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ERRATA Sheet 
to the 

Technical Report 
• on 

Land Use and Development Impacts 

The Southern California Rapid Transit District has reviewed the attached 
technical report and found certain differences of fact or policy. The 
appropriate corrections are made below: 

o Page r-I-8, paragraph 5. Change fourth sentence to read: Recently, 
the Crocker Bank towers have reached a FAR of nearly 13, t_he current 
l)laximum zoning density';. "While zoning genera i ly governs the Floor 
Area Ratios in most areas of the City, for the redevelopment areas 
under CRA jurisdiction., the CRA's development regulations plus 
various incentives derfvi ng from those regul ation_s govern the FAR' s. 
The FAR's permitted by underlying zoning are employed as a l)laximum 
or c_ap," 

o Page II-18, paragraph 3, last sentence, change 7840 square feet to 
7.84 million square feet- (of new c.ommercial space---) 
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_ I. INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 

REPORT OVERVIEW -

This report provides documentation for the assessment of land use_ and deve_loprne_nt 
impacts sumrnari_zed i_n Chapter HI of the Envi_ronme_ntal Impact Statement/Environ­
mental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the Southern California Rapid Transit District's 
proposed rail rapid transit project. It documents e,x_isting co_nd_itions withi_n stc:ition 
areas in grec:iter detail than the EIS/EIR, describe_s the methodology used to evaluate 
irhpacts, and provides more detailed quantitative documentation of impacts for the 
systernwide altemafive_s evaluated in the EIS, as well as for alterncitives evaluated 
and rejected as a result of the Hollywood an_d North Hollywood Special Alternatives 
Ancilyses. 

The basic premise of this analysis is that the presence of a heavy rai_l transjt stafion 
will promote development around that station and that such development is generally 
desirable. Experience_ in 0th.er cities indicates that induced development does occur, 
though to varying degrees. The city of Toronto has experienced substantial develo~ 
ment around heavy rail stations which con be attributed to the_i_r pr~ence, while 
little or no d«=;velopment has occu_rred to d¢e i_n th_e areas around BART static;,ns in 
the Son Francisco Bay A~eo. Development around stations is considered desirable, cis 
documented in the SCRTD Milestone 6 Repor-t: Land Use and Development, for o 
number of reoson,s. 

• It reduces dependence on a single transportation mode (i.e., the automc:>b_ile) and 
permits a choice among mode_s. 

• It reinforces the "Centers Concept", basic to land use planning in the Los Ange­
les region, which calls for the concentration of development at a series of 
centers interconnected by a rapid transit system. 

• By attracting development to the existing urban core cirea, it reduces the rate at 
which outlying cireas cire converted from agricultural or other open space use to 
urban use and reduces the cost of providing infrastructure (i.e., freeways, roads, 
utilities, and_ sewage) to serve the new development. 

The extent to which development will occur around stations is influenced by a varie­
ty of factors. The availability of land designated for high density residential and 
commercial use that is currently underutilized and the desirability of the area from 
the perspective -of the development community are fundOJTienta_l variabl~_. T_he 
availabi_lity of land for developrnent is determ_in!'Q by its zon_i_ng and community plan 
designation and by current uses. T_he desirability of the area for development is 
ir,fluenced by a more complex set of factors including current development trends, 
the character of the s·urrounding community, accessibility by automobile, cost of 
land,-size of parcels, and ease of land assemblage. 

The assessment of land use impacts must evaluate the potential for development 
both with no project and with construction of the Metro Rail Project, as well as the 
suitabil_ity of the areas around stqtions for such_ development. Two Metro Rail Pro-

. ject alternatives are evaluated: the Locally Preferred Alternative which would run 
18.6 miles from Union Station to Lankershim and Chandler in North Hollywood and 
the Minimum Operable Segment wh_ich would run 8.8 miles from Union Station to 
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Fa_irfax Avenu¢ and B_everly Boulevard. The two alternatives are descri_be_d in deta\l 
in the EIS/EIR .. ·Two levels of d~velopm.ent. with the Metro Ra_il Project are identi­
fied and evaluated: fi_rst, (he level of development that would li_L<ely occur under the 

• existing- mc:irket conditions with_ no direct inter.verition by SCRTD _ .qr. go~_rnmental 
• agencies ·to promote joint d~velopment, and see?nd, that wh_ic:;~ coul_d be absorbed by 

the market given a concerted effort on the pa.rt of the SCRTD and/or local goverii­
m~t ·to p_rom:Ote development. The .second level of development as_sumes th.at 
SCRTD or lo_cal governments actively implement th~ir goa_l of focusing develppment 
around station locations. Throughout thi_s report the first level of development is 
t~rr:n_ed "Metro Rai°I" and the second '-'-With Incentives." 

For the purpose of 'impact assessment a timefran:ie o·f 20 years (January 1980 to 
January 200Q) h~ been estob.li_shed. Assuming funding is obtained and construction 
of Metro Rail ~mmences in 1984, development during the first four years of the 20-
·ye~ period would be unaffected by Metro Rail _and wou_ld ·tt,erefore be identiea~ 
under the No Project and Metr9 Rail Project conditions. Development during the. six 
years of ~nstructi_on and t~e ten years of operation would reflect the influence of 
Metro Roi.l's pres~ce~ 

Residential development projections for pl9"ning ar~ and ind.ividuql station areas in 
the Region~f Cor~ were based on grow.th projections developed by the Southern 
Californ_ia AS$0ciatfon c:,f Governments (SCAG). The No Project A_lterngt~ve grow~h 
_leyels were based on SCAG-82A, a growth projection which qssumes tha:t the vast 
majorit-y of population and housing_ growt~ wi_ll be d.ispersed throughout outlying 
areas, with _l_in".IJted growth in the Regional Core. 

The res_identjaJ growth leveJs for the Locally Preferred Alterna:tive and its Aerial 
Option correspond to SCAG-8.~, wh_ich ass.u.111~ a concentration of new growth 
within the RegionaJ Cor~. The adoptj_on by SCAG· of a 1,a2 growth projection rough­
ly eq1Jiv~le_rit to SCAG-82A suggests that the SCAG-82B projection may~ too high 
for the Regional Core as a whole. Ho~, it is a ~le projection of popula­
tion growth within stati~. creqs ~• devel~t would cxiiacentrate. For pur­
poses of •mpac~- qssessroent, it is appropriate to think of the SCAG-826 p~jecti"'5 
for the entire Regional Core not as growtta ~ would ~ directly induced by the 
Metro Rail Projec;t but as an lntensifi-ion of recent tra Ids independent of 1he 
Metro Rail Proj~ and Gil expression of the policies of the Centers Concept, which 
~ly ~Id riot be accommodated without a rap(d rail ·transi_t system in the 
Regional Core. 

For the Minhi'.\_µrTI Ope_rable ~egmffflt, the growth projections for the CBD, W~tlake, 
and Wilshir~ Plan_r_,_i_ng A_reas and for the Union Station through .Fairfax/Beverly 
Stati~ are"as are the same as the Locally Preferred Altemative (SCAG-82B). Pro­
jected de_velopm.,,t in the balance of the Regional Core ·fo_r th_i_s alternative i_s the 
same as the No Project Alternative and is based on SCAG-82A. 

un·ger both SCAG-82A cind S.CAG--828 forecasts, new residential uni'ts in the Region­
al Core are expected t·o be accompanied by a slight increase in the number of ~rso"' 
per household ·in both i:,ew and exi~ti_ng U!'lits. l_n some areas, four or five people will 
be. added for· every additional dwelling unit. 

Commercial growth proje~tio~ we.re deveJopeq ln a real estate market absorption 
~tudy· prepar~d by Peat Mar~ick Mitchell & Co. and Sedway/Cooke. The market 
~tudy iden_ti_fied commerci_al absorption potential for the period from l 98Q to 2000 
for three scenarios: I) assuming the Metro RaU Project i_s nc;,t constructed, 2) assum-
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ing that the. Locally Preferred Alternative or Minimum Operable Segment is con­
structe·d, and 3) assuming that SCRTb c:ind other local agencies actively promote 
joint development around stations. Six categories of development were considere:d: 
major office, community office, hotel, ernp_loyee-serving retail, regional retail, and 
community retail. The projectic,ns refle~t projects under construction or completed 
from January 1980 to Janua:ty 1983, as well as market absorption for January I, 1983 
to J.anuary I, 2000, based on historic growth rates, recent developm~nt trends, and 
info"tmc:ition from local developers and brokers. The figures for retail development 
were based on population growth projected for each alternative (SCAG-82A and 
-828). 

On.ly the No Project growth projections for office spoce are directly derived from 
the market study. The "With Project" office spoce prc;,jections are illustrative of the 
increa,se in deve_lop_ment that could occur given experiences in o.ther cities with fixed 
rail systems and constraints On the local market. Actual additional development i_n 
conjunction with the Metro Rail Project may be substantially higher or lower depend­
ing on actual population growth and the extent to wh_ich local agencies actively 
promote joint development. 

The projected growth under each alternative is assessed for its consistency with lgnd 
use plans and policies and whether it can be accommodated i_n station areas witho_ut 
adversely impacting the surrounding community. Consistency with land use plans and 
polic;:ies is QS.Sessecl at two geograph_ic scales: regionwide c:ind station areas. Accoma. 
modatiO:n of growth is evaluated only for the.station areas. Consistency of projected 
growth with land use plans and policies is evaluatec! at the regional scale by four 
measures which correspond to the follc;,wing key objectives of the city's General 
Plan: to concentrate development at designated growth centers along the Metro Rail 
route; to concentrate development at designated centers in oth~ areas of the Reg­
ional Core (these first two measures are in a~co.rdance with. th.e Centers Concept); to 
revitgljze e~nomicaUy stagnant or declining a:teas; and t0 provide additional com-­
merdal services and employment· near established concentrations of population. At 
the station area level, consistency is evaluated by the above measures as well_ c:is by 
the e,c:tent to which new d_evelopment i_mplem.ents applicable Com·munity Plans, 
Spe:dfic Plans, and/Or redevelopment plans. Accommodation of projected growth 
within station areas an·d potential adverse irrtpocts are evaluated at the station area 
leve(t,y six measures which correspond to basic planning objectives in these areas .. 

METHODOLOGY 

The methodology used to assess the impocts of Metro Rciil construction and operation 
on land use and on development follows six steps: define market/planning areas, 
define station area boundaries, collect lan_d use dc:ita, define areas susceptible to 
reinvestment, project commercial and residential growth, and evaluate projected 
deve_lopment's q>nsistency with land use policies and its potential adverse impacts. 

I. DefinePlanning.Areas and Market Areas 

Th_e First Tier E_lS/ElR established a 55-square mile study area which was referred to 
(IS the Regional Core. Within this a:te~ to be directly served by the Metro Rail 
Project, two out of every ten Los Angeles resid_ent~ live and four out of every ten 
work. It is the financial, retail, cultura_l, and entertainment center of Southern 
California. 



The Regional Core defined in the First Tier EIS/EIR has been modified for this study 
to -·Include additional areas that may exper_ience indirect i.mpacfs and to exclude 
areas that are not li_k~ly to be affected. There are three major areas of change. 
First, _the pe>tential circulation and access issues in North Hollywood suggest~d • 
induding additional lands to the west toward Coldwater Canyon Boulevard qnd to the 
east 'into Burbank. Second, I.ands south of the Santa MO:nica Freeway have been 
~xclutjed becaus:e i_mpacts beyo"iid this physical barrier are expected to be 
in·sigl"!_ificqnt. Third, the Central City North Community Planning Area has been 
added. The revised Regional Core, covering 76 square miles, is illustrated in 
Appenqix A. A complete list of the c;ensus tracts and traffic analysis .zones 
comprising the Regional Co_re is also found in Appendix A. 

For the purposes of assessing <JJI categorie~ of i,mpa¢ts, the Regional Core has be:e:n 
subdivided into "planning ar~" which correspond as closely as possible to communi­
ty P,lan11ing areas defined by the City of • Los Angeles Department of Planning 
(LADOP). 

Community planning areas have been defined principolly to consider some of the 
more aggregated impacts of the transit improvements. These impocts extend beyond 
the station area and may incll!(ie comm.un_ity cohesion and changes in accessibility to 
major· commun_ity-servi_ng fa:ci!ities. With respect to land use and development, the 
cc,m_munity planning areas define the areas which will be served by the Metro R.ail 
Project and whose development patterns may, consequently, be affected by the 
system. 

Th~ Ci~y of L~s Angeles is divided ·into 36 planning areas. The planning areas lying 
fully or predominantly within the Regional Core include Central City North, Central 
City, Westlake, Wilshire, Ho,llywood, Sherr,:,an Oaks/Studio City, and North Holly­
wood. In add_ition, ~rtions of the county 01/est Hollywood and, Universal City) and 
Bevt?_rly Hills lie within the study area. Appendix A illustrates the boundaries of each 
plan·ning area and includes a list of census tract~ and TrCJ,ffic An·alysi_s Zones, along 
with the land area and 1980 population in e_och pianning area. Some census tracts 
lyi_ng within the Regional Core are outside the defined community planning areas. In 
this report, reference to a particular planning area will ,i_n~lude the censt.1s tracts 
comprising the planning area as well as th~ adjacent tracts that lie within the Reg­
ional Core (see Appendix A). 

Mari<et areas as pe"tceived by the real estate and development community i_n Los 
Angeles do not correspond precisely-with these plan.ning areas nor do they have eQSily 
'identifiable boundaries_ •. In ad~ition, market area boundaries vary with the type of 
qeveJc;,pment being c;o_nsidered. Market cireas for major office development in the 
R_egional C.ore are the Central Business District (CBD), Mid Wilshire, MJrac.l.e M.ile, 
HoUywood, and Universal City along the Metro Rail li.ne as w~I_I as the Olympic 
corridor to the south of Wilshire and West Hollywood and Be~rly Hills to the west of 
Fairfax. Market abso_rption projection·s for major office spoce have been reaggregat-­
ed to correspond as closely as possible to the community planning areas~ 

2. Define Station.Area Boundaries 

Geqgrapli_ic i•sta:tion area" boundaries have been established to define the area likely 
to be_ directly impacted by the presence of a Metro Rail station. The minimum 
criterion for establishing station area boundaries is that th~y encompass an areq at 
least one quarter mile radius from station entrances. This djstance correspon·ds to a 
wa.lking ti,:ne of Jess than ten minutes to a station entranc~a .walk the majority of 
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- the people are willing to make far access ta a fixed rail transit station. Recent 
experience indicates that peaple are willing ta walk further--up ta one half '11ile-ta 
access a heavy rail system. Thus, in an area withi.n a radi_us af ane-quarter ta one­
half mile (1,320 to 2,6'>0 feet) of a station, development is likely to concentrate in 
di.rect response to the accessibility to a fixed rail regional-serving transit system. 

Station area boundaries have been expanded along major corri.d_ors where, because of 
existing land use cha_racteristics and zoning, development •.vould likely extend beyond 
one-quarter mile. Station area boundaries are cin the average 1,500 feet to 2,000 
feet from the station and generally correspond to the Specific Plan boundaries 
defined by the City of Lo,s A_ngeles Department of Planning (LADOP). F.igures • 1-1 
through 1-18 identify stdtiori areas on the Locally Preferred Alternative and Mini­
mum Operable Segment. Figures 1-19 through 1-21 identify sta_tion areas ~nsidered 
in the Special Alternatives Analysis. Figures 1-24 and 1-23 id_~ntify station area 
boundaries far altern_ative station lo.cations analyzed in Milestones 3 arid 4. 

3. Collect Land Use D.ata 

Existing conditions relevant to development potential and changes in Ja·nd ·use were 
c_haracterized and mapped at a single scale ( I inch = 200 feet) on a series of over­
lays. The fallowing information was collected and mapped: existing land use, cur­
rent zoning, current community pion designations, parceJ boundaries, the assessed 
valuation of land and existing improvenients; the ratio of the assessed valuation of 
improvements td the assessed valuation of the land, and common ownership of 
contiguous parcels. Existing land use was derived from an update of Sanbo_me mops 
based on field surveys by LADOP. L_and use data were mopped .i.n two farms: a 
detailed, parcel-by-parcel record of the use by two-digit assessor's- land use code, 
nu·mber of stories and, far residential uses, number of units and density per net acre; 
and a summary, color-coded version, in which land uses were aggreg<l:ted into ten 
categories. Community plan cmd zoning designations obtained from LADOP ·Nere 
mapped on a single overlay. Community plan designations were consolidated into 
categories cofresporiding to the ten land use categories. Parcel data were 
transferred from the Assessor's Map Books to another overlay. 

4. Define Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment •. 

The nex_t step was to assess the s,uscept_i_bility of parcels within the station are.as to 
reinvestment and determin·e the development capacity of those parcels based on the 
data collected in step thfoe. Development can take three farms: I) removal of the 
structures that represent an underutilization. of the site and construction of a more 
intensive project, 2) renovation of the structures if they are historically or architec­
turally significant and they repr~ent on intensity of use relatively consistent ·.vith 
the probable intensity of n_ew development, or 3) a combination of the above. 

Assessed valuation data were used to evaluate. the susceptibility of commercially 
zoned parcels to reinvestment. For a new commercial development project, the 
value of the improvement is ·typically three to five times the value of the lcind. In 
Los Angeles where there is an abundance of underutilized land, older projects are not 
likely to be considered far reinvestment until the assessed valuation of the i_mprove­
ment i_s les.s than the asses.sed valuation of the land. A commercial parcel was C:O:n­
sidered to be susceptible to reinvestment if the ratio of the assessed valuation of the 
existing improvement to that of the land--the "land utilization ratio"--were le$S than 
one. Parking lots whch provide patron or employee pqrk_ing far a specific facility 
...,ere excluded; public commercial parking lots Were included. 
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Parcels for which the ldrid utilization ratio was less than one were categorized into_ 
four groups and mapped an the parcelization overlay. The categories represent a 
range of land utilization ratios: 0 to 0.1 which represents primarily vacan_t lots a_nd 
surface pa_rking; 0.1 I to 0.25 which js typified by minimal improvements having a lot-· 
coverage of less than IO percent·; 0.26 to 0.50 represented by older, one-cstory struc­
tures having a lot coverage of less than 25 percent; and 0.5 I to 1.00 represented by 
older, one- to two-story structures with variable lot coverage. 

A commercial parcel was considered susceptible to reinvestment if all the following 
criteria were met: 

• The parcel was zoned for commercial use; 

• The assessed value of the existing improvement was less than the a·ssessed value 
of the land--typically a vacant parcel, .surface parking lot, or an older, poorly 
maintained low-rise structure on a parcel zoned for substantially more l_ntensive 
development; and 

• The parcel could be .combined with contiguous parcels into a development site 
comparable in size to sites recently developed in the area_. 

A residential parcel was identified as susceptible to reinvestment if all of the follow­
ing criteria were met: 

• The parcel was zoned for multifamily use-R:3, R4, or RS; 

• The parcel was currently occupied by a single family house if zoned RJ and by a 
duplex or single family house if zoned R4 or RS; and 

• The block in which the parcel was located already contained dt least one multi-
family complex. 

The capacity of eac_h parcel to accommodate new developmenf was calculated for 
two levels of development: I) the theoretical capacity permitted by zoning and 
measured by the floor area ratio (FAR) for commercial develc,pment, and square feet 
of parcel a_rea per unit for resigentiaJ development; and 2) _the probable level of 
development given the mix of uses anticipated (see step five), required parking, a_nd 
the typical height and bulk of structures for thc,se uses in each spedfic station area. 

5. Project.Commercial and.Residential Growth 

Next, com_merc_ial an_d residential develc,pment dnd_population growth were projected 
for planning areas and station areas. C_orrimercial growth projections were deril,ed 
from a market study of six categories of development prepared by Peat Marwick 
Mitchell & Co. and Sedway/Cooke. The categories of development are discussed 
below. 

Office Space. Major office space. is defined as office space which would_ attract 
employee_i; and clients fron, throughout the Sollthern California region. In the CBD, 
Mid-Wilsh_ire, and M}rade Mile ar_eas majc,r office space will be housed in mid-rise (8 
to 12. stories) to high rise (over 12 stories) structures. In the other market areas it is 
expected to be accommodated in a mix of primarily mid-rise structures and ga_rden 
office complexes (3 to 5 stories). 
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Community-serving office spec¢ is occupied by doctors, lawyers, real estate agen­
Cies, loc.al branches of financial institutions and insurance companies· and o'th~r -­
professional offices that serve a localized qrea. These activities a-re typically_locat-
ed in garden offices. • 

Absorption rates for mcijor office space and community s_erving office space were 
established for six market 9reas--the Central Business District (CBD), Westlake, 
Mid-Wnshire, Miracle Mile, Hollywood, and the Studio City/Universe.I City/North 
Hollywood area-based on historic trends, re·cent d_evelopment activity, and develop­
ers' and brokers' assessme_nts of future development patterns. These growth rates 
were used to represent the No Project Alternative. Based on the experience of other 
cities in which fixed heavy rail systems have been bui.lt and o_n input from developers 
and brokers, abso_rption rat~s fc>r the Locally Prefer-red Alternative. and the Minimum 
Operable Segment were establist::u~d for the same market areas. Development was 
al located to growth ceriters withi_n each market area using the same information 
sources. 

The analysis on which market absorption projections for office space is based is 
documente~ in Sec:tiO!n JII. As indicated previously, only the projections for the No 
Project Alt~rn·ative are derived from the market study prepared by Peat Marwick 
Mitchel I & Company (PMM&Co.). The "With Project'' projections are ilfustrcitive of 
the increa_se in development that could occur with the· operation of the Metro Ran 
Project. They are based on experiences in other cities with fixed rail systems and 
take irito consideration the constraints imposed on d~velopment by anticipated local 
market conditions. 

Retail Space. Employee-serving r·etail space added was estimated us_ing a ratio of 
50,000 square feet of retail space per 1,000,000 feet of office space. In high-rise or 
mid-rise .structures the ground floor is typica_lly devoted to employee-serving retail 
use. 

Regional and community-serving retail space projections were derived from the 
SCAG-82A cmd -828 popuJation growth projections which represent the "No Project" 
and "With Project" alterhatives, respectively. Community-serving r~tail includes 
stores and services that would be found in "neighporhood centers" and "commvnity 
centers'-' as defined by the Urban Land Institute (ULI) in Dollars & Cents of Shopping 
Centers. However, it ·is not assumed that the retail facilities would be spatially 
organized only as "shopping centers" as defined by the ULI, i.e., as establishments 
developed, owned, and managed as a unit. Neighborhood facilities would provide for 
the .sale of convenience goods such 0$ food, drugs and sundries, cind personal services, 
such as laundry, dry clean_ing, qnd shoe repair, to meet the day-to-day living needs of 
the immediate neighborhood. Community fatHitie:s would provide a wider range of 
establishments selling soft lines (w~ar_i_ng apparel) an_d hard _lines (hardware and 
appliances). Community shopping facilities do not incl.ude full-line department 
stores but may include strong specialty stores. 

Regional-serving retail facil_it_it!!_S provide for the sale of general merchandise, appar­
el, furniture, and home furnishings in great variety as well as a range of services and 
r·ecreational facilities. In toda'y's market, regional-serving retaj_l estc;iblist:iments wi"ll 
most likely be organized as a shopping center around one or two full-line depa"ttment 
stores. However, beC:a"t-!s:e of the concentration of development and the location of 
existing free-standing full-line department stores in the CBO and on Wilshire, some 
independent r:egional--serving retail esta_blishm~nJs can be expe_cted to lo~ate in these 
areas along with single-unit regiona_l -shopping c:en_ters. Such single-uriit regional 
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• centers :nay range in size fra:i, I 00,000 square feet to more than 1,000,000 square 
foet of gross leasable area. The Broadway shopping center in the Seventh/Flower 
Station area t),pifies a small regional center with a single major department store as 
an anchor. Most regional cen.ters in the the Los Angeles area include twci or Ih:ee 
major department stores and up to six i_r, some cases. 

The following methodology was used to estimate retail floor area added on the 
Regional Core: 

• Population change for the period 1980 to 2000 for each planning area and each 
station area was determined as described subsequently in this chapter,· • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Assumptions regarding "service areas" of businesses within station areas were 
established. It was assumed that new community-serving retail space within a 
station area would serve only the population added within that same staticm 
area. Ne•,;, population outside the station area was assume.d to be served by 
existing and rew ousinesse·s within shopping citeds outside the station area. 

In contrast, it was assumed that new regional-serving retail spa_ce with,i,n station 
areas would serve a suostantI.al percentage of the new population in the entire 
Regional Core, as well as some population added outside the Regional Core. 
This is because new population is supported by the Metro Rail Project and 
because station areas correspond to multipurpose centers that currently exist 
and are designated by the city a_nd county Centers Concept. 

The No Project distribution of regional~serving retail space- reflects currently 
planned projects and recent trends. The change in distribution with Metro Rail 
reflects th~ c;:,oncen:tration of population and th_e projected distribution of ri.ders 
alo.ng the Metro Rail line.. T,he chpnge with i_ncentives as·sumes a concerted 
effort on the part of SCRTD and local agencies. to promote regional-serving 
retail development .. Table 111-7 lists the percentage of taxable expenditures at 
regional retail facilities by new Regional Core residents that is assumed to be 
captured by each station a_rea. 

Total taxable retail sales figures for the City of Los Angeles for 1977 were 
divided by the city's population in that year to obtain an estimate of per capita 
taxable. retail spending. Pe.r capita spending by planning area was as follows·: 

Central City North 
Central City 
Westlake 
Wilshire 
Hollywood 
Studio City/Universal City 
North Hollywood 
Total Regional Core 

1
3,266 
2,005 
2,005 

1
3,299 

· 3,252 
6,125 

$3,983 
$3,266 

Per capita tai(able retail spending was multiplied by the change in population for 
each planning area and each station area to generate the added increment of 
taxable retail spending for the year 2000. 

Capture rates were estimated to account for spending by new population at 
existing businesses. These capture rates were based on an evaluation of the 
current effectiveness of l:lusi_n:esses in station areas in capturing their potential 
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share uf the T1arket and on the ex:isting amount of retail space in station areas~ 
It was ,Jssu:ned t!.at existing businesses could absorb 60 percent of the additio,10_!_ 
retail sales in the i'~o Project Alternative, 50 percent with Metro Rail, and 40 
percent with· joint devel~pment. • Conver·s~ly, new b_usinesses would absorb 40 
percent of the additional sa_les in the No Project Alternative, 50 percent with 
Metro Rail, and 60. percent with joint development. These values were multi­
plied by the added increment of taxable retail spending for the year 2000 to 
obtain the added increment exp·ended at new businesses. 

• Using the 1.-977 taxable retail sales figures, a percentage of total retail sales for 
each Board of Equalization retail category was ca_lculdted. The percentage for 
each category was then subdivided to reflect the distribution between regional 
and community ser·vir,g retail sales (Urban Land Institute, Dollars and Cents of 
Shpppi_ng Centers). The results are shown in Table 1-1. 

• The added increment of taxable spend_ing aJ n_eW bu_s_i_ness:es in the year 200_0 was 
inr;ltiplied by the percent of spending in each reta_il category to obtain retail 
.sales in each category. This calculation was performed fO:r each station area for 
community-~rving re:tail and for station areas grouped by planning areas for 
regional-serving retail_. 

• Far each station area or group of station areas, retail sales in each category 
were converted into square feet of retdil floor area by first dividing the sales by 
the average sales per store (Board of Equalization) an·ct th_en multiplying the 
results by the median store size in ea·ch category (Urbo·n Land Institute). Aver­
age sales per store for i977 and square feet per store ore shown in Table t..:2. 

For regiqnal-serving shopping centers, square footage values for the grou~ of station 
are:as within each planning area were distribyted among stations in the: form of 
regional shopping center units ranging fro:n:i 200,000 square feet to 400,00.0 square 
feet. • 

Residential Develo·pment. Residential development projections for plann:ing areas 
and individual station areas in the Regional Core were ba:Sed on two sets of growth 
projections developed by SCAG. Preliminary SCAG projections were developed as a 
means of exploring regional land use policies-both projections represent the same 
rate of growth for the Southern California region as a whole; however, they repre­
sent two differenJ approaches to the distribution of that growth. The No Project 
Alternative growth levels were based on SCAG-82A, a ·growth projection which 
assum_e·s that the vast majority of population and housing g~owth will be dispersed 
throughout outlying areas, with limited growth in the Regional Core. 

The_ residential growth levels for the LocCl_lly Preferred Alte·rnative cmd its Aerial 
Option correspond to SCAG~82B, which assumes a cancentrotion of new growth 
within the Regional Core. Fe>r the Minimum Operable Segment, the growth projec­
t.ions for the CBD, Westlake, and Wilshire planning areas and for the Union Station 
through Fairfax/Beverly Station areas ore the same as for the Locally Preferred 
Alternative (SCAG-828). Projected develop_ment. in the b_alance of the Regional Core 
for· th_i_s alte_rr\ative is the same as for the No Project Alternative and is based on 
SCAG-82A. 
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TABLE 1~1 

PERCENTAG_E DISTRISUT!Of'J OF R_ETAIL SAL.ES BY CATEGORY 

Retail Category Community Regional. Totai 

Apparel 1.60 4.SO 6.40 
Drug 2.16 .24 2.40 
Food 8.01 .89 8.90 
Liquor 2.25 .25 2.'50 
Eating/[?rink,ing 6.95 6.95 13.90 
Servi~e Station 1t·15 4.05 16.20 
General Merchandise 0 12.00 12.00 
Home Furnishings 0 4.60 4.60 
Building Supplies 0 s~oo 5.00 
Auto Dealer/Service 0 12.30 12.30 
Other Retail 7.90 7.90 LS.SO -
Total_s 41.02 58.98 10.0.00 

Source: California State B_oard of Equalization, 1977. 

TABl,,._E 1_-2 

MEDIAN STORE SIZE BY RETAIL CATEGORY 

Retai I Category 

App9rel 
Drug 
Food 
Uqu·or . _ 
Eating/Drinking 
Service Station 
General Merchandise 
Home Furnishings 
Building Supp.lies 
Auto Dealer/Service 
Other Retail 

1977 Average Taxable 
Sales Per Store ($) 

l~?,~09 
~96,96~ 
311,100 
26P~9~0 
160,700 
534~935 

L,605,818 
198,700 
594 822 .... -'•-· ·-

1,061,860 
91,866 

Median Sqyare 
Feet Per Store 

2,700 
5,600 
8,300 
2,400 
3,000 
1,750 

29,000 
2,000 
4,6,00 
7,300 

650 

Source: Urban Land Institute, Dollars and Cents of Shoppi_ng Centers, 19-81. 
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SCAG-82.4 and -82B disaggregate regional population and housing growth to 1raffic 
Analysis Zones (TAZ) and to Regional Statistical Areos (RSA). Each T A.Z represents 
from one to five Census Tra~ts depending on traffic levels. ~ach RSA represents an 
aggregation .of TAZs. • There are ~5 fsSA_s \Yithin the Southern .California reg\on and . 
21 within Los Angele.s County. The Regional Core lies primarily within portions of 
th_ree R-SAs. SCAG-82B projections do not reflect a concentrntion of development 
and population growth within station areas because the location of Metro Rail sta­
tions was not factored into the model. 

-Subsequent to publication of the SCAG-82A and -82B projetti~n~, SC.AG_ adopte_d its 
formal growth p_olicy and projections, disaggregated to the R-SA level. At that level 
the projections correspond mo:re closely v..iith SCAG-82A projections than with 
SCAG-828. Wh~n tb_e _im·pact assessment for the Metro Rail Project wqs perfo,rmed, 
the adopted SCAG 1982 projection had not been disaggregaJed to the TAZ level. The 
adopted SCAG projections o:ssume an improv~ment in public transit within the Reg­
ional Core comparable to Metro Rail (personal communication, Dennis Macheski, 
SCAG_). This suggests ~hat from SCAG's p_er"~ipective use of SCAG-82B to represent 
growth with Metro Rail overestimates the influence of Metro Rail on patterns of 
4_~yelopnient and population location. Hc,wever, it m:ay be argued that while SCAG-
828 overestimates potential growth in the R_~gional Core as a whole, it probably 
represents a reasonable level of growth for the areas around stations and can be 
interpreted as a worst case projection for the Regional Core as a whole for the 
target year of 2000. 

As was mentioned earlier, the p_relim_in·ary SCAG projections were disaggregated to 
the T AZ level. For the EIS assessment of land use and development impacts it was 
necessary to establish growth projections for the stati_on qreas. Each station area is 
comprised of portions of several TA?§, typically four p__r five. In order to establish 
station area projections based on SCAG-82A and -82B p"rojections, the following 
methodology w·as employed for each station area. 

• A list of all TAZs partially or comp_l_etely withi_n the statio"n area was compiled. 
The geographic area represented by t_h~se TAZs is always substantially larger 
than the station qrea itself. 

• A fist of afl 1980 Census Tracts which correspond to those TA_Zs was compiled. 

• SCAG-82A and -82B population ahd dwelling unit projections for the year 2000 
as well as the-1980 base values used by SCAG were identified for each TAZ~ 

• 1980 Census population and dwel_ling unit c;:ounts f9r the Census Tracts which 
correspond to each T AZ were id~tified. (Note: SCAG did not use 1980 Census 
counts as its ba~e f~r its -82A and -828 projections since the 1980 Census count 
was not yet ava_i_la_ble when those projections were made.) 

• The percent change in population and dwelHng units between the SCAG 1980 
base and SCAG-82A and between the SCAG 1980 base and the SCAG--82B were 
calculated. These pe.rce_nt chqnges were appli-ed to the 1980 Census values that 
correspond to eqch T AZ to obtain projections for the year 2000 based on the 
I 980 Census count. 

• The change in p9pulation and dwelli"ng units based on 1.980 Census for each set of 
TAZs withir.i wh_ich th_e station area Ls lo.cated were calculated. The ratio of the 
change i.n pop:ulation to the change in dwelling units wQS calculated. 
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• • A count:·of the ·1980 dwejling units in the station areo wos derived from the land 
. use survey conducted by the LADOP in 1982. Mojor projects completed in the 
•· I ost three years (J 980-1 982) were exc I uded. 

• The rotio of 1980 dwelling units within the stotion oreo to 1980 dwelling units 
within the station oreo's T AZs wos colculated. It was ossurned that new dwe_Uing 
units would be odded in the some proportion. For example, if in 1980 dwelling 
units in the stotion area represented 20 percent of the dwe.Iling units in the 
static,n oreo TAZs, then it was ossumed toot 20 perce·nt of the dwelling u·nits 
odded to the stofion oreo TA Zs between 1980 and 2000 would be located in the 
stotion oreo. 

• Populotion odded to the stotic,n orea was determined by applying the ratio of 
change in population to change in dwelling units to the number of dwelling units 
added for the larger area. For example, if four people were added for every 
dwelling unit added in the larger area, then it was assumed that four people 
would be aqded for every dv;.elling unit added within the station area. 

LJ.nder both SCAG-82A and SCAG-82B forecasts, the additional dwelling units in the 
Regional Core are expected to be accompanied by an increase in the numbe.r of 
persons per household i.n bot.h n.e:w and e,cistjng uniJs. In some areas, four or five 
people will be added for every additic,na.l dwelling unit. 

6. Evaluate Pro·ected Develo ment's Consistenc with Land Use Policies .a:-id 
Potent,a Adverse mpacts 

The projected growth under each systemwide alternative was then assessed for its 
Consisteney with land use plans and· policies and its potential adverse impacts on the 
surrounding community. Consistency with land use plans and policies was assessed 
fo.r the regic,n. as a whole, and for station are.as. At the regional scale consistency 
was evaluated u.sing four meas1.ires which correspond to key objectives of the city's 
General Plan: to concentrate development at designated growth centers in the 
Regional Core in accordance with the CenJe.rs Concept; to revitalize economically 
stagnant or declining areas; and to provide addhional commercial services and 
employment near established concentrations of population. At the station area, 
consistency was evaluated by the qbove me.asures as we.I.I as by the extent to. whi.ch 
new development implements applicable Community Plans, Specific Plans, and/or 
redevelopment P.lans. The assessment of potential adverse impacts of development 
on the s1.irrounding community focuses on the station areas only. This impact is 
evaluated by six measures which correspond to basic planning objectives in these 
areas. 
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II. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

This section describes existing conditions ·,relevant to the as:sessment of· impacts. 
Emphasizing conditions in station areas, it focuses on existing land use, intensity of 
development and economic activity, rel_ev9nt land use p_lans and policies ·including 
community plan and zoni,ng designations, qnd the capacity for new development in 
each stati_on_ a:rea. Further background infofmatio11 on land use, population growth 
and economic development trends, and property valuation for the community plan 
areas is presented in the -SCRTD Technical Report on Exi_sting Conditions-Regfon:al 
and Community Setting ( 1982). 

LAND U_SE AND DEVELOPMENT 

The Southern Califotnia Region and Regional Core 

The majority of t~e Southern Califo-rnia region, which cxi:nsists of Imperial, Los 
Angeles, Orcilige, Rive·rside, San Bernardino, cind Ventura Counties, is undeveloped. 
The U.S. Census-defined Los Angeles Urbanized Area-,-which includes central and 
southern Los Angeles County, much of Orange C~u_n,y, th:e San Gabriel Valley, and 
several other· po·ckets of deve_lopment-acco',Jnts for 1,827 $qua_re mi.le$, or le:ss than 
five percent of the region's 3.8,500 square. miles. Approximately 11 .• 6 million people 
resided in the region in 1980, of whom 9.5 million, or 82 percent, resid_ed in ·the Los 
Angeles Urbanized Area. 

The Regional Cote encompasses· about 76 :square miles, equivalent to four percent of 
the Urbanized Area and 0.2 percent of the Southern California region, and contains 
837,000 peopl~, equivalent to nine percent of the Urbanized Area's population and 
seven percent of the Southern California region's. Table ll'-1 compares the intensi­
ties of residential development in the Southern Cali_fornia region, the t..os Angeles 
Urbaniz_ed Are~, and the Regi_ona_l Cor:e. D~nsity in th_e Reg(onql Core is more than 
double that of t!i.e Urban_iied Area. Population in the· region. has increased consis­
t_el"ltly. In tbe· R~giO:nal ~c:>re, however, population declined by six percent between 
1950 and 1970. In the 1970s the Regional Core experienced a reversal of this trend 
with a 17 percent increase in popt1lafion, greater than th_e ra,e exper_i~nced by the 
region as a whole. 

TABLE I.I-I 

POPULATION AN:D PQPULA TION CROWTH fN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

1980 Pop. 
Density 

Pop. Growth Land Area 1980 Pop. (pers~ns/ 
(sg. mi.) ( thousands) sg. mi.) 1950-70 1970~80 

Southern California 
Region 38,500 11,600 300 +IOI~ +15% 

L~s Angele_s 
Urbanized A_re_a 1,827 9,500 5,200 +13% 

Regional Core 76 833 11,000 -6% +17% 

Source: United States Census Bureau 1970 and I 980. 
11-l MTA LIBRAJii'1' ,. ' 



Commer::ial development •'.lCt_ivity within the Urbanizeq A_rea and RegiQnal Core can 
~e compared in terms of total high-rise.space and high--rise space added (s·ee Table 11-
2). The Regional Core c~ntaihed 85 percent of all high-rise space in the Los Angele~ 
Urbanized Area in I 960, 61 • percent in 1970, and 51 percent i_n 1980. Of the 3._8 , 
million square feet added in the Urban)zed Area between 1960 and 1970, 2.1 million, 
or 56 percent, were added in the Regional Core. Of the 3.3 million square feet added 
between 1970 and 1980, 1.2 million, or 37 percent_, were in the Regional Core. Thus, 
although the Regional Core's share of n_ew. development is declining, it still contains 
more than half of aJI the high-rise space in the Urbanized Area aiid represents the 
greatest concentration of development in the Southern Ca_lifornia region. 

TABLE ll-2 

HIGH RISE COMMERCIAL SPACE IN THE REGIONAL CORE 
(in ·thousand~ of square feet) 

Squar·e Footage 
Square Footage I Added Annually 

I 960 1970 1.980. 1960-1969 1970-1979 
CBD T,mB ~ 24,lm -1 273 829 ., 

Percent of Regional Core S-1.4% 57.8% 60.8% 60.1% 67.7% 
Percent of Urbanized Area2 43.6% 35.-5% 31.2% 33.6% 25.2% 

Westlake 685 1,531 2,072 85 54 
Percent of Regional Core 9.2% 5.3% 5.0% 4.0% 4.4% 
Percent of Urb_anized Area 7.8% 3.3% 2.6% 2.2% 1.6% 

'Nilsfiire 2;83~ 8,435 l 1,688 560 325 
Percent of Regional Core 38.0% 29.4% 28.6% 26.4% 26.6% 
Percent of Urbanized Area 32.2% IS.I% 14.7% 14.8% 9.:9% 

Hollywood 97 l,640 1,665 152 5 
Percent of R_egional Core 1.2% 5.7% 4.1% 7.2% 0.4% 
Percent of Urbanized Area 1.1% 3.5% 2.1% 4_.0% 0.2% 

Universal City/ 
North Hol_l_ywood 12 504 "616 49 I I 
Per:-cent of Regional Core 0.2% 1.8% 1.5% 2.3% 0.9% 
Percent of Urbanized Area 0 . .1% 1.1 % 0.8% 1.3% 0~3% 

Regional Core 7,470 2e,6_59 40,895 2, 11.9 1,224 
Percent of Urbanized Area 84.9% 61.4% 51.4% 56.0% 37.1% 

Urbanized Area 8,801 46,648 79,604 3,785 3,296 

Source: Wester·n Economic Research Inc., 1980 Edition, and The Russell Cornp·any. 

l Square footage estimated as of January I for e_ach year. 

2Urbanized Area= Los Angeles/Orange County Region. 
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Plannina Areas 

Table 11-3 provides.a profile of existing land I;se for the planning areas in the Region­
al Core.: The CenJral C.ity ari.d Ceritral -_C,ity hh:>rth pfann.ing areas ha-ye ·been ·co,:n­
bined as th~ C~ntra_l Busin~~s District (CBD). The Universal City and North H.ol ly­
wood planning areas have been combined to represent a single .south San Fernando 
Valley area. The majority of land in all planning areas except th~ CBD is .d~vote<;l to 
residential use. In all areas, except the CBD and Westlake, single family housing 
consumes more parcel area ~ha:n mult{fal'.Tiily housl_ng althO:ugh there are more than 
twice as many multifamily units as single family units in the Regional Core. In all 
planning areas multifamily uriits outnumber single family units. 

TABLE 11-3 

PERCENT OF PAR,CEL AREA IN GE~~L_IZED LAND USE CA,:E~_O_Rl~S.: PL_ANNING AREAS 

Tote! Public 
Porcef .II.rec Sil'.lgle Fcm_ily . M.ultifcmily Commercial ,Fc;ir;:_ilit/es/ 

P.lonninci Areas (acres) Residential Residential or Mixed Use .Industrial 01:!:n.SE!!:!ce F:>arking 

CBD 2.385 3.S 6.3 20_.1 33.2 27.0 9.6 

Westlake 1,331 15.6 40.0 2.i.8 3.1 11.8 6.7 

Wilshire 8,148 41.7 35.J 14.4 1.2 s.s 1.9 

Hollywood 14,536 3!'.J 13.1 4.3 1.6 40.8 0.9 

Universal Cit'y/ 10,593 62.3 12.S 6.7 6.; 10.0 1.6 
North Hollywood 

Regional Core 3';993 43.3 18.3 8.8 .5.2 22..J ·2.1 

All Staticn Areas 2,340 17.0 25.0 34.0 .s.o 11.0 s.o 

Source: City cf Los Angeles DeP!3f'tment of Ploiining and Sedwcy/Gooke. 

Table I 1~2 compares high-rise development activity among planning areas and in 
r~lation tc, the Regiona,1 Core as a measure of relative commercia_l development 
activity. The CBD has consistently maintained from 50 percent to 60 percent of the 
Regional Core's high-rise develop-ment although its share of the Urbanized Area's 
development hqs dropped from 44 perc~nt in 19~!) to 31 p~rcent in 191;30. lt_s average 
annua_l growth for the I 970~ dropped to 82·9,000 square feet from I ,~73,000 square 
feet in the I 960s. The Wilshire Planning Area, which combines the Mid-Wilshire and 
Miracl~ Mrle_ mar~et areas; conta_i_n~Q _ 38 ~rc¢nf of the R~gic>na_l Core's high-rise 
space i_n 1960 and 29 percent "in 198_0. __ Its average an:n·ual gtowtt, dropp:ed from 
506,000 square feet in the 1960s to 325,00.0 square feet in the 1970s. Hollywood's 
share of the Regional Core market has increased from one perc~nt in 1960 to f9ur 
percent in_ 1980 although its average annual gr9wth dropped from, 152,000 sqvare feet 
in the 1960s to 51,000 squcir·e feet in the 1970s. The south San Fernando Valley's 
share of the Regional Core market increased from 0.2% of the Regional Core in 1960 
t9 1.5% in 1980 with an aven;ige annual growth of 49~000 square feet in th~ 1960s and 
11,000 square feet i_n the ,1970$~. 

Station Areas 

Table ll-3 includes a comp:arispn of the land use mix in station areas with that of the 
Regional Core. The station areas comprise only about 6.3 percent of the par"cel area 
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in the Regionol Core, :,et represent o significont concentr::ition of comn,ercial and 
multifamily land uses rek1tive to the Regional Core as a· <vhole (26 percent of all 
commercial _area and 30 percent of all employees). While commercial land uses 
.account for 8.8 percent of 911 parcel area in the Regional Core, they represent 34· 
percent of parcel area in the station areas. Single family housing comprises 43.3 
percent of all parcel area in the Regional Core and multifamily housing comprises 
1.8.3 percent. In contrast, in the station areas, single family housing represents 17 
percent and multifa_mily housing represents 25 percent of all parcel area. While 
public facilities and open space comprise 22.3 percent of all pa_reel area in the Reg­
ional Core, they comprise only 11 percent in station areas. In summary, the stations 
are located in areas of extremely intense use within the Regional Core. 

The following discussion briefly characterizes land uses within each station area. 
Station area chciracteristics are documented in greater detail later ih this chapter 
under Stafion Area Profiles. Ta_ble 11-4 shows the current distribution of parcel area 
among general lan_d us:e categories in each station area. Table 11-5 describes the 
intensity of development in each station area in relation to planning areas and the 
Regional Core, measured by square footage and employees for commercial develop­
ment and by dwelling units qnd population for residential development. 

CBD Station Areas. In the CBD .station areas the predominant land us_e is regional 
commercicil, except in the Union Station area, where 80 percent of the lcind is used 
for industrial purposes. The U_nion Statio_n site, ovined by Southern Pacific Railroad, 
and the Termin:al Annex Post Office site occupy 50 percent of the station area. All 
downtown station areas contain a substantial amount of land that is either vacant or 
used for c_c,mmercial surface parking not directly serving any pa_rticular facility. Of 
the total 85.5 million square feet of commercial floor area and 285,000 employees ih 
the 4,000-acre CBD Planni_ng Area, 38.9 million square feet and 125,000 employees 
are located in the opproximcitely 700 acres that comprise the four station areas; that 
is, 45 percent of the commercial activity is concentrated in les_s than 18 percent of 
the land area. 

Westlake StcitiOn Area. The Wilshire/Alvarado Station area contains six percenJ of 
the commercial floor area, 11 percent of the employees, and nine percent of th_e land 
area in the Westlake Planning Area. 

Wilshire Station Areas. Along the Wilshire Corridor the land use mj_x varies among 
station areas. At bath the Wilshire/Vermont and Wilshire/Normandie Stations over 
50 percent of the land is used commercially, while only about ~ percent of the Wil­
shire/Crenshaw Station area is devoted to commercial uses. Only in the Wilshire/ 
Normandie, Wi lshire/F ai,rfox, and F airfo,;c/Beverly Station areas does a substantial 
portion of the commercially developed land serve a regional market. _In the Mid­
Wilshire area (Vermont to Western Avenues) residential devel_opment is primarily 
multifamily. Along the Miracle Mile (La Brea to Fairfax) and at Fairfax/Beverly, 
residentially developed land is more evenly divided between multifamily and single 
family hou_sing. At Crenshaw the housing is predominantly single family. The seven 
Wilshire station areas contain 26 percent of the floor area anc:i 34 percent of the 
employees on ten percent of the lan_d area in the Wilshire Pla·nning Area. 

West Holl ood/Ho.11' woCJd Station Areas. In the West Hollywood/Hollywood Plan­
ning rec the Fair ax onto onica an a Brea/Sunset Static,n areas are predomin­
antly high density residentia_l neighborhoods with community-serving commercial 
enterprises as the secondary use. The Hollywciod/Cahuenga Station area is devoted 
primarily to a mix of regional and community commercial uses, with high density 
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TABLE 11-.4 

---1 

STATION AREA LAND USE PROFILES, YEAR 1:'R0 1 
0 ercen1 of Parcel ~rec'l in GC'neralized Len_~ Use Cat_iegaries 

Pvbl,c Voc=I/ 
Single Mui!;- CommllnilY ·-R,.oianal Fodilies/ G.omm"'rC'iOI 

I 
._, fomllv Fami_ly (Low lnten-sitvi • (Hi,JhJnte~il~ O;:,en - $urloce-c-
R.,sidentiol Residential Commercinl Comm,,..cial. Industrial ~ Pi,rki~3 

Ut<ION STATION 
Lonci Use S% 70% 5% 20% 
Community Plan 10% BO% 10'1. 

m 
Zoning 20% 89% :.. 

CIVIC CENTER 
Lond Use 2% 35% 38% 25% 
Re~l'opm~t Project Designli1\an 10% 40% 50% 

I 
FIFTH/HILL· 

Land Use 2% 30% 45% 3% ~0% 
Redew.lapment Project Design01ion 2% ~5'1. 3'1, 

SEVENTH{FLOWER 
Land Use 8% SO% 2% 40% 

I 
R~developminl Pr-oiect Designation 48% SO% 2% 

WILSHIRE/ALVARADO 
Land Use 2% 45% 30% 3% 20% 
Community P\on l4% 40% B% 18% 
Zoning 40% 36% 4% 20'1(, 

I WILSHIRE/VERMONT 
Land·Use 2% 18% 60% 12% 5% 3% 
Community Plan 40% 15% 40% 5% 
Zoning - SO% JS% 10% 5% 

I 
WILSHIRE/NOR MANDIE 

Land Use 5% 35% JS% 2S% 
Community Pion 40% 10% SO% 
Zoni~g 48% 10% 42% 

WILSHIRE/WESTERN 
48% is% 

I 
Land Use 7% 10% 
Community Plcn 4S% 20% 35% 
ZOl'.'ing 55% 2S% 20% 

•.ailLSHIRE/CRENSHA'lf (optlorioll 
Lond Use 70% 15% S% 5% 5% 

I 
Si:,ec:ific: Plan 6S% 20% 10% 5% 

WILSHIR.E/LA BREA 
Lond Use· 40% 36% IS% 5% 4% 

. Community Plan 45% 31% 12% 8% 11% 
Zming 45% 31% 7% 13% 4% 

I WILSHIRE/FAIRFAX 
Lond Use 30% 37% 5% 10% 18% 
Community Plan 22% 45% 5% 10% 18% 
Zoning 22% 45% 5% 10% 181, 

I 
FAIRFAX/BEVERL y 

Lond U~ 37% 30% 8% 25% 
Com·munity Plan 30% -30% 40% 
Zoning 30% 30% 40% 

FAIRFAX/SANTA MONICA 

I Land Use 15% 71% 10%" 4% 
Ccammunity Plan 10% 76% 10% 4% 
Zoning 10% 76% 10% 4'l, 

LA BREA/SUNSET 
Lcirid Use· 25% SO% 12% 3% 10% 

I Community Pion 150% 5% 25% 10% 
Zoning 68% 5% 15% 2% 10% 

HOLL YWOOD/CAHUENGA 
Land Use 5% .25% 28% 2S% 2% IS'l, 
Community Pion 15% 85% 

I Zoning 20% 80% 

HOLLYWOOD BOWL (optional} 
(0% 5% Land Use 35% SO% 

Community Plan 35% 10% 5% 50% 
Zoning 35% 10% 5% 50% 

I UNIVERSAL CITY 
10'4 Lon"d Use 30% 12% 10% 20% I B'I, 

Community Plan 30% 12% 10% 30% 18% 
Zoning 30% 12% 10% JO% 181, 

I 
NiJRTH HOLLYWOOD 

10% IS% Land Use 35% 25% 15% 
Comm-unity Plan 15% 40% 30% 15% 
Zm_lng 25%" 45% 15% IS% 

I Soureei Sedwoy{Cooke 

1Eoeh station areci-c:onloins from 100 ta ISO acres af pcr'cel area. 

~l11eludes ~site-porking required by Code to serve the eommerc:iol facilities, 

I JGommereiol parking cansists of foc:ilities not affiliated with or required by Code to sl!t'Ve o ,:on,n'lel"c:ial facility. 
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• ·TABLE 11-5 

DEVELOPMENT IN REGIONAL CORE, YEAR I 9B0 

- COMMERCIAL 
.-

R£51DEr~TlAL 

Floor Areal 
Employees2 (in_l 100~ sg; ft.) Dwelling Units Poeulotion 

CBO PLANNING AREA 8_1,500 289,700 12,7408 43,0008 

Union Storion 9003 J,00_0 o5 o9 

Civic Center 7,50_04 37,000 1,0305 1,i209 

Fiftt-i/Hill 16,5004 44,000 7805 1,2509 

Seventh/Flower 14,0004 41,000 l,3&05 l,660'1 

All CSD Station Areas 38,900 12_5,000 3,180 4,630 

WESTL.AKEPLANNING.AREA 23,800 83;500 3_5,2008 72,4508 

W i 1st-ii re/ Al vorodo 1,4005 8,500 3_,2405 7,7~09 

WILSHIRE"PLANNING AREA &S,100 227,000 137,7El08 ~oa.2_108 

Wilst-iire/Vermont 4,5005 21,300 J,5oo5 7,7209 

Wi Jst-iire/Normandie J,0005 19,200 J,9605 7,8609 

Wilsl"li_re/Western 2,9005 10,000 4,2_605 8,81_09 

Wi lsl"lire/Crenshow (optional)• eoo5 4,200 8205 1,8009 

Wilst-iire/Lo Brea 1,6005 4,500 3,1505 5,6709 

Wilst-iire/Fo_irfax J,0005 13,300 6305 1,0709 

Fojrfox/Beverl)'* 9005 5,000 2,3905 4,Joo9 

AI_I Wilshi_re Station Areas 17,500 77,500 18,710 37,230 

HOLLVWOOD PLANNING A'P£.A 39,700 136_300 114,5208 21&,5208 

F oi r·fox/Scinfo M_onico• 4006 1,200 4,9905 8,4809 

Lo Brea/Sunset 1,0005 5,500 2,3205 3,6509 

Hol lywood/Cohuengo 2,6005 12,400 2,2305 4,0_209 

Hollywood Bowl (optional)• 155 JOO 4605 B309 

A_II Holl~ood Station Areas 4,015 19,400 10,000 16,9B0 

1.Jt,.UVERSAL CITY /NORTH HOLLYWOOD 

PL.ANN.ING AREA 22,700 75,100 n,8608 172,7408 

Univ~rsal City 1,0007 9,100 1,1105 2,230 9 

Nortl'l Hollywood soo5 2z900 5605 112309 

DES!GNA TED CENTERS 61,200 231,700 30,200 54,610 

ALL STATION AREAS 63,315 242,400 38,860 70,020 

REGIONAL CORE 232,800 811,600 378,100 832,960 

•StotiO(I ar~ not designated a, centers in the city's Concept Pion. 

l 1ncludtes offi_ce, retail, and hotel space. T_otol estimates for the planning oreos were derived by Sedwoy/Cooke, assuming 
250 sq. ft./employee for office space ond 500 sq. ft./employee for retail space. 

-2AS:Sumes 250 sq. ft;/off_ice employee, 500 sq. hJretoi I emp!oyee, and 2 rooms/hotel employee. Totol estimates fcir the 
plamini! orea_s ore from the Southern California Association of Governments, 1980 bose for SCAG-82A and •826 
projections. 

3Sedwoy/Cooke estimate. 

4City of Los Angeles Deportment of Tron.spartotion, 1981. 

5City of L_os AngeJe~ Deportment o_f Planning survey. 
6Los Angeles County Deportment ofRegionol Planning. 
7Music Corporation of Americq. 
8u.S. Census Bureou, 1980 Census. See SC-Rt°D Technical Report o·n Lond Use cind Development ( I 983) for Census traits in 
each plgnning or~ • •• • • 

9Deriwd by multiplying dwelling units by o:veroge persons per h~usehold in corresponding ceruus traits. 
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residentia.I development as the secondary 1.,1se. This station a'rea in.c.ludes a substan­
tial amount of land that is vcic:int or used for commercial surface p:ir~ing. The fout 
:-ioilywood/West .Hollywood stations comprise ten percent of the commercial fioor 
area and 14 ()e.reent of the employee.s on five percent of the ·land area i.n the H,:il ly­
,;vood/West Hollywood Plan.ning Area. 

Universal City/Nort'i Hollywood Station Areas. The Unive.rsal City Station area 
contaii'ls a mix of-tffimarily single fomily r-esidential, regional-serving commercial, 
and public open space uses. The North Hollywood Station area is evenly divided 
among community-serving comm.e.rcioJ, industria.l, on<:! res.idential use~ .. The Univer.s­
al City and North Hollywood Station areas conta.in seven percent of the c:Ori'lmercial 
floor cireo and 18 percent of the employees on two percent of the land area in the 

• combined Universal City/North Hollywood Planning Areas. 

LAND USE PLANS AND POLICIES 

The basic principle for the organization and planning of the Los Angeles or!?<] is the 
Centers Concept. Develop.ed during the late I 960s arid early I970s arid adopted by 
the City of Los Angeles in 1974, the Concept is described in a fifty-year plan. The 
Concept Plan envisions a series of regional center.s connected by a regional rapid 
transit system, with low to medium building i.ntensity between ce.n.ters, The city's 
Centers Concept identifies 16 growth centers within the Regional Core, of which 12 
correspond to proposed Metro Rail stations along the Locally Preferred Alternative. 
Eight centers correspond to stations on the Minimum Operable Segment. The County 
General Plan reflects this concept for the entire county, both incorporated and 
unincorporated areas, and the Southern Cali'fornia Association of Governments 
(~CAG) Regional Development Guide applies the concept to the entire Southern 
California r·egion. Because cill but one station cire located in the City of Los Angeles, 
the fol lowing description of land use plans and policies wi I_I emphasize those of the 
city. 

The Concept Plan is refined and localized in the twenty-ye.g_r Citywide Pieri and. 
short-term Community PICJns, I.n some cases the Community Plan is further refined 
by Specific Plans thcit define both the planning arid the zoning for an area, like the 
Park Mile Specific Plan area which contains the Wil.sh.ire/Crenshaw Station. LADOP 
is developing a single Spec.ific Plan for the areas .aro.und all proposed Metro Rail 
station~. The Specific Plan is being prepared with input from Citizen Advisory 
Committees in each station area .. 

Zoning is the regulatory me.c.hanism by which the C.omrriunity Plans are implemented, 
and California Stcite law requires that zoning conform to Ian. d use plans... Z. oning iii 
r,:,ost station areCJ$ .bas,ically conforms to Commun,ity Plans use designations (see 
Table 11-4). In a few station areas where the Community Plan land use designation 
has been revised to reflect "regional center" commercial development, the existing 
high densjty re~ident.i.al zoning has not been changed correspcindingly. This inconsis­
tency between planning and zoning occurs to the greatest degree in the La Brea/Sun­
set Station area. 

The Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA), a state empowered 
~ody, hqs designated some areCls i.n th~ Regional Core as Re<;levelopment Projects. 1.n 
these a.rea.s, the CRA and LADOP joi.ntly oversee the development process, . Except 
for Union Stati.on, all downtown stations lie within the Central Business District 
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i~edevelopment Project area. The N9rth Hollywood Station is adjacent to the first 
phase com.-,,erc'iai cor:e development project in the North Hollywood Redevelopment 
Project area. The CRA may identify othe_r a_reas a.Jong the Metro Rail alignment as 
r~edevelopment. Projects. 

Figure 11-1 .show·s centers designated in the city's Conc~pt Plan, Community Plcin 
areas, the Park Mile Specif{!= Plan aJ'.'ea, and Redevelopment Projects within the 
Regional Core and along the Metro Rail route_. Figure 11-2 shows the relative devel­
opment inten:sities established by the Community Plans for fhe Regional Core. The 
regional commercial category in the Community Plans and in zoning generally cor­
responds to Height District 4 {FA.R I 3),* a:nd ~Cimm·unity commercial generally 
corresponds to Height District I or 2 {FAR 3 or 6). The multifamily residentiql 
category includes R3, R4, and RS zoning at theoretical ma>dmum densities of· 54 
units per net acre, IO I units per net acre, and 216 units p~r net acre, respectively. 
The majority of land zoned fol'.'· multifam.ily re:siden_tial use downtown, along Wilshire 
from Alvarado to We_~,e_rn, i.n HC?llywood, and in North Hollywood is zoned R4 or R-5. 
From Wilshire/Cren:5h_aw to Fairfax/Beve'rly, the multifamily category represents 
primari_ly R2 and R3 zoning with some R4. In the F airfax/Sanfo Monica Station area, 
the county's planning and zoning permjts SO u_nits per net acr.e with a SO percent 
density bonus for all renta_l p_rojects and a density bonus of FAR I on commercially 
zoned land if th_a·t additional development is residential. 

In the city and county lesser inte_nsities of the zone_d use as well as other less intens.,. 
ive use_s a.re permitted in any given zoning category. For example, residential qev~l­
opment, up to the iri"tensi-ty permitted by RS zoning and fh_e Hei_ght District designat­
ed for a particular parcel, is p~rmi_tted with_i_n c.~rnm_ercial zones as either single use 
structures or mi_xed use develop_ments with retail and/or offic~ space. Simila_rl_y, 
commercial development, up to the intensity permitted by t~~ d~$ignated Height 
Di_strict, is permitted on ·indust'rial ly -zoned land. However, residel".ltial developm:en:t 
is not pefmitted on industrially zoned land. 

The planning and regulato,ry context for deve_lopm_ent within station areas and plan­
ning a_reas in the Regional Core is described in more detail in the First Ti~r EIS/E;l_R, 
the Milestone 6 Report: Land Use a_nd .Development Pol ic_ies, and ·in the SCRTD 
Technical Report: A Summa,ry of Publ.ic Policies and an 1m·pact Assessment Method­
ology. 

A COMPARIS.ON OF EXISTING AND PERM_ITTE,O i.._AND US_E IN"TENSITIES 

In genera.I, the p9ttern of Jarid use types designated in the Community Plans ·and 
zoning is consistent with existing land use. However, the intensity of develop111ent 
establi'shed by the plans and zoning is, in virtually a_ll cases, substantially higher than 
the current intensity of use~ OnJy in the CBD hcis recent development approached 
intensities permitted by zoning. Several recent projects, includJng the (;rocker Bank 
towers and the O1Melveny and Meyers building, have reached an FAR of 13, the 
current maximum density. Older, stable buildings not expected to be renovated or 
removed for redevelopment in the CBD typically have FAR_s of 4 to 6. Re,cent 

* FAR is Floor Area Ratio, the ratio of building square footage, exclusive of parking 
and mechanical equipment storage, to parcel area. 
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residential development in the South Park Area achieves a density of I 00 units ;,er 
'let acre, substantially less thO:n the 216 units per net acre permitted j/ the applica­
ble R-5 zoning. 

Along the Wilshire Corridor where FARs of I 3 are permitted, mid- to high-rise 
buildings fronting Wilshire typically achieve FARs of 4 to 6. Community-serving 
commer_cial uses, usually located in areas .zoned Height District 2 (FAR 6), are 
typically developed at FARs of 0.5 to !. Recent residential development is typified 
by a three-story wood-framed structure over pa_rk_i_ng, usually o:n a 100-foot-wide lot 
(two single famiiy parcels). A maximum density of about 90 units per net acre is 
achievable with this type of development compared with permitted densities of 101 
units per net acre. for R-4 and 216 un_its per net acre for R-5 zoning. 

Commercial intensities of stable buildings in .station areas are on the order of FAR 
0.5 to I .5 along the alignment although permitted intensities are greater. For 
example, along F·airfox permitted FARs vary from 3 to 13, in Hollywood FARs of 13 
are permitted, and in the Son Fernando Valley station g_reas the permitted FAR is 
generally 3. The overall FAR for the proposed North Hollywood Commercia_l Core is 
about 2. Recent residential densities are similar to those described for Wilshire. In 
s·ummary, development .rarely .reaches the intensity permitted by zoning and by the 
Community Plan. 

PARCELS SUSCEPT!BUc. TO REINVESTMENT 

As Chapter I indicated, a commercial parcel was considered susceptible to rein­
ves·tment if all the following criteria wer·e met: 

• The parcel was zoned for commercia_l use; 

• The assessed value of the existing improvement was less than the assessed value 
of the lond--typically a vacant porcel, surfoce pa_rking lot, or an older, poorly 
maintained low-rise str"ucture on a parcel zoned for substantially more intensive 
development; and 

• The parcel could be combined 1ith contiguous parcels into a development site 
comparable in size to sites recently developed in the area, 

A residential parcel was consi_dered to be susceptible to reinvestment if it met all 
the following criteria: 

• -The parcel Was zoned for multifamily residenti_al use, i.e., R3, R4 or RS. 

• The parcel was currently occupied by a single family house or a duplex; and 

• The block in which the parcel was located already contained at least one multi-
family complex. 

The next section, Station Area Profiles, includes maps of areas susceptible to rein­
vestment based on the above criteria. The ge_neralized zoning designation for these 
areas is also shown, using the following categories: multifamily residential (R3, R4, 
or R-5), community commercial_ (C2), and regional commercial (C4). The. selection of 
specific sites by deve_lopers will depend on a variety of factors including pa"rcel size 
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a:nd cast, regulatary canstraints an develapment, lacatio.n relative ta ether 
de•,e!apments and amenities, and proximity to proposed 1'Aetro Rail stations. 

TGble 11-6 identifies the acres of residential .and commercial parcel area susceptible 
to reinvestment anc:I the intensity of development that woulc:I be permittec:1 on it by 
zoning as 1Nell as the intensity that would be likely to Occur with anticipated devel­
apment practices during the next 20 yea.rs. In general, the intensity of development 
permitted by zoning is unlikely to be achieved by curre·nt ar expected development 
practices. The "probable" development is what can be reasonably expected, and 
represents an intensity slightly higher than that of recent development projects in 
the area and substantially higher than the average existing FAR in the station area. 

The parcel$ susceptible to reinvestment measure i.s used in two ways in this 
analysis. First, in evaluating existing conditions, it provides a measure of the 
development opportunities in a station area and the amount of additional develop­
ment nee.cled to achieve the land use pattern established by ·the Com.munity Plan or 
Specific Plan and by zoning. A substantial development capacity indicates a need for 
revitalization. Second, in as.sessing impacts, the development capacity establishes an 
impact ''threshold." If the amount of development projected with construction .of the 
Metro Rail Project is less than the development capacity of parcels susceptible to 
reinvestment, that development will not, in general, produce adverse impacts· 
because it is consistent with· land use planning designations. Furthermore, if the 
Metro Rail Project stimulates development in an area designated as a growth center 
and with o substantial development capacity, the impact is beneficial. • 

For example, only 5 percent of all parcel areas in the Wilshire/Fairfax Station area is 
susceptible to commercial reinvestment. Zoning would permit up to 4.5 million 
square feet of new development at an FAR of 13. Given expected development 
practices, which would result i.n an average FAR of 8, 2.6 million additional square 

• feet of floor area could be accommodated in addition to the existing approximately 
3.0 million square feet. In contrast, 55 percent of the parcel area in the Holly­
wood/Cahuenga Station area is susceptible to commercial reinvestment. Zoning 
would permit the development of 47 mill ion square feet at an FAR of 13. Current 
development practices and projected land use types in the station a_reas suggest that 
an average FAR of 3 better reflects the the probable intensity of development and 
would result in the addition of 11 million square feet to the existing 2.6 million 
square feet of commercial development, This comparison indicates that the Wil­
shire/Fair fax Station area is more stable and much less in need of revitalization than 
the HoHywood/Cahuenga Station area. • • 

All station areas except Wilshire/Fairfax and Wilshire/Crenshaw contain 20 or more 
acres of commercially zoned land susceptible to change, with probable development 
capacities ranging from 2.6 million square feet to 20 million square feet. The supply 
of residentiaUy zoned land sus.ceptible to change varies dramatically from almost 
none in .some station areas to over 20 acres in others. 

STATION AREA PROF !LES: LOCALLY PREFERRED AL T!c.RNA T IVE AND 
MINIMUM OP~RABLE SEGMENT 

This section c:lescribes existing conditions in each Metro Rail Project statjon area 
including: existing land uses and levels of development, a review of applicable land 
use plans and policies, a genera.I description of existing zoning, and an evaluation of 
areas susceptible to reinvestment. 
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- TABLE 11-6 

PARCEL AREA SUSCEPTIBLE TO R!;.INVESTMENT 

Station Area ~ 

Union Station 73 

Civic Center 28 

Fifth/Hill 71 

SevenJh/Flawer 71 

Wi lshire/Alvorada 35 

Wi_lshi_re/'l(ermant 30 

Wi lshire/Nar·mandie 28 

W i !shire/Western 34 

Wilshire/Crer1$haw 15 

Wilshire/1,.a Brea 26 

Wilshire/Fairfax 8 
F airfox/Bl!verly 48 

Fairfax/Santo Monico 20 

Lo Brea/Sunset 26 
Hollywcod/Cohuengo 83 

Hally.wcod Bowl ·O 

Universal City 
West of Lankershim 5 
East of L_ankershi_m 20 

North Hollywood 53 

Source: Sedwoy/Cooke 

PARCEL AREA SUSCEPTIBLE 
TO COiAMERCiAL REiNVESTMENT 

As Development 
Percent of lntensi t;z'. (FAR I) 
All Parcel Maximum 
-Area in Permitted 

Prabable2 Station Area b~ Zoning 

49% 13 ·3 

19% 6 6 

47% 6 6 

47% 6 6 

23% 13 ·3 

24% 13 6 

25% 13 6 

27% 13 6 

12% 3 3 

17% 13 4 

5% 13 8 
32% 12 5;7 

13% 2 2 

17% 10.4 3 

55% 13 3 

0 

3% 3 3 
If% 13 6 
35% 6 3 

PARCEL AREA SUSCEPTIBLE 
TO RESiDENTIAL REINVESTMENT 

As Development 
Perc·ent of Intensity (f-.Jej 
All Parcel Dwel!in·g Units l 

Area in Permitted 
~ Station Area b:t: Zoning 

0 0 0 

3.5 2% 760 

0 0 

0 0 

20.5 14% ·3,780 

25 20% 4,270 

17 15% 2,180 

26 ·21% 2,090 

18 14% 990 

10 7% 9~0 

21 1.4% 2,080 

2 1% 170 

30 -20% 1;2404 
See Footnote 5 - 600 

21 14% 2;350 

7 5% 700 

3 ·2% 600 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

2S 17% 2,310 

1FAR = Floor Area Ratio, or the ratio of floor area, excluding porkirig ciiid mei::honical equipment sti;iroge, to parce_l 
ore·o. 

·zLikely development intensities based on current IQnd use patterns, trends, and projected land uses in each station 
grea. 
3Net dwelling units toke into account units that wo·vld be displaced. 
4Up to 750 additional vnits could be permitted through density bon~es far oi"l-rentol projects. 

SA density bonus of FAR I is permitted on the 20 oeres of cicirifrnerciol parcel area if that additional development 
consists of housing units. Assuming on overage unit size cif 1,500 square feet, QJ'.i odditionol -600 resid~i:,f_i,al u_nf_ts 
would be permitted in the station or~■-
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The generalized land use designations ,;sed to summa_rize the Community Plans, 
Speci fie P Ian, and _zoning _desi_gnations i_n this section are: 

• Hovsing--low density, 0-7 vnits/gross acre (RI); medium density, .7-14 units/ 
• gross acre (R2 and R3); and high density, 40+ uni ts/ gro.ss acre (R4 and RS). • 

• Regionol Commerc_ial-lond which serves as a regional center for commercial 
activity (C4 and CZ) 

• Comri,unity/Highway Coriimercial--commercial uses which may be oriented for 
highway access and use or which may _serve a surrounding community (CZ, CI, 
and CR). 

Each community plan provides for 0.6 acres per 1,00_0 residents for neighborhood 
or convenience shopping areas and 0.2 acres per 1,000 residents for community 
shopping and business districts. 

• Mixed Use-,-lands containing a mix of uses su_i:;h as commercial and residential. 

• lndustry-com_mercial m<:1nufocturing, limited commercial, and light Commercial 
land use (CM, Ml, and M_Z), 

• Public/Gucfsi-Public--government offices and similar land uses which provide 
services of a _n_on-commercial nature. 

• Parking-Parking structures (PB) or surface parking lots (P). 

The se_co_nd numerical value in the zoning designation corresponds to the permitted 
Floor A_rea Ratio (FAR) and is referred to as a "Height District" in the City Zoning 
Code. Height District 4 permits an FAR of 13, Height District 3 an FAR of 10, 
Height District 2 an FAR of 6, and Height District I an FAR of 3. 

The criteria used to designate parcels as ''susceptible. to reinvestment" were des­
cribed in Chapter I, The development capacity of parcels susceptible to reinvest­
ment is characterized in two ways. First, the maximum amount of development 
permitted by zoning is given. For example, zoning on a one-acre C4-4 parcels (FAR 
13) susceptible to reinvestment would permi_t floor area of 13 times 43,465 square 
feet or 566,000 square feet. Second, development ot "probable developmen:t i_ntensi­
ties" (as defined in Chapter I) is given. For example, development patter"ns, parcel 
configuration, and expected_ use might limit the probable development intensity of 
the one-acre parcel zoned C4-4 to an FAR of 6. In that case, maximum ne-.v devel­
opment on the parcel at probable development intensities would be six times 43,560 
square feet ~r 261,000 square feet. Residential development is similarly character­
ized both as development perm_itted by zoning cind development at probaple develop­
ment intensities, All residential development values represent net development from 
which existing units, that wou_ld have to be removed to accommodate new develop­
ment, have been deducted. Figures showing areas susceptible to reinves·tment by 
station area (Figures 11-3 through 11-20) are located at the end of this chapter. 

Union .Station 

Land Use Profile. Existing land use in the Union Station oreo consists of a central 
core of public-serving uses bounded on the west by a band of unimproved parking and 
by an indvstrial/commercial land use mix to the core's north and east. Lands west of 
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,:,..Jameda Street inc!:Jqe mixed use.s inte_rsoersed wi_th park_ing and public or quasi­
public Ia·nd use. The Santa Ana Freeway defines a sharp boundary directly south of 
the public land use core area, with remnant industrial and unimproved parkjng areas 
continuing south of the Freeway. 

Land Use Plans And Policies. The Community Plan designations for Union Station 
proper call for the provision of extensive industrial lands together with appropriately 
sited public and commercial land use. The northwestern corner of the Union Station 
area foils within the Chinatown Redevelopment Area. The Redevelopment Area is 
proposed for commercia_l and/or public use having a FAR range from 3 to 6. 

Zoning. Land east of Alameda Street is zoned for light and heavy industrial use. 
Land west of Alameda and south of the Chinatown Redevelopment Area is zoned for 
comrnercia_l a_nd public use. l_n general, zon_ing is consi_sten_t with Commun_ity Plan 
land use designations and permits development to occur at a maximum FAR of 13. 
The Chinatown Redevelopment Area FAR controls development intensity and is 
utilized as a regulatory guide in that area. 

Areas Susce1rible to Reinvestment (see Figure 11-3). Seventy-three acres of parcel 
area zoned or industrial or commercial use representing about 50 percent of all 
parcel area in the· station area. The majority of this land consists of the Union 
Stati9n and Term_inaJ Annex sites for which- development projects have been pro­
posed_. At an F A_R of 3-a _reasonable average development intensity for the area­
nine milli.on square feet of new development co.uld be acccimmodcited on these par­
cels. Zoning at an FAR of 13 would permit a total of 41.3 million square feet of 
development. There is no residentially zoned land susceptible to reinvestment. 

Civic Center Station (First/Hill Street) 

Land Use Profile. The Civic Ce,nter Station area is strongly defined by a concentra­
tion of gove~rnment offices nc,rth of First Street. S<>uth of Fi_rst Stre~t a mbcture of 
parking and older low-rise retail/commercial and office buildings is found. A block 
of high density residential housing (the Angeles Plaza senior housing) is also situated 
south of First Street. 

Land Use Pl_dns And Policies. Tbe Community Plan provides for public kind uses 
north of First Street. South of First Str·eet, substantial portions of regional com­
mercial land use together with pockets of residential and public use are proposed. 

Two Redevelopment Projects are located within the Civic Center Station area: the 
CBD Redevelopment Project and Bunker Hill. Two of the four redevelopment areas 
comprising the CBD Redevelopn:ient Project lie within the Civic Center Station 
area. The Redevelopment Project provides for an average FAR of 3 on the lands 
nor-th of First Street in the Civic Center area. A maxim.um FAR of 6 may be 
achieved on individual parcels in conjunction with a transfer of density. The. Central 
Cc,mme,rc_iql Core Rede,velopment Area for the CBD occurs south of First Street and 
east of Hill Street, The average FAR provide,d for i_n this redevelopment area i_s 6 
with a maximum FAR of 13 with the use of density transfers. The Bunker Hill Re­
development Area is located south of First Street and west of Hill Street. The FAR 
average fo_r the Bunker Hill Redevelopment Area is 5, with a maximum FAR of 13. 

Zoning. The CRA regulates development within its redevelopment areas in accord­
ance with the FAR and other guidelines specified for the Redevelopment Project. 
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A_rec_s Susceptible to Reinyestrnent (see Fig_ure 11-4). The Civic Center Station area 
contains 28 acres of ·parcel ar-ea susce;5tible ·fo commercial reinvestment whic~ would 
accommodate o~O mHlion squ,are feet of new development at_ the permitted FAR of 
6_. •. Three a:1d one-half of acres of land designated for resident_ial u_se by the-C~A • 
would accommodate 500 dwelling units. Most of thi_s parcel a:re:a is comprised of full 
olocks. Pare-el area susceptible to reinvestment represents 21 percent of all parcel 
area. 

Fifth/Hill St.ation 

Land Use Profile. This station ar·ea is conspicuous in its varied composition of land 
uses. The northwest portion bounded by Olive Street on the east and Sixth Street on 
the south contains a mix of new high-ri_se offices, hotels, and parking. The area east 
of Olive Street and south of Sixth Street is predominately older commercial buildings 
interspersed with unimproved parking. Retail activity on the ground floors of these 
buildings generates substantial revenues_. Upstairs office space is largely vacant or 
used for storage. 

Land Use Plans And Policies. The Community Plan for this station a_rea calls for 
extensive regional commercial land use. Small pockets of public use such as Pershing 
Square ore identified. Similarly, small pockets of high de:nsity residential use such as 
the Angeles Plaza housing complex are designated. 

Four Redeve_Iop_ment Areas intersect in this station area: the Central Con:imercial 
Core, the Central City East, and the South Park areas of th~ CBD Redevelopment 
Project and the Bunker Hill Redevelopment Area. The CBD-Central Commercial 
Core Redevelopment Are'9 covers a large V-shaped portion of land in this station 
area just south of the Bunker Hi] I area and continues east to Main Stref?t, and south 
to Seventh Street. An average FAR of 6 is proposed for fhis area. The re_maining 
station area east of Main Street is within Central City East and is proposed for an 
average FAR of 3 with a ma,s_imum of l 3 on any individual parcel with a density 
transfer~ The South Park area begins south of Seventh Street and is proposed for a_n 
average FAR of 6 to a maximum of 13. The Bunker Hill Redevelopment Area is 
bounded on the east by Hill Street and on the south by a line running roughly north­
east from Fifth and Figueroa to just south of the Angeles Plaza. An average FAR of 
5, with a maximum of IJ, is proposed for this area. 

Zoning. Development regulations in this station area ore contained in the CBD 
Redevelopment Project. 

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure 11-5). There ore 71 ac_res .gf parcel 
area susceptible to commercial reinvestment dispersed throughout the Fifth/Hill 
Station area. At the average intensity permitted by the Redevelopment Project 
regulations (FAR 6), 20.5 million square feet of new development can be accommo­
dated. There ore no parcels designated for residential use. Due t_o the location of 
historic structures and viable structures coveri_ng ~ne-quarter bloc!< or smaller par­
cel_s, few full blocks are available for redevelopm~nt i_n thi.s station area. Parcel 
area susceptible to rei_nvestment represents nearly 50 percent of all parcel area • 

. Seventh/Flower Station 

Land Use Profile. The area nor·th of Seventh .Street contains new infensivel_y devel­
oped reta_il ·and high-rise office buildings. South of Seventh Street are numerou~ 
unimproved and impraved parking facilities, dotted intermittentl_y by va:cant lots and 
older office and retail buildings. 
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Land Use Pldns And Policies •. For this st'.Jtion area, the Community Plan designates 
regionci_l commercial use north of Seventh Street and high density h·ousing south Of 
Seventh. The entire station area falls with-irr the CBD Redevelopment Project. The 
Central Commercial Core Redevelopment Area of the project lies north of Seventh, 
and the South Park RedeveJo·pment Area lies south of Seventh. The proposed average 
FAR for both areas is 6. 

Zoning. Thi~ station area falls y.,ithin the CBD Redevelopment Project, so that 
development is regulated by the CRA. 

Areas S_usce tible. to Reinvestment (see Fi ure 11;,6). The Seventh/Flower Station 
o¢res o parcel area suscepti. e ·to reinvestment, or alrTtost 50 

percent of all parcel area. New development, tota_!ling 18.6 mi_llian square feet, 
cou_ld be accommodated dt the permitted FAR of 6. The majority of this parcel area 
is located south of Seventh Street in the South Park area. Specific development 
projects have been proposed on more than a do:zen sites_. The CRA h~ esta_blished a 
development program for the a_rea as a whole wh_ich emphasizes residential growth in 
the South Park area and retail and office development along Seventh Street. 

Wilshire/ Alvarado Station 

Land Use Profile. A mix of office and retail uses front Wilshire Boulevard, and retail 
uses line the frontages of Sixth, E_ighth, qnd Alvarado Streets. Low, medium, an_d 
high density housing complexes form neighborhoods just off the major arterials 
serving the station area. •• 

Land. Use P Ions And .. Policies. The Westlake Community Plan which includes this 
station· area shows ·reg1onal· commercial use along the frontage of Wilshire Boule­
va_rd. Community/h_ighway commercial use is shown for la·nds fronting Sixth, 
Seventh, Eighth, and Alvarado Streets. Medium density housing is designated along 
several north-south streets just north of Sixth Street, and along the north side of 
Ninth St_reet. 

Zoning. The zoning for the street frontage of Wilshire Boulevard is commercial (C4-
4). Zoning for the st,reet frontages of Alvarado, Sixth, Seventh, and E_ighth Streets 
are commercial (C2-4). In all of these areas zoning would permit an FAR of 13. The 
remaining parcels are zoned for residential uses (RS-4 and R4-2). 

Areas Susceetible to Reinvestment (see Fi1ure ll'-7). There are 35 acres of parcel 
area susceptible to reinvestment and zoned or commercial use and 20.5 acres zoned 
for residential use. This parcel area represents 37 percent of the parcel area ·in the 
station area. Commercial zoning would permit 19.5 million square feet of develop­
ment and residential zoning 3,780 additio_nal units. The n:iax_imum new developr:r,ent 
that could be cicc<>mmodated at probable developm:ent intensities is 4,8 mill ion 
square feet and 3,150 housing units. 

Wilshire/Vermont. Station 

Land Use Profile. The Wilshire Boulevard and Vermont Avenue. frontages are com­
posed of office and retail-serving land uses. Immediately off these frontages numer­
ous po_rk_ing lots C111d struc_tures are iriterspersed With additional office buildings. 
Further north and so_uth of Wilshire Boulevard are medium~to-high density multiforili­
ly residential units. 
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Land Use Plans And Policies. The Wil;hire Communitv .Pion shows regional com­
mercial ,;se along the Wilshire Boulevard frontage, ol~ng t!-ie south side of Sixth 
Street; 'lnd algng the north side of Seventh .Street. -Communit;, crnd highway com- -
n:,ercial uses a:re designated along the north side of Sixth Street and a_long portions of 
the north side of Eighth Street. High density multifamily resid.ential is designated 

• north of Sixth Street between K_enmore and ~~ew Hampshire Avenues, south of 
Seventh Street roughly between Catalina Street and New Hampshire Avenue, and 
south of Seventh Street just east of Vermont Avenue to Magnolia Avenue. 

Zoning. The Wilshire Boulevard and Vermont Street frontages are Z:oned commercial 
at a maximum FAR of 13 (C4-4), The remainder of the area is zoned prima:ri ly RS-4 
and R4-4, multifamily residential. 

Ar.eo,s Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure 11-8). At the Wilshire/Vermont Sta­
tion 30 acres of commercially zoned laJld and 25 acres of residentially zoned land are 
underutilize.d and susceptible to reinvestment; the combined areas represent about 44 
percent of all parcel area i.n the station area. Zoning would permit 17 .0 million 
square feet of commercial development and 4,270 additional residential units on this 
parcel are·a. The maximum new development that could be accommodated at 
probable development intensities would be 7,840 square feet of new commercial 
space and 3,530 residential units_. 

Wilshire/Normandie Station 

Land Use Profile. Land uses· along Wilshire Boulevard Include retail, office, mixed 
use, and parking fad I ities. Sim0aJ land uses are found along the Sixth Street front­
age. One block n.o.rth an:d south of Wilshir.e Boulevard are parking lots and structures 
together with office and retail uses. Residential areas are located on the northern 
and southern blocks of this station area w.ith the former containing newer lower 
density housing ahd the latter containing older and more concentrated buildings. 

Land Use Plans And Policies, With one el<ception, the blocks bordering Wilshire 
Boulevard are sh~own on the Wilshir.e District Plan as regional cqmmercial, The 
exception is the north side of Wilshire between Hobart Boulevard and Kingsley Drive 
which is designated community/highway commercial. Two additional ccimm.ercial 
areas are shown on the north side of the block fronting Sixth Street, and the north 
side of the block fronting E_ighth Street. The remainder of this station area is shown 
as high density m·ultifamily residential. 

Zoning. The blocks north and south of Wilshire between Hobart Boulevard and Ken.,. 
more Avenue are primarily zoned commercial at an FAR of 13 (C2-4 and C4-4). The 
northern and southern blocks bo,rdering the c:orhmercially zoned corridor are zoned 
primarily RS-4, and single family residential (RI-I) is zoned for the extreme north 
portion of the station area. 

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure ll-~). There are 28 acres of underutil­
ized parcel area zoned fe>r commercial use in this station area; most of it is located 
on the Ambassador Hotel site. There are 17 acres of residentialJy z_oned la.nd. This 
parcel area represents about 40 percent of all parcel area in the station area. Zoning 
would permit 16.0 million square feet and 2,180 additional residential. units. The 
maximum new development that could be accommodated at probable development 
intensities would be 7.3 million squa_re feet and 1,850 residential units. 
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'Nilshire/Western St:it:o,i 

Land Use F'rafile. Existing land use for the \1./ils'iire 3oulevard and 'Nestern Avenue. 
-fr5ntcfges consists of retaii, office, pci"r~ing lofs, and pockets of-mixed use. lhfs land 
use pattern also extends away from these major thoroughfares. However, one block 
:,eyond the Wilshire Boulevard and Western Street frontages residential areas begin 
abruptly. Solid blocks of loW-to-high density single and rnultifoYnily residential areas 
ring the periphery of this station area. 

Land Use Plans And Policies, The Wilshire District Plan designates the block border­
ing 'NiJshi/e as regional commercial. The Western Avenue frontage south of 
Ingraham Place and north of Sixth Street is designated community/highway com­
mercial. Radiating out from these designations is a ring of high density residential 
which is in turn ringed by medium density residenfial uses. 

Zonin,g. Street frontages al.on_g Wester_n Aver:iue __ a_ re zoned for l.01er density cor_n­
merc1al at an FAR of 6 (C2-2), and along Wrlsh1re Boulevard a higher commercial 
density at an FAR of 13 (C4-4). North and south of Wilshire, entire blocks are zoned 
for high density multifamily residential use. 

Areas Susceptible'to Reinvestment (see Figure 11-10). This.station area contains 34 
acres of underutilized commercially zoned land and 26 acres of underutilized resi­
dentially zoned land, together representihg 48 percent of al I parcel area, -- ton_ing 
would permit a maximum of 19.1 million square feet of new commercial development 
and 2,090 additional residential units. The maximum new development that could be 
accommodated at probable development intensities would be 3.9 million square feet 
and I, 7 60 residential units. 

Wilshire/Crenshaw Station 

Land Use Profile. The frontage along Wilshire Boulevard is composed of neighbor­
ho·act relate·ct retail and office land use. To the north and south of Wilshire Boulevard 
the station area is composed of establ_ished stable residential neighborhoods. • 

I and Use Plans .And. Policies. The Park Mile Specific Plan provides a combined 
plan/zoning de.signation •from Highlanc:! Avenue ea,st to Wilton Piac_e along 'Wilshire 
Boulevard, .c:ind includes lands north of Wilshire Boul.evard to Sixth Street c:ind south to 
Eighth Street. The Park Mile Plan designates the frontage of Wilshire for communi­
ty-serving uses. Commercial structures are limited in height to between three and 
six stories depending upon their locations. This limitation is in.tended to minimi_ze 
s_hadow and shade impa_cts on adjacent .land uses. Adjacent lqnd u~es designated by 
the plan include low density single fomily residentiql no_rth of Wils_hi_re Bouleyqrd and 
west of Crenshaw Boulevard; rei.tricted density multifomily residential north of 
Wilshire Boulevard and east of Crenshaw'Boulevard; and restricted density multifom­
i ly a·:id low density single family residentia·I south df V/iishire Boulevard. 

NOrth of Sixth .Street, beyond the Park Mile. Specific Plan north boundary, the Wil­
shire District Plan designates low~to-medium density residential. The same .general 
designations apply to the area south of Eighth Street. 

Zoning. Most of the _residential areas north of Sixth Street are _zoned RI-I, si_ngle 
ta·mily residential, with some medium density residential (R~-IJ in the .southwest 
sector Of this sta·tion area. Zoning within the Park Mile Specific: Plan area is dictat­
ed by the Specific Plan. 
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A~eas Susceptible to Reinves.tment (3ee Figure 11-11). This station area cont.:iins 15 
acres of commerc_ially Z<?ned land susceptible to reinvestment which could accommo­
date 1.9 million square feet at the FAR of 3 permitted by the Specific Plan. All of 
this land is l_ocated along Wilshire Boulevard. The I 8 acres of residenticiJly zoned 
land s·usceptible to reinvestment and located exclusively south of Wilshire and west 
of Norton Avenue could occomm_o.date 99Q residential units at the R-2 densities 
permitted by the Specific Plan and zoning. The underutilized parcel area amounts to 
26 percent of al I parcel area in the station area. 

Wilshire/La Brea Station 

Land Use Profile. With one exception, existing land use fronting Wilshire Boulevard 
is predominantly retail establishments serving local residents. The exception 
involves an area of low and medium density residential land use on the southeast 
block of the Wils_hi_re/La Brea intersection. Land use along La Brea Avenue is cur­
rently composed of retail and commercial strip development. The northe_rn portion 
of this station area is predominantly res_idential with stable single family develop­
ment east of La ·Brea Avenue and older multifamily residential to the west. South of 
'N'lshire Boulevard, a mix of stable single family and multifamily residences occurs 
east and west of La Brea Avenue. 

Land Use Plans And Policies~ The Wilshire District Plan designates regional com­
mercial use for the Wilshire Boulevard frontage from Sycamore Avenue west to 
Burnside Avenue. From Sycamore Avenue east to Highland Avenue the Plan calls for 
community/highway commercial. The frontage along La Brea Avenue is designated 
in the Plan as highway and community commercial. The northeast portion of this 
station area is designated low density residentiaJ·by the District Plan. The northw~_st 
portion of the station area is designated as high density residential. South of Wil­
shire the District Plan designates a predominantly residential use pattern with densi­
ty ranging from low density single family housing to high density multifamily resi­
dential areas. 

Zoning. The frontage along Wilshire Boulevard is zon_ed for commercial use (C4-4). 
The La Brea Avenue frontage (s zo_ned commercial (C2-4) north of Wilshire Boule­
vard, and ci-I and C2-I-0 south of Wilshire Boulevard. The northeast section of the 
station area is zoned for single family residences (RI- I), and the northwes_t portion is 
:zoned for multifamily (R4-4). South of Wilshire Boulevard, lands are zoned for a 
variety of residential densities (R 1-1, R3-I, R-.13, and R4-1 ). 

Areas Susce tible. to Reinvestment (see Fi re 11-12). There are 26 acres of under­
ut1 1ze and zone or commerc1a use w 1c • c·ornprise most of the frontcJge along 
Wilshire Boulevard and La Brea Avenue in the station area. Zoning would permit 
19.3 million square feet of development. The maximum new development that could 
be accommodated at probable_ development intensities would be 4.5 million square 
feet. Ten deres of residentially zoned land susceptible to reinvestment are located 
primarily in the blocks between Wilshire Boulevard and Eighth Street. Zoning ...,ould 
permit 980 units, \1/hile maximum development at probable intensities would be 630 
additional uni.ts. The underutilized parcel area amounts to 24 percent of all parcel 
area. 

Wilshire/Fairfax Station 

Land Use Profile. Land use fronting Wilshire Bo_ulevard is composed of retail, office, 
and rn_ixed uses. A series of parking lots is interspersed with these land uses along 
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the length of Wilshi.re.. A si_miiar mix of uses extends nor::fh. of Wilshire along the 
western frontage of Fairfax Avenue. The easterh froritage of Fairfax contains an 
extensive parking area from 'Niishire north to Si:<tti Street, with medium .density 
multifam:iy residential continuing·north. of Sixth Street • 

The southwest portion of this station area is composed of a low density single family 
residential neighborhood, while the southeast sector is made up of older medium 
density multifamily residences. 

Land Use Plans and Policies. The District Plan designates the street frontage of 
Wilshire. as regianal commercial, the western frontage of Fairfax Avenue n5>rth of 
Wilshire as community/highway comme_rcial, and the e.a·stern frontage of Fairfax 
north of Wilshire to Sixth Street as pa·rking. North of Sixth Street, the eastern front­
age of Fairfax is designated as high density residential. The northeast portion of this 
station area is identified by the Wilshire District Plan as h_igh_ densJty residential 
(north of Hancock Park), The northwest pc,rtion is proposed as high density residen­
tial two bloc:ks north of Wi)shire Boulevard and medium density further north .. South 
of Wilsh_ire Boulevard, land use designatians west of Fairfax Avenue range from low 
density single family to medium densities. East of Fairfax Avenue the southern 
se.ctor is shown as i:l care of low-to-medium density residential ringed by medium 
density residential. 

Zoning. The entire frontage of Wilshire Boulevard (including the Hancock Park) is 
zoned high density commercial (C4--4). The western frontage of Fairfax Avenue 
north of Wilshire Boulevard is zoned for lowe_r density comm.erc.ial use; c2~1. The 
eastern frontage of Fairfax Avenue south of Wilshire Boulevard is also zaned C2-I. 
Zoning for the. remainder of the station area consists of residential districts (R 1-1, 
R.4-1, RS--4, R40-I} and appears consistent with the de,signated land uses previously 
discussed. One exception, however, is the north portion of Hanc:ock Park which is 
zoned resi_dential (R4~) and is currently designated by the Plan for public use. 

Areas Susce tible to Reinvestment (see Fi ure 11.,.:13). In this station area there are 
erght acres o comniercra y zoned an an acres of residentially zoned land 
susceptible to reinvestment. All of this land is located in the. ten blocks between 
Wilshire Boulevard and Sixth Street and Wilshire Boulevard and Eighth Street as well 
as on the west side of Fairfax Avenue. north of Wilshire Boulevard. Zon.ing Would 
permit 4.5 mjllion square feet of new commercial development and 2,080 new hous­
ing units, while ma)(imum new development at probable development intensities 
would be 2.6 million square feet and 1,850 units. Underutilized parcels acc:ount for 
19 percent of all parcel area in the station area_. 

Fairfax/Beverly Station 

Land Use Profile. Existing land use within this station area is clearly defined and 
homogeneous along the major arterials serving the area. The street frontage along 
tlie west side of Fairfax Avenue cpnsists of mixed and retail land uses together with 
parking lots serving these uses. The east .side. of Fairfax Avenue provides similar 
uses with the exception of the CBS Television City and the Farmers Market, The 
CBS site is currently occupied by production facilities and offices. Farmers Market 
is a tourist attraction as well cis a shopping center.. The Beverly Boulevard street 
frontage is composed of a mix of office and retail uses .• l_nwa_rd frc,m these arterials, 
land use i_s devoted eritirely to low and medium density single and multifamily 
residences. 
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Lend Use Pl.ans and Poli_cies. T-he Hollywood or Wilshire Plan designates the front­
ages of Bev•?r!y Bou-levard, Fairfax Avenue, Third.Street, a:,d the entire :Jlock c:>n­
taining CBS Television City and the Farmers Market as community and highway 
~ommercia! •. ~ernainihg. areas are show!l cs resider:_,ti_al $ingle and 01ultifamily neigh- -
borhoods. 

Z:,Jning. Street frontages a_long F a_irfax Avenue and Beverly Soulevard are -zoned for 
commercial uses (C2-I). The northeast sector of the station area (north and east of 
the Fairfax/Beverly intersecti'on) is zoned for medium density residential develop­
ment (R4-1) and the northwest~rn sector is zoned for single family with some medi­
um density (RI-I and R4-I). The southeast sector is zoned for commercial develop­
ment (C:2-4) and the southwest part of the station area is zoned for single family and 
multifamily residences (R 1-1 and R3- I}. 

Areas Susce tible to Reinvestment (see Fi ure 11~ 14). Within this station area the.re 
are acres o underutilized commercially zoned !'and, most of wh_ich is located or, 
the CBS/Gilmore .site •. In addition, most of the frontage along Fai_rfax Avenue and 
Beverly Boulevard is das_sifled as underutilized. This does not mean that those 
parcels ''should be" redeveloped or even renovated. It simply means that because ~f 
the value of the land, there will probably be pressure to r~novate or redevelop if 
there is a demand for d~velopmei:,t i_n the area. Zon_ing would permi.t 30.0 million 
squa_re feet of n¢W commercial development, while maximum new development to 
probable development intensities would be 13.3 million square feet. Only two acres 
of residentially zoned parcel area are underutilized on which zoning would permit 
170 unit~~ Max_i_rnum development at probable development levels would be I 00 
additiqnql units. Underutilized parcels represent 33 percent of all parcel area in th.is 
station area. 

F aid.ax/Santa Monica Station 

Land Use Profile. Existing land use fronting Santa Monica Bouleva_rd. is n:i_ix_ed, an_d 
areas north and south of Santa Monica Boulevard are developed resid~·ntially at a 
variety of densities and housing types (single and multifamily). The frontage of 
F a_irfax Avenue ~outh of Santa Monica Boulevard consists of a mixed use pattern with 
some re~ide_ntial structures fronting Fairfax Avenue south of WilJougl"iby Ayenue. 
Fairfax Avenue nor-th of Norton Avenue also currently accommodates multifamily 
residential use. 

Land U_se Plans .And Policies. The Community Plan clesignates the Santa Monica 
Boul.evarc) _frontage as mixed use, and similarly classifies Fairfa_x. Avenue as m_ixed 
us~ from Willoughby Avenue nor-th to Norton Avenue. The r:-ema_i_n{ng portions Qf the 
station area are proposed for high density r~s_idenJial_. 

Zoning. Properties fronting Santa Monica Boulevard and Fairfax Avenu¢ from Nor­
ton Avenl:Je south to Willoughby Avenue are zoned for commercial (C-3) the average 
parcel depth along Santa Monica .Boulevard is I 00 feet and rang~s frorry SO feet to 
I 00 feet on F dirfax Avenue. The remaining station area is zoned R-4. 

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure 11-15). The_ station area contains 20 
ac·res of underutilized parcel area zoned for commerda_l use whi~h represent almost 
all of the commerci9l ly zoned l_an~ in the station area. At the intensity permitted by 
the present zoning (FAR 3) 1.9 mil lion square feet of development could be accom­
modated. Because of the limited depth of commercially zoned parcels on all but one 
block, an FAR of 3 would represent a probable maximum development intensity even 
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i_f _the zc>ning permitted a greater FAR. There are 30 acres of residentioUy zoned 
!and whi::h .would accommodate 1,240 additional units under current zoning. If the 
densities permitted by zoning _were. increased to correspond to densities permitted in _ 

• areas ·of -the ::'ty along Santa·-Monico Boulevard, on additional 600 to I ;200 units 
could be accommodated. A density bonus of FAR I is permitted on the 20 acres of 
underutilized commercial parcel areas if that odditiona_l deve_lopment cons_ists of 
housing units. Assuming I ;500 gross square feet per unit, on additional 600 residen­
tial u·nits could be accommodated in the station area. Underutilized parcels repre­
sent 33 percent of the. stat ion area. 

Lo Brea/Sunset Station 

Land .Use_ Profile. Existing land use fronting Sunset Boulevard and Lo Brea Avenue 
includes retail arid office together with small motels and unimproved parking lots. 
Land uses fronting Hollywood Boulevard east of Lo Brea Avenue include office, 
retoi I, and extensive areas of parking. The remo_ining station o_reo south o_f Sunset 
Boulevard and west of Lo Brea Avenue is composed of medium to high densitv resi­
dential o_reos wh_ich contain small pockets of l_ower density single farriily dwellings. 

Land Use Plans And Policies. The Hollywood Community Pion designates regional 
commercial use within the northeast portion of the study area bounded by Hollywood 
Boulevard on the. north, Lo Brea or, the west, High_lond Avenue to the east, and 
Sunset Boulevard (including south street frontage) to the. south, CommLlnity and 
highway commercial is designated for properties fronting Sunset west of Lo Brea 
Avenue, and for a por-tion of Highland Avenue south of Sunset 13oulevord. The north­
west portion of the. station area is designated as high density residential. The 
remaining area south of Sunset is ol_so shown by t_he Community Pion as high density 
residential use. 

Zoning. The northeast sector is zoned for commercial (C4-4) along Hollywood Bo_ule­
vcircr with residential (RS-4) zoning rounding out the remaining northeast area. 
Street frontages along Sunset Boulevard and Lo Brea are zoned commercial (C2'- I 
along Sunset Boulevard west of Lo Brea Avenue, C4-4 east of Lo Brea Avenue, C4-4 
along Lo Brea Avenue north of Sunset 13oulevard, and ci-2 on Lo Brea Avenue gerier­
olly south of Sunset B,oulevard). Apart from com_me_rci_ol zoning (C2-2) along High­
land Avenue, the remaining station area south of Wilshire Boulevard is zoned residen­
tial R4-I and R4-2. 

Areas Susce tible to Reinvestment (see Fi e 11-16). Approximately 26 acres of 
comrherc10 y zone on an deres o res1 ent1ally zoned land susceptible to 
reinvestment Ore located in this station area. Zoning would permit I 1.8 million 
square feet of commercial development and 2,350 additional residential units. The 
maximum new development at probable development intensities would be 3.3 milli_on 
square feet and 2,050 residential units. M~t of tl:le commercial frontage along 
Sunset Boulevard and more than half of the frontage along La Brea .Avenue is classi­
fied as underutilized. Underutilized residential parcels are dispersed throughout the 
station area. Underutilized parcels account for 31 percent of all parcel area. 

Hollywood/Cahuenga Station 

Land Use Profile. From roughly Yucca Street south to Sunset Boulevard, the station 
area's land use consists of retail, office, limited industry, and motels. These u_ses ore 
served by large areas of unimproved par_k_ing lots. The entire street frontage of 
Hollywood Bo:ulevard is devoted to retail lcihd uses. Residential land uses are nor-th 
of Yucca Street where multifamily units at medium-to-high densities occur; 

11-23 



;_and Use 0 I,'Jns And Policies. The entire station area from Yucca Street south is 
Ges1gn::ited regional commer::ial by the Hollywood Community Plan. t,Jorth of Yucca 
Street, medivm-ti,-high density residential use is proposed. 

- ···- - -- • . 
Zonin • The Orea south of Yucca .Street is extensively zoned for commercial use 
C4-4 and small portion of C2-2-). North of Yucca Street, the area is zoned residen­

tial (RS-4, R4-4, and sma)I pockets of R3-4 and R 1-1 ). 

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure 11-.17). There are 83 acres of com­
mercially zoned land and seven a_cres of residentially zoned land susceptible to 
change, representing 60 percent of all parcel area in the station are:a. Although 
zoning would permit an FAR of 13, the probable average intensity of development 
would be at a FAR of 3 becaLtse regional-serving retail space is ~xpected to consti­
t•Jte a substantial portion of a_ll d~velopment. Zoning wo·uld permit 47 million square 
feet of commercial space and 700 additional residential units. Maximum new devel­
opment at the probable average development intensity would be I 0.8 million square 
feet and 630 units. Most of the underutilized area consists of groups of parcels 
comprising from one-half to a ful I blo·ck. 

Hollywood Bowl Station 

Land Use Profile. The Hollywood B_owl Station area which is bisected by the Holly-
- •..vood Freeway consists primarily of single family housing and county-owned open 
space surrounding the Hollywood Bowl and the Pilgrimage Theatre, as wel_l as park_ing 
for the Bowl. Along Highland Ave_nue there are several motels in addition to multi­
family housing at medium to high d¢nsitie:S. The Whitley Heights area, which con­
sists of houses built in the early 1900s and having historic significance, is located in 
the southeast portion of the station area. 

Land Use P Ions and Policies. Land use designations for the area reflect existing 
uses, with about half the area committed to public open space use~ and half to 
residential use, primarily single family. The frontage along Highland Avenue s<?uth 
of the Bowl is designated for high density residentia_I development \1/ith medium 
densi_ties to the west. Pockets of high density residential development would be 
perrnitted east of the Hollywood Freeway .. 

Zoning. Zoning is generally consistent •11ith the Community Plan land use designa­
tions. The county open space is zoned RE 15-1-14 which permits parks and communi­
ty facilities owned and operated by governmental agencies, the "H" Hillside Area 
designation permits restriction of residential development to densities consistent 
with the adopted General Plan designation. The RS- I or high density resid_e_ntial 
zoning along Highland Avenue permits hotels and motels limited to an FAR af 3. 

Areas Susce tible to Reinvestment (See Fi u"re 11-18). There is no underutilized 
commerc1a y -zone and wit in t e station area and three acres of underutili-zed 
residentially zoned land, equivale_nt to two percent of afl parcel area. Zoning would 
permit 600 new residential units and probable buildout would be 510 units. 

Universal City Station 

Land Use Profile. The frontage. along Lankershim Boulevard is composed primarily 
of strip commercial development se_rved by s~ve_ra_l parking lots •. The northern part 
of this station area cantains a low density s_ingle family residential area which is 
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ringed .:,n the south and to ,vest by 'Neddingtori Pa"rk. The so_utheast portion of the 
st:Jtion area consists .of fast growing Universal City area. The station area is 
bisected by the Hollywood Freeway •,,;hich runs from the northwest to the southeast. 
West of the freeway, the station area accommodates a l_arge medium density residen­
tial Jrea. Ventura Boulevard bisects his residential ar_eci tha·t roughly parallels the 
freeway. The frontage along Ventura Boulevard consist·s of strip retail ci'nd com­
mercial land use. 

Land Plans And Policies, The She.rman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake District Pich 
designates ttiis station area as cOmrriunity and highwciy commercial along bcith Lank­
ershim and Ventura Boulevards. In the southeast sector of the station area the 
District Plan proposes regional commercial use. West of the Hollywood Freeway, 
high density residential is s_hown north of Ventura Boulevard, and low density residen­
tial is designated south of Ventura Boulevard. Two additional areas of residential use 
are designated within the northern sector of the station area. The first is a low 
density residential area just north of Weddington Park, and the second is designated 
multifamily in an area south of the pa_r.k_. 

7oninq. Frontage along Lankers_hj_m, Ventu_ra, apd Cahuen·ga B_oulevards is zoned 
commercial (C_2-I), Severa_! large blocks Of land within Unive"rsal City are also zoned 
for commercial (C2-1), and the remaining Universal City land is zcined for parking 
sfructures (PB- I) and for residential (RE I 5-1 ). The remaining station area, including 
Weddington Park, is z9ned for res_idential. The sout_h_west sector is zoned for single 
family (RI-I), th_e north area west of the freeway, for R3-1 and R4-I, and the afea 
north and east of the freeway for R 1-1 and R4-1. 

Areas Susce tible to Reinvestment (see Fi ure 11-19). This station area cQntains 25 
acres' o un ~tut111z_e commerc1a y zone· lal').d o w _ich 80 percent is located east 
of Lankershi_m Boulevard on the MC,A site. The remaining 20 percent is dispersed 
throughOut the s_tation atea along Ventura Bouleyard, C_ahuengci Boulevcird, and the 
west :Side of Lankei'shii'n Boulevcird. A total of 5.7 million.square feet of commercial 
development could be accommodated at the permitted FAR of 3. There is no resi­
dentially zoned land susceptible to reinvestment. 

North Hollywood Station 

Land Use Profile. With. Ql'le exception, existing land use along the frontage of Lank­
er.shim Boulevard consists of community-serving retail use. The exception to this 
general retail pattern occurs for that portion of Lankershim Boulevard intersected by 
both Chand_ler Boulevard and the railroad right-of-way, This area accommodates 
industrial use~ such as lum_ber and. construction yards wh_ic:h are rail-dependent. The 
northeast sectClr of thi_s sJatic,n ar~ currently ac:commod9te~ several blocks of low 
and mediu_m density res_idential development. _ South of C:handler Boulevard the 
station ar·ea is developed in a rilix of retail, office, light industrial uses, with some 
pockets of low an_d medium density residential scattered throughout. 

Land . .Use .Plans. And.Policies. The area bounded by Chandler Boulevard, Lankershim 
BouJevard; Mognol.ia Bouleva_rc!, an_d roughly Blake.slee Ave_nue l_i_es within the N_orth 
Hollywood Redevelopment Core Area or the p_0rtion of the Redevelopment Area to 
be. developed first. The Redevelopment Plan designates this area for retail and 
office, and a_lso provides for areas ofresidentia_l mixed uses. 

The station area's remaining land use is designated by the North Hollywood Commun­
ity Plan. The plan identifies the Lankershim and Magnolia corridors as community 
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and highw:Jy commercia_l. The no_r:t:ieost sector of this station area, south of Burbank 
Boule•,ard to Chandler Boulevard between Elmer and v;neland Avenues, is designcited 

• as industrial; The re·moi,ing station area north of Burbank Boule•,ord and west of 
Tujungo A-,enue is design:Jted as medium and 'iigh den_sity residential, 

• ~o2inf. The frontages along Lankershim .Boulevard are zoned for commerci.ol use 
• C ~2 as are the parcels situated between T,Jjunga cind Bokman Avenues. The north­
east sector of this station area is zoned for residential (R4-2) which is not consistent 
with the Community Plan's industrial use classification. The western section· of the 
station area is zoned for residential use (R4-1, R4-2, and R 1-1 ). 

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure 11-20). In this station area 53 acres of 
commercially zoned land are susceptible to reinvestment. Zoning would permit 13._9 
million square feet of development, while the maxir,,um new development that could 
be accommodated at proba_ble development intensities would be 6.9 million square 
feet. The.re are 25 acres of residentially zoned land on which zoning would permit 
2,310 new units. The maximum new development at probable development Intensi­
ties would be 2,060 units. Underutjlized land accounts fa, 52 percent of all parcel 
area in the station area. 

ST A TION AREA PROFILES: SPECIAL ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

The following stations were evaluated during the Special Alternative Analyses in the 
Hollywood area and in the North Hollywood/Studio City/Universal City area. 

Hollywood. Alternati:ves 8 and C 

In Hollywood two alternatives to the Locally Preferred Alternative were eva_luated. 
Both consisted of a surface or aerial light rail line-referred to as an Intermediate 
Capacity Transit System or ICTS-connecting with and running east from the main 
Metro R_ail line. Alternative B would connect with the main Me.fro Rail line at the 
Fairfax/Santa Monica Station and extend east along Santa Monica Boulevard, north 
()n La Brea Avenue, and east again on Selma Avenue, terminating at Gower Street. 
The main line would continue north on Fairfax Avenue through the Santa Monica 
Mountains to the Universal City or Studio City- Station. The ICTS would have six 
stops or statia_ns at the following locations under Alternative. B. 

I. Fairfax Avenue and Santa Monica Boulevard. This station location would be 
shared with the main Metro Rail line. The station area is described in the prior 
section. 

2. Santa Monica Boulevard and La Brea Avenue. 

3. La Brea Avenue and Sunset Boulevard. This station would be located one block 
north of the La Brea/Sunset Station of the Locally Preferred Alternative; the 
station area is described in the prior section. 

4. Selma Avenue and Highland Avenue. 

S. Selma Avenue and Chahuenga Boulevard, This station would be one block south 
of the Hollywood/C_ahuenga Station of the Locally Preferred Alternative; the 
station are.a is describ.ed in the prior section. 
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6. S~lrna Av~nue and Gower Street. 

Alternative C would connect •:.Vith tL-ie maL, Metro Rail line at the Sunset/La Brea 
•• • Statio·n' and extend east on Selma Av·enue to Gower Street. The :·n:i:n i'ine wei~ld 

extend ~rth on La Brea through the mountains· to Universal Cify of Stu,~lio City 
Stdtion. This ICTS line would have four stops or stations at the following locations. 

I. La Brea Avenue and Sun:set Boulevard. 

2. Selma Avenue and Highland Avenue. 

3. Selma Avenue and Cahuenga Bouleva:rd. 

4. Selma Avenue and Gower Street. 

Figu"res 1-l 9 thro:ugh 1-21 ii lus-trate the precise boundaries for these station areas 
used to evaluate land us:e ar,9 develop,:nent im-pacts i_n the Spec_ia_l Alte:rnative:s A,na_l­
ysis a-nd ·in this report. Station areas along the ICTS line □-re s-maller than thos_e along 
the main Metro Rail line for two reasons. First, they occur at intervals of less than 
one-half mile so that the shared boundary is less than one-quarter mile from ei.ther 
station. Second, light rail lines do not typically at-tract riders from as large a ·service 
area a_s het;ivy rail line:s. Th_i_s is parti_cularly true whe:n th:e [i_r,e i_s loc-ated on the 
surface in a shared right-of-way '#ith other vehicles, resulting in travel times 
appraximately the same as for buses. 

Those staJi~n areas in the Hollywood Alternative not desc_ribed in the prior section 
are desc_ri_bed be_low. 

Santa Monica/La _Brea.Station 

Land Use Profile. The sout_hern half of the station area (south of Santa Mor:i_ica 
tjoulevard} i_s comprised almost entirely of light ind_ustrial uses, primarily related fo 
film and video ptoduction. North of Santa Monica Boulevard there is a mix of single 
family housing and medium to high density multifamily housing. The frontage along 
Santa Monica Boulevard and along La Brea Avenue is devoted to community serving 
commercial uses. A few- blocks of light industrial use. extend north of Santa Monica 
Boulevard as well. 

Land Use Plans andPolicies 

This station area is located in both the city and county. In both juris~ictions, land 
use plans generally reflect current usage. The area south of ·Sahta Monica Boulev-cird 
to Willoughby Avenue is designated I ight industrial as are four blocks north 9f Sant.a 
Monica Boulevard and east of La Brea Avenu-e which are currently occu·pied by a mix 
of light industrial, commercial, and residential uses. The remaining frontage on 
Santa Monica Boulevard and La Brea Avenue, i.e., northwest of their intersection, is 
des_ignated for li{ghway-ori~rifed commercial !,!Se. Hi_gh gensity resid~ntiaJ use i_s 
designated; for areas north of the commercial and in~i.lstrial area on Santa Mon_ica 
Boulevard except on Poinset-ta Drive and Greenacre Avenue where a low-densi-ty 
desi_gn·ation is i_nte.nqed to pre.serve the. exist_i_ng n_ei_gh_l;>orhood. 

Zoning. Zoning is generally consistent with Land Use Plan designations with two 
exceptions: residential zoning on portions of two blocks in the northeast quadrant 
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desi·~nated I ight industriai (located in the city) and high density re:sidential zonif"lg in 
t:-ie north·....,esf quadrant where the plan ca! Is for sif"lgle fo!Tl:.ly houslng to preserve the 
existing neighborhood (located in the county). 

Areas Susc~tible to Rein'-"'.estment. ExcL.Jd_ing 3reas zon_ed for indu·strial use from 
consideration, there are six acres of commercially zoned land and five acres of resi­
dentially zoned land susceptible to reinvestment. Zoning would permit 1.7 million 
square feet of co:mm:ercial space and 500 additional residential units:- The General 
Plan would permit an additional 1.0 mil I ion square feet of new commercial space (by 
reclassifying several areas of I ight industrial u_se to commercial). At probable devel.:. 
opment intensities, limited by parcel depth, parcel size and. location, a range of 
300,000 to 500,000 square feet of new commercial space and 390 new residentfo_l 
un_i ts could be accommodated. 

S,elma/Highland Station 

Land Use Profile~ This station area contains a mix of land uses~ The largest single 
use is Ho~iywood High School (located in the \.,.a Brea/Sunset Station area under the 
Locally Preferred Alte_rnative). Commercial uses, including a number of theaters, 
front Hollywood and Sun:set Boulevards with surface parking behind. Residential 
uses_, primarily multifamily, are located along Yucca St_reet and Franklin Avenue in 
the north and De Longpre Avenue in the southern portion of the station area. Other 
residential complexes are scattered througho·ut the area with a major cluster along 
Selma Avenue. 

Land Use Plans and Policies. The Hollywood Community Plan calls for regional 
commercial uses in most of the station area, from Yucca Street in the north to and 
including the .south frontage of Sunset BoulE:ivard with the exception of Hollywood 
High School. The remaining frontqge on H_ighland Avenue is designated highway­
oriented commercial with high density residential use along Franklin Avenue and De 
Longpre Avenue. 

Zoning. Zoni_ng is generally consistent with the Land Use Plan, permitti~·g C4-4 uses 
at dn FAR of 13 from Yucca Street to Sunset Boulevard, C2-2 use at an FAR of 6 on 
Highland Avenue, RS developme_nt o.n Franklin Avenue, and R4 on De Longpre 
Avenue. 

Areas Susceptible to .Reinvestment. There are 38 acres of commercially zoned land 
and 7 acres of residentially ~zoned lan_d susceptible to reinvestment. Zoning would 
permit 20.8 million square feet of commercial space. and 680 additional residentia~ 
units. At probable inten:siti~s, a maximum of 5.3 million square feet and 540 residen­
tial units could be a9ded_. 

Selma/Gower Station 

Land Use Profile. The southeast quadrant of this station area consists of light indus­
trial L!s¢.s, specifically film and video production facilities. The frontage along 
Sun.set Boulevard west of Gower Street, Gower Street north of Sunset Boulevard, and 
all of Ho_llyWood Boulevard is commercial with surface parking behind_. Residential 
u~~s, com·prised of a mix of densities, are located in the northeast and sP:uthwest 
quadrant of the station area. 

Land Use Plan and Policies. The Community Plan calls for regional commerc.ial u.s~s 
west of Gower Str·eet from Yucca Street south to De Longpre Avenue, with high 
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density residential sauth afDe Lqngpre Avenue ta Fauntain Avenue. ~ast of Gawer 
Street and sauth of- Sunse1 B,:,ulevord the plan calls for iight industriaJ l!Ses, T'1~ 
narth frant(lge af Sunset Baulevord and both fr.:mtoges on Hollywood Soulevard ore 
designated highway-xiented com:nerciai and the· area between the t·No high density 
residential .. 

Zoning. Zoning south of Sunset Boulevard is relatively inconsistent 'Nith land use 
plan designations. Most of the la.nd sOu!h of the Sunset Boulevard frontage is zoned 
h.igh density residential (R4) which conflicts in some cases with light industrial and 
regional commercial la·nd use designations. Zoning north of Sunset Boulevard is 
generally consistent with the plan, permitting C4-3 and C4-4 development west of 
Gower at an FAR of 10 generally and J3 on Hollywood Boulevard and R4 east of 
Gower between the Hollywood and. Sunset frontages. The frontages themselves are 
zoned C4-3 and C4-4 at FA Rs of I O or 13 which correspond to regional cornrnerc i a I 
rather than the highway-oriented commercial use called for in the plan. 

Ar.eas. Susceptible to. Reinvestment. There are 3? cc.res of comrnerciaHy zoned land 
and 16 deres of residentiaJly ·zqned land susceptible to reinvestment in this station 
(lrea. Zoni:ig wo.uld permit 17.8 million square feet of com:nercial space and 1,460 
additional residential units. Probable development intensities would result in a 
maximum of 4.5 million square feet of new com.mercial spac:¢-ahd 1,300 adct'iti6nai 
residential u.nits. 

Studio City/.Universal City .and North Hollywood Alternatives. Although the Studio 
City alternative to the Universal City·Stdfton 1110uld serve the same employment 
cen:ter at Un.iversal City via a pedestria·n or shuttle bus connection, the two stations 
would impact different residential communities. The Studio City Station area evalu­
ated in the Special Alternatives Analysis is illustrated in Figure l-'22 and described 
below. 

In North Hollywood, the alternatives to the selected station on Lankershim at Chand­
ler would serve the .same primary commercial center, the f\Jorth Hollywood Redeve­
lopment Core Area. However, they would serve and impact somewhat d_ifferent 
residential and secondary commerc.iaJ c;ireas.. Figure 1-23 depicts the alternate 
station areas that were evaluated in the Special Alternatives Analysis. 

Studio City Station 

• Land Use Profile, The Studio City Station area ls developed with largely low density 
residen·tial u'nits. Some medium and high density residential packets are forward just 
north of Bluffside Drive, and northwest of the Ventura Boulevard and Vineland Aven­
ue intersection. Weddington Park is located just east of the HoHywood Freeway in 
this. station area. RetCJi.l frontage occurs c;i_long Ventura and Ca~uenga Boulevards, 
with single family residential areas south of this retail strip. Directly north of the 
Los Angeles River Channel, bordering Vineland Avenue on the east, is a hotel/restau­
rant complex. There is a large undeveloped area between Bluffside Drive and the 
Los Angele,s Rive.r Channel . 

Land Use Plans And Policies. The. Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake District 
Plan l,'and use and d.evelopment policy for this station area correspand with those 
described for the Universal City Station area. 

Zoning. For a discussion of zoning within this station area, see the Zoning section 
for.the Universal City Station area, 



Area·s Susceptible ·to P.eirr,.,est:rient. -Underut,ilized commercially zoned land in this 
station area is the same a·s for Universal City. However, there are also 15 acres of 
resi-~ential_ly • zoneq_ land suscept[ble .·to. reinvestment. Zoni_ng. would permit 880 
additio,al units while the maximum development that c·ould be accommodated at 
probable development intensities would be 800 cdditionol units. 
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Ill. COMMERCIAL DEVtLOPMENT PROJECTIONS 

This cciapter_ describes the resuits of _the analysis of .future office and retail reCJI 
estote development within the Regional Core. 

BACKGROUND ANALYSIS 

Major and Community Office Space Development 

Table 111-1 presents a_n analysi_s of h_i_storical office space development in each plan­
ning area within the Regiona_l Core, Institutional, gove_rnmental, special purpose, and 
low rise office buildings are not included i_n thi_s analysis. 

An analysis of historical major office space absorption for market areas within the 
Regional Core is presented in Tab_le 111-2.1 t_hro1Jgh 111-2_.5. Annual avergges for the 
years 1971-1980 and 1976-1980 are incl.uded in these tables. These historical trends 
,,;,ere used to help estimate future office space development within each planning 
a·reo.. 

Table 111-3, Market Area Characteristics, presents projections of office space devel­
opment for the planning areas. These projections ...,ere presented to members of the 
real estate development community at a workshop on July 30, 1982. With the excep­
tion of projections for the Mid-Wilshire and Miracle Mile areas, the workshop 
attendees considered the market area projections to be. reasonably accurate. The 
workshop participants did agree that the projections for Mid-Wilshire were more 
reasonab_le for tbe Miracl_e Mile atea a~nd the Miracle Mile projections were more 
appropriate for the Mi_d-Wilshire area. This change h<is been incorporated into Table 
I 0. Projections are based on historical absorptic,n trend_s and current l_ea$ing and 
building development i.~formation, (obtained through phone interviews with individu­
als in the real estate industry and presented in Table 111-3). No Project and Metro 
Rail Project projections are included in Table .111-3. The No Project projections are 
lower than the Metro Rail Project projection_s except in the Stud_io City, Universal 
City, North Hollywood area where accessibility is not perceived to be. a major con­
straint on growth. Table ill-4 presents market characteristics for the station areas. 

Table 111-5 identifies planned, proposed, and potential office, retail, and hotel pro­
jects. The projects are identified at either station area or planning area levels. 

Regional and Community Retail Development 

Tables 111-6 through 111~7 summarize the results of the analysis used to project retail 
development. Tab_le 111-6 identifies regional retail development that wci_uld be 
required to serve the population growth projected by SCAG for the Regional Core. 
The No Project values correspond with SCAG-82A; the Metro Rciil Project alterna­
tive~--Locally Preferrec:t Alternative. and Min_i_mum Operable Segment-values corres­
pond with SCAG-828. Table 111-7 shows the projected distribution of that develop­
ment arhong groups of station areas. This distribution is based on historic trends, 
employment cis well as population growth projections (derived from mcijor office 
space projections and SCAG population projections), and known developnierit plcins. 
Table 111~7 groups station areas by planning areas. The exercise of distributing 
development among individual station areas relied largely on the location of proposed 

111-1 



---------
TABLE 111-1 

HISTORICAL SUPPLY OF MAJOR OFFICE SPACE IN REGIONAL CORE 

l'950,..l954 l955,..l959 l960-l964 PJ65-l969 i970-l974 1975-1•979 1980-}982 • -------
Miracie Mile 

Sq. ft. added 645,000 110,000 385,000 469,000 l:,)94,000 
Total sq~ ft. 645;000 755;000 1,.140,000 1,609,000 3,003,000 3;003,000 3,003,_QfJO 

Mid-Wilshire : 

Sq. ft. added 507,000 I, 1:36,000 1,5~9,000 2,41·5,000 2,913,000 250,!JOO 
Total sq. ft. 507,000 1,643;000 3,2'12,000 5,627,000 8,540,000 8,540,000 8,790,000 

Central Crty 
Sq. ft. added 1,0·14,000 592,000 969,000 4,072,000 7,085,000 700,000 4,746,000 
Total sq. ft. l,OJ4,000 1,606,000 2,575,000 6,647,000 13,732,000 l:4,LJ32,000 19,178;000 

I Westlake. K) 

Sq. h. added --. 1.23,000 100,000 255,000 225,000 
Total sq. ft. 123,000 223,000 478,000 703,000 703,000 703~000 

Hollywood 
Sq. ft. added 197,000 320,000 498,000 415,000 
Total sq. ft. 197,000 517,000 I ;015,000 I ,lJ30,000 1·,t.30,000 l,[130,000 

North Hollywood/ 
Studio City/ 
Universal City 

. Sq. ft. added 12,000 1-50,000 I 1'7,000 
T otdl: sq. ft. 516,000 588,000 738,000 738,000 855,000 855,000 855,000 

Region al Core 
Total 

Sq. ft. added: 2,166,000 2'17,000 3,493;000 7,454,000 12,179,000 925,000 4,996,000 
lotal sq. ft. 2,166,000 4,336,000 7,829,000 I 5,283,000 27,462,000 28,387,000 33,383,flOO 

Source: Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co. 

_, - - - - -· - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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TABLE 111.2.1 

HISTORICAL ABSORPTION OF MAJOR OFFICE SPACE 
DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELE_S MARKET A_RJ::A 

Cumulative ~sfimated 
Year Sqyare Feet Sq~ore. Feet Squ·are Feet Oc~upa:ncy 
Completed Built Available Occupied Percentage 

1971 2,600,000 8,928,000 7,142,400 80% 

1972 215~00.0 9,143,000 7,771,SOO 85% 

1973 948,000 10,091,000 8,678,JOO 86% 

1974 2,S35,000 12,626,000 9,848,300 78% 

1975 0 12,626,000 I 0~353,300 82-% 

1976 0 12,6:26,000 I 0,984,600 87% 

1977 0 12,626,000 11,994,700 95% 

1978 0 12,626,000 I 2,37:3,500 98% 

1979 234,000 12,860,000 • 12,731,400 99% 

19·ao 375 000 . , I 3,:235,000 I 3, I 0·2,600 99% 

Annual average absorption 1.971-1980: 690,000 square feet 
1976~1980: 550,000 square feet 

Source: Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co. 

111-3 
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Annual 

Absorption 
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906,800 

I, 170,000 
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TABLE 111-2.2 

i-!ISTORICAL ABSORPT!OhJ O;-" iv\A-JOR OFFICE SPACE 
MIRACL6. MILE tv1ARKET AREA 

Cumulative Estimated 
Year Square Feet Square Feet Square Feet Occupancy 
Comeleted Built Available Occueied Percentage 

1971 593,300 2,454,300 1,939,000 79% 

1972 0 2,454,300 2,013,000 82% 

1973 0 2,454,300 2,083,000 85% 

1974 0 2,454;300 2,157,000 88% 

!975 0 2,454,300 2,206,000 90% 

1976 0 2 454 -JOO ' ., 2,231,000 91% 

1977 0 2,454,300 2,281,000 9"3% 

1978 0 2,454,J·oo 2,331,000 95% 

1979 0 2;454,300 2,380,000 97% 

!980 0 2,454,300 2,405,000 98% 

Annual average absorption ! 971-1980: 88,009 square feet 
1976-1980: 40,000 square feet 

Sou:rce: Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co. 
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t ABLE 111-2.3 

• ·H!STORICAL AB-SORPTIOhJ OF. MAJOR OFFICE SPACE 
MID-WiL_SHIRE .-ViARKET AREA • 

Cumulative 6.stimated 
Year Square Feet Squa_re_ Feet Square Feet Oc:¢.upancy 
Completed Built Available Occu·pied Percentage 

1971 1,463,~00 6,244,470 4,870,700 78% 

1972 149,000 6,393,470 5,242,70_0 82% 

1973 1,041,554 7,435,024 5,576,700 75% 

1974 0 7,435,024 6,320,700 85% 

1975 0 7,435,024 6,394,700 86% 

1976 0 7,435,024 6,474,700 87% 

1977 0 7,435,024 6,623,700 89% 

1978 0 7,435;024 6,920,700 93% 

1979 0 7,435,024 7;21 I, 700 97% 

1980 0 7,435,024 7,286,700 98% 

Annual aver"age absorption 1-971-1980: 345,000 square feet 
1976-1980: 180,000 square feet 

Source: Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co. 
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Estimated 
A_nhu.al 

Absorption 

1,046,000 

372,000 

334,000 

744~000 

74,000 

80,000 

14_9,o·oo 

297,000 

291 ;o·o·o 

75,000 
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T k\BLE 111-2.4 
.1 

• =--HtSTORIC·AL ABSORPTION OF MAJOR OFFICfi SPACE 
HOLLYWOOD MARKET AREA 

·1 
Cu:mulative 6.stimated Estimated I 

Year Square Feet Square Feet Square Feet Occupancy Annual 
Completed Built Available Occupied Percentage -

1971 270;500 2,q15,5oo 1,6·18,000 80% 

Absorption I 22-2,000 

1972 270,00.0 2,285,500 I 747 0"00 ' , 76"% 129,00.0 I 
1973 0 2,285,500 1,843,000 81% 96,000 

1974 0 2,285,500 1,891,000 SJ% 48,000 -I 
1975 0 2,285,50.0 1,a91,ooo 83% 

1976 0 2,285,500 1,904,000 83% 

6,000 I 7,000 

1977 0 2,285,500 1,!,JS,000 85% J l_,000 I 
1978 0 2,285,500 2;Q55~000 90% 110,000 

1979 30,000 2,315,500 2,233,000 96% 1'78,000 I 
1980 0 2,315,000 2-,273,000 98% 

Annual average absorptiQJ'l 1971-1·98.0: 87,000 square feet 

40,000 I 
19.76-1980: 7 J,000 square feet 

I 
Source: Peat M~i~k M_itchell & Co. I 
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TABLE 111-2.5 

HISTORICAL ABSORPTIOi\J OF iAAJOR OFFICE SPACE 
STUDIO CITY /UNIVl;RSAI,:- CITY/t\JORTH HOLLYWOOD MARKET AREA 

Cumulative 6:stimated Estimated 
Year Squa_re Feet Square Feet Square Feet Occupancy Annual 
Completed Built Available Occupied Percentage Absorption 

1971 0 J 13,000 272,300 81% J, 100 

1972 0 JI 3;000 275,400 1;f8% 3,100 

1973 213,750 526,750 421,400 80% 146,000 

1974 58,050 584,750 473,600 81% 52,200 

1975 rJo,ooo 714,800 550,400 77% 76,800 

1976 41,000 7SS,800 619,800 • 82% 69,400 

1977 98,100 853,900 734,400 8-'0I o,o 114,600 

l97e 0 853,_900 768,500 90% 34,100 

1979 188,000 1,041,900 97.9,400 94% 210,900 

1980 379,000 1,42·9,900 1,-321,400 93% 342,000 

Annual average absorption 1.97 1-1.980: I 05,000 square feet 
I 976;..J980: 155,000 square feet 

Source: Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co. 
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TAL:ILE 111-3 

MARKET AHEA CHAHACTE.HISTICS Al'-IU PHOJECT[U I\BSOHI' flOt J OF MA.J(;JI< OFFICE Sl'ACE 

Morket Areas 

Existing Ouoled,Leose Roles 
Mojor Office. ($/SF /YR) 
Spoce Office Retoil2 

CBD I 9,180,000 $ 9;()() - 45.00 12.00 - 50.00 

Westlake 700;000 9.00- 15.00 12.00 - 24.00 

Mid-Wilsl1ire B,800;000 9.00 - 25;00 18.00- 24.00 

Occupancy 
Ho!.!;_ 

95% 

90 - 95% 

95% 

Miracle Mile 3;000,000 15.00 - 26.00 I 0.00 - 28.00 85 - 90% 4 

Hollywood 1,400,000 

North Hollywood/ 
Studio City 
Universol 855,000 5 

12.00- 21.00 

1.20 - 21.00 

9.00 - 18.00 90- 95% 

N/A BO - 95% 

1-tisloricol Average 
Annual Absorption 

1~0-1900 1975-1980 

690,000 550,000 

345,000 180,000 

88,000 40,000 

87,000 73,000 

105,000 155,000 

r:rce: Peol t(torwick Mitchell &. Co. and Sedwoy/Cooke. 
•2 Generolly, does nol include low-rise Uess than eight stories} inslilulionol or government buildings. 

Hetoil looses quoted on triple-nel,bosis. l lnclvded in M(d-Wilshire ond·Cl3O Plonning Areas. 
Renovotion of Museum Squore accounts fOI" low occupancy role. 

5 Includes some l:,vjldings less than eight stories becouse of heigh! restriction. 

- - - - - - - -

Under 
Construction 

l/19hl­

Projected Annuol Absorption 
1981-lll(JO ----~----

J/ I YB] 

5,900,000 000,000 

0 50,000 

450,000 J.75,000 

550;000 225,000 

0 75,000 

892,000 225,000 

-

Metro 
Hoil 

1,000,000 

75,0UO 

300;000 

350,000 

100,000 

225;000 

With Joint 
1Jevel~11enl 

1,120,000 

125,000 

350;000 

400;000 

I 50;000 

275,000 

- - -

_!rends , 

Hunker·1 11ill um.I South 
Pork represent ori;,os 
ol contii,ued real 
estole ,lpvclop111enl. 

Reloil spnce along 
Alvorod.i gencrnles 
$200 to $GOD 1,er 
sqoore feel. 

lnliux of Kort:on­
orienleli 1,usinesscs 
onli services; 
ol>sorplion of vocont 
space by current 
lenonl exµonsion; no 
new ten.0111s.• 

Very ocfive real esloic 
market neor museum; 
notional retail chains 
looking :lo locale along 
Mirocle'..'Mile. 

Occupancy in office 
buildings has fallen 2% 
lo j% .. 1'-lotionol.reloil 
chains looking,ol 
Hollywood oreo; 
i3roodwoy Deporlmenl 
store rt:cenlly closed. 

~nivers,11 City, Sh,dio 
City strong; loml, 
prices $1i0 lo $50 along 
Venluro Boulevord. 
Very,solt morkel 
ol>ove Riverside 1on 
Lonkershim. 

- - -
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Stction Areos 

Union Stotion 

Hill/First/ 
Civic Center 

Hill/Fifth 

5eyent_h/F I ower 

Wilshire/Alvarado 

WilshireNermant 

Wilshire/Normandie 

Wilshire/Westem 

Wilshire/Lo Brea 

Wilshi_re/Foirfax 

Fairfox/Bev"erly 

Fairfax/Santo MOl'lico 

La Brea/Sunset 

Hall ywoo<i/Cahuenga 

51 udio City/ 
Universa·I City 

North Hoflywood 

N/A - Not available 

N/R - Not relevant 

Existing Major 
Office·Seoce I 

260,000 

1,300,000 

9,300,000 

N/A 

2,200,000 

3,000,000 

1,300,000 

300,000 

1,320,000 

150,000 

110,000 

soo,0003 

345,0003 

TABLE 111-4 

STATION AREA CHARACTERISTICS 

Quoted Leose Rate 

Office 
. ($/SF /YR) 2 

Retoil 

N/R $MO- 18.00 

$12.00. 15.00 $30.00 • 40.00 

$9.00 • 15.00 $30.00 - 50.00 

$2_ 4.00 - 45.00 
-- - -- ---- $30.00 - 50.00 

$9.00 • 15.00 $12.00 • 24.00 

$9.00 - 15.00 $18.00 - 24.0() 
(Jowrise) (ground floor 

lowrise) 
$15.00 ~ 18.00 $30.00 - 45.00 
(hi ghrise) (ground floor 

highrise) 

$15.00 - 2 1.00 $ I 8.00 - 45.00 

s I s.00 - is.oo $18.00 

$15.00 - 21.00 $23.00 - 30.00 
(prime r·etaill 
$10.00- 15.00 
(aid ·retail) 

$16.00 - 21.00 $I8.o_o - 24_.o_o 
Clow rise). 
$2"f.00 - 26.00 
(high rise) 

N/R $6.00 - 11.00 

N/R $7.00 • I 0.00 

$ I o.ao - I s.00 $12.00 - I s.00 

12.00 - 15.00 $9.00 • 18.00 

$15.00- 17.40 N/A 

$7.20 • 9.60 N/A 
(under low rise) 
$10.00 - 15.00 
(newer) 

Plonned and.Proposed 
Project Trends/Comments 

State/city ore currently seeking to purchase Union 
Station; por-:"ntiol mixed use development, including 
hotel, office and retoil. 

Music Center expansion; Califcirnia Plaza. 

Reta_il space on Broodwoy/Fift_h 5tre.e_ts generc._tes 
$200 to $600 p_er s_qu_are foot ii'.' s~les volu,:ne. 

Pacific Plaza, Canal Randolph, Pankow proj~cts; 
financial ins ti t_ut.(ora are squeezing out retail shop-­
ping in core of CBD. 

No projects planned; neighborhood retail generates 
$200 to $600 per square foot; businesses cater to 
Hispanic .. community; medicol-related office users. 

Korean businesses are entering market, both profes• 
sional and retail; .oecuponcies are stronger west ·ot 
Vermont. 

Current tenonts are. elCl)01'lding; very few new ten• 
ants. 

Wil tern project; 750,000 square fet!t; Wilshire 
Serrano is 50 percent leased. 

55,000 square foot si le at the northwest corner of 
La Bre_a/Wil~hi_re for sale ai $100 per square foo"t. 

Office lease rates are higher west of 5ierro Bonita; 
some Beverly_Hilis firms are r·elocating ta Miracle 
Mile areo;:stable retail tenants, national retail 
choins are looking at Mirocte Mfle area for new 
locations. 

$81 squc:ire foot asking price cit F.airfcix end Drexel. 

Elderly"hausing project under c:o:rutruclion above 
Sonia Monica. 

Occupan·cy for Hollywood area is down 2 percent to 
3 percent .. Natiano!.retoil choin:rare looking far 
Hollywood Boulevard locations; osking price for· . 
50,POO-squore-foot site at,Hallywoad/Cahuenga-$~ 
per;square foot. Broadway Department store.re­
cently • closed. 

Get_ty Oil project is beginning construction. 

Very soft market olong Lgnkershim above Riverside. 

• Io~~ "!)t inc)ud~ lqw ri_se (less then eight ~t~ries), in.$titu_t_i_ono_l, or government buil,dings. 

2Retojl !_ease rates quoted on triple-net b~sis. 

31nc:lvdes some bulldi_ngs less than eight stories becouse of height restric1ions. 
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TABLE m-s 
PLANNED At:,1D PR_OPOSED DEVELOP~EI-IT IN THE REGIO~AL CORE, 

BY ANTICIPATED YEAR OF COMPLETION, 1980-2000 
(Squore Feet Of .Floor Area l:!nteo Otherwise Indicate~) 

.Station Areas 

CBO Pl.Af',l,,llNG AREA 

UNION STATION 
Union St"otion site 

Terminol Annex site 
Chinoto~n 

c1v·1c CENTER 
Angelus Plazo (67%) 
Times Mirror/ 

County ·Parcels 
Promenode Phoses I & II 
Bunk,er Hill Poree! A 

Bunker Hill Pore-els L & M 
C_r9~·k.er Towers Porking 
Califarnio Plozo (SO%) 

FIFTH HILL 
Aoo~l!JS Plazo (33%) 
Croc:~er Phase I 

Crocker Phase II 

O'Mel,vany & Meyers 
Wells Fargo 

Jewelry Center 

Coliforl'.lia Pl_o~o (50%) 

A!,!(!_itorium Tower 

Auditorium Hotel 
Engsrrum Building/ 

Library site 
Stcite·Office 8uil.ding 

Spring Street revitolizotion 

SEVENTH/FLOWER 
• P)~~o Figueroo 

Pcx;~fic Plozo 

SW corner Wilshire/Sixth 

-·completed 
1980-i982 

740 h-ousing units 

141 housing units 

353 housing units 
1,200,000 office 

80,000 retoil 
l,OQ0,Q.Q0 o'ffic·e 

20,000 retoil 
640,000 o_ffice 

1,000,000 office 
.20,009 retoil 

350,0QO office 
60,000 retoil 

N_W ~mer Wilshire/Figueroa 
Seventh/Francisco 
Rctiinscin's renovotion 
c·rand Financiol Plaza 
Ei9)th/Grond 
So. Col. Ccis Co. 
Pantry-Block 
SJ:ieroton Gr~ 

McnuLife 
F iguerac1'!~1,1ilding 
Bullock's Hecdquorters 

' .. ' .. ' ~--

446;000 office 
122,000 office 
28&,000 o_ffice 

111-10 

Under Construction "or Proposed 
1983-1985 

170,000 office 

272 housing units 

135 housing units 

750 spaces 

eoo,ooo office 
35,000 retoi I 

1,250 parking 
spaces 

3SO,OO0 office 
250,000 office 

_7_0,00_0 office 
120,000 offi.ee 

500 hotel rooms 
50,000 retoil - • 

Pr-oposed 
1986-- l 9 90+ 

1·70,000 offi~ 
40,000 re,oil 

500 hotel rooms 

1,500,000 office 
50,000 retoil 

470 housing i.nits 
(rentol) 

400 housing u_ni_ts 

l·,600,000 offi~ 
110,000 retoi I 

375 housing un_it_s 

1,600,000 office 
110,000 retoil 

.Soo -lio,ei rooms 
3is ho:~ing u.nits 

500,000 office 
50,000 retoil 

500 roams 

1,000,000 oft'ice 

I ,QO_0,QO0 office 
1,400 porking 

~e_s 

248 housing units 
S7S,OOO office 
150,000 retail 

50.0 hotel rooms 
2,400,0® office : 

250,000 re_toil 

450,ciao off\c.e 
1,000,000 of{ice 
1,000,00_0 office 

7 S0,000 office 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I­
I 
I ., 
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I Table 111-5 (Continued) 

I St cit ion ,;rec·s 
Completed 
1980-1982 

OUTSIDE STATION AREAS 

'I !='ederol Reserve si le 
Interchange Ce.nter 

Rockryopc Building 
little Tokyo 

D Cro~n Hill 

Seoudry Building 
l=orest Pork Condos 

I 
South Park by 2006 
(CRA Plaris} 

MIO-WILSHIRE 

I VERMONT 
SE Corner Wilshi.re/Vermorit 

NORMANDIE 

I 
Derby Plaza 
Ambasodor site 

I WE:STERN 
:.16~9 Wilshire 
Wiltern Tneatre site 

I 
CRENSHAW 180,000 office 

O.UTS!DE STATION AREA 

MIRAa..E MILE 

I LA BREA 

WILSHIRE/FAIRFAX 
Muse1,1m Sqvare 

fl S600 Ontercaniinental) 
Moy Co./Park La Brea 

FA I RF AX/BEYERL Y 

m 
CBS/Gilmore site 

OUTSIDE STATION AREA 
Dart site 
San Vic:ent"e/Wilshir·e 

m 
Transameric:= site 

WEST HOLLYWOOD/HOLLYWOOD 

I FAIRFAX/SANTA MON!CA 

LA BREA/SUNSET 

I 
HOLL YWOOD/CAHUENGA 

3255 Coh"i.-engo 
Trize·c site 
Citizens.Savings site 
Wolloch's Mu_sic City 

I 
I 
I 
I 

ill-I I 

Under 'Construction 
• ~r Proposed -

1983-1985 
Proposed 

.1986--1990, 

•• • 400,000 office 
630,0Q_0 office 

20,0Q_0 ret_oi I 
200,000 office 

425 hotel rooms 
700,000 offic:e 
I65,0Q0. retoif 
300,000 office 

412 housin·g units 

500,000 offic:e 

250,000 offi.i:.e 

300,000 office 
800,000 offic:.e 

360,000 off!ce 

20,000 offlc:e 

2s0,000 office 

500 hotel rooms 
580 housing units 

700,000 office 

1,-250 hotel room·s 
6,303 housing units 

S,000,000 office 
S00,000 re'toi/" 

SQQ hotel rooms 

370,00.0 office_ 

2,000,000 office 

3,000,000 office 

300,000 office 
400,000 office 
237;000 office 

1,200,000 office 

350,oo·o off lee 

-MtA UBAAJJY 



Table 111-5 (Continue<1) 

S tot ion Areas 

HOLLYWOOD BOWL 

OUTS IDE ST A TION AREAS 

LNIVERSAL CITY/ 
STUDIO CITY/ 
NORTH rlOl.L YWOOO 

UNIVERSAL CITY 
Mi:A Office Park 
Getty on ·Bui ldlng 
Hotel 

NORTH HOLL YWOOO 
R.edevelopmerit Core 

Hewlett Packard 

OUTS IDE ST A TION AREA 
T ol uc::o Lake oreo 

Completed 
1980-1982 

Under Construction 
o_r Proposed 

1983-1995 

500,000 office 
700,000 office 

so·o hotel rooms 

300,000 office 
75,000 retQll 

120,000 office 

51 1,000 office 

Source: Sedwoy/Cooke ond Peat Morwi_ck Mitchell & Co. 

111-12 
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Pr.opo"sed 
1986-1990 .. 

500,000 office 
12.5,000 retQil 

1,260,000 office 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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TABLE 111-oi 

TAXAriLE. EXP~1\IDITURES bY NEW H~•~IOW,L CUHE foiSIDEr-HS AT P.t:GIOW,L 
Ftc::T .:.IL F ,-ClLITIES Af-lO ·coR.Hl:.::if'Uh1Du i<. ~·LOOK ,-Rf.A Ai)utO • 

fl GENt:HAL HOMtc ijUILulr:,G 
APPAREL. DRUG FOUD Mt::HCHANOISI:. FUkl,i!:iHlNGS 5l.Jt'f-'LJE5 

2:....A:.; ~ l~•G. ~H.:::;..5 ~ I ,(lC(J. 59. Ft. $1,000 Sq.Ft. s1,oou Sq. Ft. $1 10ilU Sq. Ft. $1,UU(J !:>g. Ft. $1,0UU Sy . .Ft. 

C80 

I 
:-~ r"·r?i~t l,1135 ~0,091 72 I ,~38 26ii 7, IOI 3,51:1~ iill,tlOii l,J_7ii l},84_,; l,4!15. 11,5,.;J 
_c,,:.;!ly Prd .. rred A11 .. rn..-,1iv-r J,J:;2 4ii,774 lci7 3,1 I !I .;io 16,SJI 8,:i54 15U,~75 J,l(JJ 32,2J5 3,'<dl lo,:llU 
·,i ;,,, •• nvm Uparoble S-=91 n"enf 3,342 4ii,774 167 J,l 15 ii20 1;;,531 8,354 l!lu,i:175 3,20:J 3.!,ZJS :i, .. iil 2oi,~LU 

WESn.AKE 

I 
1-iO ?r::ij«T 1,312 (8,370 DO 1,223 243 6.4~2 3,~8,1 5!1,254 l,2A~ l_~,,;_~o. 1,3_6_7 I0,57l 
.... ix<JI iyPrel erred Al rernctive 3,-2(5 44,~n l6i 2;f~i; -s·~-, 1s.~02 13,036 14S,1jo ·J,081 31,007 3,3413 is,B!I~ 
.',·,ininu,m ·opoercibl,. S~ent 3,215 44-,~n 161 2,~% 5~6 15,902 8,0Jii 145,130 J,081 JI ,U07 3,34t! 25,11~S 

Wll...SHlRE 
;.,o r'roject 5,ii9l 7_9,ii5_l 285 5,304 l,U55 28,150 14,227 25ii,~22 5,454 5~,8_92 s,na 4_5,841 

I 
'...>.c..-,,iy ?referrl!'d Alternative 16,iluu 230,93,i ai5 15,371:1 3,059 8l,iil8 41,24.t! 744,!107 15,812 I 5~,15 I !7,11:!7 1:12,!II I 
.\lir.;inum O;:,erabl,. Segment lii,000 230,~36 B25 15,378 J,05~ a,,,,a 41,248 744,907 l!i,012 I )!<,ISi 17,ld7 132,~I I 

HOU..YWOOO 
t • .;, ?roie,:t 2,777 Jtl,8iiJ 13~ 2,588 SIS 13,735 6,::141 I iS,3S7 2,iif,I ~6,7t!~ Z,&!12 22.~_.;7 

n Lo,;:;l;y Preierred Alternativ-r ~.n2 137,055 490 9,127 1,816 48,438 24,41:10 442,084 ~,)84 !14,452 10,200 71l,1m, 
.',\i1;;11ivm OpoeraDle Segmeni • 2,777 36,663 13~ 2,~l:jl;j 515 13,735 ii,\141 12S,357 2;.;.;1 26,783 2,an 2l,Jb-7 

LNIVERSAJ.... CITY 
i,o rlroJa:r 180 2,520 ~ lii8 :13 8\11 45_0 ti, 130 172 1,737 188 1,451 
L.:>eol!t Preferred Alternative 45D .;,301 23 4iO 1:jJ _2;227 t·,12!> 20;J25 4j 1 4,34"3 .4i,~ J,6~7 

B :,;;i,i,rium 0pciiai>Le Segn,erii lbO 2,52U 9 r.;a 33 891 450 8,IJO. in 1,737 1,8b I ,<.51 

NOR TH HOLL YWOOO 
,.., r'r:;,ject 3?2 s.~o~ I~ 347 6!1 1,841 930 lii,802 JS7 J,S,9U Jll/3 l,j;l_b 
L<Jcally Preferred Alrernati~ 930 I J,022 47 867 173 4,oi02 2,J2ii 42,004 1:192 a,n4 !169 7,49:i 

I 
.\\;r,;,n,.,,n Opoer·able Se-;jm .. rif- 372 5,20~ 1\1 347 69 1,841 ~30 16,ou2 357 3,5~ 3t!b z,::i,(l 

TOTALS 
i,a Projecf 11,-767 144,613 590 9,630 2,161 51,IO~ 29,417 46ii,465 11,276 ::,j,iiii2 12,25B bJ,U\I 
L.:i.;'clly Preferred Alterncrive 3J,7H '132,307 1,-713 28,788 6,347 152,7117 85,56~ l,H4,450 32,803 2n,m 35;654 ·246,t!07 

I 
,',linim .. m Operable Segment 25,666 36~.295 1,320 24,592 4,892 130,518 65,95~ J,190,ll60 25,291 25<.,4JO 27,4_8\I 2U,4ol 

AUTO EATING & SERVICE OTHf.R 
DEAL£R LIQUOR DRINKlhlC STATIONS RETAIL TuTAL 

?L.A~,rm.:G AREAS s1 1000 Sg. Ft. s1,000 Sg. Ft .. Sl,000 Sg. Ft. s1,000 Sg, Ft,. $1,UOO S_~:_Ft, Sg, Ft, Em~la;i:ees 

I CHO 
N,l Projecl 3,678 25,28? 75 688 2,071l 3!,,79!1 1,211 J,%2 2,Jbl lii;715 204,1% 4Ull 
L.JC<Jlit·Preferrt!d Alternative 8,563 58,870 174 1,601 4,tlJ~ \IOiJ28 2,820 ~;224 s,:Soo ·38,ll JS ·4h,J&ll 9~1 
:,1ir.,mvm O"poeralile Segment tl,563 58,1370 174 1,601 4,83j 90,328 2,d20 !1,224 s,sou 3_8,!115 47S_,J81l !151 

m WESTI.Al<E 
'·'° f-'r ~j«t 3,36_3 23,12,1 08 6H l,~00 35,475 J,107 3,623 2,liiO I 5;2ti3 ltlb,70l :m 
L..1c;;il1y·Preferred Alfernative 8,237 56,oi28 167. 1,540 4,654 86,81:1~ 2,712 8,t17J 5,291 ·37,433 4:i7,21l6 915 
,\\irii·num (.)per;mle Segment 8,237 s;;;;;28 167 1,540 4,654 8o,tlll9 2,712 !l,873 5,291 37,433 4~7,21lii ~15 

I WILSMIRE 
2,726 i',.;i ?roje(;t 14,582 100,249 296 8,240 153,tl_l 8 4,80_1 15,i'08 ll,3oci 66,2t,!l llU!l,Sn l,bl'.:I 

Locollt ?ref err..a Al t .... native 42,27!1 290,656 859 7,903 23,889 445,~04 I 3,!121 45,542 27,155 1!12,134 2,347,110 4,o,4 
:,1ini,num O'perable Segment. 42,279 290,056 859 7,~03 23,88~ 445,97.4 IJ,n1 ~5,541 27,155 192,134 2,347,110 4,"ii\1.4 

I HOLLYWOOD 
4,ri2q 75,051 32,333 ~.:i Proj...:f _7,1 ,1_5 ~a.~ 13 145 1,3_30 2,34~ 7,ii64 4,S7,U 3~4.~84 7!/_(J 

:...<Jcaily·?reterred Alternative 25,092 172,497 SHJ 4,6~0 14,178 264,6-74 8,2ii2 27,028 16,116 I 14,U27 1,H2,951 2,7t10 
.',1inimum Opoer<lble Segri-tent 7,115 48,~13 145 1,330 4,020 75,051 2,343 7,ii64 4,570 32,333 394,91;14_ 790 

I 
LNIVERSAL. CITY 
,.o Project 461 3,172 9 86 261 4,867 152 4~7 296 2,097 2S,iilc. 51 
Locollt Preferred Alternative 1,154 7,nl 23 216 652 12,169 JbO 1,243 741 5,242 61;,04,:i 12() 
Min;,-nu,n Operable Segment 461 3,172 ~ 86 261 4,867 152 4!17 2% 2,097 25,61ii SI 

I 
NOR11:I HOLL. YW,000 
r.., Project 954 6,556 I~ 178 53~ IU,05~ 314 1,027 612 4,3J4 53,~l'I 106 
LocallY.Preferred Alterncitive 2,,384 16,390 48 446 1,347 25, 1.48 7ii5 2;568 1,531 I 0,834 132,350 265 
Minimum Opercible 5,:gment 954 ii,S_Sc 19 178 SJ~ 10,059 31-. 1,027 612 4,334 53,\114 IU6 

TOTALJi 

I ~.., Pi:oiect J0,153 182,01 I 6 (2 4,~4~ 17,03!:I 2711,2_70 9,!121l i8,5f 11 19,J.;6 137,030 I ,6~:J.~61i 3,J'l7 
L<Jccllt Preferred Alternctiv-r 87,709 544,102 l,itil 14,794 4:1,559 8)4,1:!54 28,680 85,254 56,334 m,,sas 4,86\1,121 9,'7:Jj 
~,\,ni,num up,,rable Seg,,i,,ri,. .;7 ,624 464;6ii3 1,373 12,o:lS 3tl,210 712,)'65 22,i,:,·~ 72,t!07 43,434 J41l,J9l. J, 754,"l ~ll 7,:,U/ 
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TABLE 111-7 

PERCENT Or TAXABLE !::XPENOITURES BY !'JEW REGIONAL CORE RESIDENTS 
AT REGIONAL RETAIL r ACILITIES CAPTURED BY STATION AREA.$ 

METRO RAIL SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES 

Expt!nd_itures by New Regional Core 
Residents i_n Station Areas: 

No 
Project 

CBO 45 

Westlake 0 

Wilshire 10 

Hollywood 10 

Universal City/ 
r,,iorth Hollywood 5 

Expendilures by New Regional Core 
Residenu.in Regional Core 
Outside StotiCl"I A_reos 15 

Expeditures by New Regional Core 
Re·sidents Outside Regional Core 15 

Total Expenditures by New 
Regional Core Residents 100 

Locally Preferred Alternative: 
Metro With 

Roil Incentives 

30 

0 

15 

15 

10 

15 

15 

100 

35 
0 

20 

20 

10 

0 

15 

100 

Minimum Operable Segment: 
Metro With 

Roil Incentives 

30 

0 

io 
3 

2 

15 

30 

100 

35 

0 

25 

3 

2 

10 

25 

100 

Note: This table is simplified fo assume that in oll cases except the Locally Preferred Al_ternotive With Incen­
tives, only regional c;ore re_sidei:its ~ill moke expendit~res in the Regionol Core. In foct,_non-Regionol Cor·e 
residents con be expected to moke purchases in the Regional Core, especially in the CBD (note, however, thot ex­
penditures-by empl(?ye_es· ore partially accounted for under ·"employee-serving retail") just os Regional co·re resi­
dents con b_e expected to moke purchases outside the Regional Core. For the Locally Preferre·d Altern·otive With 
Incentives it is ossum~ thot the combination of the Metro Roil system's concentration of development around 
stolion•oreos in the CBD or,d the CRA's.South Pork development just outside CBD station oreos ond incluqing o 
m_ojor retail component would result in ab"out 17 percent more new regionol-se_rving retail development i_n the 
CBD thOJ'I would be required to serve only new Regional Core residents. 

50!-,lrce: Sedwoy/Cooke and Peet Marwick.Mitchell&. Co. 
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ret,Jii devei•Jpment ;:,roj~cts. Regionol shopping focilities were ossumed t•:> l◊cote in 
- station oreos and :it speci fie sites where such development hos be·en proposed. 

Tobie 111-8 ident-ifies community-serving retail_ development that would be required 
lo serve the· population growth projected by SCAG for each planning· area· in the 
Regional Core. Table !11-9 identifies community-serving retail development needed 
to serve the population added in each station area. It is assumed that, in each sta­
tion area, cornm·un_ity retail focilities would be added to serve only those residents in 
the station ar·ea. Residents outside the station area are expected to rely primarily 
on community retail facilitie_s withi_n the_ir i_mmed_iate neighborhoods. 

Joint D.exelopmentlmplementation Issues 
- -- - -

Participants in the July 30, 1982 developer-'s seminar were asked to discuss a number 
of issues regarding joint development. Explanations and examples of joint develop­
ment concepts, planning, strategy and implementation mechanisms wer~ presented 
by Peat ,'i\arwic_k Mitche_ll & Co. and Sedway/Cooke representatives. Participants 
were then presented with a number of questions and asked to give their opinions 
regarding the desirability and feasi_bjjity of joint projects, both in genera:! a_nd as they 
may apply to Metro Rajj. The fallowing paragraphs summarize the participants' 
comments in several joint development issue areas. 

P.lanning and Coor.dination 

There was an expressed opinion that public agencies must be clear _about their objec­
tives i_n pursui_ng joint development in conjunction with transit projects. The nature 
of the focilities to be built and the arrdngrnents for joint development depend to a 
large extent on such objectives. If the public agency limits its objectives to trans­
portation only, then the resulting joi_ntly d_eveloped facilities are likely to be lim_ited 
in scope to station entrances and related functionol uses. On the other hand, objec­
tives tha·t address land use patterns along the transit routes are likely to endanger 
projects that are more extensive in purpose and size. Early establishment of clear 
objectives would ass_ist develope_rs and others in_ understanding the intent behind and 
framework of the joint development process. 

The participants indicated that joint development is more likely to be successful if 
coordination between the public agency and the business and development community 
is started early in the plann_ing process. There was s9m~ d_iscus_sion conc'e_rning other 
regional transportation projects and the degree to which coordination with develop­
ers hacl been effected. Whil_e Toronto and Montreal were cited as instances of limit­
ed, su·ccessful joint developmen·t, it Was noted that in rnariy projects no attempt was 
made made to, identify and develop opportunities for public-,.private cooperation. 

It was noted that involvement by developers prior to the selection of ~tation sites is 
desirable, and concern was expressed that design engineers might be "operating in a 
vacliurn" and foiling to take into account market conditions and joint development 
co·nsiderations in their selection of station areas and .specific sites within those 
areas. It was suggested a projectwide businessman's committee could be helpful in 
developing general recommendations regard-ing station locations and their general 
impact. In addition, it was.sugges·ted that project planners and designers should meet 
with developers and business people in each station area to discuss issues and 
opportunities relative to that area. 
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TABLE 111-8 

EXPEMOITURES AT COMMUNITY RETAIL FACILITIES BY POPULATIOM 
ADDED IN PLANNING AREAS AND cor-m£SPONOINC FLOOl1 AHEA ADDED 

EATING,\ SEHVICE 
APPAREL DRUG FOOD LIQUOR DRlt~KING STATIONS ; WT A(c' 

$1,000 Sq.Fl. $1,000 ~ $1,000 ~ $1,000 ~ il,000 Sq. Ft. jl,000 ~~ ~ft. ~:'l!~t'.:.'.:! 
PlANNINGAnEAS 

CBD 
No Project 478 6.697 646 12,041 2,39S 63.906 673 6,188 2.078 38,799 ).6)] I 1,886 156 312 
LPA/MOS 1,114 IS,59_1 1,504 28,033 5,577 148,780 1,566 14,406 4,839 90,]28 8,1158 27,672 364 727 

WESTLAKE 
No Project 437 6,123 S91 11,010 2,190 58.432 615 5,658 1,900 ]5,475 3,322 10,868 14] 28.i 
LPA/MOS 1,072 14,998 1,447 26,966 5,364 143,11S 1.507 13,858 4,6511 86.889 8.137 26,619 350 700 

WILSHIRE 
No Project 1,897 26,550 2,561 47,737 9,496 253,354 2.667 24,532 8,240 11,,4011,36 9 47 9.365.8011 619 l.2J9 
LPAIMOS 5.500 76,979 7/125 138.406 27,533 734,564 7,734 71,128 12,889 445,974 41,763 136.626 1,11s·· 3,5?2 

HOLLYWOOD 
Mo Project 926 12,954 1,249 23,292 4,63] 123.616 1,302 11.970 4,020 75.051 1.020 22.992 302 604 

I LPA/MOS J.264 45,685 4,406 82,140 16-340 435,946 4,590 42.213 14,178 264,674 24,786 81.084 1,066 :1.132 
O'I. 

UNIVERSAL CITY 
No Project 60 840 81 1,511 301 0.011 84 776 261 4.867 456 1.491 20 39 
LPA/MOS 150 2,100 203 3,776 751 20,043 211 1,941 652 12,169 1,140 3,728 49 . 98 

NORTH t-lOLL '<WOOD 
No Project 124 1;736 167 3,122 621 16.568 174 1,604 539 I0,059 941 3,082 41 81 
LPA/MOS ]10 4,341 418 1.aos 1,553 41,421 436 4,01 I 1,347 25,148 2,355 7,704 IOI 203 

TOTALS 
No Project 48,203 86,672 459,987 44.st,o 279,270 85,556 I. 12~ 
LPA/MOS 144,103 259,09~ 1,375,089 13),151 834.854 120,315 3.362 

NOTE: LPA/MOS -Locolly Prefe~red Alternative/Minimum Operohle Segment • 

.. :. - - - - - -· ... - ..... - .. -)- -



I TABLE 111-9 

E:•:f'Er,JOITUt1E5.:. T COMMUrn TY H.ETAIL FA•.:1urn:::s IU STATION .:.1-HcA!i 

ISTA.TION 

;I./ 10 COHRESPOr 1011 ,G FLOOl l AJ11::A5 AUr.Ji:cD 

EATING & .. -- ·sERVICE ~ OThER 
..:..?P.Ai~EL DRUG FOOO LIQUOR Of<ll·,KlhiG STATI0/~5 RET .\IL ro-i:;.L 

.ARE.AS $ '. .·~,,o Sr,."Ft. $1.000 .~ $1,000 k£.!.:. $1,0C'O Sq. Ft. $1,CJOU Sq, F.t. ~l,_~o.~ ~ .i1.QQQ_ ~g: F1 . ~ ~ 
UNION ST A TION l ·:o·.=-roje'i::i 0 .. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 u 
L?.-',/MOS 

,, 384 37 690 137 3,664 3~ 355 119 2,225 208 682 135 !158 8,!158 lo ., 
'i•. i r n lru.:eint j1'e3 .:.9 691 67 ! ,24_3 247 6,596 69 639 215 4,004 375 1,227 244 l_,725 lo,125 32 

CMCCE'-NTER 
:~ ?raje.:1 3., 505 49 908 181 4,821 51 467 157 2,927 274 897 1ia 1,261 11,7_86 24 l ?,:.._,.•,1,:$ ;I() l',253 121 2,254 448 11,961 126 1,15a 389 7,262 680 2,225 41,,'2 3,H9 29,242 58 

i 1:, lncenr_lves lo I 2,256 .218 4,057 807 21,531 227 2,065 700 13,0?2 1,224 4,005 796 s;li732 52,li36 105 

IF'Tl1/HIU.. 
850 437 ~;., ~rojec:r 34 473 4;; 16'.i' 4,5_1_3, 48 147 2,740 257 B39 167 1,180 11,032 22 

- • ?Af.•,:os so 1,123 JOB 2,0"18 402 10;112 113 1,037 348 6,503 609 1,992 3% 2,802 2&,IB7. ;2 
i'th lnce<ll ivei t!H 2,021 1!'5 3,633 723 19,281 203 1,867 627 I 1';706 1,096 3,586 713 S,043 47,137 54 

OWER 
. IC ?roiec:f 21 2% 29 533 106 2,828 30 274 '.12 1,717 161 526 105 740 ;;,, 14 14 
L?..\/.~./ijS 40 561 54 1,00'.i' 201 S,356 56 519 174 3,252 305 99_., 198 1,4(11 13,094 2ti l ,m tncentive_s 72 1,010 97 1,816 Jal 9,6111 102 934 314 5,853 5-,f:J t,7'.13 3S6 2,5_22 23,569 47 

1LSHIR£/AL VARAOO 
IO ?rojec:I 37 513 so . 923 184 4,898 52 474 159 2,'.174 278 ~I I IBI 1,281 11,~74 24 

~.".:.;.,:OS w 1,258 121 2,262 4S0 12,004 126 1,1;;2 -J~ 7,288 082 2,233 444 3,luO 29,347 5~ 
',',,lh Incentives 162 2;264 218 4,071 BIO 21,608 228 Z.092 703 13,fl!i 1,229 4,01'.i' 799 5,652 52,82S IOii 

I ILSHIAf/\lERMONT 
;o ?rojecf 20 27.4 ,26 4~J 98 2,614 28 253 as 1,587 149 486 'J1 c84 6.391 13 
"AIM05 192 2,66ii i59 4,B29 %1 25,627 370 ·2,481 833 I 5,559 1,457 4,7a7 947 6,703 62,652 125 

·,,,.., rh lncenrivei 34S ,4,834 4iiii 8,6'2 1,n, 46,129 486 4,46_7 1,500 28,00ii 2,.,23 B,!.80 1,705 12,0ii5 112,773 2J:ii 

. WILSHIR£/NORMAJ'OIE 
ii7 I "' Projeel 3_1 432 42 155 4,126 43 399 134 2,505 235 7c7 153 1,07'.i' 10,085 20 

?;../,\105 \08 , ,509 146 2,713 540 14,400 152 \,394 468 8,742 81'.i' 2,6?8 532 3,766 JS,202 70 
i m lnc:ef'llives 194 2,716 2ii2 4,B84 '.172 25,im 273 2,510 843 15,cJJB 1,474 4,821 958 6,780 63,371 1:.n 

WILSHIRt/WESTERN l·.o Project· • • 26 ·371 ·36 667 133 3,S~JI J7 343 I IS 2,1_49 201 658 131 926 8,653 17 
?A/MOS ii4 B96 86 !,iii I 320 8,54B 90 828 278 5,190 486 1,590 316 2,23ii 20,899 42 
ilr, lnc:er,rives 115 1,613 !Sii 2,900 577 15,38!1 162 1,490 500 Jl,343 875 2,862 56'.i' 4,025 37,6_2_2 7S 

ll...SHlRf.lCRENSHAW 
: lO ?rojec:r 3 _49 5 88 17 465 5 45 IS 283 26 87 17 122 l,1.3JI 2 
'~,\/MOS 16 226 22 407 Bl Z.161 23 209 10 1,312 123 402 80 565 5,282 II 

-

irn lncenrives 2, 40B 39 733 146 J,~92 41 377 127 2,3ii3 221 724 144 1,018 9,Sl!i I~ 

' LSHIRE/LA BREA 
"'Projec:·1 68 954 92 1,716 341 9,106 96 882 296 5,528 518 I ,iiJl4 337 2,382 22,202 45 

t.?A/MOS l63 2,283 220 4,104 816 21,781 229 2,10'.i' 70B 13,224 1,238 4,051 805 ~97 53,249 106 f rh lneeMives 294 4,109 396 -7,388 1,470 39,208 413 3,-797 1;275 23,804 2,22_9 7,293 1,44_9 10,255 95,8S4 192 

JLSHJRE/CURSON 
167 Project ••• 1·3 181 17 325 65 1,726 18 56 l,OSB 98 321 64 4S1 4,219 B 

L?.:./MOS 34 472 46 849 169 4;SOJI 47 437 147 2,737 256 839 167 1,17'.i' 11,022 22 
,','i th lrcer'II ives iii 851 82 1,529 304 S,I I 7 85 786 264 4,928 462 1,510 300 2,.1.23 IJl,844 40 

I IRF AX/BEYERL Y 
Proiec:f ti4 899 87 1,617 321 B,S81 90 831 279 5,210 488 1,596 317 2,245 20,979 42 
,:../.\\05 liil 2,25ii 218 4,055 807 21,523 227 2,084 700 13,067 1,224 4,003 7!16 5,630 S2,618 105 

',,;; rn lnc:entives no 4,0iiO 392 7,300 1,452 3e,141 408 3,751 1,260 23,521 ·2,203 7,2_06 1,4,32 10,133 94,712 189 

f IRF AX/SANT A MONICA 
o ~~ojecl 47 659 64 1,184 236 6,285, 66 60!1 204 3,816 357 1,169 232 l,'44 15,366 31 

,:.. , \33 1,859 179 3,343 665 n,142 187 1,718 5,77 to,772 1,009 l,300 656 4,64 r 41,)75 87 
th lncerll ive_s 2_39 3,347 323 6,017 1,197 31,936 336 3,on 1,03!1 19,389 1,816' 5,940 1,181 B,3_53 78,074 l5ti 

Sl.NSET /L,A BREA 

'

Project 22 306 30 550 109 2,919 31 285 9S 1,772 166 543 107 759 7,1'36 14 
~ 57 800 77 1,439 286 7,638 80 736 248 4,630 434 1,419 284 2,006 IB,66B 37 
in lnc:er>I i ve's I 03 1,441 13!1 2,590 515 13,748 145 1,334 447 8,345 782 2.5S7 SOB 3,595 33,610 37 

HOU.WOOO/CAl-t..ENGA 
30 r .'° ?rojec! 21 2!15 28 531 106 2,819 273 92 1,7,IB 161 523 104 738 6,8~7 14 

~,\ 79 1,101 106 1,979 394 101S04 112 1,017 341 6,37J SJl8 1,952 387 2,746 25,673 51 
i th !~_rives 142 1,962 191 3,563 709 18,910 200 1,830 614 11,474 1,074 3,S15 69'.i' 4,!143 46,217 92 

YWOOO.AL TERNA TIVES, 

FAIRFA.X/SANTA MONICA 'ijf> 
1,169 ~i,>Prcjec:1 • • 47 659 64 l;\84 236 6,285 66 609 204 1,a1& 357 232 1,644 15,366 Ji 

~ R..iH 133 1,BS9 179 3,343 665 17,7.42 IB7 1;7(8 S77 10,772 1,00, 3,300 656 4,641 43,365 87 
lnc:enfives 239 3,347 323 6,017 l,l'n 31,'.136 33ii 3,on l,03~ 19;389 1,81"6 5,940. 1,181 8,353 78,074 156 

A MONICA/LA BREA CB} 
68 4a·2 t lo Projec:_1 14 •• 193 19 347 6JI 1,843 19 178 60 1,119 105 34J _4,S05 JI 

~

·•e,ro Roil. 45 636 61 1,143 227 ii,067 64 · 587 198 3,683 344 1,128 68 1,!i13°7 14,1:131 30 

·e~CB} 82 
l,141r 110 2,0_58 409 10,921 115 l,OSB 35S 6,630 621 2,030 404 2,856 26,li97 53 

01ec1 15 204 20 j66 73 1,943 20 188 63 1,179 I JO 361 72 so·JI 4,7:SO 10 
M~rro Roil -31 541 52 974 l'.14 5,167 54 500 168 3,136 2!13 961 191 1,353 12,632 2S 

irh Incentives -70 975 94 1,753 349 9;303 !18 90!) 303 5,6~5 5_29 1,72'.i' 344 Z.538 22,743 45 

ICH..AND (B) 
~rojec! 14 ta, 1a ll!O 68 l,804 19 175 59 l,O'.i'S t03 336 67 472 4,411 9 

etro Rail -37 524 SI 942 IB7 5,000 53 sea 163 3,036 284 '.130 185 J,308 12,224 24 
w. i rn .1,nc:enf i ves ii7 ,943 91 1,696 337 Jl,003 95 B74 . 293 5,4!>6 512 1,6.74 333 2,355 22,009 44 
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STA ,!Ori APPAREL DRUG FOOD 
;..P.E;..S $1,000 ~ $1,0ClO ~ -$1,0ClO ~ 
SELMA/CAHLENGA rui 
: ,o Proiec1 12 I 67 16 300 60 1,5!13 

V,ie!'frO R~i( JO 423 41 761 151 4,038 

',\'it~ !nc-ienTives 54 ic.2 73 1,3,69 272 7,268 

SELMA/GOWER (B) 
: N ?rojecT 12 loll 16 304 60 1,612 
.\\etro Rail 57 7% 77 1,431 285 7,5ll6 
·,v;:t; lneentiv-es 102 1,433 138 2,576 512 13,673 

FAIRFAX/SANTA MONICA (C) 
~kl Proiect · 47 659 64 1,184 230 6,285 
Melro Rail 133 1,a5, 17!1 3,343 665 17,742 
'Nith lnc'enlives 239 3,347 323 6,017 1,1n ·3l,n6 

HA WTt-iORJ',E/l.A BREA (C) 
~,6 tkl Project 3? 515 50 IB4 4,ll\5 

,1,1.,1,0 Roil 98 1,370 132 2,464 4ll0 I 3,016 
Wit!".\ lr:'Jc~-~tives 176 2,467 238 4,435 882 23,538. 

SEl..MA/Hto-LAND (C) 
~.la Project 14 IBll 18 340 68 1,804 
Metro Roil 37 524 51 !142 187 5,000 
W:trl incentiv-es 67 943 !II 1,6% 337 ll,003 

5El.MA/CAHl£NCA CC) 
~:o Projec:1 - 12 167 16 JOO 60 1,5!13 
:,letro Rail )0 423 41 761 151 4,038 
'l•iiTh lncenliv-es 54 ?i,2 73 I ;36\1 272 7,268 

SELMA/GOWER (C) 
tlo ?rojec_! 12 16!1 16 304 50 1,612 
.\letro R:iil S7 1% 77 1,43 I 28S 7,5ll6 
With lne<:n r i voes 102 1,433 138 2,576 512 13,673 

VAU£Y ALTERNATIVES: 

LNIVERSAL CITY OR 511..010 CITY 
~.o Pro1ect 2 31 3 55 11 2!13 
LP,:. 1B 251 24 451 90 2,3!15 
Witn lncel'.ltiv-es 32 4S2 44 812 162 4,312 

NOR Tii HOU.. YWOOO Al-TERNA TIVES ~'° Project 213 Jllll 38 717 -143 3,803 
LP.:. - 39 550 53 no 1!17 5,252 
Witrl lr,centives 71 \191 ll6 1,781 354 ll,453 

LPA • Lo<:e\ly ?referred A\terrn.fr,.~; MOS= Minimum 0-;,er<lb_le Segmei:-,i 

Source: Peer Marwick MitcheH & Co. 011d S_edwoy C_ooke Associates 

I 
TABLE 111-9 (Conlinucdl I EATING & SERVICE -0Tt-£R 

LIQUOR DHINKlt.G STATIONS RETAIL TOTAL 
$1,0ClO ~ Sl,000 ~ Sl,000 &£.!:. $1,000 &£.!:. SI ,O!XJ &£.!:. -

·11 
17 154 5_2 llf.7B lll 2% 5j 417 3,Bll4 

42 J_lll 131 2,451 1230 7S1 149 1,056 ,,8_71 20 

77 i04 23_6 4,413 413 1,352 269 1,901 17,769 
31 

17 156 52 97' ll2 300 60 422 3,!142 
80 736 247 4,612 423 1,413 281 1,987 18,571 37 

144 1,3_24 445 8,301 777 2;543 5,05 I 3,576 33,4_26 

I 66 60ll 204 3,816 3S7 1,16!1 232 1,644 15,366 
187 1,718 577 10,722 1,009 3,300 656 4,641 43,37S 
336 J,on l·,_OJll lll,38ll 1,816 5,940 , 1,ltil 8,353 78,074 156 

1tl 

52 i.76 160 ,,,ei. 21, j\4 IB2 1,2s,;. 1 l,0_16 
I 38 1,i66 425 1,n, 743 2,432 483 3,420 31,967 
248 2,27!1 766 I 4,2lll 1,338 4,378 0,0 6,157 57,545 

jj 175 s, 1,0'5 103 336 67 472 4,411 i SJ 484 163 3,036 284 ll30 18S t,308 12,224 
!15 8~2 2\13 5,466 512 1,674 333 2,355 22,00\1 

17 154 52 %7 9.1 2!16 5ll 417 3,894 8 
43 3\11 131 2,45 I 230 7S1 14ll 1,056 ll,871 

l-
77 704 236 ~,413 413 1,352 26ll 1,,0_1 17,76ll 

17 156 52 !17\1 !12 300 60 422 3,\142 
80 736 247 4,6)2 432 1,413 28-1 \ ,9tf7 IB,571 j7 

144 1,324 445 8,301 777 2,543 sos 3,576 33,426 

61 

3 28 10 178 17 55 11 77 711 I 
25 232 78 1,454 136 446 8!1 627 5,856 

:• 4S 4·17 140 2,618 24S 802 15!1 1,128 10,541 

124 \lllS 40 368 2,309 216 707 141 ll,2~8 
55 50!1 17 I. 3,188 2j9 !177 1!14 1,374 12,1340 26 

100 !115 307 5;739 537 1,758 34\1 -2,473 23,110 4' 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
D 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Sorhe concern regordi.,g cooperation was also voiced i:i terms of the ootentiol .,um~ 
ber :,f public agencies ...,ith. which a developer rnight hove to deal on ~ project. The 
·confusi•:,n and delays resulting fro.m dealing with multiple agencies might be miti­
gated, it 'NOS suggested, by designation of a single agency responsible for joint devel­
opment .:,n a project. It was rioted that the Los Angeles Community Redevelopment 
Agency hod shown itself to be competent in dealing wi.th. developers. 

Role of the Public Sector 

Developers were asked to discuss th.e be.nefits and liabilities of working with public 
sector agencies in development projects and to point out how the. public ogenc:ie_s 
coul.d optimize their impact on the joint development process. It wo_s noted that 
most urban developments now Involve the active p9rticipotion of one or more publ.ic 
agencies and that such participation goes beyond the historic role of zoning changes, 
;,Ion approval, build_ing inspection and other regulatory processes. 

The following beneficial ;,articipotive actions that con be token by public agencies, 
especially redevelopment agencies were noted by po.rticjponts.: 

o Land assembly 
• Lon.d c:orry 
• Land leases 
e Write downs • 
• Relocation of residents 
• Pubticly financed improvements 
• Tax fre·e finonc_ing 
• Use of tax increment financing to underwrite costs 
• Provi~_ion of d_e_nsity bonuses 
• E::xpediting the approval process 
• Generation of projects that complement, support or enhance the primary pro-

ject. 

In summary, participants indicated that public agencies con be most helpful ih the 
joint development process by acting as on expediter/facilitator ih the development 
process and by providihg "hard financial incentives" thCJt offset developer costs. 

Among the negative o~pects of public sector participation noted by developers were: 

• Delays, lock of coordination and multiple decision makers inherent in the joint 
development process. 

• The impressfo~ that delays, loc:k ·of coordination, etc., will result from projects 
involving public o·gendes and the effect that such on impression may hove on 
developers, bonkers, investors, and at-hers. 

o Imposition of undesirable and/or infeo_sible requirements on t.he developer by the 
public agency, e.g., to build low and moderate income housing or to develop 
commercial facilities that ore not suited to the area or to market conditions. 

Public Private Arl'.ongements 

Several of the issues discussed at the seminar involved the nature of the financial 
and institutional arrangements between pub.lie agencies and private developers in the 
joint development process. Questions posed to generate discusss_ion on these areas 
included: 
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• 1-bw do you feel about the public sector shoring in he.economic benefits. derived 
from joint development projects'.' 

• How do you feel about private sector contributions to station costs (in joint 
development areas?) 

• How do you feel about advance land acquisition by the public sector? 

One comment m_ade during discussion of these questions described the framework of 
public-private sector cooperation as trying to bring together processes whose goals 
were essentially in conflict with each other. The conflicting goals were identified as 
the public good on one hand and profit on the other. Another spec:i_ker, identified a 
theme that was repeated by others throughout the discus_sion of financial arrange­
ments. That theme was that "it a_ll depends on the quid pro quo." 

Comments regarding financial arrangements were frequently made in the context of 
the two statements noted above. A composite statement of the responses to the 
questic:ins posed to developers reg·arding financial arrangements might well be the 
following: 

You, as a public agency, wont me to participate in a project that will enhance 
the public good. I operate primarily on the profit motive, but om willing to 
participate in the project if I can, in the process, obtain benefits that lead to 
financial gain. 

The developers noted that such benefits need to be in the form of cost offsets in 
"hard dollars" such cis write dovins, advantageous leases, publicly provided facilities 
and others listed as benefits in the section of this report, "Role of the Public 
Sector." Such hard financial benefits were differentiated from potential benefits or 
advantages, such as access to an increased number of customers as a result of being 
located over or adjacent to a station entrance. 

Thus, participation by the public sector in profits or ·contributio.ns by the private 
sector to station costs were not generally viewed as unocceptoble as long as the 
developer would receive somethi_ng in return. Some porticipants did note that they 
objected ideologically to the concept of the public sector either sharing in profits by 
means other than taxes or in directly acquiring lan_d and developing commercial 
projects. It was noted, however, that such ideological concerns would not necessarily 
prohibit the establis_hment of mutually advantageous arrangements involving profit 
participation or limited public ownership/development. • 

Po'rticipants from the development industry were not receptive to the notion of 
establishing measures to limit or preclude speculation on land that might rise in 
value as a result of a transit project. One developer asked rhetorically if the public 
sector would be willing to absorb a land owner'.s loses if the parcel(s) declined in 
value. 

It was suggested that public agencies explore innovative financial incentives for 
private sector participation in the costs of transit facilities. Speci_fic ideas along 
this line were: 

• Provide for the assignment of investment tax credits on Metro Rail ca_rs to a 
private business in return for some value contributed. 
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0 Pr.:ivide for private ownership on_d ieos_e·bock fo SC:RTD of station facilities so · 
th:it a private business could write off depreciation. 

With regard to legal and i:istitutiona'I ·arrangements of joint development projects 
involving Metro Roil, two specific comments were mode: 

o Development agreements ore not on acceptable form of arrangement becc;iuse 
state low provides too many ways for the public sector to escape its controctur­
ol obligations. 

o Establishment of redevelopment areas around stations would facilitate joint 
development because of the esto_b!ishecl competence and credi.bility of C:RA and 
because redevelopment low provides for many useful mechanisms such as tax 
inc_rement financing, write downs and others. 

Another specific suggestion made by a dev~lope! regarding the joint development 
process involved SCRTD's preparing "Mo_ster E!Rs" for station o_reos so that projects 
planned in accordance with specific plans could be processed without the preparation 
of a separate EIR. 

Other Observations 

Two observations regarding the seminar reflect on additional concern to those 
addressed above and also on underlying theme. The first has to do with the apparent 
perception by participants that the Metro Rail project lack~ certo_i_nty. Its cl_istonce 
in the futu_re alo,ng with questions rego_rcling its future funding and route alignment 
mode it a possibility rather than a probability or certainty in the developers eyes. 
This appeared to result in the issue of joint development being addressed in the 
abstract rather than as representing a real set of opportunities for the mid-range 
future. 

Second, there appeared to be on underlying concern that any qrrangements for join:t 
development need to provide assurance to the developers that the process Will be 
moved expeditiously, that public sector participation will adhere to agreed upon 
plans and conditions, and finally, developers will be given ''hard financial benefits" in 
return for the_ir financial po_rticipation. 

DEVELOPMENT PROJECTIONS 

Tobie 111-10 summarizes commercial development projections for six categori_es of 
development for each planning ·area and each station area for the LocaHy Preferred 
Alternative and the Minimum Operable Segment. Table IIJ-11 Sllmmorizes commer­
cial development projections for the Hollywood alternatives B and C evaluated in the 
Special Alternatives Analysis. 

Tobie 111-12 translates floor area projections its employees for the Locally Preferred 
Alternative arid the Minimum Operable Segment, assuming one employee per 200 
sqlloi"e feet of office space, one employee per 500 square feet of retail space, and 
one employee per two hotel rooms. Tobie 111-13 provides the some information for 
Alternatives A and B evaluated i_n the Hollywood Sp·eciol Alternatives Analysis. 
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T AOLE 111- IO 
PROJECTED COMMERCIAL OEVELOPM[tn 1/1980-1/2000 

FOR TH[ LOCALLY'PREFERRED At:.:TERl"A TIVE AND Mlt'-IIMlJM.OPERABLE SEGMENT u,;iorn THH[E c;nowTH SCEMAHIOS 
• (Thousands af Square Feet Unless Otherwise Indicated) 

NO PROJECT METRO RAIL PROJECT WITH 11--,f:El~TIVES 

~ t .. ·a -~ (J, ·2 ·a ; .:: '] ;;'.:· ·a .. ·2 0 ·2 II 0 'E .. 
!I 

0 u a: 
-~ 

u a: !I ii a:: ... ir u a: u· 
!- !- a: II 

a:: l': ?:-' a: a: ?:-..-:: ~ 

ll -... ·s 
-i 

5 0 ·s t 0 ·s 0 § t: Q ·s 0 ... ... 
} 

E 0 E 0 
-~ 

6 ,E ~ .2 s E 

8 I ~ ~ a, § -.; 0 
~ 

·5, ~ " 
£ J II £ ·o 

~ 
0 

I.I.I a:: u u w a: u ~ u w u I 
--- -~----- -------------

CBD 
Union-Station 0 0 0 0 0 o· 500 0 25 so 9 400 1,500 0 75 100 16 BOO 

rms. rms. 
Civic Center 1,600 0 BO so 12 225 1,900 0 95 100 30 225 2,250 0 113 IO0 53 225 

rms. rms. rms. 
Fifth/Hill 6;690 0 335 100 II 725 8,350 0 418 200 26 725 9,485 0 474 225 47 725 

rms. rms, rll!S, 
Seventh/Flower 4,755 0 237 600 7 500 S,250 0 262 1,240 13 1,000 6,754 0 341 1.~so 24 1,000 

T rms. rms. rms. 

N All'Stations • 13;045 0 652 750 30il,450 l6j000 0 800 1,590 78 2,350 19,989 0 1,003 1,675 i40 2,750 
N rms. rms. rms. 

Planning Area 15,000 750 75011,050 156 N/A 20;000 750 1,000 2,050 364 N/A 21,000 750 1,120 2,630 364 t"/A 

WESll.AKE 
Wilshire/ A lvorodo ISO 0 0 0 12 0 500 0 25 0 89 0 1,100 0 ss 0 134 (j 

Plonning Areo 1,000 500 so 0 1.43 0 1,500 500 75 0 350 0 2,000 500 IO0 0 350 0 

WILSHIRE 
Wilshire/Vermont 750 0 38 0 6 0 1,100 0 ss 0 82 0 1,950 0 98 0 122 0 

Wilshlre/Narmondie 1,120 0 ·56 0 IO 0 2;020 0 IOI 200 82 500 2,150 0 IDB 300 87 500 

Wilshire/Western l,3SO 0 68 0 9 0 1;700 0 85 100 33 0 1,830 0 91 ISO 49 0 

Wilshire/Crenshaw 0 380 0 0 0 0 ISO 380 0 0 0 0 340 380 IS 0 0 0 

Wilshire/Lo Breo 0 180 9 0 22- 0 520 180 35 0 49 0 670 180 li3 0 73 O' 

Wi lshi re/F oi rfoic 1,750 0 88 0 " 0 2;3eo 0 119 200 16 0 2,880 0 145 300 2S 0 

Bever ly/F oirfox 1,000 0 so 150 21 0 2,500 0 12S 300 65 500 3,100 0 155 300 98 J,000 
rms.- rins. 

All Sloli00$ 5,970 560 JOB ISO 72 0 10,370 560 S20 800 327 1,000 12,890 560 656 1,050 454 .1,500 
rms. rms. 

Plonning·Area B,000·1,380 400 .150 619 N/A ll;OOO 1,380 650 l,IO0 1,795 MIA 15,000 1;380 750 1,300 1,795 N/A 

- .. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Table 111-10 (Conl inued) 
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WEST t:Kll.L YWOOO/ 
HOLLYWOOD 
F oirfox/Sanlo. Monico ISO 30 ' 0 IS 0 400 80 24 0 123 0 650 100 38 so 184 0 

LoiBi-eo/Sunset, 150, 30 ,, 0 7 0 180 so :II 200 '2 0 400 80 24 250 138 0 

Hollywood/Cahuengo 380 40 zo 150 7 0 530 100 30 440 ,2 500 1,030 120 52 710 1·38 1,000 
rms. rms. 

Hollywood Oowl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 

All Stations 680 ,100. 38 150 2, 0 1.1 io 230 65 650 307 500 2,080 300 1'14 1,010 480 1,000 
rms. rms. 

Plonnin9 Areo 1,300 200 65 150 382 N/A 1,700· 300 85 ,. 100 1,066 N/A 2;600 400 130 1,300 1,066 H/A 
I. 

N UNIVERSAL CITY/ w 
~ORTI-i l-:IQLLYWOOD 
l:Jnlversol City 2,500 0 125 75 7 500 2,500 0 125 300 15 500 2;700 0 135 240 22 500 

rms. rms. rms. 
North Hollywood ,20 0 46 0 ' O' 1,320 0 66 140 M 0 1,720 0 86 200 17 ,0 

Both.Stations 3,420 0 171 75 16 500 3,820 0 171 440 26 500 4,420 0 221 440 1, 500 
rms. rms. rms. 

Plonning.Areo 4,500 100. 225 75 60· ·N/A 4,500 100 '225 440 ISO N/A ,S,500 100 275 440 150 M/A 

Regional' Core 2,;800 2;,30 1.4,o I .425 l,360 'N/A 40,700 3,030 2,035 4,6,o 3,725 N/A 46,100 3,130 2,375 51610 l,725 M/A 

.NJ.. SfATICNi1 
Loailily Preferred 

fiiiO 1,6,, I, 137 Al ternot i ve 23.265 1s, •. ,so JI ,BOO 1,0 I 142, • 3, 56, 827 4,350 lt0,47, 860 2;04, 4,175 1,358 5,750 
rrns. rrns. ITTlS, 

.NJ.. SfATl<Ni: 
Mlninun •. Q>etoble ,w :26;870 SegTEOt 17,165 S60 712 1'14 1,450 560 l·,345 2,47, 3;350 4,4 33;'79 560 ,, ,714 2,]25 728 4,250 

rrns-. ITTlS • ITlll • 

Source: Pe<it.Morwick Mitchell & Co ond Sedwoy/Cooke, 
NIA - Nol Avoiloble. 
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TABLE 111-11 I 

.. 

I -PROJECTEiYCOMMERClAL DEVE_LQPMENT, l/1981-1/2000, FOR HOLLYWOOD ALTERNATIVES 
(Thousands of Square Feet) 

Santo Santo Outside Total I 
Monico/ Monico/ Sunset/ Selma/ Selma/ Selma/ Stot}on Market 
Fairfax Lo Brea Lo Brea Highland Cohuengo Gower Areas Area 

I -
ALTERNATIVE B 

Na Progct 
Majorffice 150 0 150 150 355 0 220 1,025 I 
Community Office 30 0 30 30 70 30 40 230 I 
Ernpl oyee Retoi I 9 0 9 9 2.1 2 13 63 

Regional Retoi.l 0 0 0 0 150 0 0 150 I 
:~~ommunity Retail 15 5 5 4 4 4 265 302 

Totals 204 5 194 193 600 36 538 1,770 I 
,\t\etfo Roil I Major Office 378 189 283 189 284 189 188 1,700 

Community Office 60 40 40, 40 70 40 40 330 

I Employee Retail 22 11 16 11 13 17 l'2 102 

Regi onol Retai I 200 0 50 50 100 50 210 660 I 
Community Retail 43 IS 13 12- 10 1'9 954 1,066 

Totals 703 255 503 302 382 309 1,404 3,858 I 
With Incentives 

I Major office 
1/1981-1/1983 
I / 1 983-1 /2000 58_0 463 580 232 232 2'32 231 2,550 

I Community Office 100 0 60 60 90 60 60 430 

Employee Retofl 34 23 32 IS 16 15 IS ISO I 
Regional Retail 200 0 so 80 2-50 90 210 880 

Community Retail 78 27 2.J 22 18 33 865 1,066 I 
Totals 992 513 745 409 606 430 1,381 5,076 

I 
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I 
Tabl,: 111-11 (contin_ued) 

I Santa J•J" :::de 7c-tal 
,\~on:ca/ Sun_set / Selma./ Selma/ Selma/ Station .'-1\ar.l.<::et 

I 
- Fairfax ·La Brea Highland Cahuencja Gower .4.reas ~r~a 

·:i.L ~ERJ,.!A T IVE C 

I .'.Jo Proi.ect 
MajdrOHice 150 150 150 355 0 220 1,025 

I Community Offic;e 30 30 30 70 30 40 2-30 

Employee Retail 9 9 9 21 2 13 6.3 

I Regional Retail 0 0 0 15:) b 0 150 

::o.71.71unity Retail !5 5 ) 
,, 

~ 269 302 

I 
~ 

: •:;-:-:1Js 204 201 193 600 .16 j42 1,776 

I .,;\etro ~ail 
,Vlajor Off ice 4JJ 500 150 250 150 250 1,700 

I Community Office 70 70 40 70 40 40 330 

Employee Retail 24 29 10 16 10 13 102 

I Regional R.etai, 100 200 50 5G so 210 660 

-:::>,11.,1unit,, Ret::iil 43 32 12 10 19 950 1,066 

I Totals S37 831 2:;2 39,5 26'.:I ~ ,~6-S 3,853 

I 
With .Incentives 
Major·bffice 1-1-25 531 425 531 425 213 2,550 

I Community Office 100 100 50 80 so so 430 

Employee Retail 26 32 24 31 24 J3 ISO 

I Regional Retail 120 250 100 100 100 21::> 330 

I Corn;nu;1 it:-' ;~2M li 78 58 22 18 33 857 1,066 

totals 74', 971 62-1 760 632 1,343 5,076 

I _____ ... , ................ - --
Sour-:e: 

I 
Peat Marwick ,'Ai.tchel) ~ Co~ 

I 
I 

1_11-25. 
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TABLE 111-12 

E.'.lf:L0YEE5 ADDED, I/ I 980- J /2000, FOR THE LOCALLY PREFERRED AL TERt,JA TIVE 
,;r:D Ml!llMUM,OPERABLE SEGMEl✓T UhJDER THREE: GROWTH SCEl~Al~IOS 

(Thousands of Squcre Feel Unless Ot_herwise Indicated) I 
NO PROJECT METRO RAIL PROJECT ·w1T!-! 11,CErJTIVES I ~ .B!.!2il Hotel 2.!.!lS!. - R~toil ~ ~ ~ ~ 

GBD PLANt llr IC AREA 

Union Station 0 0 0 500 84 400 1,500 191 800 

I 0 0 () 2,500 168 200 7,500 382 400 

Civic Ct!f'lter 1,600 142 225 1,900 225 225 2,250 266 225 
S,000 2,4 113 3,500 450 I I 3 I 1,2SO 532 I 13 

Fihh/Hill 6,690 4ll6 725 8,350 644 725 9,485 746 725 
33,450 en 363 41,750 1,288 363 47,425 1,492 363 I Seventh/Flower !-1,755 844 500 5,250 1,515 1,000 6,754 • 1,615 1,000 
23,775 l,6a8 200 26,27 S 3,030 500 33,770 3,23!) S00 

A.ll Stat ions 13,045 1,412 l,450 16,000 2,468 2,350 [9,989 2,B 18 2,:7S0 
65,225 2,864 725 80,02S 4,936 1,1785 99,945 5,636 1,37S I Toto! CSD Plonning Arec I 5,750 1,956 1,4S0 20,750 3,414 2,3S0 21,750 4,11.4 2,7S0 
78, 7 so 3,912 72S I 03,7S0 6,828 1,175 I 08,-750 8,22_8 1,375 

WES TL.AK£ PLANNING AREA 
Wi lsnire/ Ah,orodo ISO 12 0 500 114 0 J,100 189 0 I 750 24 0 2,500 228 0 5,500 378 0 

Tore! We3tlake Plonning Area 1,500 193 0 2,000 425 0 2,S00 4S0 0 
7,500 3&; 0 10,000 850 0 12,500 900 0 

WlLSHIRE PLANNING AREA I Wilshire/Vermont 750 43 0 1,100 137 0 1,950 220 0 
3,7S0 86 0 S,S00 274 0 9,750 440 0 

'Ni lshi re/Normondie 1,120 66 0 2,020 383 500 2,150 495 500 
5,600 I 32 0 JO, 100 766 250 10,750 9,0 2S0 

'Nilshire/We,tem 1,350 77 0 1,700 218 0 1,830 290 0 I 6,750 1S4 0 8,500 436 0 9,JS0 SBO 0 

Wilshire/Creruhaw 380 0 0 530 0 0 720 JS 0 
1,900 0 0 2,650 0 0 3,600 30 0 

Wilshire/La Brea 180 31 0 700 84 0 850 116 0 I 900 62 0 3,500 168 0 4,250 232 0 

Wilshire/F air!OJ< 1,750 92 0 2,380 335 0 2,880 470 0 
8,750 184 0 11,900 670 0 14,400 940 0 

Beveriy/FairfOJ< 1,000 221 0 2,500 49"0 500 3,100 553 1,000 I S,000 442 0 12,500 980 250 I 5,500 1,106 500 

All Wilshire Station Areca 6,S30 530 0 10,930 1,647 J,000 13,450 2,160 1,500 
32,650 1,060 0 54,650 3,294 500 67,250 4,320 750 

T otol Wi I shire P lonnirig Area 9,380 1,169 0 14,380 3,545 1,000 16,380 3,848 1,500 

I 46,900 2,338 0 71,900 7,090 S00 81;900 7,696 750 

HOLL YWOOO PLANNING AREA 
Foirfax/5a,ta Monico 180 24 0 480 147 0 750 272 0 

900 48 0 2,400 294 0 3,750 S4ll 0 

Lo Breo/5<.n$i:t ISO 16 0 230 3"03 0 480 412 0 I 900 32 0 1,150 606 0 2,400 824 0 

Hollywood/Cdiuenga 420 177 0 630 562 500 1,1S0 900 1,000 
2,100 354 0 3,150 1,124 250 5,750 1,800 500 

Holl}"Wood Bowl (opticnol) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 0 

All Hollywood Srat_ion A= 780 217 0 1,340 1,012 500 2,380 1,604 1,000 
l,900 434 0 6,700 2,024 250 l 1,900 ·l,2.08 soo 

Totol Hollywood Plaviing Area 1,500 597 0 2,000 2,251 500 3,000 2,496 l,000 I 7,500 1,194 0 10,000 4;502 250 13,500 794 250 

UNIVERSAL CITY/NORTH HOLLYWOOD 
PL.ANNlNCi AREA 

2.,500 207 Universal Ciry 500 2.soo ll40 500 2.700 397 500 

I 12,500 414 250 12,500 880 250 1·3,500 7'J4 iso 
Nar.rh Holl)'WOO(I 920 55 500 1,320 .217 0 1,720 303 0 

4,600 110 250 6,600 4~4 0 8,600 60& 0 

Bctt:r Stations 3,420 262 500 3,820 657 500 4,420 700 500 
17,100 524 250 .19,·100 1;314 250 22,100 l,4pcl 2.50 I Total Universal City 

5,500 Norrn Halli,waod·PICl'll'ling Area 4,600 360 500 4,600 815 500 865 500 
23,000 720 250 23,000 1,630 250 27.~00 1,730 iso 

REGIONAL CORE ·32,730 4;275 1,950 43,730 1_0,450 4,350 49,230 11,770 S,750 I 163,650 8,550 975 2_18,650 20,900 2,175 246,150 23,540 2,875 
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TABLE 111-13 

EMPLOYEES ADDED, I_/ 19,80-1 /20b0r FOR ·HOLLYWOOD A_LTERrsJA Tl'✓Es A Ar~D 8~ 
UNDER THREE GROWTH SCENARIOS 

AL TE:R_N_ATIVE B 

No Pr,:oject 
Office 
Retail 

Metro. Rail 
Office 
Retail 

With Incentives 
Offic"e • 
RetaJI 

AL TERNA Tl VE C 

No Project 
Office 
Retail 

tv\etro Rail 
Office 
Retail 

Wi:th Incentives 
·oHice-
Retail 

Santa 
Mo.,ica/ 
Fairfax 

900 
48 

2,.1_90 
530 

3,400 
624 

900 
48 

2-350 ' ..... 
334 

2,625 
448 

• • (thousands of square feet) 

Santa 
Mani.ca/ 
La.Brea 

0 
10 

I, 14,5: 
52 

2-,315 
100 

Sunset/ Selma/ Selma/ Selma/ 
La Brea Highland Cahuenga Gower 

900 
28 

1,6 ! S 
158 

3,200 
210 

900 
28 

2,$50 
522 

3,155 
680 

900 
26 

I, 145 
146 

_12,460 
234 

900 
28 

_950 
!44 

2,375 
292 

2,.125 
350 

,,no 
246 

1,6_1_9 
568 

2-, 12·5 
350 

j ;6QQ 
152 

3,0SS 
298 

150 
12 

I, 145 
172 

1,460 
2-76. 

150 
ii 

950 
1.58 

2,375 
314 

Source: Sedway/Cooke and Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co. 
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Outside 
Station 
Areas 

1,300 
556 

I, 140 
2,352· 

1,455 
2,180 

1,300 
564 

1,450 
2,346 

1,31 S 
2,160 

Total 
Mark~t 

Area 

6,2°75 
!,030 

10,1 so 
3,656 

14,900 
4,192 

6,275 
1.,030 

10, ISO 
3,656 

14,900 
4,192 



Table 1_1I-I4A and B compare the projections generct,ed by the mqrk_et stydy :with 
growth ro,tes during the last· two decades and with SCAG-82A and -828 proje•ctions. 
As descri_bed previously, the mcr-ket· projections for the No Project Alte_rnat_ive 
reoresent en estimate of the amount of- major o.ffice d~velopment the real estate 
-ncr1-<:et can be expect~d ·to abs9ro and retaii. d~velopri"lent that would be requir·ed ·to 
serve the populctiO:n growth projected by SCAG-82A. The Metro Rail Project 
alternatives illustrate the effects of concentrating _growth around stations and 
include the amount of reta_il d~velopment that '#ould be required to serve the 
;:>opulction growth projected by SCAG-828. The SCAG projections, on the other 
han.d, represent two divergent policy directions which would require a ~ommitment 
by local government to enco~rage develop_ment in some areas and discourage it in 
others_. SCA_G-e2A is intended to represent a continuation or intensification of 
recent trends toward decentralization and should, therefore, correspond to some 
~-~tent wit!, the historic growth· rate. The No Project market projections should 
similarly co_rrespand with the historic growth rate. Both SCAG-828 and the With 
Metro Rei I Project A_lte_rnatJves shoul_d reflect simflar trends relative to the historic 
growth rate. They sri~uld i_n~icate an i'ncrease in the growth rate in the Regi'oricl 
Core since SCAG-828 represents a policy of concentrating development within the 
Regional Core and the With M~tro _ Rail_ Project Alter.!'lcitives represent a 
concentration of d~velopme_l'."t aro~np th!! Metro Ra.ii stations. Since the SCAG study 
did not include Un_iversal City, Studio City, and North Hollywood in its definition of 
the Regional Core, SCAG-82B would be expected to sh9w a decline in the 
employment growth rate in thQ:se areas. 

A comparison of the growth r9tes projected by SCAG-82A ahd py the market study's 
No Project Alternative indicate that, in gen·eral, the market study i_s mor~ consiste:Mt 
with recent development trenqs* than SCAG-82A. SCAG-82A appears to represent 
an inte_nsific_qtior., of the de~li_ne in the employment growth rate in the Regional 
Core, while the No Project m:arket projections assume that the growth rate is relat­
ively sta_ble_. 

The No Project market projections for the CBD/We:sflak~, Wilshire, and Hollywood 
planning areas_ are withi_n about 15 percent of the historic growth rate for employ­
ment. The CBD/Westlake area** shows a slight decline due to qeclin_i,ng acc~ssibili­
t-y. Wi !shire and Hollywood show a slight !1'.1.c::rease in resp_o_ns~ to the decline in the 

• downtown area. Projected growth rates in the Universal City/North Hollywood area 
are not expected to be consistent with the historic rate for the last 20 years since 
major development has only occured i'n those area_s i_n recel'.'lt years. The market 

_ projection reflects projects under constructfon or proposed and represents a seven­
fo_ld increase in the historic growth rate. 

SCAG~82A shows a decline of m9re _than SO pe:rc~_nt in the CBD/Wes'tlake employ­
ment growtt:i rate, a dee.line in the Wilshire and Hollywood.growth rates of more than 
25 percent, end a five-fold increase. in Un_iversal City/N_ortli Hollywood growth rate. 

• Because the historic grow:th rates in Tables lll-14A c:ind Bare estimates based on 
the floor area yalues in Table 11-2 they ccin only be. used as approximate 
representations of actual growth rates. 

** Th¢ two areas are comb.ined for this compcirison because some of the devel_~pment 
projected to occur west of the Harbor F_reeway as an exp(!rlsion of the C_BD end 
classified as CBD development ·in the mark~t study actua_lly lies within the Westlake 
P!a~n_ing Area~ 

•,·-. 

• '• ' ! I ~• 

•, ... 
. : ·:; • ; •. ~•. ~ ~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TABLE 111-14A 

COMPARISON OF MARKE°T.STUDY WITH HISTORIC GROWTH RATES AND WITH SCAG-82A AND-82B PROJE0TIONS: 

TOT AL EMPLOYEES IN PLANNtNG AREAS 

Yeor 2000 
soc /Vcirker Srudy 

Year I 980 No Metro With 
S CAG 82-Base .-82A -8213 Projecr Roil Incentives 

CBD Planning Area 28~,700 316,500 334,200 373, I 00 401,500 408,100 

Westl_oke Planning A_reo 83,5,00 100,100 114,10,0 91,400 94,400 96,900 

Wilshire Planning Area 227,000 i!i7,300 292,900 276,200 306,500 317,300 

Hollywood Plaining Areo !_36,3,00 142,000 156,50,0 145,000 151,1,00 156,800 

Universol City/North Hollywood 75,100 .92,400 80,500 99,100 100,000 104,600 
Plaining Areos 

Regioncil co·re: 
LOCCJlly Preferred Alternotive Bl 1,600 908,300 978,200 984,800 1,053,500 1,083,700 
Minimum Opei'oble Segment 975,600 J,046,500 1,073,400 

TAB.LE Hl-14B 

COMPARISON OF MARKET STYDY WI.TH HISTORIC G.ROWT!-:i RA TES AND WITH S_CAG-82A AND -828 PROJECTIONS: 

EMPLOYEES ADDED AND SQUARE FEET ABSORBED ANNUALLY 

1980~2000 
SCAG MarkefStudy 

No Metro With 
1960-1980 1 -82A -828 Pr'oiect Roil Incentives 

CBD Pla,ning Area employees 4,910 1,341 2,224 4,170 5,S90 5,920 
sq. feet I, 120,000 349,000 615,000 945,000 1;300,000 1,405,000 

Westlake Plaining Area employees 320 832 1,531 390 540 670 
sq. ·f_eet 73,000 I 217,000 420,000 85,000 120,000 150,000 

Wilshi_re Pl_av'ling Area employees 2, 10.0 1,516 ·3;298 2,460- • l,970 4,5~0 
sq.. feet 486,000 346,000 898,000 S25,000 93°S,OOO 1,070,000 

Hoilywood Plcn,ing Area employees 39,0 287 _ 1,01 I 43.0 740 J.O?O 
sq. feet 93,000 i1,ooi:i 275,000 105,000 235,000 315,000 

Universal City/North Hollywood 
P lc:s'ining Area employees 140 869 27·3 1,200 1,240 J,470 

sq. f_eet 33,00,0 210,qop 79,09.0 270,000 290,00_0 345,000 

Regi anal Core_: 
S,232 Locally Preferred Altemative employees 7,86.0 .~,33_7 8,650 12;0~0 13,600 

sq. feet 1,805,000 I, 199,000 2,287,000 1,938,000 2,891,000 3,335,000 

Regional. Core: 
,-,.in_i,:n~ Oper~I~ Segm_ent employe_e:s .~.-2p~ I, 1.,7~9 I ~.~90 

sq .. feet 2,220,000 2,730,000 3,150,000 

~re~_: Pe.at Marwick Mitchell & Co. and Sedwoy/Cooke. 

I Derived from Table ll-2·cissuming: (o) an occupancy rote of 85 percent; (b) thot office space rep·resents the following proportion of 
tot.ol • floor orea (proportion estimoted by o:veraging ~he P.ropc:irtion indic.oted in tt:,e SCA_G. base _for J 98,0 and the· proportion indicoted by 
the No Project Mcrket Study projections): CBD 80%, Westlake e·1t, Wilshire 82%, Hollywood 72%, and Universal City/North Hollywood 
79CJE.; and (e) one empl~yee per' 2:25 squore feet of office space, one employee per 500 square feet retoil sp(ice, and orie employee per two 
hotel rooms. 
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Tne Metro Roil -norket projections hdicote o 20 to 30 percent increose in the CBD's 
er.iployment growth rate, o 90 to I 1.5 percent increose in the Wilshire growth rate, 
and a 90 t0 160 percent increase in HoJlywood. The market study ind.ica"tes an 
increase in the growth rate in Universal City/North·Hollywood of up to 25 perc·ent 
:>ver the No Project rate. 

SCAG-82B continues to show a decline in the CBD growth ro"te (approximately 1.5 
percent less than the historic growth rate), a 60 percent increase in the Wilshire 
growth rote and a 160 percent increase in Hollywood, SC.AG-82B shows a decli.ne in 
the growth rote in Universal City/North Hollywood because that area is not p.art of 
the Region<ll Core as defined by SCAG. 

In summary, both the market study and SCAG show sim.i,lar t.rends i.n Wihhire and 
Hollywood. However, SCAG shows a decic;Ied decline in the CBD growth rote even 
under a policy of concentr·ating growth in the Regional Core, while the market study 
shows only a slight decline with No Project and an increase with the Metro Rail 
Project. A SCAG-82A and No Project market projection for Universal City/North 
Hollywood represents a similar trend of substantial growth. Differences between 
SCAG-82A and the Metro Ra.ii Project Alternatives for Universal City/North Holly­
v,,ood reflect the diffe~ence in definition of the Regional Core. 

ILLUSTRATIVE DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS FOR IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

In order to asse.ss the traffic, pa.rking, oi.r quality, and other environmental impacts 
of developm¢nt associated with the Metro Rail Project, it was necessary to identify, 
for illustrative purposes, reasonably realistic physical development patterns in each 
station area far the three growth scenarios: No Project, Metro Rail, and Develop­
ment with Incentives. That is, it was necessary to locate all of the development 
projected for each station oreci on specific sites in that station area. 

First, projects built from 1980 to 1983 were sited. Then the remaining market 
absorption for the 1983 to 2000 was allocated first to sites for which specific devel­
opment proposals have been made. If the projects were in the preliminary design 
stage or far enough along in planning that a specific development program had been 
identified, if that program could be accommodated under current zoning and if it 
could be absorbed by the projected market demand, th:e icientified development 
program was appiied to the site. For example, the California Plaza site which is 
split between the Civic Center and the Fifth/Hill Stations was assumed to absorb all 
development proposed for this site as of mid-1982: 3.2 million square feet of office 
space; 220,000 .square feet of retai I space; 450 hotel rooms, 750 residential units as 
well as the Museum of Contemporary Art and a site for the Bella Lewitzky Dance 
Galle·ry. 

If only a general development proposal had been made for a site, an illustrative 
program was developed which was consistent with recent development patterns in 
the area, consistent with zoni.ng an<:! land use plans, compatible with other develop­
me.nt proposals in the area, and within market absorption limits. 

For example, at the Wilshire/Normandie Station area, tl,e Ambassodor Hotel grounds 
have been proposed as a site for additional development, Howeve.r, as of mid-1982 
no specific development program had been propas·ed. Under currerit zoning the. 23 
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ocre site could occommodote 13 ;,,illion squore feet of development. The 20-year 
market absorption for the entire -station area with /v'ietro R_oil Project is projected at 
2.4 million square feet to 2.7 million square feet, of ,,vhich 400,000 to 500,000 square 
feet would be retail space, likely to toke the form of o regional s~o-pping ceriter._ The 
Ambassador Hotel site is a logical location for a regional shopping center, oddifionol 
hotel rooms, and a major office complex. However, there are .several other sites 
"competing" for a shore of that development, _includi_ng the Brown Derby site and the 
southwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Norm_ondi_e Avenue Or-:ilo Street). In 
addition, the area is not expected to be able to cibsorb, by the year 2000, o_li of the 
development that c:Ould be accommodcited on the Ambassador site. For the purposes 
of this exercise, then, it is assumed that onJy a portion of the site would be devel­
oped during the 20-year time period under consideration. A_dditionol commercial. 
development on the site cou_ld be absorbed after the year 2000. It should be empha­
sized that it is entirely possible that a_ll of the development projected for the station 
area could occur on this single site; the illustrative development pattern used for 
i_mpoct assessment is simply a "best guess" at what rriciy hcippen. 

After development was allocated to proposed development sites, the remaining 
market potential was broken into developm_ent ''packages" consistent with_ the pat­
tern and form of existing and plannecl development and with public policies and plans 
(that is, those of the CRA and the City or County planning deportments) and oppro-

. priate to the l_ocotion and conf!guration of ~creels or groups ~f port;els __ susceptib.l_e to 
re1nve~tment. Fo_r the No ProJect Alternatives parcel selection criteria emphasized 
minimization of site preparot_i_on costs (that is, minimization of land assembly and 
removal of existing structures). Developers of major office, emp,loyee-serving retail 
and community-serving retail space were assumed to co_ns_i_der s_ites o_long the major 
cor"ridors in the station a_reo (e.g., Wilshire Boulevard) as more or less equa_lly d_esiro­
ble with some preference for sites pro·icimate to recent develoP,ment projects and to 
mcijor intersections. For the Metro Roil Project alternatives it was assumed that a 
definite preference would be indicated for sites proximate to the station. It was 
difficult to incor"porate a preference for proximity to the station entrance in mahy 
cases because the location of the entrance hos changed several times during this 
evaluation process. 

Tobie 111-15 identifies the illustrative d_eveiopment program~ assumed for the hypo­
thetical development sites identified on m:Ops of each statton area in Figures Ill-I 
through l_ll-18. Sites are identified by either alpha- or numeric lcib_els. A_lphabeticol 
labels ore used to identify sites X{ith projects built from I /1980 to I/ 1983. Numeric 
labels correspond to sites identified i_n the exercise described above and represent 
hypothetical sites and development progrci_ms i_l_lustrative of development patterns 
likely to occur with and without the Metro Rciil Project. 
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T AHLE-111-15 

ILLIJ5TRA JIVE DEVELOPMENT PATTERN USED IN IMPAC I ASSF:SSMtNl 

NO,PUOJECT METRO RAIL WITH 11-lCENJilVES 

SITES,BY STATION AREA 
Holel t:lousi~ Pork in~ 

Office1 Retail I noorns lJni!!_ Spoces 
Hole\ Mousi'.}J Porkiil'il 

Office I nelail I Roo~ Units ~ 
11olel \-irn,sinp P.orkin~ 

Office I Reloi 11 noorns Uni Is_ ~<Jces _ 

'-"llON ST A TloN 
_lllu*otive Development SitesJll 983--1/2000 

0 I. Ul\ian S101ion.Sile 0 0 0 0 500 84 400 0 852 1,500 191 ill)l) 0 2,Ln 

CIVIC CENTER 
. lliustrolive Development Sites .I /I 983-1/21111 
I. County/Times-Mirror Site 

o. theaters 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
b. office/retoil 0 0 0 0 0 JOO 50 0 0 350 350 91 0 0 4!1 I 
c. office/retoil JOO 0 0 0 450 JOO 50 0 0 350 600 50 0 0 tijt} 

2; Colilornio Plozo 1,300 122 225 375 2,358 1,300 125 225· 375 1,575 1,300 ·125 225 375 l,57S 
J; Angelus Plozo; Senior Housing 0 0 0 l,O'JJ 0 0 0 0 l,O'JJ 0 0 0 0 1,09] 0 
4. Morket Rote,Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 500 500 0 0 0 500 500 
5. Crocker Towers Parking 0 0 0 0 750 0 0 0 0 750 0 0 0 0 750 
6. Miscellooeous Sites 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0. 0 
TOTALS 1,600 i!l2 225 1,468 3,SSS 1,,00 225 225 l,968 l,5l5 2,250 266 Wi l,968 . 3,'Jl6 

FIFTfl/HILL 
'Ou!lt 1/1981-'l/1983-

.J. .4 .4 -- A. Crocker Phose I 1,200 80 0. o, 1,200 ·80 0 0 1,200 80 0 0 

' .l .4 .4 w B. Crocker Phase II 1,000 20 0 0 1,000 20 -o 0 1,000 20 0 0 
N C. O'Melveny & Meyers 640 0 0 0 .J 640 Q 0 0 .4 640 0 0 0 ,4 

D. Wells.F (lf"Q0 1,000 20 0 0 .1 1,000 20 0 0 .4 1,000 20 0 0 .4 
.J .4 4 E. Jewelry Center 350 60 0 0 350 60 0 0 350 60 0 0 •-

Totols A-,E ta, l,O 180· 0 0 5,aos 4,190 180 0 0 5.005 4,190 180 0 0 S;OOS 

lllustrotlve Development Sltes-1/1983-1/2000 
j:10 i;,o ··~ Colifornio•Plozo (includes Museum) 1,600 225 375 2,7~ 1;900 MO 22S 375 2,16Q 1,900 .225 375 • 2;160 

2. Auditorium Tower/Hotel 500 50 500 200 1,325 500 50- 500 200 1,no 500 50 500 200 1;220 
J. o. Stote Office Building (800) 35 0 0 0 .\800) 35 0 0 0 (800) 35 0 0 0 

b. Parking 0 0 0 0 1,250 0 0 0 0 1,250 0 0 0 0 1,250 
4. 0 0 0 0 0 150 50 0 0 0 150 50 0 0 200 
5. Moin St./Sprlr,g St. Porking!Building 0 0 0 0 1;400 0 0 0 0 1,400 0 0 0 0 1,400 
6'. Engslrum Site 0 0 0 0 0 750 75 0 0 825 150 75 0 0. 825' 
1. ·0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0- 0 
8. 0 0 0 0 0 200 20 0 0 220 200 20 0 0 220 
9. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 JOO Jo 0 0 JJO 

10. 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 'JO 15 0 0 105 
II. ReoovoliOl"l 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 420 0 0 0 0 ,, 
12. Reoovolioo 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 U' 
I J. Renovo lion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 0 
14. Spring St. Revitalization 400 JI 0 0 0 600 54 0 0 tJ 850 11:1 0 0 0 
IS; 0 0 0 0 0 60 JO 0 0 90 60 30 0 I.I ~o 
16; 0 40 0 0 0 0 40 0 0 40 0 40 0 0 110 
Totols 1-16 2;500 266 725 575 6,765 4,160 464 725 575 7,205 5,295 566 725 515 7,7IO 

(800) (000) 
TOTALS 6;6'JO 446 725 515 12,570 8,JSO 644 725 575 13,010 9,485 746 725 575 • iJ,515 

(BOO) (000) 
.!' 
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TAHLE 111-15 

ILLUSTRATIVE DEVELOPMENT- PATTERM·USED IN !MPACT ASSL::5Si,\t.NT 

N9PROJECT METRO HAIL WITtt ·lfKH~ r,IVl:5 

SITES;BY.STATION AREA 
. Hotel Housi~ Porki~ 

Office1 Retoii1 Roon~s Uniis Spoc~s 
Holel Housi~ Porkinj 

Oflice1 Reioil I Rooms Uni i's Spaces, 
Holel litousirp Porkin,~ 

Office1 Reloil 1 Roo~_!! lJniu . ~~ 

SEVENfH/fLOWE~ 
Built 1/l~ls../1983 
A. Monufaclurer's•Life 446 0 O· 0 0 4!16 0 O· 0 .o 446 0 0 0 0 
B. Figuer_C?'(I Buildi'19. 122 0 0 0 iJ 122 0 0 0 0 122 0 0 0 0 
C. Bullock•s Heo~ters 282 0 0 0 0 282 0 0 0 0 282 0 0 0 ·O 
Total A-C 850 0 0 0 1,275 850 0 0 0 1,275 850 0 0 0 ' 1.21:; 

lllustrolive Deveiopmeot_Sites l/i'83-l/2000 
0 I. P~ific Plozo 2,400 480 o· 0 4,320 2.409 650 0 0 2,880 2.t«X> 650 0 . 2,(161) 

2. Ploz:olfigueroo 575 200 500• 0 1,663 ·575 250 500 0 1.160 575 250 500 0, 1,160 
J. 816 So. figueroo-(renowlion) JS 0 O· 0 0 35 0 0 0 •O 35 0 0 0 0 
4. 250 o· 0- -0 375 :250 0 O· 0 250 250 0 0 0 )75 
5. for est P.ork 0 50 O· 400 75 0 50 0 .400 50 0 50 0 400 I 50· 
6. Robinson's (renovation) 120 0 0 0 0 120 0 0 0 0 120 0 0 0 •. 0 
7. Grond,flnanciol • Plozo 450 0 0 ,0 1,000 450 0 0 0 450 450 0 0 0 450 
a. 70 0 0 0 0 70 0 0 0 70 70 0 0 u 70 ,. 0 0 0 200 0 0 40 0 400 40 0 40 0 400 40 

.10. 0 0 0 0 0 500 125 0 0 625 500 125 0 0 62S 
II·. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O• 0 0 200 0 0 0 20tl 

·- ,12. 0 0 0 0 ·O 0 0 O· 0 :o 750 100 0 0 8~ 
7 13. 0 0 0 0 0 0 250 500 0 585 550 250 500 0 l,IJ!i w w 14. 0 0 O· 0 ·O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 200 JOO 

15. Miscellaneous Sites 0 .114 0 0 0 0 150 0 0 150 0 150 .o 0 150 
Totals 1-15 J,,00 844 500 600 7;433 lt;IWO 1,515 1,000 000 ,-260 5,900 1;615 1.000 1,000 ·, S.2~ '· TOTl'LS lt,750 844 500 60!) 0.708 5·250 1,515 •.~ 000 7,5.15 6;750 -,.~15 1.000 1.000 ,.S6U' .•. 

WILSHIRE/ALVARADO 
Buiit 1/1981-1983 
A. 150 0 O· 0 450 150 0 0 0 JOO ISO 0 0 0- 300 

Uiustrotiw Oevelopmeni;Sltes l/i'83-;l/2000 
I. 0 0 0 0 0 JSO JO 0 0 760 350 JO 0 0 760 
2. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 JOO ,0 0 0 780 
l. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 JOO IS 0 0 030 
4. Miscelloneous Sites 0 12 0 0 36 0 84 0 0 168 0 54 0 0 108· 
Totals 1--4 0 12 0 0 3' 350 1'14 0 0 ,20 ,so 10, 0 0 ., 2,278' 
TOTALS 150 12 o· 0 486 500 lil4 O· 0 1,228 1,100 IB' 0 0 2;S78 

WILSHIRE/VERMONT 
llluslrotlve Developrnerit,Sites l/1'81-l'/2000 
ii~ 400 23' 0- 0 1.26' 400 32 o· 0 864 400 JO 0 0 860 
2. 350 20 0 0 1,110 JOO 20 0 0 640 JOO 20 0 0 ii40 
J. 0 0 0 0 0 400 25 0 0 850 250 25 0 O· sso 
4. 0 0 0 0 0 i) 0 0 0 0 700 75 0 0 l,S!iO 
5. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 JOO j5 0 0 610 , .. 0 0 0 0 !) 0 JS 0 0 70 0 j5 0 D 70 
7. 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTALS 750 43 0 0 2,11, 1.-100 137 0 0 2;474 ,,,so 220 0 0 4.3110 
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TABLE 111-15 

lLLUSTRATlllE 0£1/E.LOPMENl PI\HE.RN U':£0 \N.\MPP.C1 l!.SSl:.SSIJ£M1 

NO PROJECT ME·TR011All WITH 11,cu-1nv1:s 

Hotel Housiip Parki~ Hotel Housi'}J Porki'1 Hotel Housi~ Parking 
SITES BY STATION AREA Office 1 11eloil I Hoorn~ Oflice'1 Retai1 1 Rooms Units ~ • Officel Retail 1 Rooms Units ~ Unils~ Spor:e.,_ 

WILSl;t!RE/NORMANDIE 
Built 1/1981-1983 
A .. 270 0 a a 810 270 0 0 a 810 no 0 0 a dlO 

,lll=holive.Dettlopn=I Siles 1/1983-1/2000 ,~ Brown Derby 250 IS a a 795 250 IS a 0 530 250 IS 0 a 530 

2. SWC Wilshire/Normandy 415 25 0 0 1,320 415 30 a 0 890 415 30 0 a 89l) 

J. 25 a 0 0 75 25 a a 0 so 25 0 0 0 ,50 

4. i60 8 0 0 504 0 0 0 a 0 a 0 a 0 :a 
S; 'Ambossodor Hote! Site 0 0 0 0 a 1,060 JOO 500 a 3,055, 1,190 400 500 a J,51'.:i 

6. 0 18 o· 0 54 0 18 a 0 ]6 0 30 a o· 60 

7. 0 a 0 a a 0 20 a 0 40 ·o 20 o· 0 40 

Totals 1-7 850 66 0 0 2,748 1,750 383 500 a 4,601 1,880 495 500 0 5,085 

TOTALS 1,120 66 0 0 J,SS8 2.020 383 500 0 5,400 2,150 495 500 0, S,8':15 

WILSHIR£/WE.S1E~ 
Buiit 1/1981-J/1983 
A. 300 15 0 0 610 JOO IS a 0 6)0 JOO IS l) 0 6:Jt) 

B. JOO IS 0 0 945 JOO IS a 0 6)0 300 IS 0 0 6JO 

Totals A-8 600 JO 0 0 1.sss 600 30 0 0 1,260 600 JO 0 01 1,260 

T I. 7SO 47 0 60 . 2,391 7.50 80 0 60 1,660 6)0 100 a 60 ♦- • 1,460 
w 2. 0 0 0 0 0 JSO 80 0 0 860 600 100 l) _g 1,400 
~ 

]. 0 0 0 0 a 0 28 a 0 56 0 60 0 120 

Totals 1-l 750 47 0 60 2,391 1.100 188 0 '°· 2,576 1,230 260 0 6(1t 2;980 

TOTALS 1,350 77 a '° 3;946 1,700 218 0 60 l,836 1,830 290 0 60t 4,240 

WILSH!Rf;/CRENSHA W . _ 
lllu:strotive Developmeot Sites 1/1983-1/2000 ,. 180 0 0 0 .540 180 ·O 0 0 )60 180 a a a 3otl 

2. 200 0 0 a 600 200 0 0 a 400 180 a 0 0 JbO 
l. 0 0 a 0 0 i'sti 0 0 a 300 150 s 0 O, JIU 

4. 0 0 0 0 (i 0 0 a 0 a ISO s 0 a JIU. 

s. 0 a 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 60 s 0 0- 130' 

TOTALS· JOO 0 i> 0 1,140 530 0 0 0 1,060 71.0 IS 0 0·1 1,4}0 

WILSHIRE/LA BREA 
lllu:strotive Development Sites 1/1?83--1/2000 

630 ,. 180 9 0 0 5£,7 JOO IS a a JOO JO 0 0 600 

2. 0 0 a 0 0 JOO IS a 0 630 JOO JO a a 660 
]. 0 0 0 0 0 IOO 4 0 0 208 250 20 0 0 540 

4. Mixed Use Potentiol'with Sites J t 6 0 II 0 0 ll 0 to 0 0 20 a IS 0 0 30 

s. Mixed Use Potentiol·with Site 2 a II 0 a 33 0 10 0 a 20 0 II 0 0 22 

6. Mixed Use Poteriliol wilh Sites l.t 4 0 0 0 0 a a 10 0 a 20 a 10 0 0 ·, 20 

7. 0 a 0 0 a 0 20 0 a 40 0 0 a 0 a 
TOTALS 180 JI 0 0 633 700 84 0 0 1;568 850 116 0 0 . 1/02. 

I 
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TABLE 111-15 

:1LUJSTRA lilVE DEVELOPMENT PATTERN USED IN IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

NO PROJECT METRO RAIL Wl,TH INCfNTIVE5 

SITES 8¥ ST A "f ION.AHEA 
Hotel Housi'.}J Parl<in~ Hotel Housi~ Parkinij Hotel Housi'.!P. Porki11'4· 

Office1 Retail I Rooms Unils • ~- Office 1 Retail.I Rooins Units • Spoces Office.1 Relail I Rooms Units S~"s • -------- -- - -

WIL:SHIRE/F AIRF AX 
lloilt 1/1~1-1'83 
A, Museum'Squcue sso 40 0 0 1,770 550 40 0 0 1,770 550 40 0 0 1,no 

llluslrative\Developmenl Siles I/ I ffll.-1/2000 
I. May-Compony:Site 640 52 0 0 2,076 1,000 200 0 0 2,400 1,000 300 0 0 2,ollU 
2. -~ 0 0 0 270 0 0 0 0 0 500 JO 0 0 I 1,0.;u 
3; 0 0 0 0 0 360 ,s 0 0 ,10 360 100 0 o· 920 
4. 470 0 0 0 1,410 470 0 0 0 ,40 470 0 0 0 91,i) 
Totals le.It 1,200 52 0 0 3,756 1,830 2,s 0 0 4,250 2,880 430 0 0 5 520 • 
T(>TALS 1,7.50 512 0 0 5;526 2,380 335 0 0 6_020 2,880 470 0 o ' ·1:z9i.i • 

F All1F AX/BEYERL Y 
llluslrative Developmenl Siles I/ I '83-1/2000 

400 1,000 I. CBS/Gilmore &,May Co./PGTk _La-Brea 1,000 i,o 0 0 3,570 2,500 500 0 6, 1-35 2,660 400 0 7, 1:71> 
2. 0 IS 0 0 45 0 25 0 0 so 60 25 0 0 0: 
3. 0 16 0 0 48 0 JS 0 0 70 ,0 JS 0 0 0 
4. 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 0 0 &O ,o 30 0 0 o· 

T 5. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 8 0 0 0 
uJ 6. 0 0 0 0 0 -0 0 0 0 0 ISO 47 0 0 0 
Vl . 1. 0 0 -0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 8 0 0 0' 

8, 0 -0 0 0 0 0 ·0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 400 • ,. 0 ,O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 400 
TOTALS. 1~000 221 0 0 3,6'3 2,500 4,0 500 0 6.315 3;100 SSl 1,000 0 7;5176 

FAIRFAX/SANT A MONICA 
lllustralhie:Developmenl Siles I/ I '83-1/2000 
I. 45 4 0 0 147 45 10 0 0 110 45 15 0 0 120 
2. 6S 10 0 0 225 65 IS 0 0 '160 65 20 0 0 1,10 
3: 70 10 0 0 240 · 70 IS 0 0 170 70 20 0- 0 ·100 
ti~ 0 0 0 0 0 300 so 0 _g 700 300 60 0 ,g 720 
s~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 si 0 114 0 80 0 160 
6. 0 0 0 0 i> 0 0 0 0 0 270 7.7 0 0 6911 
TOTALS ll!O 24 0 0 612 480 147 0 0 i,254 150 272 0 0 2,0•'1'1 

LA,BREA/SUNSE.T 
llluslralive!Developmenl Sites l/i'83-l/2000 
I. 

520 a. 180 10 0 0 0 230 JO 0 0 230 30 0 0 .'iLO 
b. 0 0 0 0 570 0 100 0 0 200 250 87 0 0 6/4 

2. '0 6 0 0 18 0 20 0 0 40 0 10 0 0 20 
3. 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 200 0 ISO 0 0 :JOO 
4. 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 0 0 60 0 10 0 0 .20. 
5. 0 0 0 0 0 0 IS 0 0 30 0 IS 0 0 JO 
6, 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 16· 0 10 0 0 20 
7. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 200 
TOTALS ll!O 16 0 0 588 230 303 0 0 1,066 480 412 0 0 1,7811 

.i 
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11.:.LUSTRATIVE DEVELOPMENT PATTHU-.l•U5£D IIJ IMPACT ASSESSMEI-H 

N0'PROJECT METHOHAIL WITI-I IHCEr•H IVE!> 
------

Horel Mousi~ Porkin~ 
SITES BY STATIOl"-AREA Office I netoil1 Rooms ~ _spaces 

Holel Housi~ Porkinij 
Office·1 Refo~~: Units Spaces_ 

Hotel 
Office I Reloll I ftooms 

Housi119 Parkin~ 
l:.lnits1 Sp,Jrns_ 

HOU:. YWOOD/C At--l.ENGA. 
lllusfraiive. Development Sites 1/i '83-1/2000 
I. 430 177 0 0 1,821 0 0 0 _g 0 420 ·IBO 0 _g 1,200 
2. 0 0 0 0 0 2IO 240 0 900 250 150 0 l;l(JO 
3. 0 0 0 0 0 210 i62 0 ,5 744 240 150 0 ,5' 780 
4. 0 0 0 0 0 () 160 500 0 655 0 160 500 ._5 ii.,., 
5. 0 0 0 0 0 210 0 0 0 420 240 160 0 ,5 000 
6. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 lcio 0 ,5 200 
1. 0 0 0- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 500 ,5 335 

·TOTALS "30 1-77 0 0 1,821 630 562 500 0 2,11, I, 150 900 1,000 0 4,7.70 

HOLL YWOODBOWL 
llluslratlve Oevelopmenl Siies l/1'83-1/2000 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 

UNIVERSAL CITY 
.Illustrative Development Sites l/1'8]..1/2000 I 

t Universol City (MCA) 2;500 207 500 0 8,687 2,500 440 500 0 6,215 2;500. 350 5UO 0 6,(Jj.) 

2, Station Site 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 200 47 0 ci 494 
I . TOTALS 2,500 'JJJ7 500 0 8,687 2,500 440 500 0 6,215 2,700 397 500 o. 6,519 w 

O'\ 
LANKERSHIM i 

illuslrative,Development Siles I/I '83-1/2000 
I. Hewlet1-Pocka:rd, 120 0 0 0 360 120 0 0 0 360 120 0 ·o U. J.;u 
2. ·Redevelopment Core 800 55 0 500 .2,565 800 100 0 500 1B00 800 .100 0 !)00 l,BU0 
3. West of Lankershim/Souttl'of Chandler 0 0 0 0 0 200 60 0 0 520 400 100 0 0 1,oou 
4. North of Chandler 0 0 0 0 0 200 57 0 0 514 200 53 0 0 506 
s. Nor1h of•Cumpslon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (I 0 200 50 0 0 500 
TOTA.ts ;20 55 0 0 2,,2s 1,320 21-7 0 0 3;1 '4 1,720 303 0 o'. 4, 16'ti 

I. Measured in thousands of square feet. 

2. Only housing in conjmction with mojor development projects is shown; lhe remoinder is assumed to be dispersed:throughout still ion oreos on underutilized·porcels. 

3. 1.5 spaces per 1,000 squore feet CBD, 3 spaces per 1,000 squore feet in:other areas: I spac-e per hotel room; residentiol porking lot not included. 

4. One sj>oce per l,OOO·squore feet CBD, 2 spaces per 1,000 square feet in olher areos; .. 67 spaces per hotel room;,residenliol pmking.lot not included. 

5. Developmenl projeds Of1 these sites ore expected to include houslng;,number of units,is vorioble, 

- -· -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ---
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IV. COMPARISON OF GROWTH PROJECTIONS FOR METRO RAIL 
AL TERNA TIVE-S .. 

T!lis chapter compares the three pr•oject dlternative,s with r~spect to conirn~rcia_l and 
residential growth. Growth projected in conjun·ction with each a_lte.rnative is com­
pared f{rst fo:r the Regional Core as a whole, then for the planning areas. and finally 
for the station areas. 

REGIONAL CORE 

Table IV-I summariz.~:s th¢ c9_m:rn.erc1a_l arid residen_tia'I growth projections fo'r each of 
the s"ysteri'iwide alternatives and compares it with total development and population 
in 1980. Projections are given for the R~gio_na_l -~qr~. Cqmmen;ial projectio_ns are 
exp_r.essed [n gros;s s,qua_re f_o·otage a_nd i_n_clude off.i.c:e, retc;iJI, .and hptel dev·e_lopment. 
With con:5t,ruction of the Locally Preferred Alte:rnatiye commercial development 
added within the Regional Core would be ~xpected to increase by a ran_ge of 50 to 69 
percent over development added under the No Project Alternative. The effects of 
the Aerial Option would be virtually identical to those of the Locally Preferred 
Alternative. Commercial deveJopment adde.d under the Minimum Operable Segment 
would increase by a range of 41 to 49 percent over the No Project Alternative. 

With the constru·cti0.n of th~ Locafly Preferred Alternative, the number of dwelling 
units a:dded would incre,ase by about 200 percent over· the No Project Alternative. 

Commercial 
Development 
( I ,OO0·sq. ft~) 

Residential 
Development 
(dwelling units) 

Population 
Growth 

TABLE IV-I 

PROJECTED RE_GIONAI,. CO.~ GROW'.TH F.QR S"(STEMW_IDE ALTERNATIVES, 
YEARS I ,80 TO 2009 , 

NO.PROJECT _LOCALLY MINIMUM 
ALTERNATIVE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE OPERABLE SEGMENT 

i,BO -Percent Percent Per"cerit 
.To!2l. Increment ~ Increment Chori"ge Increment (;hanqe 

·57 ,600-liS,-300 I 54,&00-57,500 I 23%~2S% 232,800 38,600 179' _25%-28~ . . . . 

378,100 50,629 I 39' ISO, I ~O 40%. 113,,20 399' 

832,,60 188,710 23% 42,,&002 52% 3S6,4602 439' 

Source: ~them Colifornio .Association of Governments, Draft SCAG-82 Growth Foreeost Policy, 1'82; LADOR; 
Sedway/Cooke. 

1Raige reflects amount of development both without-ond with o eoneerted effo_rt by SCRTD ond others to pr~e 
joirit development. 

2Although this level of re_sidentiol d:eveloprr:ient is ideJ:!Ji_fi_ed by S_CAG-828 for the er.tire Regional Core, it is more 
li~ely to oc-cvr at this intel'!Sity only within station areas ond to be less for the Regional Core CJ3 o whole. 
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Populat:on added wo1;ld_ increase about 130 percent over the No Pr-::,ject Altefna'tive. 
'Nit:, the :'Ahirnum Ooerable Segment, the Regional Core is projected to experience 
an increase in dwell i:ig units added of about 125 pe_rcent and an increase in popula.:. 
!"ion added of about 85 percent over the No Project Alternative. 

?LANNING AREAS 

Table IV-2 compares total 1980 population ond population densities in planning areas 
and the. Regional Core with, those projected under the various project alterr1atives. 
Population d.e:nsity in the Regional Core would increase from I 0,888 persons per 
square mile in 1980 to 13,355 ;:>ersons per squa_re mile in 2000 with Na Project, 17,806 
persons per square mile wi_th the Locally Prefer"red Alternati·1e, and 16,532 persons 
per square mile with the M_i_nimLJm Operable Segment. The density of thqse planning 
areas served by the Minimum Operable Segm_ent (C_BQ, Westla!<e, and Viilshire) would 
increase from 14,624 persons per square r:nile in 198_0 to 19,251 persons per square 
mile in 2000 with No Project and 24,780 per·sons per square mile wit:, the Minimum 
Operable Seg~ent. 

With respect to commercial development activity under the No Project Alternative, 
the CBQ Planning Area is expected to capture the majority of commercial develop­
ment wit_hin the Regional Core at an average annual rate of 750,000 square feet for 
major office space.· This rate is slightly h_igher thqr,_ the capture rate of 690,000 
square feet per year ¢uring the last decade ( 1970-l 980) and 550,000 square feet per· 
year during t~_e last five ye_ars of the decade (I 975-1980). Westlak~ is expected to 

• capt.u_re 50,000 square feet of major office space per year. The Wilshire Planning 
.Area is expected to captu_re 400,000 square feet per year compared with 433,000 
square feet per year during the la~:."t decade and 220,000 square feet per· year during 
the las:t five years of the decade. Hollywood is expecte,d to captUfe 75,000 square 
feet per year, continuing the trend establi_shed by a decline from 87,000 square feet 
per year in the 19701s to 73,000 square feet per year from 1975 to 1980. The Uni­
versal City/North Hollywood area is expected to capture 22-5,000 square fe:et of 
mdjor office space per year, reflecting a conti_nuatJqn of recent trends. The area 
absorbed 105,000 square feet per ye·ar during the 1970.s and 155,000 square feet per 
year from l 97 5 to I 980. 

TABLE IV-2 

POPULATION AND DENSITY IN PLANNING AREAS ANO REG_JONAL CORE, YEARS 1980 AND 2000 

LOCALLY PREFERRED MINIMUM 
.1980 .. NO,RROJECT AL TERNA TtVE OPERABLE SEGMENT 

Populo- Persons/ Populo- Pers·ons/ Populo- Persons/ Populo- Persons/ 
Plonning Areas . Sg. Mi. ...!.!2!L Sg. Mi . ~ Sg. Mi. _!l9!L. Sg.:Mi. .tion. Sq. Mi. 

CBD 6.76 43,040 6,367 73,!130 IQ,936 102,890 15,220 102,890 15,220 

Westlol<e 3.53 92,450 26,190 126,620 35,870 159,410 45,159 l 59,410 45,159 

Wilshire 20.05 3_08,210 I 5,372 ~83,53_0 19,129 489,530 24,415 489,530 24,415 

Hollywood 21 .21 216,520 10,208 258,290 12,178 -324,870 15,317 258,-290 !_2,178 

Universo_l Ciry 9.7 J 41, IO_D 4,232 42,630 4,390 44,160 4,548 42,630 4,390 

North Hollywood IS.24_ 131.640 8,638 136.670 8,968 141,700 9,298 136,670 8,968 

RegiOl"lo_l Core 76.S_D 832,960 10,888 1,021,670 13,355 1,262,560 16,504 l,189,420 15,548 
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Res:dential development is expected to continue at the sa,ne rate as dur:ng the last 
two decades except in the CBD where CRA involvement is expected to increase the 
rate. of growth cor,siderably. Because ·most stations. are at establi_sh_ed centers, 

• development within the Regional Core planning areas· wil_l te:id to concentrate 'Nithin· -
station areas eve:, under the No Project Alternative. 

With t!"!e Locally Preferred Alternative, the CBD is expected to increase its capture 
rate to a range of 1,000,000 to 1,050,000 square feet of major office space per 
year. • Westlake is expected to increas_e its capture rate to a range of 75,000 to 
125,000 square feet per year. Wilshire is expected to capture 650,000 to 750,000 
square feet per year. Hollywood could increase its capture rate to a range of 
I 00,000 to 150,000 square feet per year. The Universal City/North Ho_l_lywood cap­
ture rate is not expected to increase significantly witho.ut special incentives. 
BecatJse the Mu.~ic Corporation of America (MCA) owns the Universal City area, 
where the majority of development is expected to occur, its development costs are 
substaeitiolly lower than a typical developer's. Since MCA has been abl_e to act 
rek1tively independently of the development market, its development plans under the 
No Project Alternative probably reflect its internal ability to accommodate dev­
elopment. Sirriilcirly, the current market demand has already been increased by the 
Nor-th Hollywood Community Core Redevelopment Project, the major development 
site in r--Jorth Hollywood. Consequently, qdditional growth as a result of the Mefro 
Roi I Project is not expected, unless inC:entives are provided in these two areas. With 
incentives, the caI:iture rate could increase to 275,000 square feet per year. 

With the Minimum Operable Segment, the CBD, Westlake and Wilshire Plar1ning 
An~as would experience in·creases in capture rates comparable to those experienced 
under the Locally Preferred Alternative. The Hollywood and Universal City/North 
Hollywood areas would experience no increase in capture rate. 

STATION AREAS 

Table IV-3 indicates t_otal residen.tial and commercial development in station areas 
for each alternative in the year 2000 and Table IV-4 shows population and employ­
ment in station areas. The level of development for the Project a.1.tematives is 
presented as a range. The low end i~ ii lustratfve of the development that could occur 
in c_ohjunction with the Mefro Rail Project and that could be absorbed by the market 
under normal circumstances, The high end includes the additional development that 
the market could absorb given special incentives by SCRTD and ot~er agencies ta 
encourage joint development adjacent to stations. Figure IV-I depicts t_he grow.th 
projections graphically. 

Table IV-3 indicotes that under the No Project Alternative total commercial devel­
opment in the 14 station areas designated as core areas of Centers will increase by 
.43 percent over 1980; with the Locally Preferred Alternative _it will increa~e by 6_1 to 
77 perce.i:it, CJnd with the Minimum Op·erable Segment 58 to 70 percent. Employment 
will b.e similarly concentrated within designated centers under the Locally Preferred 
Alternative and the Minimum Operable Segment.. Thus, relat_ive to the No Project 
Alternative the. Metro Rail Project will promote the concentra!_ion of activity within 
designated centers in accordance with the Centers Concept. The Locally Preferred 
Alternative will more effectively implement the Centers Concept in the Regiona.l 
Core than will the Minimum Operable Segment. The Mi_nimum Operable Segment 
will n:ot provide the econ.ornic stimulation neede.d to promote revitalization in Holly-
wood and North Hollywood. . 
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TABLE IV-3 

TOT AL DEVELOPt.'H-.JT IN REGIONAL CORE· FOR SYSTEM WIDE A_L TERr-.JA TIVES, YEAR 2000 

COMMERCIAL FLOOR.AREA(I:100? Sg. Ft.) RESID.ENTIAL (OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS) 

Locolly Preferred Minimum 
No Proiec·t Alternative Opcrcbie.·Segmen1 

Locolly Preferred Minimum 
No Project Alternative O~roble Seament I 

CBO Pl,.A~,NG AREA 100,ltOO 107,500 - 100,600 107 ,500 • 10,,600 22,-310 33,810 33,SI_O 

Union Stotiori 900 1,800 - 3,200 1,800 • 3,200 0 530 530 

Ci vie Cer:iter ,,400 9,800 - I 0,200 9,800 • I 0;200 2,116 2,960 2,960 

Fifth/Hill 24,300 26,000 - 27,300 26,000 - 27,300 1,830 2,780 2,780 

Sev~nth/Flower 20,000 21,600 • 23,200 21,600 - 23,200 2,040 2,380 2,380 

All C!3p Sto:t_i_on Areas 54,600 59,200 - 63,~00 s~,ioo - 63,~oo 6,030 8,650 8,65.0 

WESTJ..AKE PLANNI"'4G AREA 25,500 26,200 - 26,800 26,200 - 26,800 47,-330 58,660 58,660 

Witshire/Alvorado 1,600 2,000 - 2,700 2,000 - 2,700 4,410 5,440 5,440 

WIL.SHiRE PLANNING AREA 7S,600 83,800 - 86, I 00 83,800 • 86, I 00 150,770 191,260 191;260 

WilshireNermont 5,300 5,700 - 6,700 5, 700 - 6, 700 3,690 5;920 5,920 

Wilshire/Normaidie 5,000 6,600 - 6,800 6,60.0 • 6,800 4,210 6,0ciO 6,0ciO 

w i lshire/~estern 4,300 4,800 - 5,000 4,800 • 5,000 4,570 5,140 5,140 

Wilshire/Crenshaw* 1,-200, I ·;300 - I ;500 1,300 - l,SQO 880 990 9,o 

Wil_shire/Lo Breci 1,800 2,400 - 2,600 2,400 - ·2,600 3;590 4,880 4,880 

Wilshire/F oirfc:ix 4,800 5,700 - 6,4.00 5,700 - 6,400 740 990 990 

F oirfox/Bever\y* 2,\00 4,300 - 5,400 4;300 - 5,400 2,900 4,020 4,020 

All Wilshire Stotion Areos 24,500 30,800 • 34,400 30,800 - 34,400 20,580 28,000 28,000 

HOL.LYW,OP.D PLANNING AREA 41,800 44,400 - 46,00J 41;800 124;530 154,840 124,530 

F oirfax/Scnto Monico" 6_00 1,000 - 1,400 600 5,440 6,930 5,440 

Lo Sreo/Sunset 1,200 1,500 - I ,900 1,-200 2,53_0 3,220 2,530 

Hollywooci/C~h~nga 3,200 4,200 - 5,500 .3,200 2,430 3,040 2,430 

Hollywood Bowl (optionol)• 15 15 - 35 15 480 930 480 

All Hollywood Stotion Areas 5,015 6,715 - 8,835 5,015 10,880 14,120 10,880 

LNIVERSAL CITY/NQRTH HOLL YWOQO 
28,.100 PLANNING AREA 28,100 28,500 - 29,600 83,760 89,660 83,760 

Universol City 4,100 4,300 • 4,500 4,100 1,250 1,3.30 1,250 

Norfh Hotlyw~ 1,500 2,000 • 2,500 1,500 1,130 1;210 I, 130 

DE~IGNA ~I;) CENTERS 87,400 98,400 • 1 o·8,s·oo 96,400 - 104,100 34,580 45,889 44,420 

ALL st AT.ION AREAS ,i ,315 10_5,015 - 116,835 1_0_2,615. 111,615 44,280 58,75·0 55,350 

REGiONAL CORE 271,400 2'0,400 - 298.,100 287,400 • 2,0,300 428,720 528,230 492,020 

Soi.irce: Sedwoy/Cooke 

-StatiQl'I areas not designoted os centers in the city's Concept Plan. 

1Raig., reflects.omount of development both wi~hou_t ai_d w_i_th o concerted effort by SCRTD and others to promote joint development. 
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TABLE IV-4 

TOTAL POPULATl°ON At;ID EMPLOYMENT IN STATION AREAS, YEAR 2000 

LOCALLY PREFERRED MINIMU.M 
NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE/AERIAL OPTION 1 OPERABLE SEGMENT I 

Poeulction Emelol'.ment Poe!;!lction Emelol'.ment Poeulcition Emelovment 

CBD 73,930 373.100 102,890 '40 I , 500-408,-100 102,890 '40 I ;500-408, 1_00 
Union.Stotion 0 3,000 1,059 5,900-1 I ,300 1,050 5,900-11,300 

Ci~i.c Center 4,530 45,400 7,300 47,100-48,900 7;300 4_7,000-48,900 

Fifth/Hill 3,88_0 78,700 6;250 87 ,400-93,300 6;250 87,400-93;300 

Seventh/Flower 3,310 66,700 4,J 60 70,800-78,500 4,160 10,eoo~ 78,SOO 

All CSD Station Area:; I 1;721) 1_93,800 18,760 21 I, I 0_0..232,000 18,766 211, 100-2.3-2,000 

~Tl.AKE 12.£,620 91_,400 1_~9,410 94,400-96.~ 15,9,410 94,400-96,~ 
Wilshire/Alvorodo 10,s·eo 9,300 13,320 11,200._14,400 13,320 I I ,200~ 14,400 

WILSHIRE .383,530 276,200 489.530 306.S00-3 I 7,300 489.530 306,500--31 7,300 

Wilshi.re/Vermo.nt 8,960 25,JOO 14,+2_0 27; I 00-3 I ,?00 I 4,_121) 2_7, I 00-31,5()0 

Wilshire/Normand ie 9,320 25,000 13,800 30,300-31,200 13,800 30,jOQ-31,200 

Wilshire/Western 10,0~0 16,900 11,210 I 8,900-19, 700 11,:2_10 J8,900-19,7QO 

Wilshire/Crenshaw (opt ionol ~ 2!080 6,100 2,390 6,900-7 ,800 2,390 6,900-7,800 

Wilshire/Lo Breo 9,500 5,500 13,0PQ 8,2Q0-9,000 13,000 . 8,200-9,000 

Wilshi re/F oi rfox 1,720 22,200 2,350 25,900-28,600 2,350 25, 900-28,600 

F airfcx/Beverly• 7,190 J0,400 9,620 18, 700-22, I 00 9,620 18,700-,22,100 

All Wilshire Stet.ion A_reos 4.8,800 11 l,290 66,490 136,000-149,809 6.6,490 I_ 3~,090-14? ,BOO 

HOLLYWOOD 258,~ 145,000 324,8}0 I _SI , I QO- I .5&,800 258~90 145,000 

F cir"fax/Santo Monica" 10,720 2,100 14,130 ·3,900-5,500 I0,720 2,100 

Lo Breo/Svnset 4,690 6,400 6,280 7,300~8,700 4,600 6,400 

Hollywood/Cohvengc 5,020 14,900 6,3~0 I ~.900-2P,500 5,020 14,900 

Hollywood Bowl (optionol)• 830 300 830 300-340 830 300 

Ail Hol.lywood Stotion Areas 21,2'60 23,700 27,620 28,400-35,000 21,260 23;700 

UNIVE~,CIT\' / 
185,860 NORTH HOLLYWOOD 179,300 98,800 I 00,000,;. J 04,600 179,300 98,800 

Universal City 2,2_90 22,300 2,600 2_2.-100.2~.,oo 2,290 2.2,300 

North Hollywood 2,350 7,700 2,460 9,900-12,100 2,350 7,700 

DESIGNATED CENTERS 76,180 349,100 104,280 389,500-431, I 60 100,910 384,000-417 ,6 I 0 

ALL ST A TION AREAS ~7,0_00 368,000 131-,7_50 419,-~00-4~6,900 124,4JO 41~,000-4~,.900 

REGIONAL <;:ORE 1,021,£70 984,SOO 1,262,560 l,053,~1,083,700 I, 187,420 I ,Ollc~200-l ,0&6, JOO 

Source: Sedwcy/Cooke Tables.ossumirig 200 sq.ft./office employee (reflects the current downward trend from 
250 sq.ft./erriployee in 1980), 500 sq.ft./retcil employees ond 2 rooms/hotel employ"ee. 

•Stoticn areas not designoted m centers in the city's Concept P·lan. 

I Rarige reflects develciprrient both without and with promotion of joint development by SCRTD arid others. 
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Tobie IV-5 identifies the parcel oreo tho~ would be ·required to accommodate the 
growth proj.ected under eoch olternotive from January 1980 to January 2000 ond the 
corresponding percentage of the total' parcel area susceptible to rei·nvestrnent ;;sed 
to accommodate each incre:nent of growth. Figure IV-I depicts these results gr·aph­
icolly. This comparison of the develapme'1t ;:,rejections with development copocity 
provides the bosi_s for assessing impacts associated with the accommodation of 
growth. 
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I TABLE IV-5 

ACRES OF PARCEL AREA REQUIRED TO ACCOMMODATE· GROWTH 

I 
<Per~nt of. Po~cel Areo Su:.cep·tible lo·Reinves'tmerit) 

NE.T COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT I .NET RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT! 

Loco!ly Minimum Locally Minimum 
No Preferred Operable No Preferr"ed Operable 

I P.raject_ Alternative Se9!!!ent Project Alternative Segment 

CBO 

Union Station 0 7-17 7-17 0.2 6..2 6.2 

I 
0 10.:23% IQ-~3~ 

C_l~i_c c;:~ter • 9 12~1.4. 12-1~ 1.2 16.2 16.2, 
j2% 42-49% 42-49% 

Fifth/Hill 25 37-39 37..:39 11.2 22.2 22 2 

I ·33% ~2-5S% S2-SS% • 
Seventh/Flower 23. 29-36 ·29-36 1.2 11 I I _.2 

33% 41-50% 41-SO% •••. 2 

I WE.Sn.AKE 
Wilshire/Alverado 2 5-7 5-7 7 14 14 

4~ ll-20% 13-20% 3~ 70% 70% 

I 
WILSHIRE 

Wi lshireNermcnt 2 8-13 13-13 2. 17 17 
8% 27-43% 27-43% ·s% 6,% 69% 

Wil'shire/Nc,rmandie 9 I S.-20 18-20 3 ,, 19 

I i's% 46-S4% 46,,,54% 14% 113% 113% 

WilshirelWeistern 4 5-6 S-6 4 14 14 
12% 15-19% IS-'19% IS% s1·t 51% 

m 
Wi I shire/Crenshaw 3 4-6 4-6 2 4 4 

21% ~~38% ~JS,, 6% 18% 18% 

Wilshi_reiLo Breo 2 4-6 .. !4-6 7 27 27 
8% 15-23% 15-23% 70% 273% 273% 

I Wilshire/Foirf0J!C 4 8-10 13,.;IO 2 4 4 
SO% f0l-127% I03-f27% 6%' 19% 19% 

Fairfax/Beverly 9 20-26 ·20-26 II 27 27 
mr, 37-48% 37-48% ~.94% , .• ~94% l,S,4% 

I HOLLYWOOD 

Foi_rfo~/Santo Monico 2 5-,:8. 2. II 47 11 
10% 26-40% 10% 36% IS6% 36% 

I Lo Breo'/SUl'lset 2 13-20 2 .2 9 2 
6% 50-78% 6% 10% 43% 10% 

Holl ywood/Cohuengo 4 IS-29 4 2 10 2 
S% I13-3S% S% 32% 136% 32% 

I Hollywood Sowl 0 0-1.3 0 0.1 j 0.1 
0% 3% 100'- 3% 

LJt,,UVERSAL CITY/ 

I 
NORTH HOLL YWOOO 

Universal City 12 IS.,.16 12 2.4 4.4 2,.4 
48% 60 .. 64% 48% 

North Hollywood 12 27-JS 12 7 8 7 

I 2391. ·sl-66% 23% iK j I% 28% 

1· Source:· Sedwoy/Cooke 

I Net growt_h is projec:ted new development minus floor area or dwelling units disploeed. An averog~ of o_ne sii:igl_e f~ily or duplex unit 
would be-displaced for-every 13 multifamily units odded in oreos outside the CBD. 

I 
2only 3.S ocr8s of land susceptible to reinvestment are· zoned for residential use in-the CBO station areas; most residential development 
would be lac:oted on CC!mmeiciolly zon~d··~ond desigi:iote_d for ·re_sideJ:ltiof devel_opment by the CRA. • 

3tommerciol development wculd be located.on the county-owned Hollywood Bowl site. 

4There is no re~i~~_ntiolly :zo_ne_d land susc:eptible to rein:vestment in·this stot'icin oreo. 
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Figure IV·1 Growth Projections, 1980-2000 
F,?i Locally Preferred Alternative. Minimum D Locally Prefe_rred Alternative 
~ Operable Segment and Aerial Alternative and Aerial Alternative 

Commt.,_rc.ial Floor Area Added 
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Seventh/Flower 

Wi I shire/ Alvarado 

w·i lshire/Vermont 

Wilshire/NO:rmandie 

Wilshire/Western 

Wilshire/Crensha·w 

Wilshire/La Brea 

Wilshire/Fairfa)!:: 

r ai rfax/Beverly 

Fairfax/Santa Monica 

l,..a Brea/Sunset 

t-iol lywood/Cahuenga 

UniversaJ City 

North Hollywood 

miJlion s_quare feet 

~~&f. 
~t1~i1~tl~i! 
t$Ji~i{t:11mt{~~~ftt!i!~~-f~ti~~;~~-~:~-~-~~n~ 

- =-=---=----- -- --- --·--::- :.: •• :~JlI'.J$~~i~;i!i~=!~=~tt~-i~itittt~tltllitt~~:ti 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

•The proposed optional station at Hollywood Bowl would odd .02 million sq.,are· feet 
under the Locally Preferred Alternative and the Aerial Option. No cidditi~l'.IOI 
commercial floor area would be added IM'lder the MinimJJm Operable Seg,:nei,t, 

8 9 10 11 

Percent of Com~ercially Zoned. Land Supply Used 

1 Union Station 

2 Civic Cen·ter 

3 Fifth/Hill 

4 Seventh/F.low·er· 

5 Wilshire/ Alvatado 

6 w·ilshire/Vermont 

7 Wilshire/Normcind_ie 

8· Wilshire/Western 

-9 Wi !shire/Crenshaw 

10 Wilshire/La Brea 

11 Wilshire/Fairfax 

12 F airfax/Bever-ly 

13 Fairfax/SCl'lta Monica 

14 La Brea/Sunset 

15 Hol lywood/Cqhuen·ga 

1_6 Universal City 

17 North Hollywood 

p~rcent 70 80 90 100 + 
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, <:Y} Locally Preferr~d Alterr:,ative. f\llinimu_m 
;--,.,_,,- ' Operable Segment and Aerial-Alternative D Locally Preferred Alternative 

and Aerial Alternative 

Dwelling Units Added 
, Union Station 

2 Civic Center 

3 Fif~h/Hill 

4 Seventh/Flower 

5 \4/i,lsh_ire/ Alvarado 

6 Wi' lshi re/Vermont 

7 Wi_ls_hire/No.rn:iandie 

8 Wi.lsh ire/Western 

9 Wi l_s_h ire/Crenshc;iw 

10 Wilshire/La Brea 

11 Wilsh_ire/Fairfax 

12 Fairfax/Beverly 

13 Fa_irfax/Sa·,:,ta Monid:i 

14 La Brea/Sunset 

15 Ho I lywood/Cah_ue:nga 

16 Universal City 

17 North Hc;,llywoo_d 

dwelling units 0 250 500 75:0 1000 1250 1500 1750 • 2000 2250 

~The proposed optionol stc,ition ot Hollyw:~d BowJ ~uld odd 470 dweliing i,,nits under 
tl:ie t,.ocolly Preferred Altetnotive and the Aeriol Option. Twenty dwellir:ig units 
..rould be odded under the ivffr1imum Operable Segment. 
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V. IMPACTS OF PROJECTED GROWTH 

Potenti::il impacts both in the region and in station areas ore listed in Tobie V-1. The 
·table confo.inf a matrix which evaluates the Locally Preferred Alternative ond. the 
Minimum Operable Segment relative to the year 2000 No Project .Alternative bc:ise 
cond.itions. Impacts ore identified o·s potentially beneficial, potentially adverse 
impacts which con be mitigated, and potentially adverse impo;:ts which con.not be 
mitigated. Impacts of the Aerial Option are identico.l to those. of th.e LoC::olly Pre­
ferred Alternative. 

CONSISTENCY WITH LAND USE PLANS ANO POLICIES 

A number of local land use plans and policies ore relevant in addressing the potential 
impacts of growth that would occur in conjunction with Metro Rciil. The. primary 
ones include the city's G.ene.ro.1 Pion, Concept Pion, community plans, the Pork Mile 
Spedfic Pion, and the CRA's development plans. 

Regional Impacts 

A.II Mefro Rail Proje¢t alternatives benefit the region by implementing the. Centers 
Concept within the Regional Core. Relative to the Locally Preferred Alternative 
the No Project Alternative would adversely affect implementCJtion of the Centers 
Concept. It would neifh~r stimulate development in designated centers nor accom­
modate the transportation d.emands generated by such development. 

The only potentially adverse impact of the l,..ocCJIIY Preferred Alternative at th.e 
regional scale might be o shift of development from centers not on the route fo 
centers that ore. The growth cente:rs in the Regional Core whic;h would not be 
connected by Metro Roil and which would attract office clE!velopment under the Ne:, 
Project Alternative--West Hollywood, Beverly Center and Century City, as well os 
centers in West Los Angeles-are expected to continue to attract s·ubstontial 
omo.untS of new office development .. However, as traffic congestion increases, some 
of the development that would occur in these areas under the No Project AJternotive 
is likely to shift to station areas primarily along the Wilshire Corrid~r whE!re 
congestion will hove b.een reduced by the Metro Rail Project. Similarly, office 
development may b.e attracted owoy from centers outside the Regional Core as 
traffic congestion increases. 

Increased development oJong the Metro Roil route is not expected to significantly 
imped. the east Hollywood center ot Verihont and Sunset. That center consists 
primarily of medical and related facilities and is accessible to the Hollywood Free.,. 
wo/. As o result, the east Hollywood oreo is expected to ovoid direct competition 
with the west and central Hollywood centers and to maintain its present viability as 
o qevelopment center., In addition, as the population c:,f the Hollywood area incre.o·ses 
with the support of the Metro Rail Project, retail development is expected to 
incre9se in the east Hollywood area ta serve that added population. Nonetheless, the 
LADOP cind CRA, if it becomes involved in the redevelopment of the HoUywood 
area, should be particularly sensitive to the need for east Hollywood and the Vermont 
corridor to develop simultaneously with other centers in Hollywood. 
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in c1:,necal, ret-Jil development wi.11 be a_ttracted to the Regional Ca:re and ta staticin 
::iree:is O§ J function cf the distribution of pap-.1laticin growth. Residentiai develap­
;;ient ·.viii be attracted dwdy from outlying areas currently experiencing rapid growth 
and ta station areas and other parts cf the Regional Car.e. With the Locally Pre­
ferred Alternative, cammunity-servin9 retgil development, which tends to be located 
in smal I centers within predominately reside·ntial areas, would increase throughout • 
the Regional Care aver the Na Project levels. In contrast, regional retail develop­
ment would be likely ta concentrate within station areas, with a much smaller share 
spilling over into the surrounding communities. 

Since the Locally Preferred Alternative. is expected ta support an increase in papula­
tian and cammLJnjty-serving retail development throughout the Regional Core, the 
community retail ai:eas .in Echo Park and Kareatawn, as well as in east Hallywaad 
and the Vermont corridor, can be expected ta experience na lass cf development as a 
result cf the Metre Rail Project. These areas may experience a stimulation cf 
development due ta the averal I population growth and enhancement cf the Regional 
Care's economy. 

The impact cf the Minimum Operable Segment will be similar ta the Locally Pre­
ferred Alternative far the portion cf the Regional Care clang its alignment. How­
ever, office and regional retail development that m_ight have been CJttracted ta 
Hallywaad and North Ho_llywaod wi_th th_e Locally Preferred Alternative would be 
li:.Cely ta relocate instead ta the. Wilshire Corridor. It is possible that, in time, less 
lucrative businesses farced ta move away from the Wilshire Corridor due ta 
increased lease rates er new can~tructia_n would relocate ta Hallywaad, thereby 
increasing eeanamic activity in Hallywaad ta same exte_nt. However, such activity 
would not be e~pected ta generate new construction er ta approach the magnitude 
expected with the construction cf the Lacajly Preferred Alternat_ive in Hallylliaad. 

Station Area Impacts 

As Ieng as the station areas designated as centers can accammadate projected 
growth (see fallawing discussion cf the accammadatian cf growth in station areas), 
the Metre Rail Project wil I have a beneficial effect an tbas_e centers. Since th_e 
LacaUy Preferred Alternative includes 14 centers campCJred with 10 clang the Mini­
mum Operable Segment, the Locally Preferred Altefnative will promote the.Cent~rs 
Concept in the station areas mare effectively than the Minimum Operable Segment. 
Bath Project· alternatives are mare effective in pramafing the Centers Concept thcin 
t_he Na Project Altern_ative. 

There are twa.statian areas an the Minimum Operable Segment which are net located 
in the cares cf centers..,..the aptianal Wilshire/Crenshaw and the Beverly/Fairfax 
Statians--and twa aclditio_nal statiarys an the Locally Preferred Alternative-Fairfax/ 
Santa M_onica and the aptianal Hollywood Bawl Station. Projected growth in "non­
cente_r" station areas js generally consistent with th~ in!erisity cf develapmer:it e:sta\)­
lished by the applieoble Community Plan or Specific Plan and, in the case cf Wil­
shire/Crenshaw and Fairfax/Beverly, with their Concept Plan designations as a node 
and satellite respectively. The cammercial development projected far the four nan­
center station areas is consistent with projected development levels in Tobie 11-6. 
The F airfox/Beverly and Fairfax/Santa Mpnjca StCJtion areas de net cant a in 
sufficient residentially zoned land susceptible ta reinvestment to accammadate 
projected growth, but this potential impact can be miti_gated by locating residential 
development an _ commercially zoned site,s (see the fallowing discussion·s cf 
acc'omm_a_datian cf growth in station areas cind mitigation optia·ns). 
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!n he ,:::::ise of the optional Wilshire/Crenshaw St-.Jtion, where the commercial front-
• age .:JlorigJNilshir·e Boulevard has been substanti.ally downzoned relative to the rest of 
~he 'Ni I shire Corridor by the Pc;trk Mile Specific Plan, only 30 to 40 percent of the 

:deve!opment. capacity permitted by the Specific Plan would be used to absorb projec­
ted commercial growth. Under the No Project Alternative the equivalent of one or 
two additional low-.rise offices like the one currently under ~onstruction might be 
expected. lr'l general, developers would remain re!otivel.y un_interestec;i in this a'rea 
because of the stringent development restrictions estQbli_shed by the Specific Pion. 
If Metro Rail is built without a station at Crenshaw, no additional growth would be 
expected in the station area; development that would hove occurred under the No 
Project Alternative would be attracted to other station areas. The commercial 
corridor 'in this area could con_tinue to dete_ri_o_rate becaus-e of the lack of any revital­
izing influence. A Metro Rail station could create the in_centive needed to attract 
developers to the Park Mile a·rea to build out at least a portion of the Specific Plan 
development progr·am. The housing growth projected for the station area could be 
accommodated on parcels south of Wilshire Boulevard, primarily along Crensh9w 
Avenue, that are zoned for multifom_ily use and curre:ntly o_ccupied by single family 
units. The residential growth could also be accommodated on surplus commercially 
z::ined land susceptible to reinvestment along Wilshire Bouleva_rd. 

ACCOMMODATION OF PROJECT-~D STATION AREA GROWTH WITHOUT 
ADV.ERS.E IMPACTS 

Acc9mmodation of projected growth in station areas is o desirable goal in that it 
implements the Centers Concept and places jobs, services, and housing within walk­
ing distance. of rapid public transit. However, it may, i_n some cas_es, r~sult i_n 
adverse impacts on the existing commul')ity. 

Ac_commodation of growth is measured by comparing the 20-yeor r~side_ntia_l and 
commercial growth projections with fhe development copa:city of the station areas. 
More specifically, the ·impact assessment is based on a station area's ability to 
accommodate projected residential and commercial growth on land susceptible to 
reinvestment and within walking distance of stations. Table V-5 summarizes the 
comparison of growth projections with the supply of land susceptible to reinvest­
ment. The potential adverse impacts of not being able to accommodate the pro­
jected development levels are described below in the conte~t of six de,siraqle deve.1-
opment objectives. Table V-1 'identifies the particular station areas i_n whjch these 
impacts may occur. 

Accommodation o'f Projected Residential Growth on.Residentially Zoned Land 
.:,u_sceptlble to Reinvestment and W 1th1n Walking u1srance of ::,for1ons 

Residential growth in. conjunction with th~ Metro R9il Proj~ct is potentially be_nefic­
ial if it can be occon,modot~d withou_t d_isrupting the planned land use pattern-on 
land that is toned for multifamily housing and currently occupied by sing_le fam_ily 
dwellings or duplex~s-. It is potentially adverse if there is insufficient residentially 
-zoned· land susceptible to reinvestment, since new residential development could 
displace existing single family housing in the station area. Alternatively, new devel­
opment could .be forced to locate outside of the station q_rea anc;i, cpns.e_quently, 
would be less accessible to the public transit system and t9 the service ar,d employ­
ment centers adjacent to stations. 
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Th.;}e is i:1suffici_!;nt residentially zoned land to occornmodate projected residential 
growth at U:1ion Station, Wilshire/t,or:-nondie, Wilshire/Lo Brea and Fairfox/Beverly 
whi::h dre common t,:, the Locally Preferrecl Alternotive __ ond he ,'/iinimum 'Jperoble 
Segment, arid Foirfox/So·:1td Monico, Hollywoad/Cohuengo, and Uriiversol City which 
are only included in t'ie Locally Preferred Alternative. In oil coses, except Universal 
City, thi_s potentio_lly adverse impact could be mitigated_, 

Acco_mmodotion of Pro'ected Commercial Growth on C_ommercioll Zoned Land 
usceptib e to Reinvestment and Within Walking Distance of Stations 

Commercial growth projected to occur in .station areas is potentially beneficial if it 
can be accommodated on com_me_rc_iolly zonec;i lo_nd susceptible to reinvestment. It is 
potentially adverse if th_e land supp_ly is inadequate, since development may be forced 
t9 loc-;ite ou:tside station areas_. Thi_s would red_uce occes_sibility to tron_sit on_d to 
other activities in the center or may produce adverse impacts within the station 
areas. This impact is potentially adverse ot Wilshire/Fairfax (Locally Preferred 
Alternative and Minimum Ope_ro_ble Segment) and ot Sunset/Lo Brea (Locally Pre­
ferred Alternative only). 

Preservation of Stobie Residential _Areas 

Insufficient land supply to oct:ommodote projected residenti_al growth may adversely 
affect .stable residential areas, whose preservation is o primary objective of the 
Centers Concept. In station areas where the supply of land susceptible to reinvest­
ment for residential use is insufficient to accommodate projected residential growth 
and where there ore stable single family neighborhoods, pressure to re:zone and 
redevelop those single family neighborhoods for higher-density residential use could 
result. This potentially adverse impact could occur at Wilshire/La Brea, Fairfax/ 
Beverly (Locally Preferred Alternative and Minimum Operable Segment) and ot 
Foirfox/Sonto Monico and Universal City (Locally Prefe_rred A_lte_rn_otive only). 

In station areas where there is not sufficient land susceptible to reinvestment to 
accommodate commercial growth projections, pressure to rezone residential areas 
for commercial use could re~ult. This potentially odyerse impact could occur ot 
Wilshire/Fairfax (Locally Preferred Alternative and Minimum Operable Segment) and 
ot Lo Brea/Sunset (Locally Preferred Alternative only). 

Maintenance of Stobie Land Values in Surrounding Neighborhoods 

Speculative increases in land value could lead to increased rental ohd lease rotes for 
both existing and new commercial and residential space w~ich could, in turn, displace 
current tenants. 

Land voh,ies will inc_reose to some extent ot glI stations w_here d_evelgpment occurs. 
They may increase abruptly when constru_cticn on the Metro Roil Project begins and 
when operation begins. However, land costs are likely to stabilize except where 
there is o limited supply of land relative to demand for development. This situation 
could occyr at Fifth/HIii and Seventh/Flower. However, land values are already 
relatively high ih these areas due to current development activity. Thus, additional 
increases mciy not be as dramatic as might otherwise be expected and could not be 
attributed specifically to th~ Metro Roil Project. The land supply is also limited 
relative to demand ot Wilshire/Fairfax, where land speculotian may occur. T_he 
above station areas would be impacted both un_der the Locally Preferred Alternative 
and Minimum Operable Segment. 
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I:, areas ·.vhere ·property vclJes end he local tq_,:t bqse may be d_eclining due to lcc;k of 
business activity 9nd new development the Metro Rail ·Project may have c beneficial­
impact. It may st.abil ize or increase property_ ycl•Jes end thereby increase the tax 
base of the cor:nmunity. This'-impcct would be expected to oc~ur with -the Locc_lly 
Preferred Alternative in Hollywood end Nort.h Hollywood. 

Preservation of Historic ond Cultural Resources 

Historic end cultural resources within station areas could be effected either positive­
ly or negatively by growth ·induced by the Metro R.cil Project. Wbere ~on_ing permits 
en FAR qf 13, histo_ric struct·ures frequen~ly represent an under·util_izcitic,n of the 
parcels on which they are located. As described in Chapter II, underutilized parcels 
are prime candidates for r"ein\iestment, which ccin:take the form of either ienovation 
and e,cpansion o_r remoyal and replacement of existing structures. This situation is 
possible at Union Station and Wilshire/La Brea (~ocally Preferred Alte_rnative arid 
Minimum Operable Segment), and Holly\1/ood/Cahuenga (Locally Preferred Alterna­
tive only). Mitigation m:eas·ures w·ould b_e r"equired in these areas to ensure that 
reinvestment takes the form of renovation rcfher then removal. 

The Fifth/Hill and Seventh/Flower Station areas (Locally Preferred Alternative and 
Minimum Operable Segment) also contain historic and cultural resources. Zoning in 
these areas permits an average FAR of 6, while ma_ny of the histori_c structures are 
developed at an FAR of 6 or greeter. This situation creates en incentive for rer-iova­
tion r6thet thdn removal. 

Maintenance of Com with Surroundin Land Uses and Comm·unit 

Generally, a determination of whether development ct station areas will be compati­
tile with surrounding land uses or with the existi_ng or de_sired cc,:mr:nu_nity character 
cannot be made. Nearly ~y development program can be planned and designed to be 
compatible with sur_round_ing us:~s end to create the image desired by the surr"ounding 
com·munity.. However, that development can just as easil.y--or more easily--be 
designed to do the opposite. A process for contro]li_ng the form of development 
would have to be provided to achi_eve the objectives of compatibility with surround­
ing uses ond with the character desired by the local community. This process would 
include loco] community input. 

At th)? Fairfax/Beverly Station areas (Locally Preferred Alternative and Minimum 
Operable 5_egment) and Le Brea/Sunset Station area (Locally Preferred Alternative 
only), it is highly probable that development will not be compatible with surrounding 
uses or with the community's goals concerning theform of dev~lopment. A more 
detailed d_i_scvssjon of these pote·ntial impacts and their mitigation is provided in 
Section 3.3.4 of the Draft EIS/EIR. 
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VI. MITIGATION 

Table VI-I identifies ITlitigotion measures, techniques for implementing them, ogen~ 
cies· re·sponsible for i:'TI;ilementotion, and applicability of techniques to affected 
station areas. SCRTD hos limited authority in imple'Tlenting oil of the stated mitiga­
tion measures, bvt the District's cooperation CJnd support with the responsible agen­
cies listed on Tobie VI-I 'Nill be required. Mec;isures encouraging the use of joint 
development techn_iques wi_ll require active po_rticipotion by SCRTD in cooperation 
with the CRA, LADOP, the Los Angeles County Deportment of Regional Planning 
(LADRP), and other responsible agencies. The LADOP and LADRP ore currently 
preparing specific plans for ol_l station areas with funding from the SCRTD in order 
to help rnitigdte moriy of the potential adverse impacts and enhance development 
opportunities, where appropriate. In addition, the SCRTD is currently negotiating o 
joint powers agreement with LADOP, LADOT, and CRA, and possibl_y comparable 
Los Angeles County ogen:cies. The joint powers agreement 'Nould clarify the distri­
bution of.responsibility for planning and impact mitigation and establish o mechanism 
fo_r coo"rdinotion among agencies. 

The fol_lc,wing cijscussion describes eight mitigation measures designed to address 
impacts i_n oil affected station dreds. Tobie VI- I identifies the station dreos where 
each mitigation measure is applicable. 

I. Develop residential projects on commercioll_yzoned lon_d. 

2. Increase density of new residential development in existing multifamily 
residential zones. 

These two meo_syres ore designed to mitigate impacts occurring where the ovoi_lobili­
ty of residentiol_ly zoned land susceptible to reinvestment limits the opportunity for 
residential development within walking distance of the stations. New residential 
development on commercially zoned land could occur in any of the following forms:· 
os vertical mixed use development with residential units above retail and/or office 
space; o·s o horizon.tel mixed use development with commercial development fronting 
on the comrnerciol corridor and residential use behind it; or os on exclusively resi­
denfio_l project on o commercio_lly zoned parcel. 

Union Station. Residential development would be. most appropriately located on 
commercially zoned land in the northwest corner~in Chinatown, where the CRA 
would be responsible for implementation. 

Wilshire/Normandie Station. Residential development cc,uld be d_i_spersed th_roughout 
this area on commercially zoned parcels, especioHy os mixed use projects in conjunc­
tion with retail deveiopment, or it cou_ld be l_ocate·d on the southern portion of the 
Arnbosso_dor Hotel site. • • • • • • • • 

Wilshire/lo Brea. Residentio_l development i_n this oreo could be accomplished 
tnro\1gh either vertical or horizontal mixed use development in order to oVoi_d pres­
sure for increasing the density of stable single family areas. 

Fairfax/Beverly. To ovoid pressure to increase the density of existing residential 
neighborhoods, residential development on the CBS/Gilmore site would be 
necessory--possibly in the southeast portion. 
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Fairfax/Santo Monica. Currently h_i_gher densities on residential sites and mixed use 
proJe·cts are enc9uroged tbrollgh a density bonus program. DeveJop·ers would hove to 
toke advantage of these incentives in order to a:Ccommodote projected residential 
growth. 

Hollywood/Cohuengo. The majority of the land to be developed between 1980 and 
2000 is expected to occomm_odote regional-serving ,retail lJ.Ses gene,rol_ly limited to on 
FAR· of I and a height of one, two, or three stories. There is insufficient market 
demand for office space to permit a mix of offices over retail facilities on all sites, 
so most sites would pe underutilized_ whethe_r the permitted FAR is 13 or is reduced 
to 6. A mix of reside·ntiol and retail development on these sites would increase the 
intensity of use, thus returning investment to developers, and provide additional 
housing. 

Universal City. Impacts resulting from an insufficient s·upply of resideriti.ol land in 
this area wo_uld be difficult to mitigate. The existing very low density residential 
zoning and Community Pion designations reflect substantial public input, suggesting 
that increases in the density of existing residential areas will not be likely in the 
next 20 years. The portion of MCA's Universal City within CUJd ad)acent to the 
station area is not well-suited for residential development. Consequently, it is 
e)(pected th.at the Universal City Station area will not develop as a residential center 
dependent on transit, but will serve as on employment and visitor center and as a 
tron_sfer station for Metro Roii riders oi-ri'ving by bicycle, bus, or automobile. 

3.. Accommodate t~ demand for com,:nercial development within the station area 
by rezoning resider!tially ZOf'!ed par~ls for commercial use which are currently 
liacant or used for parking and are adjacent to existing comrilercictl 
development. 

• 4. R~irect com~ciol Qevelopn1ent to other stati~ areas by creating incentives 
to develop elsewhere. 

S. "Expand the station ared' by directing commercial development to sites 
adjacent to the currently defined station area boundaries through the Specific 
Plan and master planning process. 

These three meas:ures ore designed to mitigate impacts where the available commer­
cially zoned land supply is inadequate for the projected level of development and 
where. speculative increases in land values could result in tenant displacement. 
These measu_res are applicable in tl:ie to:11owing station areas. 

Wilshire/Fairfax. Com'rnerciol development in this area is constrained. by the 
p,roximit)' of .stable residential neighborhoods to both the north and the south of the 
Wi_lshire frontage. This impact could be mitigated in several ways: 

o One or two major sites partially zoned R4..P (multifamily residential or parking) 
which are presently occupied by surface parking and ore adjacent to commer­
cio_lly zoned parcels could be rezoned and developed commercially. This would 
facilitate strong commercial activity around the Metr·o Rail station, reinforcing 
the public activity centered at the County Museum. • • 

• Development could be redirected to the Wilshire/La Brea Station. There is a 
substantial supply of underutilized commercial land and limited market interest 
in development at the. Wils_h_i_re/Lo B_reo Station. Promotion of development at 
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the Wilshire/La Brea Station early in the station area "master plann_ing11 process 
by SCRTD could remove some of the pressure for developr:n~nt from Wilshire/ 
Fairfa:x and, at the some ti:-ne, enhance the-poten:tial of Wilshir·e/La Brea to 
develop as a transit-oriented cente_r. 

• Development could be encouraged to expand westwa,rd along WHshire. Because 
the commercial frontage gJong Witsh_ire is s_hallo~ (100- to ISO-foot parcel 
depth) a corridor of activity rather than a focal point would develop, with 
decreasi_ng accessibil ify to the Metro Rail Project as development moves west. 

La Brea/Sunset. See disc;~ssion 1.1nder mitigation measure 8_. 

6. Promote use of existing tax incentives and rehabil_ita,-i_on loans. 

7. Downzone and create a mechani_sm to f:rQl')Sf er unused development potential. 

These two m_~·asures are designed to mitigate impacts where the const_ruction of th:e 
Metro Rail Proj¢ct increases pressure for redevelopment of historic or cultural 
resources. These meas~r~ are applicable in the following station areas. 

Fifth/Hill. Th_is station is ad)Qce·nt to the Broadway and Spring Street historic dis­
tricts. • Substantial tax incentives and current CR:A policie_s, in.eluding the following, 
have b.een successful in encouraging pr~s¢rvati_on of historic. structures in this area: 

• 

• 

The ayerag_e permitted FAR for new constructio_n is 6 (reduced from on FAR of 
13). This FAR is exceeded by many h_istoric structures, creating an incentive to 
preserve them. 

Whe·n a historic building's FAR is less th9n 6, its un·us.ed density can be trans.;. 
ferred to other sites in the CBD. 

Low intere~t loans are avaHable for rehabilitation. 

There are .. several groups of underutiliz~ pQrcel_s in the Fifth/Hill Station _area on 
which one or two historic structures are located. The historic/cultural value of these 
structures should be reeva.luated and, ff the~ are determined to be valuoble, they 
should be preserved and integi'cited into a larger development project. 

Seventh/Flower. Although Seve_nth Street, the c·BD's original shopping street, is not 
a tlistoric a~srrict, it includes numerous histor!c buil~iings and~rovide~ .9 very pl~as­
ant pedestnan-sc:ale str:-eetscape. All the tax 1ncent1ves and CRA pol1c1es descr1be9 
above apply to t)_i_ste>ric b_uildirigs in this area as well. The FAR li.mit and transfer of 
density policies apply to all buildings. In the C_BO, th~".l, preservation of historic 
buildings hos been effectively integrated into CRA's developm_erit program, but 
careful monitoring will be necessary tq enst!re their pres.ervation as pressure for 
development increases. SC_RTD cind private developers should cooperate with this 
program. 

Wilshire/La Brea. At Wilshire/La Brea the grouping of A.rt Deeg buildings under 
con·siderO:tion {or a historic district designation would encounter limited development 
pressure since little developer interest in thi_s area i's e·xpected during the initial 
years of Metro R_ail ,;:,peratio_n. However, if the mitigation measure of redJrecting 
development to Wilshire/Lo Brea proposed in response to other i.mpacts w¢.re imple­
men_ted, pressure would increase. Mitigation measure_s modeled after the CRA's CBD 
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policies co.uld be initioted. It would be difficult to reduce the FAR enough to dis­
cou_rage redevelopment. • Even if the area were down.zoned from FAR I 3 to 6, no 
in•centive for preservotion would be erected, since rriony of the buildings in .the oreo 
do not reoch that intensity. However, o downzoning tci FAR 6 would rrioke o tronsfer · 
of density or tronsfer of development rights (TOR) mechonism feasible. 

Hollywood/Cahuengci. The approach described for Wilshire/Lo Brea could also be 
oppiied ot Hollywood/Cahuengo. Agoin, an overoll downzoning would be required to 
create o market for TDRs. 

8. Develop special station area mitigation measures to preserve community char.,. 
acter. 

_Foirfax/Beverly. Two basic gools of the Fairfax communify are. to preserve the 
character of commercial and residential areas cind to revitalize the commercial 
orea. All of the commercial development projected for the Fairfax/Eleverly Statio_n 
area could be ac:commodated enti_rely on the CBS/Gilmore site and on the May Com­
pany site at Thi.rd and Fairfax, thereby avoiding impocts on the existing retail area. 
However, becouse the existing retail area represents an underutilization of land and 
retail revenues are marginal in .some cases, location of all new commercial spoce on 
the two lor_ge development sites cannot be ensured, nor would it necessarily benefit 
the existing shopping area. An opproach n,ore beneficial to the community_rnight be 
to locate most new comm:erdal space on the large development site·s, avoiding retail 
uses that would compete with existing sho·ps. Allowances for some development in 
the existing Fairfax shopping area through a carefully designed and controlled revit­
a_lizCJti_on program coul.d be made_. Comml!flity groups i_ncluding Revitalize Fairfax 
should be involved. Mojor c:Omponents of this program should indude the following: 

• Clustered parking either in smCIU, partially subt~rranean structure_s behind the 
existi_ng strip comme~ciol deve_lopm_e_nJ or in a s.i.ngle location, perhaps in con-­
junction with Metro Rail parking provided by SCRTD. This would permit more 
intensive development of the small parcels along th_e strip. 

• PreservOtio·n of the fine-gtciined chcirOcter of the shopping strip. 

• Guaranteed tenancy for current tenants with regulated increases iri rent,-pc,ssib­
ly tied to increased revenues expected from the combination of Metro Rail and 
revitalization. 

• Enhancement of pedestrian spaces through landscaping and street furniture. 

The Project cilterncitives rnOy result in redevelopment pressures along the existing 
retail area of the Fairfax/Beverly Station area •. This potential impact will depend 
largely on the supply of parking in the station_ area. An 1ns·ufficierit supply of parking 
is projected for this station area under tne Project alternatives (see Transportation 
section of this chapter). Due to this, Metro Rail passengers will have to park in the 
surrounding neighborhood and walk t9 the static,n past the exi_sfing shops. Metro 
riders <:_an be expected to shop at these facilities and th.us i_ncrease their retail 
sales. This increase could result in pressure to redevelop some. of the underutilized 
and marginal properties. Because the parking supply and daily passenger boa~dings in 
this station area are s_imilar under each of the Project a_lternatives, the pressure for 
redevelopment would also be comparable. However, should access to the station by 
auto or bus be. greater under the Minimum Operable. Segment, as this station is the 
western terminus of the system, the pressure for redevelopment and the resulting 
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impacts under this alternative would be more severe. Under this alternative the 
need ta clus.ter new comme.rc_iaJ. developi:ne:nt -onto _the large· development sites 
adjacent to the station !o·catian beco_mes even more i_m·portaht towards preserving 
the character of the loco! retail community. 

The potential impact of development pressure on the .stable residential neighborhoods 
in the area was included in the discussion of the impacts of on insufficient resigen:tial 
land supply. 

Lo Brea/Sunset. This station is o·n the western edge of the Hollywood commercial 
c~ore. t,.ond to the east between Sunset and Hollywood BoJJlevords is designated and 
zoned for regional commercial use; land to the west is designated and zoned primari­
ly for high density resid~ntiol use. There ore ~everol blocks in th_is tronsitipnal zone 
where Community Plqn and zoning de_signation·s are not consistent. The blocks 
between Lo B_reo on_d Orange, northeast of the station, ore zoned and u·sed for multi­
family housing but are designated for regional commercial use in the. Commun_ity 
Plan. The adjacent block to the east between Orange and Highland is occupied by 
Hollywood High School. The station's location on the fringe of the cO:mmercial core, 
surrounded by residential uses, and its isolation from the rest of the commercial core 
area limit the opportunity for large scale development immediately around it. 

If the population growth projected for the Hollywood Planning Area under. the high 
growth projections were to occur, the level of development identified in Tobie 3-17 
would be expected and would consist predominantly of retail space_. As such, much 
of it would ~e developed at an FAR of I or less cs a regional. shopping center and 
would require redevelopment o"f large amounts of land. D.evelopment would be 
expected to extend to the east around Hollywood High School. Sut>.stontial develoP­
r:ne_n:t directly adjacent to the station could occur on~y if the two bl_ocks northeast of 
the station we_re rezone_d to be consistent _with the Community Plan. ·The develop..,­
me:nt of these blocks w·ould result in the displacement of existing multifamily dwel­
lings and could disrupt activities at the adjacent high-school. 

The Lo Brea/Sunset Stot"ion is too far from the Hollywood/Cohuengo Station (one 
mile) and too isolated to create two "anchors11 between which pedestrian-oriented 
development could occur. For commercial revitalization and joint devefopment, it 
would be better to have the s~otion at L~ Pol mos o_r H1ghl_ond (Q.5 to O. 7 miles from 
the Hollywood/Cohuengq Station). Then the two stations would establish activity 
centers between which development could expand to create a contiguous, integrated 
commercial core. At their currently proposed locations they will develop as inde­
pendent centers, with development tending to ro,dicrt:e i_n all directions. Be-sides 
inhibiting the creation_ of ~ single integrated commercial core, this will create pres­
sure for_ rez9_nJ_ng and redeveloping land wes"t of the Lo Brea/Sunset Station from 
reside·ntiol to commercial use. 

If the. station cannot be relocated, the pattern of development should be co_refully 
p\anned ~nd l'T)_an_aged to e~ter:i.d north. orour:,d Hollywood High School and east toward 
the Hollywood/Cahuengo Station. This will help minimize development pressure on 
residential neighborhoods to the west, facilitate revitalization, and minimize impacts 
on Hollywood High Sc~ol. M_i,xed us~ pr_ojects should be developed on parcels 
adjacent to the station to creq:te cgnc~ntl'.'otions 9_f both c~mm_erdol and residential 
uses immediately around th_e statio_ris·, and to reinforce the transition between resi-
dential use to the west and commercial use to the east. • 
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LJniversal City. The canflict between the Universal City Statian's grawth inducing 
imp9ct an-;I com_rnu},jty develapment gaols was discussed under the mitigatian cf 
"insufficient residentially zaned land to acca.mm.a_date hausing growth." There may 
else _be. pres~ure ta develap the cammercial areas clang Lankershim and Vineland at 
greater· intensities ·than presently permitted. Current zaning and land use plan 
designatians, based an substantial cammunity input, limit the FAR ta 3 and the 
height ta three er six staries_. ReVisiah cf current regulolians wa_uld require 
cammlinity in_valvement and concehslis com·parable ta thdt which praduced the cur­
rent camrnunity plan. 
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APPENDIX A 

1- PLANNll'JG AREA DEF·1:NITIONS 

Traffic 1980 

1--- - -~- - -- .Analysis Census Square 1980. 
Zone Tr.act Miles Populatio~ 

CBD P~ANNING AREA 
14001 I 206.l .886 8,059 
14006 2062 .294 3,015 
14007 2063 .222 5,964 

I 
14008 2064 _:3·55 l,~48 
14009 2065 ,.-630 216 
17029 ·19'7'7 .280 4,586 

I 
2071 .258 4,585 

16009 2072 .192 232 
160 I 9 2073 .209 27 
16008 1074 . 120 1,629 

I 160i'O 2075 .128 877 
16011 2076 .128 179 
16017 2077 ., 97 1,9 (6 

I 
16018 2·070 .142 2,292 
16023 2079 .322 2,364 
16022 2241 .344 2,420 
14020 2261 .408 568 

I 14016 z-2·62 .241 523 
14017 ii63 .406 22243 

6.760 4J,Q4j 

I Den_sity = 6,367 

I 
WESTLAKE PLANNING A_REA 

16007 2081 .109 1267 
2082 .t 66 4,716 

I 16006 2oa·3 .289 5,816 
16003 2084 .177 4,596 

2085 .197 4,4~.2 

I 16001 2086 .264 6,194 
2087 • 13.0 5,391 

16002 iosa . 188 4,600 

I 
2089 .192 7,688 

16005 2091 .184 ~,62? 
2092 .214 3,714 

16016 t093 ~(15 3,~37 

I 'i6004 20·94 .192 8,070 
2095 .161 4,866 

16015 2096 .166 2,96~ 

I 16014 2b?1 .138 1,284 
'!'6012 2098 .128 5,666 

2243 .I 64 5,454 

I 
_16013 2242 .291 3z766 

3.525 92,445 

I 
Density = 26,226 

•' .. ~ ... 

I 



Appendix A (continued) I 
Traffic 1980 
A_nalysis Census Square 1980 I Zone Tract Miles Populatiol"'l --

_~WILSHIRE PLANNING AREA 

.I 1002-9 192-3 .336 2,_166 
2116 .570 2,332 

10030 1924 .373 6,713 
2115 .342 4,120 I 10031 1925 .241 5,748 
1926 .24,2 5,790 
1927· .203 2,246 I I 9 I 6.02 .164 3,51 I 

10025 -~945 .263 2,533 
2_146 .225 2,685 

I 2147 .231 2,927 
2148 .223 2,912 

10033 2·111 .430 ~,910 
2112 • 1 17 3,988 I 2-113 .117 5,349 
2119 .117 6,495 
2121 .117 2,815 I 10032 2114 .245 5,317 
2f 18 .247 7,575 

10052 2117 .380 7,126 

I 2126 .244 6,~27 
10054 2122 .203 7,969 

2'(23 .239 8,947 
2133 .238 6,480 I 2134 .245 7,957 

10053 2124 • 131 5,057 
2t'25 . I 41 3,845 I 2132 .281 7,081 

10051 2127 .525 5,109 
2128 .292 4,089 

I 212·9 .J44 3,527 
10056 213°:1 .206 2,230 

2213 .353 7,832 

I 2214.01 .098 1,017 
2215.01 .()~2 1,417 

10027 214i' .431 3,772 
2142 .205 1,871 I 2143 .181 1,799 

10028 2145 .473 6,~_83 
215i .233 4,028 

I 10:046 2152 .109 655 
2153 .316 1,307 

10045 2161 ~264 2,6~4 
2162 .372 4,688 I 2172 .358 3,643 

10043 2163 .475 4,332 
2-168 .2_8.() 3,5_12 I 10041 ~165 .165 1,546 
2166 .2-94 4;306 
2167 .2-95 3,664 

I 
--- .... - -- . 
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I Appendix A (Continued) 

Trafffr 1980 

I Analysis Census Square 1980 
Zone Tract Miles Population - .. 

I 
WIL_SHIRE (continued) 

10044 2169 .431 5,172 
2171 .356 5,051 

D 
10055 2181 .388 6.,64.7 

21s·s .166 2, 1_91 
10049 2182 .389 6,713 

2186 .278 3,368 

I 2187. .334 3,401 
10047 2183 -:3.~6 4,386 

2°184 .342 4,516 

I 
2185 .234 2,608 

10057 2211 .213 6,161 
2212 .3-89 6.,i94 
i:2 i6.0I .(Q3 1,271 

I 2217.01 .JOO l,921 
10042 2696 .247 5,428 

2697 .350 ~,735 

I 270:J .4f,7 3,082 
10024 2149 .317 4,498 

7008 .878 7,!i~2 

I 
10040 2i64 .2:39 5,521 

·1069.01 .411 _ 3z410 
20.054 308~208 

I 
Den:sity = I 5,-369 

HOLLYWOOD PL_AN_NING ARE_A 
17020 1882.02 .702 3,136 

I 1952 .553 5;740 
1.953 .I 92 ~,13_9 

1_0006 189i .383 5,663 

I 
1892 .525 6,019 

10005 1893 .844 3,335 
1903.01 .144 5, J.94 
1904 .123 4,994 

I 10004 1894 .669 2,995 
1895 .241 4,341 
1896 .270 l,~67 

I 1897.01 3.516 3,818 
10003 1897.02· ·.559 1,874 

1941 2.281 6,243 

I 
10009 1898 .216 2,305 

1899 .333 7,.$14 
10010 1901 .269 4,250 

1902 .i52 7,032 

I 1907 .248 3,260 
10012 1903.02 .094 597 

1906 .166 2,325 

I 10015 'j905 .217 6,906 
1911 .2-39 ~~~_78 

10013 1908 .314 4,846 

I 
1918 .313 6,054 

I 3 
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Appendix A (continued) 

I Traffic 1980 
Analysis Census Square 1980 

I Zone Tract Miles Population 

HOLLYWOOD (continued) 
7,8"15" 1001·4 1909 .366 I 1917 .386 6,03? 

10026 2144 . 133 3,351 
10016 f9i 2.01 .220 3,921 I 1912.02 .159 4,916 

1913 .253 4;676 
10017 1914 J97 7,003 

I l9°t5 .252 4,411 
1916.01 .086 2,072 

10011 1919.01 .-289 2,232 
19°19.02 .275 2,907 I 10026 1921 . I 59 1,801 
1922 ._388 3,977 

1_0007 1942 1.219 5,092 I 1943 .713 2·, 166 
10008 1944 .438 6,021 

7002 .275 6,375 

I 7003 .°2:25 5,993 
10023 7004 .514 5,486 

7005 .503 7,469 
10009 7001 A94 10z020 I 21.207 2.1:6,524 

Density = I 0,210 

STUDIO CITY /UNIVERSAL I CITY PLANNING AREA 
082'26 1431 .733 3,102 

I 08225 1436.01 .417 3,440 
1432 .370 2,914 
1436.02 .467 3A36 

082'23 1433 .616 4,908 I 08222 1434.01 .488 3,001 
1434.02 .233 1,638 
1435 .428 ~,378 I 082-30 1437 1.-327 3,632 

0022·9 1438.01 .594 2,860 
1438.02 . .528 2,287 

I 08228 1439.01 1.998 '3,849 
1439.02 .981 2,655 

08226 3200 _:530 2 
9.710 41,102 I Density = 4,233 

NORTH HOLL YWOOO PLANNING AREA I 1231.01 .128 1146 
12-31.02 .619 5,412 
12-32 .873 9,003 

I 1233.01 .511 2,504 
1233.02 .472 4,970 
12-34 .495 6,45S 
1235 .514 5,773 I 
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Appendix A (continued) 

Traffic 
Analysis 

Zone 

_____ f'-lOR,TH HOLLYWOOD PLANNING AREA (continued) 

5 

1980 
Census 
Tract 

1237 
1238 
1239 
1241.01 
1241.02 
1242.01 
2142.02 
1243" 
1244 
1247 
1248 
1249.0 I 
1249.02 
1251 
1252 
1253 
1254 
1255 
1256 
3110 
3111 
3112 
3113 
3114 
3115 
3116 

Square 
Miles 

1980 
Population 

.367 - 3,239 

.625 4,302 

.625 4,759 

.369 4,999 

.258 2,712 

.391 2,629 

.234 3,547 

.345 3,211 

.356 3,379 

.531 4,407 

.264 2,012 

.258 4,773 

.244 1,986 

.502 4,2 I 3 

.502 2,949 

.653 4,614 

.394 3,979 

.352 4,524 

.347 2,594 

.sos 3,649 

.645 3,570 

.370 3,018 

.459 3,680 

.358 2,156 

.570 4,846 
1.106 61627 

15.242 131,637 
Density = _ 8,636 


