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Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
and Public Scoping Meeting
TO: Agencies, Organizations, and Interested Parties

DATE: April 29, 2016

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report and Notice of
Scoping Meeting for the Hollywood Community Plan Update
The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, as the Lead Agency under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), will be coordinating the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the proposed Hollywood Community Plan Update project (Proposed Plan), which
is further described below. The City is requesting identification of environmental issues and
information that you or your organization believes should be considered in the EIR.
PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD: April 29, 2016 through May 31, 2016
NOTICE OF SCOPING MEETING: Pursuant to California Public Resources Code §§21081.7,
21083.9, and 21092.2, the Lead Agency will conduct a scoping meeting for the purpose of soliciting
oral and written comments from interested parties requesting notice, responsible agencies, agencies
with jurisdiction by law, trustee agencies, and involved federal agencies, as to the appropriate scope
and content of the EIR.
SCOPING MEETING: The City will hold a scoping meeting for the Proposed Plan to receive
comments on the scope and content of the proposed EIR. You are welcome to attend the meeting and
present environmental information that you believe should be considered in the EIR. The scoping
meeting is scheduled as follows:
Date: Tuesday, May 17, 2016
Time: 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.
Place: First Presbyterian Church of Hollywood (Mears Center)
1760 North Gower Street
Hollywood, CA 90028
As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does
not discriminate. The meeting facility and its parking are wheelchair accessible. Sign language
interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aides and/or services may be provided
upon request. Other services, such as translation between English and other languages, may also be
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provided upon request. To ensure availability of services, please make your request no later than
three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by calling Priya Mehendale at 213.978.1380.
AGENCIES: The City requests your agency’s views on the scope and content of the environmental
information relevant to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the Proposed Plan,
in accordance with California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15082(b). Your agency will
need to use the EIR prepared by the City when considering any permits that your agency must issue
or other project approvals.
PROJECT LOCATION: The Hollywood Community Plan Area (CPA) covers approximately 22
square miles in the central portion of the City of Los Angeles. The CPA extends roughly south of the
Cities of Burbank and Glendale and the Ventura Freeway (State Highway 134), west of the Golden
State Freeway (Interstate 5), north of Melrose Avenue and south of Mulholland Drive and the Cities
of West Hollywood and Beverly Hills, including land south of the City of West Hollywood, and north
of Rosewood Avenue, between La Cienega Boulevard and La Brea Avenue. The Hollywood CPA is
shown within the regional context in Figure 1.
PROJECT BACKGROUND: The City previously approved the project (in substantially similar
form) and certified EIR No. ENV-2005-2158-EIR, SCH No. 2002041009 (2012 EIR), on June 19,
2012, (2012 Approvals). On February 11, 2014, after a legal challenge to the 2012 Approvals, the
Los Angeles Superior Court issued a Judgment directing the City to (1) rescind its 2012 Approvals
and (2) prepare, circulate and certify, consistent with the requirements of CEQA, an adequate and
valid EIR, which could include a supplemental, revised 2012 EIR or a new EIR. The City with this
Notice of Preparation is electing and noticing the preparation of a new EIR. The City does not intend
to certify the 2012 EIR, revised, supplemented or otherwise, for the CEQA clearance for the Project.
For this reason, the new EIR is given City Case No. ENV-2016-1451-EIR (CPC-2016-1450-CPU);
the City is also requesting a new State Clearinghouse Number from the California Office of Planning
and Research.
The Hollywood Community Plan is one of 35 Community Plans, which comprise the Land Use
Element of the General Plan. The Land Use Element is one of the seven State-mandated elements of
the General Plan that also include noise, transportation, and conservation among others. The
Hollywood Community Plan (the land use plan for Hollywood) is being updated consistent with
California Code Section 65302 for General Plans.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Hollywood Community Plan was last updated in 1988. The
Hollywood Community Plan Update (Proposed Plan) proposes updates to land use policies and the
land use diagram. The land use diagram (Figure 2) represents changes to land use designations and
zoning to address changes that have occurred since the last update and accommodate forecasted
housing, population, and employment growth in the CPA. Proposed land use diagram changes are
composed of land use designation and zoning changes (referred to herein as “Planning Areas”),
inclusive of height districts. These changes can be categorized as 1) increases and decreases in
allowable density and intensity, and uses and 2) land use designation and zoning consistency
corrections. The locations of these changes are generally shown in Figure 2 and depicted as Planning
Areas on the map. The land area affected by the proposed changes represents approximately 7 percent
(approximately 1,000 of roughly 13,961 acres) of the total CPA. See Table 1 on Page 3. The proposed
changes would primarily increase commercial and residential development potential in and near the
Regional Center Commercial portion of the community and along selected corridors in the CPA. The
2

decreases in development potential would be primarily focused on low to medium scale multi-family
residential neighborhoods to conserve existing density and intensity of those neighborhoods.
Consistency corrections are largely administrative and seek to correct land use designation and/or
zoning to reflect existing use or correct land use designation and zoning classification mismatches.
These corrections account for approximately half (450 acres) of the Planning Areas.
Table 1: Proposed Plan Land Use and Zoning Changes by Type
Change Type
Land Use Density/Intensity
Consistency
Total Planning Areas
No Change Proposed
Total CPA

Acres
555
450
1,005
12,956
13,961

Percent of CPA
4%
3%
7%
93%
100%

Population is forecast to increase 10% for the plan horizon year 2040 by the Southern California
Association of Governments (2016 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) adopted on April 7, 2016).
The Proposed Plan accommodates a net increase of approximately 27,000 persons, 11,000 housing
units, and 29,000 jobs. See Table 2 below.
Table 2: 2040 Planned vs. Forecast Growth in the Hollywood CPA
Existing Conditions1
SCAG Forecast1
Proposed Plan1
Housing Units
104,000
113,000
115,000
Persons
206,000
226,000
233,000
Jobs
100,000
120,000
129,000
1
Based on SCAG estimates (RTP 2016). All numbers rounded to the nearest thousand.

The Proposed Plan directs future growth to already urbanized areas of the CPA. The proposed changes
largely follow the current pattern of land use development reflecting City policies to direct growth
where it can be supported by existing transportation infrastructure. The Proposed Plan promotes a
balance of housing units and jobs near transit where different types of land uses (e.g., commercial
and residential) can be provided to reduce the length and number of vehicle trips. Light industrial
districts are retained for the potential to support media or entertainment-related uses. The Proposed
Plan also includes new zoning regulations to protect identified historic resources in many areas.
ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED IN THE EIR: Based on the project description and the Lead
Agency’s understanding of the environmental issues associated with the Proposed Plan, it is
anticipated that implementation of the Proposed Plan has the potential to result in environmental
effects associated with some or all of the following topics, which will be analyzed in detail in the
EIR:
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MOUNTAINS RECREATION & CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
Los Angeles River Center & Gardens
570 West Avenue Twenty-Six, Suite 100
Los Angeles, California 90065
Phone (323) 221-9944 Fax (323) 221-9934

June 15, 2016

City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Linda Lou, Community Planner
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667 Mail Stop 395
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Via email to linda.lou@lacity.org

Hollywood Community Plan Update Comments
Dear Ms. Lou,
The Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA) welcomes this
opportunity to provide its comments for the Notice of Preparation of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Hollywood Community Plan Update (Plan).
MRCA and the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy own, manage and patrol lands in
and near the Plan area.
The MRCA:
The MRCA is a joint powers authority among the Santa Monica Mountains
Conservancy, which is a state agency established by the Legislature, and the Conejo
Recreation and Park District, and the Rancho Simi Recreation and Park District, both of
which are local park agencies.
The MRCA is dedicated to the preservation and management of local open space and
parkland, watershed lands, trails, and wildlife habitat. The MRCA manages and
provides ranger services for almost 73,000 acres of public lands and parks that it owns
and that are owned by the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy or other agencies and
provides comprehensive education and interpretation programs for the public. The
MRCA works in cooperation with the Conservancy and other local government partners
to acquire parkland, participate in vital planning processes, and complete major park
improvement projects.
The MRCA provides natural resources and scientific expertise, critical regional planning
services, park construction services, park operations, fire prevention, ranger services,
educational and leadership programs for thousands of youth each year, and is one of
the lead agencies providing for the revitalization of the Los Angeles River. At the core of
MRCA’s services are a dedication to the principles of environmental justice and
environmental equity.

A local public agency exercising joint powers of the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, the Conejo Recreation & Park District,
and the Rancho Simi Recreation & Park District pursuant to Section 6500 et seq. of the Government Code.
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Issues to be addressed in the EIR:
The Notice of Preparation identifies the following topics to analyze in detail the EIR:
• Aesthetics;
• Air Quality;
• Cultural Resources;
• Geology and Soils;
• Greenhouse Gases;
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials;
• Hydrology and Water Quality;
• Land Use and Planning;
• Noise;
• Population, Housing, and Employment;
• Public Services; and
• Transportation/Circulation Alternatives.
Community plans in Los Angeles are important and have a long useful life. In order to
better understand the impacts of these elements and to ensure, public health, climate
change adaptation, recreation, equity, community connectivity and the environment are
prioritized in the planning process, I recommend including optional plan elements as
separate chapters or sections for organization and analysis.
Climate Change:
Specifically, MRCA would like to see the EIR reflect the relationships among land use,
conservation priorities, active transportation, transit-oriented developments and climate
change fully. The City already plans to analyze greenhouse gas emissions. This is
important. However, an emissions analysis alone, without analyzing how development
patterns influenced by conservation priorities, affordable housing options, climate
change adaptation strategies and recreational opportunities all interact misses an
opportunity for the City to plan around the future climate change needs of its citizens in
addition to the need to reduce emissions. Adaption to climate change should be
analyzed along with the City’s goal to analyze the Plan’s contribution to greenhouse
gasses.
MRCA has conducted research on the effects of smart green space, conservation
areas, active transportation amenities, and recreational amenities in urban LA. We are
happy to share this research with the City. We believe that the City can significantly
curb its carbon footprint and adapt to changes in climate by curbing the urban limit lines
through open space preservation and making already dense urban areas, such as many
parts of the Plan area, attractive for the long-term settlement of populations from diverse
income levels. This helps to prevent urban displacement of these communities and flight
to the suburbs in search of affordable housing.
Parks and Green Recreational Amenities:
Community-stabilizing amenities, such as parks and recreational areas, can contribute
to neighborhood stabilization. This can significantly affect the City’s ability to reduce
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greenhouse gas emissions and reduce VMTs related to urban flight. I recommend the
role of open space, parks and recreational areas to be analyzed directly and in detail.
This should be in addition to relevant related discussions that may touch on parks, such
as the sections on Air Quality and the Greenhouse Gas sections, or in discussions of
housing and climate change.
Environmental Justice:
The Plan area has significant environmental justice issues. Air quality and other
environmental burdens weigh heavily on the Plan area populations. The Plan analysis
will hopefully address several of these burdens individually through the analyses in Air
Quality; Geology and Soils; Greenhouse Gases; Hazards and Hazardous Materials;
Hydrology and Water Quality; Noise; Population, Housing, and Employment; Public
Services; and Transportation/Circulation Alternatives sections. However, I urge the City
to analyze environmental justice and community health issues in addition and in a
separate section. This way, the City can use the Plan as one tool to help address
environmental justice issues intentionally and holistically.
The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, in its General Plan Guidelines,
recommends that local governments planning efforts directly address environmental
justice. Local governments can integrate environmental justice into an optional
environmental justice element. The general plan for National City, California offers many
innovations useful for the Hollywood Plan. National City’s plan contains a “Health and
Environmental Justice” element. As the general plan states, “[t]he purpose of this Health
and Environmental Justice Element is to identify public health risks and environmental
justice concerns and improve living conditions to foster the physical health and wellbeing of National City’s residents.” National City’s approach helps address the needs of
its most vulnerable populations and Los Angeles can do the same in Hollywood.
Important components to planning for a healthy and equitable future in the Plan area
include a prioritization of green spaces, green amenities, active transportation options
and recreational opportunities.

Sincerely,

Spencer Eldred
Staff Counsel

South Coast
Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178
(909) 396-2000  www.aqmd.gov

May 20, 2016

linda.lou@lacity.org
Ms. Linda Lou, Community Planner
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring St., Room 667 Mail Stop 395
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Notice of Preparation of a CEQA Document for the
Hollywood Community Plan
The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
above-mentioned document. The SCAQMD staff’s comments are recommendations regarding the analysis of potential air
quality impacts from the proposed project that should be included in the Draft EIR. Please send the SCAQMD a copy of
the CEQA document upon its completion. Note that copies of the Draft EIR that are submitted to the State Clearinghouse
are not forwarded to the SCAQMD. Please forward a copy of the Draft EIR directly to SCAQMD at the address in our
letterhead. In addition, please send with the Draft EIR all appendices or technical documents related to the air
quality and greenhouse gas analyses and electronic versions of all air quality modeling and health risk assessment
files. These include original emission calculation spreadsheets and modeling files (not Adobe PDF files). Without
all files and supporting air quality documentation, the SCAQMD will be unable to complete its review of the air
quality analysis in a timely manner. Any delays in providing all supporting air quality documentation will require
additional time for review beyond the end of the comment period.
Air Quality Analysis
The SCAQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in 1993 to assist other
public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. The SCAQMD recommends that the Lead Agency use this
Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available from the
SCAQMD’s Subscription Services Department by calling (909) 396-3720. More recent guidance developed since this
Handbook was published is also available on SCAQMD’s website here: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/airquality-analysis-handbook/ceqa-air-quality-handbook-(1993). SCAQMD staff also recommends that the Lead Agency
use the CalEEMod land use emissions software. This software has recently been updated to incorporate up-to-date state
and locally approved emission factors and methodologies for estimating pollutant emissions from typical land use
development. CalEEMod is the only software model maintained by the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association (CAPCOA) and replaces the now outdated URBEMIS. This model is available free of charge at:
www.caleemod.com.
The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from all phases of the project
and all air pollutant sources related to the project. Air quality impacts from both construction (including demolition, if
any) and operations should be calculated. Construction-related air quality impacts typically include, but are not limited to,
emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings,
off-road mobile sources (e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction worker
vehicle trips, material transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include, but are not limited to, emissions
from stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road
tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air quality impacts from indirect sources, that is, sources that generate or attract
vehicular trips should be included in the analysis.
The SCAQMD has also developed both regional and localized significance thresholds. The SCAQMD staff requests that
the lead agency quantify criteria pollutant emissions and compare the results to the recommended regional significance
thresholds found here: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significancethresholds.pdf. In addition to analyzing regional air quality impacts, the SCAQMD staff recommends calculating
localized air quality impacts and comparing the results to localized significance thresholds (LSTs). LSTs can be used in
addition to the recommended regional significance thresholds as a second indication of air quality impacts when preparing
a Draft EIR. Therefore, when preparing the air quality analysis for the proposed project, it is recommended that the lead
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agency perform a localized analysis by either using the LSTs developed by the SCAQMD or performing dispersion
modeling as necessary.
Guidance for performing a localized air quality analysis can be found at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds.
In the event that the proposed project generates or attracts vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles, it
is recommended that the lead agency perform a mobile source health risk assessment. Guidance for performing a mobile
source health risk assessment (“Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risk from Mobile Source Diesel
Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis”) can be found at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/airquality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis. An analysis of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the use
of equipment potentially generating such air pollutants should also be included.
In addition, guidance on siting incompatible land uses (such as placing homes near freeways) can be found in the
California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Perspective, which can be found at
the following internet address: http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. CARB’s Land Use Handbook is a general
reference guide for evaluating and reducing air pollution impacts associated with new projects that go through the land
use decision-making process.
Mitigation Measures
In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation
measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized during project construction and operation to minimize or
eliminate these impacts. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(1)(D), any impacts resulting from mitigation
measures must also be discussed. Several resources are available to assist the Lead Agency with identifying possible
mitigation measures for the project, including:
• Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook
• SCAQMD’s CEQA web pages at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysishandbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-efficiencies.
• CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures available here:
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf.
• SCAQMD’s Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook for controlling construction-related
emissions
• Other measures to reduce air quality impacts from land use projects can be found in the SCAQMD’s Guidance
Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning. This document can be found
at the following internet address:
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/planning/air-quality-guidance/complete-guidance-document.pdf.
Data Sources
SCAQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the SCAQMD’s Public Information
Center at (909) 396-2039. Much of the information available through the Public Information Center is also available via
the SCAQMD’s webpage (http://www.aqmd.gov).
The SCAQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project emissions are accurately evaluated
and mitigated where feasible. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at jcheng@aqmd.gov or
call me at (909) 396-2448.
Sincerely,

Jillian Wong
Jillian Wong, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
JC:JW
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www.hillsidefederation.org
PRESIDENT
Charley Mims
CHAIRMAN
Marian Dodge
VICE PRESIDENTS
Mark Stratton
John Given
SECRETARIES
Carol Sidlow
John Given
TREASURER
Don Andres
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood
Bel-Air Association
Bel Air Knolls Property Owners
Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners
Benedict Canyon Association
Brentwood Hills Homeowners
Brentwood Residents Coalition
Cahuenga Pass Property Owners
Canyon Back Alliance
CASM-SFV
Crests Neighborhood Assn.
Franklin Ave./Hollywood Bl. West
Franklin Hills Residents Assn.
Highlands Owners Assn.
Hollywood Dell Civic Assn.
Hollywood Heights Assn.
Hollywoodland Homeowners
Holmby Hills Homeowners Assn.
Kagel Canyon Civic Assn.
Lake Hollywood HOA
Laurel Canyon Assn.
Lookout Mountain Alliance
Los Feliz Improvement Assn.
Mt. Olympus Property Owners
Mt. Washington Homeowners All.
Nichols Canyon Assn.
N. Beverly Dr./Franklin Canyon
Oak Forest Canyon Assn.
Oaks Homeowners Assn.
Outpost Estates Homeowners
Rancho Verdugo Estates
Residents of Beverly Glen
Roscomare Valley Assn.
Save Coldwater Canyon!
Save Sunset Blvd.
Shadow Hills Property Owners
Sherman Oaks HO Assn.
Silver Lake Heritage Trust
Studio City Residents Assn.
Sunset Hills Homeowners Assn.
Tarzana Property Owners Assn.
Torreyson Flynn Assn.
Upper Mandeville Canyon
Upper Nichols Canyon NA
Whitley Heights Civic Assn.

CHAIRS EMERITI
Shirley Cohen
Jerome C. Daniel
Patricia Bell Hearst
Alan Kishbaugh
Gordon Murley
Steve Twining
CHAIRS IN MEMORIAM
Brian Moore
Polly Ward

City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Linda Lou, Community Planner
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667, Mail Stop 395
Los Angeles, CA 90012
June 13, 2016

Re:

Response to Notice of Preparation
Proposed Hollywood Community Plan Update
ENV-2016-1451-EIR

Dear Ms. Lou:
The Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations, Inc., founded in

1952, represents 45 homeowner and resident associations with
approximately 250,000 constituents spanning the Santa Monica
Mountains. At its meeting of June 1, 2016, the Hillside Federation board
discussed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed
Hollywood Community Plan Update (ENV-2016-1451-EIR) and are
pleased to offer these comments.
The Hillside Federation previously supported the 2012 Hollywood
Community Plan’s policies to protect hillside neighborhoods. See 2012
Hollywood Community Plan, Policies L.U.1.28–1.36, pp.72-73, and the
Federation’s letter of April 16, 2012 (attached as Exh. A). We are very
pleased that those policies remain and would oppose any weakening of
programs and policies for hillside neighborhood areas.
Despite passage of the Baseline Hillside Ordinance in 2011, a number of
hillside issues have arisen that should be studied as part of the HCP
update’s Draft Environmental Impact Report. These include:
• Increased hillside construction on lots previously considered
“unbuildable” requires mapping of extreme slopes in the hillside
geographical areas of the Hollywood Community Plan area to allow
better understanding of potentially significant environmental
impacts;

• Increased construction on substandard roads requires improved notification for “B”
permit activity and any requested waiver of Hillside Ordinance requirements to increase
street width or otherwise improve substandard roadways (those less than 20 feet wide);
• Whether additional infrastructure improvements are needed that could further mitigate
impacts of development in the Hollywood hillside areas.
Other general issues of concern with the Hollywood Community Plan Update include:
• Increased densification along traffic corridors and the lack of sufficiently robust
transportation infrastructure to accommodate projected density increases;
• Moving the primary responsibility for the Geology section of the Environmental Impact
Report to the California Geological Survey and the State Geologist, especially with
respect to limiting building for human habitation in the vicinity of the Hollywood fault
and any other seismic zones;
• Maximizing community plan outreach for the Hollywood Community Plan update to
community members through various modes, including the Hollywood Council
Districts, homeowner groups, the Hillside Federation and other community
organizations, neighborhood councils, and social media sites and platforms.
As the City acknowledges, “Community Plans are the blueprint for guiding change in the City,”
which “provide the basis for where and what type of buildings are constructed and regulate how
those buildings are used.” Dept. of City Planning, HCP Update Scoping Meeting handout, p.2
(May 17, 2016). Fundamental goals of the Hollywood Community Plan update include
“[m]aintain[ing] land use and zoning consistency” and “preserv[ing] single-family residential
neighborhoods.” Id. The DEIR for the Hollywood Community Plan must be detailed and
accurate, and the public process toward passage of the updated community plan must be entirely
transparent. Increased community outreach during the update process will be critical to ensuring
both accuracy and transparency.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Charley Mims
Charley Mims

EXHIBIT A

P.O. Box 27404
Los Angeles, CA 90027
323-663-1031
president@hillsidefederation.org
www.hillsidefederation.org

PRESIDENT
Marian Dodge
CHAIRMAN
Charley Mims
VICE PRESIDENTS
Mark Stratton
Wendy-Sue Rosen
SECRETARY
Donna Messinger
TREASURER
Don Andres

PLUM Committee
City Hall
200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
April 16, 2012
Re: Hollywood Community Plan
CPC-2005-6082-CPU, CPC-1997-43-CPU
Dear Councilmembers:

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood
Bel Air Knolls Property Owners
Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners
Bel Air Ridge Association
Benedict Canyon Association
Brentwood Hills Homeowners
Brentwood Residents Coalition
Canyon Back Alliance
Crests Neighborhood Assn.
Franklin Ave./Hollywood Bl. West
Franklin Hills Residents Assn.
Highlands Owners Assn.
Hollywood Dell Civic Assn.
Hollywood Heights Assn.
Hollywoodland Homeowners
Holmby Hills Homeowners Assn.
Kagel Canyon Civic Assn.
Laurel Canyon Assn.
Lookout Mountain Alliance
Los Feliz Improvement Assn.
Mt. Olympus Property Owners
Mt. Washington Homeowners All.
Nichols Canyon Assn.
N. Beverly Dr./Franklin Canyon
Oak Forest Canyon Assn.
Oaks Homeowners Assn.
Outpost Estates Homeowners
Pacific Palisades Residents Assn.
Residents of Beverly Glen
Roscomare Valley Assn.
Shadow Hills Property Owners
Sherman Oaks HO Assn.
Studio City Residents Assn.
Sunset Hills Homeowners Assn.
Tarzana Property Owners Assn.
Torreyson Flynn Assn.
Upper Mandeville Canyon
Whitley Heights Civic Assn.

The Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations, Inc., founded in 1952,
represents thirty-eight homeowner and residents associations spanning the Santa
Monica Mountains, from Pacific Palisades to Mt. Washington. The Federation's
mission is to protect the property and the quality of life of its over 200,000
constituents and to conserve the natural habitat and appearance of the hillside and
mountain areas in which they live. Therefore the Hillside Federation supports the
Hollywood Community Plan.
The Federation is pleased with the inclusion of the Baseline Hillside Ordinance,
the Slope Density Ordinance, both of which were developed with the assistance
of the Federation, and the upcoming Ridgeline Protection Ordinance and
Retaining Wall Ordinance. A great deal of community input was taken and many
specific local requests were incorporated into the plan. There is much in the plan
which is to be commended.
However, there is one issue that continues to be of concern to the Federation–the
amount of densification that is planned along the transit corridors. Are the
population projections upon which the densification is based accurate? If the
population is declining, do we need more densification? Given that the city
already has water restrictions, traffic is already at a standstill, and our emergency
services are already stretched, can the city afford to increase density? We don’t
want developers building out-of-scale and excessive height projects now when
there is no demand to justify it.
The Hillside Federation urges the City to reexamine the population projections
and the proposed densification to see if it is really justified.
Sincerely,

Marian Dodge
CHAIRPERSONS EMERITUS
Shirley Cohen
Jerome C. Daniel
Patricia Bell Hearst
Alan Kishbaugh
Gordon Murley
Polly Ward
CHAIRMAN IN MEMORIUM
Brian Moore

Marian Dodge, President

City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Linda Lou, Community Planner
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667 mail stop 395
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: 213.978.1473
Email: linda.lou@lacity.org
May 17, 2016
Case No. ENV-2016-1451-EIR (CPC-2016-1450-CPU)
Ms. Lou,
Please accept this letter as Fix The City’s initial comments on the Notice of Preparation for
ENV-2016-1451-EIR .
1. Consistency and compliance with the General Plan and General Plan Framework,
including consistency with legal rulings which discussed the meaning of the GPF and its
mitigation policies and including consistency with City comments that “The policy
requires that type, amount, and location of development be correlated with the
provision of adequate supporting infrastructure and services.”
2. Findings of adequate actual infrastructure capacity with regard to at least police, fire,
water, sewerage, parks, and traffic circulation.
3. Use of an updated Urban Water Management Plans (2015) not 2010 which did not
address drought conditions.
4. Use of updated air quality studies that take into account the impacts of the Aliso Canyon
leak.
5. Detailed study of Level of Service, Vehicle Miles Traveled and Vehicle Hours Traveled
for the Hollywood area.
6. A detailed analysis of MP2035 in each of its various forms including if MP2035 is
rejected by the courts including those areas in Hollywood which are covered by
MP2035.
7. Please provide information on Freeway access.
8. All population, housing and employment numbers must use actual data that can be verified.
James O’Sullivan
Vice President, Fix the City
jamesos@aol.com
213-840-0246- cell

June 14, 2016
Ms. Linda Lou
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 N Spring St, Rm 667, Mailstop 395
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Via: linda.lou@lacity.org
Dear Ms. Lou,
Friends of Griffith Park is a charitable non-profit organization focused on advocacy, service, education,
and support of Griffith Park, the most significant of parks falling within the boundaries of the Hollywood
Community Plan. We have focused the following comments specifically on parks, recreation, and
protecting LA’s great urban wilderness areas for generations in the future.
The following are comments which we hope the City will act upon for the Hollywood Community Plan
(HCP)Draft EIR:
1. WILDLIFE CONNECTIVITY
The Hollywood Freeway bisects large habitat areas decreasing the extent of important wildlife
migration. Yet, wildlife travel across the freeway and at other risky or near-impasse zones. A recent
example is mountain lion P-22, who has made Griffith Park his home for well over four years, coming
from a genetic population far in the western Santa Monica Mountains.
Connectivity across the Santa Monica Mountains - including Griffith Park – is crucial for species to
maintain sufficient genetic variability. The recent City Council action, CF #14-0518 Wildlife Corridor
Motion (Koretz), underscores the need to plan into the future to avert unhealthy wildlife populations or
localized extinctions due to genetic depression.
OUR REQUEST:
Considering the fact that the Hollywood Community Plan area contains vast amount of habitat and also
critical choke points with failing or limited wildlife linkages, the Plan must address the issue and give
priority consideration to wildlife connectivity. This is especially true for the Cahuenga Pass corridor, but
is also important where habitat connects with the LA River.
2. SIGNIFICANT ECOLOGICAL AREA
The HCP should also include a reference that Griffith Park is designated as a “Significant Ecological
Area (SEA)” by the General Plan of Los Angeles County. SEA designation is given to land that
contains irreplaceable biological resources. Per the County’s General Plan, “The objective of the
SEA Program is to conserve genetic and physical diversity by designating biological resource areas
that are capable of sustaining themselves into the future.”

3. THE NEED FOR MORE PARKS
According to 2016 City Park Facts, produced by The Trust for Public Lands, Los Angeles ranks near
the bottom of all U.S. cities in the number of playgrounds per population (1.1 per 10,000). Los
Angeles also ranks near the bottom for “walkable park access (one-half mile)”. In fact, only 55% of
LA residents are within a half-mile of any type of park. While the Department of Recreation and
Parks has made improvements on these dire statistics in recent years, Hollywood has seen no
improvement.
The City’s Public Recreation Element of the General Plan’s criteria for parkland acreage is cited in
the proposed text for the HCP. However, in reporting whether the existing conditions meet these
three separate criteria, the conclusion is obscured by totaling all acreage and dividing by the
population. This is not an acceptable methodology for an analysis of recreational needs of the
community. The total acreage figure is biased by huge Griffith Park which, on its own, does not
satisfy the goals per the General Plan criteria.
The reason why the City General Plan separates criteria by types of parks is that each provides
unique purposes, and they serve varying needs of the citizens of Los Angeles. The vast acreage of
Griffith Park, considered “regional parkland”, provides a wilderness experience and satisfies
multiple passive recreational needs, such as hiking. It also has various facilities and attractions
such as golfing, concessions and museums. Regional parks, according to the City General Plan,
generally serve a larger audience, persons from throughout the Los Angeles basin.
Neighborhood parks, according to the General Plan, should provide space and facilities for outdoor and
indoor recreational activities. It is intended to serve residents of all ages in its immediate neighborhood.
Community parks, according to the General Plan, should be designed to serve residents of all ages in
several surrounding neighborhoods. Its facilities serve a much wider interest range than do those of a
Neighborhood site.
Regarding “standards” for parkland, the General Plan also says: A satisfactory recreation system must
measure up to accepted standards in three respects: first, there must be sufficient land area set aside
for recreation; second, the recreation areas must be properly distributed in residential areas; and third,
there must be facilities to meet different recreation needs - including both active and passive recreation,
and have provisions for all age groups.
A portion of the Community parkland deliverables may be somewhat served by Griffith Park which is
within reasonable distance from some of the Hollywood Community Plan Area. The General Plan sets
this guideline: 1) A service radius of a community site is approximately 2 miles, and 2) the community
park should be easily accessible to the area served.
The General Plan sets these guidelines for Neighborhood Parkland: “The service radius of a
neighborhood recreational site is approximately one-half mile. The park space should be located within
a neighborhood so that users are not required to cross a major arterial street or highway when walking
to the site.”

While there is mention of a need for more Neighborhood parkland, it is the type of parkland which is
severely lacking from a planning perspective in the proposed text for the HCP. These are the small
“pocket parks” or “mini-parks” which should be detailed now as a part of the planning process, not in
the future. While some of the needs may be met with sharing arrangements with public schools per
Policy CF.5.34, there are not enough specifics to support this to ever occur, such as which have “schoolspecific” agreements.
OUR REQUEST:
We request that Table 5-1 show the actual acres per 1,000 residents statistics for each park type that is
identified in the General Plan. The statement that, ”total parkland acreage in Hollywood is nearly twice
the number of acres required to meet the standard established by the City’s Public Recreation Element”
is misleading and not accurate. A strong plan should be put in place to correct, rather than perpetuate,
the lack of parks and recreational facilities in the Hollywood Community Plan Area, so to conform to the
standards set by the City General Plan.
4. EQUESTRIAN TRAILS, MAP 39
Map 39 overstates the extent of Griffith Park equestrian trails and should be corrected with input
from someone who knows the park trails.
5. POLICY CF.5.66 - TRAILS
This policy presently recommends expanding equestrian trails and hiking trails. With 53 miles of hiking
trails in Griffith and more in Runyon Canyon, it is hard to imagine any needs assessment might find there
are not enough trails to meet demand. There are no crowded or over-used trails within Griffith Park. In
fact, there is a problem with new illegal and unauthorized trails in our drought-stressed habitat, and this
activity needs to stop. The Plan’s recommendation should put the emphasis on protecting, maintaining
and improving our existing authorized trails, with no mention of expanding trails.
6. TRANSIT OPTIONS FOR PARK VISITORS AND PARK CIRCULATION
Due to the increase in demand for tourists and recreationists to visit Griffith Park, a
comprehensive transit plan should be included in the HCP to support the goal of reduced
dependence on automobiles. This is especially important to avoid further adverse impacts to the
residential areas north of Franklin Avenue and Los Feliz Boulevard. The plan should include transit
options from METRO stations and other hubs in Hollywood and Los Feliz. A Hollywood Visitor
Center in Hollywood or East Hollywood should be considered.
Feel free to contact us for any further clarifications on these comments or on Griffith Park.

Sincerely,

Gerry Hans
President

Richard MacNaughton
Attorney at Law
9107 Wilshire Boulevard
Suite 700
Beverly Hills, California 90210

Tel 323/957-9588
Fax 310/274–7749

MacNaughtonEsq@Gmail.com
Monday, May 23, 2016
Email. Linda.lou@lacity.org
Ms. Linda Lou
City of Los Angeles, Department of Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667 mail stop 395
Los Angeles, California 90012
RE:

Quality of Life for Hollywoodians Should be Focus of the Hollywood
Community Plan
1.
Use Accurate Population Data
2.
The DownSizing-DownZoning Alternative for the DEIR
3.
The Need to Study Virtual Presence as a Mode of Trans-portation

Dear Ms. Lou:
This offices represents the following unincorporated associations all of which
are concerned about the inadequacies of the Notice of Preparation for the Hollywood
Community Plan Update [HCP2].
1.
2.
3.
4.

Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning, an unincorporated
association [HELP],
Citizens Coalition Los Angeles, an unincorporated association [CCLA],
SaveHollywood.org aka People for Livable Communities, an unincorporated association [SaveHywd], and
Hollywood Advocates, an unincorporated association

In addition to their prior individual and collective objections to the NOP, they
are joining to make known the need for the Draft Environment Impact Study to do the
following:
1.
2.
3.

Use Accurate Population Data
The DownSizing-DownZoning Alternative for the DEIR
The Need to study Virtual Presence as a Mode of Transportation
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1.

The Need to Use Accurate Population Data:

Accurate population data requires that the DEIR find the most reliable
population data and present it in manner which provides the best information to the
public to understand the demographic dynamics that are at play in Hollywood. The
DEIR needs to trace not only the historic trends, but also to explain the factors which
affect those trends.
The sub populations require special attention and in this connection the DEIR
needs to study the various ethnic groups in Hollywood and how they interact with the
Los Angeles Unified School District [LAUSD]. A quality education is essential for
upward mobile communities and the poor quality of the LAUSD is a factor which
impacts who will live in Hollywood.
To what extent will a subgroup such as Armenians or Chinese families have
their own schools either in lieu of attending the public schools are in addition to
public school? The quality of the schools affects family oriented cultures and many
family oriented cultures prefer single family homes to apartments. Thus, the
subgroup’s educational needs and housing needs are linked together. If Hollywood
adds more apartments and continues to spot zone away single family homes, the
DEIR needs to study the negative impacts such policies decisions with have on
educationally oriented upward mobile families.
What will be the impact on such cultures if the City pursues policies which are
oriented to young singles and the elderly without providing more attention to the
needs of families. The availability of parks and sports fields is tied to family life for
many cultures. There appears to be a policy to commercialize playing areas and to
move them into the wilderness parks of Griffith Park (baseball) and Runyon Canyon
(basketball). What are the plans for soccer fields for cultures which have large soccer
fans such as Hispanics and Armenians. Will they too be constructed in inaccessible
portions of the wilderness parks north of where the youth live?
The City cannot make sensible plans for the future within providing a more
detailed population breakdown of the subgroups within Hollywood. Is it realistic to
expect the Korean Community to move northward into Hollywood?
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In order to make a proper assessment of the subgroups in Hollywood and those
likely to establish a significant presence in Hollywood in the next few decades, the
City needs to also study their age groupings including their birth rate, average age at
which they marry, and their choice of homes when rearing families.
Without knowing the ages of various subgroups, it is impossible to make
rational decisions for the future. Millennials of all ethnic, racial and religious
subgroups are entering into the child rearing age. Statistically, their life style
dramatically change and they leave apartment living for single family homes near
good jobs. The year 2015 is the peak year for Millennials in that twenty-five years
ago, they had the their maximum birth rate and from that point onward, fewer and
fewer Millennials were born. Thus, as Millennials are moving into the childbearing
years, they will be moving away from apartment living and looking for single family
homes, but there will be a decreasing number of Millennials to replace them.
This demographic trend portends an ever increasing vacancy rate of apartments
while the demand for single family homes will increase. If the demand for the
Millennials over the age 25 to have a place for family life is not met in Hollywood,
they will move away. Each year that Millennials transition from the post-college
Dorm Room style to the family home with a yard style, the demand for single family
homes will rise while the demand for apartments will decrease.
Unless the demand for family homes can be satisfied in or near to Hollywood
(cross reference Virtual Presence), Hollywood will lose an important part of its
population, i.e. the productive family breadwinners. Employers shun places where
families are leaving as employers know that the stability of their companies depend
on a stable workforce. If it is true that Hollywood’s population is dumb belling with
a lumping among the young and elderly but thinning in the stable breadwinner
demographic, employers will not want to relocate to Hollywood or stay in
Hollywood.
The exodus of the breadwinner demographic and the departure of employers
go hand-in-hand. These issues are inter-related. Hollywood cannot become
unfriendly to families by loading up on apartments and bad schools without both
employers and workers moving elsewhere.
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(A) The Impact of the anti-Mansionization Movement
While the impetus of the anti-Mansionization Movement is to preserve stable
single family neighborhoods, the draconian building limitations will makes thousands
of R-1 homes in and near Hollywood inadequate for family life. The fear of the antiMansion people that the city and developers will take any chance they have
aggrandize homes to the point that the character of the neighborhood is destroyed is
realistic. Nonetheless, there needs to be a rational way to remodel older homes to
accommodate the life styles which are advancing upon us.
Many older homes lack master bedroom suites, home offices, and the kitchenfamily-great room complex with flows out on to patios. The City needs to study
substituting strict style requirements for the square footage limitations and the City
needs to study the wider use of basements to add useable space to older homes. If
Hollywood expects to be a place which can hold on to its employers, it needs to
provide more ample housing for employees with families.
(B) The Need To Parse The Data on Millennials
The data strongly suggests that apartments are harmful to the longer term
health of Hollywood, but instead of more small apartments, Hollywood needs to
provide for more space, larger homes with yards. Hollywood is competing not with
Manhattan but with Chatsworth and Austin, Texas. Demographics tell us that
Hollywood cannot throw its lot with the dwindling number of Millennials.
Another factors will hasten the exit of the Millennials. The improving
economy is one of them and the new opportunity centers which are maturing in other
parts of the country such as South Texas, the Carolinas, Georgia and even some in the
Snow Belt. Virtual Presence is making smaller cities like Sacramento more attractive
to families. In an information society, more jobs can be done via Telecommuting
with fewer trips to the central employer. Silicone Valley can now have its employers
spreading out towards Sacramento.
The impact on Hollywood of what small cities can attract with Virtual Presence
is that a densely packed Hollywood will not be able to compete with these more
livable areas. If Hollywood continues to construct apartments and promote mega
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projects which will make traffic congestion unbearable, Hollywood will make itself
inhospitable to both employers and families.
Thus, the DEIR has to study the subgroups which comprise Hollywood and
study where those groups will likely be in 5, 10 and 20 years. None of the
demographic data which we have seen support the notion that Hollywood can become
a viable community with decent employment unless it DownSizes and DownZones
(see infra) so that Hollywood becomes family oriented. The quality of life of its
residents is more important than developers’ profits from building high rises.
On its present trajectory, Hollywood is oriented toward young tran-sients and
the elderly. In signing his 17th Executive Order on May 18, 2016, Mayor Garcetti
stated:
L.A.’s older adult population is expected to grow dramatically in the
coming years. In Los Angeles County, the number of adults 65 and older
is expected to nearly double to more than 2.1 million by 2030. There are
about a half-million residents age 60 and older in the City of Los
Angeles — a number that is expected to increase by 50% over the next
two decades. Mayor Eric Garcetti at May 18, 2016 signing ceremony
Thus, Hollywood’s percentage of elderly will increase over the next decades
but that increase in the elderly does not involve old people moving here. They are
already in Hollywood. The death rate has significantly decreased. Thus, the elderly
are a significant component of the city’s slow population increase. More people are
leaving Los Angeles than are coming here, but it is the family breadwinner
demographic which is departing. Thus, Hollywood faces a demographic problem of
an aging population which deters new employers from moving into Hollywood.
While a geriatric population has many good qualities such as a very low crime rate,
they do not provide a good employment base.
Hollywood cannot afford to become any more family-unfriendly. A familyunfriendly town such as Hollywood is an employer-unfriendly town. Unless the City
takes immediate steps to expand its supply of single-family homes both in Hollywood
and nearby places in The Basin, the City will find it increasingly harder to attract new
businesses and harder to retain the employers which it has.
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(C) The Cirque du Soleil Experience
The experience of Cirque du Soleil is illustrative. As an entertainment venue,
planners thought that it was worth $30 Million to change the new Kodak Theater so
that Cirque du Soleil would become a 30 year anchor tenant. Planners foolishly
thought that its placement over a subway station would guarantee attendance. Cirque
du Soleil lasted two years before leaving. That was $15 Million per year. While the
planners were convinced that it would be a huge success and revitalize HollywoodHighland, it was a disaster. The Cirque du Soleil story is more applicable to
employers. After all, Cirque du Soleil was entertainment. People go to Las Vegas
to see Cirque due Soleil. Surely they will go to Hollywood, the entertainment capital
of the world. The City planners and the developers were 100% wrong, but we see
that the NOP is setting us down the same path.
As Judge Alan Goodman remarked when he rejected the last Hollywood
Community Plan, the city relies on fatally flawed data and wishful thinking.
Hollywood producers manufacture the dreams but always with their eye on the
bottom-line and that requires a thorough knowledge of demographics. The City’s
plan for Hollywood is illusion and pixie dust.
In an endeavor to turn Hollywood in Manhattan West, the city has loaded
Hollywood with a glut of ugly apartments designed for a diminishing demographic.
The hey day of the glorified dorm rooms is over. The problems facing Hollywood are
monumental, but the City ignores reality in order to pursue a fantasy.
The type projects which The City is approving for Hollywood are a formula for
disaster. Gail Goldberg warned the City in 2006 when she was in-coming Director
Planning that allowing developers to set the zoning they wanted for their projects
rather than making developer’s buildings conform to the zoning law was leading to
disaster.
2.

The DEIR Needs to Study the DownSizing-DownZoning
Alternative [Ds-Dz Alternative]

The City needs to understand that the type projects it is approving are harmful
to Hollywood’s viability, but rather the City needs to study the opposite approach, i.e.
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the DownSizing-DownZong Alternative [Ds-Dz Alternative]. The population data
since 1990 shows that Hollywood is a more viable community with a higher quality
of life for Hollywoodians with less density. The first step is for the City to recognize
the harmful direction which Hollywood is taking with its densification.
The densification push from City Hall is actually illegal under the General Plan
as the Community Plans may not encourage growth or retard growth, but the
community plans have to allow for growth. Since 2001, Hollywood has been in
violation of the City’s General Plan by actively encouraging growth which otherwise
would not come to Hollywood. There is strong resistance to the forced-increase in
population density. Although the forced densification has been a failure, it still has
adversely impacted Hollywood. Yet, the City persists in its forced densification of
Hollywood by promoting projects which the residents do not want.
(A) The Disasters of the Mega-density Projects
The Palladium project, for example, plans to attract an absurdly high number
of new people into a 1/4 square block area. HELP’s and CCLA’s comments on The
Palladium describe some of the adverse impacts the Project would have on
Hollywood – assuming it can rent it units. The HCP2 is bringing the troubles to
Hollywood.
1.

The Project Will Add 8 Linear Miles of Additional
Living
Units to ½ Square Block in Hollywood

At the outset it is beneficial to grasp the number of additional homes
which this project will be adding roughly one-quarter of square block in
Hollywood.
Because it is difficult to visualize the increased population density of
high rise which are 30 stories high, HELP & CCLA use the concept of Linear
Miles. Linear miles take the total number of additional living units and
multiples them by 60 feet, which is the average width of a R-1 lot. Then we
divide that number of 5,280 which is the number of feet in a mile.
Thus, Linear Miles tells us how far all these new condos and apartments
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would stretch if they were modest single family homes sitting side by side.
This Project proposes to add the equivalent of over 8 Linear Miles of
new homes within one square block.
2.

How Long is 8 Linear Miles?

When we take the time to visualize these distances, we can better
comprehend the additional density which The Project will bring to one-quarter
square block. Eight Linear Miles of homes would stretch from this Project site
at 6201 Sunset all the way to Los Angeles City Hall in downtown and still
have another mile of homes.
When we realize how many additional people will be crammed into this
small area, we begin to realize that Hollywood cannot accommodate this
population increase. People do not stay home in their tiny apartments all day;
they go out and the do things.
3.

What will be the Impact of 8 Linear Miles of
Additional Population in one-quarter Square Block?

People tend to look at the pretty pictures of the buildings and listen to
the platitudes which accompany them. When one is concerned about the
impact this population increase will have upon Hollywood, we have to take
some time to get an understanding of how all these additional people will
affect life in Hollywood. Not only will they need cars in order to get around
Los Angeles, but they make demands on our water supply. Already, we have
water mains bursting about one or two per week. Our system is too antiquated
to serve the people who live here now. The same is true for all our
infrastructure. Police, firemen and paramedics are part of the infrastructure
and they cost money, but the City has no money. Not only does the city give
money to developers like CIM Group, but it does not charge them the required
developer fees.
It is hard to see the harm Hollywoodians suffer from the over-burdened
infrastructure. If it takes the paramedics an extra 10 minutes to get to the
elderly woman up the street and she dies for lack of prompt emergency care,
one cannot see the connection between too many emergencies and too few
paramedics. When the crime rate increases as has been happening in
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Hollywood, one cannot see the connection between the police being spread too
thin and criminals being more bold due to lack of community policing. It
certainly is not the police officers’ fault; they can only be in one place at one
time. What we do see is the traffic congestion and the inability to find a
parking space.
4.

The Increase in Automobiles Will be More Than
Hollywood Can Handle

The claim that people who live in these Transit Oriented Districts will
use the subway has been proven to be false. Almost every family who can
afford a car who lives in a TOD will have a car. The subway cannot substitute
for a car because the subway covers only 5% to 10% of the City. 1
The traffic congestion and the inability to find parking are both real
problems and stand-ins for the other harder to perceive harm which come from
excessive population density. Thus, the city actively misleads citizens about
how it is solving the traffic problem with fixed-rail transit. The word charade
is too mild to describe the materially misleading propaganda the city has been
feeding the public about how more subways and more trolleys will solve all the
transportation problems.
The reality is that for the overwhelming majority of Angelenos is at best
a necessary evil which they will shun as soon as they can afford to do so. As
the Metro’s own data shows, when “illegals” were recently permitted to obtain
drivers’ licenses, subway ridership significantly declined.
Over the last 20 years per person ridership on L.A. County’s mass
transit has declined. Building TODs does not cause people to use the subway.
Rather cars follow the people. When the per mile population increases, the
number of cars in that same area increases.

1

The 1915 Study of Street Traffic Conditions in the City of Los Angeles
conducted by the City’s Bureau of Engineering has been submitted to the City
many times in the last decade. Nonetheless, the City persists in ignoring this
landmark study and excludes it from the materials for the public record. Thus,
once again HELP & CCLA are adding the 1915 Study to the public record for
this Project.
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5.

Vehicle Ownership Does Not Decrease for People
Who Live in Transit Oriented Districts

The rate of car ownership per household does not decrease for people
who live in Transit Oriented Districts. Poverty correlates to lack of ownership.
When one adjusts for more poor people living near transit hubs, one’s wealth
determines whether they are likely to own a car. This correlation was
established for Los Angeles County back in 1999, but the City refuses to share
this data, but instead it sets forth the false claim that people who live in Transit
Oriented Districts will not own cars and they will use the subway and bus. A
similarly false claim is made for this Project. [The Relation Between Transit
Availability and Automobile Ownership: the Case of Los Angeles County,
University of New Orleans, School of Urban and Public Affairs, by Devajyoti
Deka, 1-1-1999]
6.

How to Calculate the Number of Additional
Vehicles in Hollywood

The Project proposes 731 units will be for wealthier people, we can use
the average number of cars per person. For Los Angeles that is .54 vehicles
per person. [December 30, 2010, Streetblog, Density, Car Ownership, and
What It Means for the Future of Los Angeles, by Damien Newton.] In other
words, one car for every two people.
If we assume that there will be an average of two people per unit in the
Project, that means a minimum of 731 additional cars in a one-quarter square
block area. The average car is about 15 feet long. 731 cars x 15 feet equals
feet or about 2 miles of cars stretched end to end. The freeway entrance at
Van Ness and Sunset is only ½ mile from the Project. Thus, the number of
additional cars which will be added will stretch four times as far as the freeway
is from the Project. HELP and CCLA do not imply that all the cars will be on
Sunset headed towards the Hollywood Freeway at the same time, but one can
better grasp the number of cars which this Project will add to Hollywood’s
traffic congestion by relating the number of cars to something with which
Hollywoodians are already familiar.
The worse freeway on-ramp off ramp configuration is three north of
this Project at the intersection of Argyle, Franklin, and Vine and the
Hollywood Freeway. This tangle of streets and freeway ramps is already over
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burdened.
One has to consider the cumulative impact from the added cars from the
Crossroad’s Project at 6665 Sunset. That project will add another two linear
miles of cars and an additional 11 linear miles of homes within a few block of
this Project. The cumulative increase in population density and number of
additional cars are far more than Hollywood’s infrastructure can handle.
False claims are made that residents will not use cars they live in a
Transit Oriented District [TOD]. This claim is false. People who live in
TODs own cars and they use cars. The only segment of society which tends
not to own cars and rely on mass transit are the very poor. Unless the Project
will house only extremely poor people, there be no expectation that the
residents will use the subway.
7.

Only Poverty reduces Vehicle Ownership

The idea that creating TODs will force people to use mass transit, e.g.
the subway, is false. Except for the poor, very elderly, and blind, TODs
residents own cars and add to the traffic congestion. The commercial space
cannot be finally viable unless it can attract cars. When she was Controller,
Laura Chick conducted a study which showed that one-half of all commercial
space in the CRA/LA’s mixed-use projects was vacant.
The major cause of the failure of the mixed-use commercial space was
the lack of parking. Nonetheless, developers and the City persist in their
mythical thinking that people will use the mass transit and thus there is no need
for parking. Developers like the idea of not paying to construct off street
parking, ignoring the fact that lack of parking make their projects long term
economic failures.
The only known way to reduce the number of cars per household in Los
Angeles is to drastically reduce the income level. [The Relation Between
Transit Availability and Automobile Ownership: the Case of Los Angeles
County, University of New Orleans, School of Urban and Public Affairs, by
Devajyoti Deka, 1-1-1999] While the rate of car ownership in Hollywood
before the advent of its subway and its associated mixed-use projects by the
Community Redevelopment Agency [CRA/LA] was lower in the transit areas,
that relationship was broken by 2010. (See also http://1.usa.gov/1j4dNmP
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FHWA NHTS BRIEF 2014, Mobility Challenges for Households in Poverty.
Poverty correlates with lack of car ownership.) 2
Adding subways can actually result in a higher incident of car
ownership per household. After the Hollywood Subway was completed,
vehicle ownership per car in Hollywood’s CD 13 jumped by 30%.
One reasonable explanation for the increase in car ownership per
household is that a lot of single Millennials started rooming together in the
apartment complex in the TODs. Despite the claim that Millennials only use
bicycle ans subways, the reality is different. While a family is likely to own
one car, a Millennial “household of 2 of 3 unattached persons” can have 2 or
3 cars. Unmarried Millennials without children have a higher disposable
income than people with the same income but who also have children. Thus,
poverty appears to be the main variable in car ownership.
In fact, non-owning a car creates a vicious cycle which keeps people
below the poverty line. http://urbn.is/20Vgyc3 March 2014, URBAN
INSTITUTE, Driving to Opportunity: Understanding the Links among Transportation Access, Residential Outcomes, and Economic Opportunity for
Housing Voucher Recipients.
In fact, relying on mass transit harms the poor. http://bit.ly/1NykAgs
August 22, 2013, NewGeography, Mobility for the Poor: Car-Sharing, Car
Loans, and the Limits of Public Transit, by Joel Kotkin. The idea that mass
transit is an acceptable mode of transportation in a large, circular geographic
area is false. Whenever people can afford to use a car, they shun mass transit.
When the area becomes too congested, a considerable number of people move
away to less dense parts of the state or to other states. The idea that the City

2

Because the poor cannot afford cars and the cost of insurance, they tend to use
mass transit, but mass transit imposes hidden costs on the poor. Because mass transit
is slow and usually requires that the rider walk to the bus or subway stop, the time
required to take the bus or subway is considerably longer than driving a car. Because
time is money, the poor pay a significant unseen cost by using mass transit. The
more congested a Project makes the surface streets, the slower the buses will travel
and thus indirectly, the projects for the wealthy cost the poor people more money just
to go about their every day lives.

Ms. Linda Lou
May 23, 2016 Comments on HCP2
can force people to use mass transit projects like This Project has been
rebutted by all the evidence.
The idea that living close to a subway or a bus will compel wealthy
people to use mass transit is false. As has already been seen in the CD 13
portion of Hollywood, where this Project will be located, when the area
becomes too dense, people can afford to leave, move elsewhere.
http://bit.ly/XjXmGk January 3, 2013, LA Weekly, Hollywood's Urban
Cleansing 12,878 Mostly Latinos Are Pushed Out by City Hall, High Rents
and Hipsters, by Patrick Range McDonald.
HELP brought this fact to the City’s attention in 2005 in its response to
the Notice of Preparation for the Hollywood Community Plan Update. HEP
explained that by increasing population density, traffic density would increase
and that by not providing adequate off-street parking in the CRA projects,
more cars would be competing for the on-street spaces. The result would be
Default Tenants, i.e. people who cannot afford to live somewhere better.
This Project is so outlandishly large for one-half square block of
Hollywood that it will create its own min-culture of traffic gridlock, lower
socio-economic status, and increased crime rate as Hollywood has experienced
when other TODs have been constructed.

(B) The Crossroad Project Is Similarly Disastrous for Hollywood
HELP and CCLA submitted extensive comments on this Project on November
23, 2015 and those comments also critiqued many of the problems which re-appear
in the HCP2. Thus, all commenters adopt and incorporate by reference herein all the
comments and all the attachments to the November 23, 2015 comments on The
Crossroads project, as edited on May 23, 2016.
3.

The Need to Study Virtual Presence
as A Form of Transportation

Not only Hollywood, but the world stands at the threshold of a new era, and
like prior thresholds, almost no one knows what awaits them. It has two common
names. The most famous is Cisco’s Telepresence © and Virtual Presence. People
already see it almost daily. Years ago, cable viewers saw it on The Rachel Maddow
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Show as she used it to conduct many of her interviews prominently displaying the
Cisco Telepresence © identification. More recently, millions of people know it as
Jimmy Kimmels’ Wall on America.
What people do no realize that Cisco’s Telepresence © and Virtual Presence
is ready for home usage and that when it breaks upon the scene, the changes will be
similar as transitioning from cell phones to smart phones. At first it will seem
interesting, but will soon be a major force dramatically altering not only
communications but also transportation and housing. The world before Virtual
Presence and after Virtual Presence will look dramatically different.
For the same reasons that Mobility Plan 2035 was under an affirmative duty
to study Virtual Presence, HCP2 has the same affirmative duty. The commenters
hereby incorporate by reference herein Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning
[HELP] and Citizens Coalition Los Angeles [CCLA] Comment on Mobility Plan
2035 for Failure to Study CEQA Alternative of Virtual Presence as Part of Future
Transportation Infrastructure – Los Angeles City Council File # 15-0719 which is
resubmitted herewith.
This submission is without prejudices to the commenters’ claims that the NOP
if deficient on its face and needs to be rewritten and reissued
Very truly yours,

Richard MacNaughton
Richard MacNaughton
RSM:ra
electronically signed

submitted with 11-23-2015 Comments on The Crossroads

May 10, 2016
Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana
Environmental Review Coordinator
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, California 90012
Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:
The attached correspondence was submitted by me on behalf of the Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council on
June 1, 2011 in reference to the Hollywood Community Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report.
As you undoubtedly know, the NC system in Los Angeles has been holding elections for new boards over the last
several months. The HHWNC election was certified TODAY by Empower LA/Department of Neighborhood
Empowerment. The first meeting of the full new board will be next Wednesday, May 18th, 2016. It’s likely that most of
the newly elected board members will have to fulfill training before being able to vote.
Therefore there will not be an opportunity for us to vote on a new comment letter to you prior to that date. For that
reason, I am re-submitting our initial letter to you at this time in order to be on the record for the exact same points
we made in our initial outreach on June 1, 2011.
Undoubtedly there will be further opportunities to comment on the upcoming revisions to the Hollywood Community
Plan and we will no doubt be doing so.
There have been many changes in Hollywood since 2011, including the impact on major and minor proposed
developments due to the factual data regarding earthquake faults running directly through our community.
Thank you for your consideration and interest in the opinions of the stakeholders in the Hollywood Hills West
Community.
Sincerely,

Anastasia Mann
President
Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council
Cc: Councilmember David Ryu
Councilmember Paul Koretz
Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell
Oren Katz, Business Chair HHWNC
Kathy Banuelos, Secretary HHWNC
Michael Meyer, Treasurer HHWNC
Department of City Planning, City of Los Angeles

7095 Hollywood Boulevard, Box 1004 Los Angeles, CA 90028-8912

June 1, 2011
Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana
Environmental Review Coordinator
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, California 90012
Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:
The Board of Directors of Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council (HHWNC) thanks the
Planning Department of City of Los Angeles for the opportunity to respond in writing to the
Hollywood Community Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report and for the extended
deadline within which to review and comment on the document.
Certified in 2002, HHWNC represents well over 45,000 stakeholders, and spans as far west as
Laurel Canyon, east as far as Cahuenga Boulevard, and portions of Lake Hollywood, north as far
as Mulholland Drive, Universal Studios, the L. A. River, Forest Lawn Drive and Barham
Boulevard, including the residential communities of Hollywood Knolls, Hollywood Manor, and
Oakwood Garden Apartments and portions of Lake Hollywood, and south along Fountain Avenue
from Fairfax Boulevard to La Brea Avenue and then Sunset Boulevard to Crescent Heights (West
Hollywood boundary), and Hollywood Boulevard to Cahuenga Boulevard.
Our constituent footprint, including parts of, and areas adjacent to the Proposed Community Plan
area, provides us with unique knowledge of the great potential of the Proposed Community Plan
Update. However, it also provides us unique knowledge of the potential environmental impacts of
the Proposed Community Plan Update.
It is our understanding that the Proposed Community Plan Update must be consistent with the
General Plan of the City of Los Angeles. This may not be the document to address several
inconsistencies with respect to zoning and designations, between the two plans, but we wish to
note that we believe they exist.
Given the complexity and volume of information presented in the DEIR, we will focus our
comments to several but not all of the major issues. In summary, the DEIR falls short of providing
essential mitigations to address the severity of the impacts described. Almost al proposed
mitigations depend on complex administrative procedures, voluntary enforcement of policies and
costly upgrades of equipment and infrastructure, complex and unenforceable administrative
policies and hiring of additional staff. None of these mitigations are tied to tangible, identified,
dedicated, or enduring funding sources. In light of the current local, state and federal economy,
we believe that most of the proposed mitigations appear infeasible and/or enforceable.
We maintain that a nexus study must be requirement of the Proposed Community Plan, to
determine the measureable impacts of future development in Hollywood, and develop
community-wide mitigations funded by impact fees. This plan requires unidentified, dedicated,
and enduring funding sources. We urge that the nexus study be completed in no less than 12
months of the adoption of the Community Plan Update and include mitigation measures for all
new development and a fee structure by which all new development would be required to pay its
fair share of fees to mitigate all potential measurable impacts. No new development should be
approved until the nexus study fee structure is implemented.

In the absence of an identified funding source for the nexus study, we maintain that a reduction in
the intensity of development is the only meaningful mitigation at this time.
.
The following identifies DEIR deficiencies or inadequacies and describes why proposed
mitigations do not appear to be sufficient or appropriate. Our recommendations are also
included.
LAND USE
There are, no mitigation measures proposed that guarantee insignificant development impacts.
To the extent possible, all relevant policies found in this section of the document must be
upgraded to requirements.
Assessment:
The goals, objectives and policies to promote to promote the preservation of quality housing and
development of new housing to meet the diverse economic and physical needs of the existing
residents and accommodate the projected population increases are commendable.
As are the commercial land use goals, objectives and policies to encourage strong and competitive
commercial sectors that promote economic vitality that serves the needs of the community via
well-designed, safe, and accessible areas, while preserving historic and cultural character.
Further analysis and mitigation should be required.
1. The impact of three-story or higher structures directly adjacent to the back or side yards of
single-family homes has not been adequately addressed in the DEIR. This is a significant land use
impact, as it renders the private use of one’s back yard unusable. The impacts of the loss of
privacy, shade and shadow, noise have not been addressed.
We propose as a mitigation measure that the DEIR require that all multi-family and commercially
zoned properties adjacent to single-family zoned properties be restricted to a 30- foot, two-story
height limit.
2. The noise impact of commercial and mixed-use developments adjacent to residential
neighborhoods has not been adequately addressed in the DEIR.
We propose a mitigation measure be added to the DEIR that prohibits the commercial use of any
rooftop on a mixed use development that is within 500 feet of a residentially zoned parcel.
We also propose that entertainment venues have noise abatement plans.
3. The entire Proposed Hollywood Community Plan area is parking deficient.
We propose that no commercial development be approved without an approved commuter
management plan providing incentives, (e.g., financial, use of remote work sites) and
infrastructure/amenities (e.g., showers) for users of transportation modes other than single
occupancy vehicles.
We propose that no residential development be approved without an approved parking
management plan that provides incentives, (e.g., financial) to encourage use of alternative
commute modes, such as transit.

The impacts of the Proposed Hollywood Community Plan proposal to increase the allowed density
to FAR 1.5:1 from 0.5:1 in the following three areas have not been adequately addressed:
SA 1.1 –East Corner of Hollycrest and Barham
SA 1.2—Northeast and Southeast sides of Barham and Lake Hollywood intersection SA 1.3—
Northeast Corner of Forest Lawn and Lake Hollywood
Barham Boulevard is the only major artery connecting the 101 (and Fire Station 76) and the
adjacent residential neighborhoods. Identification of the impacts of and development of tangible,
enforceable mitigation is needed to address the impacts of increased density in the corridor.
Under today’s conditions, it can easily take 40 minutes during heavy traffic periods to travel the
short distance between Forest Lawn Drive and Lake Hollywood Drive. .
It is not clear whether there have been parking need/impact studies and mitigations proposed to
support the parking requirements of enhanced development specific to this area.
PUBLIC SERVICES
There are, no mitigation measures proposed that guarantee insignificant development impacts.
To the extent possible, all relevant policies found in this section of the document must be
upgraded to requirements. The document itself states that implementation of the Community
Plan “could result in a significant adverse impact to fire fighting capabilities in the area.” It also
states “Without additional staff, facilities and equipment police service levels could drop and
traffic conditions could adversely affect response times for police emergencies.” We cannot agree
more.
Assessment:
The Proposed Community Plan must require upgrading of improvements of existing fire
protection equipment and infrastructure, and additional police officers, civilian employees and
corresponding increase or expansion in police facilities and equipment.
Further analysis and mitigation should be required.
All proposed mitigations require unidentified dedicated and enduring funding for costly upgrades
and administrative processes and are therefore unenforceable and/or infeasible.
Emergency Management Services (EMS)
The document is silent with respect to impact on emergency preparedness. Reduced response
times for police and fire due to increasing gridlock conditions as a result of the Plan’s proposed
increased densities is mentioned but no meaningful mitigation is proposed. What is not
mentioned is that the increased gridlock could exacerbate evacuation efforts by residents within
and adjacent to the Proposed Hollywood Community Plan area in the event of fire or earthquake.
The document is also silent on the impact on the arrival time of first responders.
Increased development and impact on traffic conditions can also complicate access to area
schools and public assembly facilities that could be used as shelter locations for residents made
temporarily or permanently homeless by fire or earthquake events.
The impact of the plan on high occupancy venues such as the Hollywood Bowl, (18,000), Ford
Amphitheatre (1749), Kodak Theatre (3,600), and other high intensity uses such as hotels and
entertainment centers is not addressed in the document. Under existing conditions, street
closures are already implemented within the HHWNC area in an attempt to manage traffic
impacts but they actually increase gridlock and divert traffic into residential areas.

The impact of the plan on aging above-ground utility infrastructure through-out the Proposed
Community Plan and neighboring residential areas is also not addressed. The plan is also silent
with respect to adequacy of water and water pressure to meet the needs of fire fighters.
Further assessment and mitigation should be required.
The document is silent regarding the impacts of the Proposed Hollywood Community Plan on
emergency management services.
The document should mandate required mitigations for public services. The City must identify
funding to conduct a nexus study to determine the impact of future development on Public
Services in Hollywood, and develop community-wide mitigations funded by impact fees. This
must be a requirement of the Community Plan. The nexus study must be completed within 12
months of the adoption of the Community Plan Update and include mitigation measures for all
new development and a fee structure by which all new development would be required to pay its
fair share of fees to mitigate all potential Public Services impacts.
UTILITIES
The proposed mitigations are inadequate due to lack of funding required to implement them and
enforcement mechanisms to ensure compliance.
Assessment:
Water
Given the uncertainties in the water supply horizon and in capacities of local delivery systems,
impacts to water are considered potentially significant. There is no proposed mitigation measure
offered beyond the promise to work with LADWP on future projects to ensure expansion, upgrade
and/or improvement of the local water distribution system within the CPA.
Energy Resources
Proposed Mitigation measures include promotion of energy conservation to the “maximum
extent” “cost effective and practical” and provision of incentives for development and use of
alternative sources of energy.
Waste Water
Proposed mitigation measures include implementation of existing conservation measures,
incentives for development of new markets and uses for reclaimed water, rehabilitate existing
sewers in poor structural condition and construction of relief sewers.
Solid Waste
Proposed mitigation measures include implementation of the Solid Waste Integrated Resources
Plan to achieve zero waste by 2025, provide incentives for processing and marketing of recyclable
item and accelerate ongoing efforts to provide alternative solid waste treatment processes and
expansion and establishment of landfill sites.
Further analysis and mitigation should be required.
Each of the proposed mitigations needs identified, dedicated and durable funding sources and
enforcement mechanisms. Either reduced intensity development thresholds need to be adopted
or a nexus study to develop community-wide mitigations funded by impact fees needs to be
funded.

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION
The environmental analysis clearly identifies specific street segments which would be impacted to
a level of significance as a result of the implementation of the Proposed Community Plan Update
but the document does not attempt to propose reasonable and tangible mitigation measures (only
implementation of Proposed Community Plan policies) to reduce project impacts.
There are inaccuracies in roadway descriptions within the HHWNC area. This raises concern
about the validity of any proposed mitigation in this area.
Assessment:
The document confirms that streets in Hollywood that are already extremely congested today will
be significantly impacted by the level of development allowed by the Hollywood Community Plan.
It notes that 41% of individual blocks on streets in Hollywood are over capacity today. It forecasts
that 58% of the blocks will be over capacity in the future. It is logical to assume that as gridlock
increases, drivers will increasingly seek alternative commute routes around the gridlock by using
residential streets never intended to accommodate such traffic. The mitigation measures in the
document are not adequate to protect our residential neighborhoods.
Three major intersections vital to neighborhoods in the eastern portion of HHWNC: Cahuenga
East/Barham, Cahuenga West/Barham, and Barham/Lake Hollywood Drive -- are all considered
to be at Failure levels already. Therefore, any increase in traffic through these intersections makes
the existing Failure condition that much worse.
Another critical corridor within the HHWNC area is Highland Avenue between Hollywood
Boulevard and I-101. It is a major connector to the San Fernando and San Gabriel Valleys. The
existing high intensity commercial development is among the densest in the Community Plan
area. Additional development and traffic congestion will contribute to increased commuter cutthrough traffic that neighboring hill side residential streets cannot accommodate safely.
Laurel Canyon Boulevard is at HHWNC’s western boundary. When it becomes congested (an
event that occurs every week day,) commuters seek cut thought routes – residential roads cannot
safely accommodate this increase in traffic safely.
As mentioned under the Public Services comments, we also have serious concerns about the
impact of this additional traffic congestion on emergency services. The additional response time
for fire trucks and paramedics to reach our neighborhoods due to this additional congestion will
create life threatening situations.
A goal of the plan is to concentrate development in close proximity to major transit facilities and
encourage transit usage and via mixed use development, encourage transit usage and walking and
bicycle trips. This is very commendable, yet Table 4.5-12 illustrates that the Proposed Plan results
in “an increase in trips of nearly 55% as compared to Existing (2005) Conditions.” The proposed
plan must be revised to reduce the amount of development allowed or enforceable transportation
mitigation measures must be adopted, to reduce the increase in traffic. Public transit expansion
and improvements must be expedited for it to ever become a travel mode of universal
consideration, let alone choice.
P 4.5-30, states: “There would still be a significant adverse transportation impact as a result of the
Proposed Hollywood Community Plan.” We couldn’t agree more and we do not believe that the
City should be able to ignore this conclusion of its own DEIR and ignore this fact with a statement
of overriding considerations.

The only mitigation measure proposed is to rely upon the development review process to ensure
that the policies of the Community Plan’s Mobility Element are adhered to by each development.
Stronger measures need to be mandated by Ordinance to the plan to cap the number of trips that
can be generated by developments in Hollywood, (potentially with trip caps by sub-area), and
coupled with requirements for developers to subsidize transit passes and encourage other
transportation modes such as cycling as noted under the LAND USE comments. The policies in
the plan intended to enhance walkability and improve many streets with parkways is
commendable, but without tangible, identified, dedicated and enduring financing mechanisms
the plan will fail.
Further analysis and mitigation should be required.
Until such time as the nexus study recommended in the DEIR is completed and there is a funding
mechanism in place for transportation improvements in Hollywood, the level of development
should be curtailed. We cannot rely on the development review process to extract mitigations
from individual developments that will be adequate to address the bigger picture congestion
issues in Hollywood. A regional approach to the transportation problems resulting from the
Proposed Hollywood Community Plan is required. The nexus study must be completed within 12
months of the adoption of the Community Plan Update and would include mitigation measures
for all impacted street segments and intersections and a fee structure by which all new
development would be required to pay its fair share of fees to mitigate potential traffic impacts.
We are concerned by what is best an unclear, and at worst incorrect descriptions of several streets
in the HHWNC area. This creates concern that proposed mitigations are based on incorrect
assumptions. For example, in the DEIR:


Barham Boulevard is described as having “two lanes in each direction with on- street
parking on both sides of the street, with length of time restrictions in many blocks.” This
is inaccurate.



Hollywood Boulevard is described as having two lanes in each direction. This is accurate
during only during peak commuting hours when the parking land is converted to a
second travel lane in each direction.
Fountain Avenue is described as having metered parking on both sides of the street
between Fairfax Boulevard and La Brea Avenue. This is incorrect.



We also maintain that Franklin Avenue between La Brea Avenue and Sierra Bonita, and
Gardner Street between Fountain Avenue and Franklin Avenue be downgraded from
Secondary Highways to local streets.
A final issue of concern with respect to the traffic impacts of the Proposed Hollywood
Plan is increase in “cut through” commuter traffic. The City of Los Angeles has installed
peak turn restrictions onto certain streets in the HHWNC area. This is a barely adequate
mitigation measure as the signage is rarely enforced. However, it is one that we
recommend be further studied.
Additional comment:
The Community Plan Update seeks to amend a portion of the Transportation Element of
the General Plan, the Bike Plan, to include a number of bike lanes, bike routes or bicycle
boulevards to then be studied by the Bike Plan. As the Community Plan Update is a
General Plan Amendment, and amendments to the Transportation Element would be
General Plan Amendments, any amendment to the Transportation Element should be
done as part of the General Plan Amendment process with the Community Plan Update.

If the Community Plan Update does not analyze the potential impacts of the proposed
bike lanes, bike routes or bicycle boulevards, it must clearly explain under what
circumstances those bike lanes, bike routes or bicycle boulevards would be analyzed (i.e.
during environmental review of site-specific projects, or through other means discussed
in the Bike Plan).
It is recommended that the following policies and should be mandated:
Policy LU.3.6-The siting of parking lots next to sidewalks which carry high volumes of
pedestrian traffic is PROHIBITED.
Policy LU.3.13-It is MANDATED that there must be an improvement to pedestrian access
to large entertainment venues, such as the Hollywood Bowl.
Program M.1.87.2-There MUST BE an implementation of Neighborhood Traffic
Management plans along canyon routes and associated streets across the Hollywood
Hills, and flat land, including the neighborhoods generally located between the following
streets:






Franklin Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard
Sunset and Hollywood Boulevards
Laurel and Nichols Canyons
Sunset and Santa Monica Boulevards
Franklin Avenue and Mulholland Drive

AIR QUALITY
The document states: Implementation of the Proposed Plan would result in substantial
criteria pollutant emissions,” “...and could expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollution concentrations...”....”Implementation of the Proposed Plan would result in
increased GHG emissions that would contribute significantly to global climate change.”
Assessment
The document’s proposed mitigations appear to rely solely on policies rather than on
mandates. The policies of the proposed plan do not require the City to meet any
standards, and only address private development.
Further analysis and mitigation should be required.
The City should seek to implement its own climate policy, ClimateLA. The plan proposes
to increase density adjacent to the 101 Freeway and other major thorough fares, resulting
in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
The City must conduct a nexus study to determine the impact of future development on
air quality in the Proposed Hollywood Community Plan area, and develop a communitywide mitigation plan funded by impact fees. This cannot be a policy of the Proposed
Community Plan but mandated. The nexus study must be completed within 12 months of
the adoption of the Community Plan Update and include mitigation measures for all new
development and a fee structure by which all new development would be required to pay
its fair share of fees to mitigation air quality impacts.

NOISE
It is clear that increased density results in increased noise, much of which is not
addressed in the document.

The Plan states that Construction Noise and Vibration impacts that would occur are
uncertain at this time and impossible to predict and would have to be evaluated further
under subsequent CEQA actions. This is response is obviously inadequate. It is not
reasonable to shift the responsibility and impacts from the known design of the proposed
plan and land use developments in the proposed plan onto future projects and not take
into account cumulative impacts from multiple projects.
Further analysis and mitigation should be required.
New mitigations need to be prepared for all of the planned added development occurring
simultaneously. For example, the Final EIR should require staggered times of construction on
projects within a certain radius of one another and limits on the number of projects that can
proceed within the radius in a given amount of time.
The HHWNC Board reviewed this correspondence on May 26, 2011. Eleven of the Board
members voted to accept and approve the Committee’s comments and recommendations. One
member abstained.
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. We encourage all of the stakeholders in
the HHWNC area, including individual homeowners associations and business groups, to
comment on the proposed land use and zone changes included in the proposed Plan for the subareas in or near their particular areas. We anticipate that HHWNC will be submitting further
comments on the Hollywood Community Plan itself as it moves through the Area Planning
Commission, Planning Commission and City Council. As noted above, many of our concerns have
to do with increased density and transitions between residential and non-residential uses, as well
as the unmitigated impacts associated with the levels of development contemplated in the Plan.
Sincerely,

Anastasia Mann, President
Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council
Cc: Council President Eric Garcetti,, CD 13
Council Member Tom LaBonge, CD 4
Council Member Paul Koretz, CD 5
Kate Henning, CD 13
Renee Weitzer, CD 4
Christopher Koontz, CD 5
Michael LoGrande, Director of Planning
Mary Richards, Department of Planning
Kevin Keller, Department of Planning

7095 Hollywood Boulevard, Box 1004 Los Angeles, CA 90028-8912

2733 Woodstock Road
Los Angeles, CA 90046-1118
June 14, 2016

Via USPS and email
Ms. Linda Lou, Community Planner
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 67 mail stop 395
Los Angeles, CA 90012
linda.lou@lacity.org
Re: Hollywood Community Plan Update
Dear Ms. Lou:
Thank for the opportunity to provide written comments to the Planning Department of the City of
Los Angeles with regard to the proposed Hollywood Community Plan Update project (Proposed
Plan) in advance of the Department’s coordinating the preparation of a Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the Proposed Plan.
I am writing to you as an individual even though I am the first vice president of the Hollywood
Hills West Neighborhood Council (HHWNC), which is one of Los Angeles’ certified
neighborhood councils. As HHWNC’s vice president, I also chair HHWNC’s Planning and Land
Use Management Committee (PLUM). HHWNC is likely to make comments to you regarding the
DEIR, but I wanted to take this opportunity, as an individual, to provide written comments prior
to the preparation of the DEIR.
HHWNC’s footprint includes an extensive part of the Hollywood Community Plan’s area.
HHWNC’s area is bounded by Laurel Canyon on the west, Mulholland Drive, the Cahuenga
Pass and the Los Angeles River on the north, Mt. Tom, part of Lake Hollywood and Cahuenga
Blvd. on the east, and Hollywood Blvd., La Brea and Fountain on the south.
As you probably will remember, during the presentation portion of the scoping meeting which
the Planning Department held on Tuesday, May 17, 2016, you and your team presenting the
Proposed Plan mentioned three or four notable changes in the Proposed Plan. One of those
highlighted changes was to increase the density in the Franklin Corridor area and to add similar
zoning to additional lots where Yamashiro and related businesses were located. Anastasia
Mann, HHWNC’s president, and I were surprised.
This highlighted change was astonishing as well as alarming because, when the Hollywood
Community Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact report was circulated for comments in
2011, HHWNC and City Council District 4 staff worked together on this topic. We, collectively,
thought that the Planning Department had agreed to provide in the final environmental impact

report (2012 Final EIR) that (i) no new apartments built in the Franklin Corridor would be less
than 400 square feet, and (ii) that the average size of apartments in new buildings in the
Franklin corridor would be at least 600 square feet. Our understanding back in November, 2011,
was that the Planning Department staff had agreed to not up zone the Franklin corridor; I even
showed you an email referring to our understanding.
Immediately following the presentation portion of the scoping meeting, you, Bryan Eck, Julia
Duncan, CD4’s planning deputy, Catherine Landers, CD4’s senior field deputy, Anastasia Mann
and I talked about this. You and Bryan followed up nicely with me, and you showed us that the
Planning Department 2012 Final EIR only provided that new apartments built in historic
buildings would need to be at least 400 square feet unless an exception were granted by an
office maintaining a registry of historical buildings. Thank you for listening to our comments, and
also for following up in a very timely manner.
Since the 2012 Final EIR did not reflect the less intense zoning which then (and now recently
retired) Chief Planning Deputy Renee Weitzer, as well as HHWNC, thought that Planning
Department staffers Kevin Keller and Mary Richardson had agreed to include, I think it’s
appropriate to do so now in the Proposed Plan. The significant environmental problems and
unmitigated impacts in this area continue now in 2016, and we know even more about these
impacts. The Proposed Plan should be revised to provide what we thought had been included in
the 2012 Final EIR.
As I pointed out in my letter to Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana, which is dated June 1, 2011, the
Franklin corridor area is an area where density should not be increased.
Specifically, on page 3, I observed that:
“the increased density being proposed by downsizing the required minimum residential unit size
for the Franklin corridor running generally from La Brea through and beyond the 101 to the east
is going to induce growth, rather than accommodate growth. Increasing zoning to allow more
small residential units means more growth and more density. The impact of inducing that growth
is either minimized or ignored in the DEIR.
Substantial portions of these two corridors {Barham and Franklin] already are too densely
populated and suffer from traffic gridlock, insufficient parking and insufficient infrastructure.
Instead of increasing the density in these corridors, the zoning and density in these corridors
should be kept at their current levels unless and until traffic improvements/mitigations are
required and implemented, including additional parking for residents and visitors.
Barham/Cahuenga, the 101 and Highland, Franklin/Hollywood/Sunset and Fountain often can
be simultaneously gridlocked by an accident or special event. These streets form an almost
inverted “T” shaped traffic corridor through the Cahuenga Pass are and downtown Hollywood.
Their traffic problems are interrelated. In order to support additional density and development in
these areas, there needs to be mandated improvements today. Statements suggesting that we
share or have aspirations for improving traffic and mobility by 2030 are little more than “wishful
thinking.”
The 2012 Hollywood Community Plan provided for a long range traffic study in Policy sections
M 1.87.1 and M 1.87.2. No long range traffic study was started as far as I know, and there have

been no real traffic improvements. Arguably, the traffic in the Franklin corridor is worse in 2016.
It’s often bumper to bumper, and not just at peak weekday traffic times. Special events, such as
movie premieres and The Oscars, trigger lane and road closures on Hollywood Blvd which
impel drivers to use Franklin as a logical alternate east-west route. As a result, gridlock is
frequent on Franklin.
Just as in 2012, now in 2016, there is no basis for increasing density in the Franklin corridor. To
be clear, I am including the Yamashiro related lots when I refer to the Franklin corridor.
We know that this area draws people from all over Los Angeles and the world to visit Runyon
Canyon Park. 1.8 million people visit the park annually. There is no parking for these people and
their vehicles. Only a small portion of these 1.8 million annual visitors take mass transit to get to
the park. In the park, there are not even any bathroom facilities. Fresh drinking water
fountains haven’t operated well in Runyon Canyon Park for more than a decade. The
infrastructure in the area can’t support increased density.
The Proposed Plan provides an opportunity to correct our mistaken assumptions and get it right
this time. We should do so. I am suggesting that the Planning Department do so in the DEIR. In
this way, everyone would be able to see that the Planning Department is not going to
recommend increasing density in the Franklin corridor at the next stage of updating the
Hollywood Community Plan. The corridor can’t handle additional density, additional traffic, or
even much additional high-rise building (because the Hollywood earthquake fault runs right
through the corridor).
Specifically, the draft Hollywood Land Use and Zone Change Matrix dated May 13, 2016,
provides zoning changes for this area at Item nos. 3.1A, 3.1D, 3.2B and 3.3.
Item 3.1A provides for maintaining the north and south sides of Franklin between Highland and
La Brea as High Medium Residential zoned areas. Floor to area ratios could be 3 to 1, and the
height limit would be 45 feet. The matrix includes a note that the goal is to increase housing
capacity there, which seems inappropriate for this area. Revisions and downsizing seem
appropriate.
Would there be any possible bonuses available to developers there? On menu or off menu? If
so, then the zoning should be down graded so that any such bonuses do not provide for more
intense development there.
Item 3.1D provides for the Yamashiro lots to receive a high medium residential zoning, but limits
height to 30 feet to provide transition between hotel uses and single family residential uses.
Again, would there be any bonuses available to developers there? On menu or off menu? If so,
then the zoning should be down graded so that any such bonuses do not provide for more
intense development there. Revisions and downsizing seem appropriate.
Item 3.2B provides for a change from high residential to high medium residential zoning for the
area south of Franklin and north of Yucca roughly between La Palmas to Cherokee. The matrix
includes a note about increasing housing capacity on those lots.

Were you aware that the Hollywood Earthquake Fault runs through this area, and might well
make your desire to increase the zoning problematic? And, that state law might make
constructing new high rise buildings there illegal?
HHWNC had one developer come to an HHWNC board meeting to discuss his abandoning his
plans to build a hotel on a lot at Highland/Franklin. The site is now being turned into additional
parking.
Similarly, HHWNC’s board heard a presentation last year from a parking lot operator about his
plans to operate a parking lot on the south side of Franklin east of Highland, which had been
slated for apartments.
Given the earthquake risk and what HHWNC has seen, is this proposed zoning change
appropriate? Or, even legal given that state laws prohibit building above certain earthquake
fault lines? I didn’t see any departmental analysis in the Proposed Plan about earthquake faults;
did I miss something? The seismic issues involved in any buildings to be constructed in the
Franklin corridor need to be considered, analyzed and discussed as part of the process of
updating the Hollywood Community Plan.
Finally, Item 3.3 provides for high residential zoning, a floor to area ratio of 6 to 1, and a height
limit of 60 feet. Would developers be eligible under state or city law for bonuses, whether on
menu or off menu, to increase the density?
It seems that the matrix items mentioned in this letter should be revised to lessen development
in the Franklin corridor. And the Proposed Plan and DEIR should provide explicitly for (i) a 400
square foot minimum size for new apartments, and (ii) an average of 600 square foot
apartments in new apartment buildings in the Franklin corridor area.
The Proposed Plan provides an ideal opportunity to improve our zoning and correct the
problem(s) we thought had been corrected in the 2012 Final EIR. In order to comply with
California CEQA’s requirements, it seems that these changes should be made now as the as
the Planning Department coordinates the preparation of the DEIR.
Sincerely,

Orrin Feldman, Esq.

cc: Hon. David Ryu, Los Angeles City Council Member
Ms. Sarah Dusseault, Chief of Staff
Ms. Julia Duncan, Planning Deputy
Ms. Anastasia Mann, HHWNC President
Mr. Kevin Keller, Office of the Mayor
Ms. Mary Richardson, City Planner
Mrs. Renee Weitzer, retired Chief Planning Deputy

Date: June 12, 2016

To: Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Subject: Hollywoodland Homeowners Association EIR Comments Hollywood Community Plan,
Dear Ms. Lou:
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Hollywood Community Plan EIR. Our
Hollywoodland neighborhood, tract 6450 and its adjacent open space( 444 acre gift )has
substandard infrastructure; winding, narrow, steep roads,( generally) no sidewalks, is the
location of the former Hollywood(land) sign, hosts the main communication tower for the city,
has no authorized, official entrance into the open space park land, and is in a designated ‘“very
high fire hazard severity zone.” We have a specific plan and historic designations that assist in
identifying and preserving the 560 single family residential homes and its small commercial area
at the base of our canyon. We do not have any official, legal park entrance points or
vista/viewing options inside or adjacent to our community. Hollywoodland’s primary entry point
is through the historic granite gates at 2700 N. Beachwood Drive. This street dead ends at
3180 Beachwood Drive.
A roadway extension consisting of partial paving and dirt/ gravel continues through the adjacent
open space, serving as an exclusive, long standing legal access to the Sunset Ranch . This
access is protected by an exclusive roadway easement granted to the Sunset Ranch/Stables by
the Sherman Company in the early 1940’s.
Beachwood Drive is inaccurately categorized as a “collector road“* throughout the Plan’s
document. Beachwood’s average width is 30 feet with sidewalks near the commercial village
area for about 1 block only.
* definition below.
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Below are our comments.
Introduction and Orientation Page 18, Without recognition of the value of residents and how/why
they contribute to the character of the various neighborhoods, you will continue to foster
generic, boring and uncreative buildings, reflective of boring, generic people. This is obvious
from the new construction, the one size fits all designs and over scaled structures that were built
since the early 2000’s. A mindset must change to foster a better, user friendly visual.
Page 21. This plan’s purpose is to enhance neighborhood character through better
development standards. Our community welcomes this , but without adequate enforcement and
by encouraging government officials to bootleg additions such as illegal and unauthorized
openings into park land, impositions on private roadway easements and creation of adhoc
vista and viewing sites you will not achieve your goal. We have a specific plan that regulates
and approves new construction, yet we continually have negligence of the enforcement I.e.,an
approved 2, 200 square foot home growing to 4,200 SF or front yard fences on historic granite
walls. Unless enforcement is consistent with departments and elected officials, this standard
will not be achieved. How will enforcement be assured in order to make your plan functional?
Page 21 Improve mobility and access. We agree with all the recommendations suggested in this
paragraph, however basic logic needs to be recognized and implemented. A one size fits all
can not apply to hillside neighborhoods with extremely limited, fragile infra structure. Bike lanes
on a narrow busy street such as Franklin or a hillside , non collector street such as Beachwood
is illogical and unsafe. Please recognize and understand the physical limitations. Please
reconsider these streets for non bike use. Please remove and do not reinstall the bike stripping
and signage.
Page 23, 25 Relationship to Specific Plans and Overlay Zones Hollywoodland and Mulholland
Scenic Parkway Specific Plans
Hollywoodland’s specific plan was a direct result of the the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. Its
purpose was to preserve the neighborhood and its character. Between 2001-2015 government
officials allowed adhoc, illegal development within Hollywoodland’s adjacent park land. This
unauthorized, adhoc entrance and vista viewing site has dramatically altered all the planning
aspects relative to the intent of Hollywoodland Specific Plan and its cultural heritage
designations. These preservation/planning measures were meant to preserve our properties,
assure safety and preserve the environment. Grading, water shed, plant species and animal
species have all been impacted because of these bootlegged additions; additions that never
had a public process or environmental review. Planning needs to assist in identifying
government corruption and self serving development that negatively affects protective planning
measures. Planning needs to engage assistance from the city attorney, so they can support the
constituents and the department’s regulations. The city breaks its own laws! Please indicate
how laws will be enforced.
Page 36, Map showing cultural facilities. The Hollywood Walk of Fame needs to be fully vetted.
This is a private enterprise. The Hollywood Chamber of Commerce uses a public sidewalk
without lease fees or contracts, RFP’s with the city. The Chamber’s sidewalks generate
thousands of dollars. Why does the Chamber get a free pass on its lease agreements for the
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Walk of Fame and the Hollywood(land) sign? Please investigate this contract (or lack of
contract) before additional public money is allocated to this venue.
Page 39the Hills Please recognize and include this information: Griffith Park includes the 444
acres of the Hollywoodland Gifted Park that was donated to the city of Los Angeles in 1944.
The issues, easements, environment, use and purpose of the HGP section of Griffith Park is
completely unique than the other park acreage.
Page 42 Surface Roadways this document incorrectly categorizes Beachwood Drive. This is
not a collector street. The road dead ends at 3180 Beachwood Drive . There is no official or
authorized entrance into the park from this point ( this was bootlegged by the city officials in
2002). The roadway is curvy with steep grades in a designated mountain fire district. Please
remove the notation on your maps and text.
Page 44 Dash Service. Hollywoodland’s bus services historically been for the residents. The
bus service ends in the commercial area and should not traverse beyond that point. Inadequate
roadway width, steep grades, lack of sidewalks and weight limits prohibits any bus from going
beyond the commercial area. Please retain only this type of transit service/stops. Please do not
extend the service beyond the commercial center.
Page 47 Existing and Proposed Bikeways Please remove the proposed bikeway notation for
Beachwood Drive. This has been discussed at earlier bike transportation meetings and through
submitted documents / oral testimony. Beachwood Drive is physically unsafe to handle
additional bikes. The roadway is not a collector dead-end street that goes nowhere!
Page 64 Walk of Fame Map , LU.1.13-.14 Please review the lease agreement with the Chamber
and the associated liability waivers. What request for proposals were initiated for the use of the
public street? What type of revenue does this generate for the city? Please request a financial
review before any public money is allocated to the venue.
Page 72 Policies to protect hillside neighborhoodsPolicy LU.1.31, Please clarify this statement.
It is not clear as worded. Please define these terms: ” public view” “public roadway and
Parkland” Please include examples. We have a documented, unauthorized vista/viewpoint
that was physically created by public officials and their staff. There were no approvals from the
Rec and Parks Department. This development has created a nightmare of costly administrative
issues, overtime for DOT, Rangers, LAPD, LAFD ( in a very stretched budget). It is traffic
gridlock, fire hazard, parking hazard without any infra structure. Terms need clarification before
final approval of the plan.
Policy LU.1.34 Please fully vet this recommendation. This generally is not feasible especially in
older developments. For instance, our neighborhood is juxtaposed inside the park. We are the
only hillside neighborhood in Los Angles with three side of park land surrounding it. Narrow
roadways are already established. Environmental conditions are already being threatening.
Illegal additions have already been bootlegged and developed without due process. Unless the
neighborhood was destroyed in a fire or earthquake additional ingress and egress alternatives
would not be feasible.
Page 86, Your map indicates Franklin is a major transit corridor . This needs to be
reconsidered. The street is too narrow to accommodate this type of traffic and bike lanes. It is
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the primary outlet/inlet street intersecting many hillside communities. For safety, Franklin
needs to be a primary ingress and egress feeder street, not a metro transit corridor.

Page 89 Policies to provide pedestrian amenities that make walking comfortable , safe and
convenient. This section should be applicable and considered for streets and communities
that can provide safe walking with SIDEWALKS. Walking in/on the street is generally unsafe
and generally violates the DMV code 21956.
Page 94, Policies to convert sites containing underutilized uses to open space: Many areas
have physical limitations which cause more problems than the city is able to manage ie., the
unauthorized illegal opening at the end of Beachwood and the illegal vista/ view site off Canyon
Lake and Mulholland Hwy. There are quantifiable reasons why these areas were never
intended for the bootlegged use/development created between 2002-20015. The reasons
would have been clear if public notice ,due process and environmental review had been
properly initiated.
Page 99, Policies to improve access to open space: Map 39, please note you have omitted
long standing equestrian trails that were developed by the Service Engineering Corp. who also
designed and developed the streets for the Hollywoodland community and her gifted park.
These are noted on some of the original tract maps. Please see attachment for other
supporting equestrian trails. Also, please acknowledge our historic longstanding equestrian

relationship with the Sunset Ranch, established in 1924.
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Please extend the plan’s equestrian map to reflect these trails located in the western area of
HGP.
Page 102,Policy LU.5.8-9 Hollywoodland Homeowners Association was granted water
easement rights though a 1960 recorded quit claim 3003. We would like the city of Los
Angles to help us reclaim these rights relative to your suggested policies.
9,All the granite slough and run off is currently hauled away by city crews. This same process
applies when new conduits are dug in Hollywoodland. The granite is indigenous to the area ,
originally used for the historic entrance gates, walls and public stairways. The slough and rock
debris should be collected and stored for future use and projects, specifically delineating horse
trails throughout the HGP and restoration the public stairs and walls.
Mobility Plan
Please recognize we generally do not have sidewalks to accommodate foot traffic traversing our
substandard, winding streets. Our streets can not handle an increase of tourist/hiker traffic nor
can it accommodate parking. We have physical limitations creating unsafe situations for
residents and visitors alike. Please remove the tangible elements illegally placed that have
caused unsafe and environmentally unsound uses in the open space and our fragile
neighborhood.
Policy M.1.49 How will the shower facilities be monitored, funded and maintained? How will the
effectiveness be identified relative to the costs for creating and maintaining them?
Policies to manage neighborhood traffic Please define “calming measures”.
Fire and Police Data. Data provided to our community has usually been under reported. Both
departments redefine safety to accommodate their budget and political agendas.
Thank you for including our comments and concerns.
Sincerely,

Christine Mills O’Brien
Hollywoodland Homeowners Association
VP

PO Box 29155
Los Angeles, CA 90029-0155

June 14, 2016
Ms. Linda Lou
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667 Mailstop 395
Los Angeles, CA 90012
RE: Hollywood Community Plan

Dear Ms. Lou,
The Oaks Homeowners Association has read the Revised Draft of the Hollywood Community
plan, and we believe the following issues should be addressed in the Environmental Impact
Report:
The Community Plan proposes up-zoning the area roughly from Gower on the west to the 101
Freeway on the East, and from Sunset on the south to Hollywood Boulevard on the north, thereby
increasing the FAR to as much as 6:1 and changing this area’s Land Use designation to Regional
Center.
Much of this neighborhood contains two-story apartment buildings and single-level retail
buildings, a context not resembling a Regional Center. Located more than one-half mile walk to a
rail stop and most of the rapid bus system, the area is not convenient to long distance public
transit. The area is already highly congested with traffic and contains several of our local schools,
and our fire station. Traffic studies already show projected levels of service that will in a few years
at several intersections be at or near failure once several new developments currently in the
pipeline are completed. This area is also crossed by several bus lines, which will also be
negatively impacted. How will all of the additional traffic in the up-zoned area be
accommodated?
Additional cause for concern is the new traffic generated by this up-zoning and the blocking of
access for the fire station, There will likely also be negative impacts for safely accessing local
schools.
It is stated in the draft document that 70% of the traffic in Hollywood is considered Pass-Thru.
How much of that traffic is located on the Hollywood freeway?
Much of the area around the 101 Freeway is adversely impacted by traffic to and from the
freeway. Back-ups of one-half mile or more are now routine on Franklin Avenue, not to mention
Hollywood, Sunset and Bronson. The implementation of a neighborhood traffic management plan
as noted in Program M.1.87.2 in this area should be a mandatory part of the community plan,
along with strategies to minimize back-ups from the 101 metered onramps onto local streets.

In addition to the proposed polices facilitating alternate modes of transportation, polices disincentivizing automobile use should also be considered. The true cost of parking should be

reflected in new projects; separating the cost of parking from the purchase or rental price of an
apartment could be employed here as has been done in several other local cities.
The parking shortage in Franklin village should be addressed with the goal of creating shared
public parking lots. Use of separate valet for individual businesses causes congestion and should
be avoided.
We see that Bronson Avenue is currently designated as a Secondary Highway and the proposed
Modified Street Standards Map shows both Bronson and Wilton as Modified Secondary
Highways. Given these streets’ narrowness (with one lane in each direction) and their locations
running through residential neighborhoods, we feel the designation of Collector Street is more
appropriate and accurate.
We feel that increased transit options to open space such as Griffith Park should be studied, we
note that the general goal in Hollywood should be for 24-hour transit. Several lines now only
include daytime/ weekday service and end in the early evening with no weekend service.

Respectfully yours,

Linda Othenin-Girard
President
Oaks Homeowners Association
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SaveHywd
an unincorporated association
SaveHywd@Gmail.com
To:

Linda Lou, email: Linda.lou@lacity.org
City of Los Angeles,
Planning Department

Re:

Hollywood Community Plan [HCP2], April 29, 2016 Notice of Preparation of
an Environmental Impact Report and Public Scoping Meeting

Date: May 14, 2016
Dear Ms. Lou:
Following are SaveHywd’s comments on the August 29, 2016 Notice of
Preparation for the Hollywood Community Plan.
1.

The NOP Relies on Non-existent Data RTP SCAG 2016

The NOP’s Table 2: 2040 Planned vs. Forecast Growth in the Hollywood CPA
states that “Existing Conditions, SCAG Forecast, and Proposed Plan “ data are
“Based on SCAG estimates (RTP 2016).”
SaveHywd has checked the SCAG RTP 2016 and it contains no population
data for Hollywood. Thus, the NOP is based on fatally flawed data and everything
that is built upon these population figures will likewise be fatally flawed. There will
come a time when the court will review the HCP2 and when it finds that the NOP
was based on non-existent data, the court will reject HCP2.

There is no practical difference between the standards of
review applied under traditional or administrative mandamus in
CEQA cases. Friends of the Old Trees v. Dept. Of Forestry & Fire
Protection, (1997) 52 Cal.App.4th 1383, 1389. Public entities abuse
their discretion if their actions or decisions do not substantially
comply with the requirements of CEQA. Sierra Club v. West Side
Irrigation District, (2005) 128 Cal.App.4th 690, 698. Whether an
agency abused its discretion requires "scrutiny of the alleged defect"

Page 1 of 8

SaveHywd
May 14, 2016
Comments on NOP for HCP2

depending on whether the claim is predominately "improper
procedure or dispute over the facts." Vineyard Area Citizens for
Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova, ("Vineyard")
(2007) 40 Ca1.4th 412, 435. Abuse of discretion is established if the
agency has not proceeded in a manner required by law or if the
determination or decision is not supported by substantial evidence.
Western States Petroleum Assn. v. Superior Court, (1995) 9 Ca1.4th
559, 568. Judge James Chalfant April 30, 2015 Decision in the
Millennium Towers Case page 4
Judge Alan Goodman rejected the 2012 Hollywood Community Plan for the
exact same error which fatally taints this NOP. The 2012 HCP was based on nonexistent SCAG data. Judge Goodman ruled that the HCP used fatally flawed data
and wishful thinking. In light of the fact that the courts still have jurisdiction over the
Hollywood Community Plan, The City’s blatantly ignoring Judge Goodman’s ruling
is not prudent.

A prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs if the failure to include
relevant information precludes informed decision-making and informed
public participation, thereby thwarting the goals of the EIR process."
San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149
Cal.App.4th 645, 653. "... the existence of substantial evidence
supporting the agency's ultimate decision on a disputed issue is not
relevant when one is assessing a violation of the information
disclosure provisions of CEQA. " Association of Irrigated Residents
v. County of Madera (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1383. 1392 A clearly
inadequate or unsupported study is entitled to no judicial deference.
Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay v. Board of Port Commissioners
(2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1355. Judge [bold added] Alan
Goodman’s January 15, 2014 Decision pp15-16
There could be no more greater violation of CEQA’s information disclosure
provisions than misleading the public as to the population projection by citing a
SCAG RTP which has no data for Hollywood. That deception makes it impossible
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for any member of the public to make a meaning comment on the population
projections. In fact, Judge Goodman rejected the 2012 Update because it too relied
on non-existent SCAG data for Hollywood.

The failure to comply with the law subverts the purposes of
CEQA if it omits material necessary to informed decisionmaking and
informed public participation. Case law is clear that, in such cases, the
error is prejudicial. (Sierra Club v. State Bd. of Forestry (1994) 7
Cal.4th 1215, 1236-1237[]; Fall River Wild Trout Foundation v. County
of Shasta (1999) 70 Cal.AppAth 482, 491-493 []; Kings County Farm
Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 712[]; East
Peninsula Ed. Council, Inc. v. Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified School
Dist. (1989) 210 Cal.App.3d 155, 174 []; Rural Landowners Assn. v.
City Council (1983) 143 Cal.App.3d 1013, 1021-1023 [].)''' County of
Amador v. EI Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.AppAth 931,
946. That is what occurred here to the legal prejudice of petitioners,
mandating relief. Failure to recirculate Guidelines section 15088.5(a)
mandates that a DEIR be recirculated when "significant new information
is added...." Here, it is clear that the significant new information begins
with the 2010 Census data, but it cannot stop there. It is also evident
City's claim that the Framework mandated that SCAG estimates be used
is without support for reasons discussed in the text, ante. Alan Goodman’s January 15, 2014 Decision pp 27-28
In rejecting the 2012 HCP Update, Judge Goodman made clear that the City
may not use non-existent data by merely saying that SCAG supports the City.
CEQA places the City under an affirmative duty to obtain accurate data and to use
accurate data at the earliest possible date.
The NOP is the foundation for the environmental impacts which should be
studied. W hen the NOP is based upon non-existent data, the City violates CEQA.
Last time, the City made the patently false representation that Hollywood had
224,426 people in year 2005 and based upon that false number, the City justified a
population projection of 244,602 ppl by the year 2030.
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Once again, the City is pushing false data on the public asserting that
Hollywood’s population has reversed its twenty (20) year decline, and for no reason
at all, the population has dramatically increased from 198,228 in 2010 to 206,000
ppl.
The NOP is silent about cause of this alleged turnaround, assuming such a
trend reversal occurred. In fact, we see that the purported SCAG data is fraudulent.
SAG 2016 RTP provides no population data for any City for the year 2016. Rather
SCAG shows that “2016" only refers to the projections for the time period between
“2016-2040" based upon 2013 data. Once again, the City has relied on wishful
thinking and has just picked a figure out of thin air which the City feels will support
its desired goal to construct more mega-housing projects and more InFill projects in
Hollywood without providing any factual basis.
2.

The Type of Population Change is as Important
as the Gross Numbers of Increase or Decrease

Thus, the NOP provides the public with garbage numbers. “Garbage in,
Garbage” out.” Because accurate population data is indispensable to making future
plans, the public has a right to know not only whether the population is increasing
or decreasing, but it has the right to know the nature of any population change.
The USC Sol Price School of Public Policy has published demographic data
showing that the City as a whole will experience slow population growth and what
small growth will occur will be from more births than deaths and from a slowing of
the rate at which the elderly are dying. The City is experiencing a net loss of people
who are moving out of LA over those who move into Los Angeles. Thus, any
population increase for the city is due to the birth rate.
New-borns do not demand new apartments, nor do elderly people who are
living longer. People who leave create vacancies so that Los Angeles increases its
housing supply without building a single unit. The City’s own November 17, 2015
HCIDLA report (page 3) to the Mayor shows that the City has a 12% vacancy rate
in apartments constructed in the last decade. The Housing element of the General
Plan shows that between 2000 and 2010 Los Angeles’ number of housing units
increased by 5.7% while the population increased by only 2.7%. The General Plan
shows no data more recent than that adopted in December 2013.
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See attached, USC Sol Price school of Public Policy, The Generational Future
of Los Angeles: Projections to 2030 and Comparisons to Recent Decades March
2013
3.

The Need for the Hollywood Community Plan to Be Based
on the Quality of Life of its Residents

The Hollywood Community Plan needs provide for the quality of life of its
current residents. W hile some “developer shills” throw around outlandish claims that
is it is reasonable for Hollywood to have 400,000 people by the year 2030, all the
community groups report that when the population was hovering around only
200,000 people, the major complaint was traffic congestion. Today, the major
complaint is traffic congestion. More density will aggravate conditions in Hollywood
making it a less desirable place to live.
Traffic congestion arises from constructing too many dense office and
residential projects in Hollywood. The City persists in under-representing the
problem of traffic congestion. Judge Chalfant pointed out that The Millennium
Towers, without taking into account any other project, would create unmitigable
traffic congestion for the freeways entrance and exit ramps and for the surface
streets in Hollywood. The EIR for the Palladium Towers was based on the same
false traffic data which caused Judge Chalfant to reject The Millennium Project. The
City ignores the facts, the law, and the quality of life of residents in order to present
a false myth that Hollywood needs to densify. In order to make that argument, The
City falsifies its traffic data.
The City is setting itself up for another rejection of the Hollywood Community
Plan by lurching forward with a Plan to further densify Hollywood based upon false
traffic data.
4.

The Homeless Problem and The HCP2

The City has manufactured a worsening of the homeless problem in Los
Angeles by tearing down over 20,000 rent controlled units since 2000 and the annual
rate of demolition has increased since Garcetti became mayor. Rather than
stopping the destruction of the rent controlled units and throwing more poor people
on to the streets, the City proposes building affordable housing.
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Affordable Housing, however, comes with a tax payer subsidy, and the public
has the right to know much public money will go into this Affordable Housing.
According to the agenda for the May 18, 2016 Housing Committee, on that date
alone the City will approve over $27,000.000.00 in bonds and other funds for
Affordable Housing. None of that tax payer money would be spent if the City had not
torn down 20,000 rent controlled units.
5.

The HCP2 Has a Duty to Study the Adverse Impact
of the City’s Housing Policies on Residents and the Economy

The City’s housing policy of destroying rent controlled apartments while using
spot zoning to demolish single family homes and construct apartments near mass
transit lines has resulted in an exodus of people from the city and the escalating of
housing costs, while we have a 12% vacancy rate in the apartments which the City
has been approving.
Each time the City allows spot zoning to be used to change an R-1 zone to an
Multifamily zone, single family homes disappear. By creating a shortage of the type
home which the vast majority of Angelenos desire, the City has dramatically raised
the cost of single family homes. The people who are most harmed are the middle
class who can no longer afford to buy a home in Los Angeles. The inability for a
middle class family to purchase a home is a major factor in families leaving Los
Angeles and Hollywood. As Patrick Range MacDonald showed in 2013, the City’s
housing policies are designed to remove Hispanic families from the parts of
Hollywood where Garcetti wanted to construct new apartments for Millennials.
http://bit.ly/XjXmGk Thursday, January 3, 2013, LA W eekly, Hollywood's Urban
Cleansing, 12,878 Mostly Latinos Are Pushed out by City Hall.
The housing policy of spot zoning has the end result of causing a brain drain
on Los Angeles as those families whose “breadwinners” have highly marketable job
skills move away from Los Angeles. Employers recognize that they can become
more competitive by relocating away from Los Angeles. Both worker and employer
find a better life in south Texas than in Los Angeles.
L.A. lost 3,000 jobs when Toyota moved from Torrance to suburb outside
Dallas, Texas. It was the sustain stack on single family homes, i.e. suburbia which
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was a major factor in the move. A few years before, Nissan moved out of Gardena
for Nashville. W hen the largest city in the country follows housing policies which are
hostile to the aspirations of the upwardly mobile portion of its population, one should
expect its residents to move elsewhere.
Something similar is occurring at the lower end of the job market. By
destroying so many rent controlled units and then by issuing hundreds of millions of
bonds for Affordable Housing, employers realize that their less skilled employees are
facing a significantly higher cost of living and the City’s borrowing requires that the
tax payer repay those hundreds of millions of dollars. One of the justifications for
raising the minimum wage to $15 per hour was the housing costs for poor people.
If the City had not destroyed 20,000 rent controlled apartments while constructing glut of luxury condos, the poor would not be facing a shortage of available
housing. Even if a person who is evicted from a rent controlled unit today finds a
new rent controlled apartment tomorrow, his rent will be significantly higher as it will
start at the new higher market rate.
Employers who are dependent on less skilled workers recognize that they will
have to raise wages in order to compensate for the City’s housing policies. As a
result many will relocate. http://bit.ly/1VTeBMo May 11, 2016, Los Angeles Daily
News, Van Nuys Firm Announces Plans to Cut 205 Jobs, Move Them to Mexico, by
Gregory J W ilcox
The NOP provides a very distorted foundation on which to build. It slants
everyone towards the false notion that we need to increase density while ignoring
all the bad things which are happening to the City due to its reliance on fatally flawed
data and wishful thinking.
6.

DownSizing and DownZoning of Hollywood

There still is evidence that Hollywood Community Plan needs to study a future
Hollywood which is less dense and provides for the quality of life of its citizens. That
requires no more TODs. Any discussion of TODs has to be based on facts and not
on myths that people will use subways. It has to show the extra time, effort, and
money is costs people to use public transportation. It has to show how the housing
policies have harmed and continue to harm Hollywoodians.
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Comments on NOP for HCP2
There are positive things which need to be implemented. SNAP mandates
Garden W oonerfs and Small Parks, but instead the city constructs mixed-use
projects and encourages InFill projects which deteriorate the quality of life. The City
needs to undertake a legitimate study of Garden W oonerfs which would greatly
enhance the quality of life for people living on the woonerf streets. The City planners
don’t even know what a Garden W oonerf is, but they know about tiny microapartments. http://cbsloc.al/1rsL2EV May 3, 2016, Less Is Definitely More When It
Comes To Tiny Apartments Called Micro-Units, May 3, 2016
The City needs to assess the future water availability in its endeavor to greatly
increase Hollywood’s population density, but more importantly, the city needs to
assess the harmful impacts of foisting a development agenda on the public, which
the public rejects. The majority of people do not want to rip out their lawns because
the mayor wants to construct 30 story apartment towers.
7.

Summary

Due to the misdirection which the NOP provides for Hollywood’s future, the
NOP needs to be retracted and re-issued with a more realistic basis for public
comments.
Submitted by

SaveHywd
May 14, 2016
attached
attached, USC Sol Price school of Public Policy, The Generational Future of Los Angeles: Projections to 2030
and Comparisons to Recent Decades March 2013
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Linda Lou <linda.lou@lacity.org>

Please clarify any zoning changes and the proposed height limits and setbacks
(from our residential) on Melrose, Western, and Santa Monica.
1 message
ed hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net>
Sun, May 22, 2016 at 11:40 PM
To: Linda Lou <linda.lou@lacity.org>
Cc: Priya.Mahendale@lacity.org, Anthony.Lagasca@hsdnc.org, Chris Robertson <chris.robertson@lacity.org>, Aram
Taslagyan <aram.taslagyan@lacity.org>, Conni Pallini-Tipton <Conni.Pallini-Tipton@lacity.org>, Melrose Hill
<melrosehill@yahoogroups.com>, AMY ABLACOT <amy.ablakat@lacity.org>
Dear Linda,
Thank you and your team for allowing us to attend your Hollywood Community Plan scoping meeting, ask questions and
to make comments. First a word of introduction.
My experience is as an urban designer for large A/E firms including HKS and SOM. I'm a licensed California Architect
and Landscape Architect. I am a Past President of the 36-year-old Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association and currently
serve as Chair of its Planning Committee. I am a founding board member of Friends of Hollywood Central Park and serve
on 3 of its Committees, am VP of Northeast Trees, a Member of the Entitlement Committee for EHNC and spent 6 years
as a board member of HSDNC and Chair of its PLUM Committee. My wife and I have made numerous trips at our own
expense to Sacramento and Washington DC to advocate for support and funding for Hollywood Central Park.
These are all volunteer efforts in addition to our work to earn a living. Our current local income project for our own account
is the restoration of the 111-year old Craftsman Bungalow at 5346 Virginia Av. in East Hollywood within your plan area
which is being down-zoned in your plan.
Our some 100-acre, 110-year-old Melrose Hill Neighborhood is Melrose, Western, Santa Monica, the 101 Freeway, and
both sides of Ardmore back to Melrose. We have about 4,600 residents in about 1500 families on about 400 parcels.
Our boundaries are well defined by 3 commercial streets and the Hollywood Freeway and its Ardmore off ramp. The
latest census has us as about 65% minority and annual medium income of less than $30,000/family. We are very
fortunate to have 3.4 acre Lemon Grove Park in the Center of our neighborhood and the north end of our Neighborhood is
the south end of the future 34-acre Hollywood Central Park.
Our neighborhood has the only HPOZ in the 13th Council District and we are working with Cultural heritage and your
Department to expand it to much of the residential portion of the neighborhood within our two periods of significance. Our
HPOZ street lights are very beautiful reproductions of the 1910 Art Deco lights in NYC Central Park only with a 2' taller
"B" pole.
Our neighborhood zonings are commercial on Melrose, Western and Santa Monica. The internal portion of the
neighborhood is R1, R1-HPOZ, and RD-1.5. According to our 3-years of requests to our Council Member, we are happy
with ALL of our zoning and want to insure there is NO ATTEMPT TO UP-ZONE ANY PORTION OF OUR
NEIGHBORHOOD as we already have internal capacity for over 80% increase in housing units and population and we are
over one mile from the nearest subway stop. In addition, our neighborhood has a Masonry Sound Wall along our portion
of the Hollywood Freeway, a major branch of Bank of America, over 60 Oak trees in over 10 Species. Over the years, our
neighborhood Association has worked with our City to plant over 300 street trees in our neighborhood.
Our Neighborhood has a severe on street parking problem because of all the apartments constructed prior to LA's parking
code. As a single example, the apartment at 1025 N. Serrano has 72 apartment units but not even one single parking
space. We do have preferential Parking District #67 and there are 11 street blocks so far with signs. We hope this gives
you an accurate picture of our neighborhood. As for comments to your Hollywood Community Plan Update, please
consider these my personal comments until we have time to pull together a Neighborhood Meeting and come up with
those from our Neighborhood Association. My Comments follow:
1. We support the technical correction on Lemon Grove Park. Please include Lemon Grove Park within our HPOZ
expansion area as a contributing property.
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=b368a66fd0&jsver=c6entt0uZCQ.en.&view=pt&q=hunt&qs=true&search=query&th=154dc588fedc2bcc&siml=154dc5…
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2. We strongly support the expansion of the Melrose Hill HPOZ as outlined in your plan on our side of Western. We can't
speak for the west side. Hopefully they will respond to you on that issue.
3. We strongly support the creation of the 34-acre Hollywood Central Park over the depressed section of the 101
Freeway.
4. We support the street trees and sidewalk improvements on Western from Melrose to Santa Monica as shown in your
plan.
5. We strongly support the Melrose Avenue study as part of your plan. Do NOT reduce the 90' right of way on our portion
of Melrose Av.
6. We support improvements to our 3 alleys to facilitate pedestrian traffic and access.
7. Get rid of the ridiculous "Unlimited Height" zoning on our 3 commercial streets and replace it with a reasonable height
limit. For our portion of Western and Santa Monica, we recommend a 30' (3 story) height limit, which as you know is an
automatic 41' (4 story) height limit for SB 1818 or RAS mixed use residential projects.
8. The 250% and 500% up zoning on Western is also ridiculous in view of your official 10% unit and population increase
goal by 2040 (which sounds extremely optimistic to us) and the reality that we already have the capacity to increase our
units and population by over 80% with no change in our current zoning. Why are you trying to dump all this ridiculous
super inconsistent zoning hundreds of percentages in excess of your 10% goal into our neighborhood which is over a mile
from the nearest subway stop?
9. We do NOT want the beautiful trees cut down and the parkways narrowed in the 900 Block of N. Oxford Av. as
indicated in your plan. Please make sure your plan ensures that this CANNOT happen. This is a residential street, not a
freeway, and we care about these trees, mostly planted by our Neighborhood Association over our past 36-years.
10. For the third time now, we respectfully request the plan include an ICO for the 36-R1 properties that are not included
in phase one of our HPOZ.
11. Again we request a left turn pocket on westbound Santa Monica to accommodate entry into the neighborhood on
Oxford Av., the only access at the north end of our neighborhood.
12. The plan should include the Two bus long bus bay out of traffic on southbound Western immediately south of Santa
Monica.
13. The 500% up zoning and "unlimited height" on Santa Monica is also ridiculous in view of your official 10% unit and
population increase goal by 2040 (again which sounds extremely optimistic to us) and the reality that we already have the
capacity to increase our units and population by over 80% with no change in our current zoning. Again, why are you
trying to dump all this ridiculous super inconsistent zoning 50 times in excess of your 10% goal into our neighborhood
which is over a mile from the nearest subway stop?
14. Please ensure the plan includes the restoration of the 30' front yard Building Line on the west side of the 700 and 800
blocks of N. Harvard Av. to match setback reality and the Building Line on the other side of the street.
15. We request a modified parking district for the residential portion of our neighborhood north of the center line of
Romaine Street where there are so many pre-parking code dense residential buildings with zero parking spaces. We
recommend a required parking ratio of 1.5 times the existing code requirements.
More later. Please let us know if you disagree with any of these comments or for any reason you cannot include them in
the plan. Again, until we have time to discuss these as a Neighborhood, please consider these comments from me
personally and not from the neighborhood.
Sincerely, Edward Villareal Hunt, AIA, ASLA; Chair, Planning Committee, Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association; 323646-6287.

From: Linda Lou [mailto:linda.lou@lacity.org]
Sent: Friday, May 13, 2016 8:21 AM
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To: edvhunt@earthlink.net
Please clarify any zoning changes and the proposed height limits and setbacks (from our residential) on Melrose,
Western, and Santa Monica.
Hi, thanks for your e-mail.
I am out of the office today (Friday) and will return on Monday.
Best,
Linda Lou
Planning Assistant
Policy Planning
Department of City Planning | City of Los Angeles
213.978.1473
*Your first stop for most City Planning questions regarding your property will usually begin at the Development Service
Center (DSC). Click the following link for DSC contact information: http://www.planning.lacity.org/PublicCounter.html
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Linda Lou <linda.lou@lacity.org>

Please clarify any zoning changes and the proposed height limits and setbacks
(from our residential) on Melrose, Western, and Santa Monica.
3 messages
ed hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net>
Mon, May 23, 2016 at 5:10 PM
To: "To: 'Linda Lou'" <linda.lou@lacity.org>
Cc: PRIYA MEHENDALE <PRIYA.MEHENDALE@lacity.org>, Conni Pallini-Tipton <Conni.Pallini-Tipton@lacity.org>, Chris
Robertson <chris.robertson@lacity.org>, AMY ABLACOT <amy.ablakat@lacity.org>, Aram Taslagyan
<aram.taslagyan@lacity.org>

Dear Linda,

Mike copied me on his le er. Personally, I strongly support the return to the original 30’ Building Line and on the
west side of the street and swi inclusion of these 2 blocks of Harvard into the HPOZ while there is s ll something
to preserve.

If my math is correct, with 86 units exis ng and 85 units available with no zoning change, that is an available
increase of 98.8% related to a seemingly op mis c projected increase of 10%. As you can easily verify we have
over 80% available increase neighborhood wide, again with no change in zoning. This is over 8 mes your
op mis c projec on.

Shouldn’t the 10% zoning increases go primarily to the Central Hollywood area and to the areas around the
subway sta ons? Again, please explain the need for dumping 250% and 500% increases in density, 50 mes your
goal for the en re plan, into our li le 100-acre 110-year-old predominantly poor and minority historic
neighborhood over a mile from the nearest subway stop?

Sincerely,

Ed Hunt, 323-646-6287

From: Michael Bahe [mailto:old.bahe@yahoo.com]
Sent : Monday, May 23, 2016 4:15 PM
To: To: 'Linda Lou'; Cc: Priya.Mahendale; Anthony.Lagasca; Chris Robertson; 'Aram Taslagyan'; Conni Pallini-Tipton;
Melrose Hill; AMY ABLACOT
Subject : [MelroseHill] Please clarify any zoning changes and the proposed height limits and setbacks (from our
residential) on Melrose, Western, and Santa Monica.

Dear Linda,
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=b368a66fd0&jsver=c6entt0uZCQ.en.&view=pt&q=hunt&qs=true&search=query&th=154e2dd0e17895fe&siml=154e01…
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Thank you for allowing me to attend the Hollywood Community Plan scoping meeting. It was informative and the
presence of numerous staff members of the City Planning Department answered many of my questions. Before I move
on to my suggestions (which are specifically directed at the 700-800 blocks of N. Harvard Blvd., Hollywood, 90029) it may
serve you better to mention who I am and my long term association with this area.

My name is Michael Bahe, and my family has owned the home at 726 N. Harvard Blvd. (an authentic Sears Roebuck kit
house constructed in 1911) since 1951. My mother owned the home until her death in 1986, and my twin brother Ed
owned it until he passed in 2011. At that time - being unaware of the spectre of the SLS threat to this humble, authentic
(mostly 1,100 sq.' homes) working class neighborhood (average family income under $30,000 per year, 65% of which are
minorities) - I undertook a major renovation of this home. It included sheathing, all new sewer, water lines, a sprinkler
system, a new HVAC system, tankless water heater, new kitchen, etc. Also the foundation was reinforced and
anchored, much of the wood in the interior was stripped of layers of paint and then lacquered/stained. Finally, all new
cedar shingles were applied to the new sheathing, as well as several new wood windows in the craftsmen style. The
sidewalks, driveway, and all concrete surfaces (including curbs) were replaced, a new garage was constructed to replace
the collapsing original garage (which had a horse stall and room for a carriage or wagon!), and sod was planted in front
with a "grass-block" system in back. This was done as a memorial to my mother and Ed, as well as for the neighbors
who had suffered with an "eye-sore" for years.
More about this home later.

I worked as a Principal Appraiser for Los Angeles County Assessor for close to 35 years, and have an MBA from USC.
My intention and hope is to shepherd these 2 blocks on Harvard into the proposed HPOZ expansion of Melrose Hill.
Accordingly, I have created the KEEP HARVARD HISTORIC COMMITTEE. There are many good reasons for this - and it
is a major disappointment that the potential of Harvard has been ignored by Councilmember O'Farrell. For one thing,
there are many architecturally interesting older homes on both sides of the 2 blocks. Secondly, the lot setback line on
the East side of the street is UNIFORMLY a 30' setback. Thirdly, the street setback on the West side of the street
should be restored to 30' (from 15') as well. Finally - my renovation has created a ripple effect on the homes surrounding
726 N. Harvard, including 725, 722, 716, 712, 721, 731 and so on. All of these properties have upgraded the past several
years, and owner of 722 is intending to do major restoration work in 2017. To bring SLS onto Harvard now would be next
to criminal, especially when many homeowners are upgrading/renovating/restoring their properties - and particularly in
light of the following information:

The Hollywood Community Plan suggests that there will be a 10% increase in population in the Melrose Hill area between
now and 2040. The City of Los Angeles desperately needs affordable housing, and SLS is NOT affordable housing. My
analysis - taken from Zimas and Assessors records - shows that current zoning infill alone will create close to a 100%
increase in affordable units. (Please see the attachments) There are 164 equivalent units (per RD 1.5-1XL zoning),
based on 1,500 sq.' needed per unit. Official records indicate that there are 86 units in place. There are another 85 units
of infill available under the zoning parameters, or close to 100% (as opposed to 10% required in the Community Plan) - all
of which could be AFFORDABLE HOUSING! There is absolutely no need to upzone this area, as it is not near any
subway station. Further - if anyone cares to take a serious look at the 700-800 blocks of N. Harvard Blvd. they will find a
unique assortment of period architecture, with street setback uniformity (if the West side was returned to 30'). It is a
quiet street of only 2 blocks - and it needs it's city owned trees taken care of for starters. It is now well lighted and has
restricted parking. Melrose Hill is the ONLY HPOZ in the 13th District. It should be incumbent on Councilmember
O'Farrell and his staff to take whatever measures they can to make sure the proposed expansion of the Melrose Hill
HPOZ moves forward expeditiously to fruition. This is the only working class neighborhood that supported the growth of
the Hollywood Movie Studios in the early 1900's. It deserves to be recognized as a legacy to the hard working people
who helped make Hollywood a worldwide name.

Thank you,
Michael Bahe Founder: KEEP HARVARD HISTORIC COMMITTEE
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Priya Mehendale <priya.mehendale@lacity.org>
To: Linda Lou <linda.lou@lacity.org>

Mon, May 23, 2016 at 5:14 PM

I'll chat with him before I leave tonight...
[Quoted text hidden]

-Priya Mehendale I Community Planning
City of Los Angeles | Department of City Planning
200 N Spring Street, Room 667 I Los Angeles CA 90012
E: priya.mehendale@lacity.org I T: 213 978 1380

ed hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net>
Tue, May 24, 2016 at 6:02 AM
To: Melrose Hill <melrosehill@yahoogroups.com>
Cc: Priya.Mahendale@lacity.org, Anthony.Lagasca@hsdnc.org, Chris Robertson <chris.robertson@lacity.org>, Aram
Taslagyan <aram.taslagyan@lacity.org>, Conni Pallini-Tipton <Conni.Pallini-Tipton@lacity.org>, Melrose Hill
<melrosehill@yahoogroups.com>, AMY ABLACOT <amy.ablakat@lacity.org>, Linda Lou <linda.lou@lacity.org>,
floramelrose@gmail.com, CHRISTINE PETERS <christine.peters@lacity.org>

MEETING NOTICE:
MELROSE HILL NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

THIS THURSDAY, MAY 26, 2016
4928 West Melrose Hill, 6:30 PM
Primary Agenda: Discussion of the proposed Hollywood Community Plan Update:
Neighborhood Response required by midnight, this Tuesday, May 31, 2016
Plan proposes 250% Zoning Increase with "Unlimited Height" on Western Av., in contrast of the plan goal of a 10%
increase Hollywood.
Note, this is 25 times the goal of the plan in a neighborhood over a mile from the nearest subway stop.
Please read the plan and my letter below.

Other agenda Items from the floor.

Meeting called by Ed Hunt, Chair, Planning Committee.

-----Original Message----From: ed hunt [mailto:edvhunt@earthlink.net]
Sent: Sunday, May 22, 2016 11:40 PM
To: 'Linda Lou'
Cc: 'Priya.Mahendale@lacity.org'; Anthony.Lagasca@HSDNC.org; Chris Robertson (chris.robertson@lacity.org); 'Aram
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=b368a66fd0&jsver=c6entt0uZCQ.en.&view=pt&q=hunt&qs=true&search=query&th=154e2dd0e17895fe&siml=154e01…
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Taslagyan'; Conni Pallini-Tipton (Conni.Pallini-Tipton@lacity.org); Melrose Hill (melrosehill@yahoogroups.com); AMY
ABLACOT (amy.ablakat@lacity.org)
Subject: Please clarify any zoning changes and the proposed height limits and setbacks (from our residential) on
Melrose, Western, and Santa Monica.

Dear Linda,

Thank you and your team for allowing us to attend your Hollywood Community Plan scoping meeting, ask questions and
to make comments. First a word of introduction.

My experience is as an urban designer for large A/E firms including HKS and SOM. I'm a licensed California Architect
and Landscape Architect. I am a Past President of the 36-year-old Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association and currently
serve as Chair of its Planning Committee. I am a founding board member of Friends of Hollywood Central Park and serve
on 3 of its Committees, am VP of Northeast Trees, a Member of the Entitlement Committee for EHNC and spent 6 years
as a board member of HSDNC and Chair of its PLUM Committee. My wife and I have made numerous trips at our own
expense to Sacramento and Washington DC to advocate for support and funding for Hollywood Central Park.

These are all volunteer efforts in addition to our work to earn a living. Our current local income project for our own account
is the restoration of the 111-year old Craftsman Bungalow at 5346 Virginia Av. in East Hollywood within your plan area
which is being down-zoned in your plan.

Our some 100-acre, 110-year-old Melrose Hill Neighborhood is Melrose, Western, Santa Monica, the 101 Freeway, and
both sides of Ardmore back to Melrose. We have about 4,600 residents in about 1500 families on about 400 parcels.
Our boundaries are well defined by 3 commercial streets and the Hollywood Freeway and its Ardmore off ramp. The
latest census has us as about 65% minority and annual medium income of less than $30,000/family. We are very
fortunate to have 3.4 acre Lemon Grove Park in the Center of our neighborhood and the north end of our Neighborhood is
the south end of the future 34-acre Hollywood Central Park.

Our neighborhood has the only HPOZ in the 13th Council District and we are working with Cultural heritage and your
Department to expand it to much of the residential portion of the neighborhood within our two periods of significance. Our
HPOZ street lights are very beautiful reproductions of the 1910 Art Deco lights in NYC Central Park only with a 2' taller
"B" pole.

Our neighborhood zonings are commercial on Melrose, Western and Santa Monica. The internal portion of the
neighborhood is R1, R1-HPOZ, and RD-1.5. According to our 3-years of requests to our Council Member, we are happy
with ALL of our zoning and want to insure there is NO ATTEMPT TO UP-ZONE ANY PORTION OF OUR
NEIGHBORHOOD as we already have internal capacity for over 80% increase in housing units and population and we are
over one mile from the nearest subway stop. In addition, our neighborhood has a Masonry Sound Wall along our portion
of the Hollywood Freeway, a major branch of Bank of America, over 60 Oak trees in over 10 Species. Over the years, our
neighborhood Association has worked with our City to plant over 300 street trees in our neighborhood.

Our Neighborhood has a severe on street parking problem because of all the apartments constructed prior to LA's parking
code. As a single example, the apartment at 1025 N. Serrano has 72 apartment units but not even one single parking
space. We do have preferential Parking District #67 and there are 11 street blocks so far with signs. We hope this gives
you an accurate picture of our neighborhood. As for comments to your Hollywood Community Plan Update, please
consider these my personal comments until we have time to pull together a Neighborhood Meeting and come up with
those from our Neighborhood Association. My Comments follow:
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=b368a66fd0&jsver=c6entt0uZCQ.en.&view=pt&q=hunt&qs=true&search=query&th=154e2dd0e17895fe&siml=154e01…
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1. We support the technical correction on Lemon Grove Park. Please include Lemon Grove Park within our HPOZ
expansion area as a contributing property.

2. We strongly support the expansion of the Melrose Hill HPOZ as outlined in your plan on our side of Western. We can't
speak for the west side. Hopefully they will respond to you on that issue.

3. We strongly support the creation of the 34-acre Hollywood Central Park over the depressed section of the 101
Freeway.

4. We support the street trees and sidewalk improvements on Western from Melrose to Santa Monica as shown in your
plan.

5. We strongly support the Melrose Avenue study as part of your plan. Do NOT reduce the 90' right of way on our portion
of Melrose Av.

6. We support improvements to our 3 alleys to facilitate pedestrian traffic and access.

7. Get rid of the ridiculous "Unlimited Height" zoning on our 3 commercial streets and replace it with a reasonable height
limit. For our portion of Western and Santa Monica, we recommend a 30' (3 story) height limit, which as you know is an
automatic 41' (4 story) height limit for SB 1818 or RAS mixed use residential projects.

8. The 250% and 500% up zoning on Western is also ridiculous in view of your official 10% unit and population increase
goal by 2040 (which sounds extremely optimistic to us) and the reality that we already have the capacity to increase our
units and population by over 80% with no change in our current zoning. Why are you trying to dump all this ridiculous
super inconsistent zoning hundreds of percentages in excess of your 10% goal into our neighborhood which is over a mile
from the nearest subway stop?

9. We do NOT want the beautiful trees cut down and the parkways narrowed in the 900 Block of N. Oxford Av. as
indicated in your plan. Please make sure your plan ensures that this CANNOT happen. This is a residential street, not a
freeway, and we care about these trees, mostly planted by our Neighborhood Association over our past 36-years.

10. For the third time now, we respectfully request the plan include an ICO for the 36-R1 properties that are not included
in phase one of our HPOZ.

11. Again we request a left turn pocket on westbound Santa Monica to accommodate entry into the neighborhood on
Oxford Av., the only access at the north end of our neighborhood.

12. The plan should include the Two bus long bus bay out of traffic on southbound Western immediately south of Santa
Monica.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=b368a66fd0&jsver=c6entt0uZCQ.en.&view=pt&q=hunt&qs=true&search=query&th=154e2dd0e17895fe&siml=154e01…
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13. The 500% up zoning and "unlimited height" on Santa Monica is also ridiculous in view of your official 10% unit and
population increase goal by 2040 (again which sounds extremely optimistic to us) and the reality that we already have the
capacity to increase our units and population by over 80% with no change in our current zoning. Again, why are you
trying to dump all this ridiculous super inconsistent zoning 50 times in excess of your 10% goal into our neighborhood
which is over a mile from the nearest subway stop?

14. Please ensure the plan includes the restoration of the 30' front yard Building Line on the west side of the 700 and 800
blocks of N. Harvard Av. to match setback reality and the Building Line on the other side of the street.

15. We request a modified parking district for the residential portion of our neighborhood north of the center line of
Romaine Street where there are so many pre-parking code dense residential buildings with zero parking spaces. We
recommend a required parking ratio of 1.5 times the existing code requirements.

More later. Please let us know if you disagree with any of these comments or for any reason you cannot include them in
the plan. Again, until we have time to discuss these as a Neighborhood, please consider these comments from me
personally and not from the neighborhood.

Sincerely, Edward Villareal Hunt, AIA, ASLA; Chair, Planning Committee, Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association; 323646-6287.

From: Linda Lou [mailto:linda.lou@lacity.org]
Sent: Friday, May 13, 2016 8:21 AM
To: edvhunt@earthlink.net
Please clarify any zoning changes and the proposed height limits and setbacks (from our residential) on Melrose,
Western, and Santa Monica.

Hi, thanks for your e-mail.
I am out of the office today (Friday) and will return on Monday.

Best,

Linda Lou
Planning Assistant
Policy Planning
Department of City Planning | City of Los Angeles
213.978.1473

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=b368a66fd0&jsver=c6entt0uZCQ.en.&view=pt&q=hunt&qs=true&search=query&th=154e2dd0e17895fe&siml=154e01…

6/7

3/6/2018

City of Los Angeles Mail - Please clarify any zoning changes and the proposed height limits and setbacks (from our residential) on Melrose, Western, and …

*Your first stop for most City Planning questions regarding your property will usually begin at the Development Service
Center (DSC). Click the following link for DSC contact information: http://www.planning.lacity.org/PublicCounter.html

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=b368a66fd0&jsver=c6entt0uZCQ.en.&view=pt&q=hunt&qs=true&search=query&th=154e2dd0e17895fe&siml=154e01…
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City's HCP2 plan to narrow the green parkways in the 900 block of North Oxford Av.
in our Melrose Hill Neighborhood:
1 message
ed hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net>
Thu, May 26, 2016 at 2:08 PM
To: Linda Lou <linda.lou@lacity.org>
Cc: PRIYA MEHENDALE <PRIYA.MEHENDALE@lacity.org>, Conni Pallini-Tipton <Conni.Pallini-Tipton@lacity.org>, Aram
Taslagyan <aram.taslagyan@lacity.org>, Chris Robertson <chris.robertson@lacity.org>, CHRISTINE PETERS
<christine.peters@lacity.org>
Dear Linda,
More information on the City's HCP plan to narrow the green parkways in the
900 block of North Oxford Av. in our Melrose Hill Neighborhood:
1. The historic width of these 120-year-old parkways is 10'.
2. The narrow width of this RESIDENTIAL street provides traffic calming,
safety, deters speeding, and prevents Oxford from becoming a dangerous
cut-through traffic speedway and truck route.
3. According to the developers of just the proposed project at 743 N.
Oxford, eliminating this saves them $200,000 that they could better use for
some nice street trees and landscaping or some other AMENITY rather than
this mandated blight.
4. The existing 10' parkways in the 900 block of Oxford are full of very
large, very old, very beautiful Jacaranda trees that need a wide green
parkway to thrive.
5. This gratuitous parkway narrowing replaces greenspace with paving;
reducing aeration and percolation, replenishing of our aquifer and storm
water capture and contributing to our urban heat island, downstream
flooding, and pollution of the bay.
6. This will be the only narrowed parkway in the 2-blocks of this tree-lined
historic street.
7. If expanded to the entire block, this will destroy over 40 mature very
beautiful heritage street trees.
8. This will be an environmental disaster. We see no reason why the
bicycles can't share the 2 existing traffic lanes for this one block.
Please remove this from your plan.
Please ensure that your HCP2 clearly mandates that these existing 10'
parkways and street trees in the 900 block of N. Oxford Av. will not be
narrowed or molested in any way. Please ensure your plan clearly includes
that the 900 block of Oxford shall INCLUDE this existing historic
traffic-calming width that for the last 120 years has provided 2 parking
lanes and 2 moving lanes for this residential neighborhood. Please include
this letter in the official HCP2 official file and keep us posted on your
progress.
Sincerely, Edward Villareal Hunt, AIA, ASLA, Urban Designer, Chair, MHNA
Planning Committee
4928 West Melrose Hill, Hollywood, CA 90029

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=b368a66fd0&jsver=c6entt0uZCQ.en.&view=pt&q=hunt&qs=true&search=query&th=154eee645f212bcf&siml=154eee6… 1/1

From: George Abrahams
To: Los Angeles City Planning Department
Re: 2016 Hollywood Community Plan Update - NOP
The Dept of Conservation, and Caltrans should both be included as responsible
agencies in the notice to the OPR.
Specifically, the California Geological Survey and the State Geologist should be
responsible for providing input in the geology section of the EIR reporting on the
Hollywood fault and recommendations for limiting building for human habitation.
Caltrans should provide recommendations for traffic infrastructure regarding flow
of traffic in Hollywood to and from Hollywood freeway entrances and along Route
2 to maintain the free flow of travel on state highways.
There should be no reduction in building lines or set-backs so that streets can be
widened in the future as they are already needed in many places in the HCPU area.
A greenbelt along the Hollywood Fault similar to what the City of Signal Hill did
with the Newport-Inglewood Fault running through its area should be established
and it should be named Hollywood Central Park.
The SCAQMD put a letter into the record for the previous HCPU that advised
against schools and parks near the freeway. Several scientific studies documenting
the permanent damage to childrens’ lungs by freeway pollution were also
submitted. The new HCPU must include this restriction. The proposal to cover the
Hollywood Freeway between Bronson Ave and Santa Monica Blvd for a so-called
park should be removed from the HCP. We don’t need a terrorist target where
anyone could hijack a fuel tanker in minutes and drive it into the covered area
where he could detonate it and kill thousands of people and cripple the major
traffic route through the HCP area serving the entire Los Angeles metropolitan
area.

Notice of any action in regards to the HCPU must be given to every address in the
HCPU area. The 500-foot radius notification around sub-area changes is
insufficient notice for a community plan update. Everyone must be notified.
The preparation of the EIR should be transparent to the public include the
participation and consultation of the community, especially those who objected to
and fought the last failed HCPU. Closed door meetings with developers like what
O’Farrell is doing with the Hollywood Design Review Committee and the alleged
community meetings where no one was notified of their existence is not public
participation.
No conversion of variances in to by-right zoning. Two examples of this removal of
protection of the variance findings were a bootleg restaurant in a residential zone
on Barton Ave that was later legalized by an after the fact variance (SA 40:2A) and
a hotel on Franklin Ave that is currently operating under a variance (SA 4:8A, SA
4:8B and SA 4:8C) attempting to convert both into commercial zones. The
protection afforded by variance findings must never be removed. Every zone
change “reflecting existing use” must be removed from the plan. None of these
abuses of the zoning process in the previous HCPU can be allowed to be repeated
in the current update.
A height limitation on the Cahuenga Blvd-Vine St-Gower St area is needed to
protect the view shed from Hollywood towards the Santa Monica Mountains. That
view shed is in danger of disappearing if limits on height are not imposed before it
is too late. There was an historic 150 foot limit that was previously accepted by the
Planning Dept but in recent years that limit is being ignored for building on a
virtually unlimited scale.
The build-out using current zoning should be reported and mapped in the EIR.
Accurate US Census population figures must be used to project the future
population numbers. SCAG numbers are unreliable and inadequate for this
purpose. This HCPU is going to have to represent the will of the people. It can’t be
a developers’ plan where upzoning unsupported by accurate population data is
used as a wealth creation instrument for land speculators.

Downzoning is needed in many areas. Specifically, the R2 and above zoned hillside
areas with their grossly inadequate and substandard roads and other
infrastructure should be down-zoned to nothing above a duplex unit. The EIR
needs to address the failure of Transit Oriented Development planning policy. TOD
mixed use housing being built near transit corridors is mostly suited to upper
income residents that can afford to and prefer to use individual transportation.
The EIR should include data on the usage of mass transit and other transit
alternatives like bicycles and shared cars to accurately determine the parking
reductions that are given to development in those areas.
The 2012 HCPU was overturned partially on the failure to include a reasonable
range of project alternatives. "Limited population growth", "No population
growth" and "Population decrease" alternatives should be included in the
reasonable range of project alternatives.
The Hollywood Design Review Committee should be established as a formal body
in the HCPU as similar committees are in other community plans. This will make its
meetings subject to the Brown Act. Meetings of the current HDRC were ruled to be
informal briefings in the recent case BS151004 decision and not subject to the
Brown Act.

Date: June 13, 2016
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Attention – linda.lou@lacity.org

Subject: HCPU Public Comment –deadline June 15, 2016
Dear Ms. Lou:
Thank you for taking the time to review our concerns regarding the Hollywood Community Plan
EIR. We live in the Hollywoodland neighborhood, tract 6450) which has substandard roadway
infrastructure- (winding, narrow, steep roads, principally lacking sidewalks), is bordered by the
Hollywood sign, hosts the main communication tower for the city, and is in a designated ‘“ very
high fire hazard severity zone.” Three sides of the neighborhood serve as a Wildland/Urban
interface. While we do not have any official park entrance points or vista/viewing options inside
or adjacent to our community, several areas have been negligently bootlegged to serve as such.
Hollywoodland’s primary entry point, is through the historic granite gates at 2700 N. Beachwood
Drive. Beachwood Drive dead ends at 3180 Beachwood Drive into a roadway extension
consisting of partial paving and dirt/ gravel, serving as an exclusive, long standing legal access
to the Sunset Ranch . This access is protected by an exclusive roadway easement granted to
the Sunset Ranch/Stables by the Sherman Company in the early 1940’s.
Beachwood Drive is a curvy, substandard width street that is categorized as a “collector road “
throughout the Plan’s document. While it functions as a hillside collector street as well as the
main ingress and egress for the network of Hollywoodland’s substandard, hillside feeder streets,
Beachwood Drive itself falls short of the width and sidewalk requirements for a hillside collector,
most sections falling under 35’ ROW with no sidewalks or parkway but stone/cement walls
at the curb holding back hillside.
We have several comments and concerns regarding the HPCU and hillside neighborhoods,
Hollywoodland specifically.
1) Page 20. This plan’s purpose is to enhance neighborhood character through better
development standards. We applaud this purpose, however without adequate
enforcement or ways to address unauthorized additions such pirated public openings
into park land, impositions on private roadway easements and creating adhoc viewing
sites, it will be impossible to achieve this purpose. Enforcement must be consistent with
departments and elected officials; is there a plan to insure this in order to make your
plan functional?
2) Page 20 Improve mobility and access. We agree with all the recommendations
suggested in this paragraph, however individual street characteristics must be
accounted for. For example, Bike lanes on tight, overly congested thru streets such as
Franklin or on hillside, substandard collector streets such as Beachwood are illogical and
unsafe. Please recognize and understand the individual physical limitations of each
area and the competing transit need hierarchy. Please reconsider these streets for nonbike use. Please remove and do not reinstall the bike stripping and signage on Franklin.

3) Page 44 Dash Service. Hollywoodland’s bus service has historically been for residents.
The bus service ends at the base of Hollywoodland in the commercial area and should
not extend beyond that point. Inadequate roadway width, steep grades, lack of
sidewalks, weight limits and a dead end with no functional turn around point prohibits
any bus from going beyond the commercial area. Please retain only residential transit
service/stops at the base of Beachwood. Please uphold the purposes of the LA City
General plan Chapter 10- P1 b.2; P3 j; P24 a.8; to protect residential neighborhoods
from traffic intrusion.
4) Page 47 Existing and Proposed Bikeways Please remove the proposed bikeway
notation for Beachwood Drive. This has been discussed at earlier bike transportation
meetings and through submitted documents / oral testimony. Beachwood Drive is
physically unsafe to handle additional bikes. The roadway is a dead end street that goes
nowhere.
5) Page 89 Policies to provide pedestrian amenities that make walking comfortable, safe
and convenient. This section should be applicable and considered only for streets and
communities that can provide safe walking with sidewalks. Walking in the street for long
stretches is generally unsafe, even more so on curvy, hillside streets where enforcement
of CVC 21956a and CVC 21954(a) are generally non-existent.
Please recognize Hollywoodland’s winding, substandard width, hillside sloped streets cannot
safely accommodate bike traffic and does not have sidewalks on the majority of streets to safely
accommodate foot traffic. This neighborhoods 1920’s infrastructure layout was not designed to
handle tourist/hiker/biker traffic nor can it accommodate parking. Hollywoodland, situated in a
very high fire severity zone, functions as a wildland/urban interface on three sides; these factors
along with our inadequate infrastructure create unsafe conditions for residents and visitors alike.
Finally, please remedy the pirated installation of unauthorized public access/viewing sites that
have compounded, the safety issues in our fragile, residential neighborhood.
Thank you for acknowledging our concerns.
Kind Regards,

Jeanne and George Clark
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Hollywood Community Plan
2 messages
Jonas <jonasgarvin@hotmail.com>
To: "linda.lou@lacity.org" <linda.lou@lacity.org>

Thu, May 26, 2016 at 8:20 AM

Hello Linda,
My name is Jonas Garvin. I got your email address from The Central Hollywood Neighborhood Council meeting last
Monday night, May 23rd.
I've only recently started going to the meetings, mostly because of the big issue I see going on here in Hollywood, which
is affordable housing.
I have lived here for over 11 years and seen rent and property values soar to unaffordable prices. I have also seen major
development, hotels, restaurants, apartments, etc. I am in favor of ALL these things! I like the fact that Hollywood is a
little safer, there is more to do and see, and a little more pedestrian friendly.
However, I think that is starting to get out of control. I am all for development, but there has to be some compromise.
I see in the community plan, and hear at the meetings, that affordable housing or rent control is the big issue for everyone
that lives here....but, and please correct me if I am wrong, I don't see anything being done about it.
I see more luxury apts and hotels going up and NO affordable housing.
I hear the developers saying that they build all these projects "within the limits of building codes and laws". Which is true,
thus meaning, In my opinion, the laws need to change!
Its really not a hard thing to do....instead of just handing over permits to build, why not make it so these developers have
to make a percentage of their properties rent controlled or for sale at an affordable price?
Like I said, I see many down at City Hall talking about affordable housing, and the homeless problem, but thats all I
see...is TALK!
I want to see Hollywood continue to grow, I want to see new high rises, I want new stores and restaurants. But I also
don't want Hollywood become more expensive to live in than Beverly Hills, Manhattan, or San Francisco.
Which is exactly what will happen if all that is done down at City Hall is talk rather than DO!
If you would like some suggestions on how, I would love to come down and discuss the matter in person with all involved
parties at City Hall....I have a some great ideas!
I thank you in advance for your time and look forward to hearing from you soon!
Jonas
Linda Lou <linda.lou@lacity.org>
To: Jonas <jonasgarvin@hotmail.com>

Thu, May 26, 2016 at 3:11 PM

Hi Jonas,
Your comments have been received.
I would encourage you to submit your suggestions in writing for the record.
Best,
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=b368a66fd0&jsver=c6entt0uZCQ.en.&view=pt&q=garvin&qs=true&search=query&th=154ef1f5335c224d&siml=154ed…
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Linda Lou <linda.lou@lacity.org>

[MelroseHill] Please clarify any zoning changes and the proposed height limits and
setbacks (from our residential) on Melrose, Western, and Santa Monica.
4 messages
Michael Bahe <old.bahe@yahoo.com>
Mon, May 23, 2016 at 4:14 PM
Reply-To: Michael Bahe <old.bahe@yahoo.com>
To: "To: 'Linda Lou'" <linda.lou@lacity.org>, "Cc: Priya.Mahendale" <Priya.Mahendale@lacity.org>, "Anthony.Lagasca"
<Anthony.Lagasca@hsdnc.org>, Chris Robertson <chris.robertson@lacity.org>, Aram Taslagyan
<aram.taslagyan@lacity.org>, Conni Pallini-Tipton <Conni.Pallini-Tipton@lacity.org>, Melrose Hill
<melrosehill@yahoogroups.com>, AMY ABLACOT <amy.ablakat@lacity.org>

Dear Linda,
Thank you for allowing me to attend the Hollywood Community Plan scoping meeting. It was
informative and the presence of numerous staff members of the City Planning Department answered
many of my questions. Before I move on to my suggestions (which are specifically directed at the
700-800 blocks of N. Harvard Blvd., Hollywood, 90029) it may serve you better to mention who I am
and my long term association with this area.
My name is Michael Bahe, and my family has owned the home at 726 N. Harvard Blvd. (an authentic
Sears Roebuck kit house constructed in 1911) since 1951. My mother owned the home until her
death in 1986, and my twin brother Ed owned it until he passed in 2011. At that time - being unaware
of the spectre of the SLS threat to this humble, authentic (mostly 1,100 sq.' homes) working class
neighborhood (average family income under $30,000 per year, 65% of which are minorities) - I
undertook a major renovation of this home. It included sheathing, all new sewer, water lines, a
sprinkler system, a new HVAC system, tankless water heater, new kitchen, etc. Also the foundation
was reinforced and anchored, much of the wood in the interior was stripped of layers of paint and then
lacquered/stained. Finally, all new cedar shingles were applied to the new sheathing, as well as
several new wood windows in the craftsmen style. The sidewalks, driveway, and all concrete surfaces
(including curbs) were replaced, a new garage was constructed to replace the collapsing original
garage (which had a horse stall and room for a carriage or wagon!), and sod was planted in front with
a "grass-block" system in back. This was done as a memorial to my mother and Ed, as well as for the
neighbors who had suffered with an "eye-sore" for years.
More about this home later.
I worked as a Principal Appraiser for Los Angeles County Assessor for close to 35 years, and have
an MBA from USC. My intention and hope is to shepherd these 2 blocks on Harvard into the
proposed HPOZ expansion of Melrose Hill. Accordingly, I have created the KEEP HARVARD
HISTORIC COMMITTEE. There are many good reasons for this - and it is a major disappointment
that the potential of Harvard has been ignored by Councilmember O'Farrell. For one thing, there are
many architecturally interesting older homes on both sides of the 2 blocks. Secondly, the lot setback
line on the East side of the street is UNIFORMLY a 30' setback. Thirdly, the street setback on the
West side of the street should be restored to 30' (from 15') as well. Finally - my renovation has
created a ripple effect on the homes surrounding 726 N. Harvard, including 725, 722, 716, 712, 721,
731 and so on. All of these properties have upgraded the past several years, and owner of 722 is
intending to do major restoration work in 2017. To bring SLS onto Harvard now would be next to
criminal, especially when many homeowners are upgrading/renovating/restoring their properties - and
particularly in light of the following information:
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=b368a66fd0&jsver=c6entt0uZCQ.en.&view=pt&q=bahe&qs=true&search=query&th=154eef2b66da624a&siml=154dfe…
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The Hollywood Community Plan suggests that there will be a 10% increase in population in the
Melrose Hill area between now and 2040. The City of Los Angeles desperately needs affordable
housing, and SLS is NOT affordable housing. My analysis - taken from Zimas and Assessors records
- shows that current zoning infill alone will create close to a 100% increase in affordable units. (Please
see the attachments) There are 164 equivalent units (per RD 1.5-1XL zoning), based on 1,500 sq.'
needed per unit. Official records indicate that there are 86 units in place. There are another 85 units
of infill available under the zoning parameters, or close to 100% (as opposed to 10% required in the
Community Plan) - all of which could be AFFORDABLE HOUSING! There is absolutely no need to
upzone this area, as it is not near any subway station. Further - if anyone cares to take a serious look
at the 700-800 blocks of N. Harvard Blvd. they will find a unique assortment of period architecture, with
street setback uniformity (if the West side was returned to 30'). It is a quiet street of only 2 blocks and it needs it's city owned trees taken care of for starters. It is now well lighted and has restricted
parking. Melrose Hill is the ONLY HPOZ in the 13th District. It should be incumbent on
Councilmember O'Farrell and his staff to take whatever measures they
can to make sure the proposed expansion of the Melrose Hill HPOZ moves forward expeditiously to
fruition. This is the only working class neighborhood that supported the growth of the Hollywood Movie
Studios in the early 1900's. It deserves to be recognized as a legacy to the hard working people who
helped make Hollywood a worldwide name.
Thank you,
Michael Bahe Founder: KEEP HARVARD HISTORIC COMMITTEE
2 attachments
ZIMAS INFO FOR 700 even.docx
13K
ZIMAS INFO FOR 700.docx
13K

Linda Lou <linda.lou@lacity.org>
To: Priya Mehendale <priya.mehendale@lacity.org>

Wed, May 25, 2016 at 1:18 PM

[Quoted text hidden]

-Linda Lou
Planning Assistant
Policy Planning
Department of City Planning | City of Los Angeles
213.978.1473
*Your first stop for most City Planning questions regarding your property will usually begin at the Development Service Center (DSC). Click the
following link for DSC contact information: http://www.planning.lacity.org/PublicCounter.html

2 attachments
ZIMAS INFO FOR 700 even.docx
13K
ZIMAS INFO FOR 700.docx
13K

Linda Lou <linda.lou@lacity.org>
To: Michael Bahe <old.bahe@yahoo.com>

Thu, May 26, 2016 at 2:14 PM

Hi Michael,
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=b368a66fd0&jsver=c6entt0uZCQ.en.&view=pt&q=bahe&qs=true&search=query&th=154eef2b66da624a&siml=154dfe…
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Your comments have been received.
Sincerely,
Linda
[Quoted text hidden]

-Linda Lou
Planning Assistant
Policy Planning
Department of City Planning | City of Los Angeles
213.978.1473
*Your first stop for most City Planning questions regarding your property will usually begin at the Development Service Center (DSC). Click the
following link for DSC contact information: http://www.planning.lacity.org/PublicCounter.html

Michael Bahe <old.bahe@yahoo.com>
Reply-To: Michael Bahe <old.bahe@yahoo.com>
To: Linda Lou <linda.lou@lacity.org>

Thu, May 26, 2016 at 2:19 PM

Thank you Linda. I hope the comments are well received.
All the best,
Michael Bahe Founder: Keep Harvard Historic Committee
[Quoted text hidden]
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June 8, 2016
Ms. Linda Lou
Planning Assistant
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 North Spring St., Room 667
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Re:

Response to the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for
the Hollywood Community Plan Update
Applicant: Los Angeles LGBT Center/McCadden Plaza, LP
Project Case Numbers: CPC-2016-1083-GPA-VZC-HD-DB-SPR
VTT-74103

Site Location: 1118-1139 N. McCadden Place, 6719-6733 Santa Monica Boulevard
(Strong and Dickinson’s Hollywood High School Tract, Block B – Lots 6-12 and
a portion of 13, Block C – Lots 16-20) (“Project Site”)
Dear Ms. Lou,
In response to the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Hollywood Community Plan Update, our office would like to bring your attention the McCadden
Project ("Project"), the entitlements for which include a pending General Plan Amendment,
Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change application at the Project Site. The
application, submitted on March 30, 2016 under Case No. CPC-2016-1083-GPA-VZC-HD-DBSPR and VTT-74103, also includes requests for a Vesting Tentative Tract Map, Density Bonus,
and Site Plan Review.
The Project would be developed on two sites bisected by N. McCadden Place, just north of
Santa Monica Boulevard in Hollywood. The overall Project Site includes approximately 2.67
acres of land. The Project includes 185,560 square feet of new floor area on a total of 86,291
square feet of lot area (7,500 square feet on the West Site and 75,291 square feet on the East
Site). The portion of the Project Site on the west side of N. McCadden Place is located at
1119–1139 N. McCadden Place and the portion of the Project Site on the east side of N.
McCadden Place is located at 1118–1136 N. McCadden Place and 6719–6733 Santa Monica
Boulevard.
The Project Site is comprised of 6 tax parcels (West Site: APN 5532-020-014, 5532-020-016,
5532-020-017, 5532-020-013; East Site: APN 5532-021-026, 5532-021-029). The total Project
Site includes 116,329 square feet of land (approximately 2.67 acres), with 86,291 square feet of
lot area proposed for new construction.

8758 Venice Boulevard, #200 Los Angeles, CA 90034  Phone (310) 838-2400  FAX (310) 838-2424

Proposed Project
The McCadden Project is a mixed-use development that includes the headquarters for the
LGBT Center, multigenerational affordable housing, program space for senior and youth
services, administrative offices, and retail space that would primarily serve project residents,
clients, and guests. The proposed residential portion of the Project would include three types of
housing: restricted affordable apartment units for low-income, at-risk and homeless seniors and
young people, ages 18 to 24, emergency overnight beds and transitional living beds.
The Project includes three new buildings with heights ranging between approximately 20 feet to
approximately 75 feet. The first building is a one- to four-story LGBT facility with approximately
69,250 square feet of floor area, including a senior center, youth center, administrative offices,
accessory recreational space, kitchen area, residential space with 55 transitional living and
emergency guest rooms with a capacity for 100 beds (including 60 transitional living beds and
40 emergency overnight beds), building services space and 1,885 square feet of retail space,
which would primarily serve Project residents, employees, clients, and guests. The second
building is a proposed six-story senior housing building with 100 apartment units (including one
manager's unit). The third building is a proposed five-story youth housing building with 35 units
of affordable studio apartments (including one manager's unit).
Proposed General Plan Land Use Designation/Zoning
The Applicant proposes a General Plan Amendment from Limited Manufacturing to General
Commercial and a Vesting Zone Change from the M1 to C2 Zone. The C2 Zone permits a
residential density in accordance with the R4 zone (400 SF per unit, 200 SF per guest room).
The Project includes 135 affordable units with all of the units designated as senior and youth
housing. The Applicant also proposes a Height District Change from Height District 1VL to
Height District 2D. The requested Height District Change includes a D limitation to allow a
maximum of 3:1 FAR in lieu of a 1.5:1 FAR. Height District 1VL also limits buildings to 45 feet,
but the Project has elements that extend beyond 45 feet. Specifically, the Project includes a 4story (56-foot) LGBT facility, a 5-story (60-foot) youth housing building, and a 6-story (75-foot)
senior housing building. Therefore, the Height District Change is required to permit the FAR
and building heights requested for the Project.
The General Plan Amendment Initiation was issued by the Department of City Planning on May
27, 2015, a copy of which is enclosed for reference.
Existing General Plan Land Use Designation/Zoning
The Project Site is currently zoned [Q]M1-1VL-SN (Qualified Limited Industrial, Height District
1VL, Sign District). The M1 (Limited Industrial) Zone permits a wide array of land uses.
Specifically, the M1 Zone permits any commercial land use permitted in the MR1 and C2 Zones,
in addition to other specified uses, including foundries, rental of equipment commonly used by
contractors, stadiums, arenas, auditoriums, and indoor swap meets. The C2 Zone allows a
variety of commercial, office, residential, retail, and hotel uses. The Height District 1VL
designation within the M1 zone imposes a height limitation of three stories or 45 feet and a
maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.5:1. In addition, pursuant to Ordinance No. 164,704,
adopted in 1989, a “Q” condition for the Project Site limits commercial uses to those permitted in
the C4 Zone.
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EXISTING ZONING AND LAND USE DESIGNATION

ZIMAS PUBLIC

Generalized Zoning

03/23/2015

Address: 1139 S MCCADDEN PL

Tract: STRONG AND DICKINSON'S
Zoning: [Q]M1-1VL-SN
HOLLYWOOD HIGH SCHOOL TRACT

APN: 5532020017

Block: C

PIN #: 144B185 572

Lot: 20

City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning

General Plan: Limited Manufacturing

Arb: None
Streets Copyright (c) Thomas Brothers Maps, Inc.

DRAFT Hollywood Land Use and Zone Change Matrix - May 13, 2016
SA #

EXISTING
LAND USE
DESIGNATION

EXISTING
ZONING

EXISTING
USE(S)

PROPOSED
LAND USE
DESIGNATION

RANGE
OF ZONES

PROPOSED
ZONING

[Q]C4-2D-SN FAR 3:1
for mixed-use, max.
FAR 1.5:1 for
commercial
component of mixeduse or commercial
only.
[Q]C2-2D-SN FAR 3:1
for mixed-use, max.
FAR 1.5:1 for
commercial
component of mixeduse or commercial
only.
[Q]C2-2D
FAR 3:1

SUBAREA LOCATION
BOUNDARIES

REASON FOR CHANGE

West side of La Brea between
Provide incentive for housing production
Hawthorn and south side of
and promote mixed-use development
Sunset/n. side of Sunset between with design standards.
Formosa and La Brea

SA 14:4

Neighborhood
Commercial

C4-1VL-SN
FAR 1.5:1

Retail and Office
Commercial,
Institutional

Neighborhood
Commercial

C1,C1.5,C2,
C4,CR,RAS3,
RAS4,P

SA 15

Highway Oriented
Commercial

C2-1-SN
FAR 1.5:1

Retail and Office
Commercial, Single
Family Residential,
Institutional

General Commercial

C1,C1.5,C2,
C4,CR,RAS3,
RAS4,P

SA 16

Highway Oriented
Commercial

C2-1D
FAR 0.5:1

Retail and Office
General Commercial
Commercial, Vacant
Property

C1,C1.5,C2,
C4,CR,RAS3,
RAS4,P

SA 17:2

Highway Oriented
Commercial

C2-1D-SN
FAR 0.5:1

Retail Commercial,
Light Industrial

General Commercial

C1,C1.5,C2,
C4,CR,RAS3,
RAS4,P

C2-1-SN
FAR 1.5:1

West side of Highland south of
Fountain, north of Lexington

Restore Height District (HD) to Floor
Area Ratio (FAR) allowed by HD 1 to
accommodate economic growth.

SA 17:3

Limited Industrial

[Q]M1-1VL-SN
FAR 1.5:1

Retail Commercial,
Industrial

Commercial
Manufacturing

CM,P

[Q]CM-2D-SN
FAR 3:1

South of Lexington between
McCadden and Las Palmas, north
of Santa Monica; northern parcels
located approximately south of
Lexington, east of Las Palmas,
west of Cherokee, north of Santa
Monica; parcels located south of
Lexington, west of Seward, north
of Santa Monica.

Provide incentive for maintaining
targeted media-related industrial uses
(0.7:1 FAR on site) and increase housing
production.

SA 17:4

Limited Manufacturing [Q]M1-1VL-SN
FAR 1.5:1

Retail Commercial,
Parking

Limited Industrial

M1,MR1,P

[Q]M1-1VL-SN
FAR 1.5:1
Hgt. Limit 45 ft.

Northeast corner of Seward and Prohibit auto uses and provide parking
Santa Monica. The lots are on the incentive for adaptive reuse of small
north side of Santa Monica
theaters for Theater Row parcels.
between Seward and Hudson.

East and west sides of La Brea
extending north of Fountain,
roughly halfway between De
Longpre and Sunset

Provide incentive for housing production
and promote mixed-use development
with design standards. Protect identified
historic resources.

North side of Santa Monica
Provide incentive for mixed-use with
roughly between The City of West design standards.
Hollywood and Citrus
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Richard Lee Abrams
1916 North Saint Andrews Place
Hollywood, California 90068-3602
323/957-9588 (tel) AbramsRL@Gmail.com
Monday May 16, 2016
Ms. Linda Lou
City of Los Angeles
RE:

Email only. Linda.lou@lacity.org
Not followed by US mail

April 29, 2016 Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and
Public Scoping Meeting for the Hollywood Community Plan 2016 Update

Dear Ms. Lou:
Following is my second set of comments on the August 29, 2016 Notice of
Preparation for the Updated Hollywood Community Plan [NOP]. Please add them
to the public record.
1.

The NOP Relies on Non-existent Data

The NOP claims that its data is based on SCAG estimates in its RTP 2016,
but the SCAG RTP 2016 contains no population data for Hollywood. Thus, the NOP
is based on a misrepresentation and everything that is built upon those unsupported
population figures will be fatally flawed. W hen the court reviews the HCP2 and it
finds material flaw at the outset, the court will reject HCP2.
Judge Alan Goodman rejected the 2012 Hollywood Community Plan for this
exact same error. The 2012 HCP was based on non-existent SCAG data. Judge
Goodman ruled that the HCP used “fatally flawed data” and “wishful thinking.” In
rejecting the 2012 HCP Update, Judge Goodman forbid the City to use non-existent
data. In light of the fact that the courts still have jurisdiction over the Hollywood Community Plan, The City’s blatantly ignoring Judge Goodman’s ruling is not prudent.
2.

The Public’s Right to Know The Type of Population Change
Which Hollywood is Experiencing

“Garbage in, Garbage out.” As accurate demographic data is indispensable
in making future plans, the public has a right to know not only whether the population
is increasing or decreasing, but it also has the right to know the nature of any
population change. The USC Sol Price School of Public Policy has published
demographic studies showing that the City as a whole will experience slow population growth and what small growth will occur will be from more births than deaths
and from a slowing of the rate at which the elderly are dying.

The City is experiencing a net loss of people who are moving out of LA over
those who move into Los Angeles. Thus, any population increase for the City is due
to the birth rate. New-borns do not demand new apartments.
People who leave create vacancies so that Los Angeles increases its housing
supply without building a single unit. The City’s own November 17, 2015 HCIDLA
report (page 3) to the Mayor shows that the City has a 12% vacancy rate in apartments constructed in the last decade. The Housing Element of the General Plan
shows that between 2000 and 2010 Los Angeles’ number of housing units increased
by 5.7% while the population increased by only 2.7%. The population of Hollywood’s
council district 13, however, dropped by about 15,000 people. That was about a 7%
decrease.
No matter what changes are occurring in Hollywood’s population, the public
is entitled to accurate information. Is Hollywood’s temporarily adding young Millennials who are still living Dorm Room Style in apartments along La Brea Avenue and
who the US Census data shows will move away when they want to begin families?
Has there been a shift in the composition of Hollywood so that the population in the
Flats is comprised primarily of the young and the elderly, while middle class families
have been displaced?
3.

The Hollywood Community Plan Must be Based
on the Quality of Life of its Residents

The HCP2 needs provide for the quality of life of its current residents, and not
on aggrandizing the profits of a few real estate developers.
The Number One ploy to make the developers richer is to force “development” on to a few parcels of land called Transit Oriented Districts [TODs]. The more
offices and apartments a developer can cram on a 1/4 of a city block, the more his
land is worth. The City then ignores the adverse consequences of such overcrowding.
The NOP’s material misrepresentation that the SCAG 2016 RTP has the
population data shows that we have another fraud in the making. The law requires
that City provide accurate, verifiable information. The City needs to withdraw this
NOP and issue a new one which provides a more detailed population analysis
including the factors which are likely to influence Hollywood’s demographics in the
future.
Very truly yours,

Rick Abrams

Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning H.E.L.P.
1921 North Saint Andrews Place
Hollywood, California 90068
Citizen Coalition Los Angeles [CCLA]
Post Office Box 3354
Santa Monica, California 90408
323/957-9588 (phone) 323/464-7006 (fax)
HwoodCA@Gmail.com * AbramsRL@Gmail.com

Monday, November 23, 2015
edited May 23, 2016

Mr. Alejandro Huerta
via email: alejandro.huerta@laCity.org
Environmental Analysis Section
Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street. Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Re:

Case No.
Project Name:
Applicant:
Main Location:
Com Plan Area:
Council District:
Due Date:

ENV-2015-2026-EIR
Crossroads Hollywood
CRE-HAR Crossroads SPV, LLC
6665 Sunset Boulevard, Hollywood, CA 90028
Hollywood
13
November 23, 2015

Dear Mr. Huerta:
This letter and its enclosures are Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical
Plan’s [HELP] and Citizens Coalition Los Angeles’ [CCLA] initial comments
on the October 2015 Initial Study for the above-captioned project [The Project].
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1.

Preface

It is difficult people to cull out the various principles at work in City
planning. If one excluded all the deliberate misinformation, one would still
have trouble discerning what factors influence the planning for any particular
project. One of the biggest challenges derives from the phenomenon that feedback can stop a trend. People have the tendency to make straight line projections while ignoring the fact that almost all trends contain the seed of their own
reversal. People do not continue to grow taller until their 90th birthday. If I
accelerate my car with the pedal to the metal, it will not reach 500 mph.
Too many people made the mistake of thinking that because Hollywood
had significant population growth in the 1970's and 1980's, that the population
surge continues. While people know that whatever goes up has to come down,
they have trouble applying that concept to population trends.
The reality for Hollywood is that starting around 1990, Hollywood began
to lose population. It was in 1993 that Mayor Riordan made the mistake to
bring the Community Redevelopment Agency [CRA/LA] to Hollywood to
construct housing for the hordes of people who were allegedly coming. By
1993, however, Hollywood’s population increase was becoming a population
decline. The US Census data showed between 1990 and 2000, the population
dropped from 213,912 people to 210,824.
Ignoring the fact that the population was declining, Councilman Garcetti,
who took office in 2001, roared ahead with more CRA/LA mixed use projects.
By 2010, Hollywood’s population had dropped to only 199,228 people. When
one delves into the population statistics, one discovers that the CRA/LA
construction was a significant factor causing the exodus.
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An analysis of Hollywood census tracts showed that the greatest decline
occurred in the census tracts contiguous to the subway stations and the mixeduse projects. Garcetti’s mixed-use projects had made his CD 13 portion of
Hollywood so undesirable that his council district ceased to have enough people
to constitute a legal council district. People were leaving only one particular
part of Hollywood, i.e. the census tracts where the subway and mixed use
projects were being constructed. The parts of Hollywood away from CD13
gained population. The analysis showed that the harm done to Hollywood in
CD 13 was go great that it swamped the improvements in Council District 4,
which had no CRA/LA project. When Judge Goodman saw the US census data,
he rejected Garcetti’s Update to the Hollywood Community Plan, ruling that it
was based on fatally flawed data and wishful thinking. The same is true for the
Crossroads Project. [Judge Goodman’s January 15, 2014 Statement of Decision
is submitted herewith]
The City planners and the developers did not want to admit the subway
and the CRA/LA projects caused decline, and to this day, they refuse to admit
that people dislike density and they dislike mass transit. HELP’s and CCLA’s
comments attempt to introduce some accurate information into the planning
process.
2.

What’s Wrong With Planning in the City of Los Angeles:

This mega-project showcases what is wrong with planning in the
Hollywood. In rejecting the Hollywood Community Plan Update, Judge Allan
Goodman explained the basic flaws, i.e The City uses fatally flawed data and
wishful thinking to such a great extent it subverts the law. Judge Fruin and
Judge Chalfant found a related problem with the City’s planning, i.e. intentional
violations of the law. Judge Fruin rejected the Target Store at the corner of
Sunset and Western in Hollywood, because the City had deliberately violated
Page 3 of 41

Mr. Alejandro Huerta
Re: Crossroads Hollywood
Monday, November 23, 2015 (edited May 23, 2016)

the Specific Plan, called SNAP. Judge Chalfant rejected the Millennium Towers
just north of the Pantages Theater because the City ignored the law to follow the
directions of CalTrans as the “responsible agency” on traffic studies.
The intentional use of false data combined with intentional breaking of the
law is bringing a crisis upon the City of Los Angeles in general and upon
Hollywood in particular. One group, SaveValleyVillage, has sued the City over
its unlawful vote trading system which has been used to implement detrimental
projects [SaveValleyVillage v City of Los Angeles, Case # BS 157989], and
another group of citizens, Coalition to Preserve L.A., is promoting a ballot
measure to create a moratorium on these fatally flawed projects.
The Crossroads Project incorporates everything that is wrong and
unlawful with the City’s planning process. All the City councilmembers need
to realize that theory of Smart Planning with its Transit Oriented Planning is
based on false data and that for two decades, the evidence of the harm which
Smart Planning does to a City like Los Angeles has been accumulating. In fact,
the harm which Smart Planning does to any large circular urban area was known
100 years ago. On page 38 of the 1915 Study of Street Traffic Conditions in the
City of Los Angeles, our own civil engineers warned that TODs would only
make a few landowners very wealthy while harming everyone else.
Such a policy [TODs] would be nothing less than a deliberate
exploitation of civic resources for the benefit of the limited number
of property owners enjoying abnormal incomes from rental
privileges. Study of Street Traffic Conditions in the City of Los
Angeles, 1915, Bureau of Engineering, page 38
///

Page 4 of 41

Mr. Alejandro Huerta
Re: Crossroads Hollywood
Monday, November 23, 2015 (edited May 23, 2016)

3.

Propaganda Underlies All the Major Projects in Hollywood:

Because the Smart Planning ideology on which all the major projects in
Hollywood are based is false, the City’s Environmental Impact Reports [EIRs]
for each project are not studies of the real impacts which the project will have
upon Hollywood and its residents, but rather they are propaganda pieces whose
purpose is to sell the project to the public by hyping non-existent benefits and
concealing known harms.
4.

The Health Benefit Trick:

One trick, which the City used in its Mobility Plan 2035, is to claim that
TODs and the transportation plans to support them have significant health
benefits. They “prove” this benefit by asserting that when people live in TODs
there are fewer cars and overall that means less auto emissions. Thus, we are
lead to believe hat TODs such as the Crossroads make the City more healthy.
The reality is different. As will be shown, TODs attract more cars and
auto ownership increases in TODs. In addition, TODs create additional traffic
congestion and by making traffic move more slowly, cars emit more toxic
fumes. Thus, the toxiCity of the main streets near TODs poses more health risks
than before the TOD was constructed.
5.

Transportation and Population Density:

Land Use requires a coordination of Transportation and Population
Density. No place can make realistic plans for its future unless it has a scientific
understanding of the transportation infrastructure which the proposed
development will require. For Los Angeles, the landmark document for Los
Angeles’s transportation is the 1915 Study of Street Traffic Conditions in the City
of Los Angeles, a copy which is submitted herewith.
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The mathematics of transportation, Los Angeles’ topography, and the finances
of transportation have not changed over the prior century. In fact, each time the
principles set forth in the 1915 Traffic Study are broken, Los Angeles suffers.
Mathematics does not change from year to year and the relationship between
transportation and Los Angeles’s topography is based on math.
a.

Subways Cannot Function as Mass Transit:

At the outset one needs to distinguish between inter-urban trains and intraurban fixed-rail such as subways and trolleys. Sometimes, these concepts are
confused. Is Metrolink inter-urban or intra-urban? For purposes of planning for the
City of Los Angeles, HELP and CCLA include the entire Basin with all the cities
along the “Shoe String” which extends down to San Pedro as well as the beach cities
north of Orange County, plus all of the San Fernando Valley and the western parts of
the San Gabriel Valley. We exclude Glendale, Pasadena, and those areas. Before any
intra-urban fixed rail system can dispense with car ownership, it has to cover these
basic areas of the urban Los Angeles.
The 1915 Traffic study shows the mathematical reason that fixed-rail systems
whether they are subways or above-ground trolleys cannot provide a mass transit

system for Los Angeles. Once we grasp this fact, we can realize that TOD
resident cannot give up car ownership in favor of mass transit (subways, fixedrail and buses).
The first thing people need to realize is that all transportation is held
prisoner to an area’s topography. Manhattan is only 2.5 miles wide and 11 miles
long. As a narrow rectangle, tracks which start at one end and extend to the
other end of the narrow island do not diverge. Thus, it is easy to construct a
subway system where everyone on the island lives and works within ½ mile of
a subway station. The 1915 Study of Street Traffic Conditions found that
people will not use a subway if they have to walk more than ½ mile to or from
the station. Metro uses the same measurement in 2015.
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The area which subway has to serve in Los Angeles is a huge circular area,
sometimes called a radiant City. The City’s boundaries do not set the
parameters of a subway system. As we said, West Hollywood, Beverly Hills,
Inglewood, and a host of small towns between DTLA and San Pedro have to be
part of any subway system.
The mathematics of a subway (and for an above ground rail system) make
a fixed-rail system non-functional once the urban area has a radius greater than
5 miles. Each reader can confirm this fact for him/herself by drawing 5
concentric rings where each ring is one mile from the rings on either side. One
sees that it is mathematically impossible to design fixed-rail system which will
have a station within ½ mile of each resident. In other words, a fixed-rail
system fails to be an urban transportation system before it extends to
Hollywood.
Since the system breaks down at a radius of 5 miles from DTLA, one
should realize that no fixed-rail system can function when the distance from
DTLA to the ocean is about 15 miles. The outer ring of a fixed rail system with
a radius of 15 miles would require 90 stations just on that ring alone. The
number of subway stations and their cost is not the real problem. We need to
face the fact that no fixed-rail system can serve an huge circular geographic
area.
The mathematically reality is that a fixed-rail system cannot serve a huge
circular urban area. It does not matter whether one lives on top of a subway
station, the system will never come close to covering all the locations that
people need to go on a daily basis. Once people grasp that it is mathematically
impossible to have a fixed-rail system serve as our mode of transportation, then
we can stop with the foolish claim that TODs reduce people’s need to have cars.
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For this reason, subways do not remove the need to have a car if one is to
function in Los Angeles. There is no rational reason to create Transit Oriented
Districts since they create areas of extra population density with many more
vehicles per square mile. As a result, if a TOD were actually occupied at 100%,
it would create gridlock within its area.
As we have seen, other forces come into play before gridlock is reached.
b.

The City Cannot Force People to Live in TODs:

The 1915 Study of Street Traffic Conditions shows that cities where the
topography forces the population to live within narrow confines, such as
Manhattan, can profitably maintain a fixed-rail system. Cities, such as Los
Angeles, which have no topographical barriers cannot support fixe-rail systems
because the geography does not compel them to live in such dense proximity to
each other. 1
In what may be called an unfortunate synthesis of hubris and myopia,
recent Los Angeles politicians and real estate developer were seized with the
notion that they can artificially create a Manhattan in portions of Los Angeles.
1

The other significant factor is that Eastern cities like Boston, Baltimore, and
Philadelphia began in the pre-motorized age when walking was the mode of
transportation. Thus, narrow lots with high population density were favored, but Los
Angeles began after the motorized age. At the end of the 1800's and early 1900's,
trolleys served the small Los Angeles. By 1915, however, it was clear that the
combination of the lack of topographical barrier and the motorization of
transportation meant that Los Angeles would become a huge, radiant city of primarily
single-family homes. In other words, L.A. was growing in a manner which fixed-rail
transit would not be a feasible mode of transportation.
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They believed that by constructing extremely dense TODs, they could fashion
with own idea of Manhattan running along Sunset and Hollywood Boulevard
through Hollywood.
Since the extreme density of Manhattan made the subway and the
skyscrapers financially viable, the Manhattanization of Sunset and Hollywood
would bring similar benefits. They are wrong!
c.

The Folly of Manhattanization:

Manhattanization requires more than building mega-dense mixed-use
projects in Hollywood. As noted above, Manhattan is a narrow island 2.5 miles
with Central Park running much of its length and with water on both sides.
Thus, it is financially feasible to construct a subway system where everyone
lives within ½ mile of the subway.
Since Hollywood has only one subway running beneath Hollywood
Boulevard, it serves the area between Franklin Avenue on the north and Santa
Monica on the south, both of which are .6 mile from Hollywood Boulevard. 2
In order to understand the folly of trying to Manhattanize Hollywood to
make subway functional, one needs to look at what exists to its north and south.
Manhattan is bounded by water – no one lives in the East River, but people do
live in the Hollywood Hills, they do live in Hancock Park. Hollywood is not an
island. The people who live in Hollywood want to go places and need to go
2

May 23, 2016 correction. Measuring along Western Avenue using Google maps, it
is .8 mile from Hollywood Boulevard to Santa Monica Boulevard in Hollywood and it is .3
miles from Hollywood Boulevard to Franklin measuring along Western Avenue and .4 miles
to Los Feliz Boulevard. Above Franklin Avenue, over 90% of the housing is single family.
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places that are 2 miles south of the boulevard. Wilshire is almost 3 miles south
of Hollywood Boulevard.
The topography of NYC makes the subway lines which feed into
Manhattan function like inter-urban subways. All the boroughs are physically
separated from Manhattan. Manhattan is not in the middle of a huge, contiguous
urban sprawl covering thousands of square miles. It is a extraordinarily narrow
island. People come to Manhattan daily to work, while their lives remain miles
away from the island. Thus an inter-urban fixed-rail system can function for
people to commute to and from work.
That is another crucial aspect of Manhattan – people flow into Manhattan
on a daily basis solely to work. Thus, a subways system which is designed to
convey workers to and from Manhattan is financially feasible.
The reality is that people who live in Manhattan have no need to go to
Queens on a daily basis and people from the Bronx do not go into Manhattan on
a regular basis. If one lives in Hollywood, however, one goes to the San
Fernando Valley all the time; Hollywoodians routinely go to West Hollywood,
to Beverly Hills, to DTLA, to Inglewood, to East Los Angeles.
One does not replicate the topography of Manhattan by densifying Hollywood and Sunset Boulevards by lining them with skyscrapers. Because
Manhattan is both so narrow, the places people need to go are within walking
distance as augmented by subways on the west side and the east side. That
situation is not replicable in Hollywood.
The attempted Manhattanization of Sunset and Hollywood Boulevard is
an absurd folly because literally confuses a circle with a 15 mile radius with a
two and one half mile wide rectangle.
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d.

Hollywood Proves that Manhattanization of Foolish:

The demographic studies and the actual experience with council district
13 in Hollywood show that the City cannot force people to live in TODs.
Because people dislike being crowded, traffic congestion and inadequate
parking are the primary complaints of Angelenos. Those who can afford to do
so, move away. That leaves the TODs with Default Tenants, i.e. people who are
too poor to move to more desirable places.
No matter how many skyscrapers are constructed along Sunset and Hollywood Boulevard, its residents do not live on an island and they will need cars
in order to live in Los Angeles. That means no TOD in Hollywood will
eliminate the need of its residents to own and drive cars. Each TOD will attract
thousands of additional vehicles and those cars will make traffic congestion near
the TODs unbearable.
The City, however, will not admit that people are leaving the TODs.
During the Hollywood Community Plan litigation, Garcetti insisted that the City
pretend that Hollywood’s population had increased from 210,892 people in
2000 to 224,452 in 2005. In reality, the population had decreased to about
206,00 in 2005. The reason for the false claim of Hollywood’s rapidly increasing population was to justify the construction of more mixed-use projects.
Similar false data is being used to justify the Crossroads’ adding 870 additional
housing units.
As we have shown, while the City was falsely representing that the
subway and the CRA/LA projects were huge successes, they were an abysmal
failure, driving so many people away from Hollywood that CD 13 ceased to
qualify as a legal council district.
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e.

In Pursuit of its Manhattanization of Hollywood,
The City has Done Significant Harm:

The City has the unfortunate habit of falsely stating that Hollywood has
been revitalized. If by revitalized, one means a form of ethnic cleansing in order
to make room for single Millennials, then there is some truth to the revitalization
claim. http://bit.ly/XjXmGk 2013-1-3, LA Weekly, Hollywood's Urban
Cleansing 12,878 Mostly Latinos Are Pushed Out by City Hall, High Rents
and Hipsters, by Patrick Range McDonald. The apparent theory behind the
misrepresentations behind Hollywood’s revitalization and its dramatically
increasing population is to hasten gentrification.
In addition, the CRA/LA siphoned off billions of tax dollars which were
used to subsidize the unwanted mixed-use projects in Hollywood. As a result,
the City could not afford basic infrastructure. By diverting literally billions of
dollars to developers to construct financial fiascos like Hollywood-Highland,
The Metro Apartments, the Sunset-Gordon Project, LA lacked the funds to
provide paramedics. In fact, the City took money away from paramedics so as
to have enough money to give subsidies the to real estate developers.
Los Angeles knew for a decade that the sidewalks had deteriorated so
badly that they were not ADA-compliant and that the City would be sued.
Rather than repair sidewalks, Los Angeles gave more money to the TOD developers. Just this year [summer 2015], the City lost a $1.3 BILLION lawsuit and
hasto pay $15 Million in attorney fees due to its ADA non-compliant sidewalks.
f.

The Myth that The Millennials will Make the TODs Profitable:

Leaving aside all the social debate about gentrification, the reality is that
there are not enough new people to occupy these highly undesirable units. The
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Millennials are already transitioning into the family rearing generation and all
the demographic studies confirm that older Millennials do not like TODs for
raising families. In fact, LA itself is too crowded for them and they move to
different states like North Carolina and Texas so they can have a single family
home with a large yard. November 3, 2015, FORBES, So Much For The Death Of
Sprawl: America's Exurbs Are Booming, by Joel Kotkin

The idea that Millennials will move into The Crossroads approaches the
delusional.
Gen Yers might be young and idealistic, but they're not stupid. The
closer they get to marriage and having children, the more they'll
begin thinking about these things, just as previous generations did.
Surely, some of them, likely the best paid (who can afford private
schools), will stick around urban areas. But that's always been true,
even during the 1970s and 1980s, when cities were rather dirty,
dangerous places. April 1 , 2015, Why Older Millennials Are Leaving the Urban Core and Younger Millennials Aren't Far Behind by
Ryan Servino.
Who will be willing to live in the Crossroads projects? No one has
addressed this issue. With the project at 8150 Sunset , the Millennium Towers
and the Palladium and in-fill projects, there are not enough people coming to
Hollywood to live in these projects. Even assuming that the mixed-use
apartments in the last few years have attracted some Millennials who are
doubling up to pay the rents for the new places along La Brea, the claim that
there has been a shift in long-term pro-urban housing among the Millennials is
myth. Rather, they are fleeing place exactly like the Manhattanization of
Hollywood of which The Crossroads is a significant part. July 23, 2015,
Stateline, Millennials: Living on the Edge of the Big City, by Tim Henderson
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Another significant factors which deter Millennials from moving into the
mor dense urban projects are (1) bad schools and (2) bad infrastructure. The
Los Angeles Unified School District is tied with Oakland as worst in California
and California is near the bottom of the 50 states and the United State ranks near
th bottom of industrialized nations. Like other parents, Millennials do want
good schools and decent infrastructure and Los Angeles has neither. July 16,
2015, Urbanism, Millennials Will Live In Cities Unlike Anything We've Ever
Seen Before by Alissa Walker
People who are wealthy enough to afford private schools will not be
moving into the crammed Crossroads Complexes in the center of one of the
City’s highest crime areas.
6.

The Crossroads Project Has to Greatly Increase Traffic
Congestion or Be an Economic Failure

Because the claim that residents of the Crossroads will use the subway is
false, the Project cannot be a financial success until it attracts people and their
cars. As discussed below, the only significant factor which correlates with not
owning a car is poverty. Even then, many poor people own cars. The people
who can afford to live at Crossroads are people who will own cars.
7.

The Project Will Add 11 Linear Miles of Additional Living
Units to on Square Block in Hollywood:

This project will be adding a huge population increase to roughly one
square block of Hollywood. 3

3

The project is between Sunset and Selma and Highland and ½ block passed Las
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Because it is difficult to visualize the increased population density of high
rises which are 30 stories high, HELP & CCLA use the concept of Linear Miles.
Linear miles take the total number of additional living units and multiples them
by 60 feet, which is the average width of a R-1 lot. Then we divide that number
by 5,280 which is the number of feet in a mile.
Thus, Linear Miles tells us how far all these new condos and apartments
would stretch if they were modest single family homes sitting side by side.
This Project proposes to add the equivalent of over 11 Linear Miles of new
homes within one square block.
8.

How Long is 11 Linear Miles?

Just as it is helpful to translate, number of housing units into Linear Miles,
one can more easily understand how much additional population density is being
added by comparing the 11 Linear Miles to commonly known places in Los
Angeles. For example, it is only 7 miles from the project at 6665 Sunset to City
Hall at 200 S. Spring street. That means that if one drove, walked, or rode a bike
from the Project to City Hall, he/she would have a house next to him/her the
entire trip. By the time, they reached City Hall, they would still have 4 more
miles of homes before they reached 11 Linear Miles.
If one went westward, 11 Linear Miles would take one through Beverly
Hills past Jan and Dean’s “Dead Man’s Curve,” past UCLA and to the
intersection of Sunset and the 405 Freeway.

Palmas, but since it omits a large section of Sunset between Highland and ½ block
passed McCadden, the effective area is one square block
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When we take the time to visualize these distances, we can better
comprehend the additional density which The Project will bring to one square
block.
9.

What will be the Impact of 11 Linear Miles of
Additional Population in one Square Block?

People tend to look at the pretty pictures of the buildings and listen to the
platitudes which accompany them. When one is concerned about the impact this
population increase will have upon Hollywood, we have to take some time to get
an understanding of how all these additional people will affect lives of Hollywoodians.
10.

The Increase in Automobiles Will be More Than
Hollywood Can Handle

The claim that people who live in these Transit Oriented Districts will use
the subway has been proven to be false. Almost every family who can afford
a car who lives in a TOD will have a car. The subway cannot substitute for a car
because the subway covers only 5% to 10% of the City. 4
As the Metro’s own data shows, when “illegals” were recently permitted
to obtain drivers’ licenses, subway ridership significantly declined.

4

The 1915 Study of Street Traffic Conditions in the City of Los Angeles
conducted by the City’s Bureau of Engineering has been submitted to the City many
times in the last decade. Nonetheless, the City persists in ignoring this landmark
study and excludes it from the materials for the public record. Thus, once again
HELP & CCLA have added the 1915 Study to the public record for this Project.
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11.

Vehicle Ownership Does Not Decrease for People
Who Live in Transit Oriented Districts

The rate of car ownership per household does not decrease for people who
live in Transit Oriented Districts. Poverty correlates to lack of ownership.
When one adjusts for more poor people living near transit hubs, one’s wealth
determines whether they are likely to own a car. This correlation was
established for Los Angeles County back in 1999, but the City refuses to share
this data, but instead it sets forth the false claim that people who live in Transit
Oriented Districts will not own cars and they will use the subway and bus. A
similarly false claim is made for this Project. [The Relation Between Transit
Availability and Automobile Ownership: the Case of Los Angeles County,
University of New Orleans, School of Urban and Public Affairs, by Devajyoti Deka,
1-1-1999]

12.

How to Calculate the Number of Additional
Vehicles in Hollywood from This One Project

The Project proposes to remove 80 Affordable Housing units and replace
those 80 units with new affordable housing. That means the incident of car
ownership for those 80 units should remain constant. As the rest of the 950
units will be for wealthier people, we can use the average number of cars per
person. For Los Angeles that is .54 vehicles per person. [December 30, 2010,
Streetblog, Density, Car Ownership, and What It Means for the Future of Los
Angeles, by Damien Newton.] In other words, one car for every two people.
If we assume that there will be an average of two people per unit in the
Project, that means a minimum of 870 additional cars in a one square block area.
The average car is about 15 feet long. 870 cars x 15 feet equals 13,050 feet or
about 2.5 miles of cars stretched end to end. That line of cars is twice are long
as the distance from the Project to the freeway entrance at Sunset and Van Ness.
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In order for anyone at 6665 Sunset to reach the Hollywood Freeway
during rush hour traffic, they will have to pass the large Palladium Towers at
Sunset and Argyle and the tower proposed for the north-east corner of Argyle
and Selma, not mention the additional housing units planned for the portion of
Bouelvard6200 south of Hollywood Boulevard.
HELP & CCLA do not suggest that every car from The Project will be
trudging along Sunset Boulevard to the freeway on-ramps. Again, it is helpful
to grasp the potential burden on the streets to translate the number of additional
cars into scenarios with which we are familiar.
13.

Only Poverty Reduces Vehicle Ownership

The only known way to reduce the number of cars per household in Los
Angeles is to drastically reduce the income level. [The Relation Between Transit
Availability and Automobile Ownership: the Case of Los Angeles County,
University of New Orleans, School of Urban and Public Affairs, by Devajyoti Deka,
1-1-1999] While the rate of car ownership in Hollywood before the advent of its

subway and its associated mixed-use projects by the Community Redevelopment
Agency [CRA/LA] was lower in the transit areas, that relationship was broken
by 2010. (See also http://1.usa.gov/1j4dNmP FHWA NHTS BRIEF 2014,
Mobility Challenges for Households in Poverty. Poverty correlates with lack of
car ownership.) 5
5

Because the poor cannot afford cars and the cost of insurance, they tend to use
mass transit, but mass transit imposes hidden costs on the poor. Because mass transit
is slow and usually requires that the rider walk to the bus or subway stop, the time
required to take the bus or subway is considerably longer than driving a car. Because
time is money, the poor pay a significant unseen cost by using mass transit. The more
congested a Project makes the surface streets, the slower the buses will travel and
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Adding subways actually results in a higher incident of car ownership per
household. After the Hollywood Subway was completed, vehicle ownership per
car in Hollywood’s CD 13 jumped by 30%.
One reasonable explanation for the increase in car ownership per household is that a lot of single Millennials started rooming together in the mixed-use
apartment complexes in the TODs. Despite the claim that Millennials only use
bicycle and subways, the reality is different. While a family is likely to own one
car, a Millennial “household of 2 of 3 unattached persons” can have 2 or 3 cars.
Unmarried Millennials without children have a higher disposable income than
people with the same income but who also have children. Thus, poverty appears
to be the main variable favoring car ownership.
In fact, not owning a car creates a vicious cycle which keeps people below
the poverty line. http://urbn.is/20Vgyc3 March 2014, Urban Institute, Driving
to Opportunity: Understanding the Links among Transportation Access,
Residential Outcomes, and Economic Opportunity for Housing Voucher
Recipients. To the extent social planners are interested in reducing poverty, they
need to increase car ownership among the poor. It has been proven, adding
fixed-rail transit in poor areas does not result in enhanced job opportunities for
the poor since the overwhelming majority of decent jobs are not reachable via
fixed-rail transit.
In fact, relying on mass transit harms the poor. http://bit.ly/1NykAgs
August 22, 2013, NewGeography, Mobility for the Poor: Car-Sharing, Car
Loans, and the Limits of Public Transit, by Joel Kotkin. The idea that mass
transit is an acceptable mode of transportation in a large geographic area is false.

thus indirectly, the projects for the wealthy cost the poor people more money just to
go about their every day lives.
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Whenever people can afford to use a car, they shun mass transit. When the area
becomes too congested, a considerable number of people move away to less
dense parts of the state or to other states. The idea that the City can force people
to use mass transit projects like the Crossroads Project [and other TODs] has
been rebutted by all the evidence.
The idea that living close to a subway or a bus will compel middle class
people to use mass transit is false. As has already been seen in the CD 13
portion of Hollywood, where this Project will be located, when the area becomes
too dense, people who can afford to leave. http://bit.ly/XjXmGk January 3,
2013, LA Weekly, Hollywood's Urban Cleansing 12,878 Mostly Latinos
Are Pushed Out by City Hall, High Rents and Hipsters, by Patrick Range
McDonald.
HELP brought this fact to the City’s attention in 2005 in its response
to the Notice of Preparation for the Hollywood Community Plan Update.
HELP explained that by increasing population density, traffic density
would increase and that by not providing adequate off-street parking in the
CRA projects, more cars would be competing for the on-street spaces. The
result would be Default Tenants, i.e. people who cannot afford to live somewhere better. People do not like to search for 5 to 10 minutes to find a place to
park and end up having to walk 3 blocks to their homes. The City could have
constructed additional off-street parking in order to make life easier in these
places, but Councilman Garcetti wanted to force people to give-up their cars and
use the subway. Instead, people gave up on Hollywood and moved away.
This Project is so outlandishly large that it will create its own mini-dead
zone of traffic gridlock, lower socio-economic status, and it will increase crime
rate as Hollywood has experienced when other TODs have been constructed.
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Highland Avenue is already congested far beyond acceptable, especially
during evening rush hour. The problem becomes much worse due to the frequent closings of Hollywood Boulevard for premiers, The Jimmy Kimmel
Show, The Oscars, and other events. Each time Hollywood Boulevard closes,
the east-west traffic tries to move down to Sunset Boulevard. As residents
know, Sunset Boulevard is already slower than Hollywood Boulevard.
As was pointed out above, traffic and population density are simple math
questions. It is easy to calculate that fixed-rail cannot serve Hollywood, it is
also easy to figure that a significant addition of cars will push Hollywood
beyond is Saturation Point.
The City will never tell anyone about the Saturation Point for traffic
congestion. The City, however, is under an affirmative duty from CEQA to
calculate the Saturation Point. Among other reasons, when an area reaches the
Saturation Point, cars do not move, but they emit fumes.
14.

The Impact of Office and Commercial Space:

The Project proposes 1,432,000 sq feet of space with 95,000 square feet
of office space and 185,000 square feet for commercial use with 950 housing
units and 2,500 parking spaces. If the Project follows the lead of the Metro
Building at Hollywood and Western and lacks adequate parking for offices and
commercial use, the financial viability of the entire project is questionable.
After a decade, the Metro Building leases out about 1/4 of its space and that is
to a US Bank training branch.
15.

LOS for Nearby S Intersections

Because measuring the Level of Service [LOS] at intersections showed the
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additional traffic congestion which TODs bring to an urban area, California
solved that problem by not using LOS any more. Everyone can see that the
intersections along Highland from Santa Monica to the 170 Freeway operate at
a Level F – the worst. Now, the State wants to use VMT for Vehicle Miles
Traveled. That is a measure designed for fraud.
Rather than use a measurement which can be mathematically verified, e.g.
how long it takes a car to clear an intersection, we now will have a mythical
number. If there is a grocery store in the mixed-use project, they will assume
that people will shop there and hence claim that fewer vehicle miles are being
driven. Meanwhile, they will ignore intersections which require three changes
of the signal in order for a car to clear the intersection. By assuming that people
who live in TODs do not use cars, they will stop measuring how many cars are
actually on the road. In other words, the TOD advocates have decided that when
the data approves that their theory makes life worse, they stop collecting data.
The reality will not change. A project which is a financial disaster as it
can fill only 30% of its living units and 25% of its commercial space can still
make the surrounding streets into gridlock hell. What happens is that people
have a certain level of toleration of traffic congestion. When living in an area
becomes more effort than it is worth, people move away. When the parking is
so restricted or the streets are too crowded, people do not shop at the stores. The
same forces, which leave the Metro Apartments with only 1/4 of is retail in use
and made Hollywood Highland the largest real estate write down in history, will
befall this Project.
Hollywood Highland has made traffic in this portion of Hollywood a
nightmare. It can take 10 minutes to drive from La Brea to Highland Ave along
Franklin Avenue during rush hour. [April 2016 the time increased to 27
minutes.] This Project is a block from the Hollywood-Highland fiasco.
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16.

An Inaccessible Project is a Failure

A Project which is essentially inaccessible is a failure – like HollywoodHighland and like Metro Building. As explained above, this type of construction makes neighborhoods so undesirable that CD 13 lost so many people
between 2000 and 2010, CD 13 ceased to qualify as a legal council district.
The above density and traffic analysis explains some of the main factors
which excessive population density has brought and will bring to Hollywood.
17.

The Initial Study is Repeating the Same Mistake
Which The City Made with The Millennium Project

From reading the Initial Study, one sees that the City is repeating the
mistake it made with The Millennium Project, i.e. to substitute its own ideas on
traffic impacts for the mandates of CalTrans. On Page B-29, the City proposes
to use CMP. As Judge Chalfant wrote in his decision rejecting The Millennium
Project.
In response to Caltrans, the City relied on the traffic analysis required
by the CMP, which is the standard methodology for traffic studies in the
County, and analyzed key freeway ramps as well as freeway mainline
segments, finding a less than significant traffic impact. A supplemental
traffic study using SCAG methodologies confirmed this conclusion. The
City did not expect the ramps listed by Caltrans to be a capaCity
restraint issue. The City contended that Caltrans' allegation about its low
trip estimates was unwarranted as the estimates were based on well
accepted guidelines. Finally, the City preferred its congestion modeling
to. Caltrans' HCM metho-dology which is inapplicable to planning
issues. Judge Chalfant Millennium Decision, page 20
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Judge Chalfant rejected the Millennium EIR due to the City’s refusal to
listen to the directives of CAlTrans, which was the Responsible Agency for this
area of study. Judge Chalfant wrote:
The City's choice of methodology did not comply with the substance of
what Caltrans required, and the City was not free to ignore it. Even the
CMP expressly states that Caltrans must be consulted to identify specific
locations on the freeway system for analysis. AR 11863. The City relied
on the CMP for thresholds of significance, but Caltrans told the City that
the congested conditions of the 101 Freeway meant that even trips below
the arbitrary CMP threshold of 150 could be significant and should be
analyzed using its TISG. AR 11864. The CMP also states that at a
minimum the geographic area examined in the traffic study must include
mainline freeway monitoring locations where the project will add 150
or more trips, in either direction, during peak hours; it does not say that
a 150 trip threshold is always sufficient. The City was not free to
reject Caltrans' instruction about threshholds. See AR 56281. See
Mejia v. City of Los Angeles, (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 322, 342 ("A
threshold of significance is not conclusive...and does not relieve a public
agency of the duty to consider the evidence...."); Berkeley Keep Jets
Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port Commissioners, ("Berkeley
Keep Jets") (2001) 91 Cal.App.4111 1344, 1380-82 (agency
insufficiently considered site-specific characteristics of noise from
airport in favor of standard for threshold of significance). The CMP also
states that it chose ICU over HCM solely out of need for a consistent
means of measuring congestion across the County. AR 56127-28. This
justification — the need for a consistent measure of traffic on County
streets -- is irrelevant to the evaluation of freeway traffic congestion and
safety. Under these circumstances, there was no reason for the City to
cling to the County's CMP to conduct its traffic analysis. The City
wrongly used the CMP and its 150 trip threshold in the face of Caltrans'
criticism and direction to the contrary. [bold added] Chalfant p 24
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The Project will be about 40% larger than The Millennium, and thus, one
can anticipate about 40% more impacts. The City is already laying the
foundation to disregard CalTrans. The reason for the City’s course of action is
easy to discern. The adverse impacts of this Project will be so severe that they
will be beyond mitigation. Furthermore, the troubles with this Project,
especially in combination with the other projects in Hollywood, will be so dire
that the Statement of Overriding Considerations will not allow the Project to
proceed.
18.

The 1988 Hollywood Community Plan
has No Commerce Section

The Commerce Section of the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan expired
by its own terms in 2010 and Judge Goodman did not revive it. Thus, the Initial
Study’s reference to the Hollywood Center (page HO-2) relies on a defunct
document. Furthermore, the Community Redevelopment Agency which was
integral to the Hollywood Center was abolished effective February 1, 2012.
Government Code, §§ 65301(c), 65302 requires that the General Plan and
each community plan has a Land Use element and each Land Use element which
contains urban area must have a Commerce Section. The 1988 Hollywood
Community Plan has no Commerce Section, thereby violating the City’s General
Plan and Government Code, §§ 65301(c), 65302.
The City has had sufficient time to produce a new Update to the
Hollywood Community Plan, but has not done so. Judge Goodman could have
addressed the issue of the Commerce Section’s being defunct, but he chose not
to so. Now, therefore, developers and the public are left in a legal no man’s
land.
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For example, after the Hollywood Highland Project proved to be the
largest real estate write down in US history, the idea of more density in the prior
Hollywood Center, has become an atrocious idea. As shown above, more
density has resulted in a significant deterioration of Hollywood.
Community plans are to contain Regional Centers, and the 1988
Hollywood Community Plan has no Regional Center. If one were to say that in
1988 the Commerce Section was the forerunner of the Regional Center, there is
no Commerce Section. In brief, the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan is so
grossly outdated and inadequate that the entire planning process for Hollywood
has fallen into an abyss.
Because the law requires that these planning tools exist and the City has
chosen not to have them, all the commerce projects in Hollywood are unlawful.
19.

A Very Foolish Developer Would Rely on the 1988 Hollywood
Community Plan for His Project

The 1988 Hollywood Community Plan was based upon premises which
have proven totally wrong. It was devised when people thought that
California’s, Los Angeles’ and Hollywood’s populations would continue to soar
upwards. Why any educated person would not realize that there are feedback
mechanisms and that tends end and often reverse themselves is a mystery. The
causes for the huge increases in Hollywood’s population during the 1970's and
1980's were short term and very different factors are now in play.
Our economy was roaring and we needed people. That attracted people
not only from the East but also from Mexico. The children of the Baby
Boomers were on the move, but within a decade, the children would transition
into the family, child rearing phase. Of great importance for Hollywood were
the blocks and blocks of single family homes, which were under-priced and in
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need of renovation. Even the mansions in the hills were crumbling. When the
City placed a cap on density in Hollywood and drew a line down Franklin
Avenue above which no increased density would be permitted, money and
families flowed back into Hollywood.
After the housing stock had been purchased and families were being
raised, the huge attraction of a single-family home was gone. By 1990, the
demographics had shifted. On May 10, 1990, the LA Times reported:
Lockheed's decision this week to move almost all of its
aircraft production to Georgia is the latest and most dramatic sign
that Southern California's grip on the high-tech, high-wage aerospace industry is weakening.
Aerospace companies have shifted operations from Southern
California to small and medium-size cities in Alabama, Arizona,
Utah and Georgia, where factories now produce missiles, helicopters, aircraft parts and defense electronics.
The moves are prompted in part by cheaper wages, looser
environmental regulations and the opportunity to pick up valuable
political support in Congress by locating in more states with
influential politicians.
Contributing to the flight out of Southern California has been
a widespread perception that the quality of life here has deteriorated
amid unaffordable homes, congested highways, polluted air and
rampant crime.
The Crossroads Project aggravates each factor which has caused
businesses and people to flee this area for over 25 years. The housing units in
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Crossroads are set higher than the average family can afford and they are not
family-friendly places. Crossroads will make traffic congestion considerably
worse. By attracting more cars into this small portion of Hollywood and by
making traffic moving slower, Crossroads will increase air pollution and we
have already seen the rampant crime which these types of projects have already
brought to Hollywood.
The only way politicos justify mega-projects such as the Crossroads is by
the propaganda contained in the EIRs which the courts have ruled was based on
false data and wishful thinking.
After reading EIRs for many projects, for the Hollywood Community
Plan, for Mobility Plan 2035, one sees that the City has no room for the quality
of life of its current residents. Yet, 25 years ago the LA Times made clear that
deterioration in the quality of life was a major problem. As noted, the quality
of life in Hollywood’s Council District #13 deteriorated so much between 2001
and 2010, that it ceased to qualify as a legal council district.
An EIR which cared about the quality of life for Hollywood would have
addressed this fact. Instead, the City misleads people by calling the literal death
of CD 13 a “revitalization.” CD 13 still exists for one reason. There is a 1925
law which requires Los Angeles to have 15 council districts. Due to this law,
large sections of Koreatown were added to CD 13 and portions of CD 4 were
moved into CD 13.
20.

More Recent Data Show the Harmful Nature of TODs

Starting in 1999, data began to accumulate to show that the theory underlying Transit Oriented Districts [TODs] was materially false. The Relation
Between Transit Availability and Automobile Ownership. TODs do not increase
use of mass transit. The correlation to greater use of mass transit is poverty.
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The 2001 Mineta Transportation Institute Study, A New Planning Template for Transit Oriented Development, showed that people who live in TODs
do not necessarily use the mass transit and often own cars. Thus, the creation
of TODs brings more cars and more toxic emissions into closer proximity
thereby making the environment more toxic for the people who live in or near
the TODS.
These findings present the City planner with an inherent contradiction:
while the older plans call for TODs, they also call for less pollution. The situation is worse for TODs which require bike lanes on major thoroughfares where
the toxic fumes from traffic are most lethal. Thus, the planning documents call
for the multi-modal use of roadways which place bikers at the risk for lung
disease by exposing them to maximum dosage of toxic fumes in the entire City.
As has been shown, this Project will attract thousands more vehicle trips
into an area which is already experiencing near gridlock of much of the day. The
Transportation Element of the General Plan on which the Project relies may be
rejected just as the courts rejected the 2012 Update to the Hollywood
Community Plan. It has already been retracted and re-issued once and it is still
in litigation. When City planning is based upon theories which have been
proven to be completely false, traffic congestion becomes worse, air pollution
becomes worse, population density and crimes rates increase. We have seen the
results of basing planning on false data and wishful thinking: people move
away, leaving a council district without enough residents to be legal.
21.

Alternatives Not Considered:

The Initial Study does not discuss Alternatives to the Project. The Project
is hard pressed to present alternatives as there is no reason to increase the population density of this portion of Hollywood. A project that was 40% smaller at
1,000,000 sq feet would still be unduly harmful. In fact, the mixed-use conPage 29 of 41
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struction which has already occurred has been so harmful to Hollywood, that the
City should be considering “de-densifying” Hollywood.
The City has been catering to single Millennials, which are transient by
nature. They are younger, they move more frequently, they change jobs more
often, and they move away from urban cores when they begin families. The
Millennials are transitory into two senses: (1) They do not stay long term in the
same place, preferring suburbs and exurbs to urban cores, and (2) as a
generation, their time-span is limited, e.g. Baby Boomers, Gen X, etc. 6
Constructing a City for a generational group which already departing is
myopic planning. Based upon the data which has accumulated since the 1990's,
the main group of people who will “accept” living in cramped urban cores
without cars are the very poor. This trend has already begun in Hollywood. As
the difference between the 2000 and 2010 US census showed, the socioeconomic status of residents in the census tracts contiguous to the subway
station decreased. After the City was compelled to stop falsifying the crime
data, we see a significant increase in crime in these same and adjacent neighborhoods.
In 2005, HELP termed these persons Default Tenants, i.e. people who
cannot afford to move to a better location. The poor can also be called Urban
Serfs, in that they are essentially tied to their small area of town as they cannot
afford cars. Basing housing decisions on the creating of a permanent subclass
of Default Tenants and Urban Serfs is not wise social policy.
6

This demographic trend was confirmed in April 2016. One is Peak Millennials: Three
Reinforcing Cycles That Amplify the Rise and Fall of Urban Concentration by Millennials,
by Dowell Myers, USC Sol Price School of Public Policy 2016, which has already been
submitted.
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The developer of this [Crossroads] project should take the time to assess
what the actual demographic patterns holds for the next 10 or 20 years, or does
it have some get-rich scam where it is flips the project for a quick buck leaving
the investor, from perhaps China, to deal with the financial mess.
When one looks at the myopic planning which is going into Crossroads,
The Millennium, and the Palladium [and the HCP2], one is reminded of CabriniGreen in Chicago and Pruit-Igoe and The Joseph Darst Apartment in St. Louis.
The problem with the propaganda and hype use to promote these developer
fiascoes is that the laws of economics hold the trump cards. While the projects
squander millions of dollars and needlessly destroy older neighborhoods rather
than rehabilitating the homes, the deterioration process consumes decades. The
only people who benefit are the developers who are paid to construct the
projects.
22. There is No Demand for Apartments and Condos:
The likelihood that there is a real demand for additional housing in Los
Angeles is slim. The City refuses to undertake any honest assessment of the
housing market. Rather, the City misleads the public into believing that an
increase in housing prices means a high demand for housing. Here are some
factors which the City does not mention.
a.

Prices Rise in Deteriorating Neighborhoods:

Counter-intuitive as it seems, housing values can increase in deteriorating
neighborhoods when there is no real demand for additional units. When an
over-sized mixed-use project is constructed, people who own homes realize that
they can sell their homes for more than they are worth as a R-1 home.
Developers will buy an R-1 home with the intent to tear it down and build
condos. Until the time comes to tear down a home, it is either left vacant or
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rented out. In either case, very seldom is the property well maintained. That
touches off the reverse of Chief Bratton’s Broken Windows approach.
Repairing homes and removing graffiti reduces crime, but increasing the number
of run-down properties increases crime and prompts more people to sell and
move. As a result, we see deteriorating neighborhoods with increasing housing
prices.
b.

Bundling and Securitization of Rental Income:

Another phenomenon is asserting itself in a few housing markets and Los
Angeles is one of them. It is the bundling and securitization of residential rental
income. This Wall Street scam is very similar to the bundling and securitization
of subprime mortgages which crashed the economy in 2008. July 2014, The Rise
of the Corporate Landlord, The Institutionalization of the Single-Family Rental
Market and Potential Impacts on Renters, by Desiree Fields
Rather than sell single family homes and condos as fast as possible to put
them back into the actual housing market for people who want to live in them,
financial institutions have found extra value in residential properties by
bundling and securitizing the rental income. This financial hanky panky means
that any home has a value for Wall Street above the value as a place to live.
Thus, financial institutions are buying single family homes and condos for
above market value. The rise of housing prices due to bundling and securitization does not mean a higher demand for living space; it means Wall Street
has invented another scam to fleece the investment world. We had Equity
Funding in the 1970's, the Savings and Loans Scandals of the 1980's, the Dot
Com frauds of the 1990's, and Subprime scams of the 2000's and now we are

Page 32 of 41

Mr. Alejandro Huerta
Re: Crossroads Hollywood
Monday, November 23, 2015 (edited May 23, 2016)

starting the Rental Securitization scam of the 2010's. 7
Developers, the public and City councilmember are mislead into believing
that the increase in housing costs in Los Angeles has been caused by a significant increase in demand for housing. When one looks at the Sol Price School
of Public Policy’s studies of population growth for Los Angeles, one sees that
there is no such demand. Rather housing prices are increasing due to the
bundling and securitization of residential housing;
Affordability:
Tenants could face higher rental costs due to pressure for private
equity funds to deliver returns to investors, particularly with the
advent of rental bonds. Among Invitation Homes tenants we
interviewed in Atlanta, Los Angeles, and Riverside, rents often
exceeded the HUD Fair Market Rents for the area; lease renewals
increased rents by 37 to 53 percent. The long distance nature of the
tenant-landlord relationship and the practicalities of investment
strategies may also increase corporate landlords’ reliance on
financial penalties, potentially limiting tenants’ opportunities to
seek recourse in cases of hardship. The Rise of the Corporate
Landlord page 7
c.

The AirBnB Factor:

It is not yet clear the extent to which the AirBnB phenomenon is increasing the costs of housing in Los Angeles. It seems reasonable that when people
can purchase homes and condos and rent them out on a very short term basis for

7

In the last month, there is some indication that financial institutions like
Blackstone may be backing away from the securitization of rental futures.
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well above the mortgage and maintenance costs, that it will drive up housing
prices. AirBnB should not be confused with a real demand for additional
housing.
d.

Los Angeles’ Population is not Increasing Enough
to Explain the Increase in Housing Prices

When one looks at the studies from the USC Sol Price School of Public
Policy one realizes that Los Angeles is not growing very fast and the increased
population is not due to factors which would significantly increase the demand
for housing. The Generational Future of Los Angeles: Projections to 2030 and Comparisons to Recent Decades, March 2013, Sol Price School of Public Policy]

The immigration from Mexico to the United States has become a net loss
with about 200,000 more people returning to Mexico than are coming to the
United States.
The most reasonable explanation for the alleged increase in housing prices
is not an increased demand for homes, but it is artificially hyped by various
financial schemes. When these scams run their course, the market will fall. Just
as there were no new home buyers to keep the subprime scam afloat, there will
come a time when the income from bundled and securitized rental packages will
plunge. The problem will be what to do with monster projects like Crossroads
which were constructed on the basis of false data, propaganda and hype?
23.

The Number One Problem Is Excessive Population Density:

The number one problem facing Los Angeles is excessive population
density. The notion that the future requires Los Angeles to crowd more and
more people in TODs and for these people to shun cars in favor of subways,
buses and light-rail has already been proven false. The only people who gain
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from this coerced densification are the developers of the high rises and the
contractors who construct subways and trolleys. Everyone else suffers.
24.

The Data on Which this Project Is Based Is Fatally Flawed
and it Wishful Thinking Contrary to the Known Facts
of Population Density, Traffic Patterns, and Demographics

Not only does Hollywood not have an operational commerce portion of
the Hollywood Community Plan, the Mobility Plan 2035, which is the Transportation Element of the City’s General Plan, is similarly based on fatally flawed
data and wishful thinking. Among other significant defects, Mobility Plan 2035
fails to consider alternatives to its solution of making traffic worse and trying
to force people not to drive cars.
While the City was not under an duty to adopt any particular alternatives,
it was under a CEQA duty to study alternatives such as the ones presented by
Reason Foundation in its Increasing Mobility in Southern California: A New
Approach Despite its title’s including the words “a new approach,” many of
the suggestions in the report have been known for a long time. Under L.A.’s
Mobility Plan 2035 (which may or may not be rescinded), the City has only one
alternative with different variations on the same theme. There is no actual
alternative except to promote fixed-rail transit and TODs. Intellectual dishonesty
is integral to the planning process in Los Angeles
Also, the failure of TODs has been documented for over a decade. See
also The Myth of Rapid Mass Transit, by Richard Lee Abrams, May 30,
2005 also submitted herewith. While the Reason Foundation takes a very
large geographic perspective of Southern California, the Abrams 2005 mass
transit article discusses transportation on a smaller scale, i.e. TODs in this
portion of Hollywood.
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25.

The Looming Disaster of the Hollywood Community
Plan Update

As HELP and CCLA have shown above, America repetitively falls
prey to the most myopic of financial scams. Politicians have no room for
facts. Like much of Wall Street, they operate on a short term timetable
which encourages them to do what benefits themselves in the short run.
Term Limits aggravate this tendency since the politician know that there is
no personal advantage to taking the long term health of the City into
consideration. It takes time for disasters to hit home and when they do, the
politicians are on to a higher office. Although Eric Garcetti literally
destroyed his council district in less than ten years, he suffered no political
harm. He claimed that he had revitalized Hollywood, despite the fact he
had destroyed Hollywood. The political fall-out hit Carolyn Ramsay, who
had been Councilmember Tom La Bonge’s chief of staff when she ran for
council district CD 4. The dual endorsement of the L.A. Times and Mayor
Eric Garcetti tipped the scales to new-comer David Ryu, who upon election
fell into lock-step behind Garcetti.
As a result, the density hawks are still in full control at City Hall and
it doesn’t take a psychic to know why there has been no new Update to The
Hollywood Community Plan.8 The City is pushing a multitude of megadensity projects in Hollywood such as 8150 Sunset at Crescent Height, The
Palladium at 6201 Sunset, the Millennium north of the Pantages Theater,
7500 Sunset Boulevard, 6230 Yucca just north of The Millennium, The
Paseo Plaza Project at the old Sears site (proposed 700 housing units), 7107
8

The NOP for HCP2 did not issue until April 29, 2016 more than two years after Judge
Goodman rejected HCP1.
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Hollywood Boulevard, as this Crossroads Project. The City still allows the
developers to set the zoning laws and that is why the City is delaying the
Update to the Hollywood Community Plan. It is waiting to see all the
excesses which the developers desires and then the City will include each
one into the new Update to the Hollywood Community Plan.
There are billions of development dollars at stake, and these billionaires have no intention of walking away from this extraordinarily lucrative
market. They care naught that they are bringing economic disaster upon
Hollywood. They are using LLC’s and LLP’s coupled with other short term
financial instruments in order to loot the City treasury and stuff as much
state and federal subsidies as possible into their pockets.
This ploy has been ineptly applied to the Target Store. Right now, the
City foresees a legal loss on the Target Project in the appeals court. Thus,
it is starting the approval process from scratch. The City believes that if it
changes the law which invalidated The Target Project, then the construction
can continue. By refusing to conduct an EIR to study the change of SNAP
to add a Subarea F, the City is following an unlawful procedure to change
the law which will plunge The Target into another 4 to 5 years of litigation.
Nonetheless, we notice that the City is beginning to recognize the
need to follow the law. Leaving aside the litigation which will follow from
the new Update from the Hollywood Community Plan, if it were instituted,
it will bring more disaster upon Hollywood. When Gail Goldberg
remarked in 2006 that the City’s practice of allowing developers to set
zoning was leading to disaster, she was not referring to lawsuits. Her point
was that there are various “laws of nature” which cannot be violated
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without bringing disaster upon the City. 2008-2-7 LA Weekly, City Hall's
"Density Hawks" Are Changing L.A.'s DNA, By Steven Leigh Morris,
http://bit.ly/1CxiGep
The new Update to the Hollywood Community Plan [HCP2] will set
forth every mega-developers’ wish-list making whatever they wish to
construct completely legal. The City is apparently waiting for the developers to finish writing their various wish lists and when the developers’
greed has run its course, then we will see the Update to the Hollywood
Community Plan.
We have already seen where this type of corruptionism leads. How
much is the stock in Equity Funding worth? Where is Lincoln Savings and
Loan? Who can remember the names of the Dot Com companies?
Politicos have already forgotten about the Crash of 2008 and they are
eagerly promoting the bundling and securitization of residential rental
income – which is another Wall Street delusion justifying the re-newed
Hollywood construction mania.
26.

Conclusion:

Assessment of this Project cannot be separated from the problem of
increasing urban densification in Hollywood and the gross inadequacy of
mass transit to solve any of the problems which densification projects such
as Crossroads will bring to Hollywood.
Disentangling the different factors can be difficult and the task is
made impossible for councilmember themselves when they are presented
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with false data and when vital information is concealed from them.
Rational planning is made much more difficult with the unlawful vote trading agreement with dominates City Council. Each councilmember is
promised a free hand for all projects in his/her district and in return he/she
shall not vote NO on any project in another district.
Thus, councilmembers have two hurdles: (1) The data is false, (2)
they are not allowed to have an opinion other than “I approve.”
Respectfully submitted,
Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning [HELP
and
Citizens Coalition Los Angeles [CCLA]
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Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report and Notice of
Scoping Meeting for the Hollywood Community Plan Update
Public Comments

Date: Tuesday, May 17, 2016
Time: 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.
Place: First Presbyterian Church of Hollywood (Mears Center)
1760 North Gower Street
Hollywood, CA 90028
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Comment No. 1
Speaker: George Abrahams
GEORGE ABRAHAMS: [unintelligible]
DIANA: Okay.
GEORGE ABRAHAMS: And ah, we’re one of the Organizations that a… against the law suit in
2012.
DIANA: Okay.
GEORGE ABRAHAMS: So, the Department of Conservation, CALTRANS should both be included
responsible to the contingencies and the notice to be given to the PIR Office [unintelligible] and
specifically the California Geological Survey and the State Geologists should be responsible for
providing input into the Geology section of the EIR. Auh, in particular reporting on the
Hollywood fault and their recommendations for limiting building pre-habitation and the
[illegible]. Do you want to write or shall I just keep going?
DIANA: No, keep on.

GEORGE ABRAHAMS: Okay, and CALTRANS should provide recommendations for traffic
infrastructure regarding flow of traffic on Hollywood to and from Hollywood freeway entrances
and the long route to maintain a free flow of travel on State Highways. Auh, there should be no
reduction in building lines for setbacks so that streets can be widen in the future. As they are
already needed many places in the Hollywood plan update area. A green belt aligns the
Hollywood fault. Similar to what the City of Signal Hill did with the Inglewood fault running
through its area should be established and it should be named “Hollywood Stample Park”. Ah…
the South Coast Air Quality Management District ah, put a letter into the record for the
previous ah, Hollywood Community plan update ah, EIR comments section that it advised
against parks near freeways. Several scientific studies documented the permanent damage to
children’s lungs by freeway pollution were also submitted. The new Hollywood Community
plan update must include district section, that there be no parks or schools ah, near the
freeway. Ah, the proposal to cover the Hollywood freeway between Bronson Avenue and Santa
Monica Boulevard for a “so called” park should be removed from our Hollywood Community
plan. Ah, we don’t need terrorist target where anyone can hijack a fuel tanker in minutes’ drive
it into the covered area where they can detonate it, kill thousands of people and cripple. Major
traffic route through the Hollywood community plan area serving the entire Los Angeles
Metropolitan area and notice of any action in regards to Hollywood community Plan update
must be given to every address in the Hollywood Community Plan area. A five-hundred (500)
foot radius notification around suburb area changes is insufficient notice for a Community Plan
update, everyone must be notified. The preparation of the EIR should be transparent to the
public including the participation and consultation ah, with the communities. Especially those
2

who objected to and fought the last fail Community Plan update. Closed door meetings with
developers, like what O’Farrah was doing with the Hollywood Design Review Committee and
the alleged community meetings where no one was notified of their existences not public
participation. And there should be no conversation of variances into by right zoning and two
(2) examples of this ah, removal of protection of the variance findings: where a bootleg
restaurant in a residential zone on Marked Avenue that later was legalized by an after the fact
variance of this sub area 40;2A. And the Hotel on Franklin Avenue that is currently operating
under variance that previously before the final ah, version of the, of the Hollywood Community
Plan 2012 had passed where sub area 4;8A, A and C. Attempting to…
MODERATOR: Are you willing to give us your written transcript?
GEORGE ABRAHAMS: Ah, not at this time. Okay, ah, okay, attempting to convert both in
commercial zones. Ah, the protection of afforded by variance findings must never be removed.
Every zone change “reflecting existing use” must be removed from the plan. None of these
abuses of the zoning process in the Hollywood Community Plan update can be allowed to be
repeated in the current update. A height limitation on the Cahuenga Blvd., Vine St., Gower St.
area is needed to protect the view shed from Hollywood towards the Santa Monica Mountains.
That view shed is in danger of disappearing if limits on height are not imposed before it’s too
late. There was an historic one hundred fifty (150) foot limit that was previously accepted by
the Planning Department. But in recent years, that limit is being ignored for building on
virtually unlimited scale. The buildout using current zoning should be reported and mapped in
the EIR. Accurate US census population figures must be used to protect the future po- to
project the future population numbers. SKAG numbers are unreliable and in adequate for this
purpose. The- this Hollywood Community Plan update is going to have to represent the will of
the people. It can’t be a developer’s plan where up zoning, unsupported by, unsupported by
accurate population data is used as a wealth creation instrument for land speculators. Down
zoning is needed in many places. Specifically, the R2 and above zone hillside areas in the Santa
Monica Mountains with their grossly in- inadequate and substandard roads and other
infrastructure should be down zoned, down zoned to nothing above a duplex unit. The EIR
needs to address the failure of transit oriented development planning policy. Transit oriented
development mixed used housing being built near transit corridors is mostly suited to upper
income residents that can afford to, and prefer to use the individual transportation. The EIR
should include data on the usage of mass transit and other transit alternatives like bicycles and
shared cars to accurately determine the parking reductions that are given to development in
those areas. That’s my statement.
DIANA: Thank you.
MODERATOR: Thank you. You will be submitting a comment card?
GEORGE ABRAHAMS: Yeah, eventually.
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Comment No. 2
Speaker: Valerie Keegan
VALERIE KEEGAN: Hi, I’d like to make a comment for the Draft Environmental Impact Report
Plan, for the Hollywood Community Plan. Ahm we live amoung Sunset Blvd., ah, West of La
Brea. It is completely residential on Hollywood Blvd. and Sunset Blvd. with except for a small
strip of commercial. There is no buffer zone between these R1 single-family neighborhoods or
the R3 neighborhoods. We ask that you study a down zoning height, actually add height limits.
Remove the C4 for D1 and put it to 1XL and in some parts maybe closer to La Brea possibly a
1VL. Ahm, we are having difficult times with a SB1818 because it is Sunset Blvd. Even though
the property right next to the small commercial strip is HPOz R1 and single family. We are your
only R1 single family homes left along Sunset Blvd. in the entire City of L.A. For us, Sunset Blvd.
is only a street with a famous name that runs through our neighborhoods. We ask that you
down zone. What is specific to this area is, we still have views, public views of these hillsides.
This is something that is very iconic to Hollywood and we also have what you call, ah skyline
palms where it is the palm trees rise up above the buildings. Believe it or not, the majority of
buildings between La Brea and Crescent Heights are one (1) in two (2) story buildings. We have
three (3), four (4) that are three (3) story, or four (4) story. I mean three (3) total. One (1) is
four (4) stories and the others are three (3) stories and that’s it. And we really, really wanna
keep it that way. We do a lot of filming in the area. Because we have these old buildings which
now coming to be ripped down. We do have the Hollywood ahm- earthquake fault line that
doesn’t come right down Sunset. But except for ah, Crescent Heights is right there. So we are
asking for ahm- a preservation of the commercial strip. We are not a Regional Center. We are
not the Sunset Strip. We are just Sunset Blvd. with a famous name and your only HPOZ and
Gardner Elementary School. Ahm… what else do we have? We really need help. Our streets
are very, very little. When the garbage trucks comes, we have to back out either to Fountain or
Sunset. We border the City of West Hollywood and the Regional Center. With the street
closures of Hollywood Blvd., everything backs up. People trying to get up Laurel Canyon or get
back to the 101. You are flooding through our small residential ahm- streets ah… We’re not a
transit priority area. We’re 1.9 miles away from the red car. But we do have a bus on Sunset
Blvd. and then one that comes down on Fairfax which is completely residential and part of an
HBOZ so it’s not making any sense. But this combined with SB1818 will be the absolute
destruction of these neighborhoods. So we are asking for preservation of not only the single
family historic neighborhoods, but our neighbors are also RD1.5 and R3 R commercial zones are
C1 ahm 1XL and then we jump to C4, 1D that we know that means nothing now anymore more.
So we ask to further ahm… put heights limits on everything and ahm… watch out for these
hillsides because we are filming here and that is why, that’s why we are here. Thank you very
much for your time and on this plan, we look forward on working with you.
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Comment No. 3
Speaker: Luminita Roman
DIANA: Your name?
LUMINITA ROMAN: Hello, my name is Luminita Roman.
DIANA: Can you write your name down, please?
LUMINITA ROMAR: Sure. Do you need my address?
MODERATOR: Your comment.
LUMINITA ROMAN: Sure. My name is Luminita Roman and I am a disability advocate and I live
at the Ruboux at 1714 North Macadam Place, Los Angeles, Ca. 90028. Auh… being a disability
advocate, I have to deal with a lot people who are in need of affordable housing.
Unfortunately, ahm, the majority of those big ah, developments that are going up right now are
extremely expensive and out of reach for ah the disabled ahm, community. Ahm, usually
disabling individuals who are severely disabled they’re limited to live on their ahm,
Supplemental Security Income or SSI which is no more than nine hundred dollars ($900.00) a
month. And ahm, in no way they are even able to afford the affordable units. They usually go
for twelve hundred ($1,200) or eleven hundred dollars ($1,100) a month ah, when it comes be
set up as, as ten percent (10%). What I’m proposing is ahm, considering ahm, of all the above,
is for ah, the zo- zoning for the City Planning to place a contingency upon ah, giving the zoning
variances intensity bonuses. That the developers and their managers would not be able to
discriminate against Section 8 voucher holders. There has been a pattern in practice, of the
developers of refusing to accept Section 8 vouchers which creates an extreme on burden upon
and create an impact upon the disabled individual who needs his Section 8 voucher to be
accepted in order to be afford even for one of the affordable units. Which ahm, are less than
ten percent (10%) of the development. The other thing that I am suggesting, is for the
affordable units to be ah, to be the percentage of the affordable units to be raised from ten
percent (10%) to twenty-five (25) to thirty percent (30%). Considering their ease and extreme
housing shortage. It’s actually a housing crisis ah unaffordable housing prices in the City of Los
Angeles. Ah, in fact, the last study has declared the City of Los Angeles being one of the most
unaffordable City in the county. When we take in, into the account the incomes of the
residents and the percentage of that income that they would have to spend on rent each
month. So, ah those are my two main issues that, the percentage should be higher at least
twenty-five (25) to thirty percent (30%) of affordable units. And those affordable units we have
to be mindful that the prices on, on moderate income level they rise up to seventeen (17) or
even two thousand (2,000) a month. Ahm, and therefore there, there isn’t such a short fall of
revenue for ah for the developer to, to ah set those up. Ahm but, but there, there is a greater
need for the low and the very low income ahm, affordable units. Considering that people are
ahm, unlikely to be able to earn that much in order to have three (3) times ah, the amount of
rent ahm, in, in their monthly income. The other issue that I wanted to ahm, ahm put up
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before the, the committee is, the impact that, that the new constructions have upon the
residents of, of the community. I have personally lived near a construction site and during that
construction, I suffered greatly. I’ve never had any breathing problems. But I ended up
developing asthma which I’ve never had before. Because the developers are continually failing
to ahm actually ah, follow ah, the rules. The AQMD rules, such as to water the grounds
constantly. To make sure that no loose soil is going into the atmosphere and no dust is
affecting the, the neighboring ah, communities. So because of that, ahm, I have developed
asthma. Furthermore, the noise is a great, great issue. So, I am suggesting, for the developers
to pay a certain amount of money to compensate for ahm… to, to compensate the residents
who are nearby their construction site. And if for example, there is somebody who needs to be
reasonably accommodated, such as disabled and who is unable to stand dust or noise. For the
developer to pay to relocate that particular person for the duration of the construction. Or
somehow to mitigate their damages without having for that person to sue the developers in
order to ahm, ahm… gain ah any kind of resolution and be able to ahm… live a normal life. So
ahm… those are the main issues that I would like to raise and ahm… I am thanking you very
much for you time and I look forward to hear back from you. Thank you so much.
MODERATOR: Thank you.
Comment No. 4
Speaker: Carol Sidlow
DIANA: What’s your name?
CAROL SIDLOW: Carol Sidlow.
Okay, so this is going to be brief, just as a matter of background, I’ve worked on the 2012
Hollywood Community Plan with Kevin Keller and Mary Richardson with regards to the hillside
portions of which I have been a long time resident. Currently serve on the Zoning Advising
Committee “Recode LA”. Ahm… my only comment tonight, is, extended the comment period.
This comment period of May 31 just doesn’t cut it. Ahm… especially since most of the outreach
was not done until the past couple of weeks. So, my, my strong suggestion is to extend the
comment period and really begin to get the word out because a lot of people don’t know. So,
that’s it for right now ahm… I’ll be writing some comments and bring this up before the Hillside
Federation in 2011 wrote a very extensive letter regarding the 2012 plan. Ah… we were very
pleased with some things and wanted other things added which appear to still to be in it and
are very happy about or I am and ahm… I just think that, for trans parenting sake, for
information sake that we need to extend that comment period. Thank you ladies.
DIANA: Thank you.
CAROL SIDLOW: I can’t believe I that in under two (2) minutes.
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CAROL SIDLOW: Have a good night.
DIANA: Thank you.
CAROL SIDLOW: I know. Don’t tell anybody I did under a minute.
UNKNOWN MALE: [Laughs] they were used to speaking time City Councilman.

Comment No. 5
Speaker: George Abrahams
GEORGE ABRAHAMS: Ah, one more thing, and the City lost in part because they failed to
include a reasonable range of alternatives in the EIR and I’d like to see a limited growth, a no
growth and a downward population trans-alternative to be included in the EIR as of three (3) of
the alternatives that should be included in the reasonable alternatives. That’s the end of my
statement.
DIANA: Thank you.
Comment No 6
Speaker: Armand Bagdasarian
Okay, so just wanted to comment, that I am excited about ahm… one part of the plan that I saw
which is to encourage ahm… mixed use along ah… Western Avenue down to Melrose ahm…
Actually, it would be great if it would run further South ahm… I think that big stretch of
furniture stores could use a boost. And ah, you know, being more of a pedestrian friendly kind
of shopping area then just going there for cheap you know, furniture and ah, it’s, it’s a great
stretch. It should be as that way. And, I’m encouraged to see that and thank you.
DIANA: Thank you.
Comment No. 7
Speaker: Don Hunt
DON HUNT: I wanna make sure that ah… one of the things that’s gonna be included the EIR and
has to be included in the reasonable range of alternatives is three items, one is:
•
•
•

Limited growth
One is no growth
And one is population decrease alternatives and especially the population decrease
alternatives.

Thank you that is all that I wanted to say.
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DIANA: Thank you.
DEBORAH: I guess, you and George are friends?

Comment No. 8
Speaker: Annie Gagen
ANNIE GAGEN: Reasonable alternative considered. Evidentially on, the Judge on the legal
lawsuits one of the problems was that there was no alternatives in the plan. So, so ahm… I
know that, by the way, the presenters were great. Just tell them all, I’ll probably tell them.
Everyone did a great job. But ahm, they did say SKAG demands that, so to please consider ahm,
the reasonable alternatives to be considered ah, should be:
• Limited growth number one (1).
• Number two (2) no growth.
• Three (3) population decrease alternatives.
Okay. And ahm… I was very involved in it the first time around so there was no comfort about
it going to the Planning Commission Council and they knew they were going to be sued and
they passed it anyway, they all knew. So, that’s a real problem and that’s who it has to go to.
It’s no comfort because the Planning Commission is serving at the pleasure of the Mayor and
everything will get passed whether it gets sued or not and ahm… when it goes to City Council
it’s the same story. So hopefully, they’ll be a little more ethical this time. But, were really not
confident in that fact. It will probably be sued which is a shame because the City is losing a lot
of money. But you all did wonderful and especially everybody that presented did great. It was
much better than the first time around. You know, like they gave everyone microphones,
everybody. But this may be early we had two (2) hearings at the Mayor Center and for that
Hollywood Community Plan. And… and then ahm, the planning commission the two (2) and
the City Council they were held here too. This was nice. The gals did a great job.
DIANA: Thank you.

Comment No. 9
Speaker: Alexandra Kondracke
DIANA: Can I have your name? Can you please write it, please?
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: Yeah.
DIANA: Can you write it?
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: My name is… ahm Alexandra Kondaracke.
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DIANA: Thank you.
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: Ahm… okay so, ahm… I got like three (3) different things to say, so I
gonna sort of recollect my thoughts. First off, in the 2012, in the 2012 plan you know, you guys
lost this. I’m acting as if, you’re the City, but you’re not okay. But In 2012, the City lost because
Judge Goodman said that you failed to consider a reasonable range of alternatives, right? And I
would like you to include the alternatives right. The alternatives, one of them is limited growth
right? Basically not to really grow. No growth right? Or a population decrease, right? These
are alternatives that ought to be included in the reasonable, right, right, [laughs] right? And
here is the other thing, ahm… I,don’t I mean, I have a friend who is like, a climate scientist and
who basically said to me: “you ought to be investing in property in, in Seattle area where
there’s going to be rain. You know because this climate thing is just getting worse and worse
and we frankly really don’t have the water for all these, for all these population decreases
right”? There’s already like the drought. I mean we were supposed to have “El Nino”. I’m a big
skier and we were supposed to have “El Nino” this year, and look what happened like we
needed it to. So, as climate change, gets worse. We don’t the water and the infrastructure to
support the population. So it’s reasonable to assume that we’re actually gonna have, have to
have, a population decrease. Until all this density and all this growth and all this stuff. I mean if
you look at some of these buildings that are already being built. Ahm, what’s that one? There’s
one, on Hollywood Blvd. it’s looks like the new… it has like 500 units…
UNKNOWN FEMALE: [intelligible].
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: No, no the one they actually built. [Background: phone rings] Oh
God, what is it called?
DEBORAH: You have two (2) minutes time line.
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: Okay, can I keep talking? Cause… cause I, I didn’t know I had a time
limit. Otherwise I would have organized my thoughts better. I wouldn’t be, ahm… okay…
ahm… sorry, sorry east town right. So they built this thing, east of town, right and you know
what? It has nobody living in it.
UNKNOWN FEMALE: Right. That’s the main problem that all these developers have the luxury
and are not affordable for the people of the City of Los Angeles. The, the majority are not a
least half the capacity.
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: I mean, that thing is super expensive right. And what’s happening in
Hollywood is, I mean, I’m in sort of through craziness. You know, I know a lot of people that
have been evicted right, Veterans, single moms…
UNKNOWN FEMALE: Elderly.
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ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: Elderly people and yet there’s a huge increase in the homeless
population who cannot afford the new developments that are being built right. So all this
money comes in from outside from China, whatever and they build all these big things, and
then all these poor people are getting evicted and is causing. Cause we don’t have a housing
crisis really. You know, we have affordable crisis and we have a homeless problem, right? So,
but we’re building. What we need is to have some rules that maintain the pre 1974 rent
controlled stuff.
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: To keep all these people.
UNKNOWN FEMALE: There has to be an emergency stay on not [intelligible] on not losing any
more rent people and that is what [ineligible] of the market.
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: Like, you know, Eastown is not helping us.
UNKNOWN FEMALE: Continuing to take out rent stabilizing housing is exuberating our
homeless issue.
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: Yeah.
UNKNOWN FEMALE: How does that work for you?
DIANA: Yeah, I wrote it down but…
UNKNOWN FEMALE: Okay, oh I’m sorry.
DIANA: …And when she’s done.
UNKNOWN FEMALE: Alright.
DIANA: And that way I get the voices.
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: I totally agree with everything you said, so, you’re in line with what
I’m saying. I’m trying to explain this to you guys cause, cause you guys are outside consultants
and I feel like…
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: Okay.
DEBORAH: [laughs]
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: Okay, so you wanna respond, if you wanna turn of off and she can
respond.
DEBORAH: No, so we have one (1) person ahead of you. Are you gonna submit?
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UNKNOWN FEMALE: Ah, that was pretty much what I wanted to say.
DEBORAH: Okay.
UNKNOWN FEMALE: We need to have an emergency statement to protect.
DEBORAH: Okay
UNKNOWN FEMALE: Protect rent stabilizing. Which I don’t understand why the new ah,
Environmental Impact Studies, rent housing stabilizing housing has been removed? They were
in the old ones.
ALEXANDRA KNDRACKE: Oh God, really?
UNKNOWN FEMALE: Yeah. There’s no mention about it in the new Environmental Impact
Studies.
ALEXADRA KNONDRACKE: That’s the biggest problem the city has.
UNKNOWN FEMALE: Prior to the old one, you had to had to, catalog how much rent stabilizing
was being affected and that loss is internally done so they can sweep it under the rug and
continue to, ah… under… ah…you know destroy…
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: That’s just depressing, that’s just depressing you know. It’s like…
DEBORAH: Hold on, are we doing double? Or just one (1) person at a time?
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: [laughs]. We’re doubling up.
DEBORAH: I didn’t, I didn’t mean to take up the two (2) minutes.
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: Oh, okay, okay.
UNKNOWN FEMALE: And his ride is about to leave.
DEBORAH: Thirty (30) seconds.
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: The other thing is this SCAG numbers are always wrong. So, I don’t
know why they are still using the SCAG number, they knew they are wrong. They’ve always
been wrong. They have to use it because it’s the Senses. I mean, look at the effort it takes to
get everything right. They hire all these people and they do this massive thing and they get
their numbers. So why aren’t they using those numbers? What, I don‘t get it? Ahm, okay so I
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have a couple more things to say. But you can go ahead of me, and then I’ll come back. Cause
it’s not even mean that’s like my overall.
DEBORAH: You can come back around too.
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: Okay. Go ahead, go ahead.
UNKNOWN FEMALE: I’m gonna be real short. I’m not gonna stay.
SARAJANE SCHAWARTZ: I’m gonna be real short.
Comment No 10.
Speaker: Sarajane Schawartz
DIANA: What’s your name?
SARAJANE SCHAWARTZ: Sarajane that’s one name. S-a-r-a-j-a-n-e, Schwartz, S-c-h-w-a-r-t-z.
DIANA: Okay, go ahead.
SARAJANE SCHAWARTZ: Okay, the first thing that I, wanna say is that the reason why you had
difficulty with the previous planners that, it really didn’t consider alternatives. And they really
should consider ah, as far as density, keeping the density the same or even reduce density for
Hollywood and you didn’t do that at all. The other thing that I wanna do, is mark on the map
area showing the ah… density I guess of the Hollywood Hills. And I noticed that in an area that I
live in was characterized by a, a greater density then the other Hillside area, I was surprised. I
live under the Hollywood sign of the [unintelligible] Canyon and ah, we also have sub-standards
streets and very limited infrastructure and dead ends. And yet other areas to the east and west
of us look like they had much less density. My comment on that is, when I ask somebody
thought it was that way because our lots are a lot smaller and theirs are larger and if that is
really true, then we have problems with outsiders coming in to see the sign hikers and tourists
and, if our streets are limited infrastructure is already serving more residents, then most of the
other Hollywood Hills areas ah, because our, our lots are smaller. And we already have a
problem with our streets and it shouldn’t be further impacted by more visitors from the
outside. So we already it looks like our streets are more impacted then other areas in the
Hollywood Hills just by our residents by the way it looks on that density map and that’s it.
DIANA: Okay, thank you.
SARAJANE SCHAWARTZ: Thank you.
DIANA: Thank you.
Comment No. 11
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Speaker: Alexandra Kondracke
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: Ahm… my name is Alexandra Kondracke ahm, and I have two (2)
more points. Okay, one is, that ahm… Los Feliz Village, I was sent here by the Home Owners
Association of Los Feliz, ahm which is a hundred (100) year old organization that represents
hundreds of homes in Los Feliz. Ahm, one of the reasons why I was sent here is that, Los Feliz
Village, ah, which is basically R2, ah wants to be down zoned to R1. So we would like you guys
to investigate our down zoning in this ah, community plan update. Ahm, and the other thing is,
that there are some commercial properties on Hillhurst where ahm, you have expanded the
area, ah, I forget what do you call that that the SAR something like that? It’s, it’s expanded the
allowable… ahm…
UNKNOWN FEMALE: Oh, the FAR?
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: The FAR Yeah, you’ve expanded…
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: Yeah, the floor area ratio. First of all, ah, this is unnecessary
because, there’s, are a lot of empty ahm, commercial properties on Hillhurst, on the Hillhurst
corridor already. Secondly, the tendency in the neighborhood is actually to…
UNKNOWN FEMALE: Good, yeah:
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: Ah, the tendency in the neighborhood is actually ahm, to move
from the bigger ahm, commercial ahm, buildings to smaller commercial buildings. The, the
biggest buildings in Los Feliz Village is the Cititbank Building. Citibank moved out of it. And
moved into a tiny, tiny little mom and pop place and no one has come and rented that space.
And it’s been empty for a year. I know the people that own it, they are going nuts because they
can’t find a big commercial thing that wants to come in there. It’s not just, that’s not just
what’s happening right. So, we not only that, it’s not what Los Feliz wants. We want little mom
and pops stores we don’t’ want that, what do call it FAR to be increased furthermore, we don’t
want, we want height limits put on everything. And we want ah, you know everything has to be
one (1) and two (2) stories, including [Background: Phone rings]. Ah including on the Rowena
corridor. The ah, what is it? The Rowena and something, corridor that also has to have height
limits. And it has to have the smaller FAR, right?
UNKNOWN FEMALE: I keep forgetting [unintelligible].
ALEXANDRA KONDRACKE: I know, right. So we really don’t wanna encourage mom and pop
businesses not big commercial situations. Okay and we wanna be down zoned to R1. Alright
[laughs].
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