
                                                                              May 25, 2010

S. Gail Goldberg, AICP
Director of Planning
Department of Planning
City of Los Angles
City Hall
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Director Goldberg:

On May 18, 2010, the Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council (GGPNC) Board adopted by consensus
the recommendations on the Draft Hollywood Community Plan documents from its following three committees:
Planning, Zoning, and Historic Preservation (PZHP), Transportation, and Education.  These recommendations are
for consideration by the City Planning Department and city appointed and elected officials.

The recommendations, including comments, from the PZHP Committee are below in this letter, the
enclosures are the goals from the Draft Hollywood Community Plan Text, and the recommendations from the
Transportation and Education Committees.

The GGPNC has been actively engaged with the Los Angeles City Department of Planning regarding the
proposed revision of the Hollywood Community Plan (Plan) since at least early 2005.  These comments are based
on months of review of draft documents made public during the summer and early fall of 2009.

The GGPNC Board sent to the Planning Department recommendations and questions on an earlier draft Plan in
May, 2005, September 2006, and April 2008. The May 5, 2005 letter contains questions that remain unanswered.
However, the draft Plan documents made public in the summer and early fall of 2009 appear to address some of the
BoardÕs and its committeesÕ questions and recommendations.  The above GGPNC actions are available at its web
site: www.ggpnc.org

The Board and its Education, Transportation, and Planning, Zoning, and Historic Preservation Committees
reviewed with interest the current partial drafts of the Plan.

Below are preliminary comments for your assistance in completing and modifying the Plan.

I. Preliminary Comments.
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      A. We have concern that the Plan, having been in process for so many years, may be predicated on projected
population, housing, and employment trends that are no longer the best available, and therefore the
recommendations in the Plan may not be appropriate or necessary. We have asked your staff for the underlying
predicates for these assumptions. We have not received a response. If the projections are in error, then the Plan
would need to be rethought and modified to fit the revised projections.

B.  The Plan should be modified to meet what we understand is the commonly adopted best practice of
identifying problems and proposing solutions in each chapter.

C.  The Plan should reflect, when discussing Òaffordable housingÓ, the common sense understanding that
existing housing is the most affordable housing. The Plan ought not to be used as a tool to destroy existing housing
under the guise of creating affordable housing when the purpose is otherwise. If the purpose of creating new
purportedly Òaffordable housingÓ is to increase tax revenue and to create temporary constructions jobs, the Plan
should honestly state the same and be a subject of discussion in the community affected by the Plan and the City at
large.

D. The Plan should identify various possible options for economic development of a lasting nature and
make recommendations to assist in the most favorable economic development possible.

E. The Plan should not presume funding for necessary infrastructure, but should propose methods for
improving the existing infrastructure not simply as a condition to growth, but to support the existing population,
housing, and businesses.  See more below at II, C.

II. Goals for the Plan

 The Plan should explicitly state the goals for the community.

 Those goals should include:

A. Preservation and refurbishment of the existing housing stock. This is to preserve the existing housing,
which we deem to be the most affordable, and allow for the bringing of such housing up to current environmental
standards. Thought should be given to economic assistance to owners of such properties.

B. Preservation of our current neighborhoods. We note many neighborhoods in the Plan area have special
characteristics, which should be preserved and protected from homogenization.

C. There should be no increase in density in any part of the Plan area except that part of the area abutting
principal means of effective transportation. This does not mean treating every street with a bus line as available for
increased density.  The peopleÕs willingness to be inconvenienced by transportation projects should be considered
along with measures to reduce the inconvenience.  Moreover, there should be no increase in density in any area
unless and until all aspects of the infrastructure reasonably necessary to support both the existing and proposed
increased population, housing, and business have been put in place.  Infrastructure includes (but is not limited to):
satisfactory water supply to the city as a whole as well as water mains to the area; sewage removal and treatment;
electric and gas utilities at an affordable cost, neighborhood parks, transportation, parking, and schools.

D. Provide funding for the cityÕs historic survey and for any Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ)
sought by members of communities in the Plan area.

E. Preserve the cultural and historic aspects of the Plan area including and beyond those identified as
Historic Cultural Monuments in the Plan Appendix, text, and maps.

F. Provide a comprehensive street scape plan for the various parts of the Plan area, including street trees (to
be done on a planned basis rather than the haphazard basis of the past), street lighting, and sidewalk appurtenances
with a view to making the sidewalks attractive and avoiding the clutter partially sponsored by the cityÕs policy of



selling advertising. Note the success of the Virgil Village in the choice of street lighting and attractive
comprehensive tree planting.  Cobra lighting and the like are inappropriate.

G. Provide for the development of small neighborhood parks located in areas in which there is a
concentration of park using groups: adults and children.

H. Provide that Hollywood will ultimately be billboard free. The Plan should incorporate the current
moratorium on new construction and should provide a mechanism to remove existing billboards: the illegal
billboards should be removed without delay and the owners of legal billboards should be notified that their
billboards will be removed within a sufficient period of time to allow return on investment.  A good example of this
approach is in the Los Angeles County plan.

I. Provide for parking at reasonable rates adjacent to all Metro stops.

J. Downtown Hollywood should not be left to nightclubs and tourists. It should be returned to its historic
function of providing businesses to accommodate the many residents of the Plan area.  Note the success of Old
Town Pasadena and the failure of the past thirty years of efforts in downtown Hollywood.

III. Specific Comments on Currently Available Portions of the Plan.

While we do not have Chapter 5 Community Facilities and Infrastructure and the Draft Environmental
Impact Report, below are some preliminary comments on specific proposals in the publicly available portions of the
Plan.

Support the enclosed nine vision goals of the Draft Hollywood Community Plan Text as stated in Chapter 3 Land
Use Plan, page 39.

Support the enclosed comments on specific policies, programs and action in the Plan Text approved by the
Transportation and Education Committees to the GGPNC Board.

Absence of comments on other parts of the plan means that no comments have been developed or that the comments
developed and reviewed have not yet been acted on by a committee or the board.

Very truly yours,

Ron Ostrow, President

By Tom Wilson,
April Chair, Planning, Zoning, and Historic Preservation Committee and Richard Spicer, Coordinator on Plan
review.

Cc: Tom LaBonge, Councilman, District 4
Eric Garcetti, President City Council
Ed P. Reyes, Chair, Planning and Land Use Management Committee





GREATER GRIFFITH PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL (GGPNC) BOARD ADOPTED ON
MAY 18, 2010 THE FOLLOWING TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
ON CHAPTER 4 MOBILITY PLAN OF THE DRAFT HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN TEXT,
SUMMER 2009:

The Transportation Committee acted March 2, 2010. Chair: John F. John.  Coordinator:
Richard Spicer

Introduction

The introduction in the Mobility Plan, Chapter 4, describes briefly a few transportation
problems  in the Hollywood Community Plan (HCP) area and describes goals, policies,
programs, and mitigation measures  to address those problems.  These solutions are
organized by the topics outlined below in bold type.

The draft recommendations  for the Transportation Committee include some general and
specific statements, as well as suggestions to support, oppose, support or oppose with
modifications, clarify, set aside, and other distinctions regarding the proposals in the Draft HCP
Text, Chapter 4 Mobility Plan.

A bonus recommendation  at the end is that the DHCP Text should describe and require the
use of a newly developed set of analytical tools presented to stakeholder in February 2010 and
available on line in March 2010.  The set of tools were developed by the Center of Transit-
Oriented Development, Reconnecting America.

The tools provide a profile of information for a 1/2 mile radius around each rail transit station in
the City of Los Angeles. Information is included on current station area performance (e.g., transit
ridership, mode to work data, and auto ownership rates), development potential by individual
parcel, neighborhood changes, and existing and expiring affordable housing units.

Examples of the tools and information will be available at the meeting. On line, see
http:/latod.reconnectingamerica.org/

Problems

ÒProvide HollywoodÕs residents and visitors with as many mobility options as possible, so that
their trip choices contribute minimally to the traffic congestion that already exists in this
community,Ó from trips that begin or end in Hollywood or pass through this area. [page 93,
paragraph 1].

ÒTraffic impact of new development allowed by the [draft] Hollywood Community PlanÓ, as
determined in the study: Traffic Improvement and Mitigation Program [page 96, paragraph 3.]

ÒThe proximity of residential neighborhoods to vibrant commercial districts, congested freeways,
street closures due to special events, and congestion caused by big shows at entertainment
venues, all contribute to overflow of traffic into residential neighborhoods.Ó [page 93, paragraph
3.]



Recommend defining the amount of current and future traffic congestion quantitatively in
specific street locations in Hollywood and its subparts in order to understand the scale
and subareas of congestion caused by both local and pass through trips and extent of
traffic to be mitigated.   [This information in substantial detail should be in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report and summarized in the Mobility Chapter.]

Recommend that the Draft Environmental Impact Report include specific program and
funding measures to mitigate significant traffic impacts; provide more detail than in the
policies, programs, and funding measures in the mobility chapter; and include schedules
and budgets: operating, capital, and studies.  

Recommend that the names of institutions responsible for city-wide, county, regional,
state, and federal transportation and environmental planning (including air quality) be
added to the mobility chapter, including Los Angeles City and County Departments,
Metro, Southern California Association of Governments, Caltrans, South Coast Air
Quality Management District, CA Air Resources Board, Environmental Protection Agency,
and Federal Department of Transportation, along with the schedule for plan and capital
budget adoptions.

Goals

ÒCreate a healthy, sustainable, and economically prosperous city in which jobs, services, and
amenities are easily accessible to all residents and visitors, which respects the cityÕs unique
communities and neighborhoods and which is supported by a first class, multimodal
transportation system (page 93, fifth paragraph.) The Òoverreaching goal of the CityÕs
transportation policiesÓ in DHCP and CityÕs General Plan Framework and Transportation
Element.

Focus on mitigating Òlocally-generated traffic, that is trips which either begin or end in Hollywood,
many of those trips generated in the expanding residential and commercial uses in the
Hollywood downtown regional center are anticipated to be short trips. [page 93, paragraph two.]

Traffic Improvement and Mitigation Program (TIMP)

Recommend support of the overall goal M.1 with the understanding each policy will be
considered separately.  [page 96, paragraph 6]

Transportation System Management (TSM) Strategies [page 96 - 98, Policies M.1.1-
M.1.2.15]

Recommend supporting all the policies, except as indicated below:

Clarify and identify which Òseveral locations highlighted for attention, page 97, two
sentences at top of page.

Policy M.1.2.6: Withhold recommendation until clarify meaning of parking restrictions to
provide additional capacity in periods of peak traffic, page 97.



Policy M1.2.7: Withhold recommendations until clarify the meaning, signing, and costs
involved to drivers in Òimprove enforcement of all parking restrictions...including tow-
away responseÓ, especially with regard to the procedures, practices, incentives, and
appeals pertinent to Òtow-away responseÓ, page 97.

Policy M.1.2.8: Withhold recommendation until explain and identify locations of types of
improvements on all Major Class II and Secondary Streets, and along collector Streets
Throughout the HCP area, especially explain the impact of widening streets on traffic,
sidewalks, and private and public property along the proposed street improvements, as
well as notify stakeholders of proposed improvements, for certain neighborhood
councils. page 97.

Policy M.1.2.9: Withhold recommendations until pros and cons are explained regarding
additions or prohibitions of left turn along Hollywood Blvd. in East Hollywood, and clarify
Òimplement improvementsÓ, page 97.

Policy M.1.2.13: Withhold recommendations until clarify maintenance and rehabilitation of
all highways and streets, as well as address how to fund, page 98.

Policy M.1.2.14: Withhold recommendations until explain meaning of Òdevelop optimum
street maintenance strategies with an emphasis on full-width resurfacingÓ and clarify
distinctions and costs of filling pot holes, resurfacing periodically, and replacing
concrete streets with concrete streets, page 98.

Transit Improvements (pages 98 - 99, Policies M.1.3 - M.1.3.7)

Recommend support these policies, except as noted below:

Policies 3.6 and 3.7: Withhold recommendations until on # 6 explain meaning and funding
for Òappropriate surface streets and freeways for preferential bus lanes, and # 7 explain
meaning and funding regarding street improvements to facilitate movement of buses,
such as Òjog eliminations, street widenings, bus bays or turnouts, street signage,
striping, colored pavementÓ, page 99.

Transit Access and Connectivity Strategies (page 99 - 100, policies M.1.4-M1.4.13)

Recommend support except as noted below for three policies below:

Policies #: 7, 11, and 13, until explain re taxi layover, especially on management, space
required, and trash pickup; shared cars and basis for using on street parking; and
articulated buses related to traffic interference and minimize driveways on streets served
by this type of bus, page 100.

Non-Motorized Transportation Policies --Bicycling Mobility (page 100 - 102)

Non-Motorized Transportation Policies--Pedestrian Mobility (page 102)

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies (page 103 - 104)



Capital Improvements (pages 104 - 106)

Neighborhood Traffic Management Plans (pages 106 - 107)

Parking Policies (pages 107 - 109)

Bonus Recommendation Transit Oriented Development Information and Analysis Tools
around Rail Stations in the City of Los Angeles Rail (not in the 2009 Draft HCP Text)

1. Add a description of the Transit Oriented Development and Analysis Tools to the HCP
Text, in the land use and mobility plan chapters 2.  Require the use of these tools in
proposed development around rail stations in the HCP area, and 3 make the information
from the analysis available to stakeholders, city staff, and city elected officials.



GREATER GRIFFITH PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL (GGPNC) BOARD ADOPTED ON
MAY 18, 2010 THE FOLLOWING EDUCATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
THE DRAFT HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN TEXT, SUMMER 2009:

From the minutes of the April 27, 2010 Education Committee:

3. Hollywood Community Plan - Richard Spicer distributed summaries of the plan and focused
on the impact the plan would have on schools (and parks).  This is a 30-year plan.  The
Community Facilities Report and the Draft Environmental Report are due to be released in June.
After that, the public will have a minimum of 45 days to respond, which is not much time given
the size of the document, currently about 200 pages.  The Zoning Ordinance will be adopted at
the same time.  The Planning, Zoning & Historic Preservation Committee has already prepared
several pages of comments, as has the Transportation Committee.  The Transportation
Committee suggested changing some of the verbs from "encourage" to "require".  They thought
that some parts of the plan seemed developer-friendly.  The plan calls for higher density in
central Hollywood.

¥ Policy LU.6.7 regarding shared public use of non-classroom facilities:  Marshall HS was forced
to lock the gate to the new track/field because people were abusing it.  In spite of posted signs
prohibiting dogs and bicycles on the field, dogs are defecating on the artificial turf and bicycles
are causing ruts, which must be rolled out.  Principal Harrison is looking for alternatives, money
and other programs, which would cover supervision of the field so that it can be open to the
public.

¥ Policy LU.6.2/LU.6.3/LU.6.4:  The goals regarding anticipating school populations are idealistic;
the reality is that it is very difficult to estimate future enrollment.

¥ Policy LU.6.6:  Proposed language change as follows:  "Maximize the use of public schools for
neighborhood use Create community school parks at older elementary schools in 'park poor'
neighborhoods and maximize the use of local open space, public facilities and parks for school
use."

¥ Policy LU.6.9:  Proposed language change as follows:  "Encourage LAUSD and the
Department of Recreation and Parks to continue the shared-use program to facilitate the shared
use of schools and recreational facilities in Hollywood.  Encourage public schools to site jointly
with other community facilities, such as libraries, parks and auditoriums and work with other
community stakeholders (e.g., Business lmprovement Districts, other public/private
partnerships)."

¥ Policy LU.6.10:  Proposed language change as follows:  "Encourage the provision of Support
charter schools as an effective alternative method of delivering quality public educational
facilities as the neighborhood level."

¥ Policy LU.6.11:  Delete the following proposed policy.  Committee felt that charter schools
should not be created for the sole purpose of alleviating overcrowding:  "Encourage the location
of charter schools in the Hollywood Community Plan as a means to alleviate overcrowded
school conditions."  Add the following policy:  "Encourage partnerships between elementary



schools, middle schools and high schools to facilitate the development of shared educational
opportunities."

¥ Policy LU.6.14:  Proposed language change as follows:  "Encourage Require public school
design that buffers classrooms from negative noise and air quality sources.  Incorporate noise
mitigation measures to reduce adverse environmental impacts in compliance with California
Environmental Quality Act (CEAA) and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
Guidelines."

¥ Policy LU.6.23:  Proposed language change as follows:  "Support the school-specific
agreements with LAUSD which will enable communities to jointly use schools for recreational
purposes and community/school parks."

¥ Policy LU.6.27:  Proposed language change as follows:  "Promote the provision of security and
patrols of public parks and recreational facilities by the Los Angeles Police Department and the
Department of Recreation and Parks."


