feasible within 
the existing street system would not provide sufficient capacity to accommodate 
full build-out of both the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan and the Proposed Plan. 
Significant reductions in the number at vehicle trips generated by the 
projected land uses would also be required. Two means of reducing future 
vehicle trips are possible: (1) implementation at effective Transportation 
Systems Management/Transportation Demand Management (TSM/TDM) plans to achieve 
reductions in trips generated by various land uses; and (2) further reductions 
in allowable land use densities. 

Many of the locations which are projected to continue to experience severe 
operating conditions are locations which would be significantly impacted by 
projected development within the Hollywood Redevelopment area. Furthermore, 
the greatest amount of new trips in the area are projected to result from 
build-out of potential office development, particularly that allowed under the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 

If reductions of about 10 to 15 percent could be achieved through successful 
implementation of TSM/TDM programs for both existing and future office and 
industrial development throughout the Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan 
areas, it is estimated that new office development would have to be limited to 
only ab~ut 15 to 20 percent of that allowable under build-out of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. Note, however, that recent fo-recasts prepared for the 
Hollywood Redevelopment area indicate that the actual level of additional 
office development anticipated to occur over the next 20 years under market 
conditions would only be about 15 to 20 percent of the new development allowed 
under build-out of the Redevelopment Plan. As a result, it is estimated that, 
although full build-out of the Redevelopment Plan could not be accommodated, 
overall densities equivalent to those of the 20-year maiket-based forecasts 
could be accommodated. 

Table 19 also Jndicates the projected levels of service at the 39 analyzed 
intersections assuming reductions in tripmaking and land use intensities 
equivalent to those discussed above were to be realized, while Figure 14 
illustrates the resulting levels of service along street segments. As can be 
seen, the number of intersections which are projected to still operate at LOS F 
is reduced to six, with no vic ratio greater than 1.16. Only three 
intersections are projected to operate at LOS E, while each of the remaining 30 
intersections is projected to operate at LOS D or better. 

As indicated on Figure 14, a few street segments would still experience extreme 
congestion. These consist mainly of sections of Franklin Avenue, Cahuenga 
Boulevard, Highland Avenue, and Normandie Avenue immediately adjacent to the 
Hollywood Freeway. The remaining street sections throughout the Hollywood 
area, including most of Vermont Avenue, Western Avenue, Vine Street, Bronson 
Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard, Sunset Boulevard, Fountain Avenue, Santa Monica 
Boulevard and Melrose Avenue, are projected to operate at much improved condi­
tions than under the Proposed Plan. 
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Build-out Improvement Scenario 

As discussed previously, the Build-out Improvement Scenario presumes that each 
of the streets within the Hollywood area is eventually widened to provide 
capacity equivalent with that of the street's classification in the Community 
Plan (Figure 15). Generally, highway classification standards established by 
the City of Los Angeles call for six through lanes on major highways. four 
through lanes on secondary highways. and two travel lanes on col lector streets 
(see Table 14). Many of the streets within Hollywood currently do not have 
sufficient right-of-way or pavement width to provide the number of lanes for 
which they are classified. Figure 16 schematically illustrates the street 
segments which would require widening in order to be built out to the street 
standards. 

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

As can be seen, full build-out of the Community Plan street network would Sig­
nificantly improve projected operating conditions throughout most of the 
Hollywood area from the conditions projected for the Proposed Plan without 
improvements. Thirteen of the 39 analyzed intersections are projected to 
operate at LOS F during the evening peak hour (as opposed to 28 intersections 
tor the Proposed Plan on the existing network'. while an additional 4 
intersections are projected to operate at LOS E. 

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

o Under the Constrained Improvement Scenario. some streets would already 
provide capacity equivalent to their build-out number of lanes due to 
operational improvements slJch as parking restrictions. and. thus. their 
capacity would not be signiticantiY increased with turther widening to 
build-out standards (i.e .• Santa Monica Boulevard. 'Jestern Avenue. 'iine 
Street). 

a The Build-out Improvement Scenario baSically consists of widenings only. 
and does not include operational improvements such as extension or 
reversible operations on Highland or implementation ot one-waY couplets. 
For example. under the Constrained Improvement Scenario. the Wilton/Van 
Ness one-way couplet would increase north-south capacity and shift traffic 
away from paral leI streets such as Western Avenue (thereby impro'Jing 
conditions albng 'Jestern). an effect which would not be realized under the 
Build-out Improvement Scenario. 
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Thus, it is projected that ful I bui Id-out of the Proposed Plan and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan could not be fully accommodated, even if all the 
streets within the area were to be widened to the standards for their 
respective classifications. Additional improvements. such as one-way couplets. 
reversible lanes. Qr spot intersection improvements. would also be required. 
Significant proble~s are projected to remain along portions of Highland Avenu~. 
Western Avenue, Franklin Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard 
adjacent to the freeway. 

Recommendations 

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

For example, at one extreme, it appears that full build-out of the Proposed 
Plan and the Hollywood R~development Plan could be accommodated throughout most 
of the study area if all streets within the area were to be widened to the 
standards for their respective classifications and additional operational 
improvements were to be implemented (although significant congestion problems 
would remain, particularly along Highland and Franklin Avenues). Although 
developers can be required to dedicate right-of-way at the time new 
developments are constructed, so much additional right-of-way would be 
necessary to implement these widenings that it is likely to never become 
available without major purchases of new right-ot-way and demolition of 
existing development. Potentia! implementation costs associated with buildout 
of the street system would likely be prohibitive. Therefore. although new 
development should continue to dedicate right-ot-way as appropriate, it is felt 
that the widening of all streets to Community Plan standards cannot necessarily 
be relied upon to accommodate future development. 

On the other hand, land use densities would have to be significantly scaled 
down in order to be accommodated by implementation of street improvements 
similar in size and scope to those described in the Constrained Improvement 
Sc.enario. Basically, it is projected that buildout of the Proposed Plan 
(including the limitations on density inherent within that alternative> could 
generally be accommodated. However, buildout of the high intensity uses 
allowed in the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan could not be accommodated without 
significant reductions in the projected generation of vehicle trips. As 
discussed previously. it is estimated that development intensities within the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Area would have to be on the order of those currently 
anticipated in the 20-year market-based forecast, rather than ful I buildout of 
the Redevelopment Plan. to be accommodated by the level of improvements 
inherent in the Constrained Improvement Scenario. In addition, a reduction in 
non-retail employee trips of about 10 to 15% would have to be achieved through 
successful implementation of TSM/TDM plans for large office and industrial 
developments and employers within the area. 
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Therefore, it is recommended that the following steps be undertaken in order' to 
mitigate transportation impacts associated with buildout of the Hollywood 
Community and Redevelopment Plans: 

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

• TSM/TOM plans should be developed and implemented for large scale 
commercial developments and employers in the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Redevelopment Plan areas. The recently-approved Regulation XV of the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) requires that, by mid-
1990, all existing and future employers with more than 100 employees will 

• 

have prepared and submitted ridesharing plans to the AQMD, with the intent 
of increasing the regional average automobile occupancy for employee trips 
from 1.13 to 1.5 (an increase of about 33%). This requirement should be 
supplemented through the development and implementation of specific plans 
not only for larger employers, but also, to the degree possible, for small 
employers acting together. 

Future land use densities in the Community Plan area should be limited 
through the implementation of development standards similar in scope to 
those contained in the Proposed Plan. Future office development in the 
Redevelopment Plan area should be limited to a level similar to that 
contained in the 20-Year Market-Based forecasts, at least until steps are 
taken to implement major street system improvements in excess of the 
conceptual improvements feasible within existing rights-at-way. 
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5.4 AESTHETICS AND URBAN DESIGN! 

Existing Conditions 

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

Hollywood is an old, architecturally 
residential and commercial buildings and 
built in the period from 1910 to 1940 
motion picture industry. 

rich community. Many of today's 
the neighborhoods they comprise were 
in response to the rapid growth of the 

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

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

Commercial D1stricts. The original commercial districts in the Plan Revision 
area were characterized by one to three story buildings, which had storefronts 
along the street, with office or residential space above and limited parking 
behind. In recent years, these have been replaced by "mini-malls" with parking 
along the street. Mini-malls were made possible in large part because of the 
city's minimal parking requirement for commercial development (Le., one space 
per 500 square feet of floor space). Because there are no standards concerning 
architecture or landscaping, many new commercial buildings were much less 
attractive than the buildings they replaced, and because the stores are set 
back from the street they discourage pedestrian street activity. 

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

I This section summarizes an assessment and recommendations prepared by 
Gruen Associates. 
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Parks and Open Space. As indicated in the discussion 9f public facilities and 
services, there is a severe shortage of neighborhood and community parks in 
Hollywood. In addition, there is often little or no on-site usable and 
landscaped open space in new residential development. 

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

Community Concerns. Throughout the Plan Revision process, the functional and 
visual quality of new development in Hollywood has been a central concern of 
residents. second only to their concern about development capacity and its 
impact on the transportation system. Until recently little attention has been 
given to urban design considerations in Los Angeles. It is typically addressed 
only when a small area. like Palisades Village or Westwood Village, receives 
special attention through a Specific Plan. However. in response ,to growing 
community concerns, interim measures like the "mini-mall moratorium" and a 
Pedestrian Overlay Zone ordinance (Ordinance No. 162570) have been established. 
The intent is that these interim standards be replaced by a more comprehensive 
set of standards. 

Environmental Effects 

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

• 

• 

Can be supported by feasible transportation system improvements, i.e., 
improvements that can, for the most part, be made wi~hin eKisting ri~hts­
ot-way with minimal displacement of eKisting houses, businesses and street 
trees. 

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

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

If development occurs consistent with the uses, densities and intensities 
permitted by the Plan but with no additional development standard or means of 
implementing transportation system improvements, future development, while at 
lower development intensities, will look much like recent development. The 
visual and functional quality (particularly the transportation function) of the 
Hollywood environment will continue to decline. Similarly. if private property 
and public streets and facilities are not well-maintained, that environmental 
quality will decline further. 
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Preservation of Historically and Architecturally Significant Buildings and 
Neighborhoods. While the Plan discourages destruction of existing 
neighborhoods, especially those with unique architectural styles, through 
downzoning to current densities, it does not identify significant neighborhoods 
or establish standards for their preservation. Therefore, important cultural 
resources could be destroyed through the replacement of and additions to 
significant buildings and infill housing. that is not compatible with them. 

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

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

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

• 

• 

• 

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

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

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

In addition, be~ause there are few mechanisms availabl~ to assist existing 
businesses without parking to build centralized off-street parking facilities, 
inadequate parking will continue to: 

Hinder the success of businesses in older commercial buildings. 
Produce "spillover" parking that ends up in residential 
neighborhoods, 
Create localized congestion, and 
Create pressure to replace these older buildings with mini-malls. 

Transportation System. The discussion of Transportation Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures identifies a transportation improvement program that should be linked 
to future development in both the Plan Revision and Redevelopment Areas through 
a "Transportation Specific Plan" to ensure that the transportation system can 
continue to function. 
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In addition, the Proposed Plan Revision establishes some basic land use. 
patterns which encourage the use of public transportation, ride-sharing and 
non-automobile access. It concentrates major employment in the center of 
Hollywood which is well-served by buses, will be served by Metro Rail. and is 
surrounded by relatively high density housing. Conversely, it discourages 
office development along commercial strips where it is difficult to implement 
ride-sharing programs, which will not be served by Metro Rail, and which are 
not as well-served as central Hollywood by public transportation. However, 
unless a Transportation Specific Plan and development standards are 
i.plemented, service provided by the transportation component of. the urban 
system will continue to decline. 

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

Mitigation Measures 

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

Preservation of Historically and Architecturally Significant Buildinrs and 
Neirhborhoods. A comprehensive survey of historically and architecturally 
significant buildings and neighborhoods should be unde~taken in the Plan 
Revision area. Historic Preservation Overlay Zones (HPOZs) or neighborhood­
specific development standards (see' below) should be adopted for areas that 
qualify as historically or architecturally significant. 

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

• Street trees 25 feet on center (2 per 50-foot wide lot), either 24-inch 
box or 15 gallon can, with root collars to prevent uplifting of sidewalks 
shall be provided. 

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

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

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

- Permit street trees to be planted 25 feet on center. 
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- Require replacement by the City of any trees that are removed tram the 
street right-at-way with a 24-inch boxed street tree that will grow to 
at least as great a height and spread as the trees that are removed. 

- Make it easy to obtain approval for planting trees. 
- Make it easy to implement a neighborhood improvement assessment district 

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

~ All utility connections from main lines in the street right-of-way to 
buildings shal I be placed underground. 

Commercial Development Standards 

All Commercial Categories 
• On corner lots. parking shall not be located on the corner facing the street 

intersection. 
• All surface par~ing adjoining a public street shall be screened by a solid 

wal I three and one-half feet to four feet high. and al I surface parking 
adjoining residential development shal I be screened by a solid wall six feet 
high. Stucco or other finish shall be applied; exposed concrete block is 
not acceptable except through special design review. Glass block or a 
partially open pattern in which openings do not exceed 20% ot wall area are 
considered to be solid walls, except adjoining residential development. 

• Al I above-grade parking spaces visible from a public right-at-way shall be 
architecturally screened or enclosed. 

• Trash storage areas shall be screened from view tram adjacent lots and from 
sidewalks. 

• No wall shall extend more than 20 feet horizontally or vertically without a 
visual break created by an articulation in the exterior wall plane or 
architectural detaili~g. 

• Access to parking shall be on the side or rear property line where feasible. 
• One tree with a mature height and spread of at least 25 feet, in at least a 

1S-gallon can and having at least a caliper of 1-1/2 inches, shall be 
planted for every 4 surface parking spaces and shal I be distributed 
throughout the surface parking area to provide shade. 

• An automatic irrigation system shal I be installed and maintained in al I 
landscaped areas. including tree wei Is, and 100% landscape coverage of all 
unpaved areas shall be achieved within 1 year of receipt of the first 
T~mporary Certificate of Occupancy on the lot. enforceable through 
covenants. 

Limited Commercial 

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

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

setback in the vicinity of the lot. but in no case shall it be less than the 
Limited Commercial zoning requirement. 
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Highway Oriented Co.mercial 

• C2 uses, including automobile sales and servIcIng, building supply stores, 
"mini-malls" and other uses which rely on automobile access shall be 
permitted. 

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

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

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

sidewalks. 
• Trees, in at least lS-gallon cans and having at least a caliper of 1-1/2 

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

Neighborhood-Oriented Commeroial 

• C4 uses with the limitations specified below shall be permitted. 
• It is the intent of the plan that lots designated Neighborhood-Oriente( 

Commercial be permitted to achieve a depth of at least 120 to 130 fee' 
through conditional use of transitional residential lots for parking t( 
accommodate surface parking and service access behind building(s). 

• Building area devoted to commercial use shall be no more than 1 times 10 
area;'additional building area up to a total of 2 times lot area may bl 
devoted to residential use. 

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

be provided. 
• Parking shal I be provided between the building and the rear property line. 
• At least 75% ot the first 2 stories of the building wall along al I street 

frontages shall be located within 15 feet of the property line. anc 
pedestrian access to businesses on the ground floor shall be through the 
wall along the front property line and within 2 feet of the sidewalk grade. 

• At least 50~ of the area of the ground floor wall along the front property 
line shall be devoted to pedestrian entrances and display windows. 

• Courtyard and sidewalk cafes within the public rights-ot-way are encouraged, 
provided a mInlmum of 10 feet of sidewalk width is provided for pedestrian 
circulation. 
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• In a multi-tenant building, at least 50% of the uses located on the ground 

tloor shall be neighborhood-serving uses from the following list: 

~9ighborhood Retail. Retail sale of goods needed by residents on a daily 
JaSi3, including but not limited to: 
,';rt supplies: 
Athletic/sporting goods: 
80,Jks or cards; 
3icycla sales and repairs; 
Clock or watch sales and/or repair: 
Computer sales and repair; 
C' r lJ g s tor e : 
Fabrics or dry goods; 
F I 'Jr i st ; 
Food/grocery store, including supermarkets. produce, cheese and meat markets or 
delicatessens: 
Hard\Jare: 
~ousehold goods and small appliances; 
;i1rant and children's clothing: 
~.Je',.isstand: 

?~otographic equipment and repair: 
Stationery; 
Toys; 
Other retail uses determined by the Planning Director to be neighborhood­
serving. 

Neighborhood Services. Services used by residents and students on a daily 
basis, including but not limited to: 
Art gallery; 
Barber shop or beauty parlor: 
Blueprinting; 
Child care facility; 
Clubs or lodges, bridge clubs, fraternal or religious associations: 
Copying: 
Custom dressmaking: 
Dry cleaners; 
Financial Services; 
Laundry or self-service laundromat: 
Locksmith; 
Optician: 
Photographer; 
Shoe repair: 
T.a i lor; 
Other services determined by the Planning Director to be neighborhood-serving . 

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

• Building area shall be no more than 3 times lot area, averaged over all lots 
owned by a single medical facility. 

• A minimum of 3 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of building area shall 
be provided. If and when a Metro Rail station is built within 1/4 mile of a 
lot designated Community Commercial, no more and no less than 3 parking 
spaces per 1,000 square feet of building area shall be permitted. The Zoning 
Code requires 5 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet for medical oftice 
development. 

Residential Development Standards 

Hillside Areas 

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

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

Multifamily Housing 

The fol lowing should be required for all new construction: 

• 100 square feet of usable open space and 100 square feet of landscaped open 
space for each dwel"ling unit with a Medium or High Medium designation 
(i,e.RD3 or less restrictive). 

• ArtiCUlation of any facade greater than 40 feet in length at least every 30 
teet. 

• Not more than one level of structure parking at or above grade, 
• Architectural or landscape treatment of that structure parking: 

- If architectural, design should be compatible with the building above; 
- If landscaped, 75 percent of all openings shall be screened from view. 

• In the R3 zone, permit 1 unit for each 1,200 square feet or lot area (the 
low end of this zone) as the base condition; permit up to 1 unit tor each 
800 square feet (the high end of the zone) in exchange for additional 
specified design elements and amenities. 

86 

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter

LH
V

H
O

A
 H

ol
ly

w
oo

d 
C

en
te

r 
D

E
IR

 c
om

m
en

ts
 w

ith
 e

xh
.p

df



-

.-
Neighborhood Plans and Improvement Districts 

In addition to these community-wide standards, 
development of more specific standards on 
residential and commercial areas. 

the Plan should allow for the 
a neighborhood basis, for both 

Well-maintained and attractive neighborhoods tend to be those that have a 
unique identity, whether defined by architectural style, street trees, or some 
other unique feature. Residents should be allowed to cultivate the "sense of 
place" in their neighborhood by defining some basic development standards and 
deslgn guidelines that preserve and enhance that unique quality. Moreover, 
these standards should allow deviations tram typical engineering and planning 
standards, so that older neighborhoods can maintain their existing character, 
e.g. curb cuts same as eXisting, setbacks same as existing. 

As important as neighborhood-specific development 
implementation of physical improvements (street trees, 
sidewalks, etc) in existing neighborhoods. This will 
mechanism. Commonly an a~sessment district is used. 

Summary at Urban Design Mitigation Measures 

standards is the 
lighting, replacing 
require a financing 

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

Schools 

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

• Existing enrollment ("1987 enrollment~) 
• Existing enrollment capacity(~1987 cap") 
• Planned expansion to alleviate over-crowding and busing ("Planned 

expansion") 
• Number of students bused from ("travelers out") or bused to (~travelers in") 

that school to other schools 

This map indicates that in general all schools east of Vine Street and south of 
Franklin Avenue are currently at, or over, capacity. They all operate year­
around, and students from their ~catchment areas" must be bused to other 
schools. To some extent, planned school expansions will alleviate the current 
over-crowding. However, as recent community response to school expansion where 
it would intTude into stable low-density neighborhoods indicates, such 
expansion can undermine the basic Community Plan objective of preserving 
cohesive neighborhoods. 

Parks and Recreational Facilities 

Local Parks. The City's "adopted standards for local parks and recreational 
facilities which would provide active recreational facilities include: 

• One acre of communi"ty parkland per 1,000 people; community parks should be a 
minimum of 15 acres in size and serve a 3-mile radius; 

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

Land devoted to neighborhood and community parks is substantially deficient 
relative to the City's adopted standards. Excluding Griffith Park. which is a 
regional park serving the entire city and Southern California region. and 
Runyon Canyon and Wattles Gardens which do not meet the "active recreation" 
criterion tor local parks, there are currently 20 acres of community and 
neighborhood parkland in Hollywood. Including Runyon Canyon and Wattles 
Garden, there is a total of 201 acres of parkland. City standards would 
require 390 acres to serve the current population of 194,800 people. 

Police Protection 

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

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

• Most importantly, the City Council has allocated more money for overtime 
pay, so that there are more officers on the street at any given time, 
especially on weekends and holidays. 

The station is relatively new and there are no plans for expansion or 
renovation. 

Fire Protection 

Existing fire stations are adequate in number based on the adopted Fire 
Protection Plan. The adequacy of fire protection for a given area is based on 
required fire-flow, response distance from existing fire stations. and the 
Department's judgement for needs in the area. In general. the required fire­
flow is closely related to land use. The quantity of water necessary for tire 
protection varies with the type of development. life hazard, occupancy, and the 
degree of fire hazard. 

Fire-flow requirements vary from 2000 gal Ions per minute (G.P.M.) in low­
density residential areas to 12000 G.P.M. in high-density commercial or 
industrial areas. A minimum residual water pressure of 20 pounds per square 
inch is to remain in the water system, with the required gallons per minute 
flowing. 

According to contacts in the Fire Department, that department is understarfed 
in Hollywood because of two land use characteristics which require more than 
the typical statf al location: 

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

• The potential tor brush fire in hillside areas. 

In addition to the need tor an above-average staft allocation. there are two 
additional problems associated with hillside development: 

• Difficult access due to narrow streets which is frequently exacerbated by 
i II ega I par kin g ; 

• The inadequacy at 4-inch mains (normally adequate for low-density housing) 
in fighting brush fires. 
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The Fire Department has existing fire stations at the tollowing locations tor 
initial response into the Hollywood Community: 

• Fire Station 6 
Single Engine Company 
326 N. Virgil Avenue 

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

• Fire Station 35 
Task Force Station -- Engine Company and Truck Company 
Additional Equipment -- Paramedic Ambulance 
1601 N. Hillhurst Avenue 

• Fire Station 41 
Single Engine Company 
1439 N. Gardner Street 

• Fire Station 52 
Single Engine Company 
1010 N. Van Ness Avenue 

• Fire Station 56 
Single Engine Company 
2838 Rowena Avenue 

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

• Fire Station 76 
Single Engine Company 
3111 N. Cahuenga Boulevard 

• Fire Station 82 
Single Engine Company 
Additional Equipment -- Paramedic Ambulance 
1600 N. Bronson Avenue 

• Fire Station 97 
Single Engine Company 
8021 Mulholland Drive 
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Station placement and overall fire protection for a given area are continually 
evaluated by the Fire Department and updated as tire protection techriiques, 
apparatus needs, and land use patterns change. With the exception ot the new 
station facility at Melrose and Oxford, at present, there are no immediate 
plans to increase Fire Department staffing or resources in the Hollywood 
community. 

Public Libraries: Five existin, public libraries are located in the Hollywood 
Community Plan area: 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

Hollywood branch on Ivar Street in central Hollywood, a new facility which 
replaced the previous fire-damaged buildingi 
Los Feliz branch at 19391/2 Hillhurst Avenue (at Franklin Avenue) which the 
Library Plan indicates should be replaced by a new facility on Los Feliz 
Boulevard; 
Cahuenga branch at 4591 Santa Monica Boulevard (at Madison Avenue), just 
east of Vermont Avenue and less than one mile from the existing Los Feliz 
branch: 
West Hollywood branch at 1403 Gardner Street (at De Longpre Avenue): 
John C. Fremont branch at 6121 Melrose (at June Street) 

Environmental Effects 

Schools: Both the Proposed Plan and the build-out at the Current Plan would put 
more students into a school system where many area schools are either at or 
over capacity. Table 20 uses student generation rates and housing unit data to 
estimate the school population from the Hollywood Community Plan Revision area. 
It shows that the Current Plan at build-out would more than double the 
estimated 1987 school-age population in the Community Plan Revision area. The 
Proposed Plan would result in a more modest increase. Specifically, the build­
out of the Current Plan would increase the school population by 11~ percent; 
the Proposed Plan would result in a 13 percent increase. 

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

Parks: At a ratio of 2 acres per 1,000 population to provide neighborhood and 
community parks, the Proposed Plan with a buildout population of 199,000 
persons within the revision area and 73,000 persons in the Redevelopment Area 
would require the development of approximately 540 acres of parkland. This is 
2.7 times more parkland that is currently provided. This deficiency would be 
further worsened by the Current Plan, where more than 900 acres would be needed 
to meet City standards for a population of 462,000 persons. 
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TABLE 20 

, .. 

SCHOOL POPULATION IN THE HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION AREA 

Elementary: 

Unit Type Number of Units Number of Students 

1987 Current Proposed 1987 Current Proposed 
Est. ** Plan Plan Plan Plan 
------- ------- -------- ------ ------ --------

Single Fami I y 18,000 21,000 21,000 9,000 10,500 10,500 
Mu I t i-tam i I y 63,000 151,000 72,000 37,800 90,600 43,200 
-----------------~------------------------------------ ----------
Tota I: 81,000 172,000 93,000 

Junior High School: 

Unit Type 

Single Family 
Multi-fami Iy 

------
1987 
Est. ** 
-------
18,000 
63,000 

Number at Units 
-----------------
Current Proposed 
Plan Plan 
------- --------
21,000 21,000 

151,000 72,000 

46,800 101,100 53,700 

Number of Students 
------------------------

1987 Current Proposed 
Plan Plan 

--- --- ------ --------
4,500 5,250 5.250 

12,600 30,200 14.400 

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

Senior High School: 

Unit Type 

Single Family 
M u I t i - t am i I Y 

------
1987 
Est .. 
-------
18,000 
63,000 

Number of Units 
-----------------
Current Proposed 
Plan Plan 
------- --------
21,000 21,000 

151,000 72,000 

Number of Students 
------------------------

1987 Current Proposed 
Plan Plan 

------ ------ --------
4,500 5,250 5,250 

12,600 30,200 14,400 
----------------------------------------------.-----------------
Tota I: 81,000 172,000 93,000 17,100 35,450 19.650 

f Generation factors for the single-family units were .5 tor elementary 
school, .25 tor junior high, and .25 for high school. For the multi-family 
units, they were.6 for elementary, .2 for junior high and .2 for high school. 
The generation factors were based on single family units of three bedrooms or 
more in a medium-income area, and multiple rented units of three bedrooms or 
more. The source for the generation factors is the Las Angeles Unified School 
District. 
ff Estimate prepared by Gruen Associates based an building permit activi 
1980-1987. 
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Fire Protection -- The Fire Department considers that the maintenance of a 
minimum level of fire service for any given area may require additional 
personnel, equipment and facilities when population and land densities 
increase, and when the expansion or relocation of existing facilities or 
staffing will not meet the mlnlmum fire protection needs of the community. 
Development within the Hollywood community may'result in the need tor: 

• Increased staffing. 
• Additional fire protection facilities. 
• Relocation or expansion of present protection 
• The need for sprinkler systems to be required 

be built in areas where fire protection is 
distance. 

facilities. 
throughout any structures to 

inadequate to the travel 

Police Services:, According to the City of Los Angeles EIR Manual, 3 police 
personnel are need for each 1,000 persons. For the existing population of 
170,000 in the reV1Slon area, this would suggest a need for 510 police 
personnel. The Proposed Plan (199,000 population capacity) would thus require a 
personnel base of 597 persons. In comparison the buildout population of the 
Current Plan (389.000 in the revision area) would require almost 1,200 police 
personnel. 

Public Libraries: According to adopted City standards, the number of facilities 
is adequate to accommodate current population l170,OOO) and the Proposed Plan 
buildout population (199,000). 

Mitigation Measures 

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

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

• Location of new residential development in areas where there is remaining 
capacity in schools serving those areas. Specifically, schools west of Vine 
Street, in contrast with those to the east, are under capacity, especially 
adjacent to and in West Hoi lywood. Thus, if new family housing was 
permitted and encouraged by the Plan in under-capacity areas and discouraged 
in over-capacity areas, existing facilities could be used more efficiently 
and less expansion would be required. 

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

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

• Provide vacation recreation programs in those areas tor school-aged 
children, to compensate tor the lack of such program in year-around school 
facilities; 
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• Keep school yards open in afternoons and on weekends, with supervision 

provided by the Recreation and Parks Department; 
• Set up a program to develop pocket parks in residential neighborhoods at the 

request of residents and subject to land availability; such parks would be 
monitored and maintained by the residents through an agreement with the 
Recreation and Parks Department: 

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

• Require the provision of usable open space in conjunction with residential 
development like many other communities. 

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

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

Public Libraries: No mitigation required. 
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5.6 AIR QUALITY 

Existing Conditions 

Present levels of air pollution in the area are largely due to local motor 
vehicle emissions. Air quality 1n the project vicinity is best represented by 
air monitoring data collected by· the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District's North Main Street air monitoring station (see Table 21). These data 
indicate that for 1986 (the most recent year for which information is 
available) ambient air quality standards were exceeded for Ozone, Carbon 
Monoxide <8-hour average), Nitrogen Dioxide and Total Suspended Particulates. 

Environmental Effects 

Short-term Impacts 

Short-term impacts would be directly related to construction activities 
associated with individual projects. Quantification of these types of impacts 
is more appropriately made for environmental review of specific projects. in 
general, however, as development occurs incrementally, over the 20-year life of 
the pian, construction would produce air pollutant emissions from heavy-duty 
equipment exhaust, and from the generation of dust as a result of project­
specific grading activities. in addition, dust from construction may cause a 
temporary nuisance to persons residing near areas of earth movement, if proper 
mitigation le.g., soil dampening) is not applied. These impacts may occur 
sporadically during construction and would not have a significant adverse 
effect on the local environment. 

Long-term Impacts 

The main source of emissions generated from the ~Ian area will be from motor 
ve~icles. Other emissions wil I be generated from the residential combustion of 
natural gas tor space heating and the generation of electricity. Emissions will 
also be.generated by the commercial use of natural gas and electricity. 

Vehicular Emissions 

Estimates of the vehicular emissions generated by the proposed project were 
made. Emission factors from the April 1987 edition of the "Air Quality 
Handbook," South Coast Air Quality Management District) were utilized. The 
factors are based on the EMFAC6D Program. These factors were applied to the 
vehicle miles of travel forecast by Kaku Associates as part of the assessment 
ot transportation impacts. As can be seen from Table 22, the Proposed Plan 
revision would represent substantial emission reductions when compared to the 
Current Plan. The emissions differences between the alternatives are 
accentuated by a combination of the slower speeds and greater number of vehicle 
miles associated with the Current Plan when compared to the Proposed Plan. 
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TABL£ 21 
PROJECT AID Ali POWITAH'f SlJllllAiT, 1982-1986 lal 

Pollutants 

Ozone (OJ) 
H1Chest I-hr avera,e, ppa/bf . 0.10/cf 

HUiber of standard excesses 

Carbon IIonoIide (COl 
HiChest I-hr avera,e, ppa 2O.0/dl 

HUiber of standard excesses 

Highest 8-hr avera,e, ppa 9.0/df 
HUiber of standard excesses 

Ni troceD Diolide (N02) 
Hlrhest l-hr average, ppa O.2Sld/ 

NUiber otstandard excesses 

Sui fur Dlorlde (502) 
Highest 2Hr averare, ppe O.OSfc,ef 

HUlber of standard excesses 

Total Suspended Particulates (TSP) 

HI;hest 2Hr ayerare, u,fl3/b/ lOOld, II 
NUiber of standard excessesl gl 

Annual Geoietrlc llean, u(/13 60/d,fl 
Violation Ves Ves 

Lead 
Highest 3O-day average, UC/13 I.S/cl 

HUlber of standard excesses 
-----------_ .. _---_ .. _------... _-------

0.40 
91 

15.0 
o 

11.9 
11 

0.41 
8 

O.OJ 
o 

in 
11 

79.0 
Ves 

1.05 
o 

0.26 
114 

17.0 
o 

13.1 
10 

0.33 
5 

0.01 
a 

173 
22 

79.2 
Yes 

0.29 
114 

15.0 
o 

9.1 
2 

0.23 
o 

0.03 
o 

148 
23 

97.5 
Yes 

0.98 0.89 
O' 0 

0.30 
107 

14.0 
o 

9.9 
2 

0.27 
3 

0.02 
o 

208 
31 

93.0 

0.61 
o 

0.22 
99 

13.0 
o 

11.S 
2 

0.33 
6 

0.02 
o 

235 
27 

88.S 

0.42 
o 

lal Data are trol the SCAQJID loni torinr station located at 1630 North flain Street in downtown 
Los Ange I es. 

Ibl pPI: parts per lill ion; u,/l3: Ilcroeraas per cubic leter. 
Icl State standard, not to be equaled or exceeded. 
Idl State standard, not to be exceeded. 
leI State standard applies at locations where state I-hr ozone or TSP standards are violated. 

federal standard of 365 uC/t3 appl ies elsevhere. 
If I California standards vere redefined to apply only to linhalable l particulates less than 10 

lierons in dlaaeter (PKIO), beeinnin, In 1984. The Dev 24-hour avera,e standard is 50 
ug/13 and the nell annual ,eoletric lean is 30 u,/13. For consistency, TSP data is 
presented in the table for all years; the nev standards are thought to be 'reasonably 
equivalent- to the old standards shovn above (see Bay Area Air gua) i ty llanageunt District, 
Air Currents. April 1983). 

1,/ Heasured every sill days. 

SOORCE: California Air Resources Board, Air Quality Data Suuaries. 1982-1986. 
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TABLE 22 
COMPARISON OF VEHICULAR EMISSIONS/al 

Tons per Day 

Alternative Vehicle Hi I es Average Speed CO TOG ROG NOX PART 
----------- ._------------ ------------- ------
Existing 1,524,772/bl 12.94 mph 32.6 2.8 2.5 2.9 0.4 
Proposed Plan 1,929,472/bl 8.38 17.8 2.2 2.0 2.9 0.6 
Current Plan 2,428,519/bl 4.18 41. 5 3.8 3.3 4.1 0.7 

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

Stationary Emissions 

Over the long-term. b~ild-out of the Community Plan area would result in 
increased emissions generated by stationary sources (Table 23). Stationary 
sources include the use of natural gas on-site for space and water heating, and 
the generation of electricity ott-site. Projected stationary emissions are as 
follows. Build-out of the Proposed Plan would entail the consumption of 
approximately 5.8 billion cubic teet of natural gas annually (See SectioD 
5.8). This would represent a 21 percent increase above existing consumption 
(estimated at 4.8 billion cubic feet). Resulting pollu~ant emissions would be 
0.2 tons of carbon monoxide, 0.6 tons of nitrogen oxides and 0.04 ton~ of 
reactive organic gases. 

TABLE 23 
ON-SITE NATURAL GAS-RELATED EMISSIONS 

Po I I utant 

Carbon Monoxide 
Nitrogen Oxides 
Particulates 
ROG 

Emission Factor-

20lbs/mcf 
80 Ibs/mcf 
.15 1 bs/mct 
5.3 Ibs/mcf 

Tons/Day 

Proposed 

0.2 
0.6 
neg. 
0.04 

mcf = IIi II ion cubic feet: neg. = negl igible 

Ex isting 

0.1 
0.5 
neg. 
0.03 

*Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District 

In terms of otf-site emissions at regional power plants, the Proposed Plan 
would entail the consumption of approximately 1 billion kilowatt hours of 
electricity annually (see Section 5.8). This would represent a 42 percent 
increase above existing consumption (estimated at 710 mil lion kilowatt hours). 
Daily power plant emissions would be 0.3 tons of carbon monoxide, 1.6 tons of 
nitrogen oxides, 0.2 tons of sulfur oxides, and 0.1 tons of particulates <Table 
24). Reactive organic gases would be negligible. 
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Poll utant 

Carbon Monoxide 
Nitrogen Oxides 
Sulfur Oxides 
Particulates 
RaG 

TABLE 24 
OFF-SITE POWER PLANT EMISSIONS 

Emission Rate* 

0.21 lbs/mkwh 
2.10 lbs/mkwh 
1.40 Ibs/mkwh 
0.18 lbs/mkwh 
0.13 lbs/mkwh 

Tons/Day 

Proposed 

0.3 
1.6 
0.2 
0.1 
neg. 

Ex isti ng 

0.2 
1.1 
0.1 
neg. 
neg. 

ROG = reactive organic gases: mkwh = million kilowatt hours 
neg. = negl igible 
I Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

Consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMPJ. The Air Quality 
Management Plan prepared by the South Coast Air Quality Management District is 
based on the growth assumptions contained in the SCAG 82-moditied population 
projections. These projections are in turn developed from the presumed build­
out of the general and comprehensive plans of the jurisdictions within the SCAG 
region. As noted above, the Propose~ Plan, represents an overall reduction from 
the adopted General Plan. Thus, while the Proposed Plan may increase emissions 
ov~r ~xisting levels, this change would be less than that forecast for the 
currently adopted plan. The downzoning thrust of the Proposed Plan would have a 
beneficial impact on ac~ieving the objectives of the AQMP. 

As noted 'above, the proposed revision itself, mitigates the potential adverse 
air quality impacts that would result from buildout of the current Hoi lywood 
Community Plan through "downzoning". In addition. the Plan area's population 
capacity is consistent with SCAG's growth forecast. Most importantly. one of 
the major objectives of the Proposed Plan is the scaling back of development to 
be consistent wi~h infrastructure capacity. The Proposed Plan also encourages 
the development of neighborhood serving uses that would reduce the need for 
vehicular travel. In this context, implementation ot the Plan in concert with a 
Transportation Specific Plan (to be developed by LADOT) would reduce the 
potential for delays, congestion and increased air pollutant emissions. 

Mitigation Measures 

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

Existing Conditions 

Noise is defined as unwanted or excessive sound. The principal noise source 
within the Community Plan area is motor vehicles. The City of Los Angeles has 
established the Day-Night sound level (Ldn) of 65 decibels as the level above 
which a residential land use is unacceptable. The commercial land use Ldn 
threshold criteria .is 80 decibels. The day-night sound level represents an 
average of the A-weighted noise levels occurring during a complete 24-hour 
period; however, it includes' a weighting applied to those noises during 
nighttime hours, 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 

traffic volumes on selected arterials 
or other sensitive receptors within the 

Highway Administration Highway Noise 
1978). As can be seen from Table 25, 

roadways are generally below the 65 
segments evaluated, 3 had adjacent noise 

Ldn levels were estimated from existing 
and streets with adjacent residential 
Community Plan area, using the Federal 
Prediction ModeJ (RD-77-108, December 
noise Jevels adjacent to the selected 
decibel criteria. Of the 28 street 
equal to or above 65 decibels. 

Environmental Effects 

Short-term Impacts 

Construction activities resulting from development in the Community Plan area 
would result in increases in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of 
construction sites on an intermittent basis. These activities may pose a 
temporary annoyance to residents or employees in the area. The (ity has a 
Noise Ordinance that limits the hours of construction activity. Table 26 shows 
typical outdoor noise levels for commercial and industrial construction. 
Levels for residential construction would be similar or lower. 

Long-term Impacts 

Using the Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffic Noise Prediction 
Model, and future traffic volume estimates developed by Kaku Associates. future 
noise levels in the Plan area were estimated assuming implementation of the 
Proposed Plan, as well as implementation of the existing plan. Table 27 
indicates that future traffic growth with the revised Plan and with the Current 
Plan would result in unacceptable noise levels tor adjacent residential and/or 
sensitive uses. For the Proposed Plan, 22 of the 28 locations would have noise 
levels above 65 decibels. For the Current Plan, 27 out of the 28 locations 
would have noise levels greater than 65 decibels. 
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TABLE 25 
ESTIMATED EXISTING DAY-NIGHT SOUND LEVELS <Ldn) 

(at 50 feet tram roadway centerline) 

Roadway Name 

Melrose 
Melrose 
Santa Monica 
Santa Monica 
Fountain 
Sunset 
Ho 11 ywoad 
Frank 1 in 
Los Feliz 
Mulhol land 
Barham 
Crescent Heights 
Fairfax 
Gardner 
Gardner 
La Brea 
Highland 
Gower 
Wilton PI 
Western 
Narmandie 
Vermont 
Virgil 
Hyperian 
Griffin Park 
Rowena 
Laurel 
Outpost 

Location Ldn Decibels 
---------------------------- ------------
Gardner - Fairfax 61 
Western - Normandie 63 
Branson - Van Ness 66-
Hollywood Fwy - Normandie 65-
Crescent Hts - Fairtax 62 
West of Vermont 66-
Nichols Cyn - Gardner 63 
La Brea - Hi ghl a'nd 62 
Griffin Park - Riverside Dr. 64 
East of Laurel Cyn. 53 
Hollywood Fwy - Forest Lawn 63 
Fountain - Sunset 61 
North of Fountain 63 
Fountain - Sunset 
Hollywood - Franklin 
Fountain - Franklin 
South of Melrose 
Fountain - Sunset 
Melrose - Santa Monica 
Hollywood - Franklin 
Hollywood Fwy - Santa Monica 
Franklin - Los Feliz 
Melrose - Santa Monica 
Griffin - Hollywood 
Los Feliz - Rowena 
Los Feliz - Griffin 
South of Mulholland 
Franklin - Mulholland 

54 
61 
59 
63 
52 
58 
60 
59 
63 
57 
61 
58 
54 
60 
58 

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

TABLE 26 
TYPICAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS /a/ 

Construction Phase 

Ground Clearing 
Excavation 
Foundations 
Erection 
Finishing 
--------------------------

Noise Level (dBA) 

84 
89 
78 
85 
89 

la/ Noise levels were measured 50 feet from the source. 

SOURCE: Bolt, Beranek, and Newman, 1971, Noise from Construction Equipment and 
Operations. Building EqUipment, and Home Appliances, U.S. EPA. 
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Roadway Name 

Melrose 
Melrose 
Santa Monica 
Santa Monica 
Fountain 
Sunset 
Ho I Iywood 
Franklin 
Los Feliz 
Mulholland 
Barham 
Crescent Heights 
Fairfax 
Gardner 
Gardner 
La Brea 
Highland 
Gower 
Wilton PI 
Western 
Normandie 
Vermont 
Virgil 
Hyperion 
Griftin Park 
Rowena 
Laurel 
Outpost 

TABLE 27 
ESTIMATED FUTURE DAY-NIGHT SOUND LEVELS (Ldn~. 
(at 50 feet from roadway centerline) 

Ldn (decibels) 

Location Proposed Current 

Gardner - Fairfax 69* 69* 
Western - Normandie 
Bronson - Van Ness 
Hollywood Fwy - Normandie 
Crescent Hts - Fairfax 
West of Vermont 
Nichols Cyn - Gardner 
La Brea - Highland 
Griffin Park - Riverside Dr. 
East of Laurel Cyn. 
Hollywood Fwy - Forest Lawn 
Fountain - Sunset 
North of Fountain 
Fountain - Sunset 
Hollywood - Franklin 
Fountain - Franklin 
South of Melrose 
Fountain - Sunset 
Melrose - Santa Monica 
Hollywood - Franklin 
Hollywood Fwy - Santa Monica 
Franklin - Los Feliz 
Melrose - Santa Monica 
Gritfin - Hollywood 
Los Feliz - Rowena 
Los Feliz - Griffin 
South of Mulholland 
Franklin - Mulholland 

70* 
74* 
72* 
711 
72* 
70* 
69* 
7111 
61 
70* 
68* 
701 
64 
67* 
66* 
69* 
64 
66* 
67* 
66* 
70. 
64 
6811 
6511 
61 
66-
64 

72* 
75* 
75* 
72* 
76* 
72' 
71' 
73* 
66. 
7111 
71' 
71* 
67* 
69* 
65' 
71* 
701 
67* 
69' 
69. 
721 
69* 
70. 
69' 
69' 
69. 
63 

Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates 
I Exceeds City of Los Angeles threshold criteria. 

Mitigation Measures 

• Site preparation and construction activities should be limited to daytime 
weekday hClurs <7 a.m. to 5 p.m.). Mitigation of demolition and 
construction-related noise would result from compliance with City Ordinance 
No. 144.331. 

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

• For existing development as well as potential in-fill development, noise 
levels may not be mitigatable because of the extreme difficulty in placing 
noise walls or berms on arterial frontage. Because noise attenuation is not 
feasible, traffic-related noise impacts would be considered an unavoidable 
adverse impact of the Proposed Plan. 

5.8 ENERGY AND UTILITIES 
Existing Conditions 

Natural gas, coal and oil are fossil fuels that are 
critical aspect of increasing the level and intensity 
these resources are non-renewable. 

finite in quantity. A 
ot development is that 

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

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

The Plant was designed and constructed in the 1950s with the capability to 
process 420 million galrons per day of wastewater. All flows receive primary 
treatment and 100 MGD receive secondary treatment through the activated sludge 
process. The treated effluent is discharged through a 5-mile ocean outfall 
into Santa Monica Bay. The sludge or solids retained by the primary and 
secondary treatment processes are biologically digested and until December 31, 
1987 were discharged through a 7-mile outfall to the rim of a submarine canyon. 
Since December 31, 1987, the sludge has been dewatered and processed to recover 
energy, hauled to a sanitary landfill, used for soil amendment purposes, or 
handled in a combination of these disposal methods. Methane gas produced in 
the digestion process is used to power electrical generator and air compressor 
equipment for plant operations. 

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

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

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

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

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

Water Supply_ -- \Jater is supp1"ied 
Department of Water and Power. 
infrastructure is adequate to 
Ho II ywood. 

to the Community Plan area by the Los Angeles 
According to department staff, the existing 
serve the projected year 2010 population in 

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

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

The potential production of 30 mgd at buildout of the Proposed Plan would 
constitute approximately 9 percent of the 335 mgd capacity of the Hyperion 
Plant. co.pared to utilization of 18 percent of the plant's capacity if the 
Current Plan were built out. Furthermore, it should be recognized that the 
P,oposed Plan's population capacity is tied directly to SCAG 82 growth forecast 
tor 2010. This is the sa.e forecast upon which Hyperion planning has been 
based. This consistency is a marked departure from past land use and zoning­
based holding capacity estimates for community plan areas in Los Angeles. Thus, 
if the remaining community plan areas and jurisdictions within the Hyparian 
service area were also planned to reflect SCAG projections, then cumUlative 
buildout levels would be consistent with planned and programmed improvements at 
Hyperian. Nevertheless, under present circumstances, build-out of the Proposed 
Plan would increase demand on the Hyperion treatment system. 

TABLE 28 
WASTE WATER GENERATION 

Existing Proposed Plan Current Plan 
Generation ---------------- --------------- ----------------
Rate* Units HGD Units HGD Units MGD 

----------- --------------- ----------- --------- ----------
Residential 250 Gal/OU 81,000 du 20.3 93.000 du 23.3 154,000 du 38.5 
Non-Res. 200 Gal/l000 sf 17 mil sf 3.4 31 mil sf 6.2 101 mi I sf 20.2 

-£) ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-
Total 23.7 29.5 58. 7 

OU = dwelling unit; sf = square feet; mil = mil lion; HGD = million gallons/day. 
.Source: City of Los Angeles, EIR Manual. Non-residential rate assumes that an 
extensive amount of office space is included in the commercial and industrial 
categories. 
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Solid Waste Disposal -- There would also be an increase in the production of 
solid waste. At build-out for the Proposed Plan, approximately 447 tons per 
day would be generated within the Community Plan area (Table 29). In 
comparison, approximately 357 tons/day are generated daily under existing 
conditions. The resulting increase would be 86 tons daily (a 25 percent 
increase). Build-out of the Current Plan would generate 767 tons/day (a 115 
percent increase over existing production). Nevertheless, buildout of the 
Proposed Plan would increase demand on existing landfills in Los Angeles 
County. The Proposed Plan would generate 1.2 millIon tons of solid waste over 
the 10-year period (approximately 377 tons per day average) from 1987 to 1997. 
This would constitute approximately 1 percent ot the remaining county landfill 
capacity. In the year 2000 it is projected that there would be a countywide 
annual production ot 18.6 million tons. Assuming straight-line growth, the 
Hollywood Co •• unity Plan area for that same year would represent approximately 
1 percent of that total (127,300 tons/year). 

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

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

• By 1997, within the City of Los Angeles, there will be ~ remaining disposal 
capacity. 

TABLE 29 
DAILY SOLID WASTE GENERATION 

Existing Proposed Plan Current Plan 
Generation ---------------- --------------- ----------------
Ra tel Units Tons Units Tons Units Tons 

----------- --------------- ----------- --------- ----------
Single Res. 20 Ibs/du/day 18,000 du 180 21,000 du 210 21,000 du 210 
Multi Res. 4 Ibs/du/day 63,000 du 126 72,000 du 144 133,000 du 266 
Non-Res. 6 Jbs/l000st/day 17 mil st 51 31 mil st 93 97 mil st 291 

Total 357 447 767 

DU = dwelling unit: sf = square feet, mil = million; 
.Source: City ot Los Angeles, ErR Manual. Non-residential rate assumes an extensive 
amount ot ottice space is included in the co.mercial and industrial categories. 

Electrical Power The Proposed Plan would increase electrical energy 
requirements over existing levels (See Table 30). Based on typical usage 
factors, it is estimated that currently 710 mil lion kilowatt hours are used in 
the Plan reVISIon area. The Proposed Plan would increase this demand to 
approximately 1 billion kilowatt ~ours (a 41 percent increase). The Current 
Plan would increase demand to approximately 2.5 billion annual kilowatt hours 
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(a 260 percent increase). To provide a context for these electricity demand 
levels, the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power indicates that 20.3 
billion kilowatt hours were sold by the Department in the 1985-86 period.' 
Annual projections for future years tram the Department are over 25 billion 
kilowatt hours. Thus, electrical needs in the Hollywood Community Plan area 
would constitute 2-3 percent of the demand anticipated by OWP. 

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

Existing Proposed Plan 
---------------- ---------------
Units MKWH Uni ts MKWH 

Current Plan 
-----------------
Units MKWH 

----------- --------------- ----------- --------- ----------
Residential 5,172 kwh/du/yr 81,000 du 419 93.000 du 471 154,000 du 796 
Non-Res. 17.1 kwh/sflyr 17 mil sf 289 .31 mil st 530 97 mil sf 1,659 

Total 708 971 2,555 

DU = dwelling unit; sf = square feet; mil = million; MKWH = Million kilowatt hours 
.Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Impact Handbook, 
April 1987. Non-residential rate assumes an extensive amount of ott ice space is 
included in the co •• ercial and industrial categories. 

Water Supply -- There will be an increase in demand for water in the Community 
Plan area. Total consumption would be approximately 54 million gallons per day 
(mgd) when the maximum allowed development level is reached under the Current 
Plan (Table 31). In comparison, the existing consumption level is estimated at 
21.5 mgd, and the Proposed Plan would result in consumption of approximately 26 
mgd. 

The Department of Water and Power estimates current water use in the city at 
583.7 million gallons per day. By the year 2010, the Department projects that 
water use citywide will be approximately 663.8 million gallons dail"y, a 13 
percent increase~. The comparable increase in water use for Hollywood during 
this same period would be 21 percent with build-out of the Proposed Plan. Thus. 
permitted growth in the Community Plan area would have a disproportionate 
impact on citywide water resources. Retention of the Current Plan would 
exacerbate this problem. 

Consumption 
Rate* 

TABLE 31 
DAILY WATER CONSUMPTION 

Existing Proposed Plan 

Persons I1GD Persons I1GD 

Current Plan 

Persons I1GD 

Population 
Ellployment 

120 gpcd 
30 gpcd 

170,000 
37,400 

20.4 
1.1 

199,000 
65,000 

23.9 
2.0 

389.000 
233,000 

46.7 
7.0 

Total 21.5 25.9 53.7 

MG~ = million gallons per day; gpcd = gallons per capita per day. 
*Source: City of Los Angeles. Eli Manual. Non-residential rate assumes an extensive 
a.ount ot office space is included in the commercial and industrial categories. 

See Department of Water and Power, Urban Water Management Plan. 
December 1985, Exhibit 3.3-2. 
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Natural Gas -- There will be an increase in demand for natural gas in the 
Community Plan area. At buildout for the Proposed Plan, approximately 5.8 
billion cubic feet of natural gas would be required (Table 32). This would 
increase existing consumption of natural gas by almost 1 billion cubic teet 
annually. 

TABLE 32· 
ANNUAL NATURAL GAS CONSUHPTION 

Exist! ng Proposed Plan Current Plan 
Generation ---------------- --------------- -----------------
Rate' Units I1CF Units I1CF Units I1CF 

----------- --------------- ----------- --------- ----------
Single Res. 6,665 ct/mo/du 18,000 du 1440 21,000 du 1680 21,000 du 1680 
Mu I ti. Res. 3,918 cflmo/du 63,000 du 2962 72,000 du 3385 133,000 du 6253 
Non-Res. 2.0 cf/mo/st 17 mil sf 408 31 mil sf 744 97 mil st 2328 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 4810 5809 10261 

DU = dweiling unit; sf = square feet; mil = .illion; MCF = l1illion cubic teet 
tSource: South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Impact Handbook, 

~ April 1987. Non-residential rate assumes an extensive amount of otfice space is 
included in the commercial and industrial categories. 
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o 
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Mitigation Measures 

• Energy. On a project-specific basis, compliance with energy conservation 
requirements contained in the Calitornia Administrative-Code, Title 24, 
Building Standards will ~rovide energy conservation benefits. 

• Sewer. Development should be permitted when phased with improvements in the 
local sewer lines, as well as at Hyperion. This phasing should be undertaken 
for all community plans in the Hyperion service area. Holding capacities in 
each Plan area should be consistent with SCAG growth forecast. 

• Water Supply The Proposed Plan 
conservation measures consistent with 
Urban Water Management Plan. 

should encourage the use of water 
the Department of Water and Power's 

• Solid Waste. Disposal of solid waste is and will become an increa.ing 
problem in Los Angeles County. Potential mitigation measures should include 
some combination of the tollowing: 1) recycling at residential, landfill and 
commercial/industrial waste materials, particularly a CIty-sponsored 
curbside recycling program, 2) composting, 3) refuse-to-energy projects, 4) 
expansion of existing landfill sites. 

• Electricity and Natural Gas - No mitigation required. 
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5.9 EARTH 
Existing Conditions 

The Seismic Safety Plan, which was adopted in 1974, identifies "fault rupture 
study areas" and "slope stability study areas" and identifies policies and 
programs to mitigate potential injuries and property damage in these areas. 
The Santa Monica Fault, a potentially active fault, the precise location of 
which is not known, is thought to run more-or-less parallel to and south of Los 
Feliz Boulevard from the vicinity of La Brea/Fountain avenues to the vicinity 
of Hyperion Avenue/Riverside Drive. Another potentially active fault is 
thought to run through the northeast portion of Griffith Park. Areas of 
Hollywood north of Hollywood Boulevard are considered to be slope stability 
study areas. No Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Areas, designated by the State 
of California Division of Mines and Geology, are located within the Plan area. 
In addition to seismic constraints, major community concerns have developed 
regarding hillside development, and grading and landslide potential. 

Environmental Effects 

As is common in the Southern California region, there will be continued risks 
of human injury and property damage because of potential regional earthquakes. 
Regardless ot the land use plan implemented, there wil I be a continued risk at 
human injury and property damage because of potential regional earthquakes. 

Because there would be a relatively higher degree 
developed/high-rise areas than in low-rise single-family 
elimination of high density residential categories 
contribute to minimizing the degree of risk. 

of risk in densely 
residential areas. The 
in Proposed Plan would 

Continued dev~lopment in the Hollywood- Hills wil I raise concerns regarding 
grading practices and landslide potential. 

Mitigation Measures 

• Compliance of all affected projects with the provision of the Seismic Safety 
element and the requirement to prepare a geologic and soils report. when the 
project is located in a "detailed study area". when so designated in the 
Seismic Safety element. 

• Adherence to the Standard Grading Specifications provided by the required 
Geological Report. 

• Requirement that all projects satisfy the Department of City Planning's 
"Planning Guidelines Landform Grading Manual." 

• On a project-specific basis, compliance with 
Code would minimize adverse grading and 
Similarly, compliance with applicable City 
specific basis would reduce potential 
acceptable level of risk. 
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S.10 DRAINAGE 
EXisting Conditions 

... , 
" 

A large portion of the Hollywood Community Plan area is designated a hillside 
area, subject to the Flood Hazard Management Ordinance. In addition, Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) available from the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency indicate there are scattered locations throughout the Plan area subject 
to flooding, including: 

• La Rocha Drive 
• Beachwood Drive (north of Franklin Avenue) 
• Greek Theatre vicinity 
• Mariposa Avenue (south of Franklin Avenue) 
• Griffith Park Boulevard (south of Hyperion Avenue) 
• Area north of the Pan Pacific Auditorium (Beverly Blvd at Stanley) 
• Myra Avenue south of Effie Street 
• Pass Avenue 
• Laurel Canyon Boulevard 
• Nichols Canyon Road . 
• Fuller Avenue (north of Hollywood Boulevard 
• EI Cerrito/Sycamore (north of Hollywood Boulevard) 
• Area generally bounded by Hollywood Boulevard. Laurel Avenue, Fountain 

Avenue. and Formosa Avenue. 

Runoff: The Proposed Plan 
result, there would be some 

Environmental Effects 

would continue to permit hillside deve10pment. As a 
increase in impervious ~urtace and consequent 

increase in stormwater runoff. 

Flooding: The Proposed Plan would have no discernible effect on existing 
flooding patterns. With the exception of the canyon drainages, most flood-prone 
areas identified are in urbanized and developed areas. As noted above. it is 
not the intent of the Proposed Plan to be a major stimUlant tor land use change 
and redevelopment in existing neighborhoods. 

Mitigation Measures 

On a project-specific basis. all development would comply with the provisions 
of the Flood Hazard Management Specific Plan and any additional requirements 
that may be identified by the Bureau of Engineering. 
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5.11 NATURAL RESOURCES 
Existing Conditions 

There are no designated sand and gravel districts or oil drilling districts 
within the Plan area. No urban drill sites are located within the area, and no 
oil fields are known to exist. There is no agricultural cropland within the 
Plan area. 

Environmental Effects 

No adverse impacts on natural and/or mineral resources are anticipated. 

Hitigation Heasures 

None required. 

5.12 PLANT AND ANIMAL LIFE 

Existing Conditions 

The Conservation Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan identifies 
Griftith Park as an "Area of Major Wildlife Concentration." No other areas in 
the Hollywood Community Plan area are identified. Outside of the boundaries of 
Griffith Park. the remaining undeveloped portions of the Hollywood Hills serve 
as habitat tor a wide variety of plants and animals. 

Environmental Effects 

The Proposed Plan would not affe~t the geographic boundaries of Griffith Park, 
nor would development be permitted in the park. The Proposed Plan would, 
however, continue to permit hillside development. The development ot residences 
in this area would remove undeveloped and natural areas. Plant and animal 
habitats would be displaced. 

Mitigation Heasures 

• Complianc~ with provlslons of the Department of Building and Safety to 
minimize grading. 

• On a project-specific basis. all grading should be completed on a ~unitized" 

basis such that grading would occur only at times and in areas where 
construction is to be undertaken. 

• Subsequent environmental review of specific hillside projects, particularly 
residential subdivisions, should directly consider impacts on habitat and 
wildlife and the potential occurrence of any state and/or federally listed 
threatened or endangered species. 
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5.13 CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES 

Existing Conditions 

Hollywood is recognized throughout the world as the center ot the motion 
picture industry. It was the historic cradle and site of the period of 
intensive growth within the industry. Between 1915 and 1935, Hollywood 
underwent rapid residential and commercial development,largely due to the 
growing film industry. Many architecturally significant structures and 
neighborhoods remain in the area. 

Of the 335 Cultural Historic Monuments recognized by the City, 43 of these are 
located in the Hollywood Community Plan area. A survey conducted by Hollywood 
Heritage for the Community Redevelopment Agency within and around the 
Redevelopment Project area concluded that over 170 structures- were eligible or 
appeared to be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

As a result of its high visibility and close association with the motion 
picture industry, Hollywood is historically significant at the local, state, 
national and international levels. Neighborhoods and areas of historical and 
architectural interest include: 

• Hollywood Crescent 
• Franklin \Jest 
• Spaulding Square 
• Hollywood Heights 
• Ogden Drive 
• Hollywoodland 
• South Los Feliz 
• Melrose Hill (HPOZ adopted 1/20/88) 
• Whitley Heights 
• Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District 

Environmental Effects 

The Proposed Plan reViSion cannot directly address the preservation ot cultural 
resources. The Proposed Plan does, however, scale back development potentials 
and thus reduces the incentive to redevelop historic and cultural resource 
properties. Without the· enforcement inherent in Specific Plans or in the 
adoption of an Historic Preservation Overlay Zone. the Plan cannot guarantee 
the preservation of historic resources. 

Mitigation Measures 

Prepare a historic and architectural survey ot the Plan area outside of the 
Redevelopment Project. Based on the survey develop specific plans and/or adopt 
Historic Preservation Overlay Zones. See Section 5.4 (Urban Design) for an 
additional discussion of possible mitigation steps. 
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6.0 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 

The Proposed Plan would result in environmental i_pacts which cannot be fully 
mitigated. In general, these unavoidable impacts consist of: 

• The potential for residential and commercial displacement resulting from the 
redevelopMent of properties to higher densities. 

• 'The potential for loss of historically significant buildings or areas 
resulting trom the redevelopment of properties to higher densities. 

• Increased demand on schools. 

• Inability to satisfy the City's parkland-to-population criteria. 

• Traffic delays and congestion. 

• Traffic-related noise levels adjacent to major and secondary highways in 
excess of City standards. 

• Continued hillside development, including the removal of natural areas and 
the alteration of existing views and vistas. 

• Increased use of extremely )imited landfill resources for solid waste 
disposal. 
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

7.1 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The No Project Alternative: Throughout this report, the Proposed Plan has been 
directly compared to the No Project Alternative (retaining the Current 
Hollywood Community Plan). As has been noted, the Current Plan would provide 
for more population, housing and employment capacity than the Proposed Plan. 
This assessment shows, however, that neither the existing nor a fully improved 
transportation network can provide acceptable service at the levels of 
residential and non-residential development contemplated in the Current Plan. 
From a neighborhood and historic preservation perspective, the Current Plan 
would raise the potential for redevelopment to higher densities, and, as a 
result, neighborhood and historic resources would likely be lost. With respect 
to other public services and facilities, the substantial growth above existing 
levels permitted by the Current Plan would generate severe demands and 
pressures. 

Non-Residential Alternative 1: The transportation section of this report tully 
documents an evaluation of the impacts at permitting existing non-residential 
development to develop to a floor to lot area ratio of 1.5:1 (called 
Alternative 1). In this regard, the transportation analysis demonstrates that 
this alternative is also unworkable. Trips generated by this level of 
development cannot be accommodated by the local street system, even with 
operational and capacity improvements. 

Non-Residential Alternative 3: This alternative would remove non-conforming 
commercial and industrial uses and would al low residential development in these 
areas as originally designated in the Current Hollywood Community Plan. This 
alternative, however, would not reduce the total permitted 
commercial/industrial development in the Plan area. As a result, it would not 
substantially reduce traffic and circulation impacts. In addition, this 
alternative would impose substantial hardships on many businesses that serve 
the community. Most of the commercial areas that would be eliminated (like the 
Hillhurst, Fountain, Laurel Canyon and Melrose shopping areas) provide valuable 
services to nearby residents. The alternative would also be contrary to the 
objective of providing commercial services that are easily accessible to 
residents. 

Residential Alternatives: Several alternatives for distributing additional 
residential development were considered, including concentrating development 
around future Metro Rail stations or adjacent to neighborhood centers. These 
options were not considered further because the greater amount of residential 
development could not be reconciled with two basic plan revision objectives: 1) 
accommodate only year 2010 population growth plus a 10 to 15 percent buffer, 
and 2) create cohesive neighborhoods by permitting only enough new housing to 
provide an overall uniformity of building types, compatible with existing 
residences. 

No Growth Alternative: The purpose 
establish a means to accommodate 
population forecast. An alternative 
forecast was not considered. 

of the plan revision process was to 
growth levels projected in the SCAG-82 

to consider less growth than the adopted 
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7.2 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

The No Project Alternative (Current Plan) would allow for a population and 
housing capacity substantially greater the Proposed Plan. It should be 
recognized that the Current Plan would permit development that would greatly 
exceed the SCAG year 2010 population projections for the Ho~lywood Community 
Plan area. Non-residential alternatives 1 and 3 would also permit development 
of commercial, office and industrial development levels greater than the 
Proposed Plan. This additional permitted growth must be weighed, however, 
against the findings of this report that demonstrate that the arterial and 
street system in Hollywood (even when improved to Community Plan standards) 
cannot accommodate substantial new trips, particularly 
commerciaj/offlce/industrial-related trips. 
The added growth potentials of the Current Plan would also negatively 
contribute to i~pacts on public services and facilities, particularly schools, 
parks, sewer treatment capacity and landfill capacity. The greater number of 
vehicle trips potentially generat~d by the Current Plan or the non-residential 
alternatives along with attendant increases in congestion and delays would 
result in substantially greater air pollution emissions than the Proposed Plan. 

From a land use perspective, any alternative should be accompanied by the 
adoption of development standards for residential and commercial areas ir 
Hollywood. Without consideration of the mitigation effects of development 
standards, the Current Plan would continue to allow a level of development. 
particularly high density residential and office/commercial projects, that 
could toster land use conflicts and incompatibility, including parking 
conflicts, height conflicts, shade/shadow effects, obstruction ot views and 
vistas and other potential nuisances. The Prop.osed Plan which has focused 
largely on matching existing densities and preserving the existing character of 
areas would mlnlmlze adverse land use impacts. Also the Proposed Plan, by 
scaling back development levels to match existing levels, reduces the incentive 
to redevelop. This effect is a particular benefit to historic properties and 
areas. In contrast, the higher development potential of the Current Plan or the 
other non-residential alternatives would provide incentives to redevelop 
historic resources. Thus, from both the perspective ot transportation and land 
use, the Proposed Plan is environmentally superior to alternatives that would 
allow greater amounts of development. 

When compared to a No Growth option, the Proposed Plan is not environmentally 
superior due to the fact that there would be some increase in development 
potential over existing levels. Current environmental problems (traffic-related 
air pollution, tor example) would be exacerbated. It should be recognized, 
however, that an alternative to limit growth to existing levels, if not enacted 
citywide, would simply channel development to other parts of the city or county 
where there is Jess restriction and any adverse impacts would be shifted to 
other areas. 
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8.0 LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

8.1 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT _ND THE 
MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

A significant portion of the Hollywood Community Plan area includes hillside 
and canyons in the Hollywood Hills. The 4,108-acre Griffith Park area would not 
be affected by the Proposed Plan. The Plan does, however, anticipate the 
continued development of residences in hillside areas. 

8.2 IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES RESULTING FROM IMPLEHENTAtlON OF THE 
PROPOSED COHMUNITY PLAN REVISION 

Build-out of development consistent with the densities and land uses allowed in 
the Hollywood Community Plan would ultimately involve the irreversible 
commitment ot limited resources including energy, water, and land. New 
development would require the commitment of land to residential, commercial, 
office and industrial uses. The Proposed Plan would permit the continued 
development of the Hollywood Hills. 

8.3 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION 

Comparison to Existing Conditions. The build-out of the Proposed Plan Revision 
would permit a capacity of approximately 93,000 dwelling units outside of the 
Redevelopment area, and 31 million square feet of non-residential development. 
This land use development potential would translate into a population capacity 
for 199,000 persons and for approximately 65,000 jobs. Compared to existing 
population and employment (170,00 population and 37,400 employment), this 
change would represent a 17 percent growth in population and 73 percent growth 
in employment. 

Comparison to the Current Plan. It should be recognized, however, that while 
the Proposed Plan would allow increases above existing levels, the proposed 
revision reduces the potential build-out levels permitted by the Current Plan. 
The population capacity would be reduced from 389,000 persons to 199,000 
persons (a reduction of 49 percent) and employment capacity would be reduced 
from 233,000 jobs to 65,000 jobs ( a reduction ot 72 percent). 

Comparison to Regional Growth Projections. From a regional perspective, the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAGJ has indicated that the 
Hollywood Community Plan area is located within Regional Statistical Area (RSA) 
No. 17. The 1984 SCAG estimate for the RSA was a population of 1,026,000 
persons and 604,500 jobs. Of these totals, the Plan area represents 
approximately 11 percent of the RSA population and 6 percent of the employment. 

SCAG has forecasted that by 2010 there will be 1,181,000 persons in the RSA and 
696,600 jobs. The Proposed Plan area population capacity (199,000) would 
represent 19 percent of the total RSA popUlation, and the Proposed Plan 
employment capacity of 65,000 jobs would represent 9 percent ot the employment 
in the RSA. These statistics suggest that the population growth in the Plan 
area is consistent with 2010 regional growth projections and that the 
e.ployment capacity is slightly higher than the 2010 regional projection. 

117 

, , 

. ' 

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter

LH
V

H
O

A
 H

ol
ly

w
oo

d 
C

en
te

r 
D

E
IR

 c
om

m
en

ts
 w

ith
 e

xh
.p

df



, , 

~ 

~ 

ro 

0 

0 

q" 

0 

0 

0 

...0 

. . , 

8.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

This report has evaluated the potential environmental impacts resulting from 
the maximum build-out of the Hollywood Community Plan Area under the Proposed 
Revision. No specific projects or development proposals have been considered as 
part of this analysis; however, evaluation ot the Community Plan Revision has 
been considered in the context of the population, housing, and employment 
projections prepared by the Southern California Association of Governments for 
the year 2010. The traffic analysis, in particular, considered the combined 
effect of locally generated traffic and future regional traffic on the 
Hollywood Community Plan street network. Specific impacts that would result 
from the combined effect of the Proposed Plan and growth and development in 
adjacent community plan areas and jurisdictions would include: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Negative effect on the Jobs-Housing Balance 
Increased trip making and traffic congestion 
Increased vehicular and stationary emissions 
Increased demand on schools 
Increased demand for parks 
Increased demand fer police and fire services 
Increased demand on sewers and treatment capacity at Hyperian. 
Accelerated use of existing landfil Is 
Increased demand on utilities and energy sources 
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9.0 ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED 

1. California Department of Fi~h and Game, John Hernandez, Warden. 

2. California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, 
Michael L. Sowby, Environmental Specialist IV (Letter response to NOP) 

3~ City of Glendale, Planning Division, Gerald Jamriska, Director of Planning 
(Letter response to NOP) 

4. City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering, Land Development, Edmond Yew 
(Memo response to NOP) 

S. City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Community Planning 
Division, Michael Davies. 

6. City of Los Angeles, Department of Recreation and Parks, Alonzo Carmichael, 
Planning Officer. 

7. City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, Allyn Rifkin. 

8. City at Los Angeles. Department of Water and Power, Edward Karapet1an, 
Engineer of Environmental and Governmental Affairs (Letter response to NOP) 

9. City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, Mr. Collins. 

10. City of Los Angeles, Fire Department, Bureau of Fire Prevention, James W. 
Young, Assistant Bureau Commander (Letter response to NOP) 

11. City of Los Angeles; Fire Department, Captain Cooper and Inspector 
Justice. 

12. City at Los Angeles, Police Department, Sergeant Bryan Galbraith. 

13. City of Los Angeles, Public Works Department, Storm Drains and Sewers, Mr. 
Estilban, and Bob Kimora. 

14. City of Los Angeles, Public Works Department, Wastewater. Sam Feruta. 

15. City of Los Angeles, Robert S. Horii, City Engineer (Letter response to 
NOP) 

16. County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, N. C. Datwyler, 
Assistant Deputy Director, Planning Division (Letter response to NOP) 

17. County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Michael Mohajer. 

18. Los Angeles Unified School District, Robert J. Niccum, Director of Real 
Estate (Letter response to NOP) 

19. Los Angeles Unified School District: Jean Acosta; Jackie Goldberg, member, 
Los Angeles City Board of Education; Dominic Shambra, administrator, Special 
Projects. 
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20. Nature Center Association 

21. Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, John Diaz, Conservancy Analyst. 

22. Southern California Association of Governments, Richard Spicer, Principal 
Planner (Letter response to NOP) 

23. Southern California Rapid Transit District. Gary S. Spivack, Director of 
Planning (Letter response to NOP) 
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PREPARERS OF THE PLAN REVISION AND EIR 

Plan Preparation 

Gruen Associates 
6330 San Vicente Boulevard 
Los Angeles. CA 90048 

Pat Smith 
Fran Offenhauser 
Jennifer Davis 
Sung-Joan Hong 

Transportation Analysis 

Kaku Associates 
1427 Santa Monica Mall 
Santa Monica. CA 

Dick Kaku 
Tom Gaul 
Eric Jacobson 

EIR Preparation: 

Terry A. Hayes Associates 
4221 Wilshire Boulevard. Suite 240 
Los Angeles. California 90010 

Terry A. Hayes 
Marian Miller 

'Pamela Abrams 
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Donald R. Howery, General Manager, Department of Transportation, memorandum to 
Councilman Mike Woo, Chairman, Transportation and Traffic Committee, June 2, 
1987. subject "8-Point Transportation Action Plan, Motion No. 5 - Increase 
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APPENDIX A 
INITIAL STUDY 
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City of Los Angeles 

Off ice of the City Clerk 
Room 395, City Hall 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

NOT ICE 0 F PRE PAR A T ION 

(Article VI, Section 2 - CityCEQA Guidelines) 

TO: RESPONSIBLE OR TRUSTEE AGENCY FROt1: . LEAD AGENCY 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Community Planning Division 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 505 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Project Ti tIe: Hollywood Community Plan Revision 

Project Applicant: City of Los Angeles. Dept. of City Planning 

Case Number: 

The City of Los Angeles will be the -Lead Agency and will prepare an environmental· 
impact report for the' project identified above. We need to know the views of your 
agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information which is germane to 
your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your 
agency will need to use the EIR prepared by this City when considering your permit or 
other approval for the project. 

The project description, location and the probable environmental effects at'e contained 
in the attached materials. 

__ ~x~ A copy of the Initial Study is attached. 

A copy of the Initial Study is not attached. 

Due to the time limits mandated by state law, your response must be sent at the 
earliest possible date but not later 30 days after receipt of this notice. 

Please send your response to Michael Davies at the address of the lead City 
Agency as shown above. We will need the name of a contact person in your agency. 

City Planner 
Ti tie 
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INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST 

.' I , , 

_~!;D AGENCY: 
~~UNCIL DISTRICT: 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
4, 5, and 13· 

?POJECT iITLE/NO. 
CASE NO. 

Holiywood Community Plan Revision 
18473 

?REI)IOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. Not app licab Ie 
DOES have significant changes from previous actions. 
D.OES NOT have significant changes from previous actions. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed revision would. modify and reduce residential and 
commercial development levels allowed under the existing Hollywood Community Plan, 
adopted in 1973. Objectives of the reVlSlon are: 1) to accommodate the year 201C 
?r'ojected population plus a 10-15% buffer, 2> provide communi ty-serving commercial uses 
1n small centers in areas outside of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area, 3) 
~oncentrate major commercial development within the redevelopment plan area, 4) define 
a transportation system that works in conjunction with the land use plan, and 4) 
2S tab 11 sh commun i ty-wide development standat'ds. 

PROJECT LOCATION: See Figures 1 and 2, attached. The area is located withir 
centt'31 podion of the Ci ty of Los Angeles, approximately 3 miles nOt'thwest of the Los 
~ngeles central business district. 

PLHNNrNG DISTRICT: Hollywood 

STATUS: 

x 

Preliminary 
Proposed 
Adopted 

EXISTING ZONING: /'tAX DENSITY ZONING PROJECT DENSITY 

Various Varirus Various 

PLANNED LAND USE &t ZONE MAX DENSITY PLAN Does conform to plan 
__ X __ Does not conform to plan 

Various Various. No district plan 

DETERMINATION: 

x 

Signature 

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

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect 
on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case 
because the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been 
added to the project, A MITIGATED NEG~TIVE DECLARATION WILL BE PREPARED 
(See attached conditions). 

I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the 
environment and a ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

G.\'\+ 
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Figure 1 
Regional Location 
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INITIAL. STUDY CHECKLIST 
BACKGROUND 

PROPONENT NAI'IE: PHONE: 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning (213) 485-2478 

PROPONENT ADDRESS: 
200 N. Spring Street, City Hall, Room 505, Los Angeles, CA 90012 

AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST: 

PROPOSAL NAME: 
Hollywood Community Plan Revision 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

EARTH. Will the p~osal result in: IYESII"i'\YBE !lIlj 
a. lilstable eartll cendi hens or In changes in geologic substructures' l /X I 

b. DisMll'tIons, displaceEnts, cOIflactiCJI or overcoverilllj of the SOI1'\ I Xi) 
c. Clinge In t~ography or groond surface relief features? . I X f : 

ll. The destructioo, COV!l'I"S or IlXiHicatial of illy unique geologic or ' I 

physical features' 
e. Prly increase in !lind or IIiter erosiCJI of soi 15, ei ther CJI or off 

the SIte' 
f. Otanges in deposi boo or erosioo of beach sands, or changes in 

siltatioo, depositlal or erosion .nIch aay DOdify the channel of a i )x r 
rIVer, streu or the bed of the ocean or illy bay, inlet or laKe? 

g. Exposure of peep Ie or property to geologic hazards SUCIl as earth­
quakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure or sililar hazards? 

AIR. ~i 11 ~he pr"qlosal result in: 
a. Air elISSlOOS or deterioratioo of aIiIient air quali ty' 
b. The creation of Iil,ectiooable odors? 
c. Alteratloo of air IOVl!II!nt, lOisiure or teaperature,or any ctlange 

in cliaate, either locally or regIonally' 
d. Ex~ose the pro,ect residents to severe aIr pollution conoitioos! 

ijATER. Wi II the pr"qlosal result In: 
a. Otange5 In currents, or the coors!! or directiCJI of lliter IOVl!II!I1tS 

In el tiler aartne or fresh lliters? 
b. Changes In a!lsorph(J1 rates, amnage patterns, or the rate and 

the aaounts of surface Miter runOff? 
c. Al teratloos to the coorse or flow of floodlliter? 
d. Olange in the iIOUIIt of surface In any IIiter body' 
e. Dlscha~e Into surface IIiters, or in any alteration of surface 

!liter quality, including but not lilited to tetperature, dIssolved 1 
oxygen or turbIdity' [ IX 

AiteratHJl of the oirectiCXl or rate of fliJlj of ground lliters' I it 
Change In tne ,uantlty or groond !liters, either througn dIrect [I. r 
addi hons cr wltMrillals, or thrrugh interception of an aqui fer I \ ) 
Cy cuts or excavatIons 'I .............. ' _--,-I ~...,jl 

g. 
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11. PlfU.ATIa.. will the proposal result in: 

a. The relocatIon at any pe"5a1s because of the effects uPOO 
hOUSIng, cOIIerclal or industrIal facilIties' 

YES I'IAYBE! NJI 

b. Change In the dIstrIbutIon, density or 9roNth rate of the huaan 
populattoo of an area' 

12. HOUSING. ~ill the proposal: 
a. Affect existi~ hrusillC3, or create a detand for additilllal housing? 
b. Have an ilPact CJl iIIe available rental housing in the ca.lluty? 
c. Result in dl!lOlitial, relocatial, or I'I!IDdI!ling of residential, 

CCIIer'Clal, or industrial buildings or other facili ties? 

13. TIW6'{RTATIOOCIRClATHIC. Will the proposal result in: 

I X 

a. 6eneratlal of additiooal vehicular IIOVeII!!'It? X 

EHects CJl I!XIstil!CJ parKing facilities, or delind for new parking? X 

r.,act CJl existi~ tratlSlOrtatial systl!ls? X 

Al terat 11115 to present patterns of circulatial or IOVI!II!Ilt of 

b. 
C. 

d. 
people andlor gOOdS? 

e. Alteratlals to Naterborne, rail or aIr traffic? 
f. increases In traffic hazards to IOtor vehicles, bicyclists or 

pedestrIans. 

14. PUIlIC SERVICES. IIi 11 the prwosal have an effect IJIlCJl, or result in a 
need for new or al tered govemII!1tal servICes In any Ot the fo11,*ln9 
areas: 
a. Fire ProtectIon? 
b. Police Pro~tlon? 
C. Schools' 
d. ParkS or other recreatialal facilities? 
e. ''''untenance of publlc facIlities, including roads? 
f. Other govtrnllel1tal sel'VlCes' 

15. OOSY. WIll the proposal mult in: 
a. Use Ot exc!!Qtiooal aaamts of fuel or energy? 
b. Increase In dl!lalld uPon eXlshn9 sources of I!lergy, or requIre the 

deve I OP IE!l to; new srurtes of 1!IlI!r'<!)'? 

10. OOSY. WIll the p~l mu.t in: 
a. Use Ot exceptla1al a.ults of fuel or energy' 
b. Signlticant Increase In des.v1d upon eXlStin9 srurtes of energy, 

or reqUIre the developtent 0; new srun:es of energy? 

17. UTILITIES. Will the prceosai result In a need for new systetS, or 
alteratloos to tne toll()jl~g ut111 ties: 
a. POMer:r natur~l gas' 
b. Cc.Jlw:moos systetS:' 
c. !later' 
c. Se.!r or septic tan~s: 

e. StCrt lIater dralnage-' 
t. Soild llciste and 0lS1losal' 
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I YE51My~\t(J l8. rtWM tQ.iH. Wi 11 the proposal rec..ult in: .! i 
a. C,-eat:oo of ony Mal tn nazare or potential heal th ha:ard (e~cluding' I' I 

3eIltal nealtnj? I X 
o. Exposure Ot people to neal th hazards? 

19. fi:l"i}£TICS. ~iil the proposed proJect result in: 
a. fne :cstructlort of any scernc vIsta or vie!l open to public? 
b. The creahoo of an aesthetically offensIve SI te open to puolic Vle!l 
c. The destructioo of a stand of trees, a rock ootcropplnq or other 

locally recognized Gesireable aesthetic natural feature? 
d. Priy negative aesthetic effect? 

21. ~TI(Jf. Will the Pl'Cfosal result in MI ilpact ~CIl the quality or 
quanti ty of existing recreatiooal opportuli ties. 

22. C11TlM fSlRIS. 
a. ~ill the pr'O!'QSal result in the altermoo of or the destructIon of 

a prelllstortC or nlstoric archaeoiogical site? 
b. ~lll :he prwosal resul t In adverse physical or aesthetic effects 

to prenistoric: or historic building, structure or ~Jec:t? 
c. Does the pr'O!'QSal have the potential to cause a phYSIcal change 

Milich MOUld affect lJIique ethnic cultural values? 
d. IIi 11 the p~osal restrIct existing religioos or sacred uses WI thin 

the potential i~act area? 

23 I'W@TlJlY FltilllES IF SIGfIFICtHI. 
a. Does the proJect have the potential to degrade the quali ty of the 

envira'lll!l1t, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wtldli fe 
specIes, cause fish or wildlife pqlUlatiCll to dl'Cf bel!JI self 
sustaining levels, threaten to elilinate plant or aniAil cOllUnity 
reduce the nUlCer or restrict the ranqe of rare or endangered plant 
or aniul or elilinate ilPortant ex~ les of Aljor periods of 
Cali fomta hIstory or prell1story? 

b. Does the proJect have the potential to achieve short-terl, to the 
disadvantaqe of lonq-terl, envira'llenial goals? 

c. Does the proJect have ilpacts Milich are individually lilited, but 
CUElatively coosideraole? 

d. Does the project have environlental effects Milich cause substantial 
adverse effects 00 hWlan beings, either directly rr indirectly? 

I 

i 
I 

x 
X 

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION: See attached. 

Prepared by: 
Title: 
Telephone: 
Date: 

Michael Davies 
City Planner, City of Los Angeles, Dept of City Planning 
(213) 485-2478 
November 12, 1987 
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DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 

1. Eanh 

b. New development allowed under the proposed plan revlsion would in 
most instances require site preparatlon and grading. 

c. In the hillside areas, new development allowed under the plan 
revision could entail cuts and fills as well as modificatIon of land 
forms. 

g. Two active faults are located within the plan revision area. Areas of 
Hollywood north of Hollywood Boulevard are considet'ed to be slope 
stability study areas according to the City of Los Angeles SeismIC 
Safety Plan. 

2. Air 

a. 

3. Water 

b. 

Although the proposed plan revision would reduce development levels 
when compared to the current Hollywood Plan, lncreases in development 
and associated increases in vehic8lar trips would occur. Additional 
trip generation would increase air pollutant emiSSIons ovet' e::isting 
levels. 

New development allowed under' the Pt'oposed plan revision would, in 
instances where the land is vacant or undeveloped, Increase the 
amount of impervious surface and alter the rate of stormwater runoff 
and drainage patterns. 

4. Plant Li fe 

a • New development allowed, particularly In the resIdentIally zonea 
hillside areas would remove vegetatlcn and ~Ssoclatec nabltais. 

5. Animal Life 

a. New development allowed, particularl; In the residentIally zoned 
hillside areas may affect local WIldlife. 

6. Noise 

a. Construction activity as well as increases in traffic antlcipated 
under the plan revision would likely increase ambient neise levels. 
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B. 

9. 

b. 

Land 

,. , 

~da1t:onal development wIthin the plan reV1~lon area c~ulc Increase 
illumination sources. particularly in the case a~ new commercIal 
developments and associated parking areas. 

The possibility e:<ists, that In those locations whet'e cemmet'clal 
development 1S allowed adjacent to tOes i a en ti a 1 areas, as I"ell as 
whet'e multi-family t'esidential build1ngs are adJacent to sIngle 
~aml1y residences that thet'e could be ~.dverse shade and shaaow 
effects. Development standat'ds considet'ed as part of the plan 
revision at'e intended to mitigate these effects. In addition, 
provisions of the Neighborhood Protection Or'dinance would t'educe the 
effects at locations where commet'C i a I and sIngle famIly at'eas cu'e 
adjacent. 

Use 

The proposed Hollywood Plan RevIsion would result in an cverall 
reauction In the development levels allowed unaer the current 
Hollywood Community Plan. The proposed reV1Slon would allow for a 
total population of 257,600 persons compared to 525,000 persons In 
the current plan. The existing population in the plan area IS 180.996 
persons. 

Similarly, the proposed revision would allow for 125.000 houslng 
units, compared to 206,100 unIts in the current plan. For commerclal 
and industrial categories the proposed t'evision would allow for 
114.4 million square feet (maximum build-out) compared to 163.8 
million square feet under the current plan. 

Natural Resources 

a. 

b. 

The rate of growth in the plan revision area IS dependent on 
socioeconomic and market factors. The plan revIsion itself wlil not 
increase the rate of use of natural resources. 

In general, additional growth and development allowed under the 
proposed plan revision would increase use of non-renewable resources. 
particularly fossil fuel-related. 

10. Risk of Upset 

b. Increased traffic and associated congestion 
affect on emergency response (fire, police. 
tt'avel pet'iods. 

11. Pcpulation 

could have an adverse 
ambulance) durlng peak 

a. As is currently the case, the plan revision would allow for Increased 
development levels above eXlsting condltions. Achievlng tnls Increase 
under various clrcumstances could entail the removal c~ eXlstlng 
tOes i dences. 

b. See item j 8. 
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12. Housing 

a.See item # 8. 
b. See items # 8 and ** 11 
c. See item # 11 

13. Transportation/Circulation 

a. The proposed plan revision would result in an increase in trIp 
generation above existing levels. This increase, however, would be 
less than the trip generation from the current adopted Hollywood 
Community Plan. 

b. The increase in commercial development as well as multi-family 
residential development allowed in the proposed plan revision would 
likely increase parking demand. Development standards established in 
the plan revision would address parkIng requirements to avoid or 
mitigate anticipated adverse impacts. 

c. Circulation improvements to be identified In the plan revisIon would 
be designed to meet project traffic volumes and demand. In those 
locations were a~ditional capacity is added, . or where streets are 
reconfigured, some potential exists to alter existing circulatIon 
patterns. 

14. Public Services 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Proposed increases in development would Flace additional demands on 
fire protection services. Additional development in hillside areas 
WOUld' be of particular concern. 

Projected population increases in the plan revision area would likely 
result in increased demand on police services. 

Projected population increases would further exacerbate overcrowoed 
school condItions in the plan revision area. AddItIonal capltal 
expenditures and classrooms would be needed. 

d. ProJected population increases in the plan revision area would 
increase the need for accessible passive and active recreatIonal open 
space within or adjacent to residential areas to achieve city 
standards. 

e. Increased trip generation and traffic, particularly truck traffic in 
industrial and commercial areas will likely increase maintenance 
requirements for local roads. 

f. PrOjected increases in development and population growth ~ould likely 
increase the demand for a variety of governmental servIces. 
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1:;. Enet'gy 

b. See Item ** '~, 

16. Enet'gy 

b. See item ** 9. 

17. Utilities 

a. Increase in development (residential and non-residential) will 
incrementally increase electricity and natural gas consumption. 
According to service providers, the supply of these servIces will be 
adequate to meet future demand. 

b. Increases in development and population will increase demand for 
telephone servIces. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Increases in dev~lopment (t'esident ial and non-t'esident lell) ~Ji 11 
incrementally Increase water consumptIon. AccordIng to service 
provldet's, the water supply will be adequate to meet fLltLtt'.e demand. 

Increased development wi 11 Increase wastewa tet' flow. r tiS Ii kel y 
that increased development will have to be phased to meet the 
incremental increases in sewage treatment capacIty planned for the 
Hyperion Treatment Plant. 

The timing of development may also be constrained by the replacement 
schedule for inadequate interceptor sewers within the plan revision 
at'ea. 

Increases in development in the plan t'eVlSlon at'ea will inct'ementally 
increase the generation of solld waste. 

18. Aesthetics 

a. Views to and from the Hollywood Hills/Santa Monica Mountains may be 
affected by new development. However, development standards will be 
established to avoid or mitigate SignIficantly adverse visual 
impacts. 

19. Cultural Resources 

a. New development on undeveloped Sites, particularly in the hillside 
areas may affect archaeological resources. 

b. It will be the intent of the proposed plan revision to establlsh 
development standards that will increase the pOSSibilities for 
historic preservation. However, allowable Increases In development 
could under various Circumstances entail the removal of existing land 
uses, some of which may have cultural/historIcal Significance. 
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23 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

.:i. Within the plan reVlSlon at'ea, the proposed plan would allow fot' 
increased residenti~l and non-residential development. This change 
would increase traffic and pollutant emIssions. The change could also 
entail the development of undeveloped hillside areas and tne 
redevelopment of eXlsting areas. In either case adverse impacts may 
t'esul t. 

b. The intended purpose of the plan t'evision and "downzoning" is to 
improve the quality of life in the Hollywood community. In certain 
instances however, the additional growth allowed by the plan may 
adversely affect some specltlc element of the environment, e.g. 
natural hillside areas, cultural resources, etc. 

c. The proposed plan revision by its nature is cumulative. As indicated 
in item # 8 the proposal would add approximately 77,000 persons, 
32,000 housing units and as much as 88 mIllion square ~eet of 
development above existing levels. This growth will be reflected in 
increased traffic and demand for utilities, services and ~ublic 
facIlities. 
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APPENDIX B 

HOLLYWOOD REDEVELOPMENT PLAN 

13~ 
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Freeway "ght of way shall be designated as 
open space unless otherwise indicated. Residential 

The redevelopment ptan text wiN permIt ~ low 
recreallonal and Instlluhonal uses Within any (Max 7 Unots I Gross Acre) 
approproate portIon 0' the protect. 0 l_Medlum2 

Public (Max 24 Units I Gross Acre) • 121 Medium Open Space .... 
(Max 40 Units I Gross Acre) 

0 Recreational and School Site E) High Medium ... 
(Max 60 Unots I Gross Acre) 

m Other Public land • High 
(Max 80 UnIts I Gross Acre) 

:. 

Commercial • Neighborhood and Office 

• Highway Oriented Commercial Project Area Boundary 

II Regional Commercial 

Industrial 

II Commercial Manufacturing 

0 limited tnduatrial 

.. 

Exhibit "A.1" 
Redevelopment Plan Map 

Hollywood Redevelopment 
Project 
CommunIty Redevelopment Agency 
CIty olles Angeles 

Adopted May 1986 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 uPC PAGE 1 

StJMMARY AND RECOHMBNDATIONS 

The City of Los Anaeles is required by a court order to achieve consistency between its 
aoning and General Plan, in order to bring the City into conformance with Government 
Code Section 6S860(d). Consistent with the adopted Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, 
adopted by City Council in 1986, Plan amendments and chanaes of zone and height district 
are recc .. 1nded for the HollJWOod Comnunity. These particular COlllmUllity Plan a.endllents 
and changes of zone and hetaht district are part of a citywide effort to bring all areas 
of the City into l•••l eo11pliance. 

The General Plan Advisory Board, on 3uly lS, 1988, approved the rec0111181lded changes as 
propoaed. 

PROPERTY INVOLVED: See Map Exhibit "B-1". 

ACTIONS gcotltBNDID II '1'BB STAFF: That the Planning Comaission 

1. Dit4PProYI the ch..,._ of zone and height district as initiated for those 
subareas listed in Exhibit "A·l" which are recomended for a zone and/or height 
district which differs from the initiated. 

2. Disapprove any chanaee of zone and height district, as initiated, - for those 
subareas listed in Exhibit "A-1" which are recoaaended for "no change" to the 
existing zone and/or height district. 

3. ltca••lld APProyal of the Hollywood Coamunity Plan amendments, zone changes and 
heiaht district ch~s as rec011Bended in Exhibit "A-1, and the attached 
resolution, Exhibit c-1". 

4. R•ccl!•nd APProyal of the Hollywood C01mUDity Plan aaendaents as reco.Hnded in 
the Plan Text/Map/Legend/Footnote Changes" portion of the staff ~eport. 

S. ReCOllll!lld that the Permanent IQI Qualified classification changes of zone and "D" 
Develop1181lt Lillitation changes of height district include the attached Conditions 
of Approval. 

6. Recowend Agroval of a "Minor Addition" to Subarea No. 140 as shown in Map 
Exhibit "1-~ as provided for in Section 12.32-D,3 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. 

7. Reccmend Apgroval of a "Minor Modification" to Subarea No. 140 as shown in Map 
Exhibit "B-2 as provided for in Section 11.S.6-B of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

8. Approye and ReC01111181ld the adoption of the zoning and height district ordinances 
by the City Council. 

9. Recommend that the Director of Planning present the Plan amendments to the Mayor 
and City Council. 

10. Certify that it has reviewed and considered the information contained in 
Environmental Impact Report No. 1071 GP/ZC and transmit the Environmental Impact 
Report to the City Council for consideration and appropriate action. 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-83J GPC PAGE 2 

11. Approve and Recommend the adoption of the Statement of overriding Considerations . 

12. Direct staff to update the General Plan Consistency Maps as necessary, and 
approve the attached resolution, Exhibit "c-2". 

13. Instruct Departllellt of Building and Safety and Planning staffs to llOdifJ the 
zoning maps (district maps) to reflect the policl of a conditional uee type 
approval for property designated in the Plan as Open Space" and 
"Public/Quasi-Public Use". 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-83~ JPC 

"D" DEVELOPMENT LIMITATION 
PERMANENT IQI QUALIFIED CONDITIONS 

PAGE 3 

Q-1. The zoning of Subarea Nos. 275 and 355 shall be subject to the following permanent 
IQI Qualified condition: 

"Residential uses shall be prohibited, except as otherwise .per11itted in the 
ind1111trial zones." 

Q-2. The zoning of Subarea Nos. 22S, 420, and 440 shall be subject to the following 
permanent IQI Qualified condition: 

"The property shall be limited to the following uses: 

a. Residential uses permitted in the R4 Zone. 

b. Hotels, 110tels, and apartment hotels. 

c. The following uses, subject to Zoning Adllinistrator approval 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 12.24.Cl.5(j): 

1) Parking buildings, provided such parkina is accessory to the 
Min use of the lot or accessory to the Min use of another lot 
located within the ·Holl,Wooci Redevelopment Project Area. 

2) Any use permitted in the Cl Zone within buildings which were in 
existence on the l~t upon the affective date of this qrdinance. 

3) Any other use per.itted in the Cl Zona provided that the floor 
area ratio of such use does not exceed 1:1, and further 
provided that such commercial use is eo11bined with 1111ltiple 
unit residential use for which the floor area ratio is equal to 
or exceeds 2:1 and for which the number of dwelling units is 
equal to or exceeds twelve (12). 

The Zoning Administrator may impose such conditions as he deems necessary to 
secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives and int~nt of 
the Hollywood COlllltUlli~y Plan, after a finding is made by the Comaunity 
Redevelopment Agency Board that the project conforms with the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan." 

Q-3. The zoning of Subarea No. SS shall be subject to the following p~rmanent 
IQI Qualified condition: 

"The property shall be limited to the following uses: 

a. Residential uses permitted in the R4 Zone. 

b . Hotels, motels, and apartment hotels. 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-8~ GPC PAGE 4 

c. Subject to Zoning Administrator approval pursuant to Municipal Code 
Section 12.24.Cl.S(j), any other use permitted in the Cl Zone 
provided that the floor area ratio of such use does not exr.eed 1:1, 
and further provided that such coanercial n~e is combined with 
multiple unit residential use for which the ratio of residential 
square footage to coaaercial square footage is equal to or exceeds 
2:1 and for which the nwaber of dwelling units is equal to or 
exceeds twelve (12). 

The Zoning Administrator may i11pOse such conditions as he de811S necessary to 
secure an appropriate development in harllOlly with the objectives and intent of 
the Hollywood COlllUllity Plan, after a finding is made by the Coamunity 
Redevelopment Aaencr. Board that the project conforms with the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. ' 

Q-4. The zoning of Subarea Nos. 2S, 3S, 40, 340, 342, 460, S2S, S3S, S4S and SSO shall 
be subject to the following permanent IQI Qualified condition: 

"Residential density shall be limited to a maxilDWll of one dwelling uni~ per 
600 square feet of lot area." 

Q-S. The zoning of Subarea Nos. 530 and 540 shall be subject to the following permanent 
IQI Qualif~ed condition: 

"Residential density shall be limited to a maximum of one dwelling unit per 
800 square feet of lot area." 

Q-6. The zoning of Subarea No. 260 shall be subject to the following permanent 
IQI Qualified condition: 

"Residential density shall be lillited to a maxillWll of one dwelling unit per 
1,200 square feet of lot area . " 

Q-7. The zoning of Subarea No. 43S shall be subject to the following permanent 
IQI Qualified condition: 

"No building or structure shall exceed a height of forty-five (4S) feet in 
height above grade. Roof structures are exempt pursuant to Section 12.21.B.3 
of the Municipal Code." 

D-1. The height district change for Subarea Noa. 65, 68, 90, 95, 100, 170, 190, 19S, 
230, 240, 24S, 2S5, 26S, 270, 280, 28S~ and 290 shall be subject to the following 
"D" Development Limitation: 

"The total floor area of a structure shall not exceed two (2) times the 
buildable area of the lot. A project may exceeed the 2:1 floor area ratio 
provided that: 

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter

LH
V

H
O

A
 H

ol
ly

w
oo

d 
C

en
te

r 
D

E
IR

 c
om

m
en

ts
 w

ith
 e

xh
.p

df



CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC PAGE 5 

a. The Comaunity Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project conforms 
to: (1) the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, (2) a Transportation Program 
adopted by the Community Redevelopment Agency Board pursuant to Section 
518.1 of the Redevelopment Plan and, if applicable, (3) any Design for 
Development adopted pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment Plan. 

b. A Di•position and Development Agreement or Owner Participation Agreement 
has been executed by the Community Redevelopment Agency Board, and the 
project is approved by the City Planning C01mtission, or the City Council 
on appeal, pursuant to the procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 
12.24-B.3." . • 

D-2. The heialit district change for Subarea Nos. 215 and 220 shall be subject to the 
following "D" Develop1181lt Limitation: 

"No buildina or •tructure shall exceed a heialit of forty-five (45) feet above 
grade. Roof structures are exe11pted pursuant to Section 12.?1.B.3 of the 
llunicipal Code. The total floor area of a structure shall not exceed two (2) 
till•• the buildable area of the lot. A project may exceeed the 2:1 floor area 
ratio provided that: 

a. The COlllmlllity Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project conforms 
to: (1) the HollJWood Redevelopment Plan, (2) a Transportation Program 
adopted by the Community Redevelopment Agency Board pursuant to Section 
518.1. of the RtMlevelopment Plan and, if applicable, (3) any Design for . 
Develop119Dt adopted pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment Plan. 

b. A Disposition and Development Agreement or Owner Participation Agre .. ent 
has been executed by the Com111UDity Redevelopment Agency Board, and the 
project is approved by the City Planning Ca..ission, or the City Council 
on appeal, pursuant to the procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 
12.24-B.3." 

D-3. The height district change for Subarea Nos. 45, SO, 60, 70, 75, 175, and 180 shall 
be subject to the following "D" Development Limitation: 

"The total floor area of a structure shall not exceed three (3) times the 
buildable area of the lot. A project may exceeed the 3:1 floor area ratio 
provided that: . 

a. The Coamunity Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project conforms 
to: (1) the Hollywood R&development Plan, (2) a Transportation Program 
adopted by the C0111BUJ1ity Redevelopment Agency Board pursuant to Section 
518.1 of the Redevelopment Plan and, if applicable, (3) any Design for 
Development adopted pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment Plan. 

b. A Disposition and Development Agreement or Owner Participation Agreement 
has been executed by the COlllllUllity Redevelopment Agency Board, and the 
project is approved by the City Planning Commission, or the City Council 
on appeal, pursuant to the procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 
12.24-B.3." 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-8l~ GPC PAGE 6 

jJlQlI the following findinp: 

1. The subject property is located within the Hollywood COllllU!lity .Plan, originally 
adopted by the City Council on September 25, 1973. The recoa11ended zone and height 
district changes and plan amendments confor11 with the requirements of Government 
Code Section 65860 which requires that zoning be consistent with the adopted 
General Plan. 

2. The rec01111ended changes are in substantial confol'llance with the purposes, intent 
and provisions of the General Plan as reflected in the adopted Colllllunity Plan, aR 
recommended for amendment. 

3. The Penanent IQI Qualified Conditions and "D" Development Limitations imposed by 
this action are necessary: to protect the beat interests of, and to assure a 
develop11911t 11e>re compatible with, the surrounding property; to secure an 
appropriate develop11ent in harllOlly with the General Plan; and to prevent or 

· •itigate the potential adverse enviroD1181ltal effects of the recommended change. 

4. Pursuant to and in accordance with Section 21081 of the State of California Public 
Resources Code, the environmental impact report identifies potential adverse 
illpacte frOll the proposed action, including impacts on earth, air, water, plant and 
anillal life, noise, light and glare, land use, natural resources, risk of upset, 
population and housing, transportation/circulation, public services, energy, 
utilities, aesthetics, and cultural resources. Changes or alterations have been 
incorporated into the proposed project which •itigate or avoid the eignif icant 
environ1181ltal effects thereof to the extent feasible. The facts supporting this 
finding are set forth below. 

ll!pacts Not Reducible to Insignificant Levels: 

a. Earth - New development allowed under the proposed plan revision would in 
most instances require site preparation and grading, but will be generally 
limited to short-term construction activities. In the hillside areas, new 
develop1181lt allowed under the plan revision could entail cute and fills as 
well as modification of landforms. Two active faults are located within the 
plan revision area, thus requiring further .seismic analysis to indentify 
potential impacts. Areas north of Hollywood Boulevard are considered to be 
within slope stability study areas according to the City of Loe Angeles 
Seismic Safety Plan . 

. 
b. Air - Although the proposed plan revision would reduce development levels 

when eo11pared to the current Hollywood Plan, increases in develop11ent and 
associated increases in vehicular trips will occur and contribute to air 
pollution levels. Additional trip generation would increase air pollutant 
emissions over existing levels. 
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CITY P:r.:AN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC PAGE 7 

c. Water - New development allowed under the proposed plan revision would, in 
instances where the land is vacant or undeveloped, increase the amount of 
impervious surface and alter the rate of stormwater runoff and drainage 
patterns. 

d. Plant Life - New development allowed, particularly in the residentially 
sonecl hillside areas, would remove vegetation and associated habttats. 

e. Animal Life - N.., development allowed, particularly in the residentially 
soned hillside areas, may affect local wildlife. 

f. ~ - Construction activity as well as increases in traffic anticipated 
under the plan revision would likely increase ambient noise 'levels. 
Short-ten CO!llltruction impacts will not be sipificat. Increases in 
auto-related noise may be significant. Specific noise analysis may be 
perforllecl at selected areas, but severe noise levels will be mitigated to 
acceptable level• by the City's Noise Ordinance. 

g. Light and Glare - Additional develop11ent within the plan revision area could 
increase illuaination sources, particularly in the case of new conmercial 
develOp119J1ts and associated parking areas. The possibility exists in° tho~e 
locations where co..ercial development is allowed adjacent to residential 
areas, as wall as where multi-family residential buildinas are allowed 
adjacent to single fa•ily residences that there could be adverse shade and 
shadow effects. Development standards considered as part of the plan revision 
are intended to mitiaate these e'ffects. In addition, provisions of the 
Neighborhood Protection Ordinance would reduce the effects at locations where 
C011mercial and single family areas are adjacent. 

h. Land Use - The proposed Hollywood Plan Revision would result in an overall 
reduction in the development levels allowed under the existing Hollywood 
Collltu.nity Plan. The prpposed revision would allow for the entire Hollywood 
COllllWlity Plan a total population of 257,600 persons, compared to 525,000 
persons in the existing plan. The existing population in the plan area is 
180,996 persons. Similarly, the proposed revision would allow for 125,000 
housing units for the entire COllllUJlity, compared to 206,100 units in the 
existing plan. For c01111ercial and industrial categories the proposed revision 
would allow for 114.4 million square feet (maxi.mull build-out) for the entire 
community, compared to a 163.8 million square feet under the existing plan. 

i. Natural Resources - The rate of growth in the plan revision area is 
dependent on socioeconomic and market factors. The plan revision itself will 
not increase the rate of use of natural resources. In general, additional 
growth and development would increase use of non-renewable resources, 
particularly fossil fuel-related. 

j. Risk of Upset - Increased traffic and associated congestion have an adverse 
affect on emergency response (fire, police, ambulance) during peak travel 
periods. 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86·8~J GPC PAGE 8 

k . Population and Rousing - The plan revision would allow development above 
existing conditions. Achieving this increase under various circumstances 
could entail the ret10val or conversion of existing residences when land use 
changes from residential use to comnercial or industrial use. This could 
affect the availability of housing. The proposed Hollywood Plan Revision 
would result in all overall reduction in the develop181lt levels allowed under 
the existing Hollywood Community Plan. The proposed revision would allow for 
the entire Hollywood COlllllUllity Plan a total population of 257,600 persons, 
eo11pared to S2S,OOO persons in the existing plan. The existing population in 
the plan area is 180,996 persons. Similarly, the proposed revision would 
allow for 125,000 housing units for the entire cOlllllUllity, compared to 206,100 
units in the current plan. 

1. Ir•p•portation/Circulation - The proposed plan revision permit an increase 
in trip aeneration and parking demand above exi•ting levels, This increase, 
however, would be less than the trip aeneration of the adopted Hollywood 
Colllnulity Plan. New develop1191lt would be required to have an evaluation of 
their own envirOD11eD.tal illpacts and be required to provide appropriate parking 
provision in order to avoid or mitigate anticipated adverse impacts . 
Circulation illprov81181lts to be identified in the plan revision would be 
d .. igned to aeet project traffic volW11es and damand. In those locations where 
additional capacity is added, or where streets sre reconfigured, some 
po~ential exists to alter existing circulation patterns. 

•· Public Services - New development aay increase demand on existing syst8118 
and aay increase aoae response tilles, including fire protection and police 
services. Additional development in hillside areas would be of particular 
concern. Population increases in the plan revision area would probably 
further exacerbate overcrowded school conditions. Additional capital 
expenditures and classr0011s would be needed. Population increases would 
increase the need for accessible passive and active recreational open space 
within or adjacent to residential areas to achieve city standards. Increased 
trip aeneration and traffic, particularly truck traffic in industrial and 
c01111ercial areas will likely increase maintenance requir8118nts for local 
roads. Increases in development and population growth would likely increase 
the demand for a variety of governmental services. 

n. Energy - The rate of growth is dependent on socioecon<>11ic and market 
factors. The plan revision itself will not increase the rate of use of 
natural resources. In general, additional growth and developeent would 
increase use of non-renewable resources, particularly fossil fuel-related. 

o. Utilities - Additional development will incrementally increase electricity 
and natural gas consumption. According to service provider, the supply of 
these services will be adequate to meet future demand. Increases in 
development and population will increase demand for telephone services. New 
development will incr81118ntally increase water conauaption. According to 
service providers, the water supply will be adequate to meet future demand. 
Increased development will increase wastewater flow. It is likely that 
increased development will have to be phased to meet the increaental i ncreases 
in sewage treatment capacity planned for the Hyperion Tr eatment Plant . The 
tilling of development may also be constrained by the replac81t8Dt schedule for 
inadequate interceptor sewers within the area. Increases in development will 
incrementally increase the generation of solid waste. 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC PAGE 9 

p. Aeathetics - Views to and from the Hollywood Hilla/Santa Monica Mountains 
•ay be affected by new development. However, development standards will be 
established to avoid or mitigate significantly adverse visual impacts. 

' "-

q. Cultural Reaoui'ces - New development on undeveloped sites, particularly in 
the hillside areas may affect archeological resources. It will be the intent 
of the proposed plan revision to establish development standards that will 
increase the poasiblllties for historic preservation. However, allowable 
increases in developmen~ could under various circ111111tances entail the removal 
of exiatina land uses, some of which •ay have cultural/historical 
aipificance. Further detail on design guidelines will be required. The 
Redevelopment Plan allows and advocates the development of preservation 
guidelines. 

Mgdaton Finding of Sipificance: 

e. Within the plan revision area, the proposed plan would allow for increased 
residential and non-residential develop11ent. This change would increase 
traffic and pollutant .. iasion. The change could also entail the development 
of undeveloped hillside areas and the redevelopment of existing areas. In 
either case adverse impacts may result. 

b. 1be intended purpose of the plan revision and reductions in density is to 
improve the quality of life in the HollJWood COllllUllity. In certain instances 
however, the additional growth allowed by the plan •ay adversely affect some 
apeeific el.-.nt of the anvir01111ant (e.g. natural hillside areas, cultural 
resources, etc.). 

c. 1be proposed plan revision by its nature is cumulative. As indicated in the 
illpacts for population and housina, the proposal if fully built out would add 
approxi .. tely 77,000 persons, 32,000 housina units and as much as 88 million 
square feet of development above existing levels. This growth will be 
reflected in increased traffic and demand for utilities, services and public 
facilities. 

Adopt the atat811811t of oyerriding considerations: 

1be envir01111ental report identifies the following areas of net unmitigated adverse 
impacts resultina from the proposed project: earth, air, water, plant and animal 
life, noise, light and glare, land use, natural resources, risk of upset, 
population and housing, transportation/circulation, public services, energy, 
utilitiea, aesthetics, and cultural resources. However, the following overriding 
considerations of social, economic or environmental benefits of the subject project 
will outweigh its environmental cost and will justify approval of the 
recom1endation: 

a. The proposed changes will implement the land use plan for the Hollywood 
Coaaunity and will achieve consistency between zoning and the General Plan as 
mandated by state legislation and a court settlement agreement. 

b. 1be project implements a more logical arrangement of land uses which will 
enhance the quality of life for residents and minimize incompatible lftnd uses. 
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S. The recoanended change' of zone and height district will relate to and have an 
effect upon the Highways and Freeways Element of the General Plan . However, 
because the changes are a reduction in the ultimate potential population capac1ty 
of the properties, the effect on this adopted element will be positive. 

6. Other than amending the specific zoning plan and height district plan, and except 
as noted above, the rec01111ended changes of zones and height districts will not 
relate to or have an effct upon other General Plan elements, specific plans or 
other plans in preparation by the Depart11ent of City Planning. 

7. Based upon the above findings, the recommended changes of zones and height 
districts are deemed consistent with the public necessity, convenience, general 
welfare and good zonina practice. 

DNNETll C. TOPPING 
Director of Planning 

~~~ #/{,,,,._ 
MELANIE FALLON 
Deputy Director 

~~c=~:p~ 
General Plan/Zoning Consistenty Program 

Rearing Officer 

PROJECT COORDINATOR: 
David Ryan 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC 

MAJOR ISSUES 

I. PERMANENT LIMITATIONS ON COMMERCIAL FLOOR AREA AND HEIGHT 

PAGE 11 

T11tilloJly apd Collunications: There should be more restrictions on the floor 
area and height of new development. The following concerns and suggestions were 
stated in oral and written testillony: 

a. A ll&Xi.lmm Floor Area Ratio of 6:1 is excessive for areas designated for 
Regional Center Colllmerce. No area within the Redevelopnent Project Area 
should have a Floor Area Ratio axceedina 3:1. The Floor Area Ratio should be 
lillitecl to 2.5:1 for properties with Hollywood Boulevard frontage, located ' 
between La lrea Avenue a.lid Cahuenga Boulevard. Also, the lack of a height 
lillit for Regional Center Comterce, except along a ••ll portion of Hollywood 
Boulevard (Subarea 220), is detrimental to the co..aunity. 

b. Excessive heiaht adjacent hillside areas is also detrillental to view 
corridors. Height adjacent hillside areas along Franklin Avenue should be 
lillited to 35 feet, unless a special variance is granted to an absolute 
maxillull of 65 feet. Excessive height and bulk in these locations would block 
the viiwe both from the hills and of the hills. Heights are limited on 
hillside properties, so that they will be at a disadvantage c011peting with 
structures on the flatlands which do not have a firm height li•it. 

Hearfp• Officer C.C•ents: The proposed recoatendations for floor area ratio and 
hefaht lillitation were formulated as lillitatiOIUI prior to the adoption of a TRIP 
ordinance, appropriate for specific locations .. Although some areas within the 
Regional Center eo1111ercial core do not have a hef.aht lillitation, the floor area 
would be lillited to a level appropriate for these locations. Staff feels that the 
proposed recommendations are most appropriate for stimulating the economy of the 
COIBUllity while also protecting the area from significant en~irOD1tental impacts. 

II. INTllIM LIMITATIONS ON COMMERCIAL FLOOR AREA AND HEIGHT 

Testillony and COllllUllications: Many persons, in both oral and written testi11<>ny, 
expressed concerns about approving the Plan amendments and changes of zone and 
height district without the other regulatory measures promised in the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. The Redevelopnent Plan mandated the preparation of a Hollywood 
Boulevard Urban Design Plan, protection of historic buildings, protection of 
hillside view corridors, and a Transportation Specific Plan. The following points 
were rendered ' in the testimony. 

The current recoaaendations do not recognize the traffic crisis in Hollywood. The 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Redevelopment Plan shows gridlock 
throughout the area, even though its statistics grossly understated future growth. 
The proposed "average" Floor Area Ratio of 4.5:1 for much of the Redevelopment Area 
would allow approximately 56 million square feet of commercial development. The 
Coaaunity Plan EIR envisions a workable circulation network at approximately 8.5 
million square feet. How can the proposed growth level be accepted without 
appropriate mitigation measures? 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-83~ GPC PAGE 12 

Comaent Noa. 18, 23 and 24 are intended to ameliorate this situation. Thia would 
downzone areas temporarily, but would allow the Floor Area Ratio to be exceeded on 
a case by case basis, with the Redevelopment Agency Board making the 
deter11ination. The attempt at amelioration is laudable but too weak to be 
acceptable. It would be too easy to override the zoning requirements to allow a 
higher intensity with new buildings that would lead to severe overcrowding and 
resulting illpacta on traffic. It is unthinkable that a huge increase in 
develop11911t over the 8.S million square feet level can be accOlllllOdated without 
great sacrifice to existing properties and businesses. 

The entire c01111ercial portion of the Redevelop119Dt Area should be subject to one of 
the following interill measures until the HollJWOOCf Boulevard Urban Desian District 
and the Transportation Specific Plan are approved: 

a. Lillit by "Q" Qualifying condition or "D" Develop1181lt lillitation the entire 
commercial portion of the Redevelopaent Area to a Floor Area Ratio of 1:1 
(roughly what the Comnmity Plan Draft lnvir01111ental Impact Report was baaed· 
on). 

b. Place a moratorium on all development within the Redevelopment Area. 

The Transportation Specific Plan should ultimately have a cap on total 
development. Also, the Specific Plan should direct new development to areas with 
adequate capacity in the street ayst ... 

A suggested alternative is to not approve any of the proposed recommendations until 
after the lawsuit against the Community Redevelop11ent Agency is resolved. Another 
suggested alternative is that the com11U11ity plan should prohibit a redevelopment 
area designation for the next 99 years in HollJWOO(l. 

Hearing Officer C0111ents: The proposed rec011111endations for floor area ratio and 
height limitation were formulat~d as lillitationa prior to the adoption of a TRIP 
ordinance, appropriate for specific locations. The proposed recomtendations are 
actually a reduction frOll what would be per11itted if no action was taken. The 
rec0111endations would allow less development than per11itted under the existing 
zoning. On the other hand, to prohibit development or lillit it to a Floor Area 
Ratio of 1:1 is excessive and might be considered too severe of an econ011ic 
hardship from previous land use regulations. Staff feels that the proposed 
rec01111endations are most appropriate as interim .. asures for stillulating the 
economy of the c011111Unity while also protecting the area from significant 
enviroD111ental ·impacts. 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC PAGE 13 

III. NEIGHBORHOOD AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

T!ftiJ!ony and COlllllUllicationa: The .rec01111tandations do not recognize the 
importance of existing neighborhoods and historical structures in the Hollywood 
Comaunity. Specific, illpl•entable, and valid methods of preservation and 
neighborhood conservation, including design requirements, are needed and should be 
incorporated in a specific plan for the redevelopment area. 

The NatiOll'&l Resister of historic sites should have also been made available with 
the Draft lnvirODllelltal I11pact Report. No syst• of Transfer of Develop11ent Rights 
makes sense in the coa11ercial area with a permitted Floor Area Ratio of 6:1. The 
r .. a:lning intact residential neighborhood• will be destroyed because large areas 
are moderately downzoned rather than specific historic areas being downzoned 
adequately. It is incredible that the one area with height restrictions in the 
entire Redevelopment Area, a portion of the historic core of RollJWOOd, is b~cked 
by the only ltS allowable residential development in the 15,000 acre COllllUllity Plan 
area. 

Another concern was registered over the high level of permitted residential 
density. One unit per 600 square feet of lot area is too high a density for 
eo11fortable Hvf.na. It does not leave enouah open space. One proposal was to 
chanae the rec01111181lded zone to RDl.S within Subarea Nos. 7, 15, 25, 40, SO, 55, 60, 
70 and 80 to the RD1.S Zone. 

Hear'PS Officer COl!l!lllt•: The provision for Transfer of Develo1>11ent Rights is 
desianed to prOllote the preservation of historic struc~ures by shi!tina develop11ent 
pressure away fr011 the subject site while providing funds for restoring and 
maintaining the historic sites. The reduction in residential density and 
C01111ercial intensity would also help reduce the pressures of development in 
existing neighborhoods. The proposed Urban Design Plan would also help conserve 
neighborhoods and enhance their unique characteristics. An overall reduction to 
the RDl.S Zone would not be desirable in this area that is largely designated for 
future eo11111ercial and residential uses that are comparable to the built scale of 
the existing land use. 

IV. RECOttHENDATIONS ARE NOT CONSISTENT WITH THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN 

Testimony and Communications: One letter was received that alleged that the 
recOlllll8Jldations of the Planning Department are not consistent with the adopted 
Redevelopment Plan. The letter claims that the Planning Department has been 
r8110ved from ordinary control within the Redevelopment Project Area. It is 
inc1111bent upon the Planning Department to adjust the Community Plan to conform with 
the specific zonings of the Redevelopment Plan, including its specified alternate 
uses, and it may not independently proceed to rezone parcels within the Project to 
disagree with those specific zonings until th• Agency informs the Connission that a 
parcel or parcels will be rezoned and that the C01111ission action is required to 
make the Community Plan conform to the rezoning. The zone chanaes and Coaaaunity 
Plan amendments which do not conform to the Redevelopment Plan must simultaneously 
be accompanied by Redevelopment Plan amendments for concurrent consideration by the 
Planning C01m1ission and City Council. The 1973 Coanunity Plan has already been 
replaced within the Redevelopment Project Area by the adoption of the Redevelopment 
Plan, including its Alternate Plan designations. 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC PAGE 14 

Hearing Officer Coamaents: This is an inaccurate reading of redevelopment law. 
Redevelop11911t Plana must conform to the General Plan for a City, not the other way 
around. Alternate uses are specified to indicate a land uae designation that •ay 
be inconsi•tent with the General Plan. To actually implement the alternate use 
would require that the City's General Plan be 8119nded at an appropriate tille by the 
City Council. The current proposed recOllll8Ddationa are in accordance with the 
latest instruction by City Council on how to amend the General Plan. 

V. ZONI CHANGIS VI111IN RIDIVILOPKINT AREAS REDUCE VALUE FOR PROPERTIES 111AT HAY BE 
LATD ACQUIRED THROUGB EMINENT DOMAIN 

VI. 

Testillony and COllllUllications: Both oral and written testillony complained that 
downsonina within a Redevelopment Project Area reduces the value of affected 
propertiu and that they can then be obtained for a lower price through •inent 
dcaain. The COllllUllity Redevelopment Agency should be prohibited frOll usf.na the 
powers of .. inent dollain to foster private develop11911t. Displac81l8Dt of residents 
by redevelop11911t to commercial uses is also a proble11. 

Also, density is unjustly redistributed. A 11e>re equitable approach would be to 
reduce the value per square foot equally for all propertiea. The new level of 
development would be based on the density left after the reduction in value. 
Reductions in Floor Area Ratio should be across-the-board. Proposes that 
additional benefits accruf.na to property owners through upr.oning be paid by the 
benefited property 'OW!lers to owners affected by d~ning. 

Hearing Officer COlmellts: The density and intensity of zoning has been reduced· 
consistent with what appears appropriate for specific locations and consistent with 
the existing land uae. Some areas were vastly oversoned as·to develop11e11t 
potential, very little of which was realised. Therefore, an across-the-board 
reduction would allow too much developaent in many areas that would not be 
appropriate for those locations because of the land use and envirollllental impacts 
on the surrounding area. The proposed recOllll8Ddations are more equitable from the 
standpoint of land use and the environment than would be an accross-the-board 
reduction in density and intensity. 

DEEMED-TO-BE-APPROVED CONDITIONAL USES 

TestillOny and ·COllllUllications: C<>1ment No. 3 in Appendix A allows for the 
•aintenance of existing code designations from the 1973 Plan for conditional use. 
The inclusion of this provision would seem to nullify the positive density lowering 
effects of the recOlll9Ddations and leave room for develop11ent beyond that 
envisioned in the revised Plan. 

Hearing Officer C0111ants: C011111ent No. 3 is provided for information rather than 
as an extra allowance for new development. The cotm1ent simply indicates that there 
is an existing use within the subarea that is permitted in the reconnended zone 
as a conditional use. That use shall be deemed-to-be-approved pursuant to the 
Municipal Code. 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC PAGE 15 

VII . ZONING FOR OPEN SPACE AND PUBLIC/QUASI-PUBLIC USES 

Testimony and COllllUllications: The underlying zoning for publicly held lands 
encourages the sale of public property while doing nothing to safeguard the 
public. It is curious that the underlying zoning is R4 for RollJWood High School 
and C4 for Selma Avenue School. This is not reflective of the policy for other 
COllllUllities to change zoning to a highly restrictive zone. 

Rearing Officer Colll!!nt•: The City policy for all c011mU11itie• is to change the 
zoning to the 110St r .. trictive zone that corresponds with the lowest adjacent Plan 
land uae. In the RollJWoocl cOm1UDity the surroundfna Plan land use is aenerally 
higher than what is typically found in most other COlllmUllities of the City. In 
order to better preserve the open space or public use of these areas, how~ver, 
staff concurs that a 11e>re restrictive zone would be appropriate in many cases. The 
zoning of several subareas with open space or public uses is reCCJalllended for 
further reductiODS. 

VIII.ADEQUACY AND DISTRIBUTION OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONKINTAL IMPACT REPORT 

T•timny and C01mUDications: Several speakers and writers addressed tbe 
adequacy 4ftcl availability of the Draft EnviroDll9Dtal I111>act Report. Several 
concerns were •entioned in oral and written testimony. The illpacts of the Metro 
Rail route should be evaluated more thoroughly. The adverse illpacts on humans 
should be evaluated. Mitiaation for stress impacts on hUll&lls should be to prohibi t 
the uae of •inent domain. A time extension waa requested for revi•ina the Draft 
lnvil'ODllelltal tmpact Report. Why is the Draft IIR not available and distributed to 
the public? 

There are discrepancies between the population projection• prepared by Gruen and 
Associates and the population capacity that aceo11panied the Department 
re~udlltion. The Gruen report states a population capacity of 272,000, while 
the Overvi• states a capcity of 230,560. There is also a difference for the 
cllrelling unit projections. The Gruen report states a capacity of 42,640 while the 
Planning Department states a capacity of Sl, 310. Is this an error in 
calculation? N1111bers should coincide. The number of dwelling units should be a 
function of total projected population, instead of the other way around. 1bere are 
also discrepancies in acreage estimates. EIR figures for redevelopment subareas 
are inconsistent . Use of the Redevelopment Project EIR is also erroneous. 

. 
Bearing Officer C01111ents: The comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
will be addreHed in the "Com1ents and Responses" of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report. The Draft EIR was distributed for public reviaW at several locations in 
accordance with standard City procedure and State law. 
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STAFF REPORT 

Proposed Project 

State Government Code Section 65860(d) requires that the City of Los Angele• •ake its 
zonina consi•tent with the General Plan. Superior Court Case No. C.526616 requires 
compliance with that state legislation. Plan amendments and changes of zone and height 
district are proposed for Part II of the Holi,Wood C01111UDity Plan as part of a citJWide 
effort to brina all areas of the City into legal .compliance. 

Pl•pnfp1 and Zoning 

The proposed Plan 81191ldllents and zone changes to Part II of the Hollywood Coanunity Plan 
are listed in Exhibit "A-1". 

ACIION OF GINIW. PLAN ADVISORY BOARD 

The General Plan Advisory Board, on June 15, 1988, approved the rec01111ended Plan 
amendment• as proposed. 

ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS 

The City Plannina Depart•ent, consistent with the California lnvirollllelltal Quality Act, 
has circulated for public review two documents as the Draft EnvirOD1991ltal Impact Report 
for Part II of the Hollywood COllllUllity: (1) the Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
the Hollywood COllllUllity Plan Revision (previously referenced under City Plan Case No. 
86-831 GPC), and (2) the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Hollywood 

) Redevelopment Project Area (previously referenced under City Plan Case No. 83-368). The 
general environmental settina, significant environmental impacts, alternatives, and 
•itigation •easure• are described in this Draft EIR. The Draft EIR for the Hollywood 
Community Plan Revision revises portions of the Final EIR for the Hollywood 
Redevelop1181lt Project Area • 

Public Hearing 

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HUllNG AND COMMUNICATIONS 
AND PREVIOUS RELEVANT CASIS 

The public hearing concerning this matter was conducted on Thursday, June, 16 1988 in 
the auditorium at Vine Street 11 .. entary School, located at 955 North Vine Street in 
Hollywood. Approxi .. tely 200 people were present, of whom 28 presented oral testi11e>ny. 
One person spoke in qualified support, twenty-three persons spoke in opposition and four 
persons spoke on issues not relevant to the proposals. A representative of Councilman 
Woo'• office was present but did not speak. Representatives of the followina 
organizations spoke mostly in opposition to the rec01111endations: HollJWood Heights 
Association, HollJWood Boulevard Subcoamittee of the Hollywood Redevelopment Project 
Area Committee, Hollywood Better Government Association, HollJWood Homeowners and 
Tenants Association, Friends of Hollywood, People's Choice of Hollywood, Concerned 
Citizen's League, Franklin/Hollywood Boulevard Wast Homeowners Association, and leap Old 
Loa Angeles . Aleo several persons spoke who are individual members of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area C011Dittee. 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC PAGE 17 

Coamgnications Received 

Correspondence was received from 22 separate individuals, organizations or companies . 

S1=uy of Representation by Subarea: 

s, 7 
40 

Subarea 

55, 60, 90, 205, 215, 220, 225 
105. 110' us 
ISO 
135 
165 
175, 180 
235 
260 
335 
340 
380 
385, 455 
General 

TOTAL 

Letters Speakers 

For Agat Other For Agst Other 

1 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
2 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
9 

22 

1 

1 

1 

2 
1 
1 
1 
1 

3 
1 
1 
2 

9 
--!--
23 

1 

3 

4 

TESTIMONY AND COMMUNICATIONS AND RELEVANT PREVIOUS CASES 

Refer to Exhibit "A-1" while reading testimony and cOB11Unications and relevant previous 
cases for specified subareas . 

GENERAL OR COMMUNITY-WIDE 

Relevant Previous Cases: City Plan Casa No. 18473 - The original Hollywood COlllllUDity 
Plan was approved by the City Planning CC>lmlission on Nov8mber 12, 1970, and adopted by 
CitJ Council on September 25, 1973. The C011DUDity Plan was a11ended by City Council on 
October 3, 1986 (Beverly Hilla Freeway deletion, CF 81-3528) and on December 3, 1986 
(Righland/Cahuenga Corridor, CF 85-0946) . 

Testimony and Communication - Qualified Support: One person spoke, representing a 
homeowners association, and one letter was received in qualified support of the 
recoamendations. The representative of the homeowner association supported the 
downzoning, but felt that it does not go far enough. More limitations on development 
need to be built into the rec011111endations. The qualifications to that support are 
discussed under Major Issues . The letter opposed per11itting more development at the 
expense of single-family dwellings . 
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T!ftilonY and COllllUllications - Opposition: Nine letters opposed the staff 
recommendations, but did not generally pinpoint specific issues. 'Mle ~aaues that were 
specifically identified have been discussed as Major Issues. 

BUB.ARIA NOB. S, 7 

Adopted Plan: Very High Density Housing (RS) 
1Ji1ttpg Zoptpg: Bubarea S - C4-4; Subarea 7 - 14-1 
lxistips Gtlltrtliltcl I.and Utt: Colmercial and parking uses 
lt.ca•1ndation: Subarea S - Neighborhood and Office Commerce and C4-1VL; 

Subarea 7 - Neighborhood and Off ice Commerce and R4·1VL 

Testiaopy and C91111Wlicati01U1 - Oppoeition: One person spoke and one letter was 
received oppoting the re~dations and clailling that the existing zoning for a 
portion of Subarea No. 7 i8 14-1. They stated that the orf.ainal HollJWOOCI em.unity 
Plan d .. ipated these aubareaa for Very High Density Housing, with a corresponding zone 
of RS and Height District 2. The staff recomendation of Height District 1-VL for both 
areaa is inconsistent with the adopted Coamunity Plan and Redevtlopaent Plan. 
Furthermore, this recOllllelldation for a Floor Area Ratio of 1.S:l and 45 foot height 
lillit is too restrictive and contrary to current development trends alona La Brea 
Avenue. Although the recommende11 Plan land use duf.anation for Subarea No. 7 is 
Neighborhood and Office C01111erce, the reeo11111ended zone is R4, which does not .... 
consistent with the Plan land use designation. 

The C4-2 Zone is wanted for both subareas, otherwise a justification by staff would be 
required for the proposed change. This area faces on La Brea Avenue and is not adjacent 
aingle-family residential area• Properties behind the subarea are already developed to 
the density of the R4 and RS Zones. A Plan SlleD.dllent is justified to Regional Center 
Comerce for the following reasons: (1) subareas are adjacent to a major intersection 
(Hollywood Boulevard and La Brea Avenue); (2) this key site is within the Redevelopment 
Project Area; and (3) subareas are underdeveloped and would support a high quality 

::> project which would be an asset to the c01mUDity. · 

Hearing Officer Comaents: The proposed Plan land use designation would permit zoning 
that is less restrictive than what would be allowed under the 1973 Community Plan. That 
does not mean that the Planning Depart•ent rec01111enda chsnaes of zone that are less 
restrictive to the maximum allowed by the proposed Plan land use duignation. A 
property owner may apply for a zone change that is consistent with the new land use 
designation of Neighborhood and Office Commerce that would be evaluated on the merits of 
the project . Height District 1-VL is reco..ended to limitimpacts on surrounding 
residential areas and will limit development until 11e>re specific transportation studies 
are eo11pleted and iapl .. ented. · 

SUBARU NO. 40 

Adopted Plan: Very High Density Housina (RS) 
lzistf_pg Zoning: C4-4, RS-4, RS-1 
Existing Generalized Land Use: Residential use with some connercial and parking 

(including the Mqic Castle) 
Rec01111endation: IQjR4-1VL ("Q" • one dwelling unit per 600 square feet of lot sre::a) 

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-83S GPC PAGE 19 

Relevant Preyious Case•: Zone Variance No. 83-157 - A variance was approved for the 
installation of a railed tram, the modification of parking lot illprov911ents, and the 
enclosure of open patio dining facilities. 

Testimony and Cowullicationa - ijfDOsition: One letter was received opposing the 
reco•ended change of zone to jQR4-1VL. These properties contain the Magic Castle and 
the Magic Hotel, which are unique both to the area and to Los Angeles. As •uch they 
require unique solutiona to allow ~heir continuance and viability as institutions. 

The Magic Castle and the Magic Hotel are both existing uses under the RS Zone and, 
according to comment 3, would beCOll8 conditional uses. This poses great operating 
probl81111 as any changes aade to these buildings would require significant procedural 
difficult! .. including hearings, etc. which would make operating these businesses 
difficult if not illpoasible. Secondly, th•y would be subject to periodic review, 
reapplication, heariDp, and threat of closure as conditional uses . In addition to the 
operational difficulti .. , financing or refinancing of the properties would be nearly 
illpossible. These discretionary procedures make the uses no longer by right under the 
proposed zoning. 

The zoning should reflect the existing uses of property rather than creating 
non-conforming uses. Therefore, the coamercial aspects of these existina uses are 
requested for recognition in the proposed zone change•. In a •imilar situation for the 
adjacent Yamashiro restaurant (which is outside the Coamunity Redevelopment Project 
Area), the Planning Department recognized and allowed the continuation of the existing 
uses by recomending the IQICl Zone. Since Yamashiro'• abuts the subarea to the north, 
the concept of a "buffer" between the lower residential d8Dllity in the hillsides and the 
Boll,.oocl comercial core does not apply to this particular property. 

Also, the recOlll8Ddation of Height District 1-VL would limit the height of buildings to 
45 feet. Such a designation makes sense where views may be blocked. H<>Wever, the only 
views affected would be that of ay own property. The most desirable use of the property 
.. Y be to leave as 1111ch land as possible open and build higher, even with the 
possibility of connecting the Franklin properties to the Yamashiro property above. 

Hearing Officer Comaents: The subject property abuts a high quality hillside 
residential neiahborhood that should be protected from further impacts of this 
c01111ercial facility. The previous public hearing for the Hollywood Comaunity Plan did 
not reC01111end a IQICl Zone for Yamashiro's Restaurant, but rather the R3-1D Zone. The 
existing uses would be permitted to remain in the recOlllaellded zones as conditional uses 
that would be deemed-to-be-approved pursuant to Section f2 . 24-F of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code. Existing uses may rt111ain, but if a significant expansion of the 
existing use is contemplated, then a separate approval and hearing would be desirable 
and necessary for receiving the input of citizens and public agencies. The merits of 
any conteaplated expansion would be evaluated on its own merits and appropriate "Q" 
Qualifying conditions could be applied at that time. 

SUBAREA NO. SS 

Adopted Plan: Very High Density Housing (RS) 
lxistfng Zoning: C4-4 
Existing Generali.zed Land Use: 90% cOG11tercial , 101 vacant 
le~dation: High Density Housing and IQIRS-2 Zone C"Q" • mixed use development) 

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC PAGE 20 

Testillony and Coamunications - Opposition: One letter was received in opposition fr0111 
the Whitley Heights Civic Association, stating that it appears to be a spot zone thst is 
not restrictive enough. A height limit of 45 feet is requested so that it will be 
con•istent with all surrounding parcels and protect exi•ting view corridors. The letter 
also requested that all on-site parking be underground. Hotels, motels and apftTt11ent 
hotels are not acceptable at this location, regardless of the site's frontage on a 
c01111ercial highway. 

Hearfpr Officer Co!llents: The ·reC0111191lded heiaht district is cQ1tPatible with the 
abutting aubarea. Both Subarea Nos. SS and 205 are reeo11111ended for Height District 2. 
Subarea No. 40 is the closest area rec0111111ended for Height District 1-VL, but it is west 
of Hf.ahland Avenue, a Major Highway. · 

StJBARIA NQS. 60. 90. 220 

Adopted Plap: Regional Center eo..erce (C2, C4, PB, P) 
lzittfpg lon'ns: (Q)PB-4, (Q)C4-4, CR-4. PB-4, C4-4 
lxiatfpr Generalised Land Uae: C011mercial use with some residential 
Keco .. apdation: Height District 2D ~Subarea 60 • 3:1 FAR; 

Subarea 90 - 2:1 FAR; Subarea 220 - 2:1 FAR and 4S feet) 

TestillonJ and Ccmunicationa - Oppo!ition: One person spoke in opposition to the 
recOllll8Ddations, stating that SOiie subareas need to be broken up and redefined. Tb.a 
current rec01111eDdations provide a blank check for CRA discretionary acti01l. Current 
experience ~ith CRA has d8llOllstrated more indiscretion than discretion. · 

r .. tillOny and COllllUDicatiOllll - Other Position: One peraon spoke OD • proposal in 
addition to the current reC01111endations. Tb.a Hollywood Boulevard Subcommittee of the 
Redev.elop11ent Project Area Collllittee passed a motion requeatina the City to prepare an 
interi• plan for Hollywood Boulevard until a specific plan is adopted with 
transportation measures and design regulations. Tb.is is necessary because transportion 
and urban design studies have not been c011pleted by the COllllUllity Redevelopment Agency 
that would address the illpacts of increased traffic and poor design of new development . 
Otherwise, CRA would have too 11Uch discretion ·in approving projects which would be 
detrimental to the cOllllUllity. 

·Hearing Officer Comments: These subareas were delimited according to the existing 
land uile pattern and the reasonable prospect for future development . They are all 
proposed for a reduction from what was previously permitted in the Regional Center 
COlllll8rce designation. Tb.e difference between these subareas is primarily one of 
per11issible height and floor area. The more restrictive limits were locationally 
designated where not imaediately adjacent a transportation/development node. The 110re 
restrictive lillits were placed on Hollywood Boulevard between, rather than adjacent, 
Highland Avenue and Vine Street. The concern about aivina the Community Redevelopment 
Agency a "blank check" on approving development is balanced by the•requir .. ent that the 
Planning C0111ission also approve the project. Tb.a approval of a project may be 
appealed to the City Council . 

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC 

SUBARIA NOS. 105, 110 

Adopted Plan: High D~ity Rousing (R4, RS) 
llittfpr Zoning: Sabarea 105 - Ml-2; Subarea 110 - R4P-2 
lxi!tigg G!n•ralized Land Use: Coenercial and parking uses 
ltcc11!Ad•tion: Subarea lOS - Highway Oriented C0111erce and C2-1 Zone; 

Subarea 110 - Highway Oriented C011111erce and P-1 Zone 

PAGE 21 

T11t'P!PY ap4 Cq pnicftiona - Opposition: One letter was received opposina the 
nca•1nclationa, stating that both subareas should have the 11aile zoning. Both subareas 
are reca•ended for Highway Oriented Comerce. Tb.e change of zone to C2-1 is an 
appropriate reCG111181ld&tion for the coamercial land use designation for Subarea No. 105. 
Subarea No. 110, however, is re'eOlm9llded for a chanp of sone to P-1. The opponent 
cla.U. that the long-ter:11 utilization of the existfna surface parkf.na lot for a future 
aurface parking use i• neither desireable nor planned. Subarea No. 110 was requested to 
be aoaecl consistent with Subarea No. 105. • consistent sonfna on this portion of the 
praperty will enable the owner to compl811911t their existing buildinas with new 
conatruction that will continue to maintain A & M Records as a sianificant employer in 
the entertaillllellt C011111UDity. 

Alao, there is another inconsistency in the recoaaendation table for Subarea Nos. 105 
and 110. 'fttere is a General Plan land use recoamendation for "HOC" and Height/ Bulk "lD" 
that is inconsistent with a zoning recoanendation for Height District "1" . In 
Appendix A, Coment No. 17 indicates that all "HOC" desf.anated land located in the 
BollJWOOCI Redevelopment Project Area will have a Floor Area Ratio of 1.5:1. On the 
other band in Appendix B it is indicated that a "ID" Height/Bulk desipation will be 
lillited to a building restricted to 1:1 FAR or less. The opponent believes that this 
discrepancy needs to be resolved and that the allowab-le FAR should be minimally 1.S: l 
and ideally 2:1. 

Rearing Officer Coments: The proposed Plan land use designation would permit zoning 
that is less restrictive than what would be allowed under the 1973 Coaaunity Plan. That 
does not illply that the Planning Department recoamends changes of zone to the maximum 
alla.,ed by the proposed Plan land use designation. An individual property owner may 
apply for a zone change that is consistent with the new land use designation of Highway 
Oriented Commerce, that would be evaluated on the aerits of the specifically proposed 
project and appropriate "Q" Qualifying conditions would be attached at that time. 

SUBAREA NO. 115 

Adopted Plan: High Density Rousing (R4, RS) 
Existing Zoning: R4-2 
Bxi1tfng Generalized Land Use: 44i single family, 191 duplex, 81 RDl.S Zone density, 

151 R3 Zone density, 121 R4 Zon• density 
Recomendation: Low Medium II Density Housing and RDl. S-lXL Zone 

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter

LH
V

H
O

A
 H

ol
ly

w
oo

d 
C

en
te

r 
D

E
IR

 c
om

m
en

ts
 w

ith
 e

xh
.p

df



CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-83~ GPC PAGE 22 

Testimony and Coamunications - OJ>oosition: Two persons spoke and was letter was 
received opposing the change of zone from R4-2 to RDl.5-lXL. Tbe two speakers protested 
the dOWDzonina from R4 to RDl.S-lXL, stating that the area is already surrounded by C2 
and C4 properties. A four story structure is being constructed on the corner of 
Mansfield and Leland Way, leaving only two lots on the block with such low density . 
Similarly, the 1300 block of Orange Drive is already developed with apartments . Also, 
the westerly side of Syc11110re Avenue, south of DeLongpre Street, has recently been 
developed with large multiple-unit housing density. · 

Rearing Officer Colllaents: Approxillately 731 of the existing uses within the subar~a 
would be consistent with the recOllllellded Plan land use designation. The subarea has 
only isolatad.buildf.nas at a hiaher residential density. The 1300 block of Orange Drive 
is unique in that half of the properties would confom to the new zone and half would 
not. To recOllllelld a higher zone, however, would create a spot zone in a stable 
residential neighborhood. The overall land use of the subaraa does not warrant a higher 
residential density. 

SUBARIA NO. 130 

Adopted Plan: High Density Housing (R4, RS) 
Existing Zoning: R4-2 . 

0 Existing G!neralized .Land Use: 601 Rl Zone density, Sl R2 Zone density, 121 RDl.S 
Zone density, 41 R3 Zone density, 191 R4 Zona density 

ReC01meD.dation: Low Medium II Density Housing ,and RDl.5-lXL Zone 

TutillonY apd Comunications - Opposition: One person spoke opposing the change of 
zone from R4•2 to RDl.5-lXL as being too restrictive. This change would eonfiscate the 
value of the property and therefore deny the full use of the property. 

Rearing Officer Comaents: The majority of the properties are developed with 
) single-f•ily dwellinp. Approximately 771 would confol'll with the proposed 

recoamendations. Similar to Subarea No. 115, only one block has the unique situation of 
having half of the properties conforming and half not conforming to the proposed 
rec01111191ldations (1300 block of Las Palmas Avenue). To rec011Dend a less restrictive zone 
would also create a spot zone that would be out of character with the rest of the 
residential neighborhood. A higher residential density is not warranted. 

SUBARIA NO. 135 

Adopted Plan: High Density Housing (R4, RS) 
Existtng Zoning: Various 
Existtns Gtn!ralized .Land Use: 881 single-family housing, 121 multiple-family housing 
Recomendation: Low Medium II Density Rousing and RDl.5-lXL 

Testi119ny and Collmnications - Opposition: One person spoke opposing the change of 
zone to RD1.5·1XL as it will devalue the worth of the property. The speaker claims that 
the value of his property has been reduced by S0-6SS in value. 

Hearing Officer Comments: This subarea is characterized as a very siable 
single-family neighbo~hood that has only a few apartment buildings. The quality and 
property value of the single-family neighborhood will be enhanced by reducing the 
incentive of the existing zone to change it. 

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC PAGE 23 

SUBARIA NO. 165 

Adoeted Plan: Regional Center COllll'lerce (C2, C4, P, PB) 
lzist#ng Zoafng: C2-2 
lgi•tfng G!neralileci Land Use: 401 public use, 201 residential use, 401 c01111ercial 

and parltiq 
Origtpal ltcc•Mdltiop: 
ltyilion ll!cqwMdltioa: 

Low Medi1111 II Density Housing and RD1.5-1XL Zone 
Limited C01111erce and C1-1VL Zone 

T .. ti!oay aa4 Collllanicationa - Opposition: One person spoke and one letter was 
received opposing the change of zone from C2-2 to RDl.S-lXL. the subarea contains five 
lots, which are soned 14 alona Hudson Avenue and C2 alona Wilcox Avenue. The land use 
of the subarea is SOI comaercial (including police parking), with only one lot being 
used for residential purposes. Businesses support each other in this area. The owner's 
....... , service has exieted on the site since the 1940'•· Residential usu are not 
appropriate in thie location. Roll,.rood needs to serYe the entertainment industry •nd 
the City. Therefore, ~rcial sonina is 11e>re appropriate for this location. A change 
of llOll.e would alao devalue the property. The t .. tiaony requ .. te that the existina C2-2 
Zane be retained as reflectina the true character of the properties located in this area. 

ltarfps Officer C9wtnte: The land use and adjacent Plan land use deeipations 
warrant a chanae in the rec011111endations. Approximately SOI of the subarea is already 
developed with either a public use or a c01111ercial use. Also, the properties acros~ the 
street are duignated for either Regional Center eo..erce or Public/Quasi-Public Use. 
However, since the scale of the existing coamercial uses is ••all and the rear property 
lta .. 'of this eubarea abut onto residential properties, there should be a reduction in 
the permitted uses and height. Therefore, the reCOm111endation for this subarea is 
revised to a Plan 81191ldllent to Limited C011111erce and a zone change to Cl-lVL in order to 
•inillize future impacts on the adjacent residential neighborhood. 

SUIARIA NOS. 170 I 17 s 
Adopted Plan: Regional Center Comerce (C2, C4, P, PB) 
kiltt91 Zont91: c2-2 
l&istfns Generalised Land Use: Approximately 601 broadcast facilities, 

2SI c01111ercial and parking, lSI residential 
Recomendation: Subarea 170 - C4-2D (2:1 FAR); Subarea 175 - C4-2D (3:1 FAR) 

Testimony and eo..unicatiope - Opposition: One letter was received oppostna the 
recOB1eDdation because it disregards the preservation of pockets of low density housing 
within a subarea that is desipated for Regional Center Coam1erce. A pristine block of 
cottages exists between Cole and Cahuenga, although the surrounding area seems to be 
com11ercial. The general guideline that the zoning reflect existina land use is being 
ignored here. The existing row of beautiful and well kept cottages deserves as much 

· protection as the c01111ercial use that surrounds it. The letter suggests that the 
subarea be divided up into subareas that would protect these residential areas, rather 
than demolishing them through redevelopment. 

Hearing Officer C01111ents: The remaining area of single-family housing is extremely 
small and is surrounded by other uses, most notably entertainment industry facilities. 
'Iba residential neighborhood has already been lost and it would not be logical to 
isolate a spot zone for retaining the few homes that re11ain. 

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter

LH
V

H
O

A
 H

ol
ly

w
oo

d 
C

en
te

r 
D

E
IR

 c
om

m
en

ts
 w

ith
 e

xh
.p

df



CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-83.> GPC 

SUBAREA NOS. 180 

Adopted Plan: Regional Center C011111erce (C2, C4, P, PB) 
Existing Zoning: C4-4, R4P-2, C4-3, C4-2 
lxietipg 6eneralized Land Use: Coamercial and parking uses 
Reeoamendation: Change height district to 2D (3:1 FAR) 

. ' 
PAGE 24 

T!ftillonv and C9w1uaicationt ~ Opposition: One person spoke and two letters were 
received opposing the rec0111mendations. The speaker opposes the change in height 
district fl'Oll 4 to 2 along Vine Street. A COlllllWlity plan study is requested before 
proceeding with the plan revision. The Plannina Department has not juatif ied its 
reduction in dmitieli. What is the basis for reducing denaiti .. ? Changes in the 
Collltunity Plan and zoning make develop11ent difficult. Other points were repeatAd in the 
first letter described below. 

One letter claille that the existing zoning is listed incorrectly as C4-2. The Floor 
Area Ratio is being exceHively reduced frOll 13:1 to 6:1 under the CIA Plan, and then 
again to the level specified in the C~ity Plan Revision. The staff rec~ndation 
for C4-2D is without merit and basis. If the State mandated requirement is to bring the 
underlying zoning in conformance with the. c01mDUDity plan, which is now the CRA Plan, 
then the zoning should be designated for the FAR of 6: 1, There is no requirement to · 
reduce the density further. 

The Metro Rail BIR bases its economic assumptions on the zoning consistent with a FAR of 
6:1 in the designated area. The revenue calculations were based on an expected 
assessment district at the rate of .30 cents per square foot within 1/4 mile of the 
stations. A reduction to C4-2D would reduce the revenue by SOI. An usUll8d benefit of 
Metro Rail would be the reduction of vehicular traffic on surface streets, the adjoining 
freeway, and the further reduction of peak vehicle loads on the Los Angeles Freeway 
system. Opponent believes that at an FAR of leH than 6:1 it is not economical to 
develop projects with the required 1111enities for this area, including security, parking 
and public areas for the "Regional Canter Coamerce" designation. 

Furthermore, C01111ent No. 24 does not guarantee the developer the absolute right to 
proceed with a plan of development that would be consistent with the CRA Plan and the 
proposed Community Plan. Such approvals are at the whim of the various agencies 
involved. Historically, the City Planning Department has had greater concern with 
densities allowed than the actual creativity, engineering and architectural designs of a 
specific development project. The arguments of econ011ics or project design have 
generally fallen on deaf ears, and the final decisions and conditions for approval of 
many projects are directly related to the number of area h<>11eowner objections. 
Therefore, planning, design and economic development criteria are controlled by the 
"elimination of objections process", which is not necessarily conducive to the 
development of landmark projects. 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC PAGE 25 

Another letter states that the proposed downzoning will create new problems rather than 
solve existing problems in HollJWood. Without substantial new tsx revenue from the 
conversion of older properties to new development there is no way to provide funds 
needed to alleviate the present traffic problem. New intensive development, 4.5 to 6 
ti.lies buildable, will create environments with enough funds to pay for private security 
at those developments which will not add any strain to the Police Department. Without 
the opportunity of havina intensive developments in Hollywood', projects will go to 
•urrouaclf.na C01111UDities auch as Burbank and Glendale. Hollywood will not remain as it 
is. Only ... 11 projects will be built lacking the critical massing and synergia• 
required to create the environmnent needed to attract major retailers, offices and 
industry. The Hollywood area will continue to drift along in a slowly deteriorating 
condition. 

If the probl ... of traffic and security are to be solved, allow building densities of 
4.S to 10 tilles land area. Charge a per square foot bonus to developers for the right 
to intemify the land use, one that is econ011ically feasible. This will create 
•iaaifican.t new econa11ic forces which will attract important and viable C011p4Dies to 
locate in Boll,woocl. Tax dollars will flow to the City to solve existing traffic 
probl ... and sfsnificant new tax dollars will be available to pay for sewers, police, 
liahtf.na and traffic, etc. To be persuaded by the no growth or low density advocates 
will doOll the area to a slum. Allowing capital and industry to flow into Hollywood will 
solve substantial social and economic problems. 

Bearing Officer C011981lta: The proposed recomnendationa for floor area ratio and 
hetaht lillitation were for1111lated as limitations prior to the 4doption of a TRIP 
ordinance, appropriate for specific locations. The propo•ed recomaenclations would allow 
less deYelopment than would be permitted by the existing zoning, but would still allow 
sufficient rOOll for sizeable, landmark developments that would attract additional 
clevelop11911t to the area. The provisions of the Community Plan are designed to follow 
the Redevelopll8Jlt Plan so as to allow sufficient review by both the CRA and the Planning 
Departll8!lt in order to build the best project available on a site-specific basis. Staff 
feels that the proposed rec011mendations are most appropriate for stimulating the econOlllY 
of the cOllllUllity while also protecting the area from significant environmental impacts, 
especially traffic. 

SUBAREA NO. 205 

Adopted Plan: Very High Density Housing (RS) 
histing Zoning: RS-4 . 
Existing Generalized Land Use: 721 residential; 121 public, 91 parking, 

71 c01mercial 
ReCOllllleildation: High Density Housing and R4-2 Zone 

Testimony and C01111unications - Opposition: One letter opposes the rec<>1111endations, 
stating that they do not go far enough. Although the existing land use warrants higher 
densities, the density should be reduced to 60 dwelling units per acre instead of the 
Plan proposal for 80 dwelling units per acre. This would avoid future controversy 
concernina the little land that is left for development and the demolition of present 
structures. 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-83~ GPC PAGE 26 

Hearing Officer C911Dents: The proposed recomendation reflects the development pattern 
of the existina land use. An inequitable situation would be created if the few parcels 
remainina with a lower density were to limited to a residential density lower than the 
pred011inant land use. 

SUBARIA NQS. 215. 225 

Adopted Plan: Regional Center Coamterce (C2, C4, PB, P) 
lxitting lonfpg: Subarea 215 - C4-4; Subarea 225 - RS-4 
lgilt#ns Generalised Land Uae: Subarea 215 - 331 commercial, 331 parking, 

331 apartment hotel; Subarea 225 - 161 Rl Zone density, 141 R2 or RDl.5 Zone 
density, 81 R3 or R4 Zone density, 181 RS Zone density, lOI apartment hotel, 
241 parkina or vacant, lOI new .residential construct1'.on 

Original lec:o!!!Ddation: High Density Rousing and jQjR5-2 Zone ("Q" • •i~ed use 
developMnt•) . 

Reyiaion R•c0111en4•tion: Subarea 215 - Regional Center eo..erce and C4-2D; 
Subarea 225 - High Density Housing and jQjRS-2 Zone C"Q" • mixed use develop19nts) 

Teatillony end ColllnJnicatiopa - Opposition: One letter was received opposing the 
reCOllllelldations. Reference was made to C0111181lt No. 22 which quotes the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Section 12.24.Cl.S which states that com1ercial uses "should be limited 
.•• and FAR of such uses should not exceed 1:1" (see Appendix A of Exhibit "A-111). It 
is requested that the two 11shoulds" in this section be replaced by "shall". 

Hearing Officer Collllents: The provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code are 
applied on a citJWide basis and cannot be changed for a specific area unless as a part 

· of a geographical specific plan. The revision of the Municipal Code or the adoption of 
a specific plftn would require the preparation and adoption of an ordinance that 
addresses this issue. Such an action is not within the scope of this Comnunity Plan 
revision. 

SUBARIA NO. 235 

Adopted Plan: Very High Density Housing (RS) 
Existing Zoning: RS-4 
Existing Gt1Lerali1ed Land Use: SOI coanercial, SOI parkina 
Recoimendation: High Density Housing and R4-2 Zone 

Relevant Previous Cases: ZA 87-0230 CUZ - On May 15, 1987, the Zoning Administrator 
approved a self-storage use for a portion of the subarea on Vine Street. 

ZA 87-0230 PAD - On March 4, 1988, the Zoning Administrator approved the 
construction plans for the subject property 
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T!!timony and COllllUllications - Opposition: One letter was received opposing the 
reCOlllllellded change of zone from RS-4 to R4-2. Since 1986, the property owner has 
pursued the approvals required for the development of this property for a self-storage 
use. These approvals have bean the subject of extensive public review by both the City 
Planning Depart .. nt and the Department of Building and Safety, as well as the Project 
Area C01111ittee of the Hollywood Redevelop11ent Project and the Board of Collllissioners of 
the Redevelopment Aaency of the City of Los Angeles. The use and construction plans 
have been approved by the Zoning Administrator (Case Nos. ZA 87-0230 CUZ and 
ZA 87-0230 PAD). The Depart11e11t of Building and Safety is currently reviewing the plans 
in Plan Check. An Olrner Participation Agre•ent has been approved by the CIA Board of 
eo..iaaionen. The approval of thb project was baaed on the Alternate L8Dcl Use for 
leaional eo..ercial specified in the CRA Plan. 

B!!(fps Officer Com.apt•: The approved conditional use is not affected by the .zone 
cbanae· Because the use is only a small portion of the subarea, the recOlaelldation need 
not he chaapd. 

8UURIA NO. 260 

1200 squ~re feet of lot area) 

TMt"'9py &cl Comgpieatiou - Oppoaition: Three persons spoke opposina the 
raCG111181ldations. 1Wo persons questioned how a zoning plan can be done without knowing 
what ia being clone in the area. 'l1le CRA use of -inent domain reducu property values. 
Metro Rail locations have not yet been chosen. No provision has been aade for parking. 
Upzoning of se11e properties is unfair to others who are downzoned. Rezoning should 
affect all properties equally. Until a traffic plan has been adopted, a land use plan 
should not be coneidered. 

Another person opposed the recOlllt8lldations because of the displac .. ent of existing 
commercial and residential uses by redevelopment to higher densities and intensities. 
The rec01111eDdations have a potential for a loss of historic structures. They would also 
increase the d .. anda on schools. The revised Plan inadequately provides for parklands. 
Traffic congestion and delays and resulting noise would also increase. Hillside 
development would also result in the loss of views and removal of natural areas. 
Increased development will overload scarce landfill resources . 

Hearin• Officer C9!111tDts: The proposed recOllll8Jldations for residential density were 
formulated as appropriate for this area. The proposed rec011111endations are a reduction 
from what would be pemitted if no action wu taken. The proposed rec01mendation would 
allow less development than would be permitted by the existing zoning, but would still 
allow sufficient develop11ent to help revitalize the econOllic situation of the 
coanmity. Displacement of residents is not a goal of these proposals. The provisions 
of the COlllllUllity Plan are designed to follow the Redevelopment Plan so as to allow 
sufficient review by both the CRA and the Planning Department in order to build the best 
project available on a site-specific basis, yet minimize disruption to the residents of 
the neighborhood. Staff feels that the proposed rec<>1111endations are most appropriate 
for stimulating the economy of the comnunity while also protecting the area from 
undesirable sign~ficant environmental impacts. 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86·8~j GPC 

SUBARU NO. 335 

Adopted Plan: High Density Housing (R4, RS) 
Existing Zoning: C4-3 
Existing Generalized Land Use: C01111ercial and parking uses 
Ori&inal Recomenciation: High Medium Density Housing and IQIR4-1VL 
Reyised ReC9M!1lclation: Highway Oriented Com1erce and C4-1 Zone 

PAGE 28 

Teatimony 8Dd ComaunicatiOP! - Opposition: One person spoke and one letter was 
received oppo•ina the change of zone from C4-3 to IQjR4-1VL. The properties on both 
sides of Gower Street have existing C01111ercial and manufacturing uses. A fil• and 
videotape production facility has existed within the subarea for more than twenty 
years. The Holiday Health Spa and other cOm111ercial businesses are located across the 
street. Zoning is currently C4. Apartments are not appropriate for this commercial 
street that has heavy traffic. The recommended zone chanae to R4 is inappropriate and 
not in keeping with the uses both within the subarea and adjacent it . Gower Street fr011 
SUD11et Boulevard north is a -in access street, heading toward the Hollywood Freeway, 
and is presently developed with COlllll9rcial uses. The C4 Zone is requested to be 
retained. 

Rtar'ns Officer C91111epts: Staff has researched and verified the arguments presented 
and concurs with th.. . Therefore, a Plan 81181ldllent to Highway Oriented eo...erce and a 
change to Height District 1 is rec011mended, consistent with the adjacent coanercial 
frontaaea along HollJWOOd Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard. 

SUBARIA NO. 340 

Adopted Plan: High Density Rousing (R4, RS) 
Existipg Zontpg: R4-3 
lxistin• Generalized Land Use: 331 Rl Zone density, 151 R2 Zone density, 161 RDl.S 

Zone density, 121 R3 Zone densitT,, 141 R4 Zone density, 91 parking or other uses 
Original Recomendation: IQIR4-1VL ('Q" =one dwelling unit per 1200 square feet 

of lot area) . · 
Revised Rec011MDdation: IQIR4-1VL ("Q" • one dwelling unit per 600 square feet 

of lot area) 

Testimony and ComlllunicatiOll! - Opposition: One person ~poke and one letter was 
received opposing the rec01mended change of zone fr011 R4-3 to IQIR4-1VL, clai•ina that 
it would reduce the value of the property by SO~. Only S or 6 units could be built 
under the reCOllllellded zoning; 11 units could be built under the original zone. 
Buildings are S0-60 years old, mostly one unit per lot, and need to b• replaced. Since 
the atructur88 are outmoded, land value• exceed structural value. The subarea should 
receive the same "Q" Qualified condition u neighboring Subarea No. 342. The two 
subareas have the same circU11Stances and should have the same "Q" Qualified condition. 
It is request eel that a "Q" condition allow a density of one dwelling unit per 600 
square feet of lot area. 

Rearing Officer C011ments : Staff concurs with the argument that the same 'Q' Qualified 
condition should be applied to both Subarea Nos. 340 and 342. 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC 

SUBARIA NO. 380 

Adopted Plan: High Medium Density Housing (R4 Zone) 
lxistfng Zonfng: R4-2 
lxi1ttng Generalized Land Use: 221 Rl Zone density, 151 R2 Zone density, 

141 RDl.5 Zone density, 251 R3 Zone density, 151 R4 or RS Zone density, 
91 parkina or other uses 

Reca!lapdation: MediWI Density Housing and R3-1 Zone 

PAGE 29 

Tutilloay gel CcmgpicatioM - Oppoaition: Two persona spoke and one letter was 
received oppoeing the chaage of zone from R4-2 to R3-1 . One person claimec:I that the 
proposed sontna would reduce the value of the property for which he wants to redevelop 
1'J replactnc older hOll!I with apartll9nt1. Another per1on (speaker and letter) clailled 
that the hillside and surrounding flatland areas are protected areas with lower 
denaitt... To eo11pen1ate for this, the Redevelopment Area is designated for increased 
devalopl!Dt. The t .. tt.oay oppose• 11e>re davelop11ant beina concentrated in the central 
portioa of Boll,wood, but a110 oppo•e• the changes to 11e>re r!ltrictive soning. After 
the soaina i• chaJlaed and prope~ty values reclucecl, the properties would be taken by 
.. illant domain for a cheaper price. Downzoning by the Planning Depoartllent represents 
an unfair taking of property value. Re claillB that downzoning in a CRA area is i llegal 
because of this tactic. 

Hearing Officer ec.tntt: The existing land use does not warrant a higher land use 
duipation on the ~ity Plan. At least 761 of the properties have an existing land 
.. e that would confor11 with the proposed reeo1111endations. The proposed reeo1111eadation 
is a reduction from what ·would be penaitted if no action was taken. It would allow less 
devalopllellt than would be penaitted by the existing zoning, but would still allow 
aufficieat develop119Dt that would be equitable as well as help revitalise the economic 
situation of the comllUllity. Displacement of residents is not a goal of these 
proposals. Staff feels that the proposed rec0111181ldations are mo•t appropriate for 
stillulating the economy of the cOlllllUltity while also protecting the area from significant 
environ11ental impacts. 

SUB.DEA NO. 385, 455 

Adopted Plan: Open Space (no corresponding zoning) 
lxi1tfng Zonfng: c2-2 
lgistins Generalized I.and Use: Freeway landscaped right-of-way 
Or{ginal Reeo1111eadation: Subarea 385 - C2-1VL#; Subarea 455 - C2-1# 
Revised ReCOllllelldation: Al-lXL# 

Testillony and Com11U11icationa - Oooosition: One letter was received opposing the 
recommendations for this freeway right-of-way. Subarea No. 385 is currently a small 
redwood forest. Subarea No. 455 is currently greenspace with many mature Native 
California Sycamore trees. The C2 Zone is inappropriate for preservation of these 
areas. Open space would be preferable to another public storage facility or mini-mall . 

Hearing Officer C011Dents: Staff concurs with the arguments presented and rec<>11111ends a 
change of zone to Al-lXLI for both of these subareas. 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO . 86-83~ GPC PAGE 30 

PLAN TEXT/MAP/LEGEND/FOOTNOTE CHANGES 

In order to reflect current development patterns and previously adopted City policy, the 
following changes are rec0111ended: 

1. Plan Text Cban•ee 

The text of the RollJWood COllllUllity Plan is revised as approved separately under 
City Plan Case Noa . 18473 and 83-368. 

2. Plan Map Chang• 

The proposed amendments to Part II of the RollJWood Comunity Plan are listed in 
Exhibit "A-1" and are depicted on Exhibit maps "B-1" and "B-2" (attached) . 

3. Map Legend Cbanpe 

The map legend of the Hollywood COllllUllity Plan is revised as approved separately 
under City Plan Case Nos. 18473 and 83-368 . 

4. Footnote Cban•e• 

The footnotes of the map of the HollJWoocl Community Plan are revised as approved 
separately under City Plan Case Nos. 18473 and 83-368. 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86-835 GPC 

DESCRIPTION OF EXHIBITS 

DllIIIT "A-1" - Plan Alumdaent and Zone Change Recomendation Table 

IXHIBIT "B-1" - Plan Allendllent and Zona Chanae Map (copies to C~ission. only) 
EXHIBIT "1-2" - Detail Map: Subarea No . 140 
IXRIBIT "B-3" - Detail. Map: Subarea Nos. 315 and 320 

IXRIIIT "C-1" - Plan AaendMnt and Environmental Impact Report Resolution 
llllIBIT "c-2" - General Plan Consistency Maps Resolution 
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 86·835 GPC 

EXHIBIT A-1 

RECOMMENDATIONS TABLE 

HOLLYWOOD COHMUNITY, PART II 

July 1988 

CONTENTS 

ROW TO USE 'nlE RECOMMENDATION TABLE 

DETAILED EXPLANATION OF READINGS 

RICONMINDATION TABLE 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A: 
Appendix B: 
Appendix C: 

Coaaents 
Abbreviations for Plan Land Use Designations 
Corresponding Zones for Plan Land Use Designations 

ii 

1 
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HO~ TO USE THE RECO""ENDATION TABLE 

.1. Loc1t1 your property on th• H11rin9 "•P• If your property ls loc1t1d within 
an outlined area, your property ls propo11d for 1 zon1 oh1n91, h1l9ht dl1trlct 
ch1n91, or pl1n ••tnd•tnt. The p1ttern on th• ••P will lndlo1t1 the type of 
ch1n9t proposed (stt ••P l191nd). Not• tht 1ub1r11 nu•btr. 

2. In tht Rtco••tndatlons T1blt, find your 1ub1r11 nu•btr. Sub1r111 1r1 ll1t1d ln · 
nu•trlcal order. 

3 •• Rtf1r to . the colu•n h11din9 "Exi1tin9• to dettr•int the current st1tu1 of your 
property, lncludln9 the 1xi1tin9 pl1n d11i9n1tlon, zonln9, and h1l9ht 
district. S11 Appendix 8 for 1n 1xpl1n1tlon of &1n1r1l Pl1n ood••· For 
1x1•pl1, In tht 11~pl1 t1bl1 ltelow, the adopted plan d1si9natlon for sub1r11 15 
i1 "Low "•diu• Dtn1lty Housln9 I" ind there are no h1t9ht or bull r11trlotlon1 
ln the plan for thl1 property. The 1ub1r11 11 ourrently zoned 14 ind 11 wlthin 
htl9ht dl1trlot t. · 

4. R1ftr to the "Rtco••tnd1tlon" oolu•n to dtter•lne whit ohan9e It b1ln9 
rtco••tndtd for your property. If 1n entry 1ppe1r1 under "lnrl Plan Land Ute 
Hat:, 1 pl1n 1•1nd•1nt ls belnt proposed. If a• entry 1pp11r1 under "Zone I 
Hgt Dl1t•, 1 zont ch1n91 ind/or htl9ht dlstrlot oh1n91 is b1ln9 proposed. For 
1x1•plt, ln tht •••Pl• t1bl1, 1 pl1n ••tnd•tnt to ""tdlu• D1n1lty Hou1ln9" and 
1 zont ch1n91 fro• R4 to 13 ls r1c•••tnd1d for 1ub1r11 15. 

s. Rtftr to the "Co••tnt1~ oolu•n for 1 further 1xpl1n1tlon of tht 
rtco••tndatlon. Apptndlx A provldtt 1 ll1t of tht nu•b1r1d 00••1nt1. For 
txa•plt, ln tht •••pit t1blt, tht oo••tnt for 1ub1r11 25 ls "'"· Co•••nt 5 ln 
1pptndlx A r11d1: "Exl1tln9 'Q' 1nd/or 1 T1 oondltlon1 r1t1ln1d." 

l1111t_I1Ut.i. 

© @ Ell1\1119 © Jnitlat.ed~ St.lff/Cont1lt.lnt RtcD89tnd1tion(!) 

' ArH 
u @ Jn 
I Acr11 

AREA l\rHt <111i> 

ts ltiin e.67 

e.67 

e.29 
e.61 .. ,. 

Adopt Plan 
Lind Hgt./ 
Utt 811• Zont ' Hst Dis\ Zont 

UIJ R4-t 

HOC tVL Ul>C2-t 
HOC IVL P-t 

-it-

'nrl Plln @ 
Hgt © Lind Hgt./ ea..nt I 
Dist Criteria Utt Bil• Zont ' Hst Dis\ Nos. 

7 RJ-1 

t-Vl tt UUC2-t-Vl 6 
t-Vl tt P-t-Vl. 
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) 

" ~.. . .. . . 

DETAJLEO EXPLANATION OF HEADJN&S JN RECO""ENDATJON TABLE (r1f1r to circled nu•b1r1 in 
11•pl1 table): 

© 
© 
© 

. © 

© 

lt~lttl: An art• of the co••unity or district which i• proposed for 1 pl1n 
••end•tnt, zone change, or height dl1trict ch1n91. The 1ub1rt1 nu•b•r corr11pond1 
to • 9109r1phio area outlined on tht Mearing "ap. 

littti: N••• of • 1tr11t adjacent t 'o the 1ub1r11. 

6Ctl.1D.61t11-1Dtil= Tht lot area of the 1ubJ••t property in 1cr11. 

i111ii11: 
•· 6jt1i1j_fltD.LIDj_Y11: Tht land u11 d11l9n1tlon for the 1u,J1ct prop1rty·a1 

shown on tht 1do,t1d co••unlty or district pl••· For 1n 1xpl1n1tlon of lend 
ust ood11, 111 A,,tndlx I. 

b. 6jt1i1~.tl11.Hti1•i.1aj.IYll: Tht hti9ht or bull r11trtction1, If any, for 
the tubjeot property 11 shown In the adopted ••••unity or district plan. For 
an 1x,11n1tlon of h1l9ht/bull r11trlctlon1, 111 Appendix I . 

_o. l!!!.!Dj.H111b!.liliti1i: Tho 1xl1tln9 zone ind h1l9ht district for the 
1ubJ1ot property • 

la1t11t1j: 
•· Itel: The •01t r11trlctiv1 zone which corr11pond1 to the txi1tin9 plan 
· • . d11l9n1tton for tht 1ubJ1ct property. ly "inttt1tln9" to tht •ott r11trtcttv1 

zone, the d1ci1ton-•1l1r i• given •••i•u• flexibility In d1t1ralnln9 the aoat 
1ppr1prlat1 zone for the subject property. 

b. Utitbt: The h1l9ht dl1trlot whlch would lapl1•1nt the helght or bull 
r11trlctlon1, If any, contalntd wlthln the adopted oo••unlty or dlatrlct plan . 

Gti!ttit: The prl•ary r111on for the rtco••tndtd ch1n91. Tht ll1t1d nu•btr(1) 
refer to tht Counoll-1dopttd "Crlt1rl1 for A8283 81n1r1l Pl1n/Zonln9 Con1l1t1ncy 
ProJtot (Annotated with Reference Nu•btrt)", 

!tll!!IDjt!llB: Tht r1co••tnd1d 1ctlon, which ••Y include 1 plan 1a1nd•1nt, 1 
zone chan91, 1 htl9ht dittrlct ch1n91, or 1 coabln1tton of eh1n911. Tht person or 
body a1lin9 . th1 r1coaa1nd1tlon will bt indic1t1d In th• colu•n h11dln9 (e.9. 
"Staff/Consultant Reco•••nd1tlon") . 
a. ltDltll.tl10.L1aj_U11: Reoo•••nded plan •••nd••nt for th• subJtct property 

(••• appendlx I for explan1tlon of land use codes). lf there ls no entry ln 
this ooluan, no chan91 ls beln9 r1ooaatndod. 

b. !!D!t!l.!l1D.H!!lb!_J!j_l1ll: Recoaaendtd pl1n 1aend•1nt for the 1ubJect 
property (111 1ppendlx I for 1n 1xplan1tlon of h1l9ht ind bull oodee). l.f 
there 11 no entry In this colu•n, no cb1n91 It b1ln9 reco••tnded. 

c. ltll-!Dj.H1i1bi.1111t!li: Rtco•••ndtd zone ch1n9e and/or h1l9ht district 
ehan9e for the 1ubf ect property. If ti1blt the hel9bt dietriot !t th• zont 
it recoaaendtd for ch1n91, the reco••tnded zone 1nd hel9ht district •Ill 
appear. If the r1coaa1nd1tion It to retain the 1xlttin9 zonin9 1ni height 
dl1trlct, the words "No Ch1n91" wlll 1pp11r In tbl1 eoluan. Vhert 1 plan 
a•tndatnt to "open 1p101" i1 proposed, th• zont will 91n1r1lly bt r1p11t1d wlth 
the sy•bol I, which 1i9nifi11 that any new dtvtlopaent on the property will bt 
subject to a conditlon1l use type_proc1dur1 • . 

(!) Gt!!l!i-~1!£• Co••1nt1 or txplanatlons pertaining to 1p1clfLc r1coaa1nd1tion1 
(111 Appendix A for 1 listing of c~••tnts). 

- ill-
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11111• EXHIBIT •A-1 • PA8E 1' 
RECOlllElllATllll TA81.E 
H8U. YUOOD--PART I I 

Eai1tt11 lnitilttd Dtp1rt111t Rteo9llftd1tion1 ------ -----------
8E8M.PUI RIAL PUii .. ..... Hgt • ZOMIHlltfat Htipt l.11111 "''· Zo11/hight ..... ltr•t ... lllt ll1trict Zt• ll1trict .... lllt li1trlct co-ti -- --- -- -------

s --18.t•Y .... e CH C4 1Yl • 1Yl C4•lVl . 

' _.IBJ•Y Vlllll e M-1 M IVL • IVL R+-1VL 

10 LA•N HI• e CH Cl IVL • lVL C4-1Vl 

IS IE1lllT IT llC 11 •• IVL • lVL 14-IVL 
lS u•• llC ll CH Cl lYl • lVL C4-lVL 
IS u•• llC 11 CH Cl IVL • lVL C4-1Vl. 
IS 9E' kVI llC 11 c.-1 Cl lVl. • lVL C4-IYI 

-
20 u•• · HI• e CH Cl 11 • C2-l lO 

25 Flmlll ME ... lVL R+-1 CCIJR4 1\11. CIJR4-IVL 31 l9 
25 Fml.llME llEI lVL RH CIJR4 lVL CIJM-IVL 19 

30 Flm.11 AVE l.1111 l RH RE9 lOll II RI t 

35 ,.._II AVE VIII• 2 IS-4 Al IXL OS IVL CllRlt·lVl.I Ir t9 

'° Hl .. AVE VHlll 2 CH CIJM lVL - IVL CllR4~1VL 7r 19 
M 

- II 
¥11111 2 RH CIJR4 IVL llEI IVL CllJM-IVL Jr 19 

'° SYCIBE ME VHlll 2 RS-l CIJR4 lVL - lVL CIJR4~1VL 19 

45 B. CBRITO Pl - 2D 115-4 M 21 R4·2D 24 

so 
- DR - 21 (t)(Q)CH 21 CTJCIJClt-21 ., 24 

5t llCltll ME - 21 115-4 R4 21 R4-l!D Jr 21t 

SS Hl&IUM AVE VNl811 2 CH R4 2 HllH 2 CIJRS-1! l6J 22 

60 B. CERllTO Pl - ea ll)PH 21 UUPB-21 51 24 
60 HMmmlME - 21 . Cl-4 2D CR-l!D 21t 
60 

.._. 
RE8C 2D PH 21 Pl-21> 21t 

60 lllLLY91 kVI RE8C 2D Clt-4 n C4-l!D 24 
60 LA IREA AVE RE8C 20 (l)C4-4 l!D f9>Clt-2D 5r lit 

65 LA IREA AYE RE&C 20 C4-4 2D C4-2D ta 

68 LA BREA AYE - 2D RH Rlt 21 Ro\-P.D · 18 

70 IWtTHORN AYE RE8C 211 RH .. 20 Rlt ·21 2/t 

75 HAllTim AVE RE&c 2D R5-o\ Rlt 20 Rlt-21 jilt 

I lfflcl1l zoni19 t1p1 will bt fl1191f1 to 11rn property owntr1 of 1ddition1l r11tricti1n1 1111 Co111nt l), Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter
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11211• EIHlllT •A-t• PME 2 
RmllllllATilll TAIL£ 
111.l.Ym-PMT II 

Eai1ti19 lnitiatld hptrt•nt Rtco1Mn41tlo1t1 
··-···· ·------· 

IEllERAL Pl.All 8EIEIAL Pl.All 
M LIM Htt. Znl1111itltt lllitllt LHd "''· Ztnt/Htigllt 
ArH Strwt ... lllt ll1trid Zoll ll1trld Ult lllk li1trlct eo-t• -- -- .. ·---- ------· ... -
80 IWl1m AVE REIC D 15-4 ., 2 Hiii 2 RH 
80 u•• - 21 CH M 2 Hiii 2 RH 
80 lJllmME - 21 llH ·e Hiii 2 14-2 

85 Hl .. M ICSC 15-4 At lB. ,. llL Al·tlll • • P.1 10 

90 ME kVI - 21 CH • C'·l!I ti 

95 LA & AVE Hiii 2 11-e 21 - 21 c•-21 18 

100 SYcmE AVE Hl61t 2 w-e II RE&C 2D P-21 I& 
( 

105 LA IRO AVE Hiii 2 11-e Cl II ll8C l C2·1 101 .,. 17 
) 

110 ~· Hiii 2 w-e p 11 HOC P-1 101 17 
::") 

115 SYCAlllRE AVE Hiii 2 lft-! Rae UL llEI II Ill Rl(.5-llL 

120 SYCMGRE AVE Hiii 2 M-2 CllJR3 llL IED 13-tll 

125 Hl&IUlll AVE HOC ll ce-e Cl ID ce-1 17 

130 LAS NUIAS AVE Hl&H 2 M-! • UL LIU lI UL Rll.5 ·UI 

135 CIERtlEE AVE Hiii 2D P-2 RDl.5 UL llD II lll RDl.5·11L 3 
135 DE LmRE AVE Hiit 2 RH RR · UL UD JI lll Rlt.5-Jll 3 
135 LAS NUM9 AVE Hiii 21 w-e Rl2 UL l.IEI II llL RDl.S·UL 3 
135 lEl.A8 UAY Hlll 2D mll>MP-2 RH UL Liii lI Ill • RDt.5-Ul 3J 7 
135· LEI.MD UAY Hiii 2D Kft-2 Rl2 UL UIEI II UL RD1.5·l•L 3 
135 UllCOI AYE HllH 2 C2-! RH lll LIU II UL Rll .5·111 

142 CIEDEE AVE RCSC ••-2 Al lll UEI II Rll.5 UL 
142 8E LmtRE AYE RCSC M-2 Al Ill OS Al·llll ,, l!1 10 

1'5 FIUITAUI AVE Hl&H 2 RH CllJR3 UL IB 1 R3·UL 7 
1'5 lllLC81 AVE Hiii 2 C2-2 CllJR3 Ill llEI I R3-Ul 7 

150 FUTAI• AVE llB JVL Rft-2 CIJR3 UL ltEI I R3·Ul 
150 LA lllRADA AYE llU 1Yl. M·I CllJR3 lll ltED I R3·1Xl 

155 FOUITAlll AVE ltiB IVL CH CllJR3 Ill ID Rl·tll 7 

160 lllLCOI AYE OTPI CH Al 111. PIP UL ~-nu , , P. 

I Offici1l zo1i119 •IP• 1ill bt fl1ggttl to lll'ft proptrty 01111r1 of 1~itio11l rtttrictions (111 Co1111t· 1•. 
Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter
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• . .. • ' . ... 

7121/88 EIHIBIT 'A~ I' PA&E 3 
RECOllllElllATIOll TAILE 

HOU YllOOD-PART II 

E&i1ti11 lniti1tltf llJ1rt111t Rtc:olllftd1tion1 ----· ··------......... 8EBALPUI .. Liiii Hgt. ZIMIHlltllt Hli!Jht 1.11111 "''· ZIM/Hlitftt 
Ira ltrllt Uu ..., ll1trl1:t ZI• ll1trlct Ula lllt ll1trict Co-h -- -- ..--.------ ·-----------. 

165 llLCll M - 21 CH U2 UL LTIC ' Cl·IVL 10 . 

l'IO --· - 21 CH C4 a C4·21 ta 

l7S call-··· - 21 CH C4 21 C4-21 24 ,. •u•a.w - • C\-4 a C4-19 M ,. l.1.19 •Y - 21 MN 21 RV-It ~ 
llO ...... - II C4-3 21 C4·!D 2\ t• VI• IT - D CH n C4-21 P.4 

185 Cll8EE AVE - 21 CH At Ul PIP Ul At·UU t; P.; 10 

190 -· - 21 CIH C4 21 CHI 18 

ltS Hl .... M - • C4-4 21 C4-2D ta 

20t I.Al NUllS AVE RC9C RH Al 1n ,., Ill R4-2t 1; i! 

205 FRAm.ll AVE Wiii 2 RH R4 2 Hiii 2 R4·! 

215 LAI NlMS IVE - 21 C4-4 Rlt 2 2 Clt·P.D JOr i!J 

220 llll.Ym kVD - 2D C4-4 .. 21 2 Clt-21 23 

115 MCA ST - 29 RH R4 2 Hiit 2 [QJR5-2 . 15t i!2 

230 CAllmA I.YD REIC 21 C4-4 n Clt·!I 18 

235 FRAllLII AVE Wiii 2 RS-4 Rlt 2 Hl81f 2 Rlt-2 

M ........ " IEIC 21 C4-4 29 C4·21 18 

245 All8YlE M OTPI CH Al UL PIP UL Clt·2Pt I; l; 18 

250 FIAlm.11 AYE YHl&N 2 C2-4 R4 2 HJ&H 2 Rlt-2 

m YUCCA ST REBC 2D RS-4 Rlt 2D Rlt·i!D 18 

260 80llER ST YHl&N 2 R5-4 CllJR3 Ill IU 1 CllJR3 ·fll. P.1 

265 IVAR AVE RE8C 21 Cit..\ Al Ill pgp UL C4·2Dt ,, ?.; 18 

270 IGJ.YllOOD II.YI RE8C 2D Clt-3 2D C4-29 18 

I Official zonint ..,, •ill b1 fl1911tf tt warn p~tperty o•ntr• tf 1ddition1l r11trictions lsee Co111nt t>. 
Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter
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71211• ElHlllT ..... 
PA6E ' RECIEllATIOI TAILE 

HllJ.MIOl-PMT 11 

Eli1U111 Initiated Dlpart•t RKDlll1ld1tiDll ----- -·----· 
... Pl.All 

-- Pl.Alt Sult 1.11111 "''· ZIM/llligltt Hligltt 1.11111 Hgt. Z.111/llti;tt 
ArH ltntt Ult llU li1trict lo• li1trict u.. lllt District Colltttts . -- ---- -- -------·· ---·---·--·-
270 8.LY-ILYI - 21 CH 21 C4-21 18 

m ml ST Cll l C4-3 CIJC4 tVL lVl. CllJC4·1Vl 41 to 

• 9lllET IL.YD - 21 C4-3 a CHI 18 

2IS ...... - 21 CH D C4-B 18 
285 ...... - 21 MM 21 w-a ta 
285 EL cema AVE RE&C 21 RW u Rt-ID t& 

29o IE L9llE AVE - 21 M-! 21 RHI 18 
290 FUTAll AVE RE&C u CH 2D CHD t8 

295 FIUITAJI AVE HI8H 2 RW [llJR3 JIL llEI 1 R3·1Xl 

300 FUUMTAill AVE HOC 11 (11,CH Cl ti (Q)C2· I 
51 " 

. 300 FUTAll AVE HOC 11 CH Cl 11 C2-l l7 

305 EL CEllTRO AVE tllED lVL Mel [llJR3 lll Ill 1 R3·11l 

310 8MR ST VHl81t 2 ~ M 2 Hlat I! R4-I! 
310 &MR ST VIII at 2 .,._ R4 I! Hlat I! R4·2 3 

J 
315 CARLOS AVE VHJ&tt 2 RH Al UL pgp UL M·tl 1 

320 111.LYllOOD IL.YD llJC 1D CH Al ln PIP llL 14-11 

325 . CMLOS AVE VIit• 2 RH 2 Hiii 2 R4·1! 

330 60UER ST llJC 11 C4·3 Ct lD C4·J t7 
330 HllJ.~ a.YI HOC ID C!-3 Cl 11 C2-1 17 
330 HllJ.YtllOI a.YD llJC II ce.- Cl lD C2-l 17 
330 111.LV.a.VD llJC 11 CH Cl ti C4·1 17 

m 8MR ST Hiit I! C4·3 CIJR4 lYL llJC 1 C4·1 to 

340 CARI.TOii llAY HllH I! R4-3 CIJR4 lYL .. 1YL CDlM·lYL 10, 19 

342 8RONSOI AYE HIIH 2 R4-3 UIJR4 lYL HIED lYL CIJR4-1Vl 19 
342 CARl.Tllll IMY HllH 2 ... 2 CIJR4 lYL - lYL CllJR4·1YL 19 

345 IROMSOI AVE HOC 10 mca,Pa-3 II P·I " 
350 llltDOll ST HOC 11 14-3 Cl JD M-1 17 

I Official zoning 11p1 •ill bt fl111~ te 11rn property.....,.., tf ldditi1n1l ~11trictj1n1 C11t Co...wt l) , 
Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter
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l" '\ ' ~ :· j , • 

11211• EXHIBIT 1 A-l 1 PASE 5 
· RECOllBNTillll TABLE 

t11U. YMOOD--PART 11 

Eli1U11 lnitiltld Dlp1rt•t RK01Mftd1Uons ------- -----
&IAL PIJll 8EIEIW. Pl.M .. 1.1111 Ifft. Ztll/lltitllt Hllgltt llllll Ifft. Zont/lltigltt .... . Stntt u.. lllk ll1trict Zone Ii strict Ull lllk lt1trict C.-t1 -- -- -- ------

• ~ .... • 11 CH Cl II 12-1 17 

• ~I.VI .. 11 Cl-I Cl II C2-l 
. 

17 

• ~ .... .. ll ~3 Ct lD a-1 17 

• ~I.ft LTll l C"93 IVL CIJC.·l • • ..... Llllt l CIH CIJCll lVL EllClt-l • • .., .... LTlll l .. .. •t lVL 11-l 

• ..... LTll l 11-1 lltl lVl. 

"·-· • ~ ... LTllt l . ... Ill lVL 111-t 

368 
- AVE 

LTll 1 14-2 MU 1Yl lltHW 7 

365 -· llCIC M-1 Al Ill PDP UL R3·ll , , 21 " 

370 llLU. PL - lVL RH CIJClt lVI. Cll . lVL Cll-IVl. tOJ 13J a 

m llllat PL - lVL ca-e [IJR3 Ill IB 1 R3-l 7 
m · llLTill PL - lVl P-1 CIJR3 Ill IS 1 R3-l 3 
m lllLT• PL - lVL 1"91 CllJR3 UL IEI 1 R3-l 3 

• WillTll ME - IVL M-1 CllJR3 UL llEI 1 Rl·l 

385 llES1Ellt AVE OS CH Al UL Al-llll •• 10 
,,,, 

390 !ESTEii AVE OS CIH! At UL llJC lVL C•·IYI tit 

3t5 VIRll•IA AVE • lVL .... lD • ... VI. 

.00 UllTA •tCA IL ... lVl. 11-2 Cl lVl. Cl lVl. Cl-tVL llt 

'95 . SAITA •ICA a. tllEI lVl. CH lVl. Cl lVL Clt-IVL 

'10 SMTA lalCA I. lllC lVL CH Ct 11 C4·1Yl 
'10 llAllTA •tCA a. lllC IVL RH ti R•·tVL 

4lS YM EIS ME OS R3-2 Al UL Hl8tt 2 R3-2 '" 
\20 HllU.YllOOD I.VD HOC 11 C2·2 Rlt 2 HJ8tt 2 CQJR,_2 15: ?.~ 

• lt25 Ill.LY• IL.YD NOC IYL C2-2 . Cl IYI. C4·1YL 
425 SERRAIJ AYE NOC tVl. Rlt-1 IYL R•·lYl 

430 9ERRMO AVE HOC ID C2-2 Ct II c2-1. 17 

I Official 111ing 11p1 .•ill bl fl1191d to W1rn property o•n1r1 of additional r11trictiont (let Co1111t l>. Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter
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.. 

7/2t/a EIHlllT •A·I• PA8E 6 
RmlllBIATI• TAILE 
111.LNll-f'ART II 

E1i1U .. l1Ui1ttd hp1rtM1t RKollllld1tio11 ----- - -----
-- Pl.All -- Pl.All 9111 Llld Htt. Zl•llllitltt lllitllt Lallll Hgt. Zont/lteitllt 

lrH ltrllt lllt lllk ll1trld - lldrid UM lllk ll1trict Collnt1 -- ······- -- -------- ____ .. _____ ..., 

435 IEIMllAVE Hiii 2 IH CIJM 2 r11aw 2S 

440 llESTEM AVE lllC 11 aH lit 2 Hiii 2 [8JR5-2 lSJ 2! 

~ CMl.Tm UAY Hiii 2. IH Al tll ,. IXL 14-21 hH 

450 lllLTm Pl ICIC M-2 Al lXL ,. llL M-11 tr l!s tit 

455 llLTII Pl OS CH Al lll Al-tilt 1, to 

w YM llESI AYE OS M-2 Al tll ... lYL CQJRlt·IYI 19 

w IE LmRE AVE HOC 11 M-2 11 R4·1 17 
w . lmT ILYI HOC 11 CH Cl 11 C2-l 17 

470 VM llSS AVE HOC ti 11-e Ct 11 C2-l 17 

480 FENllOOI AYE Hiii ' 2 P-2 11 HOC l P-1 tOJ 17 
480 llESTEllll AYE Hiii 2 CH Cl 1D HOC 1 C2-1 IOJ 17 

~ Fa.I AYE as M-1 Al tll HllH 2 14-2 

t') 
490 FERml AVE tllC 11 MP-2 ti R4P-t 17 

lt95 llESTDll AYE tllC 11 ICll-2 Ct ti C2·tl t7 

500 SERRAlll AYE Hiii 2 M-1 M 2 Rlt-2 

505 llESTOll AYE HOC 11 CH Ct II C2-I • 17 

5t0 FUTAlll AYE Hlmt 2 C2-I 14 Rlt-2 

515 llESTEll AVE OS CH Al lll HOC l C2·1 tor Ht t7 

520 llEST£Rll AYE Hl8H 2 Cll-1 Rlt 2 Rlt·! 7 

525 FUTAlll AYE HIQ 1Yl C!-2 CIJRlt 1¥1. CllR4 ·tYI 19 

530 SERRMO AYE - 1\IL CH UURlt t\IL CllJRlt-lYL 20 

m SEIMfO AYE HtlEI l\IL RH CllRlt lYl CIJRlt· lYI " 
5" SERIAlll AYE NIB t\IL RH CIJRlt tYL llJRlt-1\IL i!O 

I Officia~ zoni119 11p1 will bt fl1991d to 11rn property own1r1 of lddltio~l r11trictions (111 Co111nt I>. 
Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter

LH
V

H
O

A
 H

ol
ly

w
oo

d 
C

en
te

r 
D

E
IR

 c
om

m
en

ts
 w

ith
 e

xh
.p

df



. ... 
' .. 

7121/U 
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Eai1tt11 

&IALPUI 
1.1111 Hgt. Znt/lltitltt 
Ult llllr ll1trid --

N Liii-• 

• .... 
m --.. aLY•FIY 

J,.-lllllllllfiltllblll,-.r3 
er.a. .-u ti, ,,. 
..,... 1aly et, ,. 
h30,. 

IS ltW .. 1\\ MP-I ... tVL CH 

DI •1• 

ElfflBIT •A-t • 
RECOlllBDATIOI TAILE 

HOLLYWOOD-PART II 

l1iti1tld Dlp1rt111t Rtct111nd1tion1 ------
&RALPLAll 

Htigltt lull Hgt. Zont/tltitht 
Zoll li1trid Utt llU llttrict 

•..•.•.•. -- ------
CIJM 1Vl 1111 lVl. CIJM·IVl. 

CIJM I\\ CIJM·tVl 

Ct ti HOC l C!-t 

Al Ill YMIM-t 

I Official z11i119 llP• will be fl1911d to 111rn prop1rty owners of 1ddition1l r11trictions (see Colaent ti. 

PME 7 

C.-t1 
---·-----

"' 19 
lf J9 

IOJ HJ 17 

I 
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EXHIBIT "A-1" PAGE 8 

APPENDIX A 

COMMENTS 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN, PART II 

1. The following footnote shall be added to the COB1unity Plan map: "When the use of 
property designated as Public/Quasi Public or Open Space is proposed to be 
discontinu~, the proposed use shall be approved by the appropriate decision-makers 
throuah a procedure similar to a conditional use. The decision-maker shall find 
that the proposed use is consistent with the el9119Jlts and objectives of the General 
Plan and •ay impose additional restrictions on the existina zoning as deemed 
necessary to assure that the proposed land uae will be compatible with the land 
uses, soning, or other restrictions of adjacent and surrounding properties, and 
consistent with the General Plan." 

2. Public facility symbol shall be retained as shown on adopted Plan. 

3. The existing use is peraitted in the recoamended zone as a conditional use, and 
shall be deemed to be approved per LAKC 12.24-F. 

4. A new peraanent "Q" condition shall be imposed as follows: "Residential uses shall 
be prohibited, except as otherwise permitted in the industrial zones." 

S. Existing "Q" and/or "T'' conditions shall be retained. 

6. Underlyina zone is inconsistent with the adopted plan. "T'' tJD.d/or "Q" conditions 
shall be made permanent per I.AMC 12.32-K to prevent expiration. 

7. Tba property includes existing uses which are non-conforaing in the rec01111endad 
zone, but shall be permitted to be •aintained pursuant to I.AMC 12.23. 

9. The "T" daai.gnation on the subject property is recoanandecl to be bracketed par LAKC 
12.32-K, to reflect that the zone change was approved prior to March 26, 1973, and 
is not subject to a time limit for effectuation. 

10. Currant recoanandation has bean changed from previous one. 

12. Underlying zone is consistent with the adopted Plan. "T'' and/or "Q" conditions may 
expire, at which time the zoning would revert to the underlying zoning. 

13. Recent action by the Planning C011111ission and/or City Council has resulted in the 
approval of a Plan Amendment and/or zone change consistent with the recomnandation. 

14. Rec01111endation corresponds to an "Alternate use" as depicted in Exhibit A2 of the 
HollJWOOd Redevelop11ant Plan (adopted in May, 1986). 

lS. A new permanent "Q" condition is recommended: "The property shall be limited to 
the following uses: 

a. Residential uses permitted in the R4 Zona. 

b. Hotels, motels, and apart•ent hotels 

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter
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EXHIBIT "A-1" PAGE 9 

c. The followina uses, subject to Zoning Administrator approval pursuant to 
Municipal Code Section 12.24Cl.S(j): 

1) Parking buildings, provided such parking is accessory to the main use of 
the lot or accessory to the main use of another lot located within the 
HollJWood Redevelopment Project area. 

2) Any use permitted in the Cl Zone within buildinp which were in existence 
on the lot upon the effective date of this ordinance. 

3) Any other use permitted in the Cl Zone provided that the floor area ratio 
of such use does not exceed 1:1, and further provided that such 
C01111ercial use is combined with 1111ltiple unit residential use for which 
the floor area ratio is equal to or exceeds 2:1 and for which the nU1Bber 
of dwel1ing units is equal to or exceeds twelve (12). 

The Zoning Administrator aay impose such conditions as he de... necessary to secure 
an appropriate develop11ent in harmony with the objectives and intent of the 
BollJWOOCl Com11UDity Plan, after a finding is made by the COllDOllity Redevelopment 
Agency Board that the project conforms with the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan." 

16. A new permanent "Q" condition is recomaended: "'11le property shall be limited to 
the following usu; 

a. Residential uses permitted in the R4 Zone. 

b. Hotels, motels, and apartment hotels. 

c. Subject to Zoning Administrator approval pursuant to Municipal Code Section 
12.24Cl.S(j), any other use permitted in the Cl Zone provided that the floor 
area ratio of such use does not exceed 1:1, and further provided that such 
c011111ercial use is combined with multiple unit residential use for which th& 
floor area ratio is equal to or exceeds 2:1 and for which the n1111ber of 
dwelling units is equal to or exceeds twelve (12). 

The Zoning Administrator may impose such conditions as he deems necessary to secure 
an appropriate develop119Dt in harmony with the objectives and intent of the 
RollJWOOd eo..unity Plan, after a finding is made by the Community Redevelopment 
Agency Board that the project conforms with the Hollywood.Redevelopment Plan. 

17. A footnote to the Coanunity Plan will be added follows: "A floor area ratio of 
l.S:l shall be permitted on properties designated Highway Oriented C011111erce located 
within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area." 

18. A new "D" Development limitation is rec01111ended: "The total floor area of a 
structure shall not exceed two (2) time the buildable area of the lot. A project 
may exceed the 2:1 floor area ratio provided that: · 

a . The Coanunity Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project conforms to: 
(1) the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, (2) a Transportation Program adopted by 
the COllllUDity Redevelopment Agency Board pursuant to Section 518.l of the 
Redevelopment Plan and, if applicable, (3) any Design for Development adopted 
pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment Plan. 

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter
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EXHIBIT "A-111 PAGE 10 

. 
b. A Disposition and Development Ag~eement or Owner Participation Agreement has 

been executed by the COBllU!lity Redevelopment Agency Board, and the Project is 
approved by the City Planning C011111ission, or the City Council on appeal, 
pursuant to the procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 12.24-B.3 . " 

19 . A new permanent "Q" condition is recomaended: "Residential density shall be 
limited to a maximum of one dwelling unit per 600 square feet of lot area." 

20. A new per118Dent "Q" condition is reeomended: "Residential density shall be 
limited to a maxillllUll of one dwelling unit per 800 square feet of lot area." 

21. A new pemanent "Q" condition is reeo1mended: "Residential density shall be 
limited to a maxf.mwl of one dwelling unit per 1200 square feet of lot area." 

22 . A footnote to the Community Plan will be added as follows: "This Plan contemphtes 
that certain c01111ercial uses may be allowed on properties designed Hi&h density 
ho118ina under Municipal Code Section 12.24.C.1.S(j). Collllercial 118•• should be 
limited to those peraitted in the Cl Zone, and the floor are ratio (Fil) of such 
uses should not exceed 1:1. Whenever possible, comaercial uses should be located 
at street level, with residential uses on the upper floors." 

23. A new "D" development limitation is reeo1mended: "No building or structure shall 
exceed a height of forty five (~5) feet above grade. Roof structures are exempted 
pursuant to Section 12.21.B.3 of the Municipal Code. The total floor area of a 
structure shall not exceed two (2) times the buildable area of the lot . A project 
may exceed the 2:1 floor area ratio provided that: 

a . The Colllunity Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project conforms to : 
(1) the HollJWood Redevelopment Plan, (2) a Transportation Program adopted by 
the Cot111UDity Redevelopment Agency Board pursuant to Section 518.1 of the 
Redevelopment Plan and, if applicable, (3) any Design for Development adopted 
pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment Plan. 

b. A Disposition and Development Agreement or Owner Participation Agreement has 
been executed by the Coamninity Redevelopment Agency Board, and the Project is 
approved by the City Planning C0111aission, or the City Council on appeal, 
pursuant to the procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 12. 24-B-3." 

24. A new "D" Development limitation is recoamended: "The total floor area of a 
structure shall not exceed three (3) times the buildable area of the lot. A 
project may exceed the 3:1 floor area ratio provided that: 

a . The COBIUllity Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project conforms to: 
(1) the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, (2) a Tranaportation Program adopted by 
the Community Redevelopment Agency Board pursuant to Section 518.1 of the 
Redevelopment Plan and, if applicable, (3) any Design for Development adopted 
pursuant to Section 503 of the Redevelopment Plan; and 

b. A Disposition and Development Agreement or Owner Participation Agreement has 
been executed by the C011111UJ1ity Redevelopment Agency Board, and the Project is 
approved by the City Planning C<>111iasion, or the City Council on appeal, 
pursuant to the procedures set forth in Municipal Code Section 12. 24-B.3." 

25. A new permanent "Q" condition is recomended: "No building or structure shall 
exceed a height of forty five (45) feet above grade. Roof structures are exempt 
pursuant to Section 12. 21. B. 3 of the Municipal Code." 
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EXHIBIT "A-111 

APPENDIX B 

ABBREVIATIONS FOR PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN, PART II 

Lapd U•• PtaisnatiOD1: 

U1r1 
LlllD 
MID 
IOllD 
HIGH 
VRIGR 

KOC 
NOC 
RIGC 

CM 
LTDK 

OS 
OTPB 
PQP 
RCSC 

Low D9llllity Rousing 
Low Medium Density Housing 
Medium De1U1ity Rousing 
Rf.ah Medi1111 Density Housing 
Hf.ah D9llllity Rousing 
Very Rish Density Housing 

Hf.ahw•J Oriented Coamarcial 
Neighborhood and Off ice eo..ercial 
Regional Center 

Collmercial Manufacturing 
Lillited Manufacturing 

Open Space 
Other Public 
Public/Quasi-Public 
Recreation and Schools 

Bulk/Heia:ht Designations: 

1 
1D 
2 

Haight District No. 1 with building bulk up to 1.S:l FAR 
Haiaht Diatrict No. 1 with building raatricted to 1:1 FAR or lass 
Reiaht Di•t~ict No. 2 with building bulk up to 6:1 FAR 

PAGE 11 

2D 
1-XL 
1-VL 

Raiaht District No. 2 with building bulk restricted to average FAR of 4.S : l 
Building haiaht limited to 30 feet (and two stories for non-residential use) 
Building height limited to 45 feet (and three stories for non-residential use) 
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EXHIBIT "A-1" PAGE 12 

APPENDIX C 

CORRESPONDING ZONES AND HEIGHT FOR PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

HOLLYWOOD COHHUNITY PLAN, PART II 

PLAN LAND USE CORRESPONDING ZQNIS CORRISPQNDING JllIGBT 

Hoying 

Minllnlll Al, A2, RE40 1 
Very Low I 1120, RA 1 
Very Low II UlS, Ull 1 
Low I 119 1 
Low II RS, Rl 1 
Low MediUll I 12, RDS, ID4, RD3 lXL 
Low MediUll II RD2, RDl.S lXL 
Mediwa R3 1 
High MediUll 14 lVL 
High 14, RS lVL 

Comerce 

Limited CR, Cl, Cl.S, P 1 
Highway Oriented Cl, C2, p 1 
Neighborhood and Off ice Cl, C2, C4, P 1 
COllllUllity CR, C2, C4, P, PB 1 
Regional Center C2, C4, P, PB 2 

Indus ta 

C011Bercial Manufacturing CM, p lVL 
Limited Kl, KRl, P, PB 1 
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f .. t • . ~ .. .. . ... .. 

z 

EXHIBIT •s-2• 

SUBARBA NO. 142 
MINOR ADDITION FOR CHANGE OF ZONE '1'0 Al-11 

MINOR MODIFICATION FOR PLAN AMBNDMEN'l' '1'0 OPEN SPACE 

ADDING NUMBER '1'0 SUBAREA NO. 130* 

"' "' ~ 
0 a: 
"' % 
0 

_LA MIRADA 
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" . 

-

BXJNla\RY ADJUS'D£Nl' 

SUBAREAS 315 and 320 

BO 310 , 
CARLOS 

' . . . 
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l .. .. ~ .. - , .· .. .. 
CITY PLAN CASE ~J. 86-835 GPC EXHIBIT "C-1" 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, the City Planninq Commission, on July 28, 1986, 
approved plan amendments for Part II of the Hollywood Community 
Plan in order to achieve consistency between zonin9 and the 
adopted plan as required by Government Code Section 65860(d) 
and settlement of Superior ~ourt Case Mo. CS26616 and; 

WHBRBAS, pursuant to the City Charter and Ordinance provisions, 
the Mayor and the City Plannin9 Commission have transmitted 
their recommendations; 

NOW, TBBREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Part II of the 
Hollywood Community Plan be amended to desiqnate the properties 
in the various subareas as recommended in Exhibit "A-1". 

~E IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Environmental Impact Report has 
been found adequate to comply with the California Environmental 
Quality Act and the State and City Guidelipes relatinq thereto; 
and that a Notice of Determination be filed with the Los 
Anqeles County Clerk and the Loa Anqeles City Clerk, in 
accordance with Article VI, Sections llb and lld of the City 
of Lo• Angeles Guidelines for the Implementation of th• 
California Environmental Qµality Act of 1970. 
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CITY PLAN CASE ~~ . 86-835 GPC EXHIBIT "C-2" 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, the City of Los Anqeles adopted Ordinance No. 159,748, 
providinq interim regulations to prohibit the issuance of 
building permits, changes of occupancy, or uae of land permits 
for buildings, structures or uses inconsistent with the General 
Plan, establishing a procedure for determininq whether buildinq 
permits are consistent or inconsistent with the General Plan, 
utilizing a set of General Plan Consistency Maps, exceptinq 
certain categories of development from consistency 
determinations; and 

WHEREAS, the General Plan Consistency Maps, as defined i n 
Section 1 of Ordinance No. 159,748, may be amended by 
resolution of the City Council, and the Department of City 
Planning is charqed with the preparation and maintenance of all 
General Plan Consistency Maps to be utilized in the City; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the General Plan 
Consistency Mapa for the area affected by Part II of the 
Hollywood Community Plan be amended to conform to the plan 
amendments and chanqes of zone and heiqht district adopted by 
the City Council. 

CPCSTRPT/AOll 
07/20/88 
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CITY PLAN CASE ~~ . 86-835 GPC EXHIBIT "C-2" 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, the City of Los Anqeles adopted Ordinance No. 159,748, 
providinq interim regulations to prohibit the issuance of 
building permits, changes of occupancy, or uae of land permits 
for buildings, structures or uses inconsistent with the General 
Plan, establishing a procedure for determininq whether buildinq 
permits are consistent or inconsistent with the General Plan, 
utilizing a set of General Plan Consistency Maps, exceptinq 
certain categories of development from consistency 
determinations; and 

WHEREAS, the General Plan Consistency Maps, as defined i n 
Section 1 of Ordinance No. 159,748, may be amended by 
resolution of the City Council, and the Department of City 
Planning is charqed with the preparation and maintenance of all 
General Plan Consistency Maps to be utilized in the City; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the General Plan 
Consistency Mapa for the area affected by Part II of the 
Hollywood Community Plan be amended to conform to the plan 
amendments and chanqes of zone and heiqht district adopted by 
the City Council. 

CPCSTRPT/AOll 
07/20/88 
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