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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.

l. 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.5™ 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.

1. 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 lgnhored

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 IVV.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. 1f 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.
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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 1V’ 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.?
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.®

! 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.* Dr. Anthony S. Fauci, Chief of
Laboratory on Immunoregulation, opined that this pandemic may become seasonal.® 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.®

Finally, the Project assumptions that mass transit is indeed ecologically “green” in
general is itself based on false assumptions.’

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.

I11.  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/

! 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

VB 8 ot

Beverly Grossman Palmer
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City Plan Case No. 83-368
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in connection with the Hollywood Community Plan Revision (EIR No. CPC
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Envirommental Impact Report for the Hollywood || (Hollywood Redevelopment
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Program
Room 605, City Hall

May 6, 1988

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter



P

LHVHOA Hollywood Center DEIR-comments with exh.pdf

6 6 0040076

1.0 INTRODUCTIGN ......evvveunnn et esaans Cher e cec e ceaee |
2.0 SUMMARY .....uvivnnenuianans cheare e ane e e es et 2
3.0 PROJECT DEbCRlPTION ............................ el ei e 14
3.1 Location ........ Chee it ear e Ceeec et R Y]
3.2 Purpose of the Community Plan......... Cer e G e 14
3.3 Basis for Revising the Hollywood Communxty Plan.......... ... 18
3.4 Geographi¢ Areas Covered by the Proposed Plan Revision...... 17
3.5 Objectives of the Plan Revision. ... iiiiiriiiiinienineioans 17
3.6 Plan Land Uses...... S et ee s eraersesart sttt at et eteens 19
3.7 Plan Capacity..c.vivveenenanns et ean e oo S ee..26
4.0 OVERVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING . ...t iiieniniininnennronananss 30
5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES....... ...t ivunrann 31
5.1 Land Use.....oenevvnnsas C et erecse i i i e o031
5.2 Fopulation and Housing .......... e et e e 34
5.3 Tratfic and Circulation ...v.iuitiviiireniennnnrnnreninneennn 37
5.4 Aesthetics and Urban Design ...... ittt ineiinnnneens. 78
5.5 Public Services ........ it e ettt e e 88
5.8 Alr QUAlity tineiii it iieeintitnseetnansriastototireeenessnns 95
SO A 1 T T 3 - - TP 100
5.8 Energy and Utilities .....uiiue i inenenernnsenroneanonnons 103
5.9 Earth ...... Ce e et ies et e e s 116
5.10 Drainage . .vu ittt ittt it ittt it e 11
5.11 Natural ReSOUrCeS t.iivuuriinnnriacoorononaraoas e 112
5.12 Plant and Animal Life .......... et et et i e e 1127
5.13 Cultural and Historic Resources .........c.viciuuivnaeas ... 113
6.0 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS it iiivinrenntonsrninnisaeencnnnsas 114
7.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT vttt tiirnerienontanonnennansnnanens 115
8.0 LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS .ttt i it it cin o antnnacaaaasnenan 117
8.1 The Relationship between Local Short-term Uses of the
Environment and the Maintenance and Enhancement of
Long-term Productivity ... ittt inenennennnns 117
8.2 Irreversible Environmental Changes Resulting from
.Project Impliementation .......u0iitiniiniiniin e 117
8 3 Growth Inducing Impact ...t innnnnaoassonos 117
8.4 Cumulative ImMpacts ...t iit it ieierrennecoinesneenaasanens 118
9.0 ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED ..t intnnnoenanrotnnnnnsnns 119
10,0 REFERENCES ...ttt ittt i iitiasaronesnsonosssssonatsansanans 122
APPENDIX A —- INITIAL STUDY ..t viii ittt iitnneninunnononnsosonnassas 124

TABLE OF CONTENTS

APPENDIX B - IOLLYWNOD REDEVELOPMENT PLAN . . ., . . . . . 138

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter



LHVHOA Hollywood Center DEIR comments with exh.pdf

660040076 2

() | o

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 AUTHORIZATION AND FGCUS

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 CEQA Guidelines, this report is intended to

function as a Program EIR.

1.2 PROJECT PROPONENT

The Revision to the Hollywood Community Plan is proposed by:

Department of City Planning

Community Planning and Development Division
City of Los Angeles

City Hall Room 505

200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012-4856
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2.0 SUMMARY

Summary of Proposed Action: The proposed revision would modify and reduce

e ———e e

residential and commercial development levels allowed under the current
Hol lywood Community Plan, adopted in 1973. Objectives of the revision are to:

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

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

] Concentrate major commercial development within the Redevelapment Plan
area; and .

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

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

29,000 persons

12,000 housing units

8 million square feet of commercial space
7 million 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 FPlan 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) on the
south, the City of Beverly Hills on the southwest, the City of West Ho!llywood
on the west, the Bel Air - Beverly Crest District (City of 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 northwest, and the
City of Burbank on the north.

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

', ‘The Hol!lywood Redevelopment Plan was adopted in May 1386. 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

Redevelonment Plan is attached as ,ékrmendix B.
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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 505, Los Angeles City Hall. 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
Popuiation, employment and housing
Schoo) 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 identify issues,
problems, and alternatives, a sgeries of public meetings were held where
differing perspectives on the following category of issues were raised.’

Residential density

Tratfic

Parks and open space

Conflicts between commercial and residential uses
Support for motion picture industry

Infrastructure over-capacity

Safety _

Relation of the Community Plan to Redevelopment Plan
Hillside development on substandard lots

Land use ciassification of studio properties

Slope density

Hillside cluster housing zoning category

Conflicts of schools with surrounding uses
Neighborhood conservation

Historic preservation

Aesthetics ot public improvements

Aesthetics of private improvements

Public participation in the planning of public improvements
Mini-malls

Provision and conservation of neighborhood-serving commercial uses
Non-conforming uses

' For additiona! details, please refer to the Hollywood Community Pian
Eevisicon: Background Report, Gruen Associates, July 15, 1887,

-
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Alternatives: In addition to the Proposed Plan revision, this report considers
1) retention of the current Community Plan, and 2) an alternative that would
hold residential develppment potential to the same level as the Proposed Plan,

and would increase non-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. [t should be recognized at
the outset that the purpose of the Plan Revision has been to eliminate and/or
mitigate the adverse effects on transportation, public services and
infrastructure that have resulted from development that has occurred under the
Current Hollywood Community Plan, adopted by the City Council 15 years ago.

LAND USE
Impact:

] Deve lopment potentials for all land uses are scaled back under the
Proposed Plan revision. Residential land uses are limited to be consistent
with the Yyear 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 wuse 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 million square feet (not incliuding
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 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 incompatibiiities are minimized.

Net Effect After Mitigation:

] The net effect of the proposed action would be to "down zone" property, to

reduce the 1incentive to redevelop in residential areas, and to provide
small scale neighborhood-oriented commercial developments.
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POPULATION AND HOUSING

Impact:

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

] 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 employment capacity, the
Proposed Plan would result in a employment to population ratio of 0.59.
According to SCAG criteria this ratio reflects an "employment rich”
condition and would slightly exceed the 0.55 ratio considered to be
indicative of a jobs-housing balance.

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

palance in the Community Plan area.

Net Effect After Mitigationm:

° Jobs-Housing balance within Hollywood 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. [n comparison, 36
intersections would operate at LOS F due to the Current Plan.

Mitigation:

(] Prepare a Transportation Specific Plan to [mpiement 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. '

o Transportation Systems Management and Transportation Demand Management

plans should be developed and implemented for large scale commercial
developments and employers in the Community Pian area.
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Future office development in the Redevelopment 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 implement major
street system improvements in excess of improvements feasible within
existing rights-of-way.

Net Effect After Mitigation:

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 classifications in
the Circulation Element, 13 of the 39 intersections would operate at LOS
F.

AESTHETICS AND URBAN DESIGN

Impacts:

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

Mitigation:

. 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
Overliay Zone (HPOZ).

- Development Standards for all land uses addressing street trees.

- Commercial Development Standards (parking, screening, landscaping,
access, etc.)

- Residential Development Standards, addressing hillside areas and
multi-family housing (setbacks, lot <coverage, dedications, open
space, etc.).

- Neighborhoaod Plans and Improvement Districts. The Proposgsed Plan
should allow for specific standards on a neighborhood basis for both
commercial and residential areas.

Net Effect After Mitigation:

Preservation and enhancement of neighborhood environmental quality in
Hol lywood.
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PUBLIC SERVICES

Impact:

schoels - The Proposed Plan would generate a {3 percent increase in
students. In comparison, the Current Plan would generate a 114 percent
increase in students.

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

0 Fire Protection - The Proposed Plan would resuit 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

o Schools - Expand facilities on current sites. Allow residential
development only in areas where there is remaining enrol lment 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 - Acceptabie level of service provided.
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AIR QUALITY

Impact:

. Short-tera construction-related emissions ;nticipated on a project basis.
. Long-term increase in stationary emissions.

® Long-term 1increase in vehicular emissions. For carbon monoxide, the

Proposed Plan would result in 57 percent reduction in potential emissions
when compared to the Current Plan.

Mitigation:

e Construction-related emissions to be reduced through implementation of
dust control measures such as wetting.

] laplementation of the Transportation Specific Plan discussed above,

Net Effect After Mitigation:

e Although emissions would increase above existing levels due to the
Proposed Plan, the Proposed Plan would represent a significant reduction

in potential development and associated trip generation in the Community
Plan area and would have a beneficial impact.

NOISE

lapact:

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

° Vith the Proposed Plan, traffic-related noise levels would exceed City

standards at 22 of the 28 locations studied. In comparison, the Current
Plan would result in unacceptable noise at 27 of the 28 locations studied.

Mitigation:

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

) Development standards for residential shouid address site plans and
building layouts to minimize noise impacts.

] For stationary nolise sources, adjacent properties should be adequately
buf fered, including use of walls and earth berms.
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Net Effect After 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
development standards would substantially reduce noise impacts.

ENERGY AND UTILITIES

lapact:

Sewer/VWastewater - Compared to existing levels, the Proposed Plan would
increase wastewater generation by S million gallons/day (mgd) at build-
ocut (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
87! miilion kilowatt hours annually (a 37 percent increase over existing
consumption). In comparison, 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 1is higher for the Community Plan area than the consumptian
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
billion cubic feet (a 19 percent increase over existing consumption). The
Current Plan would result in the consumption of 11.5 billion cubic feet.

Mitigation

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 shouid be
consistent with SCAG growth forecast.

10
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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 aiso 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 1982. Thus, mitigation
of plan area solid waste impacts must address new landfills or
alternatives.

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

Urban Water Management Plan,

Electricity and Natural Gas - No mitigation required.

Net Effect After Mitigation

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

EARTH

Impact:

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

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

Mitigation:

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

. Require that all projects wuse the practices identified in the Department

of City Planning's "Planning Guidelines Grading Manuai."

11
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DRAINAGE

Impact:

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

Mitigation:

) 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 tc acceptable levels.

NATURAL RESQURCES

Iapact:
[ No impacts anticipated.

PLANT AND ANIMAL LIFE

Impact: 7
[ Thé Proposed Plan would continue to permit hillside development, and as a -
result undeveloped and natural areas containing local habitat would be
removed.
Mitigation: ¢
* Compliance with grading regulations and use of "unitized" grading ‘-

procedures to reduce impacts on remaining natural areas.
Net Effect After Mitigation:

. Unavoidable adverse effect on hillside habitat areas.

12
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HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impact:

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

Mitigation:

An historic and architectural survey of the Plan revision area should be
prepared. Based on the findings of the survey, specific plans and/or
Historic Preservation Overlay Zones should be adopted. Also. the
designation of individual structures as 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 of the Ho!llywood Community Plan area,

13
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION!
3.1 LOCATION AND BOUNDARIES

The Hollywood Community Plan area is located west of Pasadena and downtown Las
Angeles, and south of 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. O0On the west, it is
bordered by Cahuenga Boulevard, Mulholland Drive, Laurel Canyon Boulevard and a
line running at a southwest tangent from Laurel Canyon Boulevard.

3.2 PURPOSE OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN

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

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

Everything e2lse 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 reccmmend "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 1in 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 wuse 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.

t, This chapter summarizes the key elements of the Plan revision proposal,
prepared by Gruen Associates. For additional details please refer to the
Hollywood Community Plan Revision Background Report available from the
Department of City Planning, City Hall, Room 505.

14
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Figure 1
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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 2zone change will be
considered and may be granted upon request by the property owner.! 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,
libraries, 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-
this time: .

1. 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, wunti] the recently adopted Beverly Hills
Freeway Deletion Area and Highland-Cahuenga Area Plan amendments, the Plan
had not been updated. Until now, no comprehensive update was undertaken.

2. The City 1is under a court order to briné its General Plan and zoning into
conformance by March 1988.

!  For example, 1if the current zoning on a lot is residential and the
Proposed Plan designation is commercial, or {f 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 adverse
environmental impacts of the proposed project.

16
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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 GEOGRAPHIC AREAS COVERED BY THE PROPOSED PLAN REVISION

The Hollywood Community Plan Area is shown in Figure 2. The Pian Revision
proposes changes in land use designations in all parts of 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 recently

adopted Redevelopment Plan, the Redevelopment Plan is incliuded in the
evajuation 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
community-wide transportation system work. (refer to APPENDIX B).

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

3.5 OBJECTIVES OF THE PLAN REVISION

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

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

] Enough additional community-serving retail and services outside the
Redevelopment Area to serve that additional population;
) Enough additional community and regional-serving office 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 singie-family houses or mostly duplexes or mostly
apartment buildings).

17
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3. To provide commercial uses to serve the Hollywood residential coamunity in
a logical land wuse pattern that 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, 1like 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 improvements and faciliities
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 [l, Low I and Low 1!
plan categories), 6 percent to duplexes (Low Medium 1), 16.7 percent to low
density apartments or townhouses (Low Medium [!), 11.7 percent to medium
density apartments, 0.3 percent to high medium density apartments (located
only in the Highland-Cahuenga Corridor Area just north of downtown Hollywood),
and none to high or very high density apartments. In contrast, the Current
Plan devotes only 3.5 percent of residential land to duplexes and low density
apartments, 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 1is defined here as the population resulting from the maximum
development permitted for a given land use category.

19
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TABLE 1/a/

PROPOSED LAND USE CATEGORIES AND DISTRIBUTION

Units per
Plan Category Corresponding Zone Gross Acre Acres

Minimum Al, A2, RE40 .5 to 1 928
Very Low | RE20, RA 1+ to 2 -

Very Low I RE1S5, RE1l 2+ to 3 1,668
Low | RE9S 3+ to 5 451
Low |1 R1, RS, RD6 S+ to 7 2,370
Low Medium | R2, RDS5, RD4, RD3 7+ to 12 456
Low Medium [l RDt.5, RD2 12+ to 24 889
Medium R3 24+ to 40 830
High Medium R4 40+ to 60 23
High R4 60+ to 80 -

Very High RS 80+ -

RESIDENTIAL SUBTOTAL 7,615
Recreation and Schools 4,228
Other Public Uses 341
Open Space/Freeway 956
OPEN SPACE/PUBLIC SUBTOTAL 5,525
Limited Commercial 50
Highway Oriented Commercial B 235
Neighborhood Oriented Commercial 331
Community Commercial 68
Manufacturing (CM, LTDM, LTD) 244
NON-RESIDENTIAL SUBTOTAL 928
GRAND TOTAL 14,068

/a/ Does not include the Hollywood Redevelopment Area.

Source: Gruen Associates.
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Gross Density

Table 2
SUMMARY OF RESIDENTIAL PLAN/ZONING DESIGNATIONS
FOR THE HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION AREA

Plan (Units/ I (,orresaondmg Hou%ng 4

Designation Gross Acre’) Zoning Type Illustrative Development

Minimum 05-1 RE40 SFD5 1 house on a minimum 40,000 square foot (1 acre) lot.

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

Very Low Il 2-3 RE11, RE15 SFD 1 house on a minimum 15,000 square foot lot (RE15) or
1 house on a minimum 11,000 square foot lot (RE11).

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

Low II 5-17 R1, RS, SFD 1 house on a minimum 7,500 square foot lot (RS) or
1 house on a minium 7,500 square foot lot.

L.ow Medium 1 7-12 R2, RDS, Duplex 2 houses or a duplex on a 5,000 square foot lot.

‘ RD4, RD3
Low Medium II 12 -24 RD1.5,RD2  Multiple 1 housing unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area (RD1.5): 4
- or 5 units on a 6,000 square foot lot or 10 units on a

15,000 square foot lot (2 stories with suface parking or 2
stories over 1 level of parking).

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).

1. Gross acreage includes streets.

2. Bold type indicates most common choice of zones f()r each land use category in Hollywood.

3.

areas the height limit may be futher reduced to 30 feet.

4. Density bonuses for 25% low- and moderate-income housing would permit a 25% increase in units in the Low
Medium I and Medium categories.

5. SED = Single Family Detached.

Source: Gruen Associates

45 foot height limit applies to all residentially zoned land outside the Redevelopment Area in Hollywood; in certain
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Figure 4 shows the proposed nonresidential land uses. Of the total land area
devoted to commercial wuses, 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 of the Community Plan recommends that specific development
standards be adopted as part of the zoning code for each commercial category.
The intent of the development standards is to achieve the following general
development character for each area:

s 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 & 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 sgtreet, 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 drive 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.!

‘. 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 Ilot 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

Potential
Community Corres-
Plan pondilig Permitted
Designation Zones Floor Area
Limited CR, C1,
Commercial CL5,P 0.5 x lot area
Highway- Ci1,C2,
Oriented P 0.5 x lot area
Commercial
Neighborhood- Cl, C2,
Oriented C4,P 1.0 X lot area
Commercial
Community C2, C4, 3.0 x lot area
Commercial CR, P, PB
Commercial CM, P 1.5 x lot area
Manufacturing
Limited M1, MR1, 1.5 x lot area
Manufacturing P, PB
1 Bold type indicates most common corresponding zone.

Source: Gruen Associates

Ilustrative Devélopment

CR - Professional offices with ground floor retail
Cl1, C1.5 - Neighborhood-serving retail and services
P - Parking ,

Supermarkets, highway-oriented retail convenience

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

Pedestrian-oriented neighborhood retail shops and

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

Hospitals and related facilities; Plan intent

is to encourage tetail on ground floor
along Vermont and Sunset.

Mix of commercial and light industrial uses.

Motion picture production facilities,
parking structures.
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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. Build-out of the Praoposed Plan, which achieves the objective
of accommodating only the year 2010 population projection plus a 1S percent
capacity buffer, represents a 26 percent increase in housing wunits for the
entire Community Plan area, compared with an increase in excess of 89 percent
permitted by the Current Plan plus the adopted Redevelopment Plan area.

In order to reduce the Plan capacity from over 180,000 units permitted by the
Current Plan to 120,000 wunits, 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 wunits 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
aJlow the neighborhood to achieve a consistent overall building character,
would not allow the additional units needed for the year 2010, and would create
an excessive number of nonconforming uses.!

! Because so much of Hollywood was previobsly zoned for maximum densities
i.e., R4 and RS 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. [n order to eliminate all nonconforming uses, it would be

necessary to zone most of the community south of the Hollywood Hills Ré4; the
result would be about twice as many housing units as the Current Plan permits
and a corresponding increase in traffic. Since the traffic generated by build-
out of the Current Plan is already impossible to accommodate, as shown in
Figure S-2, a further increase would only make conditions more unmanageable.

The Proposed Plan does eliminate the nonconforming status of most single-family
houses in the Hollywood Hills. The Current Plan shows most lots in the hills
at Very Low densities. However, the majority of those areas are already built

at Low | and Low Il densities and/or have been subdivided at those densities.
The Propaosed 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 = Build-out
Housing Units
Redevelopment Area 16,000 +13,000 29,000
Revision Area 81,000 +12,000 93, 000
Total 87,000 +25,000 122,300
Population
Redevelopment Area 34,000 +39, 000 73,000
Revision Area © 170,000 +29,000 189,000
Total 204,000 +68, 000 272 000
Commercial Development in Milljons of Square Feet
Redevelopment Area 12 +22 34/b/
Revision Area 12 + 7 19
Total 24 +29 53
Industrial] Development in Millions of Square Feet
Redevelopment Area 3 + 2 5
Revision Area 5 + 7 12
Total 8 + 9 17

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

/b/ Assumes "practical build-out" as defined by the Community Redevelopment
Agency (CRA). 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 {s 25
percent or Jless 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 with the Redevelopment Plan. 2)Redevelopment would not
occur if a) the existing buildings are of historical or architectural
signitficance, 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 duplexes today, it was designated Low
Medium | (LM1) which allows duplexes. It was not designated Low Il (L2) which
permits only single-family houses.  Nor was it designated Low Medium [l (LM2)
or Medium (Med) which would allow complete redevelopment and would result in
more housing units than are needed for the year 2010.

Nonresidential Deveiopment 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 million square feet.
This additional development is estimated to be just enough additional retail
sales and services to serve the added population, assuming that 15 to 20
percent of the commercial development in the Redevelopment Area which currently
provides community service will be replaced by regional serving uses.

The Proposed Plan would permit the medical center to double in size from an
estimated 1.85 million 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 1in 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 the Santa Monica Mountains. It includes the Hollywood Hills, as well as
highly wurbanized 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), Ilocated 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 {s located within the South Coast Air Basin
(5CAB). The South Coast Air Basin is a 6,600-square mile basin encompassing
all 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 T"attainment"™ or "non-attainment"
areas, for pollutants such as carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide (S02), nitrogen
oxides (N02), ozone (03) , hydrocarbons (HC), total suspended particulates
(TSP) and 1lead (Pb), based on whether the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) are being met or not. The Plan Revision area 1is located in
the Los Angeles County sub-area of the South Coast Air Basin. Los Angeles
County is designated a non-attainment area for 03, CO, N02, and TSP; the County
is classified as an attainment area for S$S02.

Overall growth and development for the region encompassing the Hollywood
Community Plan area is guided by the population, housing and employment
faorecast prepared by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).
The SCAG 82 modified projections, as they are knpwn, are utilized as the base
for other regional plans that affect the Plan area such as the Air Quality
Management Plan and the Regional Transportation Plan . Other applicable plans
which encompass the Plan revision area include:

Regional Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Basin

Urban Water Management Plan

Los Angeles County General Plan

Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Plan

Elements of the City of Los Angeles General Plan (Housing, Conservation,
Seismic, 0Open 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:

Natural Resources
Cultural and Historic Resources
Plant and Animal Life

] Land Use

o Popuiation and Housing
() Traffic and Circulation
®° Urban Design

® Public Services

. Air Quality

] Noise

. Earth

° Energy and Utiiities

) Drainage

®

.

'

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

5.1 LAND USE
Existing Conditions

The Current Hollywood Community Plan was approved by the City Council in
September 1973 after several years of study. The northern part of the area
has been designated for recreation and other public land uses, as well as open
space. Much of northwest section has been designated for minimum or very low
density housing. The southern section has been designated for more intensive

development. These include low to very high density housing, and commercial -
and industrial uses. The Plan enumerates policies for commerce, housing and
industry. Also discussed are specific programs for public improvements,
circulation, and 2zoning actions. The Current Plan provides for residential

densities ranging from 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, v

Since the adoption of the plan, rea! 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 2zoning. 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 of new larger buildings on existing lower density
properties, the removal of architecturally or historically significant
buildings, among other impacts.

Environmental Effects

One of the major objectives of, the plan revision process was to bring the
population and employment capacities of the Plan area into line with SCAG
growth projections for 2010 for approximately 219,000 persons and 107,000 jobs.
To accomplish these development levels, "down zoning"™ is 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 allowing for some growth potential.
Table 5 compares the Current Plan with the Proposed Plan. It shows that the
primary effect of the Proposed Plan would be to eliminate the High and Very
High residential density categories (60 dwelling units per acre or greater) as
well as greatly reduce the acreage devoted to the High Medium category (40 to
60 dweliling units per acre). The Proposed Plan also entails a substantial shift
from the Very Low residential density categories to the Low | and Low i1
categories, generaily to reflect existing conditions.

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

Proposed Current

Units per Plan Plan
Plan Category Corresponding Zone Gross Acre Acres Acres/b/
Minimum Al, A2, RE4O .5 to 1 928 1,084
Very Low | RE20, RA 1+ to 2 - -
Very Low 11l RE15, RE11l 2+ to 3 1,668 3,878»
Low I REQ 3+ to 5 451
Low [! R1, RS, RD6 5+ to 7 2,370 1,120%
Low Medium I R2, RDS, RD4, RD3 7+ to 12 456
Low Medium [1 RD!.5, RD2 12+ to 24 889 293+
Medium R3 24+ to 40 830 1,284
High Medium R4 40+ to 60 23 307
High Ra 60+ to 80 - 357
Very High RS 80+ - 88
TOTAL 7,615 8,408

/a/ Daes not include the Hollywood Redevelopment Area.
/b/ Includes recent amendments to the Pilan.
#In the 1973 Plan, distinctions between | and !I were not made.

32

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter



LHIVIIATTIVHYWUUU WUl Wi VUGl Wil GALL. T

6 6004007394

Changes in Non-residential Categories: Table 6 compares the Proposed Plan with
the Current with respect to commercial 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 108 acres (a 10 percent reduction).
However, substantially reduced floor to area ratios in all categories woulid
reduce the development potential by 69 percent (a reduction of 70.4 million
square feet), when compared to the Current Plan. The reduction in 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.(Millions)
Proposed Current Proposed Current
Category Plan Plan Plan/b/ Plan/¢/
Limited Commercial 50 - 0.8 -
Highway Oriented Coammercial 235 294 3.8 28.8
Neighborhood Office Commercial 331 236 10.8 23.1
Community Commercial 68 179 3.7 17.5
Manufacturing/d/ 244 327 11.9 32.0
TOTAL 928 1,036 31.0 101.4

Source: Gruen Associates

/a/ Does not inciude the Redevelopment Area.

/b/ Square Feet based on the following floor area ratios: Highway Oriented =
FAR 0.5:1, Limited Commercial = FAR 0.5:!, Neighborhood Office = FAR 0.75:1 for
retail and FAR 0.25:1 for office, Community Commercial = FAR 3:!, Manufacturing
categories = FAR 1.5:1.

/c/ Assumes an FAR 3:1 for non-residential uses.

/d/ Includes commercial-manufacturing, limited manufacturing and light
manufacturing categories.

Mitigation Measures

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

Existing Conditions

1887 FEstimate: Based on building permit activity, Gruen Associates has
estimated that the 1887 Plan area population is 204,000 persons; 170,000
persons are thought to reside in the Plan revigion 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 estimated 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 1in the addition of approximately 12,000
dwellings above 1987 levelis. 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 of 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
density 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.! For the revision area,
Table 8 illustrates the ratio for the Proposed and Current Plan.

', See California Department of Housing and Community Development, [ssue
Paper "Jobs-Housing Balance", December 1887, page 5.
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TABLE 7
HOUSING UNITS AND POPULATION COMPARI!SON
(in thousands)

Existing/a/ Current Plan/b/ Proposed Plan
Revision Entire Revision Entire Revision Entire
Area Plan Area Area Plan Area Area Plan Area
Singie Family 18 19 21 21 21 21
Multi-Family 63 78 133 162 72 104
TOTAL UNITS 81 97 154 183 93 122
POPULATION 170 204 389 462 198 272

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

TABLE 8
JOBS-HOUSING BALANCE

Proposed Plan (Revision Area Only)

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

Current Plan (Revision Area Only)

Employment 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/a/
Population Capacity =272,000 persons
Employment/Population = 0.59 (job-rich)

Current Plan (Entire Plan Area)

Employment Capacity 329,000 jobssa/
Population Capacity 462,000 persons
Employment/Population = 0.71 (job-rich)

/a/ 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-0.33
(indicative of too much housing) while the Current Plan would result in a ratio
0.60 (indicative of too many jobs in relation to housing). 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).!
In contrast, the imbalance is further exaggerated under the Current Plan, where
the ratio would shift te 0.71. In both of these cases, non-residential
development levels would need to be scaled back to achieve a jobs-housing

balance in the Hollywood Community Plan area.

Mitigation Measures

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

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

!. The Redevelopment Area employment estimate assumes approximately 20
million s.f. of office, 14 wmillion s.f. of retail and S million s.f. of
industrial.
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Street/Segment

MULHOLLAND DR
Laurel Canyon-Cahuenga
LOS FELIZ BLVD
Western-Vermont
Vermont-Riverside
FRANKLIN AVE
Gardner-La Brea
La Brea-Highland
Highland-Wilcox
Wilcox-Normandie
Normandie-St George
ST GEORGE ST
Franklin-Rowena
HOLLYWOOD BLVD
Laurel Canyon-La Brea
La Brea-Sunset
SUNSET BLVD
La Cienega-Kings
Kings-Wilton
Wilton-Santa Monica
FOUNTAIN AVE
La Cienega-Fairfax
Fairfax-Orange
Orange-Bronson

LA MIRADA AVE (Fountain Ave jog)

Bfonson-Van Ness
FOUNTAIN AVE

Van Ness-St Andrews

St Andrews-Western

Western-Sunset

Sunset-Hyperion
SANTA MONICA BLVD

La Cienega-Sweetzer

Sweetzer-La Brea

La Brea-Highland

KHighland-Wilcox

Wilcox-Gower

Gower-Sunset

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter

TABLE 9

STREET SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

Existing Through Lanes

1973 CP eeemeseecmcmecaeenooo-
Classification Off-Peak
Major 2
Secondary 4
Major 4
Secondary 2
Secondary 4
Secondary 2
Secondary 4
Secondary 2
Secondary 2
Major 2
Major 4
Major 4
Major 4
Major 4
Secondary 2
Secondary 4
Secondary 2
Secondary 2
Secondary 2
Secondary 4
Secondary 2
Secondary 4
Major 4
Major 4
Major 4
Major 4
Major 4
Major 4
41
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1973 cpP

Street/Segment Classification
MYRA AVE

Santa Monica-Sunset Major
MELROSE AVE

La Cienega-La Brea Secondary

La Brea-Citrus Secondary

Citrus-Normandie Secondary

Normandie-Alexandria Secondary

Alexandria-Hoover Secondary
NORTH/SOUTH STREETS
LA CIENEGA BLVD

Melrose-Santa Monica Major

Santa Monica-Sunset Secondary
CRESCENT HEIGTS BLVD

Rosewood-Santa Monica Secondary

Santa Monica-Sunset Major
LAUREL CANYON -BLVD

Sunset-Hol lywood Secondary

Hol lywood-Mt Olympus Secondary

Mt Olympus-Mulholland Secondary
FAIRFAX AVE

Rosewood-Melrose Major

Melrose-Santa Monica Major

Santa Monica-Hol lywood Major
MARTEL AVE

Rosewood-Melrose Secondary
VISTA ST

Melrose-Santa Monica Secondary
GARDNER ST

Santa Monica-Fountain Secondary

Fountain-Franklin Secondary
LA BREA AVE

Rosewood-Hol L ywood Major

Hol lywood-Frankl in Secondary
HIGHLAND AVE

Rosewood-Melrose Major

Melrose-Sunset Major

Sunset-Franklin (west) Major

Franklin (west)-Franklin (east) Major

Franklin (east)-0Odin Major

TABLE 9 (continued)

STREET SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

Existing Through Lanes

Off-Peak Peak Notes

4 4

4 4

3 4 (9)

2 3 (10)

4 4

2 A 1

4 4
4

2 3 (3

4 .
4 .
3 (6)

2 2 .

1 b

4 4

6 .

4 4

2 2

2 2

4

2 2

4 6 (@D

4 4

4 4

4 6 M

5 7 (%)

7 7 (&%)

6 7 %)
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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 .
Franklin-0din
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-Hol l ywood
Hollywood-Franklin
BRONSON AVE
Santa Monica-Franklin
WILTON PL
Melrose-Franklin
WESTERN AVE
Melrose-Franklin
NORMANDIE 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

‘TABLE 9 (continued)

STREET SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

1973 cp
Classification

Major

Major

Major
Secondary

Secondary

Secondary
Major

Local
Local
Local
Local

Major

Secondary
Secondary

Secondary

Secondary

Major

Secondary
Secondary

Major
Major
Secondary

Secondary

Secondary
Secondary

Secondary

Existing Through Lanes

»

N - W

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exﬁgits to Comment Letter

»

N = N W

7N

8)
13)
(13)
(13>

Qb

(12)

Qb



LHVHOA Hollywood Center DEIR comments with exh.pdf

6 6

00400803

TABLE 9 (continued)

STREET SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

Existing Through Lanes

1973 CP eeeeeieea

Street/Segment Classification Off-Peak Peak Notes
GRIFFITH PARK BLVD

Hyperion-Los feliz Secondary 2 2
ROWENA AVE

Los Feliz-Hyperion Secondary . 2 2

Hyperion-Glendale Secondary 4
RIVERSIDE DR

Glendale-Los Feliz Major 4 ) 4
Notes:

12.

13.

Peak parking restrictions in both directions during both peak periods (various locations).
Los Feliz peak parking restrictions: WB during morning peak and EB during evening peak
(Vermont-Riverside).
Crescent Heights peak parking restrictions: NB during morning peak and S8 during evening
peak (Rosewood-Santa Monica).
Highland reversible lane sections operate as follows:

: off-Pk AM Pk PM Pk

NB SB NB SB NB SB
Sunset-franklin (west) 2 3 33 4 3
Franklin (west)-Franklin (east) 3 4> 3 4 4 3%
Franklin (east)-odin 33 3 4 4 3

* includes long southbound right-turn lane to Franklin.
Fountain lanes: number of lanes varies, portions are two-lane (Fairfax-Orange).
Laurel Canyon lanes: 1 lane NB, 2 lanes $B (Kol lywood-Mt Olympus).
Cahuenga West lanes: 1 lane NB, 3 lanes SB (Highland-SB Off Ramp); 1 lane NB, 2 lanes $B
(Mulhol land-Barham).
Cahuenga East lanes: 2 lanes NB, 1 lane SB (Odin-Pilgrimage Bridge).
Melrose lanes: 1 tane EB, 2 lanes WB during off-peak periods (La Brea-Citrus).
Melrose peak parking restrictions: WB during morning and evening (Citrus-Normandie).
Hollywood peak parking restrictions: EB and W8 during evening peak only (Laurel
Canyon-La Brea).
Normandie peak parking restrictions: SB during morning peak and NB during evening peak
(Melrose-Santa Monica).
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 of service (LOS) A to
overloaded conditions at LOS F. LOS C is the level of operation typically used
as a design standard, while LOS D is typically considered to be acceptable for
urban street systems. Level of service definitions for signalized
intersections are provided in Table 10.! 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 D during the morning peak period, while 11 intersections are
currently operating at an unacceptable level of service and 13 are currently
operating at LOS 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 of
Los Angeles for 18986 and 1987, and 1986 daily volumes on the Hollywood and
Golden State Freeways were obtained from Caltrans. Figure 8 illustrates the
existing daily traftic volumes on the street and highway network in the Hol-
lywood area.

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

'!. The "Intersection Capacity Utilization” method of intersection capacity
analysis was used to determine the intersection volume/capacity (v/c) ratio and
corresponding Jevel of service 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 physicai and
operational characteristics of the street, The existing traffic volumes were
compared to the estimated capacities to develop v/c ratios for the various
highway segments throughout the area.
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TABLE 10

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS

Level of Volume/Capacity
Service Ratio

A 0.00 - 0.60

B 0.61 - 0.70

C 0.71 - 0.80

D 0.81 - 0.90

E 0.91 - 1.00

F 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 wutilized; . many
drivers begin to feel somewhat
restricted within groups of
vehicles.

G0OD. Occasionally drivers may
have to wait through more than one
red 1light; 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 Tlines, preventing
excessive backups.

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

FAILURE. Backups from nearby loca-
tions or on cross streets may
restrict or prevent movement of
vehicles out of the intersection
approaches. Tremendous delays with
continuously increasing queue
lengths.
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PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
EXISTING CONDITIONS

TABLE 11

Intersection

Melrose Ave
Melrose Ave
Melrose Ave
Melrose Ave
Santa Monica
Santa Monica
Santa Monica
Santa Monica
Santa Monica
Santa Monica

& Fairfax Ave

& La Brea Ave

& RHighltand Ave

& Western Ave
Bl & Highland Ave
Bl & Vine St
Bl & Western Ave
Bl & vermont Ave

Bl & Myra Ave/Hoover St

Bl & Sunset Bl

Fountain Ave & Highland Ave

Fountain Ave
Fountain Ave
Fountain Ave
Sunset Bl &
Sunset Bl
Sunset Bl
Sunset Bl
Sunset Bl
Sunset Bl
Sunset 8l
Sunset Bl
Sunset BL
Sunset Bl
Hollywood Bl
Hol lywood 81
Hol lywood Bl
Hol lywood Bl
Hollywood Bl
Hol lywood BL
Hol lywood Bl
Hol lywood Bl
Franklin Ave
Franklin Ave
Franklin Ave
Franklin Ave
Los Feliz Bl
Los Feliz Bl
Los Feliz 8l

RO Qo RO R0 RO RO RO RO

[

& Vine St
& Western Ave
& Vermont Ave

Crescent Hgts/Laurel Cyn

Fairfax Ave

La Brea Ave

Highland Ave

Vine St

Gower St

Western Ave

Normandie Ave

Vermont Ave

Hollywood BL/Hillhurst
& Fairfax Ave

La Brea Ave
Highltand Ave
Cahuenga Bl

Vine St

Bronson Ave

Western Ave

Vermont Ave

(West) & Highland Ave
(East) & Highland Ave
& Western Ave

& Vermont Ave

& Vermont Ave

& Hillhurst Ave

& Riverside Dr

R0 R0 RO Qo R0 2 RO

St
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AM Peak Hour

TAREGR
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.46
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.69
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.78

.57

.45
.93
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PM Peak Hour

v/C LOS
0.87 D
0.93 E
1.03 F
0.99 E
1.00 E/F
0.97 E
0.89 D
0.65 B
0.79 c
0.69 B8
1.07 F
0.84 )
0.78 c
0.65 B
0.94 E
0.87 )
0.87 0
0.83 ]
0.82 D
0.87 D
0.97 E
0.82 D
0.85 D
0.99 E
0.67 8
0.76 c
0.74 c
0.87 D
0.74 c
0.69 ]
0.75 o
0.57 A
1.03 F
0.76 c
0.72 c
0.92 E
0.89 D
0.83 0
0.77 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 Angeies, 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 1is 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 wusage 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
Hollywood Community Plan study area. Population and employment projections
were used to determine the generation of vehicle trips within the study area,
which is presented in Table 13. As can be seen, the Build-out of the 1973
Hollywood Community Plan generates 209% more evening peak period trips and 227%
more daily trips than are currently generated. 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 S0% more
daily trips than are currently generated.

Traffic forecasts were produced for each of the alternative development
scenarios. While the wexisting 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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EVENING PEAK PERIOD THROUGH TRIP ANALYSIS

TABLE 12

EXISTING CONDITIONS (ESTIMATED)

La Cienega at Sunset
Fairfax at Sunset

La Brea at Sunset
Highland at Sunset
Vine at Sunset
Western at Sunset
Vermont at Sunset

Franklin at Highland
Hollywood at Highland
Sunset at Highland

Santa Monica at Highland
Melrose at Highland

Los Feliz at Vermont
Franklin at Vermont
Hollywood at Vermont
Sunset at Vermont

Santa Monica at Vermont
Melrose at Highland

Notes:
* Regional traffic =

Regional
Traffic *

47%
35%
29%
37%
24%
12%
10%

35%
25%
29%
14%
12%

15%

5%
37%
14%
36%
47%

Local
Traffic **

53%
65%
71%
63%
76%
88%
90%

65%
75%
71%
86%
88%

85%
95%
63%
86%
64%
53%

vehicle trips with both origin and destination

outside of the Hollywood Community or Redevelopment Plan areas.
** TLocal 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

Alternative In
Existing 56,510
1973 CP Buildout 151,450
Alternative 1 101,540
Proposed Plan 82,640
Note

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

47,640

86,210

62,250

56,770

104,150

237,660

163,790

139,410

PM Peak Period

121,010
346,230
205,580

168,840

126,590
418,980
250,870

197,380

247,600

765,210

456,450

366,220

932,630

3,045,640

1,754,480

1,395,130

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

full buildout of the Redevelopment Plan.

ALl trip projections rounded to nearest 10 vehicle trips.
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TABLE 14

1873 CQMHUN[TY PLAN STREET STANDARDS

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

Major Highway 100 to 104 80 to 84 , 6
Secondary 86 66 4
Collector 64 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 westimated 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 186.
The calculated v/c ratios from the traffic forecasts were used to identify the
street segments which are projected to experience poor levels of service, E and
F, during the evening peak period. The street segment levels of service for
each of the land use alternatives are presented in Figures 10 through 12.

Current Plan 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 al] of the streets in the core of the Hollywood business district
projected to have v/c ratios greater than 1.20. As can be seen in Figure 10,
the street segments that are expected to experience extreme congestion, with
v/c ratios greater than 1.20, include the entire lengths of Franklin Avenue and
Fountain Avenue; the majority of Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard; and
the segments of Highland Avenue, Wilcox Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard, Wilton
Place, Western Avenue, Normandie Avenue and Vermont Avenue between Fountain
Avenue and Franklin Avenue. The complete failure of this land use alternative
to function on the build-out network is significant, since it implies that the
land usage and 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:

o Data indicates aggregate values from Hollywood Community Plan
o "% Change" indicates percent change from estimated existing conditions.

o

TABLE 15

TRAFFIC IMPACT INDICATORS FOR EVENING PEAK PERIOD

1,524,800 n/a

2,428,500 59.3%
2,064,600 35.4%
1,929,500 26.5%
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Average Speed

4.2

6.0

8.4

-67.4%

~53.5%

-34.9%
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39

Conditions Street Network
Intersection v/C Los v/C Los
Melrose Ave & Fairfax Ave 0.87 b} 1.12 F
Melrose Ave & La Brea Ave 0.93 E 1.52 F
Melrose Ave & Highland Ave 1.03 F 1.67 F
Melrose Ave & Western Ave 0.99 E 1.50 F
Santa Monica Bl & Highland Ave 1.00 E/F 1.74 F
Santa Monica Bl & Vine St 0.97 E 1.68 F
Santa Monica Bl & Western Ave 0.89 D 1.35 F
Santa Monica Bl & Vermont Ave . 0.65 B 1.27 F
Santa Monica Bl & Myra Ave/Hoover St 0.79 o 1.41 F
Santa Monica Bl & Sunset Bl 0.69 B 0.41 B
Fountain Ave & Highland Ave 1.07 F 1.74 F
Fountain Ave & Vine St 0.84 D 2.46 F
Fountain Ave & Western Ave 0.78 C 2.08 F
Fountain Ave & Vermont Ave 0.65 B 2.29 F
Sunset Bl & Crescent Hgts/Laurel Cyn 0.94 E 1.34 F
Sunset Bl & Fairfax Ave 0.87 0 1.17 F
Sunset Bl & La Brea Ave 0.87 D 1.29 F
Sunset Bl & Highland Ave 0.83 ) T .44 F
Sunset Bl & Vine St 0.82 D 1.49 F
Sunset Bl & Gower St 0.87 D 1.78 F
Sunset Bl & Western Ave 0.97 E © 2.47 F
Sunset Bl & Normandie Ave 0.82 D 2.46 F
Sunset Bl & vermont Ave 0.85 D 2.17 F
Sunset Bl & Hollywood Bl/Hilthurst St 0.99 E 2.01 F
Hol lywood Bl & Fairfax Ave 0.67 B 0.75 c
Hollywood BL & La Brea Ave 0.76 o 1.1 F
Hollywood Bl & Highland Ave 0.74 c 1.64 F
Hollywood Bl & Cahuenga Bl 0.87 D 1.97 F
Hollywood Bl & Vine St 0.74 c 1.90 "F
Hol lywood Bl & Bronson Ave 0.69 B 2.03 F
Hollywood Bl & Western Ave 0.75 c 1.12° F
Hollywood Bl & Vermont Ave 0.57 A 1.32 F
Franklin Ave (West) & Hightand Ave 1.03 F * *
Franklin Ave (East) & Highland Ave 0.76 c 2.12 F
Franklin Ave & Western Ave 0.72 c 2.09 F
Franklin Ave & Vermont Ave 0.92 E 1.72 F
Los Feliz Bl & Vermont Ave 0.89 D 1.16 F
Los Feliz Bl & Hillhurst Ave 0.83 D 1.17 F
Los Feliz Bl & Riverside Dr 0.77 c 1.52 F

TABLE 16

PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

FOR COMMUNITY PLAN LAND USE ALTERNATIVES

1973 CP Buildout
Existing with Buildout of

Alternative 1 on
Existing Network

b B cd ed b e e O A e A ) b ed O = ad b a3 e D mA D A d od a2 OO O — —
I T T T T . e v .

M M M M M M MmO MM M TM O OTM M O OTMm )M T M T T TTM TR TTIIOTM T M ™M O OMm MM Tm M M T m o oTm T

Proposed Plan on
Existing Network

M M M T M M M T M Tm MM MmO 9 Mmoot M T Tm

D/E

T M M M MM MmO M7 " MMM

* 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 Exist{ng Network: While 28 of the 39 intersections
are projected to operate at LOS F during the evening peak hour for this
alternative, the v/c ratios are much |ower than the v/c ratios for 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 v/c ratios greater than 1.20, they are isolated
cases immediately adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway and the Cahuenga Pass. As
can be seen in Figure 12, the street segments which are expected to experience
extreme congestion, with v/c ratios greater than 1.20, include portions of
Frankliin Avenue, Sunset Boulevard, Fountain Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard, Vine
Street, Gower 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 1is fairly widespread, the segments which are
projected to have a v/c ratio greater than 1.20 are primarily concentrated near
the Hollywood Freeway and the Cahuenga Pass.

As can be seen in Figure {1, the street segments that are expected to
experience extreme congestion, with v/¢ ratios greater than {.20, include the
Highland Avenue/Frankiin 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 vieinity 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 many locations within the
Hoilywood Community Pian area, a variety of alternative street and intersection
improvements have been evaluated. Development of the conceptual improvements
for this analysis included a review of previous recommendations for the
Hol lywood 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 1is likely to prove difficult, if
not impossible, throughout most of the Hollywood areal.
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The second improvement scenario, hereafter referred to as the "Bui ld-out
Improvement Scenario," presumes that each of the streets within the Hollywood
area is eventually widened to provide capacity commensurate with the street's
classification in the Community Plan. Many of the streets within Hollywood are
not currently constructed to the highway classification standards established
by the 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-of-way necessary to implement these widenings would

~ depend upon right-of-way dedications from redevelopment of adjacent parcels.

As such, the full level of improvements implicit in this scenario may not ever
be achieved. However, the scenario 1{s 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 1in the Constrained [mprovement
Scenario were developed in an attempt to maximize the potential capacity of the
existing street system in the Hollywood area. They are therefore based on the
following general guidelines:

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

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

° The improvements were developed 1in relation to the projected traffic

volumes under the Proposed Plan growth scenario.

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

Installation of ATSAC system throughout Hollywood area

TABLE 17

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

Location

PEAK PERIOD PARKING RESTRICTIONS

La Cienega

Crescent
Heights

Fairfax

Cahuenga

Cahuenga

Vine

Western

Normandie

Sunset

Santa Monica

Santa Monica to
Olympic

s/0 Santa Monica

Sunset to Pico

Franklin to freeway

freeway to Odin

Franklin to Melrose

Franklin to Venice

s/o freeway

Wilton to Hollywood

La Cienega to Hoover

Pavement
Width

70

varies

varies

na

na

70

60

na

70

60
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Number of Lanes
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Time

PM Pk

PM Pk

PM Pk

PM Pk

PM Pk

PM Pk

PM Pk

PM Pk

PM Pk

PM Pk

Direc-
tion

both

NB

both

both

both

both

SB

both

both

Comments

requires coordination with
Beverly Hills & West Hollywood

expénd existing restrictions
to include NB during PM peak;
requires coordination with

West Hollywood

requires coordination with

West Hol lywood

in conjunction w/1-way couplet

could be reversible operation
‘instead of parking restriction

10-foot lanes; would need
spot widening for left-turn

pockets

expand existing restrictions
to include SB during PM peak

extension of existing
restrictions eastward

10-foot lanes; would need
spot widening for left-turn
pockets; requires coordination

with West Hollywood

LAD

LAD

PBQ

LAD

4

o
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TABLE 17 (continued)

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

Pavement Number of Lanes
Width  ---ccvccccneccnnn. Time Direc-
Street Location (feet) Existing Improved Period tion Comments
ONE-WAY COUPLETS
Cahuenga/ Franklin to Melrose Ca: 56 Ca: 4 4 NB, ALl Day na requires parking restrictions
Wilcox We: 35 We: 2 3 sB on Wilcox (one side)
Wilton/ freeway to 3rd Wt: 40 Wt: 4 4 NB, All Day na requires parking restrictions
Van Ness VN: na WN: 2 4 SB on Van Ness; continuation of
parking restrictions on Wilton
REVERSIBLE OPERATIONS
Highland Sunset to Santa 70 ) 7 AM Pk S8 extension of existing rever-
Monica PM Pk NB sible operations southward;
use left-turn lane for
additional through lane
in peak direction
STREET WIDENINGS
Fountain Highland to Bronson, varies 2 4 ALl Day both
& Western to Sunset
Franklin . Hightand to Wilcox 38 2 4 AM & PM  both widen to 40 to 44 feet;
implement parking restrictions
during AM & PM peaks
Cahuenga East Odin to Barham varies 1-3 2-4 ALl Day N8
Barham Cahuenga to Forest na 4 6 ALl Day both includes widening US 101
Lawn overpass to 7 lanes as per
LA 5 year CIP
62
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TABLE 17 (continued)

CONCEPTUAL STREET SYSTEM [MPROVEMENTS FOR HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN
(CONSTRAINED IMPROVEMENT SCENARIOQ)

Pavement Number of Lanes
Width  ----e-cccemcoeonon Time Direc-
Street Location (feet) Existing Improved Period tion Comments
JOG IMPROVEMENTS OR ELIMINATIONS
Franklin at Hightand Hi: 70 Hi: 7 na Atl Day na 1. widen Franklin approaches &
Fr:38/44 Fr: 2/4 na Highland through jog area;
2. realign Franklin to
eliminate jog;
3. grade-separation (depress
Highland under Franklin)**
Fountain Bronson to Van Ness 40 2 4 All pay both realign Fountain between
Bronson & St Andrews to
eliminate jog; included in
LA 5 year CIP
LOCALIZED INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS
(see Table 10)
Notes:
Ca = Cahuenga Boulevard AM Pk = AM peak period
We = Wilcox Avenue PM Pk = PM peak period
Wt = Wilton Place NB = northbound

VN = Van Ness Avenue
Highland Avenue
Franklin Avenue

x
"

Fr =

* pPrevious recommendation:

$B = southbound

Previous
Recommen-
dation *

LADOT

1973 cP

LADOT &
1973 cp

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

to Councilman Mike Woo, June 2, 1987.

PBAD indicates recommended in Hollywood Circulation Study (Parsons Brinckerhof Quade & Douglas, 1985).
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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ATSAC. At present, LADOT is beginning to install ATSAC systems in various
areas throughout the City. Implementation of an ATSAC system in Hollywood
would provide more efficient and flexible control of traffic, thereby
increasing the carrying capacity of signalized intersections. LADOT
estimates that ATSAC systems 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
control.

Peak Period Parking Restrictions. New or expanded -peak period parking
restrictions are indicated for segments of La Cienega Boulevard, Crescent

" . Heights Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard, Vine Street,

Western Avenue, Normandie Avenue, Sunset Boulevard and Santa Monica Boule-
vard. The intent of these restrictions are to provide additional through
lanes during peak periods (similar to current restrictions along sections
of La Brea Avenue, Highland Avenue and Sunset Boulevard, among others).

Potential implementation issues would relate to the need to either accept

the Jloss of on-street parking spaces or replace the displaced spaces.
Furthermore, inadequate street widths along Western and Santa Monica would
necessitate spot widenings in order to continue to provide left-turn lanes
at major intersections.

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 wused along Highland
Avenue between Odin Street and Sunget Boulevard to provide reversible lane
operations during peak periods. Basically, the center left-turn lane is
used as an additional through lane in the peak direction (southbound in
the morning and northbound in the evening), with left-turns prohibited.
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 Avenue could be further developed as an
alternative east-west route by widening the existing two-lane segments to
provide four lanes. The two-iane section of Frankl!in 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.S5. 101 to seven lanes (included in the City of Los Angeles S
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Year Capital Improvement Program’, would combine to provide additional
capacity along an entire corridor from Melrase Avenue on the south to the
Universal City area and Burbank to the north.

¢ Jog Eliminations. The existing Fountain Avenue jog around Le Conte Junior
High School could be eliminated by realigning Fountain between Bronson
Avenue and St. Andrews Place (as included in the City of Los Angeles 5
Year Capital I[mprovement 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. eliminate or alleviate the
existing Franklin Avenue jog at Highland Avenue, ranging from: (1)
widening the Frankiin 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) reaiigning Franklin to eliminate the
jog ¢(as included in the 1973 Community Plan); to (3) grade-separation by
either depressing Highland Avenue through traffic below the Jjog area or
constructing a flyover for eastbound Franklin to northbound Highland left-
turning traffic.

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

‘Effectiveness.of Improvements

Projected traffic volumes for the Proposed Plan were reassigned to the street
system assuming implementation of the various conceptual improvements described
above. Table 19 presents the resulting levels of service at the 39 analyzed
intersections, while Figure {3 1illustrates 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 Propased Plan on the
existing network), while an additional 11 intersections are projected to
operate at LOS E. As indicated on Figure 13, a number of street segments would
still experience extreme congestion. However, sections of Vermont Avenue,
Western Avenue, Vine Street, Gower Street, Cahuenga Boulevard, Sunset
Boulevard, Fountain Avenue, ' Santa Monica Boulevard and Melrose Avenue are
projected to operate at much better conditions than under The Proposed Plan
without improvements (Figure 12).
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TABLE 18

CONCEPTUAL INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS FOR HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN

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

(CONSTRAINED IMPROVEMENT SCENARIO)

Improvement

no improvements suggested
no improvements suggested
no improvements suggested

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

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

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

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)

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

no improvements 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
restrict parking on Vine for additional through lanes during peak periods

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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14

15

19

20

21

22

3

24

25

26

27

28

29
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TABLE 18 (continued)

CONCEPTUAL INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS FOR HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN

Intersection

Fountain Ave & Vermont Ave

Sunset Bl

Sunset Bl

Sunset Bl

—

Sunset B

Sunset Bl

—_

Sunset 8

—_

Sunset B

Sunset 8l

Sunset Bl

Sunset 81

Hol lywood

Hol l ywood

Hol lywood

Kol lywood

Hol lywood

Hol lywood

& Crescent Hgts/Laurel Cyn

& Fairfax Ave

& La Brea Ave
& Highland Ave
& Vine St
& Gower St

& Western Ave

& Normandie Ave

& Vermont Ave

& Hollywood Bi/Hilthurst St
Bl & Fairfax Ave
Bl & La Brea Ave

Bl & Highland Ave
8l & Cahuenga Bl

BL & Vine St

Bl & Bronson Ave

(CONSTRAINED IMPROVEMENT SCENARIO)

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

restrict parking on Sunset for additional through lanes during peak periods

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

restripe eastbound Hollywood to allow through movements from right-turn lane
no improvements suggested
spot widen westbound Hollywood to provide dual left-turn lanes

restripe eastbound Hollywood to provide dual left-turn lanes
restripe westbound Hollywood to provide exclusive right-turn lane

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

restrict parking on Vine for additional through lanes during peak periods

no improvements suggested
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TABLE 18 (continued)
CONCEPTUAL INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS FOR HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN

(CONSTRAINED IMPROVEMENT SCENARIO)

>
n  Intersection Improvement

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

Hollywood Bl & Vermont Ave no improvements suggested
Franklin Ave (West) & Highland Ave grade-separate Highland through traffic
Franklin Ave (East) & Highland Ave grade-separate Highland through traffic

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

Franklin Ave & vermont Ave ' restripe eastbound Franklin to provide exclusive left-turn lane
Los Feliz Bl & vermont Ave no improvements suggested
Los Feliz Bl & Hillhurst Ave no improvements suggested
Los Feliz Bl & Riverside Dr no improvements suggested
‘es

Improvement in conjunction with street improvement listed on Tabte 9.
Improvement not justified under Alternative 2A with additional reductions in office employee trips
(as described in text).

B
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TABLE 19

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

Proposed Plan w/
Reduced Office
Trips/Constrained
Imprvmnt Scenario

Proposed Plan
with Constrained
Imprvmnt Scenario

Proposed Plan
with Buildout
Imprvmnt Scenario

Proposed Plan on
Existing Network

Intersection v/C LOS v/C Los v/C LOS v/C Los
Melrose Ave & Fairfax Ave 1.00 E/F 0.97 E 0.90 D/E 0.82 D
Melrose Ave & La Brea Ave 1.14 F 1.00 E/F 0.96 £ 1.01 F
Melrose Ave & Highland Ave 1.1 F 1.05 F 1.01 F 1.06 F
Melrose Ave & Western Ave 1.10 F 0.84 D 0.83 D 1.01 F
Santa Monica Bl & Highland Ave 1.80 F 1.07 F 1.07 F 1.22 F
Santa Monica Bl & Vine St 1.62 F 1.03 F 0.93 E 1.03 F
Santa Monica 8l & Western Ave 1.22 F 1.06 F 0.79 o 1.19 F
Santa Monica B8l & Vermont Ave 0.87 D 0.78 c 0.64 B8 0.73 o
Santa Monica 8l & Myra Ave/Hoover St 0.89 D 0.72 [ 0.62 B 0.61 8
Santa Monica Bl & Sunset Bl 0.68 B 0.67 B 0.66 ] 0.51 A
Fountain Ave & Highland Ave 1.38 F 0.98 E 0.81 D 1.1 F
Fountain Ave & Vine St 1.08 F 0.3 D 0.63 8 0.97 E
Fountain Ave & Western Ave 1.43 F 0.91 E 0.76 c 0.80 c/o
Fountain Ave & Vermont Ave 0.97 E 0.71 o 0.52 A 0.66 B
Sunset BL & Crescent Hgts/Laurel Cyn 1.07 F 0.82 b} 0.88 D 0.98 3
Sunset Bl & Fairfax Ave 1.09 F 0.93 13 0.73 o 0.88 0
Sunset Bl & La Brea Ave 1.28 F 1.37 F 0.89 D 1.08 F
Sunset Bl & Highland Ave 1.29 F 0.97 E 0.88 0 1.01 F
Sunset Bl & Vine St 1.02 F 1.04 F 0.86 D 1.15 F
Sunset Bl & Gower St 1.47 F 1.19 F 1.16 F 0.87 D
Sunset Bl & Western Ave 1.34 F 0.93 E 0.81 D 0.83 D
Sunset 8l & Normandie Ave 1.15 F - 0.93 E 0.81 D 0.70 B/C
Sunset Bl & Vermont Ave 1.07 F 0.88 D 0.88 b 0.§6 D
Sunset Bl & Hollywood Bl/Hillhurst St 1.12 3 0.85 0 0.90 D/E 0.86 D
Hollywood BL & Fairfax Ave 0.90 D/E 0.69 B 0.79 C 0.68 B
Hollywood 8L & La Brea Ave 1.29 F 1.29 F 1.07 F 0.94 E
Hollywood Bt & Highland Ave 1.27 F 1.00 E/F 0.93 E 1.10 F
Hol lywood Bl & Cahuenga Bl 2.07 F 1.14 F 1.02 F 1.17 F
Hollywood Bl & Vine St 1.08 F 1.07 F 1.01 F 0.88 D
Hollywood Bl & Bronson Ave 1.16 F 0.90 D/E 0.72 c 0.87 D
Hollywood Bl & Western Ave 0.92 E 0.79 [ 0.78 c 0.92 E
Hollywood Bl & Vermont Ave 0.81 D 0.70 B/C 0.55 A 0.64 8
fFranklin Ave (West) & Highland Ave 1.26 F 0.93 E 0.60 A/8 * *
Franklin Ave (East) & Highland Ave 0.99 E 0.55 A 0.50 A 1.62 F
Franktin Ave & Western Ave 1.12 F 0.68 B 0.74 [+ 0.72 o
Franklin Ave & Vermont Ave 1.33 F 1.09 F 0.85 D 0.66 B
Los Feliz BL & Vermont Ave 1.05 F 0.94 E 0.89 D 0.86 D
Los Feliz BL & Hillhurst Ave 0.95 E 0.87 D 0.76 o 0.80 c/b
Los Fetiz BL & Riverside Dr 0.87 D 0.79 c 0.80 c/0 0.79 c

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

These results indicate that constraining improvements to those feasible within
the existing street system would not provide sutficient capacity to accommodate
full build-out of both the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan and the Proposed Plan.
Significant reductions in the number of vehicle trips generated by the
projected land uses would also be required. Two means of reducing future
vehicle trips are possible: (1) implementation of effective Transportation
Systems Management/Transportation Demand Management (TSM/TDM) plans to achieve
reductions in trips generated by various land uses; and (2) 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
Hol lywood 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 1is estimated that new office development would have to be limited to
only about 15 to 20 percent of that allowable under build-out of the Hollywood
Redevelopment Plan., Note, however, that recent forecasts prepared for the
Hollywood Redevelopment area indicate that the actual level of additional
office development anticipated to occur over the next 20 years under market
conditions would only be about 15 to 20 percent of the new development allowed
under build-out of the Redevelopment Plan. As a result, it is estimated that,
although full build-out of the Redevelopment Plan couid not be accommodated,
overal] densities equivalent to those of the 20-year market-based forecasts
could be accommodated.

Table 19 also indicates the projected levels of service at the 39 analyzed
intersections assuming reductions in tripmaking and land wuse 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 v/¢ 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
Hol lywood 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 [mprovement Scenario

As discussed previously, the Build-out Improvement Scenaric 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 collector streets
(see Table 14). Many of the streets within Hollywood currentiy do not have
sufficient right-of-way or pavement width to provide the number of lanes for
which they are classified. Figure 16 schematically 1illustrates the street
segments which would require widening in order to be built out to the street
standards.

Projected traffic volumes for the Proposed Flan 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 of
service along street segments.

As can be seen, full build-out of the Community Plan street network would sig-
nificantly improve projected operating conditions throughout most of the
Ho!llywood 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
for the Proposed Plan on the existing network:, while an additional 4

intersections are projected to operate at LOS E.

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

o Under the Constrained Improvement Scenario, some streets would already
provide capacity -equivalent ' to their Dbuild-out number of lanes due to
operational improvements such as parking restrictions, and, thus, their
capacity would not be significantiy increased with further widening to
build-out standards (i.e., Santa Monica Boulevard, Western Avenue., YVine
Street). N

0 The Build-out Improvement Scenario basically consists of widenings only.
and does not include operational improvemerts such as extension ot
reversible cperations on Highland or implementation ¢t one-way couplets.
For example. under the <Constrained Improvement Scenaric, the Wilton/Van
Ness one-way couplet would increase north-south capacity and shift tratfic
away from parallel streets such as Western Avenue (thereby improving
conditions along Western), an effect which would not be realized under the
Build-out Improvement Scenaric.
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Thus, it is projected that full build-out of the Proposed Plan and the
Hol lywood Redevelopment Plan could not be fuily 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, ur spot intersection improvements, would also be required.
Significant problems are projected to remain along portions of Highland Avenue,
Western Avenue, Franklin Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard
adjacent to the freeway.

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 Redevelopment Plan could be accommodated throughout most
of the study area if all streets within the area were to be widened to the
standards for their respective <classifications and additional operational
improvements were to be implemented (although significant congestion problems
would remain, particularly along Highland and Franklin Avenues). Although
developers can . be required to dedicate right-of-way at the time new
developments are constructed, so much additional right-of-way would be
necessary to implement these widenings that it 1is likely to never become
available without major purchases of new right-of-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-of-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, Iland use densities would have to bé significantly scaled
down in order to be accommodated by implementation of street improvements
similar in size and scope to those described in the Constrained Improvement

Scenario. Basically, it is projected that buildout of the Proposed Plan
(including the limitations on density inherent within that alternative) could
generally be accommodated. However, buildout of the high intensity uses

allowed in the 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 full buildout of
the Redevelopment Plan, to be accommodated by the level of improvements
inherent in the Constrained Improvement Scenario. In addition, a reduction in
non-retail employee trips of about 10 to 15% would have to be achieved through
successful implementation of TSM/TDM plans for large office and industrial
developments and employers within the area.
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Therefore, it is recommended that the following steps be undertaken in order to
mitigate transportation impacts associated with buildout of the Hollywood
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 plian for improvements, and
develop a mechanism with which to fund the plan.

TSM/TDM plans should be developed and implesented for large scale
comsmercial 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 1in the Propased Plan. Future office development in the
Redevelopment Plan area should be limited to a level similar to that
contained in the 20-Year Market-Based forecasts, at least until steps are
taken to implement major street system improvements in excess of the
conceptual improvements feasible within existing rights-of-way.
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5.4 AESTHETICS AND URBAN 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 Ilive and work
in. Therefore, wurban design concerns range from 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 rich community. Many of today's
residential and commercial buildings and the neighborhoods they comprise were
built in the period from 1910 to 1940 in response to the rapid growth of the

motion picture industry.

Residential Neighborhoods. Many residential neighborhoods were built to house
industry employees and have unique "period revival" or California architectural
styles. Because of their distinguishable architectural styles, neighborhoods
that bhave 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 stabie lower
density neighborhoods often contain a few high-density apartments. This
happened because, in 1946, wmuch of Hollywood was zoned for very high density
housing (i.e., R4 zoning which permits densities of up to 108 units per net
acre, characterized by up to four stories of housing over two levels of
parking), resulting in a development capacity which could not begin to be
accommodated even by the aggressive transportation improvement program defined
by the current Circulation Element of the General Plan. .

Commercial Districts. The original commercial districts in the Plan Revision
area were characterized by one to three story buildings, which had storefronts
ajong the street, with office or residential space above and Ilimited 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 (i.e., 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 spill over into
the residential neighborhoods, When permit parking is imposed in residential
areas to restrict spili-over parking, businesses suffer: this creates pressure
to tear down the existing buildings and replace them with mini-malls.

! Thie section summarizes an assessment and recommendations prepared by

Gruen Associates.
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Parks and Open Space. As indicated in the discussion of public facilities and
services, there 1is 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 1is approaching capacity and traffic from major and
gsecondary streets to local residential streets has begun to spill over 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 oniy to their concern about development capacity and its
impact on the transportation system. Unti) recently little attention has been
given to urban design considerations in Los Angeles. [t 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 1is 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 within existing rights-
of-way with minimal displacement of existing houses, businesses and street

trees.

. Facilitates cohesive residential neighborhoods by zoning them consistent
with their predominant existing character, except in a few neighborhoods
wvhere sightly higher densities are needed to replace substandard,

severely deteriorated housing.

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

1f 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 Ilike recent development. The
visual and functional quality (particularly the transportation function) of the
Hollywood environment will continue to deciine. 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 Historicaliy and Architecturaily Significant Builidings 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 compatiblie 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 currentiy 30 feet or
less, to 30 feet,

The Plan does not address landscaping, amount of 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
Hol lywood, they will not necessarily look more attractive.

Commercial Development. Because of the Zoning Code’s lack of specificity, all
commercial development 1in 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 wuses 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, because there are few mechanisms available to assist existing
businesses without parking to builid centralized off-street parking facilities,
inadequate parking will continue to:

- Hinder the success of businesses in older commercial buildings,

- Produce "spill over" parking that ends up in residential
neighborhoods,

- Create locaiized congestion, and

- Create pressure to replace these older buiidings with mini-malis.

Transportation System. The discussion of Transportation Impacts and Mitigation
Measures identifies a transportation improvement program that should be |inked
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 ‘estabiishes some basic iand use.
patterns which encourage the wuse of public transportation, ride-sharing and
non-automobile access. It .concentrates major employment in the center of
Hollywood which 1is 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
isplemented, 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
Hol lywood 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 c¢annot require the provision of street trees and other
streetscape improvements. In addition, the Proposed Flan 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 permitted by the Proposed Plan Revision, the following programs and
development standards should be impliemented through inclusion in the Zoning
Code or other enforceable means.

Preservation of Historically and Architecturally $ignificant Buildings and
Neighborhoods. A comprehensive survey of historically and architecturally
significant buildings and neighborhoods should be wundertaken 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 tfollowing standards
should be applied to any development project, excluding interior renovation.

L] 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 wuplifting 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 feet) appropriate to
specific locations and to identify streets where trees are not
appropriate.

- Permit street trees to be planted 25 feet on center.
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- Require replacement by the City of any trees that are removed from the
street right-of-way with a 24-inch boxed street tree that will grovw 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 improvements.

All utility connections from main lines in the street right-of-way to
buildings shall 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 parking adjoining a public street shall be screened by a solid
wall three and one-half feet to four feet high, and all surface parking
adjoining residential development shall be screened by a solid wall six feet
high. Stucco or other finish shall be applied; exposed concrete block is
not acceptable except through special design review. Glass block or a
partially open pattern in which openings do not exceed 20% of wall area are
considered to be solid walls, except adjoining residential development.

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

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

No wall shall extend more than 20 feet harizontally or vertically without a
visual break created by an articulation in the exterior wall plane or
architectural detailing.

Access to parking shall be on the side or rear property line where feasible.
One tree with a mature height and spread of at least 25 feet, in at least a
15-gallon can and having at least a caliper of 1-1/2 inches, shall be

planted for every 4 surface parking spaces and shall be distributed
throughout the surface parking area to provide shade.
An automatic irrigation system shall be installed and maintained in all

landscaped areas, including tree wells, and 100% landscape coverage of all
unpaved areas shall be achieved within 1 vyear of receipt of the first
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy on the lot, enforceable through
covenants.

Limited Commercial

Building area shall be no more than 1 time lot area.

No building shall exceed 45 feet or 3 stories in height.

A minimum of 4 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of buiiding area shall
be provided.

Front yard setbacks shail 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 Commercial

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

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 15-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 Ilots designated Neighborhood-Oriente«
Comnercial 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 lo
area; additional building area up to a total of 2 times lot area may b
devoted to residential use,

No building shall exceed 45 feet in height or three stories.

A minimum of 3 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of building area shal
be provided.

Parking shall be provided between the building and the rear property line,
At least 75% of the first 2 stories of the building wall along all street
frontages shall be Jlocated within 15 feet of the property line, anc
pedestrian access to businesses on the ground floor shall be through the
wall along the front property line and within 2 feet of the sidewalk grade.
At least ©50% of the area of the ground floor wall along the front property
line shall be devoted to pedestrian entrances and display windows.

Courtyard and sidewalk cafes within the public rights-of-way are encouraged,
provided a minimum of = 10 feet of sidewalk width is provided for pedestrian
circulation.
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s 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:

NMeighborhood Retail. Retail sale of goods needed by residents on a daily
5as13, including but not !imited to:

Art supplies;

Athletic/sporting goods:

Books or cards;

Zicycle sales and repairs;

Clock or watch sales and/or repair;

Computer sales and repair;

Drug store;

Fabrics or dry goods:

Florist:

Fgod/grocery store, including supermarkets, produce, cheese and meat markets or
deticatessens;

Hardware;

#gus2hold goods and smail appliances;

intfant and children’s clothing;

Newsstand;

rnotographic equipment and repair:

Stationery:

Tovs;

Qther retail wuses 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; .

Ciubs 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;

Tailorg

Other services determined by the Planning Director to be neighborhood-serving.

e Street trees, in at least 15-gallon cans and having a caliper of at least {-
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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moynity 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. |f 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 {,000 square feet of building area shall be permitted. The Zoning
Code requires 5 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet for medical office
development.

Residential Development Standards

Hillside Areas

Exemptions from setback, lot coverage, and other requirements 1in 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 following should be required for all new construction:

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

Articulation of any facade greater than 40 feet in length at least every 30
feet. '

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

- If architectural, design should be compatible with the building above;

- If landscaped, 75 percent of all openings shall be screened from view.

In the R3 zone, wpermit 1 wunit for each 1,200 square feet ot 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.
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Neighborhood Plans and Improvement Districts
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In addition to these community-wide standards, the Plan should allow for the
development of more specific standards on a neighborhood basis, for both
residential and commercial areas.

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
design guidelines that preserve and enhance that unique quality. Moreaver,
these standards should allow deviations from 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 standards is the
implementation of physical improvements (street trees, lighting, replacing
sidewalks, etc) in existing neighborhoods. This will require a financing
mechanism. Commonly an assessment district is used.

Summary of Urban Design Mitigation Measures

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

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

e Existing enrollment ("1987 enrollment"™)

Existing enrollment capacity ("1987 cap™)

e Planned expansion to alleviate over-crowding and busing ("Planned
expansion™)

e 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 intrude into stable low-density neighborhoods indicates, such
expansion can undermine the basic Community Plan objective of preserving
cohesive neighboarhoods.

Parks _and Recreational Facilities

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

e One acre of community parkland per !,000 pecple; community parks should be a
minimum of 15 acres in size and serve a 3-mile radius;

e¢ One acre of neighborhood parkland per 1,000 people; nelghborhood parks-
should be a minimum of S5 acres and serve a i-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 c¢ity and Southern California region, and
Runyon Canyon and Wattles Gardens which do not meet the "active recreation”
criterion for local parks, there are currently 20 acres of community and
neighborhood parkland 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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o 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;

e Most importantly, the City Council has allocated more wmoney 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 Profection

Existing fire stations are adequate in number based on the adopted Fire
Protection Plan. The adequacy of fire protection for a given area 1is 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 fire
protection varies with the type of development, iife hazard, occupancy, and the
degree of fire hazard.

Fire-flow requirements wvary from 2000 gallons 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 understaffed
in Holliywood because of two land wuse characteristics which require more than
the typical staff allocation: '

¢ The existing and anticipated increase in the number of mid- and high-rise
buildings:
e The potential for brush fire in hillside areas.

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

e Difficult access due to narrow streets which is frequently exacerbated by
illegal! parking;:

e The inadequacy of 4-inch mains (normally adequate for low-density housing)
in fighting brush fires.
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The Fire Department has existlng fire stations at the following lacations for
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 -- Paramediec 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
1800 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 fire protection techniques,
apparatus needs, and land use patterns change. W¥ith the exception of the new
station facility at Melrose and Oxford, at present, there are no immediate
plans to increase Fire Department staffing or resources in the Hollywood
community.

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

o Hollywood branch on lvar Street in central Hollywood, a new facility which
replaced the previous fire-damaged building;

e Los Feliz branch at 193%1/2 Hillhurst Avenue (at Franklin Avenue) which the
Library Plan indicates should be replaced by a new facility on Los Fellz
Boulevard; .

e Cahuenga branch at 4591 Santa Monica Boulevard (at Madison Avenue), just
east of Vermont Avenue and less than one nmile from the existing Los Feliz
branch;

e West Hollywood branch at 1403 Gardner Street (at De Longpre Avenue);

e John C. Fremont branch at 6121 Melrose (at June Street)

Environmental Effects

Schools: Both the Proposed Plan and the build-out of the Current Plan would put
more students into a school system where many area schools are either at or
over capacity. Table 20 uses student generation rates and housing unit data to
estimate the school population from the Hollywood Community Plan Revision area.
It shows that the Current Plan at build-out would more than cdouble 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 114 percent;
the Froposed Plan would result in a 13 percent increase.

Under either scenario, the impact of new development in the Redevelopment area
would have to be considered. [t is estimated that at build-out there will be
approximately 13,000 new housing units in the Redevelopment area. This would
result in the addition orf 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 deveiopment 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 800 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 Family 18,000 21,000 21,000 9,000 10,500 10,500
Multi-family 63,000 151,000 72,000 37,800 80,600 43,200

Total: 81,000 172,000 93,000 46,800 101,100 53,700

Junior High School:

Unit Type Number of Units Number of Students

1987 Current Proposed 1987 Current Proposed
Est.#*»* Plan Plan Plan Plan

Single Family 18,000 21,000 21,000 4,500 5,250 5,250
Muiti-family 63,000 151,000 72,000 12,600 30,200 14,400

81,000 172,000 83,000 17,100 35,450 19,650

Senior High School:

Unit Type Number of Units Number of Students
1987 Current Proposed 1987 Current Proposed
Estx*» Flan Plan Plan Plan
Single Family 18,000 21,000 21,000 4,500 5,250 5,250
Multi-family 63,000 151,000 72,000 12,800 30,200 14,400

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

* Generation factors for the single-family units were .5 for eiementary
schoal, .25 for junior high, and .25 for high school. For the multi-famiiy
units, they were .6 for elementary, .2 for junior high and .2 for high schoal.
The generation factors were based on single family units of three bedrooms or
more in a medium-income area, and multiple rented units of three bedrooms or
more. The source for the generation factors is the Los Angeles Unified School
District.

*x FEstimate prepared by Gruen Associates based on 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 minimum fire protection needs of the community.
Development within the Hollywood community may result in the need for:

o Increased staffing.

e Additional fire protection facilities.

e Relacation or expansion of present protection facilities.

e The need for sprinkler systems to be required throughout any structures to
be built in areas where fire protection is inadequate to the travel
distance.

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 revision area, this would suggest a need for 510 police
personnel!. The Proposed Plan (189,000 population capacity) would thus require a
personnel base of 597 persons. In comparison the buildout population of the
Current Plan (388,000 in the revision area) would require almost 1,200 police
personnel.

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

Mitigation Measures

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

e 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.

e 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 Hollywood. 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 efticiently
and less expansion would be required.

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

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

e Provide vacation recreation programs in those areas tor school-aged
children, to compehsate for the lack of such program in year-around school
facilities:
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o Keep school yards open in afternoons and on weekends, with supervision
provided by the Recreation and Parks Department;

e 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;

e 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 in the Fire Protection
and Fire Prevention Plan, which are elements of the General Plan of the City of
Los Angeles (C.P.C. 19708).

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 alilocations and funding, or
other restrictions that may be imposed by the City Council.

PuSlic 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 in the project vicinity is best represented by
air monitoring data collected by - the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s North Main Street air monitoring station (see Table 21). These data
indicate that for 1986 (the most recent year for which information is
available) ambient air quality standards were exceeded for Ozone, Carbon
Monoxide (B-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 plan, construction would produce air pollutant emissions from heavy-duty
equipment exhaust, and from the generation of dust as a result of project-
specific grading activities. 1In addition, dust from construction may cause a
temporary nuisance to persons residing near areas of earth movement, if proper
mitigation (e.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 ‘Plan area will be from motor
vehicles. Other emissions will be generated from the residential combustion of
natural gas for space heating and the generation of electricity. Emissions will

also be generated by the commercial use of natural gas and electricity.

Vehicular Emissions

Estimates of the vehicular emissions generated by the proposed project were
made. Emission factors 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
venicle miles of travel forecast by Kaku Associates as part of the assessment
of transportation impacts. As can be seen from Table 22, the Proposed Plan
revision would represent substantial emission reductions when compared to the
Current Plan. The emissions differences between the alternatives are
accentuated by a combination of the slower speeds and greater number of vehicle
miles associated with the Current Plan when compared to the Proposed Plan.
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TABLE 21
PROJECT AREA AIR POLLUTANT SWOMARY, 1962-1986 /a/

o/

Pollutants Standard
Ozone {(03)
Highest L-hr average, ppasb/ = 0.10/¢c/ 0.40 0.26 0.29 0.30 0.2
Nusber of standard excesses ot 114 114 107 93
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Highest 1-hr average, ppa 2.0/d/ 15.0 17.0 15.0 14,0 13.0
Number of standard excesses 0 0 0 0 ]
Highest 8-hr average, ppa 9.0/d/ 11.9 13.1 9.1 9.9 11.6
Nuaber of standard excesses 1! 10 2 2
Nitrogen Dioride (NO2)
Highest i1-hr average, ppa 0.25/d/ 0.4 0.3 0.23 0.27 0.33
Nusber of standard excesses 8 5 0 3 6
Sulfur Dioxide (502)
Highest 24-hr average, ppa 0.05/c,e/  0.03 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.02
Nuzber of standard excesses ¢ 0 0 0 0
Total Suspended Particuiates (TSP
Highest 24-hr average, ug/edsb/ 100/d,1/ i 1 148 208 235
Nusber of standard excesses/g/ 7 2 X k1] A
Amnual Geometric Mean, ug/sd 60/d,/ 79.0 7.2 97.5 9.0 88.6
Viclation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Lead
Highest 30-day average, ug/d  1.5/¢/ 1.05 0.98 0.89 0.61 0.42
Number of standard excesses 0 0 0 0 0

la/
b/
le/
1d/
le/

/£l

g/

Data are from the SCAQMD monitoring station located at 1630 North Main Street in downtown
Los Angeles,

ppa: parts per million; ug/a3: microgras per cubic meter,

State standard, not to be equaled or exceeded.

State standard, not to be exceeded,

State standard applies at locations where state 1-hr ozone or TSP standards are violated.
Federal standard of 385 ug/a3 applies elsevhere.

California standards were redefined to apply only to "inhalable® particulates less than 10
nicrons in diameter (PN10), beginning in 1984, The mew 24-hour average standard is 50
ug/sd and the nev amnual geometric mean is 30 ug/md. For consistency, TSP data is
presented in the table for all years; the new standards are thought to be *reasonably
equivalent® to the old standards shown above (see Bay Area Air Quality Manageaent District,
Air Currents, April 1983),

Neasured every six days.

SOURCE: California Air Resources Board, Ait Quality Data Sussaries, 1982-1986.
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‘ TABLE 22
COMPARISON OF VEHICULAR EMISSIONS/a/

Tons per Day

Alternative Vehicle Miles Average Speed CO TOG ROG NOX PART

Existing 1,524,772/b/ 12.94 mph 32.6 2.8 2.5 2.9 0.4
Proposed Plan 1,929,472/b/ 8.38 17.8 2.2 2.0 2.9 0.6
Current Plan 2,428,519/b/ 4,18 41,5 3.8 3.3 4.1 0.7
/a/ Note: CO = Carbon Monoxide; TOG = Total Organic Gases; ROG = Reactive
Organic Gases; NOX = Nitrogen Oxides; PART = Particulates. 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.

/b/ Source: Kaku Associates

Stationary Emissions

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

TABLE 23 .
ON-SITE NATURAL GAS-RELATED EMISSIONS
Tons/Day

Pollutant Emission Factor# Proposed Existing
Carbon Monoxide 201bs/mcf 0.2 0.1
Nitrogen Oxides 80 Ibs/mcf 0.6 0.5
Particulates .15 lbs/mct neg. neg.
ROG 5.3 ibs/mcf 0.04 0.03
mcf = million cubic feet: neg. = negligible

#Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District

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

Tons/Day
Pollutant Emission Rates. Proposed Existing
Carbon Monoxide 0.21 Ibs/mkwh 0.3 0.2
Nitrogen Oxides 2.10 Ibs/mkwh 1.6 1.1
Sulfur Oxides 1.40 lbs/mkwh 0.2 0.1
Particulates 0.18 lbs/mkwh 0.1 neg.
ROG 0.13 i1bs/mkwh neg. neg.

ROG = reactive organic gases: mkwh = million kilowatt hours
neg. = negligible
# Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District.

Consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The Air Quality
Management Plan prepared by the South Coast Air Quality Management District is
based on the growth assumptions contained in the SCAG 82-modified population
projections. These projections are in turn developed from the presumed build-
out of the general and comprehensive plans of the jurisdictions within the SCAG
region. As noted above, the Propased Plan, represents an overall reduction from

" the adopted General Plan. Thus, while the Proposed Plan may increase emissions

ovar existing levels, this change would be less than that forecast for the
currently adopted plan. The downzoning thrust of the Proposed Plan would have a
beneficial impact on achieving the objectives of the AQMP.

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

Mitigation Measures
Air quality concerns could be mitigated by inplementation 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 systenm,
carpooling, vanpooling, and preferential parking programs.
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5.7 NOISE

Existing Conditions

Noise is defined as wunwanted 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 wunacceptable. 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.

Ldn levels were estimated from existing traffic volumes on selected arterials
and streets with adjacent residential or other sensitive receptors within the
Community Plan area, using the Federal Highway Administration Highway Noise
Prediction Modei (RD-77-108, December 1978). As can be seen from Table 25,
noise levels adjacent to the selected roadways are generally below the 65
decibel criteria. 0Of the 28 street segments evaluated, 3 had adjacent noise
equal to or above 65 decibels. : '

Environmental Effects
Short-term [mpacts

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 empioyees in the area. The City has a
Naoise 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 lmpacts

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 for adjacent residential and/or

sensitive uses. For the Proposed Plan, 22 of the 28 locations would have noise

levels above 65 decibels. For the Current Plan, 27 out of the 28 locations
would have noise levels greater than 65 decibels.
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TABLE 25

a

ESTIMATED EXISTING DAY-NIGHT SOUND LEVELS (Ldn)
(at 50 feet from roadway centerline)

Roadway Name
Melrose
Melrose
Santa Monica
Santa Monica
Fountain
Sunset

Hol lywood
Franklin

Los Feliz
Mulhol land
Barham
Crescent Heights
Fairfax
Gardner
Gardner

La Brea
Highland
Gower

Wilton Pl
Western
Normandie
Vermont
Virgil
Hyperion
Griffin Park
Rowena
Laurel
Qutpost

Location

Gardner - Fairfax

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.

Hol lywood Fwy - Forest Lawn
Fountain - Sunset

North of Fountain

Fountain - Sunset

Hol lywood - Franklin
Fountain - Franklin

South of Melrose

Fountain - Sunset

Melirose - 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

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

TABLE 26

Ldn Decibels

TYPICAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS /a/

Construction Phase

Ground Clearing
Excavation
Foundations
Erection
Finishing

Noise Level (dBA).

84
89
78
85
89

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

SOURCE: Bolt, Beranek, and Newman, 1971, Noise from Construction Equipment and
Operations, Building Fquipment, and Home Appliances, U.S, EPA.
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Roadway Name Location Proposed Current
Melrose Gardner - Fairtax 69 69
Melrose Western - Normandie 7O 72%
Santa Monica Bronson - Van Ness T4 75%
Santa Monica Ho!llywood Fwy - Normandie 72 75#
Fountain Crescent Hts - Fairfax Tix 72%
Sunset West of Vermont 724 76%
Hol lywood Nichols Cyn - Gardner 70% 72%
Franklin La Brea - Highland 69» 71
Los Feliz Griffin Park - Riverside Dr, Tix 73%
Muthoiland East of Laurel Cyn. 61 66%
Barham Hol lywood Fwy - Forest Lawn 70% Tix
Crescent Heights Fountain - Sunset 68+ T1x
Fairfax North of Fountain 70 71%
Gardner Fountain - Sunset 64 67%
Gardner Hol lywood - Franklin 67» 69«
La Brea Fountain - Franklin 66» 65+
Highliand South of Melrose - 69 # 71%
Gower Fountain - Sunset 64 70%
Witton PI Melrose - Santa Monica 66 % 67
Western Hol lywoad - Franklin 67% 69+
Normandie Hollywood Fwy - Santa Monica 66 69
Vermont Franklin - Los Feliz 70w 72%
Virgil Melrose - Santa Monica 64 69
Hyperion Griffin - Hollywood 68 70%
Griffin Park Los Feliz - Rowena 65+ 69x
Rowena Los Feliz - Griffin 61 69#
Laurel South of Mulholland 66 * 69
Outpost Frankiin - Mulholland 64 63

(@)

TABLE 27

ESTIMATED FUTURE DAY-NIGHT SOUND LEVELS (Ldn)

9

(at 50 feet from roadway centeriine)

Ldn (decibels)

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

Mitigation Measures
o Site preparation and construction

weekday hours (7 a.m. to 5
construction-related noise

p.m.). Mitigation of demolition

No. 144,331.
e Construction equipment should be properly fitted with noise attenuation
devices.
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e On a project-specific basis, noise-generating activities should be
adequateily buffered from residences. Buffers would include the use of berms,
walls and landscaping.

e 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 finite in quantity. A
critical aspect of increasing the level and intensity of development 1is that
these resources are non-renewable.

Stors Drains and Sewers -- According to individuals in the Department of Public
Works, 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 1is conveyed. to the Hyperion Treatment
Plant in Playa del Rey. The Flant has a design capacity of 420 million gallons
per day (MGD); however, the net treatment capacity is 335 million gallons per
day. [ts service area includes most of the City of Los Angeles, the cities of
Culver City, E! 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 gailons 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 Treatment Plant 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 |[ife. When
the projects become operational, only secondary effluent will continue to be
discharged to the ocean. However, this effluent 1is available for appropriate
applications.

Solid Waste Disposal -- The Hollywood Community Plan area is severely limited
when it comes to available landfills for solid waste, There are no operating
landfills 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. OQOther 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 {52
million tons of remaining capacity in Los Angeles County. However, due to
permit inflow limitations and multiple operational constraints onily 98 million
tons are fully permitted.

Electrical Power -- The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power provides
service to the Plan area. The policy of the Department of Water and Power is to
provide electricity, as needed. According to department staff, the existing

infrastructure is adequate to serve the projected year 2010 population in
Hollywood.

Water Supply -- Water is supplied to the Community Plan area by the Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power. According to department staff, the existing

infrastructure 1is adequate to serve the projected year 2010 population in
Hol lywood.

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

Sanjtary Sewers -- Based on the level of residential and non-residential
development anticipated with the Proposed Pian, 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 35 'mgd over existing levels (a 148 percent increase). See
Table 28.

The potential production of 30 mgd at buildout of the Proposed Plan would
constitute approximately 9 percent of the 335 mgd capacity of the Hyperion
Plant, compared to utilization of 18 percent of the plant’'s capacity if the
Current Plan were built out. Furthermore, it should be recognized that the
Proposed Plan’s popuiation capacity is t{ed directly to SCAG 82 growth forecast
for 2010. This (s the same forecast upon which Hyperion planning has been
based. This consistency is a marked departure from past land use and zoning-
based holding capacity estimates for community plan areas in Los Angeles. Thus,
if the remaining community plan areas and jurisdictions within the Hyperion
service area were also planned to reflect SCAG projections, then cumulative
buildout levels would be consistent with planned and programmed improvements at
Hyperion. Nevertheless, under present circumstances, build-out of the Proposed
Plan would increase demand on the Hyperion treatment systenm.

TABLE 28
WASTE WATER GENERATION

'Existing Proposed Plan Curreni Plan
Generation = = -------essecccoe ceedcccccccccen mcceceeoeeoee-
Use Ratex Units MGD Units MGD Units MGD
Residential 250 Gal/DU 81,000 du 20.3 93,000 du 23.3 154,000 du 38.5
Non-Res. 200 Gals/1000 sf 17 mil sf 3.4 31 mil sf 6.2 101 mil st 20.2
Total 23.7 29.5 58.7
DU = dwelling unit; sf = square feet; mil = million; MGD = million gallons/day.

#Source: City of Los Angeles, EIR Manual. Non-residential rate assumes that an
extensive amount of office space 1is 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 wouid be generated within the Community Plan area (Table 29), |In
comparison, approximately 357 tons/day are generated daily under existing
conditions. The resulting increase wouid be 86 tons daily (a 25 percent
increase). Build-out of the Current Plan would generate 767 tons/day (a 11§
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 1897.
This would constitute approximately i percent of the resmaining 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 Community Plan area for that same year would represent approximately
1 percent of that total (127,300 tons/year). .

Although the contribution of the Community Plan area is only a small proportion
of the total remaining capacity, alternative action is needed because present
landfill capacity in Los Angeles County is socon to be exhausted. According to
the January 1988 Executive Summary, Solid Waste Management Status and Digposal

Options _in Los Angeies County, prepared by the staff of the City Bureau of
Sanitation and the County Department of Public Works:

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

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

TABLE 29
DAILY SOLID WASTE GENERATION

Existing Proposed Plan Current Plan
Generation = =  =--------mesmeoce cmecmccecmoneo-s m-emem-oooe-eoe-

Use Rate® 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 |bs/du/day 63,000 du 126 72,000 du 144 133,000 du 266

Non-Res. 6 ibs/1000sf/day 17 mil st 51 31 mil sf 93 97 mil sf 291
Total 357 447 767
DU = dwelling unit; sf = square feet; mil = willion;

#Source: City of Los Angeles, EIR Manual. Non-residential rate assumes an extensive
amount of office space is included in the commercial and industrial categories.

Electrical] Power -- The Proposed Plan would increase electrical energy
requirements over existing levels (See Table 30). Based on typical usage
factors, it is estimated that currently 710 million kilowatt hours are used in
the Plan revision area. The Proposed Plan would increase this demand to
approximately ! billion kilowatt hours (a 41 percent increase). The Current
Plan would increase demand to approximately 2.5 billion annual kilowatt hours
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(a 260 percent 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 soid by the Department in the 1485-86 period.'
Annual projections for future years from the Department are over 25 billion
kilowatt hours. Thus, electrical needs in the Hollywood Community Plan area
would constitute 2-3 percent of the demand anticipated by DWP.

'. Source: City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, Statistics,
Fiscal Year 1985-1986. '

107
Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter

-



LHVHOA Hollywood Center DEIR comments with exh.pdf

I 6 6 0049008¢6 7

TABLE 30
ANNUAL ELECTRICAL CONSUMPTION

Existing Proposed Plan Current Plan

Generation = =  -=-s----------es meeesco-cecoses —cececcossesesoo-
Ratex Units MKWH Units MKWH Units MKWH

- - —- - - — .- - - cemececccecaan oooe

Residential 5,172 kwh/du/yr 81,000 du 419 93,000 du 471 154,000 du 796

Non-Res. 17.1 kwh/sf/yr 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, Afr Quality Impact Handbook,

April

1987. Non-residential rate assumes an extensive amount of office space is

included in the commercial and industrial categories.

Water Supply -- There will be an increase in demand for water in the Community
Plan area. Total consumption would be approximately 54 million gallons per day
(mgd) when the maximum allowed development level is reached under the Current
Plan (Table 31). In coamparison, 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 wuse citywide will be approximately 663.8 million gallons daily, a 13
percent increase'. The comparable increase in water use for Hollywood during
this same period would be 21 percent with build-out of the Proposed Plan. Thus,
permitted growth in the Community Plan area would have a disproportionate
impact on citywide water resources. Retention of the Current Plan would
exacerbate this problem.

TABLE 31
DAILY WATER CONSUMPTION
Existing Proposed Plan Current Plan

Consumption =-=-----e-c-seo- eocemcasomoesoo ceoeoscesonoene-

Ratex Persons MGD Persons MGD Persons MGD
Population 120 gped 170,000 20.4 199,000 23.9 389,000 46,7
Employment 30 gpcd 37,400 | 1.1 65,000 2.0 233,000 7.0
Total 21.5 25.9 53.7
MGD = million gallons per day; gped = gailons per capita per day.
#Source: City of Los Angeles, EIR Manual. Non-residential rate assumes an extensive

amount of office space is included in the commercial and industrial categories.

!, See Department of Water and Power, Urban Water Management Pian,
December 1985, Exhibit 3.3-2.

108

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter



LHVHOA Hollywoad Center DEIR comments with.exh.pdf

l 6 600400384 4

' Ll
T
- -/ e R

Natural Gas =-- There will be an increase in demand for naturai 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 | billion cubic feet

annually.
TABLE 32
ANNUAL NATURAL GAS CONSUMPTION
Existing Proposed Plan Current Plan
Generation = = seeeeemecmecceen ceecccceeeee ccccdcmeaeeas
Use Rate# Units MCF Units MCF Units MCF

Single Res. 6,665 cf/mo/du 18,000 du 1440 21,000 du 1680 21,000 du 16880
Mult{. Res. 3,918 cf/mo/du 83,000 du 2962 72,000 du 3385 133,000 du 6253
Non-Res. 2.0 cf/mo/st 17 mil st 408 31 mil sf 744 97 mil st 2328

T P P B e E e e o o e o = o = = e = o = o o 2 e e = = B . = . = = - - -

DU = dweiling unit; sf = square feet; mil = million; MCF = Million cubic feet
tSource: South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Impact Handbook,
Aprii 1987. Non-residential rate assumes an extensive amount of office space is
included in the commercial and industrial categories.

Mitigation Measures

e Energy. On a project-specific basis, compiiance with energy conservation
requirements contained In  the California Administrative-Code, Title 24,
Building Standards will provide energy conservation benefits.

e Sewer. Development should be permitted when phased with improvements in the
local sewer lines, as weil 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.

o VWater 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.

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

o Electricity and Natural Gas - No mitigétion required.
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5.9 EARTH - :
Existing Conditions

The Seismic Safety Plan, which was adopted in 1874, identifies ™fault rupture
study areas"” and "slope stability study areas" and identifies policies and
programs to mitigate potential {njuries 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
Hol lywood naorth 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.
Regardliess of the land use plan implemented, there will be a continued risk of
human injury and property damage because of potential regional earthquakes.

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

Continued development in the Hollywood - Hills will raise concerns regarding
grading practices and landslide potential.

Mitigation Measures

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

e Adherence to the Standard Grading Specifications provided by the required
Geological Report,

e Requirement that all projects satisfy the Department of City Planning’s
"Planning Guide!ines Landform Grading Manual."

¢ On a project-specific basis, compliance with the Los Angeles City Building
Code would minimize adverse grading and earth moving-related impacts.
Similarly, compliance with applicable City building codes on a project-
specific basis would reduce potential seismic-related impacts to an
acceptable level of risk.
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5.10 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
Nichals Canyon Road .
FUlLer Avenue (north of Hollywood Boulevard
El Cerrito/Sycamore (north of Hollywood Boulevard)
Area generally bounded by Hollywood Boulevard, Laurel Avenue, Fountain
Avenue, and Formosa Avenue. )

Environmental Effects

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

Flooding: The Proposed Plan would have no discernible effect on existing
flooding patterns. With the exception of the canyon drainages, most flood-prone
areas identified are in wurbanized and developed areas. As noted above, it is
not the intent of the Proposed Plan to be a major stimuiant for 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.

114

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter



~ LHVHOA Hollywood Center DEIR cvommen-ts with exh.pdf

3 7

6600400

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.

Mitigation Measures

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 for a wide variety of plants and animals.

Environmental Effects

. The Proposed Plan would not affect the geographic boundaries of Griffith Park,

nor would development be permitted in the park. The Proposed Plan would,
however, continue to permit hiilside development. The development of residences
in this area would remove undeveloped and natural areas. Plant and animal
habitats would be displaced. .

Mitigation Measures

e Compliance with provisions 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.

e 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
Existiﬁg Conditions

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

0f the 335 Cultural Historic Monuments recognized by the City, 43 of these are
located in the Hollywood Community Plan area. A survey conducted by Ho!llywood
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 West

Spaulding Square

Hollywood Heights

Ogden Drive

Hol lywoodland

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 of cultural
resources. The Proposed Plan does, however, scale back development potentials
and thus reduces the incentive to redevelop historic and cultural resource
properties., Without the enforcement inherent 1in Specific Plans or in the
adoption of an Historic Preservation Overlay Zone, the Plan cannot guarantee
the preservation of historic resources.

Mitigation Measures
Prepare a historic and architectural survey of the Plan area outside of the
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! impacts which cannot be fully
mitigated. In general, these unavoidable impacts consist of:

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

‘The potential for loss of historically significant buildings or areas

resulting from the redevelopment of properties to higher densities.
Increased demand on schools.

Inabiiity to satisfy the City’'s parkland-to-population criteria.
Traffic delays and congestion.

Traffic-related noise levels adjacent to wmajor 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 Jlimited landfill resources for solid waste
disposal.
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

7.1 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The Ng Project Alternative: Throughout this report, the Proposed Plan has been
directly compared to the No Project Alternative <(retaining the Current
Hol lywood Community Plan)., As has been noted, the Current Plan would provide
for more population, housing and employment capacity than the Froposed 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 contempiated in the Current Plan.
From a neighborhood and historic preservation perspective, the <Current Plan
would raise the potential for redevelopment to higher densities, and, as a
result, neighborhood and historic resources would likely be lost. With respect
to other public services and facilities, the substantial growth above existing
levels permitted by the Current Plan would generate severe demands and
pressures.

Non-Residential Alternative 1: The transportation section of this report fully
documents an evaluation of the impacts of permitting existing non-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 1is also unworkable. Trips generated by this level of
development cannot be accommodated by the Ilocal street system, even with
operational and capacity improvements.

Non-Residential Alternative 3: This alternative would remove non-conforming
commercial and industrial uses and would allow residential development in these
areas as originally designated in the Current Hollywood Community Plan. This

alternative, however, would not reduce the total permitted
commercial/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 wuniformity of building types, compatible with existing
residences.

No Growth Alternative: The purpose of the plan revision process was to
establish a means to accommodate growth levels projected in the SCAG-82
population forecast. An alternative to consider less growth than the adopted
forecast was not considered.
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7.2 COHPARISON 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 Hollywood 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 additiconal 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 Pian standards)
cannot accommodate substantial new trips, particularly
commercial/office/industrial-related trips.

The added growth potentials of the Current Plan would also negatively
contribute to impacts on public services and facilities,  particularly schools,
parks, sewer treatment capacity and landfill capacity. The greater number of
vehicle trips potentially generated by the Current Plan or the non-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
Holliywood. 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 foster land use <conflicts and incompatibility, including parking
conflicts, height conflicts, shade/shadow effects, obstruction of views and
vistas and other potential nuisances. The Proposed Plan which has focused
largely on matching existing densities and preserving the existing character of
areas would minimize adverse land wuse impacts. Also the Proposed Plan, by
scaling back development levels to match existing levels, reduces the incentive
to redevelop. This effect 1is a particular benetit 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 of transportation and land
use, the Proposed Plan 1is environmentally superior to alternatives that would
allow greater amounts of development.

When compared to a No Growth option, the Proposed Plan 1is not environmentaily
superior due to the fact that there would be some increase in development
potential over existing levels. Current environmental problems (traffic-related
air pollution, for 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 aND 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 lMPLEHENTATION OF THE
PROPOSED COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION

Build-out of development consistent with the densities and land uses allowed in
the Hollywood Community Plan would ultimately involve the irreversible
commitment of limited resoqurces 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 Hiils.

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 83,000 dwelling wunits 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 recagnized, 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 48 percent) and employment capacity would be reduced
from 233,000 jobs to 65,000 jobs ( a reduction of 72 percent).

Comparison to Regijonal Growth Projections. From a regional perspective, the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) has indicated that the
Hollywood Community Plan area is located within Regional Statistical Area (RSA)
No. 17. The 1984 SCAG estimate for the RSA was a population of 1,026,000
persons and 604,500 jobs. 0f these totals, the Plan area represents
approximately 11 percent of the RSA population and 6 percent of the employment.

SCAG has forecasted that by 2010 there will be 1,181,000 persons in the RSA and
696,600 jobs. The Proposed Plan area population capacity (199,000) would
represent 19 percent of the total RSA population, and the Proposed Plan
employment capacity of 65,000 jobs would represent 9 percent of the employment
in the RSA. These statistics suggest that the population growth in the Plan
area 1is consistent with 2010 regional growth projections and that the
employment capacity is slightly higher than the 2010 regional projection.
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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 proposais have been considered as
part of this analysis; however, evaluation of the Community Plan Revision has
been considered in the context of the population, housing, and employment
projections prepared by the Southern California Association of Governments for
the year 2010. The traffic analysis, 1in particular, considered the combined
effect of locally generated traffic and future regional traffic on the
Hollywood Community Plan street network. Specific impacts that wouid resuit
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 for police and fire services

Increased demand on sewers and treatment capacity at Hyperion,
Accelerated use of existing landfills

Increased demand on utilities and energy sources
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9.0 ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED

1. California Department of Fish and Game, John Hernandez, Warden.

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

3. City of Glendaie, 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)

5. City of Los Angeles, Depaftment of City Planning, Community Planning
Division, Michael Davies.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

13. City of Los Angeles, Public Works Department, Storm Drains and Sewers, Mr.
Estilban, and Bob 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-Joon 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 80010

Terry A. Hayes
Marian Milier

‘Pameia Abranms
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10.0 REFERENCES

City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, City of Los Angeles S VYear Capital
Improvement Program, 1986-87,

City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, City of Los Angeles & Year Capital
Improvement Program, 1990-91.

City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, 1986-87 Street Improvement & Storm
Drain Program, Volume 1.

City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, Pictorial Guide.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Environmental Review Section,
Environmental Impact Process for Private Projects, August 1975.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Hollywood Community Plan,
1973,

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Seismic Safety Plan,
September 1975

City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation; County
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works; and Los Angeles County Sanitation
Districts, Solid Waste Management Department, Executive Summary: Solid Waste
Management Status and Disposal Options in Los Angeles County, January 198§,

City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, September 1987 Load
Forecast.

Environmental Science Associates, Hollywood Redevelopment Project Environmental
Impact Report, January 1986.

Gruen Associates, Background Report: Hollywood Community Plan Revision, July
15, 1987.

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
Street Capacity, Council File No. 87-0267."

Kaku Associates, Transportation/Circulation Analysis for the Hollywood
Community Plan Revision Environmental Impact Report, January 1988

Los Angeles County, Solid Waste Management Plan Triennial Review, Volume [:
Nonhazardous Waste, March 1984, and Revision A, August 1985.

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Los Angeies County Hazardous
Waste Management Plan, Volume [: The Plan, Draft, December 1987.

Parsons Brinckerhof Quade & Douglas, Hollywood Circulatign Study, December
1985.
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Recht Hausrath & Associates, "Hollywood Transportation Study: Detail for Land

Use and Employment Projections™ (Supplement to Technical Memorandum 2, Real
Estate Market Forecasts), September 1987,

South C(oast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Handbook

for
Environmental impact Reports, revised December 1983.

Southern California Association of Governments, Facts About Growth

Southern California Association of Governments, Regional

Institute of Southern
California, SCAG 82 Modified Growth Forecast, 8/13/85

State of California Air Resohrces Board Aerometric Data Division, California

Air Quality Data: Summary of 1986 Air Quality Data, Gaseous and Particulate
Pollutants, 1987,

State of California, Air Resources Board, Air Quality Analysis Tools, March
1983

State of California, Air Resources Board, Guidelines for Air Quality

lmpact
Assessments, Report No. RP-83-003, March 14, 1984,

State of California, Department of Mines and Geology, Fault-Rupture Hazard
Zones in California, Special Publication 42, Revised {985.

U.5. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Soi! Report for

Los
Angeles County, California, September 1969

U.5. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, FHWA Highway
Traffic Noise Prediction Model, December 1978.
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APPENDIX A
INITIAL STUDY
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. City of Los Angeles
Office of the City Clerk
Room 393, City Hall
Los Angeles, CA 90012
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
NOTICE OF PREPARATION

(Article VI, Section 2 - City CEQA Guidelines}

TO: RESPONSIBLE OR TRUSTEE AGENCY FROM: LEAD AGENCY

City of Los Angeles

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

' SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Project Title: Hollywood Community Plan Revision
Project Applicant: City of Los Angeles, Dept. of City Planping
Case Number: 18473

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

The project description, location and the probable environmental effects are contained
in the attached materials.

X A copy of the Initial Study is attached.

A copy of the Initial Study is not attached.

Due to the time 1limits 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.

%AWQQ%FE% City Planner (213)485-2478 11-12-87

Signature Title Telephone No. Date
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‘INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST

-=3D AGENCY: City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning
CCUNCIL DISTRICT: 4, 5, and 13

~ROJECT TITLE/NO. Hollywood Community Flap Revisicn

TASE NO. 18473

PREVICUS ACTIONS CASE NO. Not applicable
DOES have significant changes from previous actions.
DOES NOT have significant changes from previous actions.

FROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed revision would. modify and reduce residential anc
ccmmercial development levels allowed under the existing Hollywood Community Flan,
adopted in 1973. Objectives of the revision are: 1) to accommodate the year 201C
arojected population plus a 10~-15% buffer, 2) provide community—serving commercial uses
in small centers in areas outside of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area, 3)
concentrate major commercial development within the redevelopment plan area, 4) define
a transpartation system that works in conjunction with the land use plan, and 4)
g2stablish community-wide development standards. '

FROJECT LOCATION: See Figures 1 and 2, attached. The area 1is located withir
central portion aof the City of Los Angeles, approximately 3 miles northwest of the Los
An3eles central business district.

PLANNING DISTRICT: Hollywood
STATUS: Preliminary

Proposed
X Adopted

EXISTING ZONING: MAX DENSITY ZONING PROJECT DENSITY
Various Various ] Various
PLANNED LAND USE ¥ ZONE MAX DENSITY PLAN Does conform to plan

X Does not conform to plan
Various " Various. No district plan
DETERMINATION:

‘1 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 1in this case
because the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been
added to the project. A MITIGATED NEBATIVE DECLARATION WILL BE PREPAREL

(See attached conditions).

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

C\ vy Cannsd
Signature Title
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

BACKGROUND

PROPONENT NAME:

City of Las Angeles, Department of City Planning

PROPONENT ADDRESS:
200 N. Spring Street, City Hall, Room 50S, Los Angeles, CA 90012

ABENCY

REQUIRING CHECKLIST:

PROPOSAL NAME:
Hollywood Community Plan Revision

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

PHONE :
(213) 4835-2478

DATE SUBMITTED:

1. EARTH. Will the sroposal result in: FAYBET;MJ
-4, Unstable earth cenditions or in changes in geoiogit substructures? (x
b, Disruptions, diselacesents, cospaction or overcovering of the soil? | S 1
c. Change 1n topography or ground surface relief features? X [ ;
8, The destruction, covering or sodification of any unique geologic or [

physical features? X
e. Ay increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off

the site? £
. Changes in deposition or erosicn of beach sands, or changes in

siltation, deposition or erosion which say sodify the channel of a

river, streas or the bed of the ocean or any bay, inlet or lake? X
3. Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such as earth-

quakes, landslides, sudsiides, ground failure or similar hazards? 1

2. AIR, Wil] the proposal result in:

3. Air es1ssions or deterioration of asbient air quality? 1
b.  The creation of objectionable odors? 1
¢, Alteration of alr sovesent, moisture or tesperature,or any change

in cliaate, either locally or requmnally? X
d. Expose the project residents to severe air pollution conditions? X

3. WATER. Kill the proposal result in:

3, (hanges 1n currents, or the course or direction of water sovesents !

1n either sarine or tresh waters? ’x
b. Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and | 1

the aaounts of surface water runoif? X
€. Alterations to the course or flow of floodwater? X
d. Change in the amount of surface in any water body? X
e. Discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of surface

water quality, inciuding but not lisited to tesperature, dissolved ‘

oxygen or turbidity? [x S
. Alteration of the girection or rate of flow of ground waters? | i
g, Chanse 1n tne quantity or ground waters, either througn direct { {

addifrons cr withdrawais, or through intercepiion of an aquifer ' | )

By cuts or excavations’ [-_d o

A
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POPLLATION. Will the eroposal result in:

3. The relocation o+ any persons because of the effects upon
housing, coasercial or industrial facilities?

b. Change 1n the distribution, density cr growth rate of the husan
population of an area?

HOUSINE, ¥ill the proposal:

a. Affect existing housing, or create a desand for additional hcausxng7

b. Have an 1apact on the available rental housing in the cosmunity?

¢. Result in desolition, relocation, or resodeling of residential,
comsercial, or industrial buildings or other facilities?

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Wil] the proposal result in:

i. Generation of additional vehicular sovesent?

b. tffecis on existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking?

€. Imact on existing transportation systess?

4. Alterations to present patterns of circulation or sovesent of
people and/or goods?

e. Alterations to waterborne, rail or air tratfic?

f. increases in traftic hazards to sotor vehicles, bicyclists or
pedestrians.

PUBLIC SERVICES, Will the proposal have an effect upon, or result in a
need for new or altered governmental services 1n any of the foliowing
areas:

3. Fire Protection?

b. Police Protection?

€. Schoois?

d. Parks or other recreational facilities?

e. Mantemance of public facilities, including mads’

f.  Other governsental services?

ENEREY. W11l the proposal result in:

3, Use of excestional aaounts of fuel or energy?

b. Increase in desand uron existing sources of energy, or require the
develooment of new sources of enerqy?

ENERGY. Will the proposal resuit in:

a. Use ot exceptionai asounts of fuel or enerqgy?

b. Sigmficant increase tn desand upon existing sources of emerqgy,
or require the developsent of new sources of energy?

UTILITIES. Will the procosal result in a need for new sysiess, or
alterations t2 the following utilities:

a. Power or natural gas?

b, Comsunizations svstess’

¢ hater?

¢, Sewer or septic tanks®

e. Stors water dratnage”

t.  Solid waste and gisposal’
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. AESTHETICS. #ill the proposed project result in:

v

AN HEALTH. Will the arcposal resylt in:

&  Lreation of any health hazarg or rotential health hazard {excluding

sentai healtn)?
3. Exrosure of peoele o nealth hazards?

3, The cestruction of any scentc vista or view open to public?

b.  The creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to pudlic view

¢, The destruction of a stand of trees, a rock outcropping or ather
locally recognized desireable aesthetic natural feature?

d. Ay negqative aesthetic effect?

RELREATION. Will the proposal result in an ispact wpon the quality or
quantity of existing recreational opportwnities,

CULTLRAL RESOURCES.

. Will the proposal result in the alteration of or the destruction of
4 prenistoric or historic archaeoiogical site?

b, Will the proposal resuit in adverse physical or aesthetic effects
‘0 prenistoric or historic buiiding, structure or o ject?

. Does the proposal have the patential to cause a physical change
which would affect unigue ethnic cultural values?

d.  Will the proposal restrict existing religious or sacred uses within
the patential iwact area?

MADATCRY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE,
&, Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
" environeent, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife

specles, cause fish or wildlife population to drop below self
sustaining levels, threaten to elisinate plant or wisal coasunity
reduce the nuaver or restrict the range of rare or endangered plant
or anisal or elisinate isportant examles of major periods of
Californ1a history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have the patential to achieve short-ters, to the
disadvantage of long-ters, environsental goals?

€. Does the project have ispacts which are individually limited, but
cusulatively consideraple?

d. Does the project have environsental effects which cause substantial
adverse effects on husan beings, either directly or indirectly?

-/
—

MAVEE NG
|
|
B
|
!
1
X
{
X
!
'
'
X
!
1
X
X
X

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION: See attached.

Prepared by: Michael Davies

Title:
Telephone: (213) 485-2478
Date: November 12, 1987

City Flanner, City of Los Angeles, Dept of City Flanning
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DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

Earth

b. New development allowed under the proposed plan revision would in
most instances require site preparation and grading.

C. In the hillside areas, new development allowed under the plan
revision could entail cuts and fills as well as modification of land
forms.

9. Two active faults are located within the plan revision area. Areas of
Hollywood north of Hollywood Boulevard are considered to be slope
stability study areas according to the City of Los Angeles Seismic
Safety Flan.

a. Although the proposed plan revision would reduce development levels
when compared to the current Hollywood Plan, increases in development
and associated increases in vehicular trips would occur. Additional
trip generation would increase air pollutant emissions over existing
levels.

Water

b. New development d4dllowed under the proposed plan revision would,in
instances where the land 1s vacant or undeveloped, 1increase the
amount of impervious surface and alter the rate ot stormwater runoff
and drainage patterns.

Flant Life

a. New development allowed, particularly 1n the residentially zoneag
hillside areas would remove vegetaticn and associatec nhabitats,

Animal Life

a. New development allowed, particularly 1n the resigentially :zoned
hillside areas may affect local wildlife.

Noise

a. Construction activity as well as increases in traffic anticipated
under the plan revision would likely increase amblent ncise levels.
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8.

10,

11,

Lignt and Glare

2.

Land

nddii:onal development witnin the plan revizion are2a could 1ncrease
tllumination sources, particularly in the case of rew ccmmercral
develcpments and associated parking areas.

The possibility exists, that in those locations where ccmmercial
development 1s allowed adjacent to resicential areas, as well as
wnere multi-family residential buildings are adjacent to single
family residences that there could be adverse shade and shacow
effects. Development standards considered as part of the plan
revision are intended to mitigate these etffects. In addition,
provisions of the Neighborhaod Protection Ordinance would reduce thne
effects at locations where commercial and single family areas are
adjacent.

Use

The proposed Hollywood Plan FRevision would result in an cverall
redguction 1n the development levels allowed under the currentg
Hollywood Community Flan. The proposed revision wauld allow for a
total population of 257,600 persons compared to S23,000 persons in
the current plan. The existing population in the plan area i3 180,996
persons.

Similarly, the proposed revision would allow for 128,000 housing
units, compared to 206,100 units in the current plan. For commercial
and industrial categories the proposed revision would allow tar
114.4 million square feet (maximum build-out) compared to 163.8
million square feet under the current plan,

Natural Resources

The rate of growth in the plan revision area is dependent on

a,
socioeconamic and market factors. The plan revision itself will not
increase the rate of use of natural rescurces.

b. In general, additional growth and development allowed under the
proposed plan revision would increase use of non-renewable resources,
particularly fossil fuel-related.

Risk of Upset

b. Increased traffic and associated congestion could bhave an adverse
affect on emergency response (fire, police, ambulance) during peak
travel periods.

Fopulation

a. As 1s currently the case, the plan revision would allow for 1ncreased
development levels above existing conditions. Achieving this increase
under various circumstances could entail the removal of existing
residences.

b. See item # 8.
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13.

14,

Housing

a. See item # 8.

b. See items # 3 and # 11!
c. See item # {1

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.

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.

Circulation improvements to be identified in the pian revision would
be designed to meet project traffic volumes and demand. In those
locations were additional capacity is added, ~or where streets are
reconfigured, some potential exists to alter existing circulation
patterns.

Public Services

a.

Proposed increases in development would place additional demands on
fire protection services. Additiomal 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 overcrowged
school conditicns in the plan revision area. Additional capital
expenditures and classrcoms would be needed.

Projected population increases in the plan revisicn area would
increase the need for accessible passive and active recreaticnal open
space within or adjacent to residential areas to achieve city
standards.

Increased trip generation and traffic, particularly truck traffic in
industrial and commercial areas will likely increase maintenance
requirements for local roads.

Frojected increases in development and population growth would likely
increase the demand for a variety of governmental services.
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17.

18.

19.

Energy

5. See item # 7.

Energy

b. See item # 9.

Utilities

a. Increase in development (residential and non-residential) will
incrementally increase electricity and natural gas consumpticn.
According to service providers, the supply of these services will be
adequate to meet future demand.

b. Increases in development and populaticn will increase demand for
telephone services.

c. Increases in development {(residential and vnon-residential) will
incrementally 1ncrease water consumption. According to service
providers, the water supply will be adequate to meet future demand.

d. Increased development will increase wastewater flow. [t 1s likely
that increased development will have to be rhased to neet the
incremental increases in sewage treatment capacity planned for the
Hyperion Treatment FPlant.

e. The timing of development may also be constrained by the replacement
schedule for inadequate interceptor sewers within the plan revision
area,

f. Increases in development in the plan revision area will incrementally
lncrease the generation of solid waste.

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.

Cultural Resources

a.

New develcpment an undeveloped sites, particularly in the hillside
areas may affect archaeological resources.

It will be the intent of the proposed plan revision to establish
development standards that will increase the possibilities +or
historic preservation. However, allowable increases in develcpment
could under various circumstances entail the removal of existing land
uses, some of which may have cultural/historical signiticance.

Lofts@Hollywood & Vine: Exhibits to Comment Letter

136



LHVHOA Hollywood Center DEIR comments with exh.pdf

1N

9

T2
2

© 00400

¢ 3

Mandatory Findings of Significance

3.

Within the flan revision area, the proposed plan would allow for
increased residential and non-residential development. This change
would incresase traffic and pollutant emissicns. The change could alsc
entail the development of undeveloped hillside areas and the
redevelopment of existing areas. In either case adverse impacts may
result.

The intended purpose of the plan revision and '"downzoning" is to
improve the quality of life in the Hollywood community. In certain
instances howevetr, the additional growth allowed by the plan may
adversely affect some specitic element of the environment, e.g.
natural hillside areas, cultural resources, etc.

The proposed plan revision by its nature is cumulative. As indicated
in 1tem # 8 the proposal would add approximately 77,000 persons,
32,000 housing units and as much as 88 million square <e2et cf
development above existing levels. This growth will be reflected in
increased tratfic and demand for utilities, services and public
facilities. :
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