A

v

TECHNICAL REPORT
LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS

LOS ANGELES RAIL RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT
"METRO RAIL"

Draft Environmental Impact Statement and
Environmental Impact Report

Prepared by

SEDWAY/COOKE
Urban and Environmental
Planners and Designers

with

Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co.
Los Angeles, California

2

Prepared for

U.S. Department of Transportation
Urban Mass Transportation Administration

and
Southern Califcrnia Rapid Transit District

H

June 1983

KRTDN INnRE
3.8,?2.?“!;‘

Funding for this project is provided by grants to the Southern California Rapid
Transit District from the United States Department of Transportation, the State of
California, and the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission.

MTA LIBRARY




C}‘) y q;tJ}f?

ERRATA Sheet
to the
Techhica] Report
- on S
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 II-8, paragraph 5. Change fourth sentence to read: Recently,
the Crocker Bank towers have reached a FAR of nearly 13, the current
maximum zoning density". "While zoning generally governs the Floor
Area Ratios in most areas of the City, for the redévelopment areas
under CRA jurisdiction, the CRA's development regulations plus
various incentives deriving from those regulations govern the FAR's.
The FAR's permitted by underlying zoning are employed as a maximum
or cap."

o Page II-18, paragraph 3, last sentence, change 7840 sguare feet to
7.84 million square feet (of new commercial space --)



)

TABLE OF CONTENTS
l. INTRODUCT[ON AND METHODOLOGY R R D RN r NN E R R N NN ) I-I
Reporfover\liew -------- s s s P e RIS ERSEPesnRERES "s s ssssssEBEEREES {-I
Meirhodoidg-y--l.l".l.l.l‘.l.lll.l‘.l.l-l-ll-l.l-l.l.lo ----------- l-3
II- EXISTlNGCONDITIONS ssrssesemEns _----lololl.l.l'pl.ll.i'."ulol.l.lll-l
Lmduse GndDeVEIopmenf --l----i'---ll-'-'-l---l-'--l--l.l"ol.l.l.l'"-l
Lmd_ Use PIGI"'IS Gnd PO“Cies SP e B FEP St EEERRRERTS ssssssssnsm B lll-7
A Comparison of Existing and Permitted Land Use
In“ten-s.itia.l.l.l.l.-l‘-- lllll 88 2 8PS R SRR Pee foasReEBRES l.l'.- llllll 2 11-8
Parcels Susceptible to Reinvestment.....ccvevenees. cesssnsasnenall=ll
'Staf:on Area Profiles: Locally Preferred Alfernahve
and Minimum Operable Segment........ enenes T R ¥ 4
Station Area Profiles: Special Al,ternc:_twes Analysis veveeeeeiiinaall-26
Il. COMMERCIAL GROWTH PROJECTIONS . cicvecscsnscnncnscosssnsss lil=]
BGCkngUﬂdAﬂGl)’SiS...----. ------- R N N N NN N A A l.l.l.l-l--lll-l
Devélopment Projections . cveveceescscscsccsesesonenssssncneses =21
Illustrative Development Patterns for Impact Assessment...... eeoes ii=30
V. COMPARISON OF GROWTH PROJECTIONS FOR
METRO RA"— ALTERNAT]VES.l.ll.l.l.l-l-.l ----- ‘s-e e e ppSesesenEes lv-l
Regiondl Core cuvceervrissscessosssssosnssssssessssencssanssss Vol
PlﬂnningAI’EGS.-.--.-...-.----_ ------- ssssse ._l_.l.l.li.-.-l.ir--ll..:.lIv-z
S'I'Gfion Are“l.l.l.l.-l-l---l---l-l!l,l-l,nlogl.l.lonl --------- [] IV-B
V.  IMPACTS OF PROJECTED GROWTH ccveevturcnnssnceracosssssnanes V-1

Consistency with Land Use Plans and Palicies s eveererersrseasonenss V=l

Accommadation of Projected Station Area Growth Without
Adverse{mmcfs L B BN RN BN BN BN BN BN BN BN RN RN BN RN BN BN BN RN BN BN NN RN BN RE BN BE BN BN BN BN OB BN KL RV BN BB R BN BN I --l-l.vA

Vl- MITIGATIONIOIOOIOIOIO -------------- .l.l.l_.l.ll.l.l-l-l.l.l.l.vrl_-l

LIST OF FIGURES

l-_l_ - |-26 Sfdﬁon Al’ea BO_lJndGries.-.-"-“.'-.-.-'.".. ------'-'----..-.-.‘[-6‘1'0 I-ZB

=1 Local Land Use DevelopmentPlans ccvcvevee... tesensesenannas -9

—



Page

-2 Proposed Building Intensity ccccceeesessscsccessscscssasasescadl=10
H-3 - Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment cvveecesecccnceseaaali=31 to ll-48
11-20
Hi-1 - Current and Hypothetical Development Sites....ce.... §11-37 to [li-54
1i-18
!V-l Growfhprojecfions_,Isao-zoooi.ltﬂlﬂb.ll.l.ll.l.l..ll.l...'-.lv-a
LIST OF TABLES
i1 Distribution of Retail Sales by Category..eeeeiceccceccscceseas =33
[-2 Mediﬂn Store SiZe By CGtegory.-lol.ololalalnll-loolollolopnl |-33
ii-1 Popuiation and Population Growth in Southern California cecev....li-|
[1-2 High Rise Commercial Space in the Regional Core Y | B
-3 Percent of Parcel Area in Generalized Land Use

Cdfegorles. Pianlng Areqs .--l-l-.-.-aa-a-ooua-o-lo-oo--u---“"3
]l‘a Sfﬁﬁon Areo LOnd UsePrOﬁles, 1980 .u.lalallalaloolillolol--l"-s
-5 Development in Regional Core, Year [980 .cceveecerccncscnseecaeli=b
li-6 Parcel Area Susceptible to Reinvestment in

Stotion Areas'.l_..l.l.lI.l..l.l.lI.I.'.I..l.ll.l.l..l.....lli-.l3
Hi-1 Historic Supply of Major Office Space in Regional Core «c.vvs... -2
ii-2.1 - Historic Absorption of Major Office Spoce By
2'5 kaerArea.l.l-'!lI.I-I.-I..I..‘.I..I.I.I.'I..l.l.l iil-3t°“|-7
{il-3 Market Area Characteristics and Projected Absorption

of Major Office SpPACe veveverrnessessesncssacsscsacsnssacsse lli=8
“l-& SfQﬁOﬂ Ar&ﬂ C,h\Q_rGCferiSﬁCS----..‘-......‘.‘..--.-.........---.. “[-9
(-5 Planned and Proposed Development in the Regional Core

by Anticipated Year of Completion, 1980-2000 «..cveceeueess.s =10
Hi-6 Taxable Expenditures by New Regional Core Residents at

Regional Retail Facilities and Corresponding Floor

Areﬂ Added .---l..l.ll.l..l.l..l'.l.'...l.l.l~.-.l.l.-.~l.ll..' i”-l3
-7 Percent of Taxable Expenditures by New Regional Core

Residents at Regional Retail Facilities Captured by
SiafmnAreas.............................................l!l 14




B [

, Page
11-8 Expenditures at Cornmunity Retail Facilities by
Population Added in Planning Areas and Corresponding
Floor Area Added ...c.cveveeecccencanscnncanne cesssensnsses ll=16
-9 Expenditures at Community Retdil Facilities in Station
Areas and Corresponding Floor Area Added «.cvvcerervnseseese =17
l-10 Projected Commercial Development, |1/1980-1/2000, for the
Locally Preferred Alterndative and Minimum Operoble Segment
Under Three Growth SCENArios vevessncsssnnncsanans vessecses =22
-1 Projected Commercial Development, 1/1980-1/2000, for the
’ Hollywood Alternatives Under Three Growth Scenarios ceeee.... =24
=12 Employees Added, |/1980-1/2000, for the Localily Preferred
Alternative and Mmlmum Operable Segment Under Three Growth
Scenquos I.I.I..I.I.I.II..I.I.l.l-ll. llllllllllllllllllll l[l 26
=13 Employees Added, |/1980-1/2000, for the Hollywood Alternatives
A and B Under Three Growth Scenarios...evesessressansensans =27
li-14A Corﬁpdf_i'sbn of Morke’t Study with Historic Growth Rates and
with SCAG-82A and 82B Projections: Total Employees in
Pldﬂning Arecs. [CEL RN R R B N N B A B B B A I B B B O B O B R R BB B B B B N B ] [N ) "1-29
li-148 Comparison of Market Study with Historic Growth Rates and
with SCAG-82A and 82B Projections: Employees Added and
SqUOZ'EFEEf Absorbed AnnUQ"Y [ N I I A BB B B R B NN B B B B BN N B N B A B A B ) 111-29
lH-15 lllustrative Development Pattern Used in
lmect Assessment L BN LB BN BN B R BN BN RN BN BN BN BN BN RN BN BN BN BN RN RN RN RN RN R BN LR BN BN NN BN N BN N NN Ill_32
V-1 Projected Regional Core Growth for Systemwide Alterncxtlves,
Years 1980 to 2000 I.I.I.I...I.I.I.I.I.I.II.I.I.I.I.I.I.II.I lv-l
V-2 Population dnd Density in Plannmg Areas and Reguoml Core,
Years 1980 and 2000....ccceararcnnnsanannas msesesssassnnans . V=2
V-3 Total Development in Regional Core for Systemwide Alternatives,
qur zoml.l..I.I.I.I.i..ll.l.l.lI.I.II.I..I.I.I.I.I..I.I. Iv-q
V-4 Total Population and Employment in Station Areas, 2000 ........ V=5
V-5 Acres of Parcel Area Required to Accommodate Growth ........ [V-7
V-l Land Use Impact Assessment for Rail Alternatives....ccvevnenan V=2
V‘I-I Landus—elmpqctMifigdfion .I.II.I.I.I.I.I.I.I.I.I.I.I.I-l-.-v-l-z.
APPENDIX A
leningAreaDEf-Enjﬁons....-.-.-.."--.-.--‘ ------------------------------ l



_I._INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

REPORT OVERVIEW

This report provides documentation for the assessment of land use and development
impacts summarized in Chapter 11l of the Environmental Impact Statement/Environ-
rmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the Southern California Rapid Transit District's
proposed rail rapid transit project. It documents existing conditions within station
areas in greater detail than the EIS/EIR, describes the methodology used to evaluate
impacts, and provides more detculed quantitative documentation of impacts for the
systemwide alternatives evaluated in the EIS, as well as for alternatives evaluated
and rejected as a result of ‘the Hollywood c:nd Nor’rh Hollywood Special Alternatives
Analyses. ‘

The basic premise of this analysis is that the presence of a heavy rail transn station
will promote developmem‘ around that station and that such development is generally
desirable. Experience in other cities indicates that induced development does oceur,
though to varying degrees. The city of Toronto has experienced substantial develop-
ment around heavy rail stations which can be attributed to their presence, while
littie or no development has occurred to date in the areas around BART stations in
the San Francisco Bay Area. Development around stations is considered desirabie, as
docurhented in the SCRTD Milestone 6 Report: Land Use and Development, for o
number of reasons.

e It reduces dependence on a single transportation mode (i.e., the automobile) and
permits a choice among modes.

o |t 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.

e By attracting development to the existing urban core dareaq, it reduces the rate at
which outlying dareas are converted from agricultural or other open space use to
urban use and reduces the cost of providing infrastructure (i.e., freewoys, 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 c:v'czilubility 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 fundamental variables. The
availability of land for development is determined by its zoning and community plan
designation and by current uses. The desirability of the area for development is
influenced by @ more complex set of factors including current development trends,
the charccter of the surrounding community, accessibility by automobile, cost of
land,.size of parcels, and ease of land assemblage. :

The dssessment 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

suitability of the areas around stations for such development. Two Metro Rail Pro-
_ject alternatives dré evaluated: the Locally Preferred Alternative which would run

18.6 miles from Union Station to Lankershim and Chandier in North Holiywoed and
the Minimum Operable Segment which would run 8.8 miles from Union Station to



Fairfax Avenue and Beverly Boulevard. The two olternanves are described in detail

in the EIS/EIR.. Two levels of development with the Metro Rail Project are identi-

fied and evaluated: first, the level of developrent that would likely occur under the
 existing market condmons with no direct intervention by SCRTD or. governmental
agencies to promote joint development, and second, that which could be absorbed by
the market given a concerted effort on the part of the SCRTD and/or local goveri-
ment to promote development. The second level of development assumes that
SCRTD or local governments actively implement their goal of focusing development
around station locations. Throughout this report the first level of development is
termed "Metro Rail" and the second "With Incentives."

For the purpose of impact assessment a timeframe of 20 years (January 1980 to
January 2000) has been estabjiﬁsh;ed-. Assuming funding is obtained and construction
of Metro Rail commences in 1984, development during the first four years of the 20-

yedr period would be unaffected by Metro Rail and would therefore be identical -

under the No Project and Metro Rail Project conditions. Development during the six

years of construction and the ten years of operation would reflect the influence of
Metro Rail's presence.

Residential development projections for planning areas and individual station areds in
the Regional Core were based on growth projections developed by the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG). The No Project Alternative growth
levels were based on SCAG-82A, a growth projection which assumes that the vast
majority of population and housmg growth will be dispersed throughout outlying
areas, with limited growth in the Regional Core.

The residential growth levels for the Locally Preferred Alternative and its Aerial
Option correspond to SCAG-82B, which assumes a concentration of new growth
within the Regional Core. The odOpnon by SCAG of a 1982 growth projection rough-
ly equivalent to SCAG-82A suggests that the SCAG-82B projection may be too high
for the Reg|onal Core as a whole. However, it is a reasonable projection of popula-
poses of impact assessment, it is appropriate to think of the SCAG-82B projections
for the entire Regional Core not as growth that would be directly induced by the
Metro Rail Project but as an intensification of recent trends independent of the
Metro Rail Project and an expression of the policies of the Centers Concept, which

probably could not be accommodated without a rapid rail transit system in the

Regional Core.

For the Minimum Operable Segment, the growth projections for the CBD, Westlake,
and Wilshire Planning Areas and for the Union Station through Falrfcx/Beverly
Station areas are the same as the Locally Preferred Aiternative (SCAG-828). Pro-
jected development in the balance of the Regional Core for this alternative is the
same as the No Project Alternative and is based on SCAG-82A.

Under both SCAG-82A dand SCAG-82B forecasts, new residential units in the Region-
al Core are expected to be accompanied by a slight increase in the number of persons
per househoid in both new and existing units. In some areas, four or five people will
be added for every additional dwelling unit.

Commercial growth projections were developed in a real estate market absorption
study prepared by Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co. and Sedway/Cooke. The market
study identified commercial obsorptlon potential for the period from 1980 to 2000
for three scendrios: |) assuming the Metro Rail Project is not constructed, 2) asstm-




ing that the Locally Preferred Alternative or Minimum Operable Segment is con-
structed, and 3) assuming that SCRTD dand other local agencies actively promote
Jomt development around stations. Six categories of development were considered:
major office, community office, hotel, employee-serving retail, regional retail, and
community retail. The projections reflecf projects under cons’rructlon or completed
from January {980 to January 1983, as weil ds market absorption for January |, 1983
to January |, 2000, based on historic growth rates, recent development trends, and
information from local developers and brokers. The figures for retail developrnent
were based on popuiation growth projected for each alternative (SCAG-82A and
~82B).

Only the No Project growth projections for office space are directly derived from
the market study. The "With Project” office space pro;ecnons are illustrative of the
increase in development that could occur given experiences in other cities with fixed
rail systems and constraints on the local market. Actual additional development in
conjunctlon with the Metro Rail Project may be substantially higher or lower depend-
ing on actual population growth and the extent to which local agencies actively
promote joint development.

The projected growth under each alternative is assessed for its consistency with land
use plans and policies and whether it can be accommodated in station areas without
adversely impacting the surrounding community. Consistenicy with land use plans and
policies is assessed at two geographic scales: regionwide and station areas. Accom-
modation of growth is evaiuated only for the station areas. Consistency of projected
growth with land use plans and policies is evaluated at the regional scale by four
measures which correspond to the following key objectives of the city's General
Plan: to concentrate deveiopment at designated growth centers along the Metro Rail
route; to concentrate development at designated centers in other areas of the Reg-
ional Core {these first two measures are in accordance with the Centers Concept) to
revitalize econormccﬂy stagnant or declining areds; and to provide additional com=
meréial services and employment: near established concentrations of population. At
the station area level, consistency is evaluated by the above measures as well as by
the extent to which new development impiements: applicable Community Plans,
Specific P%cms, and/or redévelopment pians. Accommedation of projected growth
within station areas and potential adverse impacts are evaluated at the station area
level By six measures which correspand to basic planning objectives in these areas. .

METHODOLOGY

The methodoiogy used to assess the impacts of Metro Radil construction and operation
on land use and on development follows six steps: define market/planning areas,
define station area boundaries, coliect land use data, define areas siusceptible to
reinvestment, project commercial and residential growth, and evaluate projected
development's consistency with land use policies and its potential adverse impacts.

I. Define Planning Areas and Market Areas

The First Tier EIS/EIR established a 55-square mile study area which was referred to
as the Regional Core. Within this dareq, to be directly served by the Metro Rail
Project, two out of every ten Los Angeles residents live and four out of every ten
work. it is the financial, retcul cuitural, and entertainment center of Southern
California.
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The Regional Core defined in the First Tier EIS/EIR has been modified for this study

" . to’include additional areas that may experience indirect lmpocfs and to exclude

areas that are not likely to be affected. There are three major areas of change.

First, -the potential circulation and access issues in North Hollywood suggested

including additional lands to the west toward Coidwater Canyon Boulevard and to the
east into Burbank. Second, lands south of the Santa Monica Freeway have been
excluded because impacts beyond this physical barrier are expected to be
insignificant. Third, the Central City North Community Plonn‘ing Area has been
added. The revised Regional Core, covering 76 square miles, is illustrated in
Appendix A. A complete list of the census tracts and traffic analysis zones
comprising the Regional Core is aiso found in Appendix A.

For the purposes of assessing all categories of impacts, the Regional Core has been
subdivided into "planning areas" which correspond as closely as possible to communi-
ty planning 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 include community cohesion and changes in accessibility to
major commumty—servmg facilities. With respect to land use and development, the
community planning dreas define the areas which will be served by the Metro Rail
Pro;ect and whose development patterns may, consequently, be affected by the
system,

The City of Los 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, Hollywood, Sherman Oaks/Studio City, and North Holly-
wood. In addition, portions of the county (West Hoilywood and. Universal City) and
Beverly Hills lie within the study area. Appendix A illustrates the boundaries of each
planning area and includes a list of census tracts and Traffic Analysis Zones, along
with the land area and 1980 population in each planning area. Some census tracts
lying within the Regional Core dare outside the defined community planning areas. In
this report, reference to a particular planning area will include the census tracts
comprising the planning area as well as the adjacent tracts that lie within the Reg-
ionat Core (see Appendix A).

Market areas as perceived by the real estate and development community in Los
Angeles do not correspond precisely-with these planning areas nor do they have easily
identifiable boundaries. In addition, market area boundaries vary with the type of
development being considered. Market areas for major office development in the
Regional Core are the Central Business District (CBD), Mid Wilshire, Miracle Mile,
Hollywood, and Universal City along the Metro Rail line as well as the Olympic
corridor to the south of Wiishire and West Hollywood and Beverly Hills to the west of
Fairfax. Market absorption projections for major office spoce have been reaggregat-
ed to correspond as closely as possible to the community planning areas.

2. Define Station Area Boundaries

Geographic "station area" boundariés 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 they encompass an area at
least one quarter mile radius from station entrances. This distance corresponds to a
walking time of less than ten minutes to a station entrance--a walk the majority of

I-4
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- the pecple are willing to mdke for access to a fixed rail transit station. Recent

sxperience indicates that people are willing to walk further--up to one half mile—to
access a heavy rail system. Thus, in an area within a radius of one-quarter- to one-
half mile (1,320 to 2,640 feet) of a station, development is likely to concentrate in
direct response to the accessibilify to a fixed rail regional-serving transit system.

Station area boundaries have been expanded along major corridors where, because of
existing land use characteristics and zoning, development would likeély extend beyond
one-quarter mile. Station area boundaries are on the average 1,500 feet to 2,000
feet from the station and generally correspond to the Specrfnc Plan- boundarles
defined by the City of Los Angeles Department of Planning (LADOP). Figures |-|
through 1-18 identify station areas én the Locally Preferred Alternative and Mini-
mum Operable Segment. Figures 1-12 through |-2] identify station areas consider=d
in the Special Alternatives Analysis. Figures |-22 and {-23 identify station area
boundaries for alternative station locations analyzed in Milestones 3 and 4.

3. Collect Land Use Data

Existing conditions relevant to development potential and changes in land use were
characterized and mappéd at a single scale (| inch = 200 feet) on a series of over-
lays. The following information was collected and mapped: existing land use, cur-
rent zoning, current community plan designations, parce| boundaries, the assessed
valuation of |arid and existing improvements; the ratio of the dssessed valudtion of
improvements to the assessed valuation of the land, and common ownership of
contiguous parcels. Existing iand use was derived frorn an update of Sanborne maps
based on field surveys by LADOP. Land use data were mapped in two forms: a
detailed, parcel-by-parcel record of the use by two-digit assessor's land use code,
number of stories and, for residential uses, number of units and density per net acre;
and a summary, color-coded version, in which land uses were aggregated into ten
categories. Community plan and zoning designations obtained from LADOP ‘were
mapped on a single overlay. Community plan designations were consolidated into
categories corresporiding to the ten land use categories. Parcel data were
transferred from the Assessor's Map Books to another overlay.

4. Define Areas Susceptible t6 Reirvestment - .

The next step was to assess the susceptibility of parcels within the station dreas to
reinvestment and determine the development capacity of those parcels baséd on the
data collected in step thiee. Development can take three forms: |) 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 historicaily or architec-
turally significant and they represent an intensity of use relatively consistent with
the probable intensity of new development, or 3) a combination of the above,

Assessed valuation data were used to evaiuate 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 land. In
Los Angeles where there is dn dbundance of underutilized land, older projects are not
likely to be considered for reinvestment until the assessed valucmon of the improve-
ment is less than the assessed valuation of the land. A commercial parcel was con-
sidered to be susceptible to reinvestment if the ratio of the assessed valuation of the
existing improvement to that of the |and--the "land utilization ratio"--were less than
one. Parking lots wheh provide patron or employee parking for a specific facility
were excluded; public commercial parking lots were included.

1-5
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Parceis for which the ldnd utilization ratio was less than one were categorized into,
four groups and mapped on the parcelization overlay. The categories represent a
range of land utilization ratios: 0 to 0.1 which represents primarily vacant |ots and
surface parking; 0.11 to 0.25 which is typified by minimal improvements having a lot™
coverage of less than |0 percent; 0.26 to 0.50 répresented by older, one<story struc-
tures having a lot coverage of less than 25 percent; and 0.51 to 1.00 represenfed by
older, one- to two-story structures with variabie lot coverdga.

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

e The parcel was zoned for commercial use;

@ The assessed value of the existing improvement was less than the assessed value
of the land--typically a vacant parcel, surface parking lot, or an older, poorty
maintained low-rise structure on a parcel zoned for substantially more intensive
development; and

e 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 ds susceptible to reinvestment if all of the follow-
ing criteria were met:

o The parcel was zoned for multifamily use--R3, R4, or R5;

e The parcel was currently occupied by a single family house if zoned R3 and by a
duplex or single family house if zoned R4 or R5; and

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

The capacity of each parcel to accommodate néw development was calculated for
two levels of development:. ) the theoretical capacity permitted by zoning and
measured by the floor area ratio (FAR) for commercial development, and square feet
of parcel area per unit for residential developmenf- and 2) the probable level of
development given the mix of uses anticipated (see s1'ep five), required parking, and
the typical height and bulk of structures for thase uses in each specific station area.

5. Project.CommerciaI and Residential Growth

Next, commercial and residential develogpment dnd population growth were projected
for planmng areas dand station areas. Comimercial growth projections were derived
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

employees and clients from throughout the Southern California region. In the CBD,
Mid-Wiishire, and Miracle Mile aréas major office space will be housed in mid-rise (8
to [2 stories) to high rise (over |2 stories) sfructures. In the other market areas it is
expected to be accommodated in a mix of primarily mid-rise structures and garden
office cornplexes (3 to 5 stories).
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Community-serving office space is occupied by doctors, lawyers, real estate agen-

cies, local branches of financial institutions and insurance companies and other --

professional offices that serve a localized area. These activities are typically locat-
ed in garden offices. ‘ , . S . L e

Absorption rates for major office space and community serving office space were
established for six market areas--the Central Business District (CBD), Westiake,
Mid-Wilshire, Miracle Mile, Hollywood, and the Studio City/Universal City/North
Hollywood area--based on historic trends, recent development activity, and develop-
ers' and brokers' assessments 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 built and on input from developers
and brokers, absorption rates for the Locally Preferred Alternative and the Minimum
Operable Segment were established for the same market areas. Development was
ailocated to growth centers within each market area using the same information
sources. A

The analysis on which market absorption projections for office space is based is
documented in Section Ill. As indicated previously, only the projections for the No
Project Alternative are derived from the market study prepared by Peat Marwick
Mitchell & Company (PMM&Co.). The "With Project" projections are illustrative of
the increase in development that could occur with the operation of the Metro Rail
Project. They are based on experiences in other cities with fixed rail systems and
take into consideration the constraints imposed on development by anticipated lacal
market conditions.

Retail Space. Emiployee-serving retail space added was estimated using 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 typically devoted to employee-serving retail
use.

Regional and community-serving retail space projections were derived from the
SCAG-82A and -82B population growth projections which represent the "No Project"
and "With Project" alternatives, respectively. Community-serving retail includes
stores and services that would be found in "neighborhood centers" and "community
centers" as defined by the Urban Land Institute (ULI[} in Dollars & Cents of Shopping
Centers. However, it is not dssumeéd that the retail facilities would be spatiaily
organized only as "shopping centers" as defined by the UL, i.e., as establishments
developed, owned, and managed as a unit. Neighborhood facilities would provide for
the sale of convenience goods such as food, drugs and sundries, dnd personal services,
such as laundry, dry cleaning, and shoe repair, to meet the day-to-day living needs of
the immediate neighborhood. Community facilities would provide a wider range of
establishments selling soft lines (wearing apparel) and hard lines (hardware and
appliances). Community shopping facilities do not include full-line department
stores but may include strong specialty stores.

Regional=serving retail facilities provide for the sale of general merchandise, appar-
el, furniture, and home furnishings in great variety as well as a range of services and
recreational facilities. In today's market, regional-serving retaqil establishments will
most likely be organized as a shopping center around one or two full-line department
stores. However, because of the concentration of development and the location of
existing free-standing full-line department stores in the CBD and on Wilshire, some
independent regional-serving retail establishments can be expected to locate in these
areas along with single-unit regional shopping centers. Such single-unit regional
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" centers rhay rdnge in size from 100,000 square feet to more than 1,000,000 square

feet of gross leasable area. The Broadway shopping center in the Seventh/Flower
Station area typifies a small reglonal center with a single major department store as

an anchor. Most regional c¢enters in the the Los Angeles area include twdé or three
major department stores and up to six in some cdses.

The following methodology was used to estimate retail floor area qodded 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. !t was assumed that new community-serving retail space within a
station area would serve only the population added within that same station
area. New population outside the stdation darea wds dssumed to be served by
existing and new businesses within shoppinhg areds outside the station area.

In contrast, it was assumed that new regional-serving retail space within station
areas would serve a substantial 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 Prgject and
because station areas correspond to muitipurpose centers that currently exist
and are designated by the city and 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 the concentration of population and the projected distribution of riders
along the Metro Rail line. The change with incentives assumes @ coricerted
effort on the part of SCRTD dnd local agencies_to promote regiondl-serving
retail development. .Table lll-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 areq.

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. Per capita spending by planning area was as follows:

Central City North §3,266
Central City 2,005
Westlake 2,005
Wilshire ' 3,299
Hollywood 53,252
Studio City/Universal City 6,125
North Hollywood §3,983
Total Regional Core 63,266

Per capita taxable 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 bopulcﬂon at

existing businesses. These capture rates were based on an evaluation of the
current effectiveness of businesses in station areas in capturing their potential
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share of the market and on the existing amount of retail space in station areas.
It was assumned that existing businesses could absorb 60 percent of the additional
retail sales in the iNo Project Alternative, 50 percent with vietro Rail, and 40
percent with joint development.  Conversely, new businesses would absorb 40
percent of the additional sales in the Mo 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 expended at new businesses.

e Using the 1977 taxable retail sales figures, a percentage of total retail sales for
each Board of Equalization retail category was calculdted. The perceritage for
each category was then subdivided to reflect the distribution between regional

and community serving retail saies (Urban Land institute, Dollars and Cents of
Shopping Centers). The results are shown in Table |-1.

e The added increment of taxable spending at new businesses in the year 2000 was
multipiied by the percent of spending in each retail category to obtain retail
sales in each category. This calculation was performed for each station area for
community-serving retail and for station areas grouped by planning areas for
regional-serving retail.

e Far each station area or group of station areas, retail sales in each category
were converted into square feet of retdil fioor area by first dividing the sales by
the average sales per store (Board of Equalization) and then multiplying the
results by the median store size in each category (Urban Land Institute). Aver-
age sales per store for 1977 and square feet per store are shown in Table 1-2.

For regional-serving shopping centers, square footage values for the groups of station
areas within each planning area were distributed among stations in the form of
regional shopping center units ranging from 200,000 square feet to 400,000 square
feet. ’

Residential Development. Residential development projections for planning areas
and individual station areas in the Regional Core were based 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 different approaches to the distribution of that growth. The No Project
Alternative growth levels were based on SCAG-82A, a growth projection which
assumes that the vast majority of population and housing growth will be dispersed
throughout outlying areas, with limited growth in the Regional Core.

The residential growth ievels for the Locally Preferred Alternative and its Aerial
Option correspond to SCAG-82B, which assumes a cancentration of néw growth
within the Regional Core. For the Minimurm Operable Segment, the growth projec-
tions for the CBD, Westlake, and Wilshire planning areas and for the Union Station
through Fairfax/Beverly Station areas are the same as for the Locally Preferred
Alternative (SCAG-82B). Projected development in the balance of the Regional Core
for this alternative is the same as for the No Project Alternative and is based on
SCAG-82A.
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| |  TABLE I-| |
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RETAIL SALES BY CATEGORY

g-

S m et

Retail Category Community Regional. Totai
Apparel ' 1.60 4.80 6.40
Drug 2.16 24 2.40
- ood 8.0l .89 8.90
Liquor 2.25 .25 2.50
Eating/Drinking 6.95 6.95 13.2
Service Station 12.15 4,05 18.20
General Merchandise - 0 12.00 12.00
Home Furnishings 0 4,60 4.60
Building Supplies 0 5.00 5.00
Auto Dealer/Service 0 12.30 12.30
Other Retail 7.90 7.90 15.80
Totals 41.02 58.98 100.00

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 1977,

TABLE -2

MEDIAN STORE SIZE BY RETAIL CATEGORY

1977 Average Taxable

Retail Category

Sales Per Store (S)

Apparel

Drug

Food

Liquor
Eating/Drinking
Service Station

General Merchandise Ly
Home Furnishings

Building Supplies

Auto Dealer/Service ly

Other Retail

192,300
396,963
311,100
260,960
160,700
534,935
605,818
198,700
594,822
061,860

91,866

Median Square
Feet Per Store

2,700
5,600
8,300
2,400
3,000
1,750
29,000
2,000
4,600
7,300
650

Source: Urban Land Institute, Dollars and Cents of Shopping Centers, 98i.
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SCAG-82A and -82B disaggregate regional population and housing growth to Traffic
Analysis Zones (TAZ) and to Regional Statistical Areas (RSA). Each TAZ represents
from one to five Census Tracts depending on traffic ievels. Each RSA represents an

aggregation of TAZs.. There are 55 RSAs within the Southern California region and -

2| within Los Angeles County. The Régional Core lies primarily within portions of
three RSAs. SCAG-82B projections do not reflect a concentration of development
and populdtion growth within station areas because the location of Metro Rail sta-
tians was not factored into the model.

Subsequent to publication of the SCAG-82A and -82B projections, SCAG adopted its
formal growth policy and projections, disaggregated to the RSA level. At that level
the projeciions correspond more closely with SCAG-82A projections than with
SCAG-828. When the impact assessment for the Metro Rail Project was performed,
the adopted SCAG |982 projection had not been disaggregated to the TAZ level. The
adopted SCAG projections assume an improvement in public transit within the Reg-
ionai Core comparable to Metro Rail (personal communication, Dennis Macheski,
SCAG). This suggests that from SCAG's perspective use of SCAG-82B to represent
growth with Metro Rail overestimates the influence of Metro Rail on patterns of
development and population location. However, it may be argued that while SCAG-
82B overestimates potential growth in the Regional 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 preliminary SCAG projections were disaggregated to
the TAZ level. For the EIS assessment of land use and development impacts it was
necessary to establish growth projections for the station areas. Each station area is
- comprised of portions of several TAZs, typically four or five. In order to establish
station area projections based on SCAG-82A and -82B projections, the following
methodology was employed for each station area.

e A list of all TAZs partially or completely within the station area was ¢compiled.
The geographic area represented by these TAZs is always substantially larger
than the station area itself.

e A list of all 1980 Census Tracts which correspond to those TAZs was compiled. -

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

e 1980 Census population and dwelling unit counts for the Census Tracts which
correspond to each TAZ were identified. (Note: SCAG did not use 1980 Census
counts as its base for its -82A and -82B projections since the 1980 Census count
was not yet avajlable when those projections were made.)

e The percent change in population and dwelling units between the SCAG 1980
base and SCAG-82A and between the SCAG 1980 base and the SCAG-82B were
calculated. These percent changes were applied to the 1980 Census values that

correspond to each TAZ to obtain projections for the year 2000 based on the
1980 Census count.

o The change in population and dwelling units based on 1980 Census for each set of
TAZs within which the station area is located were calculated. The ratio of the
change in population to the change in dwelling units was calculated.
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‘s A.count of the 1980 dwelling unifs in the station dréa was derived from the land
_use survey conducted by the LADOP in 1982, Major projects completed in the
- last. three years (1980-1982) were excluded. ‘ :

e The ratio of 1280 dwellmg units within the station area to 1980 dwelling units
within the station area's TAZs was calculated. |t was assumed that new dwelling
units would be added in the same proportion. For example, if in 1980 dwelhng
units in the station area represented 20 percent of the dwelling Units in the
station area TAZs; then it was assumed that 20 percent of the dwellmg units
added to the station area TAZs between 1980 dnd 2000 would be located in the
station area.

o Population added to the station area was determined by doplying 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 areq, then it was assumed that four people
would be added for every dwellmg unit added within the stdtion area.

Under both SCAG-82A and SCAG-82B forecasts, the additional dwellmg units in the
Regional Core are expecfed to be accompanied by an increase in the number of

persons per household in both new and existing units. In some areas, four or five
people will be added for every additiong] dwelling unit.

é. Evaluate Projected Development's Consisfency with Land Use Policies and
Potential Adverse Impacts

The projected growth under each systemwide dlternative was then assessed for its
consistency with land use plans and policies and its potential adverse impacts on the
.surroundmg community. Consistency with land use plans and policies was assessed
for the region as a whole, and for station dreds. At the regional scale consistency
was evaluated using four measures 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 Centers Concept; to revitalize economlc:ally
stagnant or declining areas; and to provide additional commercial services and
employment near established concentrations of population. At the station areq,
consistency was evaluated by the gbove measures as well as by the extent to which
new development implements appiicable Community Plans, Specific Pians, and/or
redevelopment pians. The assessment of potential adverse impacts of deveIOpmen'r
on the surrounding 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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. EXISTING CONDITIONS

This section describes existing conditions ‘relevant to the assessment of-impacts.
Emphasizing conditions in station areas, it focuses on existing land use, intensity of
development and economic activity, relevant land use plans and policies inciuding
community plan and zoning designations, and the capacity for new development in
each station area. Further background information 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 Existing Conditions--Regional
and Community Setting (1982).

LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT

The Southern California Region and Regional Core

The majority of the Southern California region, which consists of Imperial, Los
Angeles, Ordnge, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura Counties, is undeveloped.
The U.S. Census-defined Los Angeles Urbanized Area--which includes central and
southern Los Angeles County, much of Orange County, the San Gabriel Valley, and
several other pockets of development--accounts for 1,827 square miles, or less than
five percent of the region's 38,500 square miles. Approximately | 1.6 million people
resided in the region in 1980, of whom 9.5 million, or 82 percent, resided in the Los
Angeles Urbanized Area.

The Regional Core 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 people, equivalent to nine percent of the Urbanized Area's population and
seven percent of the Southern California region's. Table li-] compares the intensi-
ties of residential development in the Southern California region, the Los Angeles
Urbanized Area, and the Regional Core. Density in the Regional Core is more than
double that of the UrbaniZed Area. Population in the region has increased consis-
tently. In the-Regional Core, however, population declined by six percent between
1950 and 1970. In the 1970s the Regional Core experienced a reversal of this trend
with a |7 percent increase in population, greater than the rate experienced by the
region as a whole.

TABLE 1]-]
POPULATION AND POPULATION GROWTH IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

1980 Pop.
Density .
Land Area 1980 Pop. (persons/ Pop. Growth
(sq. mi.) (thousands) sg. mi.) 1950-70 1970-80

Southern California

Region 38,500 11,600 300 +101% +15%
Los Angeles )

Urbanized Area 1,827 9,500 5,200 +13%
Regional Core 76 833 I 1,000 -6% +17%

Source: United States Census Bureau 1970 and 1980.
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Commercial developmen‘ activity within the Urbanized Area and Regional Core can
Se comparad in terms of total high-rise space and high-rise space added (see Table |I-
2). The Regional Core contained 85 percent of all high-rise space in the Los Angeles
Urbanized Area in 1960, -6l -percent in 1970, and 5| percent in 1980. Of the 3.8
million square feet added in the Urbanized Area between 1960 and 1970, 2.1 miliion,
or 56 percent, were added in the Regional Core. Of the 3.3 million square feet added
between 1970 and 1280, 1.2 million, or 37 percent, were in the Regional Core. Thus,
although the Regional Core's share of new development is declining, it still contains
more than half of all the high-rise space in the Urbanized Area and represents the
greatest concentration of development in the Southern California region.

TABLE lI-2

HIGH RISE COMMERCIAL SPACE IN THE REGIONAL CORE
(in thousands of square feet)

Square Footage

Square Footage | Added Annually
1960 1970 1980 1960-1962 1970-1979
cBD _ 3,838 16,589 74,854 1,273 829
Percent of Regional Core 51.4% 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 Urbanized Area 7.8% 3.3% 2.6% 2.2% 1.6%
‘Nilshire 2,838 8,435 11,688 560 325
Percent of Regional Core 38.0% 29.4% 28.6% 26.4% 26.6%
Percent of Urbanized Area =~ 32.2% 18.1% 14.7% 14.8% 9.9%
Hollywood 97 1,620 [,665 152 5
Percent of Regional Core 1.2% 5.7% 4.1% 7.2% 0.4%
Percent of Urbanized Area l.1% 3.5% 2.1% 4.0% 0.2%
Universal City/
North Hollywood 12 504 616 49 i
Percent 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 28,659 40,895 2,119 {,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: Western Econamic Research Inc., 1980 Edition, and The Russell Corapany.
I.‘:'»qu<:|re footage estimated as of January | for each year.

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

Table 11-3 prov:des a proﬂ!e of existing Iund use for The planning areas in the Region-

al Core. The Central City and Central -City North planning areas have besn com-
bined as the Central Business District (CBD). The Universal City and North Holly-

wood planning areas have been combined to represent a single south San Fernando
Valley area. The majority of land in all planning areas except the CBD is devoted to
residential use. In all areas, except the CBD and Westlake, single family housing
consumes more parcel area than muitifamily housing ulfhough there are more than
twice as many muitifamily units as single family units in the Regional Core. In all
planning areas multifamily units outnumber single family units.

TABLE lI-3
PERCENT OF PARCEL AREA IN GENERALIZED LAND USE CATEGORIES: PLANNING AREAS

Total : Public
' Parcel Area  Single Family . Multifamily Commercial ' Facilities/
Planning Areas {acres) Residentiol Bgsidentigl or_Mixed [Jse Industrial Open Space Barking
caDp 2,385 3.8 6.3 20.1 33.2 27.0 2.6
Westlake 1,331 15.6 40.0 2.8 3.1 11.8 6.7
Wiishire 8,148 41.7 35.3 184 1.2 535 1.9
Hollywaod 14,536 39.3 13.1 4.3 1.6 40.8 0.9
Universat City/ 10,593 62.3 12.5 6.7 6.9 10.0 1.6
North Hollywood
Regional Core 36,993 433 183 8.8 52 23 21
All Station Areds 2,340 17.0 25.0 340 5.0 1.0 80

Source: City af Los Angeles Department of Planning and Seédway/Cooke.

Table 11-2 compares high-rise development activity among planning areas and in
relation to the Regional Core as a measure of relative commercial development
activity. The CBD has consistently maintained from 50 percent to 60 percent of the
Regional Core's high-rise development alfhough its share of the Urbanized Area's
development has dropped from 44 percent in 1960 to 31 percent in 1980. Its average
annual growth for the 1970s dropped to 829,000 square feet from 1,273,000 square
feet in the 1960s. The Wilshire Planning Arecz, which combines the Mld-Wllshlre and
Miracle Mile market areas, contained 38 percent of the Regional Core's high-rise
space in 1960 and 29 percent in 1980. Its average annual growth dropped from
506,000 square feet in the 1960s to 325,000 square feet in the 1970s. Hollywood's
share of the Regional Core market has increased from one percent in 1960 to four
percent in 1980 although its average an_n'uql growth dropped from 152,000 square feet
in the 1960s to 51,000 square feet in the [1970s. The south San Fernando Valiey's
share of the Regloncnl Core market increased from 0.2% of the Regional Core in 1960
to 1.5% in 1980 with an average annual growth of 49,000 square feet in the 1960s and
11,000 square feet in the 1970s.

Station Areas

Table 11-3 includes a comparison 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 parcel area
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in the Regional Core, vet represent a significant eoncentration of commercial and
multifamily iand uses relative to the Regional Core as a whole (26 percent of all
commercial area and 30 percent of ail empioyees). While commercial land uses

account for 8.8 percent of all 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
18.3 percent. In contrast, in the station areas, single family housing represents |7
percent and multifamily housing represents 25 percent of all parcel area. While
public facilities and open space comprise 22.3 percent of all parcel area in the Reg~
ional Core, they comprise only || 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 chdracteristics are documented in greater detail iater in this chapter
under Stafion Area Profiles. Table Il-4 shows the current distribution of parcel area
among general land use categories in each station area. Table li-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 commerciat develop-
ment and by dwelling units and population for residential development.

CBD Station Areas. In the CBD station areas the predominant land use is regional
commercidal, except in the Union Station area, where 80 percent of the Idnd is used
for mdus'rrlai purposes. The Union Station site, owned by Southern Pacific Railroad,
and the Terminal Annex Post Office site occupy 50 percent of the station area. All
downiown station areas contain a substantial amount of iand that is eithér vacant or
used for commercial surface parking not directly serving any particular facility. Of
the total 85.5 million square feet of commercial floor area and 285,000 employees in
the 4,000-acre CBD Planning Area, 38.9 million square feet and 125 000 employees
are locmed in the approximately 700 acres that comprise the four station areas; that
is, 45 percent of the commercial activity is concentrated in less than |8 percent of
the land area.

Westlake Station Area. The Wilshire/Alvarado Station area contains six percent of
the ¢commercial floor area, || percent of the employ=es, and nine percent of the land
area in the Westlake Planning Area.

Wilshire Station Areas. Along the Wilshire Corridor the land use mix varies among
station areas. At both the Wilshire/Vermont and Wilshire/Normandie Stations over
50 percent of the land is used  commercially, while only about 5 percent of the Wil-
shire/Crenshaw Station area is devoted to commercial uses. Only in the Wilshire/
Neormandie, Wilshire/Fairfax, and Fmrfux/Beverly Station areas does a substantial
portion of the commercmlly developed land serve a regional market. In the Mid-
Wilshire area (Vermont to Western Avenues) residential development is primarily
rultifamily. Along the Miracle Mile (La Brea to Fairfax) and at Fairfax/Bevetly,
residentially developed land is more evenly divided between multifamily and single
family housing. At Crenshaw the housing is predominantly single family. The seven
Wilshire station areds contain 26 percent of the floor area and 34 percent of the
employees on ten percent of the land area in the Wilshire Planning Area.

‘Nest Hollywood/Hollywood Station Areas. In the West Hollywood/Hollywoeod Pian-
ning Area the Fairfax/Santa Monica and La Brea/Sunset Station areas are predomin-
antly high density residential neighborhoods with community-serving commercial
enterprises as the secondary use. The Hollywood/Cahuenga Station area is devoted
primarily to a mix of regional and community commercial uses, with high density

Ll
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TABLE II-4

STATION AREA LAND USE PROFILES, YEAR |980!
Bercent of Porcei Area in Generaiized Land Use Coregoriés

Public
Single Muiti- Community -R=qional Fociiities/
— .o - Fomily Fomily (Low inteAsitv) - (IHigh Intensit Open -
Residentiol Residential _Coemmercial Commercial¢ Imdustriol _ Spoce
UHION STATION
Land Use - - 5% - 70% 5%
Community Plan - - 10% - 80% 10%
Zoning - - 20% - 80% -
CIVIC CENTER
Land Use ) - 2% - 35% - 38%
Redeveiopment Project Designation - 10% - 30% - 0%
FIF TH/HILL
Lond Use - 2% 30% 45% - 3%
Redevelopment Project Designation - 2% - 95% - 3%
SEVENTH/FLOWER ‘
Lond Use - - 8% 50% - 2%
Redevelopmens Project Designation - 48% - 50% - 2%
WILSHIRE/ALVARADO.
Lond Use 2% 45% 30% 3% - 20%
Community Plan - U% 40% B% - 18%
Zoning - 40% 36% 4% - 20%
WILSHIRE/VERMONT .
Lond'Use 2% 18% 0% 12% - 5%
Community Plon - 40% 15% 40% - 5%
Zonirg - 50% 35% 10% - 5%
WILSHIRE/NORMAMNDIE ’
Lond Use 5% 35% 35% 25% - -
Community Plon - 40% 10% 50% - .
Zoning - 48% 10% 42% - -
WILSHIRE/WESTERN . _ .
Land Use: 7% 48% 35% 10% - -
Cdmmunity Plan - 45% 20% 35% . -
Zoning - 55% 25% 20% - -
WILSHIRE/CRENSHAW (optionol)
Land Use 70% 15% 5% - - 5%
Specifie Plan 65% 20% 10% - - 5%
WILSHIRE/LA BREA .
Lond Use:- 40% 36% 15% 5% - 4%
. Community Plen 45% 31% 12% 8% - 4%
Zoning 45% 3% 7% 13% - 4%
WILSHIRE/FAIRFAX
Land Use 30% 37% 5% 10% - 18% -
Community Plon 22% 45% 5% 10% - 18%
Zoning 22% 45% 5% 10% 18%
FAIRFAX/BEVERLY ,
Lond Use 37% 30% 8% 25% - -
Community Plan 30% -30% 40% - - -
Zoning 30% 30% 40% - - -
FAIRFAX/SANTA MONICA
Lond Use 15% 7% 10% - - 4%
Community Plon 10% 76% 10% - - 4%
Zoning 10% 76% 10% - - 4%
LA BREA/SUNSET
Land Use 25% -50% 12% 3% - 10%
Community Plan - 60% 5% 25% - 10%
Zoning - €8% 5% 15% 2% 10%
HOLLYWOOD/CAHUENGA '
Lond Use 5% 25% 28% 25% - 2%
Community Plan - 15% - 85% - .
Zoning - 20% - 80% -
HOLLYWOOD BOWL (optional) . . .
Lond Use 35% 10% 5% - 50%
Community Plon 35% 10% 5% . 50%
Zoning 35% 10% 5% - 50%
UNIVERSAL CITY
Land Use 30% 12% 10% 20% - 18%
Community Plon 30% 12% 10% 30% - 18%
Zoning 30% 12% 10% 30% - 18%.
NORTH HOLLYWOOD :
"Land Use 10% 15% 35% - 25% 15%
Community Plan - 15% 40% - 30% 5%
Zoning - 25% 45% - . 15% 15%

Vacani/
Commearcial
~ Surfocec-

Parking’

20%

25%

20%

Seurce: Sed'wuyICAooke.‘

[Eoch station area contoins fram 100 to |50 geres af parcel arec.

Ziacludes on-site-parking required by Code to serve the commerciol facilities.

3commerciol parking consists of facilities not affiliated with or required by Code to serve o commercial facility.
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--TABLE lI-5

DEVELOPMENT IN REGIONAL CORE, YEAR 1980
] " COMMERCIAL T 7T 77 " RESIDENTIAL

Flaar Are_t:zI
(in_1,000 sq. f1.) Emplc:yt:e.'.2 Dwelling Units Papuiation
CBD PLLANNING AREA 81,500 289,700 12,7408 43,0008
Unian Station 9003 3,000 0° 0?
Civic Center 7,500% 37,000 1,0309 1,720%
Fifth/Hill 16,500% 44,000 780° 1,250°
Seventh/F tawer 14,000% 41,000 1,380° 1,6607
All CBD Station Areas 38,900 125,000 3,180 4,630
WESTLAKE PLANNING AREA 23,800 83,500 35,2008 92,4508
Wilshire/Alvarado 1,400% 8,500 3,240° 7,720°
WILSHIRE PLANNING AREA 65,100 227,000 137,7808 308,208
Wilshire/Vermant 4,500° 21,300 3,500° 7,720°
Wilshire/Narmandie 3,800° 19,200 3,9609 7,860%
Wilshire/Western 2,9003 10,000 4,260° 8,810°
Wilshire/Crenshaw (aptianal)* 800° 4,200 8203 1,800°
Wilshire/Lo Brea _ 1,600% 4,500 3,150% 5,670°
Wilshire/Fairfax 3,000 13,300 6303 i,070?
Foirfox/Beverly* 900° 5,000 2,390° 4,300°
Alt Wilshire Station Areas 17,500 77,500 18,710 37,230
HOLLYWOOD PLANNING AREA 39,700 136,300 14,5208 216,5208
Fairfox/Santa Manica® ‘ 4006 (,200 4,990% 8,4807
La Breo/Sunset 1,0003 5,500 2,320° 3,850°
Hallywood/Cahuenga 2,600° 12,400 2,230% 4,020°
Hallywood Bowl (aptianal)* 15° 300 4603 830°
All Hollywood Station Areas 4,015 19,400 10,000 16,980
UNIVERSAL CITY/NORTH HOLL YWOOD
PLANNING AREA 22,700 75,100 77,8608 172,7408
Universal City 1,0007 9,100 1,1705 2,230°
North Hollywood 5007 _ 2,900 560° 1,230°
DESIGNATED 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

*Station areas not designated as centers in the city's Concept Plan.
‘lnclrudcs office, retail, and hatel space. Totol estimates far the planning areas were derived by Sedway/Cooke, assuming
250 sq. ft./emplayee for office space and 500 sq. ft./employee far retail space.

2assumes 250 sq. ft./office emplayee, 500 sq. ft./retail employee, and 2 rcoms/hatel empiayee. Tatal estimotes far the
planning dreas are from the Southern Colifornio Associotion of Gavernments, 1980 base for SCAG-82A ond -828
prajections.

35¢dwoy'_/Cooke estimate,

4City-of Los Angeles Department of Transportation, |981.
5City of Las Angeles Department af Planning survey.

6 o3 Angeles Caunty Department of Regional Planning.
7Music Corporatian of America. ‘

BU.S. Census Bureau, 1980 Census. See SCRTD Technical Report an Lond Use and Develapment (1983) for Census traits in
each planning area.

9Derived by muitiplying dwelling units by averoge persons per househald in carresponding census traits..
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residential development as the secondary yse. This station area includes a substan-
tial amount of land that is vdéant or used for commercial surface parking. The four
iHollywood/West Hollywood stations comprise ten percent of the commercial fioor
area and |4 percent of the employees on five percent of the-land area in the Holly-
wood/'Vest Hollywood Planning Area.

Universal City/North Hollywood Station Areas. The Universal City Station area
contains 'd mix of primarily Single family residential, regiondl-serving comimercial,
and public open space uses. The North Hollywood Station area is evenly divided
among community-serving commercial, industrial, and residential uses. The Univers-
al City and North Hollywood Station areas contain seven percent of the commercial
floor area and 18 percent of the employees on two percent of the land area in the

"combined Universal City/North [Hollywoed Planning Areas.

LAND USE PLANS AND POLICIES

The basic principle for the organization and planning of the Los Angeles area is the
Centers Concept. Developed during the late 1960s and early 1970s and 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 centers connected by a regional rapid
transit system, with low to medium building intensity between centers. 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 California Association of Governments
(SCAG) Regional Development Guide dpplies the concept to the entire Southern
California region. Because dll but one station are located in the City of Los Angeles,
the following description of land use plans and policies will emphasize those of the
city.

The Concept Plon is refined and localized in the twenty-year Cnymde Plan and
short-term Community Plans. In some cases the Community Plan is further refined
by Specific Pldns thdt define both the planning and the 2oning for an areaq, like the
Park Mile Specific Plon area which contains the Wilshire/Crenshaw Station. LADOP
is developing a single Spec:ftc Plan for the areds around all proposed Metro Rail
stations. The Specific Plan is bemg prepared with input from Citizen Advisory
Committees in each station area.

Zoning is the regulatory mechanism by which the Community Plans are implemented,
and California State law requires that zoning conform to_land use plans. Zoning in
most station areas basically conforms to Community Plans use designations (see
Table I1-4). In a few station areas where the Comtunity Pldn land use designation
has been revised to reflect "regional center" commercial development, the existing
high density residential zoning has not been changed correspondingly. This inconsis-
tency between planning and zoning occurs to the greatest degree in the La Brea/Sun-
set Station area.

The Los Angeles Community RedeveIOpmenf Agency (CRA), a state empowered
body, has designated some areas in the Regional Core as Redevelopment Projects. In

these areas, the CRA and LADOP jointly oversee the development process. Except

for Union Station, all downtown stations lie within the Central Business District
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Redevelopment Project ar=a. The North Holtywood Station is adjacent to the first
phase cormmercial core development project in the North Hollywood Redevelopment
Project area. The CRA may identify other areds along the Metro Rail alignment as
Redevelopment Projects. : . -

Figure |[-] shows centers designated in the city's Concept Plan, Community Plan
areas, the Park Mile Specific Plan area, and Redevelopment Projects within the
rRegional Core and along the Metro Rail route. Figure 1i-2 shows the relative devel-
opment intensities established by the Community Plans for the Regional Core. The
regional commercial category in the Community Plans and in zoning generally cor-
responds to Height Distriet 4 (FAR 13),* and community commercial generally
corresponds to Height District | or 2 (FAR 3 or 6). The multifamily residential
category includes R3, R4, and R5 zoning at theoretical maximum densities of 54
units per net acre, 10| units per net acre, and 216 units per net acre, respectively.
The majority of land zoned for multifamily residential use downtown, along Wilshire
from Alvarado to Western, in Hollywood, and in North Hollywood is zoned R4 or RS5.
From Wilshire/Crenshaw to Fairfax/Beverly, the multifamily category represents
primarily R2 and R3 zoning with some R4. In the Fairfax/Santa Monica Station areaq,
the county's planning and zoning permits 30 units per net acre with a 50 percent
density bonus for all rental projects and a density bonus of FAR | on commercially
zened land if that additional development is residential.

In the city and county lesser intensities of the zoned use as well as other less intens-
ive uses are permitted in any given zoning category. For example, residential devel-
opment, up to the iritensity permitted by R5 zoning and the Height District designat-
ed for a particular parcel, is permitted within commercial zones as either single use
structures or mixed use developments with retail and/or office space. Similarly,
commercial development, up to the intensity permitted by the designated Height
District, is permitted on industrially zoned land. However, residential development
is not permitted on industrially zoned land.

The planning and regulatory context for development within station areas and plan-
ning ar=as in the Regional Core is described in more detail in the First Tier EIS/EIR,
the Milestone é Report: Land Use and Development Policies, and in the SCRTD
Technical Report: A Summary of Public Policies and an Impact Assessment Method-
_ ology.

A COMPARISON OF EXISTING AND PERMITTED LAND USE INTENSITIES

in general; the pattern of land use types designated in the Community Plans and
zoning is consistent with existing land use. However, the intensity of development
established by the plans and zoning is, in virtually all cases, substantially higher than
the current intensity of use. Only in the CBD has recent development approached
intensities permitted by zoning. Several recent projects, including the Crocker Bank
towers and the O'Melveny and Meyers building, have reached an FAR of |3, the
current maximum density. Older, stable buildings not expected to be renovated or
removed for redevelopment in the CBD typically have FARs of 4 to 6. Recent

* 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 100 units per
net gere, substantially less than the 216 units per net dcre permitted 5y the applica-
ble R-5 7on:ng.

Along The Wlishlre Corrldor where FAF\’s of 13 are permlﬁed I'T'Ild- to hlgh-rlse
buildings fronting Wilshire Typlcally achieve FARs of 4 to 6. Community-serving
cormmercial uses, usudlly located in areas zoned Height District 2 (FAR 6), are
typically developed at FARs of 0.5 to |. Recent residential development is fyplfaed
by a three-story wood-framed structure over parking, usually on a 100-foot-wide lot
{(two single family pdicels). A maximum density of about 90 units per net acre is
achievable with this type of development compared with permitted densities of [0l
units per net acre for R~4 and 216 units 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 aioFg the alignment although permitted intensities are greater. For
example, along Fairfax permitted FARs vary from 3 to 13, in Hollywood FARs of |3
are permitted, and in the San Fernando Valley -station areas the permitted FAR is
generally 3. The overall FAR for the proposed North Hollywood Commercial Core is
about 2. Recent residential densities dre similar to those described for Wilshire. In
summary, development .rarely reaches the intensity permitted by zoning and by the
Community Plan.

PARCELS SUSCEPTIBLE TO REINVESTMENT

As Chapter | indicated, a ¢commercial parcel was considered susceptible to rein-

. vestment if all the following criteria were met:

e The parcel was zoned for commercial use;

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

e 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 considered to be susceptible to reinvestment if it met all
the following criteria:

e -The parcel was zoned for multifamily residential use, i.e., R3, R4 or RS5.
e The parcel was currently occupied by a single family house or a duplex; and

© The block in which the parcel was loccfed 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 generalized zoning designation for these
areas is also shown, using the following categories: multifamily residential (R3, R4,
or R5), community commercial {C2), and regional commercial (C4). The selection of
specific sites by developers will depend on a variéty of factors including pdfcel size
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dnd cos?, regulatory constraints on development, location relative to other
developments and amenities, and proximity to proposed Metro Rail stations.

© Table [I-é identifies the acres of residential.and commercial parcel area susceptible

to reinvestment and the intensity of development that would be permitted on it by
zoning as well ds the intensity that would be likely to occur with anticipated devel-
opment practices during the next 20 years. In general, the intensity of development
permitted by zoning is unlikely to be achieved by currert or 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 parcels susceptible to reinvestment measure is used in two ways in this
anaiysis. First, in evaluating existing conditions, it provides a measure of the
development opportunities in a station area and the amount of additional develop~
ment needed to achieve the land use pattern established by the Community Plan or
Spec:flc Plan and by zoning. A substantial development capacity indicates a need for
revitalization. Second, in assessing impacts; the development capacity establishes an
impact “threshold.” [f the dmount of development projected with construction of the
Metro Rail Project is less than the development capacity of parcels susceptible to

reinvestment, that deveiopment 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 a substantial development capacity, the impact is beneficial.

For example, only 5 percent of all pdrcel areas in the Wilshire/Fairfax Station area is
susceptible to commercial reinvestment. Zoning would permit up to 4.5 million
squdare feet of new development at an FAR of i3. Given expected development
practices, which would result in an average FAR of 8, 2.6 million additiona! square
- feet of floor area could be accommodated in addition to the existing approxtmafely
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 million square feet at an FAR of [3. Current
development practices and projected land use types in the station areas suggest that
an average FAR of 3 better reflects the the probable intensity of development and
would result in the addition of || million square feet to the existing 2.6 million
square feet of commercial development. This ¢omparison indicates that the Wil
shire/Fairfax Station area is more stable and much less in need of revitalization than
the Hollywood/Cahuenga Stdtion 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 resndenﬂally zoned land susceptible to chcnge varies dramatically from almost
none in.some station areas to over 20 acres in others.

STATION AREA PROFILES: LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AND
MINIMUM OPERABLE SEGMENT

This section describes existing conditions in each Metro Raijl F’rojécf station areéa
including: existing land uses and levels of development, a review of applicable land
use plans and policies, a general description of existing zoning, and an evaluation of
arzas susceptible to reinvestment.
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o S - TABLE li-6
PARCEL AREA SUSCEPTISLE TO REINVESTMENT

PARCEL AREA SUSCEPTIBLE ' PARCEL AREA SUSCEPTIBLE
TO COMMERCIAL REINVESTMENT TO RESIDENTIAL REINVESTMENT
As Deveiopment | As Development
Percent of Intensity (FAR') Percent of  Intensity (Nei3
All Parcel  Moximum All Parcel Dwelling Units
Area in Permitted 2 Area in Permitted
Station Areo Acres Stotion Area by Zoning Prabable Acres  Station Areo by Zaning
Union Station 73 49% 13 3 0 0 0
Civic Center 28 19% 6 6 35 2% 760
Fifth/Hill 71 47% 6 3 0 0 -
Seventh/Flower 71 47% 6 6 0 0 -
Wilshire/Alvaroda 35 23% 13 3 20.5 14% 3,780
Wilshire/Vermant 30 24% 13 6 25 20% 4,270
Wilshire/Normandie 28 25% I3 3 17 15% 2,180
Wilshire/Western 34 27% 13 6 26 21% 2,090
Wilshire/Crenshow 15 12% 3 3 I8 14% 990
Wilshire/l.a Brea 26 17% 13 4 {0 7% 980
Wilshire/Fairfax 8 5% 13 B8 21 14% 2,080
Fairfax/Beverly 48 32% 12 5.7 2 1% 170
Fairfox/Santa Monica 20 13% 2 2 30 20% ;240"
See Faotnate 5 - 600
Lo Brea/Sunset 26 17% 104 3 21 14% 2,350
Hollywood/Cohuenga 83 55% 13 3 7 5% 700
Hallywood Bowl 0 0 - - 3 2% 600
Universal City
Wes? of Lankershim 5 3%. 3 3 0 0 0
East of Lankershim 20 11% 13 6 0 0 0

North Hallywaod 53 35% 6 3 25 17% 2,310

Source: Sedwoy/Cooke
|H?.F( = Floor Area Ratig, ar the rotio of flaor area, exciuding parkirg dhd mechanical equipment storage, to parcel
area.

'ZLikely development intensities based an current land use potterns, trends, and projected land uses in each station
areq.

3Net dwelling units take inte account units that wauld be displaced.
“Up ta 750 odditional units could be permitted through density bonuses for all-rental projects.

5A density bonus of FAR | is permitted on the 20 acres of commercial parcel areo if that odditional development
consists of housifig units. Assuming dn averdge unit size of 1,500 square feet, an additionol ‘600 residential units
would be permitted in the station area.
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The generclized land use designations used to summarize the Community Plans,
Specific P!cn and zoning desiganions in this section are:

e Mousing--low density, 0-7 units/gross acre (R1); medium density, 7-14 units/

" gross acre (R2-and R3); and high density, 40+ units/ gross acre (R4 and R5).

o Regionol Commercial—-land which serves as a regionai center for commercial
activity (C4 and C2)

e Community/Highway Corfimercial--commercial uses which may be oriented for
highway aceess and use or which mdy serve a surrounding community (C2, CI,

and CR).

Each community plan provides for 0.6 acres per 1,000 residents for neighborhood
or convenienc¢e shopping areas and 0.2 acres per ") ,000 residents for community

shopping and business districts.
® Mixed Use-~lands containing a mix of uses such as commercial and residential.

o Industry--commercial manufocturing, limited commercial, and light commercial
land use (CM, M1, and M2);

o Public/Qudsi-Public—~government offices and similar land uses which provnde
services of @ non-commercial nature.

e Parking—Parking structures (PB) or surface parking lots (P).

The second numericai value in the zoning designation corresponds to the permitted
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and is referred fo as @ "Height District” in the City Zoning
Code. Height District 4 permits an FAR of 13, Height District 3 an FAR of {0,
Height District 2 an FAR of 6, and Height DISTFICT | an FAR of 3.

The criteria used to designate parceis as "susceptible to reinvestment” were des-
cribed in Chapter |I. The development capacity of parcels susceptibie to reinvest-
ment is characterized in two ways. First, the maximum amount of dévelopment
permitted by zoning is givén. For example, zoning on a one-acre C4-4 parcels (FAR

13) susceptible to reinvestment would permit floor area of |3 times 43,465 square

feet or 566,000 square feet. Second, development ot "probable development intensi-
ties" {(as defmed in Chapter 1) is given. For example, development patterns, parcel
configuration, and expected use might limit the probable development intensity of
the one-acre parcel zoned Ci-4 to an FAR of 6. In that case, maximum new devel-

opment on the parcel at probable development intensities would be six times 43,560
square feet or 261,000 square feet. Residential development is similarly c:hcxrccher-
ized both as developmenf permitted by zoning and development at probable develop-
ment intensities. All résidential developrnent values represent net development from
which existing units, that would have to be removed to accommeodate new develop-
ment, have been deducted. Figures showing dreas susceptible to reinvestment by
station area (Figures 1i-3 through 11-20) are located at the end of this chapter.

Union Stdtion

Land Use Profile. Existing land use in the Union Station creo consists of g central
core of public-serving uses bounded on the west by a band of unimproved parking and
by an industrial/commercial iand use mix to the core’s north and east. Lands west of
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Alameda Street include mixed uses interspersed with parking dnd public or quas:-
public ldnd use. The Santa Ana Freeway defines a sharp bounddry directly south 5f
the public land use core area, with remncnf industrial and unimproved parking areas

continuing south of the Frzeway. .

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 falls within the Chinatown Redevelopment Area. The Redevelopment Area is
proposed for commercial and/or publlc 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 Redevelopmenf Area is zoned for
commercial and public use. In general; zoning is consistent with Community Plan
land use designations and permits development to occur at a maximum FAR of |3.
The Chinatown Redevelopment Area FAR controls development intensity and is
utilized as a regulatory guide in that area.

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure 11-3). Seventy-three acres of parcel
area zoned for industrial or commercial use representing about 50 percent of all
parcel area in the station area. The madjority of this land consists of the Union
Station and Terminal Annex sites for which development projects have been pro-
posed. At an FAR of 3--a reasonable average development intensity for the area—
nine million square feet of new development could be accommodated on these par-
cels. Zoning at an FAR of |3 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 Center Station area is strongly defined by a concentra-
tion of government offices morth of First Street. South of First Street a mixture of
parking and older low-rise refcul/commercml and office bu1|d1ngs is found. A block
of high density residential housing (the Angeles Plaza senior housing) is also situated
south of First Street.

Land Use Pldhs And Policies. The Community Plan provides for public land uses
north of First Street. South of First Street, substantial portions of regional com-
mercial land use together with pockets of residential and public use are proposed..

Two Redeveiopment 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 Redevelopment Project lie within the Civic Center Station
area. The Redevelopment Project provides for an average FAR of 3 on the lands
north of First Street in the Civic Center drea. A maximum FAR of 6 rmay be
ochieved on individual parcels in conjunction with a transfer of densify The Central

with a masam-om F‘AR of 13 with the use of dehsi'ry %rdns’fe'r's. " The Bunker Hill 'Re;
development Area is located south of First Street and west of Hill Street. The FAR
average for the Bunker Hill Redevelopment Area is 5, with a maximum FAR of |3,

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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_ Arecs Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure ll-4). The Civic Center Station area
contains 28 acres of parcel area suscejtible to commercial rein.ves'fmenf 'which would
accommodate 4.0 miltlion squaré feet of new development at the permitted FAR of

6. . Thres and one-half of acres of land designated for residential use by the CRA -

wouid accommodate 500 dwelling units. Most of this parcel area is comprised of full
blocks. Parcel area susceptible to reinvestment represents 2| percent of all parcel
areaq.

Fifth/Hill Station

Land Use Profile. This station area is conspicuous in its varied composition of land
uses. [he northwest portion bounded by Olive Street on the east and Sixth Street on
the south contains @ mix of new high-nse 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 area calls for
extensive regionai commercial land use. Small pockets of public use such as Pershing
Square are identified. Similarly, small pockets of high density residential use such as
the Angeles Plaza housing complex are designated.

Four Redevelopment Areas intersect in this station area: the Central Commercial
Core, the Central City East, and the South Park areas of the CBD Redevelopment
Project and the Bunker Hill Redevelopment Area. The CBD-Central Commercial
Core Redevelopment Area covers a large V-shaped portion of land in this station
area just south of the Bunker Hill area and continues east to Main Street, and south
to Seventh Street. An average FAR of 6 is proposed for this area. The remaining
station area east of Main Street is within Central City East and is proposed for an
average FAR of 3 with @ maximum of 13 on any individual pcrcel with a density
transfer. The South Park area begins south of .Seventh Street and is proposed for an
average FAR of 6 to a maximum of |13. The Bunker Hill Redevelo’pmen'r Area is
bounded on the east by Hill Street and on the south by a line running roughly north-
east from Fifthand F lgueroa to just south of the Angeles Plaza. An average FAR of
5, with @ maximum of |3, is proposed for this area.

Zoning. Development regulations in this station area are contained in the CBD
Reaevelopmem Project.

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestimerit (see Figure }l-5). There are 7| acres of parcel
area susceptible to commercial reinvestment dispersed throughout the Fifth/Hiil
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 are no parcels designated for residential use. Due to the location of
historic structures and viable structures covering one-quar fer block or smaller par-
cels, few full blocks are available for redevelopment in this station area. Parcei
area susceptible to reinvestment represents nearly 50 percent of all parcel area.

Seventh/F lowér Station

Land Use Profile. The area north of Seventh Street contains new intensively devel-
oped retail and high-rise office buildings. South of Seventh Street are numerous
unimproved and impraved parking facilities, dotted intermittently by vacant lots and
older office and retail buildings.
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. Land Use Pldns And Policies.. For this station area, the Community Plan designates

regional commercial use north of Seventh Strzet and high density housing south of
Seventh. The entire station area falls within the CBD Redeveiopment Project.The
Central Commercial Core Redevelopment Area of the project lies north of Seventh,
and the South Park Redevelopment Area lies south of Seventh., The proposed dverage
FAR for both areas is .

Zoning. This station area falls. within the CBD Redevelopment Project, so that
development is regulated by the CRA.

Areas Susceptibie to Reinvestment (see Figure 11=6)., The Seventh/Flower Station
area contains 7] acres of parcel area susceptible to reinvestment, or almost 50
percent of all parcel area. New developmenf 'rofoillng 18 6 ml“an square feet,

is located south of Seventh Street in the South Park area. SPEleIC development
projects have been proposed on more than a dozen sites. The CRA has established a
development program for the area g@s a whole which 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 Wiishire Boulevard, and retail
uses line the frontages of Sixth, Eighth, and Alvarado Streets. Low, mednum, and
high density housing complexes form neighborhoods just off the mdjor arterials
serving the station area.

Loand. Use Plans And Policies. The Westlake Community Plan which includes this
station area shows regional’ commercial use along the frontage of Wilshire Boule-

- vard. Community/highway commercial use is shown for lands 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 Street,

Zoning, The zoning for the street frontage of Wilshire Boulevard is commercial (C4-
4). Zoning for the street frontages of Alvamdo, Sixth, Seventh, and Eighth Strests
are commercial (C2-4). In all of these areas zoning would pérmit an FAR of 13. The
remaining parcels are zoned for residential uses (R5-4 and R4-2).

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure |I=7). There are 35 acres of parcel
area susceptible to reinvestment and zoned for commercial use and 20.5 acres zoned
for residential use. This porcel area represents 37 percent of the parcel areain the
station area. -Commercial zoning would permit 19.5 million square feet of develop-
ment and residential zoning 3,780 additional units. The maximum new development
that could be uccommodufed at probable development intensities is 4:8 million
square feet and 3,150 housing units.

Wilshire/Vermont Station

Land Use Profile. The Wilshire Boulevard dnd Vermont Avenue. frontages are com-

posed of office and retail-serving land uses. Immediately off these frontages numer-
ous parking lots and structures are interspersed with additional office buildings.
Further north and south of Wilshire Bouleviard are medium-to-high density muitifami-
ly residential units.
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Land Use Plans lAnd Policies. The Wiishire Tommunity Plan shows regional com-
mercial use along the Wilshire Boulevard frontage, along the south side of Sixth

Street. and along the north side of Seventh Street. .Community and highway com- -

mercial uses are designated along the north side of Sixth Street and along portions of
the north side of Eighth Street. High density multifamily residential is designated
‘north of Sixth Street between Kenmore and New Hampshire Avenues, south of
Seventh Street roughly between Catalina Street and New Hampshire Avenve, and
south of Seventh Street just east of Vermont Avenue to Magnolia Avenue.

Zoning. The Wilshire Boulevard and Vermont Street frontages are zoned commercial
at a maximum FAR of 13 (C4-4). The remainder of the areais zoned primarily R5-4
and R&4-4, multifamily residential.

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure [|-8). At the Wiishire/Vermont Sta-
tion 30 acres of commercially zoned land and 25 acres of residentially zoned land are
underutilized and susc':epfibie to reinvestment; the combined areas represent about 44
percent of all parcel area in the siation area. Zoning would permit 17.0 million
square feet of commercial deveigprment and 4,270 additional residential units on this
parcel area. The maximum new developmen'r that could be accommodated at
probable development intensities would be 7,840 square feet of new commercwl
space and 3,530 residential units,

Wilshire/ Nor’mcndie Station

Land Use Profile. Land uses along Wilshire Boulevard include retail, office, mixed
Use, and parking facilities. Similar land uses are found along the Slxth Street front-
age. One block north and south of Wilshire 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 with the former containing newer lower
density housing and the latter containing older and more concentrated buildings.

Land Use Plans And Policies. With one exception, the blocks bordering Wilshire
Boulevard aré shown on the Wilshire Distriet Plan as regional commercial. The
exception is the north side of Wilshire between Hobart Boulevard and Kingsley Drive
which is designated community/highway commercial. Two additional commercial
areas are shown on the north side of the block fronting Sixth Street, and the north
side of the block fronting Eighth Street. The remainder of this station area is shown
as high density multifamily residential.

Zoning. The blocks north and south of Wilshire between Hobart Boulevard and Ken-
more Avenue are primarily zoned commercial at an FAR of |3 (C2-4 and C4-4). The
northern and southern blocks bordering the commerc:tally Zzoned corridor are zoned
primarily R5-%, and single family residential (R1~!) is zoned for the extreme north
portion of the station area.

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure 11-9). There are 28 acres of underutil-
tzed parcel area zoned for commercial Use in this station area; most of it is located
on the Ambassador Hotel site. There are |7 acres of residentially zoned land, 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 additiona! resideritial units. The
maximum new development that could be accommodated at probable development
intensities would be 7.3 million square feet and [,850 residential units.
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"\"ilshi‘re/‘*a'es'rern Station

Land Use Profile. Existing iand use for the "v’alshlre Boulevard and “Ves'rern Avenue |
frontdges ¢onsists of retaii, office, pdrking lofs, dnd pockets of -mixed use. This land
use pattern dlso extends away from these major thoroughfares. However, one block
beyo*wd the ‘anh:re Boulevard ond \Nesfern Sfren'r fronfoges re5|den1|al areas begln

ring the peruphery of this stdtion daréa.

—and Use Plans And Policies. The Wilshire District Plan designates the block border-
ihg Wilshire as regional ¢ommercial. The Western Avenue frontage south of
Ingrahadm Place and north of Sixth Street is desngnclted community/highway com-
mercial. Radiating out from these designations is a ring of high density residential
which is in turn ringed by medium density residential uses.

Zoning. Street frontages along Western Avenue are zoned for lower density com-
mercial at an FAR of 6 (C2-2), and along Wilshire Boulevard a higher corhmercial
density at an FAR of |3 (C4-4). North and south of ‘Wilshire, entire blocks are zoned
for high density multifamily residential use.

Areas Suscestible to Reinvestment {(see Figure |I-10). This station area contains 34
acres of underutilized commercially zoned land and 26 acres of underutilized resi-
dentiaily zoned land, together representing 48 percent of all parcel area.” Zoning
would permit a maximum of 19.| miilion square feet of new commercial developmenit
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 1,760 residential units.

Wilshire/Crenshaw Station

Land Use Profile. The frontage along Wilshire Boulevard is composed of neighbor-
hood related retail and office land use. To the north and south of Wilshire Boulevard
the station area is composed of established stable residential neighborhoods.

Land Use Plans And. Policies. The Park Mile Specific Plan provides a combined
plan/zoning designation from Highland Avenue east to Wilton Place along Wilshire
Boulevard, dnd includes lands north of Wilshire Boulevard to Sixth Street and south to
Eighth Sfreef. The Park Mile Plan designates the fronfoge of Wilshire for communi-
'ry-serving uses. Commercial structures are limited in helghf to between three and
six stories depending upon their locations. This limitation is intended to minimize
shadow and shade impacts on adjacent land uses. Adjacent land uses designated by
the plan include low density single family residential north of Wilshire Boulevard and
west of Crenshaw Boulevard; restricted density multifamily residential north of
Wilshire Boulevard and east of Crenshaw Boulevard; and restricted density multifam-
ily dnd low derisity single family residéntial south of Wiishire Boulevard.

North of Sixth Street, beyond the Park Mile Specific Plan north boundary, the Wil-
shire District Plan de5|gnclfes low=to-medium density residential. The same general
designations apply to the area south of Eighth Streét.

Zoning. Most of the residential areas north of Sixth Street are zoned Ri-1, single
family residential, with some mediuh derisity residential (R3-1) in the soufhwesf
sector of this s’rcmon area. Zoning wt'rhm the Park Mile Specific Plan area is dictat-
ed by the Specific Plan.
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Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure |!-11). This station ar=a contains 15

acres of commercially zoned land susceptidle to reinvestment which could accommo-
date [.9 million square feet at the FAR of 3 permitted by the Specific Plan. All of
this land is' located along Wilshire Boulevard. The |8 acres of residentially zoned
iand susceptible to reinvestment and located exclusively south of Wilshire and west
of Norton Avenue could accommodate 990 residential units at the R-2 densities
permitted by the Specific Plan and zoning. The underutilized parcel area amounts to
26 percent of all parcel area in the station area.

Wilshire/lLa Brea Station

Land Use Profile. With one exception, existing |and 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 Wilshire/La Brea intersection. Land use along La Brea Avenue is cur-
rently composed of retail and commercial strip development. The northern portion
of this station area is predominantly residential with stable singleé family develop-
ment east of La Brea Avenue dnd older multifamily residential to the west. South of
‘Nilshire Boulevard, a mix of stable single family and multifamily residences occurs
east and west of La Brea Avenve.

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 ond community commercial. The northeast portion of this
station ared is designated low density residential -by the District Plan. The northwest
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 zoned for commercial use (Ci-4).

e La Brea Avenue frontage is zoned commerciai (C2-4) north of Wilshire Boule-
vard, and C2-1 and C2-1-0 south of Wilshire Boulevard. The northeast section of the
station area is zoned for single family residences (R]-1), and the northwest portion is
zoned for multifamily (R4-4). South of Wilshire Boulevard, lands are zonmed for a
variety of residentiai densities (Ri-1, R3-1, R-13, and R4-1).

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure 11-12), There are 26 acres of under-
utilized land zoned for commercial use which comprise most of the frontage 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 dcres of residentially zoned land susceptible to reinvestment are located
primarily in the blocks between Wilshire Boulevard and Eighth Street. Zoning would
permit 980 units, while maximum development at probable intensities would be 630
additional units. The underutilized parcel area amounts to 24 percent of all parcel
darea.

Wilshire/Fairfax Station

L.and Use Profile. Land use fronting Wilshire Boulevard is composed of retail, office,
and rixed Uses. A series of parking lots is interspersed with these land uses along
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the length of Wilshire. A similar mix of uUses extends north of ‘Wilshire along the
western frontage of Fairfax Avenue. -The edstern frortage of Fairfax contains an
extensive parking area from Wilshire north to Sixth Street, with meduum densntv
multifamily residential continuing north. of Sixth Street. - - -

The southwest portion of this station ar=a 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
'Nilshire as regional commercial, the western frontage of Fairfax Avenue north of
Wilshire as community/highway commercial, and the edstern frontage of Fairfax
north of Wilshire to Sixth Street as parking. Norfh of Sixth Street, the eastern front-
age of Fairfax is designated as high density residential. The nor'rhecxs’r portion of this
station area is idenfified by the Wilshire District Plan ags high density residential
{north of Hancock Park). The northwest portion is proposed as high density residen-
tial two blocks north of Wilshire Boulevard and medium density further north. South
of Wilshire Boulevard, land use desighations west of Fairfax Avenue range from low
density single family to medium densities. East of Fairfax Avenue the southern
sector is shown as u core 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 commerciai (C4-4). The western frontage of Fairfax Avenue
north of Wilshire Boulevard is zoned for lower density commercial use; C2-|1., The
eastern frontage of Fairfax Avenue south of Wilshire Boulevard is also zoned C2-1.
Zoning for the rerainder of the station area consists of residential districts (R|-1,
R4=-1, R5=4, R40-1) and appears consistent with the desngncted land uses prﬂv:ousiy
discussed. One exception, however, is the north portion of Hancock Park which is
Zoned residential (R4~4) and is currently demgnafed by the Plan for public use.

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure ll=13). In this station area there are

eight acres of commercially zoned land and 21| 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. Zoning would
permit 4,5 million square feet of new commercial development and 2,080 new hous-
ing units, while maximum new development at probable development intensities
would be 2.6 million square feet and 1,850 units. Underutilized parcels account for
|9 percent of all parcel area in the station area.

Fairfax/Beverly Station

Land Use Profile. Exlsﬂng land use within this station drea is clecrly defined and

homogeneous along the major arterials serving the area: The street frontage along
the west side of Fairfax Avenue consists 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 as a shopping center.. The Beverly Boulevard street
frontage is composed of @ mix of office and retail uses. Inward from these arterials,
land use is devoted entirely to low ond medium density single and multifamily
residences.
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Land Use Plans and Policies. The Hollywood or Wilshire Plan designates the front-
ages of Beverly Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, Third.Street, and the éntire block con-
taining CBS Television City and the Farmers Market as community and highway
commercial. - Remaining. areas are shown cs residential single and multifamily neigh-
borhoods. :

Zoning. Street frontages along Fairfax Avenue and Bever!y Soulevard are zoned for
commercial uses (C2-1). The northeast sector of the station area (north and east of
the Fairfax/Beverly intersection) is zoned for medium density residential develop-
ment (R4-1) and the northwestern sector is zoned for single family with some medi-
um density (R1-1 and R4-1). The southeast sector is zoned for commercial develop-
ment (C2-4) and the southwest part of the station area is zoned for smgle family and
multifamily residences (R1-1 and R3-1).

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure !I-14), Within this station area there
are 48 acres of underutilized commercially zoned land, most of which is located on
the CBS/Gilmore site. In addition, most of the frontage along Fairfax Avenue and
Beverly Boulevard is classified as underutilized. This does not mean that those
parcels "should be" redeveloped or even renovated. |t simply means that because of
the value of the land, there will probably be pressure to renovate or redevelop if
there is a demand for development in the area. Zoning would permit 30.0 million
square feet of new 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

70 units. Maximum development at probable development levels would be 100 .

additional units. Underutilized parcels represent 33 percent of all parcel area in this
station area.

Fainf‘ax[Sanfo Moni'cq Station

Land Use Profile. Existing land use fronting Santa Monica Boulevard is mixed, and
areas horth and south of Santa Monica Boulevard are developed residentially at a
variety of densities and housing types (single and multifamily). The frontage of
Fairfax Avenue south of Santa Monica Boulevard consists of a mixed use pattern with
some residential structures fronting Fairfax Avenue south of Willoughby Avenue.
Fairfax Avenue north of Norton Avenue also currently accommodates muitifamily
residential use.

Land Use Plans And Policies. The Community Plan designates the Santa Monica
Boulevard frontage as mixed use, and similarly classifies Fairfax Avenue as mixed
use from Willoughby Avenue north to Norton Avenue. The remaining portions of the
station area are proposed for high density residential.

omng. Properties fronting Santa Monica Boulevard and Fairfax Avenue from Nor-
fon Avenue south to Willoughby Avenue are zoned for commercial (C-3) the average
parcel depth along Santa Monica Boulevard is 100 feet and ranges from 50 feet to
|00 feet on Fairfax Avenue. The remaining station area is zoned R-4.

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure {I-15). The station area contains 20
acres of underutilized parcel area zoned for commercial use which represent almost
all of the commercially zoned land in the station area. At the intensity permitted by
the present zoning (FAR 3) [.9 million square feet of development could be accom-
modated. Because of the limited depth of commerciaily zoned parcels on all but one
block, an FAR of 3 would represent a probable maximum development intensity even
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if the zoning permitted a greater FAR. There are 30 acres of residentiaily zoned
land which would accommodate |,240 additional units under current zoning. |f the
densities permitted by zoning weré. increased to correspond to densities permitted in

-agreas “of -the city along Santa—Monica Bovievard, an acditional 600 to 1;200 units

could be accommodated. A density bonus of FAR | is permitted on the 20 acres of
underutiiized commercial parcel areas if that additional devzlopment consists of
nousing units. Assuming [,500 gross square feet per unit, an additional 600 residen-
tial units couvld be occomrnodczfed in the station area. Underunhzed parcels repre-
sent 33 percent of the station area.

La Brea/Sunset Station

Land Use Profile. Existing land use fronting Sunset Boulevard and La Brea Avenue
includes retgil and office together with small motels and unimproved parking lots.
Land uses fronting Hollywood Boulevard zast of La Brea Avenue include office,
retail, and extensive areas of parking. The remaining station area south of Sunset
Boulevard and west of La Brea Avenue is composed of medium to high density resi-
dential areas which contain small pockets of lower density single family dwellmgs.

Land Use Plans And Policies. The Hollywood Community Plan designates regional
commercial vse within the northeast portion of the study area bounded by Hollywood
Boulevard on the north, La Brea on the west, Highland Avenue to the east, and
Sunset Boulevard (mciudmg south street fronfoge) to the south. Commumfy and
highway commercial is designated for properties fronting Sunset west of La Brea
Avenue, and for a portion of Highland Avenue south of Sunset Boulevard. The north-
west portion of the station area is designated as high density residential. The
remaining area south of Sunset is also shown by the Community Plan as high density
residential use.

Zoning., The northeast sector is zoned for commercial (C4-4) along Hollywood Boule-
vard with residential (R5-4) zoning rounding out the remaining northeast area.
Street frontdgés dlong Sunset Boulevard and La Brea are zoned commercial (C2-1
along Sunset Boulevard west of La Brea Avenue, Cl-4 east of La Brea Avenue, C4-4
along La Brea Avenue north of Sunset Boulevard, and C2-2 on La Brea Avenue gener-
ally south of Sunset Boulevard). Apart from commercial zoning (C2-2) along High-
land Avenue, the remaining station area south of Wilshire Boulevard is zoned residen-
tial R4~] and R4-2.

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure |I-16). Approximately 26 acres of

commercially zoned land and Z| acres of residentiqily zoned land susceptible to
reinvestment are located in this station area. Zoning would permit |1.8 million
square feet of commercial development and 2,350 additionai residential units. The
maximum new development at probabie development intensities would be 3.3 million
square feet and 2,050 residential units. Most of the commercial frontage along
Sunset Boulevard and more than half of the frontage along La Brea Avenue is classi-
fied as underutiiized. Underutilized residential parcels are dispersed throughout the
station area. Underutilized parcels account for 3| percent of all parcel area.

Hollywood/Cahuenga Station

Land Use Profile. From roughly Yucca Street south to Sunset Boulevard, the station

ared's land use consists of retail, office, limited industry, and motels. These uses are
served by large areas of unimproved parking lots. The entire street frontage of
Hollywood Boulevard is devoted to retail ldnd uses. Residential land uses are north
of Yucca Street where multifamily units at medium-to-high densities occur.
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—ond Jse Plans And Policies. The entire station _area from Yueca Street south is
“‘Gesignated regional commercial by the Hoilvwood Community Plan. North of Yucea

Street, medivm- to-hugh density res;den'nqi use is proposed.

'._onm . The drea south of Yuecea Street is exfensuvely zoned for commercwl use
(Ch-4 and small portion of C2-2). North of Yucca Street, the area is zoned residen-
tial (R5-4, R4-4, and small pockets of R3-4 and R1-1).

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure |l-17). There are 83 acres of com-
mercially zoned land and seven acres of resndenﬂaily zoned |and susceptible to
change, representing 60 percent of all parcel area in the station area. Although
zoning wouid permit an FAR of |3, the probable average mfens:fy of development
would be at a FAR of 3 because regional-serving retail space is expected to consti-
tute a substantial portion of all development. Zéning would 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 10.8 million square
feet and 630 units. Most of the underutilized area consists of groups of parcels
comprising from one-half to a full block.

Hollywood Bowl Station

Land Use Profile. The Hollywood Bowl Station area which is bisected by the Holly-

-wood rreeway consists primarily of single family housing and county-owned open
space surrounding the Hollywood Bowl and the Pilgrimage Theatre, as well as parking
for the Bowl. Along Highland Avenue there are several motels in addition to multi-
family housing at medium to high densities. 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 Plans and Policies. Land use designations for the area reflect existing
uses, with about half the area committed to public open space uses and half to
residential use, primarily single family. The frontage along Highland Avenue south
of the Bowl is designated for high density residential development with medium
densities to the west. Pockets of high density residential development would be
permitted east of the Hollywood Freeway..

Zoning. Zoning is generally consistent with the Community Plan land use designa-
fions. The county open space is zoned RE |5-1-14 which permns 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 R5-1 or high density residential
zoning along Highland Avenue permits hotels and motels limited to an FAR af 3.

Areas Suscepﬂble to_Reinvestment (See Figure |I-i8). There is no underutilized
commercially zoned land within the station area and three acres of underutilized
residentially zoned land, equivalent to two percent of all 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 served by several parking lots. The northern part
of this station area cantains a low density single family residential area which is
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ringed on the south and to west by Weddington Pdrk. The southeast portion of the
station area consists .of fast growing Universal City area. The station area is
bisected by the Hoilywood Freeway which runs from the northwest to the southeast.
West of the freeway, the station area accommodates a large medium density residen-
tial area. Ventura Soulevard bisects this residential ared that. roughty parallels the
freeway. The frontage along Ventura Boulevard consists of strip retail dnd com-
mercial land use.

Land Plans And Policies. The Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Téluca Lake District Plan
designates this station drea as comriunity and highwdy commercial along both 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 shown north of Ventura Boulevard, and low density residen-
tial is designated south of Ventura Boulevard. Two addmonol 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 park.

Zoning. Frontage along Lankershim, Ventura, and Cghuenga Boulevards is zoned
commercial (C2-1), Several large blocks of land within Universal City are also zoned
for commercial (C2-1), and the remaining Universal Cufy land is zoned for parking
structures (PB-1) and for residential (RE 15-1). The remaining station areq, including
Weddington Park, is zoned for residential. The southwest sector is zoned for single

family (R1-1), the north area west of the freeway, for R3-1 and R4-1, and the area
north and east of the freeway for Ri-| and R4-1.

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment (see Figure lI-19). This station area contains 25

acres of underutilized commercially zoned land of which 80 percent is located east
of Lankershim Boulevard on the MCA site. The remaining 20 percent is dispersed
throughout the station area along Ventura Boulevard, Cahuenga Boulevdrd, dnd the
west side of Ldnkershiim Boulevard. A total of 5.7 rmlllon square feet of commerc:lcll
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 one exception, existing land use along the frontage of Lank-

ershim Boulevard consists of community-serving retail use. The exception to this
general retail pattern occurs for that portion of Lankershim Boulevard intersected by
both Chandler Boulevard and the railroad right-of-way. This area accommodates |
industrial uses such as iumber and construction yards which are rail-dependent. The
northeast sector of this station area currently adccommodates several blocks of low
and mediurh density residential de\{eloprnenf._ South of Chandler Bouleévard the
station area is developed in a rmix of retail, office, light industrial uses, with some
pockets of low and medium density residential scattered throughout.

Land. Use Plans. And Policies. The area bounded by Chandler Boulevard, Lankershim

Boulevard, Magnolia Boulevard, and roughly Blakeslee Avenue lies within the North
Hollywood Redevelopment Core Area or the portion of the Redevelopment Area to
be developed first. The Redevelopment Plan designates this area for retail and
office, and also provides for areas of residential 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 highway commercial. The northeast sector of this station area, south of Burbank
Boulevard to Chandler Bovievard between Elmer and Vin=iand Avenues, is designated
= @s industrial. The remaining station area north of Burbank Boulevard and west of
Tujunga Avenve is desugnafed as medium and high density residential,

Zoning. The fronfoges along |_ankershim ,Boulevard are zoned for commercial use

‘iCEZZE ds are the parcels situated between Tujunga dnd Bakman 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 R1-1).

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 13.2
million square feet of development, while the maximum new development that could
be accommodated at probable development intensities would be 6.9 miilion square
feet, There are 25 acres of residentially zoned land on which zoning would permit
2,310 new units. The maximum new development at probable development intensi-
Hes would be 2,060 units. Underutilized land accounts for 52 percent of all parcel
grea in the station area.

STATION AREA PROFILES: SPECIAL ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

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

Hollywood Alternatives 8 and C

In Hollywood two alternatives to the Locally Preferred Alternative were evaluated.
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 Rail line. Alternative B would connect with the main Metro Rail line at the
Fairfax/5anta Monica Station and extend east along Santa Monica Boulevard, north

on 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 stations at the following locations under Alternative B.

|l. 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.

5. Seima Avenue and Chahuenga Boulevard. This station would be one block south

of the Hollywood/Cahuenga Station of the Locally Preferred Alternative; the
station areg is described in the prior section. .
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4. Ss&lma Avnnue and Gower Street. .

Alternative C would connect with the main Metro Rail line at the Sunset/;.a Brea

-+ Station and extend east on Selma Avenue to Gower Street. The main line wouid

extend north on La Brea through the mountains to Universal City of Studio City
Station. This ICTS line would have four stops or stations at the foilowing locations.

. La Brea Avenue and Sunset Boulevard.
2. Selma Avenue and Highland Avenue.

3. Selma Avenue and Cahuenga Boul'evcj.rd_.
4. Selma Avenue and Gower Street.

Figures |-19 through [-21 illustrate the precise boundaries for these station areas
used to evaluate land use and development impacts in the Special Alternatives Anal-
ysis and in this report. Station areas along the ICTS line are smaller than those 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 either
station. Second, light rail lines do not typically attract riders from as large a service
area as heavy rail lines. This is particularly true when the line is located on the
surface in a shared right-of-way with other vehicles, resulting in travel times
appraximately the same as for buses.

Those station areas in the Hollywood Alternative not described in the prior section
are described below:

Santa Monica/La Brea Station

Land Use Profile. The southern half of the station area (south of Santa Monica

Boulevard) is comprised almost entirely of light industrial uses, prlmanly relofed to
film and video production. North of Santa Monica Boulevard there is a mix of single
family nhousing 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 and Policies

This station drea is located in both the city and county. In both jurisdictions, land
use plans generally reflect current usage. The area south of ‘Santa Monica Boulevidrd
to Willoughby Avenue is designated light industrial as dre four blocks north of Santa
Monica Boulevard and east of La Brea Avenue which are currently occupied 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
designated for highway-oriented commercial use. High density residential use is
designated for areas north of the commercial and industrial area on Sdnta Monica
Boulevard except on Poinsetta Drive and Greenacre Avenue where a low-density
designation is intended to preserve the existing neighborhood.

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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designated light industriai (located in the city) and high density residential zoning in
the northwest quadrant where the plan calls for single family housing to preserve the
existing neighborhood (located in the county).

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment. Excluding areas zoned for industrial 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 [.7 million
square feet of commercial space and 500 additional residential units. The General
Plan would permit an additional 1.0 million square feet of new commercial space (by
reclassifying several areas of light industrial use 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 residential
units could be accormmodated. .

Selma/Hithland Station

Land Use Profile. This station area contains a mix of land uses. The largest single
use 1s Hotiywood High School (located in the La Brea/Sunset Station area under the
Locally Preferred Alternative). Commercial uses, including a number of theaters,
front Hollywood and Sunset Boulevards with surface parking behind. Residential
uses, primarily multifamily, are located along Yucca Street and Franklin Avenue in
the north and De Longpre Avenue in the southern portion of the station area. Other
residential complexes are scattered throughout 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 areq, from Yucca Street in the north to and
including the south frontage of Sunset Boulevard with the exception of Hollywood
High School.. The remaining frontage on Highland Avenue is designated highway-
oriented commercial with high density residential use along Franklin Avenue and De
Longpre Avenue.

Zoning. Zoning is generally consistent with the Land Use Plan, permitting C4-4 uses
gt an FAR of [3 from Yucca Street to Sunset Boulevard, C2-2 use at an FAR of 6 on
Highland Avenue, R5 development on Franklin Avenue, and R4 on De Longpre
Avenue.

Areas Susceptible to Reinvestment. There are 38 acres 6f commercially zoned land
and 7 acres of residentially Zoned land susceptible to reinvestment. Zoning would
permit 20.8 million square feet of commercial space and 680 additional residential
units. At probable intensities, @ maximum of 5.3 million square feet and 540 residen-
tial units could be added.

Seima/Gower Station

Land Use Profile. The southeast quadrant of this station area consists of light indus-
trial uses, specifically film and video production facilities. The frontage along
Sunset Boulevard west of Gower Street, Gower Street north of Sunset Boulevard, and
all of Hollywood Boulevard is commercial with surface parking behind. Residential
uses, comprised of a mix of densities, are located in the northeast and southwest
quadrant of the station area.

Land Use Plan and Policies. The Community Plan calls for regional commercial uses
west of Gower Street from Yucca Street south to De Longpre Avenue, with high
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density residential south of De Longpre Avenuz to Fountain Avenue. Zast of Gower
Street ‘and south of Sunset Boulevard the plan calls for light industrial uses: Th=
north frontage of Sunset Boulevard and both frontages on iHollywood Soulevard are

- designated hjghwoy-anenfed commercial dnd the area between the two high density

residential.

Zoning. Zoning south of Sunsat Boulevard is relatively inconsistent with land use
plan designations. Most of the land south of the Sunset Boulevard frontage is zoned
high density residential (R4) which ¢onflicts in some cases with light industrial and
regional commercial land use designations. Zoning north of Sunset Boulevard is
generally consistent with the pian, permitting C4-3 and C4-4 development west of
Gower at an FAR of |0 generally and I3 on Hollywood Boulevard and R4 east of
Gower between the Hollywood and Sunset frontages. The frontages themselves dre
zoned C4-3 and C4-4 at FARs of 10 or 13 which correspond to regional commercial
rather than the highway-oriented commercial use called for in the pian.

Areas. Susceptible to. Reinvestment. There are 35 acres of commercially zoned land
and |6 acres of residentiilly zoned land susceptiple to reinvestment in this station
drea. Zoning would permit |7.8 million square feet of commercial space and 1,450
additional residential units. Probable development intensities would result in a
maximum of 4.5 mjllion square feet of new commercial space and 1,300 additional
residential units.

Studio City/Universal City .and North Hollywood Alternatives. Although the Studio
City alternative to the Universal City Stdtion would servé the same employment
center at Universal City via a pedestrian 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 122 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 North Hollywood Redeve-
lopment Core Area. However, they would serve and impact somewhat different
residential and secondary commercial areas. Figure 1-23 depicts the dlterhate
station dréas that were evaluated in the Special Alternatives Analysis.

Studio City Station

Land Use Profile. The Studio City Station area is developed with largely low density

residential uhits. Sorme medium and high density residential pockets are forward just
north of Bluffside Drive, and northwest of the Ventura Boulevard and Vineland Aven-
ve intersection. Weddington Park is located just east of the Hollywood Freeway in
this station area. Retail frontage occurs aqlong Ventura and Cahuenga Boulevards,
with single family residential areds south of this retail strip. Dlrecﬂy 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 Bluffsi'de Drive and the
Los Angeles River Channel.

Land Use Plans And Policies. The Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake District
Plan tand use and development policy for this station area correspond with those
described for the Universdl City Station area.

Zoning. For a discussion of zoning within this station areq, see the Zoning section
for the Universal City Station area.
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Areas Susceptible -to Reinvest:nent. -Underutilized commercially zoned land in this
station area is the same as for Universal City. However, there are also |5 acres of
residentially - zoned land susceptible .to. reinvestment. Zoning. would permit 380
additional units while the maximum development that could be accommodated at
ntohable development intensities would be 800 additional units.
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lll. COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECTIONS

This chapter dsseribes the resuits of the analysis of future office and rétail real
estate development within the Regional Core.

BACKGROUND ANALYSIS

Major and Community Qffice Space Development

Table lll-1 presents an analysis of historicaj office space devejopment in each plan-
ning area within the Regional Core, Institutional, governmental, special purpose, and
low rise office buildings are not included in this analysis.

An analysis of historical major office space absorption for market areas within the
Regional Core is presented in Tabje !ll-2.1 through I11-2.5. Annual averages for the
vears 1971-1980 and 1976-1980 are included in these tables. These historicdl trends
were used to help estimate future office space development within each planning

areaq.

Table I11-3, Market Area Characteristics, presents projections of office space devel-
opment for the planning areas. These projections were presented to members of the
reai 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 reasomably accurate. The
workshop participants did agree that the projections for Mid-Wilshire were more
reasongbie for the Miracle Milé drea and the Miracle Mile projections were more
appropriate for the Mid-Wilshire area. This change has been incorporated into Table
10. Projections are based on historical absorption trends and current leasing and
building development information, (obtained through phone interviews with individu-
als in the real estate industry and presented in Table IlI-3). No Project and Metro
Rail Project projections are included in Table l1l-3. The No Project projections are
lower than the Metro Rail Project projections except in the Studio City, Universal
City, North Hollywood area where accessibility is not perceived to be a major con-
straint on growth. Table lil-4 presents market characteristics for the station areas.

Table |11-5 identifies planned, proposed, and potential office, retoil, 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 11l-7 summarize the results of the analysis used to project retaii
development. Table IlI-6 identifies regional retail development that would be

required to serve the population growth projected by SCAG for the Regional Core.
The No Project values correspond with SCAG-82A; the Metro Rail Project alterna-
tives--Locally Preferred Alternative and Minimum Operable Segment--values corres-
pond with SCAG-82B. Table 1{i-7 shows the projected distribution of that develop-
ment among groups of station areas. This distribution is based on historic trends,

employment as well as population growth projections (derived from mdjor- office

space projections and SCAG popuiation projections), and khown developrhent pldns.
Table ill-7 groups station areas Dy planning areas. The exercise of distributing
development among individual station areas relied largely on the location of proposed

lll-l - . PR o - . . . — e



Miracle Mile
Sq. ft. added
Total sq. ft.

Mid-Wilshire
5q. ft. added
Total sq. ft.

Central City
5q. ft. added
Total sq. ft.

Westlake.
Sq. ft. added
Total sq. ft.

Hollywood
Sq. ft. added
Total sq. ft.

North tollywood/
Studio City/
Universal City
- 5q. ft. added
Totdl sq. ft.

Regional Core
Total
5q. ft. added:
Total sq. ft:

TABLE ill-}

HISTORICAL SUPPLY OF MAJOR OFFICE SPACE IN REGIONAL CORE

F950-1956  1955-1959  1960-1964  1965-1969  1970-1974%  1975-1979  1980-1982
645,000 110,000 385,000 469,000 1,394,000 - (.
645,000 755,000 1,140,000 1,609,000 3,003,000  3;003,000 3,003,000

|

507,000  1,i36,000 1,569,000 2,415,000 2,913,000 - 250,000

507,000 1,643,000 3,212,000 5,627,000 8,540,000 8,540,000 8,790,000

1,014,000 592,000 969,000 4,072,000 7,085,000 700,000 4,746,000

1,014,000 1,606,000 2,575,000 6,647,000 13,732,000 14,432,000 19,178,000

123,000 100,000 - 255,000 225,000 -

- 123,000 223,000 478,000 703,000 703,000 703,000

- 197,000 320,000 498,000 415,000 - -

- 197,000 517,000 1,015,000 1,430,000 430,000 1,430,000

- 12,000 150,000 - 117,000 R -

516,000 588,000 738,000 738,000 855,000 655,000 855,000

2,166,000 217,000 3,493,000 7,454,000 12,179,000 925,000 4,996,000
2,166,000 4,336,000 7,829,000 15,283,000 27,462,000 28,387,000

33,383,000

R T S G O OE I OGN O DN G O G IE I @ e e O

Source: Peat Marwick Mitcheil & Co.




Year 4
Compléted
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980

Annual average absorption

HISTORICAL ABSORPTION OF MAJOR OFFICE SPACE

TABLE Il1-2.1

DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES MARKET AREA

Square Feet
Built

2,600,000
215,000
948,000

2,535,000

0

0

0

0

| 234,000
375,000

Cumulative
Square Feet

Availdble
| 8,928,000
9,143,000
10,091,000
12,626,000
12,626,000
12,626,000
12,626,000
12,626,000
12,860,000
13,235,000

[971-1980:
1976-1980:

620,000 square feet
550,000 square feet

Estimated Estimated
Square Feet Occupancy Annual
Qcceupied Percentage.  Absorption
7,142,400 80% 241,000
7,771,500 85% 629,100
8,678,300 86% 906,800
9,848,300 78% 1,170,000
10,353,300 82% 505,000
10,984,600 87% 631,300
11,994,700 95% 1,010,100
(2,373,500 98% 378,800
12,731,400 99% 357,600
13,102,600 99% 371,200

Source: Peat Mcryvick Mitchell & Co.
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TABLE [1i-2.2

HISTORICAL ABSORPTION OF iMAJOR OFFICE SPACE - S
MIRACLE MILE MARKET AREA

Cumulative Estimated Estimated
Year Square Feet Square Feet Square Feet Occupancy Annual
Completed Built Available Occupied ~ Percentage Absorption
1971 593,300 2,454,300 1,939,000 79% 413,000
1972 0 2,454,300 2,013,000 82% 74,000
1973 0 2,454,300 2,083,000 85% 70,000
1974 0 2,454,300 2,157,000 88% 74,000 -
1975 0 2,454,300 2,206,000 90% 49,000
1976 0 2,454,300 2,231,000 91% 25,000
1977 0 2,454,300 2,281,000 93% 50,000
1978 0 2,454,300 2,33 1,000 95% 50,000
1979 0 2,454,300 2,380,000 97% 49,000
1980 0 2,454,300 2,405,000 98% 25,000
Annual average absorption 1971-1980: 88,000 square feet
1976-1980: 40,000 square feet

Source: Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co.
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Year

Corr)g!e'red

1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1 980

Annual average absorption

TABLE 1i-2.3

HISTORICAL ABSORPTION OF MAJOR OFFICE SPACE

Square F eet

Built
1,463,600

149,000
041,554

(o] o O () o o o

Cumulative
Square Feet

Available
6,244,470
6,393,470
7,435,024
7,435,024
7,435,024
7,435,024
7,435,024
7,435,024
7,435,024
7,435,024

1971-1980:
1976-1980:

MID-WILSHIRE MARKET AREA

345,000 square feet
180,000 square feet

Estimated Estimated
Square Feet Occupancy Anhual
Occupied Percentage  Absorption
4,870,700 78% 1,046,000
5,242,700 82% 372,000
5,576,700 75% | 334,000
6,320,700 85% 744,000
6,394,700 86% 74,000
6,474,700 87% 80,000
6,623,700 89% 149,000
6,920,700 93% 297,000
7,211,700 97% 291,000
7,286,700 98% 75,000

Source: Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co.
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Year

Comglefed

1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980

Annual average absorption

Square Feet
Built

270,500
270,000

o O O o o O

30,000
0

 TABLE 1-2.4

Cumulative
Square Feet
Available

2,015,500
2,285,500
2,285,500
2,285,500
2,285,500
2,285,500
2,285,500
2,285,500
2,315,500
2,315,000

1971-1980:
1976-1980:

" “HISTORICAL ABSORPTION OF MAJOR OFFICE SPACE
HOLLYWOOD MARKET AREA

Estimated Estimated
Square Feet Occupancy Annual
Qccupied Percentage  Absorption
1,618,000 80% 222,000
1,747,000 76% 129,000
1,843,000 81% 96,000
1,891,000 83% 48,000
1,897,000 83% 6,000
1,904,000 83% 7,000
1,935,000 85% 31,000
2,055,000 90% 110,000
2,233,000 96% I'78,000
2,273,000 98% 40,000

87,000 square feet

73,000 square feet

Source: Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co.
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Year

Completed

1971
| 572
1973
1974
1975
1976

1977

1978
1979
1980

Annual average absorption

Square Feet

Built
0

0
213,750
58,050
30,000
41,000
98,100
0
188,000
379,000

TABLE |

1-2.5

HISTORICAL ABSORPTION OF iMAJOR OFFICE SPACE -
STUDIO CITY/UNIVERSAL CITY/NORTH HOLLYWOOD MARKET AREA

Cumulative Estimated Estimated
Square Feet Square Feet Occupancy Annual
Available Occupied Percentage  Absorption
313,000 272,300 87% 3,100
313,000 275,400 88% 3,100
526,750 421,400 80% 146,000
584,750 473,600 81% 52,200
714,800 550,400 77% 76,800
755,800 619,800 " 82% 69,400
853,900 734,400 86% | 14,600
853,900 768,500 90% 34,100
1,041,900 979,400 94% 210,900
1,420,900 1,321,400 93% 342,000
1971-1980: 105,000 square feet ‘
1976-1980: 155,000 square feet

Source: Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co.
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TABLE llI-3

MARKET AREA CHARACTERISTICS AND PROJECTED ABSOR TI0H OF MAJOR OFFICE SPACE
’rojected Annual Absorption.
Under o d9Bl-2om0
Existing Quotedl.ease Rates . Hlistorical Average Construction o
Mojor Office. (5/5F [YR) Occupancy Annual Absorption 1/1981- No Metro With Joint
Morket Areas  Spoce Office Retail? Rate  1970-1980  1975-1980 1/1983  Project Rail Developmient  Trends

CcBD 19,180,000 $ 9.00 - 45.00 12.00 - 50.00 95% 630,000 550,000 5,900,000 800,000 1,000,000 1,120,000 Bunker-£ill and South

. Pork represent areos
ot contifnwed redl
estate developiment.

Westioke 700,000 9.00 - 15.00 12.00 - 24.00 90 - 95% 23 3 0 50,000 75,000 125,000 Retail space olong
Alvarodo generates
$200 to $600 per
squore feel.

Mid-Wilshire 8,800,000 9.00 - 25.00 £8.00 - 24.00 25% 345,000 180,000 450,000 175,000 300,000 350;000 Influx of Karean-
oriented Lusinesses
and services;
absarption of vacont
space by current
tenant expansion; no
new fenants.. -

Miracle Mile 3,000,000 15.00 - 26.00 10.00 --28.00 85-90% 4 88,000 40,000 550,000 225,000 350,000 400,000 Very acfive real estole
market near museum;
nationol retail choins
looking to locote olong
MiraclezMile,

8-l

Hollywood 1,400,000 12.00 - 21.00 9.00 - 18.00 90 - 5% 87,000 73,000 0 75,000 100,000 150,000 Cccuponey in olfice
buildings has fallen 2%
to 3%. National.retoil
chains looking-at
Hollywood orea;
Broadwoy Deportment
stare recently closed.

Notth Hallywood/

Studio City ) v

Universal 855,000 ° 7:20 - 27.00 N/A B80:- 95% 105,000 155,000 892,000 225,000 225,000 275,000 Universal City, Studio

. City strong; lond

prices 540 10 $50 olong
Venturo Baulevard.
Very-soft maorket
above Riverside:an
Lankershim.

rce: Peat Marwick Mitchell & Ca. and Sedway/Cooke.
Generally, does not include low-rise {less than eight stories) institutional or government buildings.
Relail leases quoted on triple-net basis.
Included in Mid-Wilshire and:CBD Planning Areas.
Renavation of Museum Square accounts for low occuponcy rate.
Includes sorme buildings less thon eight stories because af height restriction.
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Sration Areos

Union Stotion

Hill/First/
Civic Center

Hill/Fifth

Seventh/Flower
Wilshire/Alvarado

Wilshire/Vermant

Wilshire/Normandie
Wilshire/Western

Wilshire/La Brea

Wilshire/Fairfax

Fairfax/Beverly

Fairfax/Santo Monico

Lo Brea/Sunset

Hallywood/Cahuenga

Studio City/
Universal City

Neorth Hollywood

Existing Major

Office-Spoce I

TABLE (li-4

STATION AREA CHARACTERISTICS

Quoted Leose Rafe.

-

260,000
1,300,000

2,300,000

N/A

2,200,000

3,000,000
1,300,000

300,000

1,320,000

150,000
110,000

500,0003

345,0003

{$/SF/YR)

Office I _Retail?
N/R $9.00 - 18.00
$12.00 - 15.00 $30.00 -.40.00
$9.00 - 15.00 $30.00 --50.00

$24.00 - 45.00
$9.00 - 15.00

$9.00 - 15.00
(lowrise)

$15.00 - 18.00
(highrise)

$15.00 - 21.00
$15.00-~ 25.00

$15.00 - 21.00

$16.00 - 21.00
(low rise)
$21.00 - 26.00
(high rise)
N/R

N/R

$10.80 ~ 15.00
12.00 - 15.00

$15.00 - 17.40

$7.20 - 9.60
{under low rise}
$10.00 - 15.00

{newer)

$30.00 - 50.00
$12.00 - 24.00

$18.00 - 24.00
{(graund floor
lowrise)
$30.00 - 45.00
{(graund fleor
highrise)

$18.00 - 45.00
$18.00

$23.00 - 30.00
{prime retail)
$10.00 - 15.00
(ald retail)

$18.00 - 24,00

$6.00 - 11.00
$7.00.- 10.00
$12.00 - 15.00
$9.00 - 18.00
N/A

N/A

Plonned and Proposed
Project Trends/Comments

State/city ore currently seeking to purchase Union
Station; pot#ntiol mixed use development, including
hotel, office and retoil.

Music Center expansion; California Plaza.

Retail space on Broodwoy/Fifth Streets generctes
$200 to $600 per square foot in sales volume.

Pacific Piaza, Canal Randoiph, Pankow projects;
financial institutions are squeezing out retail shop-
ping in core of CBD.

No projects pianned; neighborhood retail generates
$200 to $500 per square foot; businesses cater to
Hispanic.community; medicol-reiated of fice users.

Karean businesses are entering market, both profes-
sional and retail;.occcupancies are stronger west of
Vermant.

Current tenonts are. expanding; very few new ten-
ants.

Wiltern project; 750,000 square feet; Wilshire
Serrana is 50 percent leased.

55,000 square foat site ot the northwest corner of
La Brea/Wilshire for sale at $100 per square foot.

Office iease rates are higher west of Sierro Bonita;
some Beverly Hills firms are-reiocating ta Miracie
Mile areq;:stable retail tenants, natianal retaii
choins are.looking at Mirocie Mile area far new
locations.

$81 squdre foot asking price ot Fairfax and Drexel.

Elderly hausing project under construction above
Sonta Monica.

Occupancy far Hollywood area is down 2 percent to
3 percent.. Natianol.retoil choins are looking far
Hollywood Boulevard iocations; asking price for
50,000-squore-foot site at-Halilywoad/Cahuengo—5$50
per:square foot. Broadway Department store. re«

‘cently closed.

Getty Qil praject is beginning construction.

Very soft market olong Lankershim above Riverside.

N/A — Not available

N/R == Not relevant

2Reto_il lease rates quoted on triple-net basis.

3lnc|udes some buildings less than eight staries becouse of height restrictions.

-9
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TABLE 1.5

PLAMNNED AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMEINT tN THE REGIONAL CORE,
BY ANTICIPATED YEAR OF COMPLETION, 1980-2000
(Squore Feet Of Floor Area Uniess Otherwise indicated)

“Completed

Station Areas 1980-1982

CBD PLANNING AREA

UNION STATION
Union Stotion site

Terminol Annex site
Chinotown

CIVIC CENTER
Angelus Plazo {67%)
Times Mirror/
County Parcels
Promenode Phoses | & |
Bunker Hill Porcel A

740 housing units
141 housing units

Bunker Hill Porcels L & M
Crocker Towers Porking
Califarnio Plozo (50%)

FIFTH HILL
Angelus Plazo (33%)
Crocker Phase |

353 housing units

1,200,000 office
80, 000 retoil

I 000 000 office
20 000 retoil
6140 000 office

I 000 000 office
20, 000 retoil
35_0,000 office
60,000 retoit

Crocker Phase Il

O'Melvany & Meyers
Wells Fargo

Jewelry Center

Colifornia Plozo (50%)

Auditorium Tower

Auditorium Hotel

Engstrum Building/
Library site

State Office Building

Spring Street revitoliZation

SEVENTH/FLOWER
Plazo Figueroa

Pacific Plozo

SW corner Wilshire/Sixth
NW corner Wilshire/Figueroa
Seventh/Francisce
Robinson's renovotion

Grand Financiol Ploze
Eighth/Grond

So. Col, Gas Co.

Pantry Block

Sheroton Gronde

ManuLife 446,000 office
Figueroa Building 122,000 office
Bullock's Headquorters 286,000 office

H-10

Under Construction

or Proposed Proposed
1983-1985 1986-1990+
170,000 office 170,000 office

40,000 retoil
500 hotel raoms

272 housing units

1,500,000 office
50,000 retoil
135 housing units
470 housing units
{rento!
400 housing units
750 spaces
{,600,000 office
110,000 retoil
375 housing units

1,600,000 office
110,000 retoil
.500 hotel rooms
375 housing units
500,000 office
50,000 retoil
500 rooms

1,000,000 office
800,000 office
35,000 retoil
) 250 parking
spaces :
1,000,000 office
1,400 porking
spaces

248 housing Gnits
§75,000 office
}50 000 retail
500 hotel rooms
2,400,000 office :
. 250,000 retoil
350,000 office
250, ,000 office
70, 000 office
120,000 office
450 000 office
1,000, 000 office
l; 000 000 office
750,000 office
500 hotel rooms
50,000 retoil

l
|
|
i
I
I
I
1
i
i
1
i
i
|
i
1
i
i
1



Tabte 1t1-5 (Continved)

Completed
Station Arecs - 1980-1982

OUTSIDE-STATION AREAS
Feaderal Reserve site
Interchange Center

Rockhope Building
Littie Tokyo
Crown Hill

Beaudry Buiiding
Forest Park Candos
South Park by 2006
(CRA Plans)

MID-WILSHIRE:

VERMONT
SE Corner Wilshire/Vermont

NORMANDIE

Derby Plaza
Ambasodor site

WESTERN
3699 Wilshire
Wiltern Theatre site
CRENSHAW

OUTSIDE STATION AREA

180,000 office

MIRACLE MILE
LA BREA

" WILSHIRE/FAIRFAX

Museurn Square
5500 {Intercantinental)
Moy Co./Park La Brea

FAIRFAX/BEVERLY
CBS5/Gilmore site

OUTSIDE STATION AREA
Dart site
San Vicente/Wilshire
Transomerica site
WEST HOLL YWOOD/HOLL YWOOD
FAIRFAX/SANTA MONICA
LA BREA/SUNSET
HOLLYWOOD/CAHUENGA
3255 Cohuengo
Trizec site

Citizens.Savings site
Watlach's Music City

Under Construction
or Propased
1983-1985

425 hotel raams
700,000 office
165,000 retaii
300,000 office

412 housing units

500,000 office

250,000 office

300,000 office
800,000 office

360,000 office

Proposed
1986-1990,

- 400,000 office
630,000 office
20,000 retoil
200,000 office
500 hotei roams
580 hausing units

700,000 office

1,250 hotel rooms
6,303 housing units

5,000,000 office
500,000 retail
500 hotel rooms

370,000 office
2,000,000 office

. 3,000,000 office

20,000 office
250,000 office

' MTA LIBRARY

300,000 office.
400,000 office
237,000 office

1,200,000 office
350,000 office



‘él;

Tabte llt-5 {Continyea)

Under Construction

Completed or Proposed
Stotion Areos 1980-1982 ) 1983-1985
'HOLLYWOOD BOWL
OUTSIDE STATION AREAS -
WUNIVERSAL CITY/
STUDIO CITY/ ]
NORTH HOLLYWOOD
UNIVERSAL CITY .
MCA Office-Park 500,000 office
Getty Oil Building 700,000 office
Hotel 500 hotel rooms
NORTH HOLL YWOOD
Redevelopment Core 300,000 office
75,000 retail
Hewlett Pockard : 120,000 office
QUTSIDE STATION AREA

Toluco Loke oreo 511,000 office

Proposed
1986-1990+

" 500,000 office

125,000 retail

1,260,000 office

Source: Sédwoy/Cooke and Peat Morwick Mitchell & Co.




-

EAL S NG AREAS

CcRD

tw Froject

~ocslly Preferred Alternative
Ninanum Uperable Seginent

WESTLAKE
T Praject

Locoliy Preferred Alternative
Minimum Operable Segment

WILSHIRE

T Project

Localiy Preferred Aiternative
Minimum Operable Segment

HOLL YWOOD

Mo Project

Locgliy Preferred Alternative
Miciium Operaole Segment

UNIVERSAL AITY
ivo Project

Locally Preferred Alternative
ninimum Operable Segment

NORTH HOLL YWOOD

T Project

Locally Preferred Alternative
Mirsmum Operable Segment

TOTALS

i Project

Lacelly Preferred Alternative
Minimum Operable Segrnent

PLANHINNG AREAS

CHD
No Project

Lacaliy-Preferred Alternative
mirimum Operdble Segment

W‘ESTLAIG

@ Project

Luc,.iay ‘Preferred Alternative
Mini'hum Qperdble Segment

WILSHIRE

Na Project

Locally Preferred Alternative
Minirnum Operable Segment

HOLL YWOOD

ta Project

.ocmly Preterred Alternative
Minimum Operable Segment

UNIVERSAL Ty

ivo Project

Localiy Preferred Alternative
Minimun Operabie Segment

NORTH HOLL YWOO0D
fic Pro]ec!

Locaily Preferred Alternative
Minimum Operable Segment

TOTALS

Mo Project

Luacaliy Preferred Alternative
Minimum Uperable Segment”

TABLE lli-s

TAXABLE EXPENDITURES BY NEW REGIONAL CURE HESIDEINTS AT r*LulO! AL
RETAIL FACILITIES AND CORRESFUNDING FLOOR AREA-ADOED

APPAREL

3

) DRUG FOUD
$1,000.  Sq.Br. SO0 Sg.Ft.  $LO0U  Sa.Ft.
1,435 20,091 722 1,338 26 7,10
3,342 46,774 ('Y 31 a0 16,531
3,342 46,774 167 3,118 620 15,531
312 18,370 66 1,223 A3 a2
3,215 44,993 161 2,936 596 £5,902
3,215 44,993 161 2,3%6 ‘596 15, 902
5,691 79,651 285 5,304 1,055 28,150
16,000 230,935 825 15,378 3,059 81,618
16,000 230,536 825 15378 3059 3618
2,777 38,863 139 2,588 S15 1 3,7-35
9,792 137,055 490 9,127 1,816 48,438
2,177 38,663 133 2,548 513 13,735
180 2,520 3 168 33 891
450 5,301 23 420 83 2, 227
150 2,520 9 i'ed 33 891
12 5,209 19 7 6y 1,841
930 13,022 47 867 173 4,002
372 5,209 19 347 69 1,841
| 1,767 kl“‘,é!} 590 9,630 2,18l 51,109
33,729 432,307 1,713 28,788 6,347 152,787
25,686 369,295 1,320 24,532 4,892 130,518
AUTO EATING &
DEALER LIGUOR . DRINKING
$1,000 Sg. F1.  S1,000 Sg. F1.. 51,000 Sq. F1.
1,678 25,287 15 688 2,078 38,799
8,563 58, 870 174 1, 601 4,839 90 ;328
3,563 58,370 174 1y 60| 4,83y 90 328
3,363 23,121 68 629 1,900 135475
8,237 56,628 167, 1,540 4,654 86,889
8,237 565628 167 0540 4654 8ou89
16,582 100,249 29 2,726 8,240 153,818
42,279 290,656 859 7,203 23,889 445, 974
42,279 290,656 859 7,903 23, 889 ‘WS 974
7,015 48,913 l4s 1,330 4,020 75,08
25,092 172,497 510 4,690 14,178 264,674
3,415 48,913 l‘os 1, 330 4,020 75,051
461 3,172 9 86 261 4,867
1,154 7,931 23 216 652 12,169
461 3,172 E 86 261 4,867
954 6,556 19 178 53¢ 10,089
2,384 16,390 48 446 1,347 25,148
954 6,550 19 178 539 10, 059
30,l53 182,011 G_I:Z 4,949 17,038 279,270
87,709 544,102 1,781 “0 794 49,559 834,854
67,624 46“ 663 14373 |2,o35 38,210 212,965

T GENERAL
MERCHANDISE
SLVK  Sa. Ft.

3,588 64,806
8,35 150,875
8,35 150,875
3,281 59,254
8,036 145,130
8,036 145,130
14,227 256,922
41,248 744,907
411248 744,507
6,941 125,357
24,480 442,084
6941 125,357
450 8,130
125 20,325
450 8,130 .
930 16,802
2,326 42,004

930 16,802
29,417 466,485
85,569 1,394,450
65,959 1,190,460

SERVICE

STATIONS
SLUY  Sg.Fr.

200 3962
2,820 9,224
2,420 9,224
1,107 3,623
2,712 8,473
2,712 8,873
4,801 15,708
13,921 45,542
13,921 45,562
2,343 7,664
8,262 21,028
2,343 r664

£52 497

360 1,243

152 497

Il 1,027

7865 2,568

34 1,027

9,928 28,519
28,860 85,254
22,266 72,867

HOME BUILLARG
FURINISHINGS SUPPLIES
91,UUU 5q. Ft. $1,000 Sy.Ft.
1,376 13,846 1,495 11,363
3,203 32,235 3adl 28,52
3,203 32,235 J.eEl 28,5
1,25 12,660 1,367 10,572
3,081 3L,007 3,348 25,898
3,081 3,007 . 3,348 25,895
5,454 54,892 5,928 45,841
15,812 159,051 12,187 132,911
15,812 nss 151 17,187 132,911
2,661 26,783 2,8y2 22,367
9,386 Y4452 10,200 78,877
2551 26,783 2,892 22,381
172 1,737 168 1,431
43] 4,343 469 3,627
172 1,737 188 1,451
357 3,590 388 2,5
892 8,974 969 7,495
157 3,5%0 3ub 2,998
11,278 ¥9,662 12,258 64,229
32,603 297,927 35,654 248,807
25,291 254,430 27,489 212,48
OTHER
RETAIL TUTAL
$1,000 5q.Ft. $a.F1. Employees
2,362 1615 204,19 4u8
5,500 38,915 473,388 951
5500 38,915 415,388 931
2,160 15,283 1ys,702 37
5291 37,433 457,286 915
5,291 37,433 437,266 915
9,366 66,208 BU,529 1,619
27,155 192,134 2,307,110 &894
27,155 192,136 2,367,110 4,59
4,570 32,333 394,984 9
16,116 114,027 1 392 95| 2,760
4,570 32,333 354,384 790
296 2,097 25,618 sl
741 5262 64,064 12
29 2,097  25.6i6 51
812 4,336 S3,914 106
1,531 10,834 132,350 263
812 4,334 53,914 1ué
19,356 137,030 1,673,968 3,347
56,334 398,585'4,869,129 9,739
43,436 340,392.3,756,298 7,507
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TABLE 111-7

PERCENT OF TAXABLE EXPENDITURES BY NEW REGIONAL CORE RESIDENTS
AT REGIONAL RETAIL FACILITIES CAPTURED BY STATION AREAS

METRO RAIL SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES

Na Lacolly Preferred Alternative: Minimum Operabie Segment:
Praoject Metro With Metra With
Rail Incentives Rail Incentives
Expenditures by New Regionol Care
Residents in Station Areas:
CBD 45 30 35 30 35
Westlake 0 0 0 0 0
Wilshire 10 15 20 20 25
Hollywood 10 15 20 3 3
Universal City/
Narth Hollywood 5 10 10 2 2
Expenditures by New Regionol Core
Residents in Regional Core
Qutside Station Areas 15 15 0 15 10
Expéditures by New Regional Care
Residents Quiside Regiona! Core 15 I5 15 30 25
Tatal Expenditures by New . _
Regional Care Residents 100 100 100 100 100

Note: This table is simplified to assume that in all cases except the Locally Preferred Alternative With Incen-
tives, only regional core residents will moke expenditures in the Regianal Caore. In foct, nan-Regional Care
residents can be expected to make purchases in the Regional Care, especiolly in the CBD (note, hawever, that ex-
pénditurés by employees are partiolly accounted for under "emplayee-serving retail™) just as Regianal Care resi~
dents.can be expected to make purchases autside the Regianol Care. For the Lacally Preferred Alternative With
Incentives it is assumed that the combination af the Metra Rail system's concentration of development around
'station ‘areos in the CBD and the CRA's.Sauth Park deveiopment just autside CBD stotion oreas and including o
mojar retoil component wauld result in about |7 percent more new regianal-serving retail development in the
CBD than would be requiréd ta serve only new Regiona! Care residents.

Source: Sedway/Cooke and Peat Marwick. Mitcheil & Ca.
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rztail development projects. Regional shopping facilities were assumed to locate in
- station areas and :n‘ specific sites where such development has been proposed. '

Table 111-8 identifies community-serving retail development that would be required
‘1o sérve the popuiation growth projected by SCAG for each planning area in the
Regional Core. Table !lI-9 identifies community-serving retail development needed
to serve the population added in each station ared. It is assumed thdt, in each sta-
tion area, community retdil facilities would be added to serve only those residents in
the station area. Residents outside the station area are expected to rely primarily
on community retail facilities within their immediate neighborhoods.

Joint Development Implementation 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 were presented
by Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co. and Sedway/Cooke represenfcnves. Parhcnponfs
were then presenfed with a number of guestions and asked to give their opinions
regarding the desirability and feasibility of joint projects, both in general and as they
may apply to Metro Rail. The following paragraphs summarize the participants’
camments in several joint development issue areas.

Elanning and Coor.dincfion

There was an expressed opinion that public agencies must be clear about their objec-
tives in pursuing joint development in conjunction with transit projects. The nature
of the facilities to be built and the arrangments for joint development depend to a
large extent on such objectives. If the public agency limits its objectives to trans-
portcmon only, then the resulting jointly developed facilities are likely to be limited
in scope to station entrances and related functional uses. On the other hand, ob;ec-
tives that 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 assist developers and others in understanding the intent behind and
framework of the joint development process.

The participants indicated that joint devélopment is more likely to be successful if
coordination between the public agency and the business and development commun_ify
is started early in the plannjng process. There was some discussion concerning other
regional transportation projects and the degree to which coordination with develop-
ers had been effected. While Toronto and Montreal were cited as instances of limit-
ed, successful joint development, it was noted thdt in many 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 station sites is
desirable, and concern was expressed that design engineers mlghf be “operating in a
vacuum" and fdiling to take into account market conditions and joint development
considerations in their selection of station areas and specific sites within those
areas. |t was suggested a projectwide businessman's committee could be helpful in
developing general recommendations regarding statioh locations and their general
impact. In addition, it was suggested 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.

IN-15
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APPAREL

91,000 S5q. F1.
PLANNING AREAS
c8D
No Project 478 6,697
LPA/MOS LIle 15,591
WESTLAKE
No Project 437 6,123
LPA/MOS 1,072 14,998
WILSHIRE
No Project 1,897 26,550
LPA/MOS 5,500 76,979
HOLLYWOOD
Mo Project 926 12,954
LPA/MOS 3,264 45,685
UNIVERSAL CITY
No Project 60 840
LPA/MOS 156 2,100
NORTH HOLL YWOOD
No Project |24 1,736
LPA/MOS 310 4,341
TOTALS
No Project 48,203
LPA/MOS 144,103

EXPEMDITURES AT COMMUNITY RETAIL FACILITIES Y POPULATION

TABLE 111-8

ADDED IN PLANMING AREAS AND CORRESPONDING FLLOOR ARREA ADDED

DRUG
51,000 Sq.F1.

_6h6 12,041
1,504 28,033

591 11,010
1,487 26,966

2,561
7,425

47,7137
138,406

1,249
4,406

23,292
82,140

8l 1,511
203 3,776

167 3,122
418 7,805

86,672
259,093

F

$1,000

2,395
5,577

2,190
5,364

9,496
27,533

4,633
§ 6,340

301
751

621
1,553

EATING &

00D LIGUOR DRINKING
Sq.F1.  $1,000 Sq.Fi. $1,000 Sq. F1.
63,906 613 6,188 2,078 38,799
148,780 1,566 14,406 4,839 90,328
58,432 615 5,658 1,900 35,475
143,115 1,507 13.858 4,650 86,889
253,354 2,667 24,532 8,260 14,404,369
73566 7,73 71,128 12,889 445,974
123,606 1,302 11,970 4,020 75,051
435,946 4,590 42,213 16,178 264,674
8,017 8 776 261 4,867
20,043 20 1,941 §52 12169
16,568 174 1,604 539 10,059
41,421 43 4,011 1,347 25,148
459,987 44,540 279,270
1,375,089 133,151 834,854

SERVICE
STATIONS
3,633 11,886
8us8 21,672
3,322 10,868
8,137 26,619

47 9,365,804

41,763 136,626
7,028 22,992
24,786 - 81,084
456 1,491
1,140 3,728
941 3,082
2,355 7,704
85,556

120,315

sq.Fr.

156
364

143"

350

619
1,795"

302
1,066

20,

49 .

41
101

TOTAL'
Employees

312
727

280
700

1,239
3,592

604
2,132

39
98

8l
203

25"

3,362

NOTE: LPA/MOS - Locolly Preferred Alternotive/Minimum Operoble Segment,

N N an am s



* TABLE 111-9
EZ-Z?END!TURES AT. COMMUNITY RETAIL FACILITIES NYSTATION AHtAb

1 AtID CORRESPON DI G FLOOR AREAS AOLED .
' o : ) EATING & - SERVICE . - OTHER
STATION | APPRAREL DRUG FGOD "LIGUOR DRU-KING STATIONS RETAIL TGTAL
AREAS $LU0 Sq.Ft.  $1,000 Sg.Fr.  $1,000 Sq.Fr. $1,000 S$a.Ft. SL,60u 5q. Fr.  $1,000 Sq.Fr.  $1,000 5q.Fi.  $1,000 So.Fr.
 UNION STATION . o . - e TET S .
» ‘o r‘rale(.? Q- 0 0 0 0 0 -0 0 0 0 4] [¢] 0 ¢ 0 u
A/M05 27 384 37 690 137 3,664 39 355 119 2,225 08 682 135 958 8,958 16

‘.-.im Incentives 59 §91 67 1,243 247 6,59 &% $3% 21S 4,004 315 1,227 244 1,725 16,125 32

CIViC CENTER ]

.~ Project 36 50S 49 908 181 4,821 St 457 157 2,927 274 897 178 1,261 11,786 24

APNSS 0 1,253 12t 2,254 448 11,961 126 1,158 389 7,262 630 2,225 462 3,129 29,242 s8

itn incentives 161 2,256 208 4,057 807 21,531 221 2,085 700 13,072 1,224 4,005 - 796 58732 52,838 108

FIFTH/MHILL _ :

Mo Project 3% 413 46 850 169 4,513 48 437 147 2,740 257 839 167 1,180 11,032 22
A/ 4O 80 1,123 108 2,018 402 10,712 13 1,037 U8 6,503 609 1,992 396 2,802 25,187 32
ith Incentives 1% 2,021 195 3,633 723 13,281 203 1,867 627 11,706 1,09 3,586 713 5043 47,137 54

[FLOWER

Tio Project 21 2% 29 533 106 2,828 300 2w 92 1,717 161 526 tos 740 6,914 14

LPA/NDS 40 561 S 1,009 200 5,35 s6 519 174 3,252 305 99 198 G,aGi 13,09 26

210 Incentives 72 1010 97 1,816 36l 9,64l 102 934 314 5,853 548 1,793 35 2,522 23,569 47
ILSHIRE/ALVARADO ‘

© Projec! 37 513 50 923 184 4,898 s2 474 159 2,974 218 91 81 1,281 11,978 24
L2, N05 30 1,258 121 2,262 450 12,004 126 1,162 350 7,288 682 2,233 484 3,140 29,347 59
‘Nith incentives 162 2,264 218 4,071 810 21,608 228 2,092 703 13,115 1,228 4,019 799 5652 52,825 106

0 Project 20 27 26 493 98 2,614 28 253 8s 1,587 149 486 97 684 6391 13

BA/MOS 192 2,686 259 4,829 961 25,627 3710 2,481 833 15,559 1457 4,767 97 6,703 62,652 125

with Incentives 1S 6,83 48 B892 1,729 46,129 486 4,467 1,500 28,006 2,623 8580 1,705 12,065 112,773 228

wmsnunzmommla .

i Project 432 42 777 155 4,126 43 399 13 2,505 235 767 I3 1,079 10,085 20

PAINOS aea 1,509 16 2,713 540 14,400 152 1,39 468 8,742 819 2,678 532 3,766 235202 i)

jitn Incentives 19 2,716 262 4,884 972 25,922 273 2510 B4Y 15738 1,474 4,821 958 6,780 43,37 127

WILSHIRE/WESTERN A -

o Project % 371 36 667 133 3,539 37 343 1S 2,149 201 658 131 926 8,653 17

AINOS 4 896 86 1,811 320 8,548 90 828 218 5,190 486 1,590 3l6 2,235 20,899 42
'iin Incentives 15 1,613 156 2,900 577 15,389 162 1,490 S00 9,343 875 2,862 569 4,025 37,622 75
LSHIRE/CRENSHAW

t1o Project 3 49 s 88 17 465 5 45 15 283 26 87 17 122 1,139 2

L PA/MOS 16 226 22 407 8l 2,6 P 209 70 1,312 123 402 80 55 5,282 1
itn incentives 29 408 39 7133 186 3,892 41 77 127 2,363 221 724 146 1,018 3,515 15
LSHIRE/LA BREA

w Project 68 954 92 1,716 341 9,106 96 882 296 5528 SI8 1,69 337 2,382 22,282 45

LPA/MOS 163 2,283 220 4,104 816 21,781 229 2,109 708 13,224 (,238 4,051 805 5697 53,249 106

With incentives 29 4,109 396 7,388 1,470 39,208 413 3,797 1,215 23,804 2,229 7,293 1,443 10,255 95,854 192
ILSHIRE/CURSON .

Project 13 181 (7 325 65 1,726 18 167 s6 1,058 98 321 & &SI 4,219 8
LPA/MOS 3% 672 46 B4Y 169 4,509 47 437 147 2,737 25 839 167 1,179 11,022 22
Nith Incentives 6l 8sl 82 1,529 306 8117 8s 786 264 4,928 42 1,510 300 2,123 19,864 40

AIRFAX/BEVERLY

Project 84 899 87 1,617 321 858l 50 831 2719 5210 488 1,5% 317 2,245 20,979 42

2 4/ M0S 18] 2,256 218 4,058 807 21,523 221 2,084 700 13,067 1,226 4,003 796 5630 52,618 105
Nitn Incentives 290 4,060 392 7,300 1,452 3§,741 408 3,751 1,260 23,521 2,203 7,206 1,432 10,133 94,712 189

AIRFAX/SANTA MONICA ‘

B pm,ecr 659 &4 1,184 236 6,285 66 609 204 3,816 357 1,169 232 |,64h 15,366 31

l33 1,859 179 3,343 665 17,742 187 1,718 577 10,772 1,009 3,300 656 4,641 43,375 a7
i Incentives 239 3,347 323 6017 1,197 31,936 3% 3,092 1,039 19,389 1,816 590 1,181 8353 78,07 156

SUNSET/LA BREA

Praject 22 306 30 550 109 2,919 31 285 95 1,772 166 543 107 759 1,13 14

A 57 BOO 771,439 286 7,638 80 736 248 4,630 434 1,419 284 2,006 18,668 k7|
it Incentives 103 1,441 139 2,59 SIS 13,748 s 1,33 W7 8345 782 2,587 s08 3,595 33,610 k7,

HOLL WOOD/CAFIUENGA . i

1.0 Project 21 295 8 53l 106 2,819 30 273 92 1,118 161 523 104 738 6,897 14

P A 79 1,01 106 1,979 394 10,504 2 1,017 Wl 6373 $98 1,952 387 2,786 25,673 i
i1h Incentives 12 1,962 191 3,563 09 18,910 200 1,830 616 11,676 1,074 3,515 699 4,943 46,217 92
L YWOOD AL TERNATIVES:

FAIRFAX/SANTA MONICA ®) . .

$ 0 Project 47 659 6 1,184 236 6,285 &6 609 206 3816 357 1,169 232 1644 15366 3l
etro Ruil (33 1,859 179 3,343 665 17,742 (87 1,718 s77 10,772 4,009 3,300 656 4,641 43,355 87
ith Incentives 235 3,347 323 60i7 1,197 31,936 336 3,09 1,03 19,389 1,86 590  1,I8 8353 78,07 156

A MONICALA BREA ®) . . . .

tio Project 193 19 347 63 1,843 19 178 60 1,119 105 343 68 482 4,505 9
setro Rail. as 535 &1 1,143 227 5,067 4 - 587 198 3,683 344 15128 68 1,587 14,43l 30
itn Incentives 82 M4 110 2,058 409 10,921 f1s 1,058 355 6630 62l 2030 404 2,856 26,697 s3

LA/BREA (B) . . . .

Yo Project 5 204 20 366 73 1,943 20 188 & 1,179 10 361 72 s09 4,750 10

Metro Rail 33 Sal 52 974 196 5,167 54 500 168 3,136 293 9l 191 1,353 12,632 25

with Incentives 0 915 9% 1,253 W9 9,303 98 900 303 5,645 529 1,729 34 2,538 22,743 45

WAHIGHLAND (B)

Project 14 189 18 340 68 1,804 19 175 59 1,095 103 336 67 472 4400 9
Vetro Rail 37 52 ] 942 187 5,000 53 5e8 163 3,036 284 930 185 1,308 12,224 24
Witn Incentives 67 943 91 1,69 . 337. 9,003 95 874 .293 5,466 SI2 1,674 333 2,355 22,009 4
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TABLE 111-2 (Continued)

: : - EATING & SERVICE LOTHER :
STATION APPAREL DRUG FOOD . LIQUOR DRINK NG STATIONS RETAIL TOTAL
AREA 51,000 Sq.Fr.  $1,000 Sq.Fr. .$1,000 Sq.Ft: $1,000 LFt. 51,000 Sq.Ft. S1,000 Sq.Fr. $1,000 Sq.Ft. 91,000 Sq.Ftr. |
ﬂMAI s < mA (B) - R T - - [ .- i . .. - =T . .
'io Projecs 12 167 16 300 50 1,593 17 (S s2 9678 91 256 59 &l7 3,89 {
wetro Rail 30 423 41 761 151 4,038 42 3;91 13) 2,451 1230 751 149 [,056 9,871 20
‘With [ncentives S4 is2 13 1,369 272 1,268 77 704 236 4,413 4i3 1,352 269 1,901 17,769 k™
SELMA/GOWER (B)
T Project 12 169 1§ 304 0 1,612 17 156 52 979 92 300 60 422 3,942
Metro Rail 57 796 77 1,431 285 7,596 80 736 247 h,612 423 1,413 281 1,987 18,51 37
‘Nith incentives 102 1,433 138 2,576 S12 13,673 144 1,324 445 8,301 777 2,543 5,081 3,576 33,426 67
FAIRFAX/SANTA MONICA (C) :
Mo Project <47 659 64 1,184 236 6,285 66 609 204 3,816 357 1,169 232 t,644 15,366 3
Metrao Rail 133 Iy 359 179 3,343 665 17,742 187 1,718 577 10,722 t,009 3,300 656 4,64 | 43,375
With incentives 239 3.3‘47 323 6,017 1,197 31,936 336 3,092 1,032 19,389 | SI 6 5,90 1,181 8,353 78,074 156
HAWTHORNE/LA BREA ) N .
Tia Project 515 50 926 186 4,915 52 476 160 2,984 219 51 182 1,285 12,046 7
Metro Rail 98 1,370 132 2,464 490 13,076 138 1,266 425 7,929 743 2,432 483 3,420 31,967 8]
With Incentives 176 2,467 238 4,435 882 23,538. 248 2,219 766 14,29] 1,338 4,378 870 6,157 57,545 i1
SEL MA/HIGHLAND (C)
tia Froject 189 18 340 68 1,804 19 175 59 1,095 103 336 67 472 4bll
Metro Rail 37 524 St 942 187 5,000 53 484 163 3,036 284 230 185 1,308 12,224
wirn incentives 67 943 91 1,696 337 9,003 95 872 293 5,466 s12  [,674 333 2,355 22,009
SELMAICAHLENCA (C)
Mo Prajedt 167 16 300 60 1,593 17 154 52 967 9l 296 59 417 3,8% 8
Metro Rail 30 423 41 761 151 4,038 43 391 131 2,45! 230 751 149 1,056 9,871 2
'NiTh Incentives 54 162 73 1,389 272 7,268 77 704 236 4,413 413 1,382 269 1,901 17, 1769 3
SEL MA/GOWER (C) . .
tio Project 12 169 6 304 S0 1,612 17 156 52 979 92 300 60 422 3,942
Metra Rail 57 7% 7 1,431 285 7,596 80 736 247 4,612 432 1,413 281 1,987 18,57} kY]
With Incentives 102 1,433 138 2,576 512 13,673 i bk 1,324 445 8,301 777 2,543 508 3,576 33,426 [
VALLEY ALTERNATIVES:
LNIVERSAL CITY OR STLD!O CITY )
o Project 3 L 1] 293 3 28 10 178 17 S5 1 1 717 1
LPA |B 25| 24 451 %0 2,395 25 232 78 ,us4 136 446 89 627 5,856 |
Witn lncentives 32 452 o4 812 162 4,312 45 417 140 2,618 245 802 159 I,I?B 10,541 2
NORTH HOLL YWOOD ALTERNATIVES _ _ .
Mie Praoject 28 399 38 n7 143 3,803 40 368 1246 2,309 216~ 107 141 995 9,298 1
LPA 39 550 53 990 197 5,252 55 509 171. 3,188 299 977 194 1,374 12,840 26
witn Incentives " 991 96 1,781 IS6 9,483 00 - 915 307 5,739 537 1,758 349 2,473 23,110 4
LPA = Locally Preferred Alternative; MOS = Minimum Operabie Segment i '

Source: Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co. and Sedway Cooke Associotes
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Sorme c¢oncern regarding cooperation was also voiced in terms of the potential ~um-
ber of public agencies with which a developer might have to deal on a project. The
‘confusion and delays resuiting from dealing with muitiple agencies might be miti-
gated, it was suggested, by designation of a single agency responsible for joint devel-
opment on a project. |t was roted that the Los Angeles Commuriity Redevelopment
Agency had shown itself to be competent in deollng with developers.

Role of the Public Sector

Developers were asked to discuss the benefits and liabilities of working with public
séctor agencies in development projects and to point out how the public agencies
could optimize their impact on the joint development process, It was noted that
most urban developments now involve the active participation of one or more public
agencies and that such participation goes beyond the historic role of zoning changes,
slan approval, building inspection and other regulafory processes.

The following beneficial participative actions that can be taken by public agencies,
especially redevelopment agencies were noted by participants:

Land assembly

Land carry

Land leases

Write downs -

Relocation of residents

Publicly financed improvements

Tax free financing

Use of tax increment financing fo underwrite costs
Provision of density bonuses

Expediting the approval process

Generation of projects that complement, support or enhance the primary pro-
ject.

ln summary, pqrﬂ'ci_ponfs indicated that public agencies can be most helpful in the
joint development process by acting as an expediter/facilitator in the development
process and by providing "hard financial incentives" that offset developer costs.

Among the negative aspects of public sector participation noted by developers were:.

e Delays, lack of coordination and multiple decision makers inherent in the joint
development process.

e The impression that delays, lack of coordingtion, etc., will result from projects
involving public dgencies and the effect that such an impression may have on
developers, bdnkers, investors, and others.

o Imposition of undesirable and/or infeasible requirements on the developer by the
public agency, e.g., to build low and moderate income housing or to develop
commerciai facilities that are nét suited to the area or to market conditions.

Public Private Arrangements

Several of the issues discussed at the seminar involved the nature of the financial
and institutional arrangements between public agencies and private developers in the
joint development process. Questions posed to generate discusssion on these areas
included:

=18



» How do you fzel about the public sector sharing in the economic benefits derived

from joint devslopment projects?

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

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

One comment made 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 speaker, identified a
theme that was repeated by others throughout the discussion of financial arrange-
ments. That theme was that "it all 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

questions posed to developers redarding financial arrangements might well be the
following:

You, as a public agency, want me to participate in a project that will enhance
the public good. | operate primarily on the profit motive, but am willing to
participate in the project if | 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 ds write downs, 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 ‘contributions by the private
sector to station costs were not generally viewed as unacceptable as long as the
developer would receive something in return. Some participants 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 land and developing commercial
projects. It was nated, however, that such ideological concerns would not necessarily
prohibit the establishment of mutually advantageous arrangements involving profit
participation or limited public ownership/development.

Participants from the developrhent industry were not receptive to the notion of
establishing measures to limit or preclude specuiation 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. Specific ideas along
this line were: :

e Provide for the assignment of investment tax credits on Metro Rail cars to a
private business in return for some value contributed.
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e Provide for private ownership and iease:back ta SCRTD of station facilities so -
that a private business could write off deprecmhon

“With reccrd to legal “and institutional arrongemenfs of ;omf developmenT projacts

involving Metro Rail, two specific comrments were made:

e Development agreements are not an cccepfcble form of arrdngement becguse
state law provides too many ways for the public sector to escape its contractur-
al obligations.

e Establishment of redevelopment areas around stations would facilitgte joint
development because of the established competence and credibility of CRA and
because redevelopment law provides for many useful mechanisms such a$ tax
increment financing, write downs and others.

Another specific suggestion made by a developer regarding the joint development
process involved SCRTD's preparing "Master EIRs" for stafion areas 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 an additional concern to those
addressed above and also an underlying theme. The first has to do with the apparent
Dercephon by participants that the Metro Rail project lacks certainty. Its distance
in the future along with questions regarding its future fundmg and route alignment
made it a possibility rather than a probclblhfy 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 an underlying concern that any arrangements for joint
devzlopment 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 their financial participation.

DEVELOPMENT PROJECTIONS

Table 1li-10 summarizes commercial development projections for six categories of
development for each planning ‘area and each station areq for the Loccllly Preferred
Alternative and the Minimum Operable Segmient, Table lll-1| summarizes commer-
cial development projections for the Hollywood alternatives B and C evaluated in the
Special Alternatives Analysis.

Table 111-12 translates floor area projections its employees for the Locally Preferred
Alternative and the Minimum Operable Segment, assuming one employee per 200
square feet of office spdce, one employee per 500 square feet of retail space, and
one employee per two hotel rooms. Table li-13 provides the same information for
Alternatives A and B evaluated in the Hollywood Special Alternatives Analysis.

111=21



TABLE 11110
PROJECTED COMMERCIAL DEVELOIPMENT 171980-i1/2000
FOR THE LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AND MINIMUM.OPERABLE SEGMENT UNDER THREE GROWTH SCENARIOS
(Thousands af Square Feet Unless Otherwise Indicated)

NO PROJECT ' METRO-RAIL PROJECT WITHINCEINTIVES

.§ = 'é § = 3 .g. - K
= 98 3 o = S 3 o b=y k| 3 u
g 22 & 5 g 3 ¢ g 3 8 2 & ¢ 3
: ; 8 - ria = — - — :- - 8 'E -
S & &5 3§ P o 2 g 5 g - S 7 % 8 B
BEEEEEEEEE R -2 T S B
3 w ¢ o P 2 0w € U £ : 4 u ¢ & I
CBD .
Union:Station 0 0 0 0 0 0. S00 0 25 50 9 400 1,500 0 75 100 6 800
. rms. rms..
Civic Center 1,600 0 80 50 12 225 1,900 0 95 100 30 225 | 2,250 0 13 t00 53 225
rms. rms. ‘rms.
Fifth/Hill 6,690 0 335 100 I 725 8,350 0 4i8 200 26 725 9,485 0 474 225 47 725
| rms. rms. rms,
_— Seventh/F lawer 4,755 0 237 600 7 500 5,250 0 262 1,240 13 1,000 6,754 0 341 1,250 24 1,000
= rms. ) rms. -rms.
;'\, All'5tations 13,045 0 652 750 30il,450 16;000 0 800 1,59 78 2,350 19,989 0 1,003 1,675 140 2,750
N rms. rms. ) rms.
Planning Area 15,000 750 750:1,050 156 N/A 20,000 750 1,000 2,050 364 N/A 21,000 750 1,120 2,630 364 N/A
WESTLAKE )
Wilshire/Alvarado 150 0 0 0 12 0 500 0 25 0 89 0 1,100 0 55 0 134 0
Planning Area 3,000 500 50 0 43 0 1,500 500 75 0 350 0 . 2,000 500 100 0 350 Q ‘
WILSHIRE . ;
Wilshire/Vermont - 750 0 38 0 6 0 1,100 0 55 0 82 0 1,950 0 98 0 122 0
Wilshire/Normandie | 1,120 0 56 0 10 0 2,00 O 0l 200 82 500 2,00 O 108 300 87 500 e
Wilshire/Western 1,350 0 68 0 9 0 1,700 0 8BS i00 33 0 1,830 0 91l 150 49 0
Wilshire/Crenshaw 0 380 0 0 0 0 150 380 0 0 0 0 340 380 15 0 0 0 ’
Wilshire/La Brea 0188 9 0o 2 0 520 180 35 0 49 0 670 180 43 0o 73 ¥ '
Wilshire/Fairlax 1,750 0 88 0 4 0 2,380 0 9 200 i6 0 2,880 0 145 300 25 0
Beverly/F airfax- 1,000 0 5 I50 21 0 2,500 0 125 300 65 500 3,100 0 155 300 98 4,000
~ rms. rms.
All 51ations 5,970 S60 308 150 n 0 10,370 560 520 800 327 L,000 1} 12,890 S60 656 1,050 454 {1,500
rms. rms.
Planning Area 8,000,380 400 IS0 619 NJA | 13,0001,380 650 1,100 1,795 /A 15,000 ;380 750 1,300 1,795 N/A -
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Table 11-10 (Cantinued)
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WEST HOLLYWO0OD/
HOLL YWOOD
Fairfax/Sonta Monica 150 30 9 0 15 0 400 80 24 2 123 0 650 100 38 50 B4 0
LaiBrea/Sunset. 150. 30 9 0 7 0 180 S0 41 200 92 0 | 40 8 24 250 138 0
Hollywood/Cohvenge 380 40 20 {50 7 0 530 100 30 440 92 500 1,030 120 52 710 138 1,000
rms. rms.
Hollywood Bowl 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0
All Stations 680 100, 38 (50 29 0| 110 230 65 650 307 sS00 | 2080 300 #14 1,010 480 1,000
. rms. rms.
Plonning Area 1,300 200 65 IS0 382 N/A | 1,7000 300 85 1,100 1,066 W/A | 2,600 400 130 1,300 066 HMN/A
UNIVERSAL CITY/ *
NORTH HOLLYWOOD !
Universal City 2500 0 25 75 7 500 | 2,500 0 125 300 15 500 2,700 0 135 280 22 500
. rms. rms. . rens.
Nor th Hollywood 920 0 46 0 9 0] KL, 0 €6 140 i} 0 1,720 0 8 20 17
8oth Stations 3420 0 i1 75 16 500 | 3,820 0 191 440 26 500 4,520 0 21 40 39 500
rms. {ms. rms.
Planning. Area 4,500 100. 225 75 60- 'N/A | 4,500 100 225 440 150 N/A 5,500 100 275 440 150 N/A
Regional Core 29,800 2,930 1,490 1,425 ‘1,360 'N/A [ 40,700 3,030 2,035 4,690 3,725 N/A 46,100 3,130 2,375 5,670 3,725 WA
AL STATIONS:
Locally Preferred
Alternative 23,265 660 1,696 1,137 159 1,950 (31,800 790 1,429 - 3,569 827 4,350 40,4579 860 2,049 4,175 1,358 5,750
ms. ' ms. ns.
AL STATIONS:
Miniitum Operable . L o ; A
Segrent 19,165 560 960 912 14 1,450 [26,870 560 1,345 2,479 3,350 4% 33,979 560 4,714 2,725 728 4,250
. | ms. (11219

Source: Pedt Marwick Mitchell & Co-and Sedway/Cooke:
N/A - Not Available.



ALTERNATIVE B

No .Pro'e'cfr_

M.ajor 6ff1ce
Community Office
Employee Retail
Regional Retail
ommunity Retail
Totals

Metro Rail
Major Office

Community Office
Employee Retail
Regional Retail
Community Retail
Totals

With Incentives
‘Major ottice

1/1981-1/1983
1/1983-1/2000

Community Office
Employee Retail
Regional Retail
Community Retail

Totals

PROJECTEDCOMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT, i/1981-1/2000, FOR HOLLYWOOD ALTER
, (Thousands of Square Feet)

Santa Santa QOutside Total
Monica/ Monica/ Sunset/ Selma/ Selma/ Selma/ Station Market
Fairfax LaBrea LaBrea Highland Cahuenga Gower Areas Area

{50 0 150 150 355 0 220 1,025
30 0 30 30 70 30 40 230
9 0 9 9 21 2 13 63

0 0 J 0 {50 0 0 150
15 5 5 4 4 4 265 302
204 5 194 193 600 36 538 1,770
378 189 283 189 284 189 188 1,700
60 40 40, 40 70 40 40 330
22 [ 16 [ 13 17 12 102
200 0 50 50 100 ' 50 210 660
43 [5 13 12 {0 19 954 1,066
703 255 503 302 382 309 [,404 3,858
580 463 580 232 232 232 231 2,550
100 0 60 &0 20 60 60 430
34 23 32 15 16 15 15 150
200 0 50 ‘ 80 250 % 210 880
78 27 23 22 i8 33 865 1,066
992 513 745 409 606 430 1,381 5,076
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Tanle ll1-11| {continusd)

Santa ' o Jyside  Tetal
Monica/ Sunset/ Selma/ = Selma/ Selma/ Station ncr'<et B

- Fairfax -LaBrea Highland Cahuenga Gower Areas Aruc

ALTERMATIVE C

Mo Project
0 rroject . _
Major Office 150 |50 |50 355 0 220 1,025

Community Office 30 30 - 30 70 30 40 220

D

Employee Retail 9 9 21 2 13 63
Regiondl Retail 0 0 0 150 0 Q 150
“Tommunity Retail s 5 5 4 3 269 302

-~

Tirals 204 20| 193 500 36 542 1,775

-

sAetro Rail
Madjor Offica 439 500 {150 250 150 250 l,700

Community Office 70 70 40 70 40 40 330
Employee Retadil 24 29 10 3 10 13 102

Zommunity Retail 43 32 12 10 19 950 1,066
Totals 537 831 2352 395 254 'y465 3,853

With Incentives '
Major Office 425 531 425 - 531 425 213 2,550

Community Office 100 {00 50 80 _ 50 50 430
Employee Retail 26 32 24 31 24 |3 150
Regional R=tail 120 250 100 100 100 213 339
Community Retaii 783 58 22 18 33 857 1,066
Totals 749 971 621 760 632 1,343 5,076 |

Source: Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co.
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AMD MIIMUM OPERABLE SEGMENT UNDER THREE GROWTH SCENARIOS

TASLE 1i1-12 ,
EMPLOYEES ADDED, 1/1980-1/2000, FOR THE LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERMATIVE

(Thousands of Square Feet Unless Otherwise-Indicated)

METRO RAIL PROJECT

NO PROJECT 'WI{H tiCELITIVES ~
Office  Retail  Hotel Otiice  Retoil  Hotel Otfice  Retail  Hotel
G20 PLANLIIC AREA
Union Station 0 0 0 500 B4 400 1,500 191 800
0 0 ] 2,500 168 200 7,500 382 400
Civic Center 1,600 142 225 1,900 225 225 2,250 266 225
8,000 2,4 13 9,500 450 113 11,250 532 113
Fif th/Hilt 6,690 446 725 8,350 shh 725 9,485 746 725
33,450 892 363 41,750 1,288 363 47,425 1,492 363
Seventh/Flower 4,755 844 500 5,250 1,515 1,000 £754 1,615 1,000
23,775 1,688 200 26,275 3,030 500 33,770 3,230 500
All Stations 13,045 1,632 1,450 16,000 2,468 2,350 19,989 2818 2,750
65,225 2,864 725 80,025 4,936 1,1785 99,945 5,636 1,375
Totel C8D Plonning Area 15,750 1,956 1,450 20,750 3416 2,350 21,750 4,114 2,750
78,750 3,912 725 103,750 4,828 1,175 108,750 8,228 1,375
WESTLAKE PLANNING AREA
Wilshire/Alvarade 150 12 0 500 114 0 1,100 189 0
750 24 0 2,500 228 0 5,500 378 0
Tatcl Westlake Plonning Area 1,500 193 0 2,000 425 0 2,500 450 0
7,500 386 0 10,000 850 0 12,500 900 0
WILSHIRE PLANNING AREA )
Wilshire/Vermont 750 43 0 1,100 137 0 1,950 220 0
3,750 86 0 5,500 274 0 9,750 440 0
‘Wilshire/Normondie 1,120 66 0 2,020 383 500 2,150 495 500
5,600 132 0 10,100 766 250 10,750 990 250
Wilshire/ Western 1,350 77 0 1,700 218 0 1,830 290 0
, 6,750 154 0 8,500 436 0 9,150 $80 0
Wilshire/Crenshaw 380 0 0 530 0 0 720 15 0
1,900 0 0 2,650 0 0 3,600 30 0
Wilshire/La Brea 180 k]| 0 700 84 0 850 16 0
900 82 0 3,500 168 0 4,250 232 0
Wiishire/Fairfax 1,750 92 0 2,380 335 0 2,880 470 0
8,750 184 0 11,900 670 0 14,400 940 0
Beverly/Fairfax 1,000 221 0 2,500 490 500 3,100 553 1,000
5,000 442 0 12,500 980 250 15,500 1,106 500
All Wilshire Station Areas 6,530 $30 0 10,930 1,647 1,000 13,450 2,160 {,500
32,650 1,060 0 54,650 3,29 500 67,250 4,320 750
Totol Wilshire Plonning Ares 2,380 1,169 0 14,380 3,545 1,000 16,380 3,848 1,500
46,900 2,338 o} 71,900 7,090 500 81,900  7,6% 750
HOLL YWQOD PLANNING AREA ]
Fairfax/5anta Monica 180 24 0 480 147 0 750 272 0
900 48 0 2,400 294 0 3,750 Sk 0
Lo Brea/Sunset 180 i6 0 230 303 0 480 412 0
900 32 0 1,150 606 0 2,400 824 0
Hollywood/Cahuenga 420 (V2] 0 630 562 500 1,150 900 1,000
2,100 354 0 3,150 1,124 250 5,750 1,800 500
Hollywood Bowl (aptional) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 0
All Hollywood Station Areas 780 217 0 1,340 1,012 500 2,380 1,604 1,000
3,900 434 0 6,700 2,024 250 11,900 3,208 500
Totol Hollywood Planning Area 1,500 597 0 2,000 2,251 500 3,000 2,496 1,000
. 7,500 1,194 0 10,000  4;502 250 13,500 79 250
UNIVERSAL CITY/NORTH HOLLYWOOD
PLANNING AREA o .
Universal City 2,500 207 500 2,500 440 500 2,700 397 500
12,500 44 250 12,500 880 250 13,500 79 250
North Hollywood 920 S5 500 1,320 217 (] 1,720 303 0
4,600 110 250 6,600 434 0 8,600 606 0
Both Stations 3,420 262 500 3,820 657 500 4,420 700 500
17,100 S24 250 19,100 1,314 250 22,100 1,400 250
Totai Universal City )
North Hollywood Planing Area 4,600 360 500 4,600 815 500 5,500 865 500
23,000 720 250 23,000 1,630 250 27,500 1,730 250
REGIONAL CORE 32,730 4,275 1,950 43,730 10,450 4,350 49,230 11,770 5,750
163,650 8,550 975 218,650 20,900 2,175 206,150 23,540 2,875
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TABLE l11-13

SMPLOYEES ADDED, [/1980-1/2000; FOR HOLLYWOOD ALTERNATIVES A ARD B~

ALTERNATIVE B

No Project
Office
Retail

Metro, Rail
Office
Retail

With Incentives
Office”
Retail

ALTERNATIVE C

No Project
Office

Retail

Metro Rail
Office
Retail

With Incentives
‘Oftice™
Retail

UNDER THREE GROWTH SCENARIOS

- (thousands of square feet)

Santa Santa Qutside  Total
Monica/ Monica/ Sunset/ Selma/ Selma/ Selma/ Station  Market
Fairfax IT-_qB_rgc La Breq Highland Cahuenga Gower Areas Area

900 0 900 900 2,125 150 1,300 6,275
48 {0 28 26 350 12 556 1,030
2,190 1,145 1,615 15145 1,770 1,145 1,140 10,150
530 52 158 146 248 172 2,352 3,656
3,400 2,315 3,200 12,460 1,610 1,460 1,455 14,900
624 100 210 234 568 276 . 2,180 4,192
900 - 900 900 2,125 150 1,300 6,275
48 - 28 28 350 12 564 1,030
2,350 - 2,850 950 1,600 930 1,450 10,150
334 - 522 144 {52 158 2,346 3,656
2,625 - 3,155 2,375 3,035 2,375 {,315 14,900
448 - 680 292 298 314 2,160 4,192

Source: Sedway/Cooke and Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co.
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Table IlI-14A and B compare the projections generatad by the market study with
gfowth rates during the last two decades and with SCAG-82A and -82B projections.
As described previdusly, the market projections for the No Project Altsrnative
represent an estimate of the amount of major office development the real estate
market can be expected to absorb and retail development that would be required to
serve the population growth projected by SCAG-82A. The Metro Rail Project
alternatives illustrate the effects of concentrating growth dround stations and
include the amount of retail development that would be required to serve the
population growth projected by SCAG-82B. The SCAG projections, on the other
hand, represent two divergent policy directions which would require a commitment
by local government to encourage development in some areas and discourage it in
others. SCAG-82A is intended to represent a continuation or intensification of
recent trends toward decentralization and should, therefore, correspand to some
extent with theé historic growth rate. The No Project market projections should
similarly correspand with the historic growth rate. Both SCAG-82B and the With
Metro Rail Project Alternatives should reflect similar trends relative to the historic
growth rate. They should indicate an increase in the growth rate in the Regioral
Core since SCAG-82B represents a policy of concentrating development within the
Regional Core and the With Metro Rail Project Alternatives represent a
concentration of development around the Metro Rail stations. Since the SCAG study
did not include Universal City, Studio City, and North Hollywood in its definition of
the Regional Core, SCAG-82B would be expected to show a decline in the
employment growth rate in those areas.

A comparison of the growth rates projected by SCAG-82A and by the market study's
No Project Alternative indicate that, in general, the market study is more consistent
with recent development trends* than SCAG-82A. SCAG-82A appears to represent
an intensification of the decline in the employment growth rate in the Regional
Core, while the No Project market projections assume that the growth rate is relat-
ively stable. ’

The No Project market projections for the CBD/Westlake, Wilshire, and Hollywood
planning areas are within about |5 percent of the historic growth rate for employ-
ment. The CBD/Westlake area** shows a slight decline due to declining accessibili-
ty. Wilshire and Hollywood show a slight increase in response 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 in those areas in recent years. The market
projection reflects projects under construction or proposed and represents a seven-
fold increase in the historic growth rate.

SCAG-82A shows a decline of more than 50 percent in the CBD/Westlake employ-
ment growth rate, a decline in the Wilshire and Hollywood growth rates of more than
25 percent, and a five-fold increase. in Unjversal City/North Hollywood growth rate.

* Because the historic growth rates in Tables II-14A and B are estimates based on
the floor area values in Table 1I-2 they can only be used as approximate
representations of actual growth rates.

** The two areas are combined for this comparison because some of the development
projected to occur west of the Harbor Freeway as an expansion of the CBD and
¢classified as CBD development in the market study actually lies within the Westlake
Planning Area.
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TOTAL EMPLOYEES IN PLANNING AREAS

TABLE HI-14A
COMPARISON OF MARKET STUDY WITH HISTORIC GROWTH RATES AND WITH SCAG-82A AND -828 PROJECTIONS:

Yeor 2000

SCAG Market Stiudy
Year 1980 » ‘No Metro With
SCAG 82-Base  -82A -828 Project Roil Incentives
CBD Planning Area 289,700 316,500 334,200 373,100 401,500 408,100
Westloke Planning Areo 83,500 100, 100 114,100 91,400 94,400 96,900
Wilshire Planning Area 227,000 257,300 292,500 276,200 30,500 317,300
Hollywood Planning Areo 136,300 142,000 156,500 145,000 151,100 156,800
Universol City/North Hollywood 75,100 92,400 80,500 99,100 100,000 104,600
Planning Areos
Regional Core:
Locdlly Preferred Alterrotive. 811,600 908,300 978,200 584,800 1,053,500 1,083,700
Minimum Operobie Segment 975,600 1,046,500 1,673,400
TABLE lil-148

COMPARISON OF MARKET STUDY WITH HISTORIC GROWTH RATES AND WITH SCAG-82A AND -828 PROJECTIONS:

EMPLOYEES ADDED AND SQUARE FEET ABSORBED ANNUALLY

1980-20C0 L
SCAG Market Study”
No Metro With
1960-t980!  -82a -828 Project Roil Incentives
CBD Plawing Arec employees 4,910 1,341 2,224 4,170 5,590 5,920
sq. feet 1,120,000 345,000 615,000 945,000 1,300,000 1,405,000
Westlake Planining Arec émployees 320 832 1,531 390 540 670
sq. feet 73,0001 217,000 420,000 85,000 120,000 150,000
Wilshire Planning Area employees 2,100 1,516 3,298 - 2,460-- 3,970 4,520
5q.. feet 486, 000 346,000 898 000 525 000 935,000 1,070,000
Hollywood Plonning Area employees 350 287 1,011 430 L 740 1,020
sq. feet 93,000 77 000 275,000 105,000 235,000 315,000
Universal City/North Hollywood _
Plarining Area empidyess 140 869 273 1,200 1,240 1,470
sq. feet 33,000 210,000 75,000 270,000 250,000 345,000
Regional. Core:
Locally Preferred Alternative employees 7,860 5,232 8,337 8,650 12,090 13,600
sq. feet 1,805,000 1,199,000 2,287,000 1,938,000 2,851,000 3,335,000
Regionat. Core:
Minimum Operable Segment employees 8,209 11,730 13,090
sq..feet ,220 000 2,730,000 3, 150 000

Source: Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co. and Sedwoy/Cooke.

! Derived from Table 1l-2-dssuming: (o) ah oceupancy rote of 85 percent; (b) thot office spdce represents the following proportion of
totol floor orea (proportion estimoted by overaging the proportion indicoted in the SCAG base for 1980 and the proportion indicoted by
the No Project Market Study pro,ecnons) CBD 80%, Westlake 81%, Wilshire 82%, Hollywood 72%, and Universal City/North Hollywood
79%; and (¢) one employee per 225 squore feet of office space, one employee per 500 square feet retoil space, and one empioyee per two
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Tne Metro Rail mariket projéctions indicate a 20 to 30 percent increase in the CBD's
employment growth rate, a 90 to |15 percent increase in the Wilshire growth rate,
and a 90 to 180 percent increase in Hojllywood. The market study indicates an
increase in the growth rate in Universal City/North Hollywood of up to 25 percent
sver the No Proiect rate.

SCAG-82B continues to show a decline in the CBD growth rate (chroxlrnctely 15
percent less than the historic growth rate), a 60 percent increase in the Wilshire
growth rate and a 160 percent increase in Hollywood, SCAG-82B shows a decline in
the growth rate in Universal City/North Hollywood because that area is not part of
the Regional Core as defined by SCAG.

In summary, both the market study and SCAG show similar trends in Wilshire and
Hollywood. However, SCAG shows a decided decline in the CBD growth rate even
under a policy of concentrating 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
Hollyw ood represents a similar trend of substantial growth. Differences between
SCAG 82A and the Metro Rail Project Alternatives for Universal City/North Holly-
wood reflect the difference in definition of the Regional Core.

ILLUSTRATIVE DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS FOR IMPACT ASSESSMENT

In order to assess the traffic, parking, air quality, and other environmental impacts
of development associated with the Metro Rail Project, it was necessary to identify,
for illustrative purposes, reasonably realistic physical development patterns in each
station areq for 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 area on specific sites in that station area.

First, projects built from 980 to 1983 were sited. Then the remaining market
‘cbsorphon for the 1983 to 2000 was allocated first to sites for which specific devel-
opment proposals have been made. |f the projects were in the preliminary design
stage or far enough along if 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, the identified developmem‘
program was applied to the site. For example, the California Plaza site which is
split between the Civic Center and the Fifth/Hill Stations was assumed to abserb all
development proposed for this site as of mid-1982: 3.2 million square feet of office
space; 220,000 square feet of retail space; 450 hotel rooms, 750 residential units as
ge” as The Museumn of Contemporary Art and a site for the Bella Lewitzky Dance
allery.

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 areq, consistent with zoning and land use plans, compatible with other develop-
ment proposals in the areq, and within market absorption limits.

For example, at the Wilshire/Normandie Station areq, the Ambassador Hotel grounds

have been proposed as a site for additional development, However, as of mid-(982
no specific development program had been propased. Under current zoning the 23
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acre site could accommodate |3 million square feet of devnlopmenf. The 20-year
market absorption for the entire station areq with Metro Rail Préject is projected at
2.4 million square feet to 2.7 million squdre feet, of which 400,000 to 500,000 square.
feet would be retail space, likely to take the form of a reglonol shopping center. The
Ambassador Hotzl site is a logical location for a regional shopping center, additional -
hotel rooms, and a major office complex. However, there are several other sites
"competing" for a share of that development, including the Brown Derby site and the
southwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Normandie Avenue (irolo Street). In
addition, the area is not expected to be able to dbsorb, by the year 2000, all of the.
developmem‘ that could be dccommodated on the Ambassador site. -For the purposes
of this exefcise, then, it is dssumed that only a portion of the site would be devel-
oped during the 20-year time period under consideration, Additional commercial.
development on the site could be absorbed after the year 2000. |t should be empha-
sized that it is entirely possible that all of the development projected for the station
area could oceur on this single site; the illustrative development pattern used for
impact assessment is simply a "best guess" at what may happen.

After development was allocated to proposed development sites, the remaining

markat potential was broken into development "packages" consistent with the pat-
térn and form of existing and planned development and with public policies and plans

(that is, those of the CRA and the City or County planning departments) and appro-

_priate to the location and configuration of parcels or ?roups of parcels susceptible to
e

reinvestment. For the No Project Alternatives parcel selection criteria emphasized
minimization of site preparation costs (that is, minimization of land assembly dnd
removal of existing structures). Developers of major office, employee-serving retail
and commumfy-servmg retail spoce were assumed to consider sites along the major
¢orridors in the station area (e.g., Wilshire Boulevard) as more or less equally desira-
ble with some preference for sites proximate to recent development projects and to
major intersections. For the Metro Rail Project alternatives it was assumed that a
definite preference would be indicated for sites proximate to the station. It was
difficult to incorporate a preference for proximity to the station entrance in many
cases because the location of the entrance has changed several times during this
evaluation process.

Table llI-}5 identifies the illustrative development programs assumed for the hypo-
thetical development sites identified on mdps of each station area in Figures [lI-]
through 1lI-18. Sites are identified by either alpha- or humeric lgbels. Alphabetical
labels are used to identify sites with projects built from 1/1980 to 1/1983. Nureric
labels correspond to sites identified in the exercise described above and represent
hypothetical sites and development programs illustrative of development patterns

likely to occur with and without the Metro Rdil Pro;ecf.

) [1-31



TABLE- IH-15

ILLUSTRATIVE DEVELOPMEINT PATTERM USED IN IMPAC T ASSESSMENT

‘NOPROJECT METRO RAIL WITH INCENTIVES
Hotel Housir? Putking Hatel Housir? F’otkiha iHoiel Hous;ng Pmkina
SITES.BY STATION AREA Office! Retail! Rooms Units? Spaces® Office! Retail! Rooms Units? Spaces® Office! Retail! Rooms Units® Spaces”
UNION STATION
Hlustrative Development Sites 171983-1/2000
l. Union Station Site \H 0 0 0 0 500 84 400 0 852 1,500 i21 804 Q 2,221
CIVIC CENTER
! lilustrative Development Sites 1/1983-1/2000
I. County/Times-Mirror Site
- a. theaters 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
b. affice/retail 0 0 0 0 0 300 S0 0 0 350 350 21 0 0 441
c. office/retail 300 0 0 0 450 300 50 0 0 350 600 50 0 0 630
. 2. California Ploza t,3C00 122 225 315 2,358 i,300 125 225 375 1,575 1,300 125 225 375 1,575
3. Angelus Plaza: Seniar Housing 0 0 0 1,093 0 0 g 0 1,033 0 0 0 0 1,093 0
4. Morket RateHousing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 500 500 0 0 0 500 500
5. Crocker Tawers Parking 0 0 0 0 750 0 0 0 0 750 0 0 0 0 750
6. Miscelloneous Sites 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTALS 1,600 142 225 1,468 3,558 1,900 225 225 (968 3,525 2,250 266 225 1,968 3,916
FIFTHY/HILL
—  ‘Built 1]1981-371983 ,
‘= A. Crocker Phase | 1,200 80 0. 0 3 1,200 80 0 0 o 1,200 80 0 0 "
&, B. Crocker Phase H §,000 20 0 0 o3 t,000 20 0 0 s 1,000 20 0 0 *
N C. O'Melveny & Meyers 640 0 0 o0 3 640 0 0 0 uh 640 0 0 0 b
D. Wells Fargo 1,000 20 0 © o3 1,000 20 0 0 4 1,000 20 0 0 o4
E. Jewelry Center 350 60 0 o 3 350 60 0 0 ol 350 60 0 0 T
Tatals A-E 4,190 i80: 0 0 5,805 4,190 180 0 0 5,805 4,190 180 1] 1] 5,805
fllustrative Development Siles:1/1983-1/2000 ) X
(. California'Plaza (includes Museurn) 1,600 Mo 225 315 2,790 ;900 o 225 375 2,160 1,900 L0 225 375 2,180
2. Auditorium Tower/Hotel 500 50 500 200 4,325 500 50. 500 200 1,220 500 S0 500 200 ;220
3. a. State 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
g, 0 0 0 0 0 150 50 0 0 0 150 50 0 0 200
5. Main 51./5pring St. Parking:Building 0 0 0 0 1,400 0 0 0 0 1,400 0 0 0 V] Lao
6. Engstrum Sile 0 0 0 0 0 750 75 0 U 825 750 75 0 0. 825°
7. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0. O 0 0 0 0 0 0- 0
8, 0 0 0 0 0 200 20 0 0 220 200 20 0 u. 220
2. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 300 30 0 0 3
i0. 0 .0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 90 5 0 0 105
1. Renovalion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 420 0 0 0 0 .,
12. Renovation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0
13. Renovation - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 0
i, Spring St. Revitalization 400 31 0 0 0 600 54 0 0 0 850 1 0 0 0
I5; 0 0 0 0 0 € 3 o O 90 € | 0 v 90
16. 0 40 0 0 0 0 40 0 0 40 0 40 0 0 40
Tatais k-6 2,500 266 725 575 6,765 4,160 464 725 575 1,205 5,295 566 725 575, 1,710
(800) (800) ‘ g4
TOTALS 6,690 446 725 515 }2,570 8,350 é4s 725 575 13,010 9,485 746 725 575 13,515
{800} {(B00) ’: ‘
- s oy .- Ee N B U oy B S SR U G T En a8 e
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TABLE I-15
ILLUSTRATIVE DEVELOPMENT PATTERMN'USED IN IMPACT ASSESSMENT

NO PROJECT METRO RAIL WITHHMCEN FIVES
Hotel Huusu? Purkmg Hotel Houslr? Pnl‘kina Hotel Flousin P Purkmﬂ
SITES:BY STATION AREA oOffice! Retail! Rooms  Units Spaces Ottice! Retail! Rooms  Uniis! Spaces: Office! Reail Rooms  Units¢  Spaces™
SEVENTH/FLOWER . .
= Built 1/1981-1/1983 :
: A Manuloclurer's Life 446 0 0 0 0 446 0 0 0 0 446 0 0 0 0
. 8. Figuerca Building 122 0 0 0 0 122 0 0 0 0 122 0 0 0 - 0
i C. Bullock’s Headquatters 282 0 0 0 0 282 0 0 0 0 282 0 0 0 0
Total AC 850 0 0 0 1,275 850 0 0 0 1,275 850 0 0 0 : 1,275
i lustrative Development Sites 1/1983-1/2000
. 1. Pacific Plaza 2,400 480 o 0 4,320 2,400 650 0 0 2,880 2,400 650 1] 0 2,380
2. Ploza'Figuerca 575 200 500 0 i,66] 575 250 500 0 1,160 575 250 500 0. HLI60
3. 816 Sa. Figueroa (renovation) ¥ 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 35 0 0 0 0
4, 250 0 0 0 375 :250 0 0 0 250 250 0 0 0. 375
. 5. Farest Park 0 50 0 400 75 0 50 0 400 50 0 50 0 400 ) 50°
6. Rabinson’s (renovation) 120 0 0 0 0 120 0 0 0 0 120 0 0 0 0
7. Graond:Financial Plaza 450 0 0 0 1,000 450 0 0 0 450 450 0 0 0 450
8. 70 0 0 0 0 70 0 0 0 70 70 0 0 [ i0
9. 0 0 0 200 0 0 40 0 400 40 0 40 0 4w 40
10. 0 0 0 0 0 500 125 0 0 625 500 125 0 0 625
— ii. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 200 0 0 0 200
= 2. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ‘0 750 00 ° 0 0 8%
"‘J 13. 0 0 0 0 0 0 250 500 0 585 550 250 500 0 1,135
(v 14, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 200 Jua
15. Miscellaneaus Sites 0 A4 0 0 0 0 150 0 0 150 0 150 .0 0 150
Totals 1-15 3,900 844 500 600 7;433 45,400 1,515 1,000 800 6,260 5,900 1,615 1,000 1,000 - 8,285
TOTALS 5750 844 500 600 8,708 5250 1,515 1,000 800 7,535 6750 LEI5 OO0 1,000 9,560
WILSHIRE /ALVARADO B
Built lll98l 1983
A, 150 0 0 0 450 150 0 0 0 300 150 0 0 0 300
illustrative Development:Sites 1/1983-1/2000
. ’ 0 0 0 0 0 350 30 0 0 760 350 30 0 0 750
, 2. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 300 90 0 0 760
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o . 0 300 15 0 0 630
4. Miscelloneaus Sites 0 i2 0 0 36 0 B4 0 0 168 0 54 0 0 108
Tatals 1-4 0 12 0 0 36 350 1" 0 0 928 950 82 0 0., 2,218
TOTALS 150 12 0 0 486 500 ([ 1 0 0 228 1,100 1892 0 0 2,578
WILSHIRE /VERMONT VT
Ilustrative Developmesit:Sites 1/1983-1/2000 !
il - 400 2% 0 0 1,269 400 2 0 0 864 400 30 0 0, 860
2. 350 20 0 0 L0 300 20 0 0 640 300 20 0 0 ' s4l
3. 0 0 0 0 0 400 25 0 0 850 250 25 0 0- S50
4, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 700 15 0 0 " 1,50
5. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 300 35 0 0 &0
6.. 0 0 0 0 0 0 35 0 0 70 0 35 0 0 70
7. . 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 50 0 0 0 0 0
TOTALS 750 4 0 0 2,319 1,000 137 0 0 2,474 1,950 220 0 0 4,340



TABLE 11I-15
WLUSTRATIVE DEVELQPMENT PATTERM USED WP ACT ASSESSHENT

NO PROJECT METRO RAIL WITH ILCEMTIVES
1 Hotet Houscr? Parkmg Hatel HOUSII‘? Parkma Hatel l1ousuE] i’arkiug
SITES BY STATION AREA Office! Retail! Roomns Units Spaces Office! Retait'! Rooms  Units Spaces Office! Retait! Roorns  Units Spaces
WILSHIRE /NORMANDIE
Buitt 1/1981-1983 _
A, 270 0 0 0 810 270 0 0 0 810 270 0 0 0 gy
Wustrative: Development Sites 1/1983-1/2000
. Brown Derby 250 15 0 0 795 250 15 0 0 530 © 250 15 0 0 530
2. SWC Wilshire/Narmandy 415 25 0 0 1,320 415 30 0 0 890 445 30 0 0 an
3. 25 0 0 0 75 25 0 0 0 50 25 0 0 0 50
4, | 160 8 0 0 504 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 "o
: 5. Ambassador Hatel Site 0 0 0 0 0 1,060 300 500 0 3,055 1,190 500 500 0 3,515
6. 0 18 o 0 54 0 i8 0 0 36 0 30 0o 0 60
' 1. 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 20 0 0 40 ‘0 20 0 0 40
Totals 1-7 850 66 0 1] 2,748 1,750 g3 500 0 5,601 1,860 495 500 0. 5,085
TOTALS 1,120 66 0 0 3,558 . 2,020 g3 500 0 5,400 Z.ISO 595 500 0. 5,895
WILSHIRE/WESTERN
Built 1/1981-1/1983 ‘
A, 300 5 0 0 610 300 5 0 0 630 300 15 0 0 630
B. 300 15 0 0 945 300 15 0 0 63 300 15 0 0 630
= Tatals A-B 600 30 0 0 1,555 600 30 0 0 1,260 600 30 0 o 1,260
'&J i 750 47 0 6 .2,391 750 80 0 60 I, 660 630 100 0 60+ - 1,450
s 2. 0 0 0 0 0 350 80 0 0 860 600 100 V] g 1,400
3. 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 0 0 56 0 60 0 * 120
Totals 1-3 750 47 0 & 239 . 1,100 188 0 60, 2,576 1,230 260 0 &+ 2,980
TOTALS 1,350 7 0 60 394 1,700 218 0 60 3,83 1,830 2% 0 60+ 4,240
WILSHIRE/CRENSHAW
Illusirative Development Sites 1/1983-1/2000
l. 180 0 0 0 540 180 ‘0 0 0 360 180 0 0 0 K
2 200 0 0 0 600 200 0 0 0 400 180 0 .0 0 360
3. 0 0 0 0 0 150 0 0 0 300 150 5 0 0 340
4, 4] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 150 5 0 0 310,
3. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0 0 60 5 0 0. 130
TOTALS 380 0 0 0 1,150 530 0 0 0 1,060 720 15 4] 0: L,470
WILSHIRE/LA BREA
{liustrotive Development Sites §/1983-1/2000 )
I. 180 9 0 0 567 300 s 0 0 630 300 30 0 0 660
2. 0 0 0 0 0 300 5 0 0 630 300 30 0 0 660
3. 0 0 0 [t} 0 100 4 0 0 208 250 20 0 0 540
4, Mixed Use Potential with Sites 3 + 6 0 1] 0 0 33 0 to 0 0 20 0 15 0 0 30
5. Mixed Use Patentiat with Site 2 0 i 0 0 33 0 10 0 0 20 0 ]| 0 0 22
6. Mixed Use Patenlial with Sites 3.« 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 [+ 0 0 20 0 10 0 0 20
1. 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 40 0 0 0 0 0
TOTALS 180 1] 0 0 633 700 84 0 0 1,568 850 tis 0 0. 1,932




n mm EE R S SN N e e S Gy s Een By G e B S B

TABLE IlI-15

ALLUSTRA FIVE DEVELOPMENT PATTERN USED IMIMPACT ASSESSMENT

NO PROJECT METRO RAIL WETH INCEFTIVES
Hotel Housi F’arking Hotel Housing' F’orking Hotel Housing' Pbrkiuaj
SITES BY STATION.AREA Office! Retail! Rooms Units? Spaces> Office! Retail! Rooms Units? Spaces® Office! Retail! Roons Units® Spuces®
WILSHIRE/F AIRFAX
Builr 1/1981-1983 ’ )
A. Museun'Square 550 40 0 0 1,770 550 40 0 o 1,770 550 40 0 0 1,770
Mustrative!Development Sites 1/1983-1/2000
1. May.Company Site 640 52 0 0 2,076 1,000 200 0 0 2,400 1,000 300 0 0 200U
2. 90 0 0 0 270 0 0 0 0 0 500 30 0 0 1,060
% 0 0 0 0 0 360 95 0 0 910 360 100 0 0" 920
4. 470 0 0 0 14l0 470 0 0 0 940 470 0 0 0 90
Tatals 1-4 1,200 52 0 0 3,75 1,830 295 0 0 42% 2880 40 0 0 5520
TOTALS 1,750 92 0 0 552 2,380 335 0 0 6,02 2,880 470 0 0’ 7,2%
FAIRF AX/BEVERLY N
lHusirative Development Sites 1/1983-1/2000 i ) :
I. CBS/Gilmore &.May Co.fPark LaBrea 1,000 190 0 0 3,50 2,500 400 SO0 0 6,135 2,660 400 1,000 0 7,176
2. - 0 15 0 0 45 0 25 0 0 50 60 25 0 0 0
3. 0 16 0 0 48 0 35 0 0 70 90 35 0 0 0
— 4, 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 0 0 60 90 30 0 0 0
- 5, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 8 0 0 0
w é. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 150 47 0 0 0
L 7. 0 0 0 0O 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 ' 400
9. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 400
TOTALS. Looo 221 0 0 368 2,500 4% 500 0 6,315 3,100 553 1,000 0 7,976
FAIRFAX/SANTA MONICA
Mustrative Development Sites 1/1983-1/2000 .
1. 45 4 0 0 147 45 10 0 0 o 45 i5 0 0 120
2. 65 0 0 0 225 65 15 0 0 160 65 20 0 0 170
3 . 70 0 [ 0 240 70 5 0 0 170 70 20 0. 0 - 1w
4; . 0 0 0 0 0 300 50 0 0 700 300 60 0 9 720
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 57 0 » 14 0 80 o 160
6. "0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 270 77 0 0 694
TOTALS 180 2 0o o0 612 480 147 0 0 i,254 750 2712 0 0 2,044 -
LA BREA/SUNSET ,
Hiustrative:Development Sites 1/1983-1/2000
I » .
a. 180 10 0 o 0 230 30 0 0 520 230 30 0 o 520
b. 0 0 0 0 570 o 100 0 0 200 250 87 0 0 614
2 ‘0 6 0 o 18 0 20 0 0 40 0 10 0 0 20
3. 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 200 ¢ i50 0 0 300
4, 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 0 0 &0 0 i0 0 0 0.
5. 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 30 0 Is 0 0 30
6 0 0 0o o0 0 0 8 0 0 16 0 10 0 0 20
1. 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 o 0 0 100 0 0 200
TOTALS 180 6 0o o 588 230 303 i] 0 1,066 480 412 0 0 1,784



TABLE W15

ILLUSTRATIVE DEVELOPMENT PATTERNUSED 111 IMPACT ASSIESSMENT
NOPROJECT WETHRO RAIL WITH HICLENTIVES

Hotel Housu}g Porking Holel HOUSII? Parklna tHotel Housmq Pu!kma
SITES BY STATION.AREA Office! Retoit! Rooms Units? Spaces> Office! Retail! Roorns: Units? Spaces” Office! Retoil! Rooms Units? Spuces
HOLE YWOOD/C AHUENGA
illustrative. Development Sites 1/1983-1/2000 .
i. 430 177 0 0 t,821 0 0 0 g 0 420 ‘180 0 g 1,200
2, 0 0 0 0 1] 210 240 0 d 900 250 150 0 L %00
3. 0 0 0 0 0 200 162 0 3 744 200 150 0 s 780
4, 0 0 0 o0 0 0 160 500 0 655 0 160 500 s 455
5. 0 0 0 0 0 210 0 0 0 420 240 160 0 ] 600
6. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 100 0 2 20
7. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 500 3 335
-TOTALS 430 177 0 0 1,821 630 562 500 ¢ 2,719 i,150 200 1,000 0 4,770
HOLLYWOOD BOWL
lllusirative Development Sites 1/1983-1/2000 .
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 [}
UNIVERSAL CITY
lustrative Development Sites 1/1983-1/2000 . .
— 1. Universol City (MCA) 2;500 207 500 0 8,687 2,500 440 500 0 6,215 2;500 350 500 0 6,035
—_ 2. Siation Site 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 200 47 0 0 494
(:J TOTALS 2,500 207 500 (1] 8,687 2,500 440 500 0 6215 2,700 397 500 0 6,529
o .
LANKERSHIM i
Hllustirative. Developmenl Sites 1/1983-1/2000 :
{. Hewlett-Pockard. 120 0 0 0 360 120 0 0 0 360 120 0 0 u. o0
2. ‘Redevelopment Core 800 55 0 S00 2,565 800 100 0 500 1800 800 100 0 500 1,800
3. West of Lankershim/South of Chandler 0 0 0 0 0 200 60 0 0 520 400 100 0 0 1,000
4, North of Chandler 0 0 0 0 0 200 57 0 0 514 200 53 0 0 506
S. WNorth of- Cumpsion 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0 200 50 0 0' 500
TOTALS 220 55 1] 0 2,925 1,320 217 ] 0 3,19 1,720 303 0 0. 4,166

I. Measured in thousands of square feel.

2. Only housing in conjunclion with mojar development projects is shown; the remo_inder is assumed 1o be dispersed:throughout stalion oreos on underutilized patcels.
3. 1.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet CBD, 3 spaces per 1,000 squore feet in:other areos; | space per hotel-room; r"esiden!iol porking lot not included.

4, One space per 1,000 square feel CBD, 2 spaces per },000 square feet in other areos;..67 spaces per hotel rootn; residentiol parking.lol not included.

5. Development projects on these sites are expected to include housing;.number of unils.is vorioble,
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IV. COMPARISON OF GROWTH PROJECTIONS FOR METRO RAIL
ALTERNATIVES

This chapter compares the three project dlternatives with respect to commercial and
residential growth. Growth projected in conjunction with each alternative is com-
pared first for the Regional Core as a whole, then for the planning areas. and finally
for the station areas.

REGIONAL CORE

Table IV-1 summarizes the commercial and residential growth projections for each of
the systemwide alternatives and compares it with total development and population
in 1980. PrOJechons are given for the Regional Core. Commercial projections are
expressed in gross square footage and include office, retail, and hotel development.
With construction of the Locally Preferred Alternative commercml devélopment
added within the Regional Core would be expected to increase by a range 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 development added under the Minimum Operable Segment
would increase by a range of 4| to 49 percent over the No Project Alternative.

With the construction of the Locally Preferred Alternative, the number of dwelling
units addéed would increase by about 200 percent over the No Project Alternative.

TABLE IV-1

PROJECTED REGIONAL CORE GROWTH FOR SYSTEMWIDE ALTERNATIVES,
YEARS 1980 TO 2000

NO.PROJECT LOCALLY MINIMUM
) ALTERNATIVE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE  OPERABLE SEGMENT
1980 - “Percent Percent Pearcent
Totol Increment  Chonge Increment Charige Incremént  Change
Commerciol | I
Development 232,800 38,600 17% '57,600-65,300" 25%-28% 54,600-57,500" 23%-25%
(1,000 sq. ft.) . ‘
Residentiol
Development 378,100 50,620 13% 150,130 40% 113,920 30%
{dwelling units)
Population . -
Growth 832,960 188,710 23% lt29,6002 52% 35_6,16602 43%

Source: Southérn Colifornio Associotion of Governments, Droft SCAG-82 Growth Forecast Policy, 1982; LADOP;
Sedway/Cooke.

'chge reflects -amount of dev&lopmefit both without-and with o concerted effort by SCRTD and others to promote
joint development.

'2Alfhough this level of residentiol development is identified by SCAG-82B for the entire Regional Core, it is'more
likely to oceur at this intensity only within stotion oreas and to be less for the Regionol Core as o whole. .
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i opulo’rlon added would increase about 130 percent over the No Project Altetnative.
'Nith the Minirnum Oserable Segment, the Regional Core is pro;ec’red to expzrience
an increase in dwelling units added of about |25 percent and an increase in popula-
tion added of about 35 percent over the No Project Alternative.

PLANNING AREAS

Table V-2 compares total 1980 population and population densities in planning areas
and the Regional Core with those projected under the various project alternatives.
Population dens;'ry in the Regnonal Core would increase from 10,888 persons per
square mile in 1980 to 13,355 persons per square mile in 2000 with '\Jo Project, 17,808
persons per square mile wnh the Locally Preferred Alternative, and 16,532 persons
per square mile with the Minimum Operable Segment. The density of thase planning
areas served by the Minimum Operable Segment (CBD, Westlake, and Wilshire) would
increase from 14,624 persons per square mile in 1980 to 19,251 persons per square
mile in 2000 with No Project and 24,780 persons per square mlle with the Minimum
Operable Segment.

With respect to commercial development activity under the No Project Alternative,
the CBD Planning Area is expected to capture the majority of commercial develop-
ment within the Regional Core at an average annual rate of 750,000 square feet for
major office space. - This rate is slightly higher than the capture rate of 690,000
square feet per year during the last decade (1970-1980) and 550,000 square feet per
year during the last five years of the decade (1975-1980). Westlake is expected to
‘capture 50,000 square feet of major office space per year. The Wilshire Planning
Area is expected to capture 400,000 square feet per year compared with 433,000
square feet per year during the las'r decade and 220,000 square feet per year durlng
the last five years of the decade. Hollywood is expec'red to capture 75,000 square
feet per year, continuing the trend established by a decline from 87,000 square feet
per year in the 1970's to 73,000 square feet per year from 1975 to 1980. The Uni-
versal City/North Holiywood area is expected to capture 225,000 square feet of
madjor office space per year, reflecting a continuation of recent trends. The area
absorbed 105,000 square feet per year during the 1970s and 155,000 square feet per
year from 1975 to 1980.

TABLE Iv-2
POPULATION AND DENSITY IN PLANNING AREAS AND REGIONAL CORE, YEARS 1980 AND 2000

LOCALLY PREFERRED MINIMUM
_.1980. . NO.PROJECT ALTERNATIVE OPERABLE SEGMENT

Populo- Persens/ Populo- Persons/ Populo-  Persons/ Populo-  Persons/
Plonning Aregs - Sq. Mi. _tion Sq. Mi. tion S5q. Mi. tion . Sq. Mi. tion. Sq..-Mi.
CBD 6.76 43,040 6,367 73,930 10,936 102,850 (5,220 102,890 15,220
Westloke 3.5 92,450 26,190 126,620 35,870 159,410 45,159 159,410 45,159
Wilshire 20.05 308,210 15,372 383,530 19,129 489,530 24,415 489,530 24,415
Hollywood 21.21 216,520 10,208 258,290 12,178 324,870 15,317 258,250 12,178
Universal City 9.71 41,100 4,232 42,630 4,390 44,160 4,548 42,630 4,390
North Hallywood 15.24 131,640 8,638 136,670 8,968 141,700 9,298 136,670 8,968
Regional Core 76.50 832,960 10,888 1,021,670 13,355 1,262,560 16,504 1,189,420 15,548
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Residential development is expected to continue at the same rate as during the last
two decades except in the CBD where CRA involvement is expected to increase the

rate of growth considerably. Because most stations. are at established centers,
~ development within the Regional Core planning areas will tend to concentrate within

station areas even under the No Project Alternative.

With the 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 expec'red to increase 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 g range of
100,000 to 150,000 square feet per year. The Universal City/North Hollywood cap-
ture rate is not expected to increase significantly without special incentives.
Because the Music Corporation of America (MCA) owns the Universal City areaq,
where the majority of development is expected to occur, its development costs are
substaitially lower than a typical developer's. Since MCA has been able to act
relatively independently of the development market, its developinent plans under the
No Project Alternative probably reflect its In‘rernol ability to accommodate dev-
zlopment. Simildrly, the current market demand has already been increased by the
North Hollywood Community Core Redeveiopment Project, the major development
site in North Hollywood. Consequently, additional growth as a result of the Métro
Rail Project is not expected, unless incentives are provided in these two dreas. With
incentives, the capture rate could increase to 275,000 square feet per year.

With the Minimum Operable Segmenf the CBD, Westlake and Wilshire Planning
Areas would experience increases 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 1V-3 indicates total residential and commercial develépment in station areas
for each aiternative in the year 2000 and Table IV-4 shows population and employ-
ment in station areas. The level of development for the Project alterngtives is
presented as arange. The low end is illusfrative of the development that could occur
in conjunction with the Metro Rail PrOJec‘r and that could be absorbed by the market
under normal circumstances. The high end includes the additional developmenf that
the market could absorb given special incentives by SCRTD and other agencies to
encourage joint development adjacent to stations. Figure IV-1 depicts the. growth
projections graphically.

Table IV-3 indicates that under the No Project Alternative total commercial devel-
opment in the |4 station areas designated as core areas of Centers will increase by
43 percent over |1980; with the Locally Preferred Alternative it will increase by 61 to
77 percent, and with the Minimum Operable Segment 58 to 70 percent. Employment
will be similarly concentrated within designated ceriters under the Locally Preferred
Alternative and the Minimum Operable Segment., Thus, relative to the No Project
Alternative the Metro Rail Project will promote the concentration of activity within
designated centers in accordance with the Centers Concept. The Locally Preferred
Alternative will more effectively implement the Centers Concept in the Regional
Core than will the Minimum Operable Segment. The Minimum Operable Segment -
will not provide the economic stimulation needed to promote revitalization in Holly-
wood and North Hollywood. Vo3 ,



TABLE Iv-3

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT IN REGIONAL CORE FOR SYSTEMWIDE ALTERNATIVES, YEAR 2000

CBD PLANNING AREA
Union Stotion
Civic Center
Fifth/Hill
Seventh/Fiower
All CBD Stotion Areas

WESTLLAKE PLANNING AREA
Wilshire/Alvorado

WILSHIRE PLANNING AREA
Wilshire/Vermont
Wiishire/Normandie
Wilshire/Western
Wilshire/Crenshaw*
Wiishire/La Brea
Wilshire/Foirfox
Foirfax/Beverly*
All Wilshire Stotion Areas

COMMERCIAL FLOOR.AREA.(1,000.54. F1.)

Locolly Preferred

Minimum

' RESIDENTIAL (OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS)

Locolly Preferred

Minimum

HOLL YWOOD PLANNING AREA  4(,800

Foirfax/Santo Monica*

Lo Breo/Sunset
Hollywood/Cahuenga
Hollywood Baw| (optionol)*
All Hollywood Stotion Areas

UNIVERSAL CITY/NORTH HOLLYWOOD

PLANNING AREA
Universol City
North Hollywood
DESIGNATED CENTERS
ALL STATION AREAS
REGIONAL CORE

No Froject Alternative QOperable Seament No Proiect  Alternative Operchie. Segment
100,400 107,500 - 109,600 107,500 - 109,600 22,310 33,810 33,810
%00 1,800 - 3,200 1,800 - 3,200 0 530 530
9,400 9,800 - 10,200 9,800 - 10,200 2,116 2,960 2,950
24,300 26,000 - 27,300 26,000 - 27,300 1,830 2,780 2,780
20,000 21,600 - 23,200 21,600 - 23,200 2,040 2,380 2,380
54,600 59,200 - 63,900 59,200 - 63,900 6,030 8,650 8,650
25,500 26,200 - 26,800 26,200 - 26,800 47,330 58,660 58,660
1,600 2,000 - 2,700 2,000 - 2,700 4,410 5,440 5,440
75,600 83,800 - 86,100 83,800 - 86,100 150,770 191,260 191,260
5,300 5,700 - 6,700 5,700 - 6,700 3,690 5,920 5,920
5,000 6,600 - 5,800 6,600 - 6,800 4,210 6,060 6,060
4,300 4,800 - 5,000 4,800 - 5,000 4,570 5,140 5,140
1,200, 1,300 - 1,500 1,300 - 1,500 880 990 990
1,800 2,400 - 2,600 2,400 - 2,600 3,590 4,880 4,880
4,800 5,700 - 6,400 5,700 - 6,400 740 990 990
2,100 4,300 - 5,400 4,300 - 5,400 2,900 4,020 4,020
24,500 30,800 - 34,400 .30,800 - 34,400 20,580 28,000 28,000
44,400 - 46,000 41,800 124,530 154,840 124,530
600 1,000 - 1,400 600 5,440 6,930 5,440
1,200 1,500 - 1,900 1,200 2,530 3,220 2,530
3,200 4,200 - 5,500 3,200 2,430 3,040 2,430
15 15 .35 (5 480 930 480
5,015 6,715 - 8,835 5,015 10,880 14,120 10,880
28,100 28,500 - 29,600 28,100 83,760 89,660 83,760
4,100 4,300 - 4,500 4,100 1,250 1,330 1,250
1,500 2,000 - 2,500 1,500 1,130 1,210 1,130
87,400 98,400 - 108,500 96,400 - 104,100 34,580 45,880 44,420
91,315 105,015« 116,835 102,615« 111,615 44,280 58,750 55,350
428,720 528,230 492,020

271,400

290,400 --298,100 287,400 - 290,300

Source: Sedwoy/Cooke

*Station areas not designoted as centers in the city's Concept Pian.

lnge reflects.omount of development both without and with o concerted effort by SCRTD and others to promote joint development.
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TABLE Iv-4
TOTAL POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT IN STATION AREAS, YEAR 2000

' 1 L i i

LOCALLY PREFERRED MINIMUM
_ NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE/AERIAL OPTION! OPERABLE SEGMENT!
Population Employment Popuiation Employment Population Employrment
CBD 73,930 373,100 102,890 401,500-408, 100 102,890 401,;500-408, 100
Union.Stotion 0 3,000 1,059 5,900-11,300 1,050 5,900- 11,300
Civic Center 4,530 45,400 7,300 47,100-48,500 7,300 47,000-48,500
Fifth/Hill 3,880 78,700 6,250 87,400-93,300 6,250 87,400-93,300
Seventh/Flower 3,310 66,700 4,160 70,800-78,500 4,160 70,800-78,500
All CBD Station Areas 11,720 193,800 18,760 211,100-232,000 18,766 211,100-232,000
WESTLAKE 126,620 91,400 159,410 94,400-96,900 159,410 94,400-96,500
Wilshire/Alvorodo 10,580 9,300 13,320 11,200-14,400 13,320 11,200~ | 4,400
WILSHIRE .383,530 276,200 489,530 306,500-317,300 489,530 306,500-317,300
Wilshire/Vermont 8,960 25,100 14,120 27;100-31,500 14,120 27,100-31,500
Wilshire/Normandie 9,320 25,000 13,800 30,300-31,200 13,800 30,300-31,200
Wilshire/Western 10,030 16,500 11,210 18,500-15,700 11,210 18,500~ 19,700
Wilshire/Crenshaw (optionol}* 2,080 6,100 2,330 6,500-7,800 2,390 6,900-7,800
Wilshire/Lo Brea 9,500 5,500 13,000 8,200-9,000 13,000 . 8,200-9,000
Wilshire/Foirfox 1,720 22,200 2,350 25,500-28,600 2,350 25,900-28,500
Fairfax/Beverly* 7,150 10,400 9,620 18,700-22,100 9,620 18,700-22,100
All Wilshire:Station Areas 48,800 111,200 66,490 136,000- 149,800 66,430 136,000~ 149,800
HOLL YWOOD 258,290 145,000 324,870 151,100-156,800 258,290 145,000
F airfax/Santo Monica® 10,720 2,100 14,130 3,900-5,500 10,720 2,100
Lo Breo/Sunset 4,690 6,400 6,280 7,300-8,700 4,600 6,400
Hollywood/Cohuenga 5,020 14,500 6,380 15,900-20,500 5,020 14,500
Hollywood Bowl| (optionol)* 830 300 830 ' 300-340 830 300
All Hollywood Stotion Areas 21,260 23,700 27,620 28,400-35,000 21,260 23,700
UNIVERSAL.CITY/ , A
NORTH HOLL YWOOD 179,300 98,800 185,860 100,000- 104,600 179,300 98,800
Universal City 2,250 22,300 2,600 22,700-23,600 2,2% 22,300
North Hollywood 2,350 7,700 2,460 9,500-12,100 2,350 7,700
DESIGNATED CENTERS 76,180 349,100 104,280 389,500-431,160 100,910 384,000-417,610
ALL STATION AREAS 97,000 368,000 131,250 419;300-446,900 124,470 412,000-449,900
REGIONAL CORE 1,021,670 984,500 1,262,560 1,053,500-1,083,700 1,189,420  1,046,200-1,066,100

Source: Sedway/Cooke Tables ossuming 200 sq.ft./office employee (reflects the current downward trend from
250 sq.ft./employee in 1980), 500 sq.ft./retail employees ond 2 rooms/hotel employee.

*Stotion areas not designoted as centers in the city's Concept Pian.

chﬁge reflects development both without and with promotion of joint development by SCRTD and others.
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Tabie V-5 identifies the parcel area that would be required to accommodate the
growth projected under each alternative from January 1280 to January 2000 and the
corresponding percentagé of the total parcel area susceéptible to reinvestment uséd
to accommodate each increment of growth. Figure V-1 depicts these results graph-
ically. This comparison of the development srojectians with development capacity
provides the basis for assessing impacts associated with the accommodation of
growth,
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TABLE V-5

ACRES OF PARCEL AREA REQUIRED TO ACCOMMODATE GROWTH
{(Percent of Parcel Area Susceptible to'Reinvestment) .

NET COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT! NET RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT!
Locolly Minimum Locally Minimum
Na Preferred Operable Na Preferred Operable
Project Alternotive Segment Project Alternotive Segment
CBD
Union Stotion 0 7-17 7-17 0 I3 6
0 10:23% 10-23% R ¥4 «2 o2
Civic Center "9 12-14, 12-14 7 16, 16 .
2% 42-59% 42-49% 22 2 o2
Fifth/Hill 25 37-39 37:39 ", 2, 22,
33% 52-55% 52-55% . - »
Seventh/F lower 23 29-36 29-36 7, 1y (-
33% 41-50% 41-50% . . o2
WESTLAKE
Wilshire/Alverodo 2 - 5-7 5-7. 7. 14 14
4% 13-20% 13-20% , 37% 70% 70%
WILSHIRE
Wilshire/Vermont 2 8-13 8-13 2 (7 17
8% 27-43% 27-43% 5% 69% 69%
Wilshire/Normandie 9 18-20 ©18-20 3 19 19
_ 15% 46-54% 46-54% 14% 113% 113%
Wilshire/Western 4 5-6 5-6 4 14 14
12% 15-19% 15-19% 15% 51% 51%
Wilshire/Crenshaw 3 4-6 4-6 2 ) 4 4
4 21% 28-38% 28-38% 6% _ 18% 18%
Wilshire/La Breo 2 4-6 4-6 7 27 27
8% 15.23% 15-23% 70% 273% 273%
Wilshire/Foirfax 4 ~ B-i0 8-10 2 4 4
' 50% 103-127% 103-127% 6% 19% 19%
Foirfax/Beverly 9 20-26 20-26 I 27 27
17% 37-48% 37-48% 294% 1,594% 1,594%
HOLL YWOOD
Foi}rfrqg,/scnfo Monltd 2 5—8 . 2. I 47 A
. 10% 26-40% ©10% 36% 156% 36%
Lo Brea/Sunset 2 13-20 2 2 9 2
6% 50-78% 6% 10% 43% 10%
Hollywood/Cahuenge 4 15-29 4 2 10 2
5% 18+35% 5% _ 32% 136% 32%
Hollywood Bowl 0 0-1 0 0. 3 0.1
0% 3 3% 100% 3%
" UNIVERSAL CITY/
NORTH HOLL YWOOO
Universal City 12 15-16, 12 2, 4, 2 4
48% 60-64% 48% . - .
Narth Holiywood 12 27-35 12 hi 8 7
23% 51-66% 23% 28% 31% 28%

Source: Sedway/Cooke
INet growth is projected new development minus floor ares or dwelling units disploced. An averoge of ane single family or duplex unit
would be-displaced for every |3 multifomily units odded in areas outside the CBD.

2G.’Jnly 3.5 acres of land susceptible to reinvestment are-zoned for residentiol use in-the CBO station areas; most residentiol development
would be locoted on carmmerciolly zoned lond designoted for residentiol development by the CRA.

3Commercinl development would be located.on the county-awned Hollywood Bow! site.
4There is no residentiolly zoned land susceptible to reinvestment in' this stotion grea. KT
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Figure 1IV-1 Growth Projections,1980-2000

Locally Preferred Alternative. Minimum Locally Preferred Alternative
Operable Segment and Aerial Alternative and Aerial Alternative

Commercial Floor Area Added

1 Union Station , 1

2 (Civic Center

3 Fifth/Hill

4 Seventh/Flower

5 Wilshire/Alvarado

6 Wilshire/Vermont

7  Wilshire/Normandie

8 Wilshire/Western

9  Wilshire/Crenshaw

10 Wilshire/La Brea

11 Wilshire/Fairfax

12  Fairfax/Beverly

13 Fairfax/Santa Monica

14 L.a Brea/Sunset

15 Hollywood/Cahuenga

16 Universal City

17 North Hollywood

million square feet O 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 n

*The proposed aptional station at Hollywood Bow! would add .02 miltion sq,:ure‘ feet
under the Locally Preferred Alternative ond the Aerial Option. No additional
commercial floor area would be added under the Minimum Operable Segment.
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11 Wilshire/Fairfax

12 Fairfax/Beverly

13 Fairfax/Santa Monica
14 La Brea/Sunset

15 Hollywood/Cahuenga
16  Universal City

17 North Hollywood
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Locally Preferred Alternative. Minimum Locally Preferred Alternative

w2 Operable Segment and Aenai Aiternative and Aerial Alternative

'

Dwellmg Umts Added

" Union Station

Civic Center

Fifth/Hili

Seventh/F lower
Wilshire/Alvarado

Wilshire/Vermont

Wilshire/Normandie

Wilshire/Western
Wilshire/Crenshaw
10 Wilshire/La Brea
11 Wilshire/Fairfax
12 Fairfax/Beverly

comslmm&uu-

13 Fairfax/Santa Monica
14 La Brea/Sunset

15 Hollywood/Cahuenga
16 Universal City

17 Narth Hollywood

§ii

dwelling units O 250 500 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000

*The proposed optionol station ot Hollywood Bow| would odd 470 dwelling units under
the Locoily Preferred Alternotwe and the Aeriol Option. Twenty dwelilng units
would be odded under the Minimum Operable Segment,

Percent of Residen’tially 2oned Land Supply Used

2250

1 Union Station No resigentially zoned iand
2 Civic Center No residentially zoned iand
3 Fifth/Hill No residentiolly zoned land
4 Seventh/Flower No residentiaily zored land
5 Wilshire/Alvarado

6 Wilshire/Vermant

7  Wilshire/Normandie

8 Wilshire/Western

9 Wilshire/Crenshaw

10 Wilshire/La Brea

11 Wilshire/Fairfdx

12 Fairfax/Beverly

13 Fairfax/Santa Monica

14 La Brea/Sunset

15 Hollywood/Cahuenga

16  Universal City

17 North Hollywood

percent O 25 50 7 100 125 150 175
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V. IMPACTS OF PROJECTED GROWTH

Potential impacts both in the regnon and in station areas are lnsfed in Tabie V-l. The

table contains @ mairix which évaluates the Locall Preferred Alternative and the

Minimum Operable Segment reiative to the year 2000 No Project Alternative base
conditions. Impdcts are identified as potentially beneficial, potentially adverse
impacts which can be mitigated, and potentially adverse impacts which cannot be
mitigated. |mpacts of the Aerial Option are identical to those of the Locally Pre-
ferred Alternative.

CONSISTENCY WITH LAND USE PLANS AND POLICIES

A number of local land use plans and policies are relevant in addressing the potential
impacts of growth that would occur in c:onjunc:hon with Metro Rdil. The, primary
ones include the city's General Plan, Concept Plan, community plans, the Park Mile
Specific Plan, and the CRA's developrient plans.

Regional Impacts

All Metro Radil Project alternatives benefit the region by implementing the Centers
Concent within the Regional Core. Relative to the Locally Preferred Alternative
the No Project Alternative would adversely affect implementation of the Centers
Concept. It would neither stimulate development in designated centers nor accom-
modate the transportation demands generated by such developrment.

The only potentially adverse impact of the Locally Preferred Alternative at the
regional scale might be g shift of development from centers not on the route to
centers that are. The growth centers in the Regional Core which would not be
connected by Metro Rail and which would attract office developmenf under the No
Project Alternative--West Hollywood, Beverly Center and Century City, as well as
centers in West Los Angeles—are expected to continue to attract substantial
amounts of new office development. However, as traffic congestion increases, some
of the development that would occur in these areas under the No Project Alternative
is likely to shift to station areas primarily along the Wilshire COI’]’IdO]’ where
songestion will have been reduced by the Metro Rail Project. Slrmlarly, office
development may be attracted away from centers outside the Regional Core as
traffic congestion increases.

Increased development along the Metro Rail route is not expected to significantly
impact thé east Hollywood center at Vermont and Sunset. That center consists
primarily of medical and related facilities and is accessible to the Hollywood Free-
way. As a result, the east Hollywood area is expected to avoid direct competition
with the west and central Hollywood centers and to maintain its present vnabillfy as
a development center. In gddition, as the population of the Hollywood areaq incredses
with the support of the Metro Rail Pl’OJECT, retail development is expected to
ifcregse in the east Hollywaod area ta serve that added population. Nonetheless, the
LADOP and CRA, if it becomes involved in the redevelopment of the Hollywood
areaq, 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 g2neral, retail development will be gttracted to the Regional Core and to station
reas as a function of the distribution of population growth. Residentiai develop-
ment will be attracted away from ouﬂymg areas currently experiencing rapid growth
and to station areas and other parts of the Regional Core. With the Locally Pre-
ferred Alternative, community-serving retail development, which tends to be located
in small centers WIfhln predominately residential areas, would increase throughout
the Regional Core over the No Project levels. In contrast, regional retail develop-
ment would be likely to concentrate within station areas, with a much smaller share
spilling over into the surrounding communities.

Since the Locally Preferred Alternative is expected to support an increase in papula-
tion and commumfy—servnng retail development throughout the Reg:onal Core, the
community retail areas in Echo Park and Koreatown, as well as in east Hollywood
and the Vermont corridor, can be expected to experience no |oss of development as a
result of the Metro Rail Project. These areas may experience a stimulation of
development due to the overall population growth and enhancement of the Regional
Core's economy.

The impact of the Minimum Operabie Segment will be similar to the Locally Pre-
ferred Alternative for the portion of the Regional Core along its alignment. How-
ever, office and regional retail development that mjght have been gttracted to
Hollywood and North Hollywood with the Locally Preferred Alternative would be
likely to relocate instead to the Wilshire Corridor. It is possivle that, in time, less
fucrative businesses forced to move away from the Wilshire Corridor due to
increased |ease rates or new construction would relocate to Hollywood, thereby
increasing economic activity in Hollywood to some extent. However, such activity
would not be expected to generate new construction or to approach the magnitude

expected with the construction of the Locally Preferred Alternative in Hollywood.

Station Area Impacts

As long as the station areas designated as centers can accommodate projected
growth (see following discussion of the accommodation of growth in station areas),
the Metro Rail Project will have a beneficial effect on those centers. Since the
Locally Preferred Alternative includes |4 centers compared with 10 along the Mini-
mum Operable Segment; the Locally Preferred Altérnative will promote the Centers
Concept in the station areas more effectively than the Minimum Operable Segment.
Both Project alternatives are more effective in promoting the Centers Concept than

the No Project Alternative.

There are two station areas on the Minimum Operable Segment which are not located
in the cores of centers--the optional Wilshire/Crenshaw and the Beverly/Fairfax
Stations--and two additional stations on the Locally Preferred Alternative--Fairfax/
Santa Monica and the optional Hollywood Bowl Station. Projected growth in "non-
center" station areas is generally consistent with the intersity of developmenf estab-
lished by the applicable Community Pldn or Specific Pldn and, in the cdse of Wil-
shire/Crenshaw and Fairfax/Beverly, with their Concept Plan designations as a node
and satellite respec‘nvely The commercial development projected for the four non-
center station areas is consistent with projected development levels in Table 11-6.
The Fairfax/Beverly and Fairfax/Santa Monica Station areas do not contain
sufficient residentially zoned land suscephble to reifivestmient 16 accorhmodate
projected growth, but this potential impact can be mitigated by locating residential
development on cornrnerc:mlly zoned sites (see the following discussions of
accommodation of growth in station areas and mitigation options).
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In the case of the optional Wilshire/Crenshaw Station, where the commercial front-
“age along-Wilshire Boulevard nhas been substantially downzoned relative to the rest of
*he 'Wilshire Corridor by the Park Mile Specific Plan, only 30 to 40 percent of the
. :development. capacity permitted by the Specific Plan would be used to absorb projec-
ted commercial growth. (Under the No Project Alternative the equivalant of one or
two additional low=rise offices like the one currently under construction might be
expected. In general, developers would remain relatively uninterested in this drea
because of the stringent development restrictions established by the Specific Plan.
If Metro Rail is buiit without a station at Crenshaw, no additional growth would be
expected in the station area; development that would have occurred under the No
Project Alternative would be attracted to other station areas. The commercial

corridor 'in this area could continue to deteriorate because of the lack of any revital-

izing influence. A Metro Rail station could create the incentive needed to attract
developers to the Park Mile drea to build out at least a portion of the Specific Plan
development program. The housing growth projected for the station area could be
accommodated on parcels south of Wilshire Boulevard, primarily along Crenshaw
Avenue, that are zoned for multifamily use and currently occupied by single family
units. The residential growth could also be accommodated on surplus commercially
zoned land susceptible to reinvestment along Wilshire Boulevard.

ACCOMMODATION OF PROJECTED STATION AREA GROWTH WITHOUT
ADVERSE IMPACTS

Accommodation of projected growth in station areas is a 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, in some cases, result in
adverse impacts on the existing community.

Accommodation of growth is measured by comparing the 20-year residential and
commercial growth projections with the development capacity 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 suscepﬁ,ble 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 bemg able to accommodate the pro-
jected development levels are described below in the context of six desirable devel-
opment objectives. Table V-| identifies the particular station areas in which these
impacts may occur.

Accommodation of Projected Residential Growth on Residentially Zoned Land
SUScepTIble 10 RelnvesTment and WiThin WAIKing UIsTtance of S1a7ions

Residential growth in.conjunction with the Metro Rail Project is potentially benefic-
tal if it can be accommodated without disrupting the planned land use pattern--on
land that is zoned for multifamily housing and currently occupied by single family
dwellings or duplexes. It is potentially adverse if there is insufficient residentially
zoned -land susceptible to reinvestment, since new residential development could
displace existing singlé family housing in the station area. Alternatively, new devel-
opment couid be forced to locate outside of the station area and; consequently,
would be less accessible to the public frcnsn system and to the service and employ-
ment centers adjacent to stations.




.er'e is insufficient residentially Zoned iand to accormmodate projected residentia!l
growth at Union Station, Wilshire/Normandie, Wiishire/La Sréa and Fairfax/Beverly
which dre common 15 the Locally Preferred Alternative and the Minimum Operabte
Segmenf and Faurfax/Sm?a Monica, Hollywoad/Cahuenga, and Universal City which
aré only included in the Locally Preferred Alternative. |n all cases, except Universal

City, this potentially adverse impact could be mitigated.

Accommodation of Projected Commercial Growth on Commercially Zoned Land
Susceptible 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 commercially zoned land susceptible to reinvestment. It is
potentially adverse if the land supply is inadequate, since development may be forced
to locgte outside station areas. This would reduce accessibility to tranmsit and to
other activities in the center or may produce adverse impacts within the station
areas. This impact is potentially adverse at Wilshire/Fairfax (Locally Preferred
Alternative and Minimum Operable Segment) and at Sunset/La Brea (Locally Pre-
ferred Alternative only).

Preservation of Stable Residential Areas

Insufficient land supply to accommodate projected residential growth may adversely
affect stable residential areas, whose preservation is a 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 are stable single family neighborhoods, pressure to rezone and
redevelop those single family neighborhoods for higher-density residential use could
result. This potentially adverse impact could oceur at Wilshire/La Brea, Fairfax/
Beverly (Locally Preferred Alternative and Minimum Operable Segment) and at -
Fairfax/Santa Monica and Universal City (Locally Preferred Alternative 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 result. This potentially adverse impact could occur at
Wilshire/Fairfax (Locally Preferred Alternative and Minimum Operable Segment) and
at La Brea/Sunset (Locally Preferred Alternative only).

Maintenance of Stable Land Vaiues in Surrounding Neighborhoods

Speculative increases in land value could lead to increased rental and lease rates for
both existing and new commercial and residential space which could, in turn, displace
current tenants.

Land values will increase to some extent at all stations where development occurs.
They may increase abruptly when constructién on the Metro Rail Project begins and
when operation begins. However, land costs are likely to stabilize except where
there is a limited supply of land relative to demand for development. This situation
could occyur at Fifth/Hill and Seventh/F lower. However, land values are already
relatively high in these areds due to current development activity. Thus, additional
increases may not be as dramatic as might otherwise be expected and couid not be
attributed specifically to the Metro Rail Project. The land supply is also limited
relative to demend at Wilshire/Fairfax, where iand speculation may occur. The
above station areas would be impacted both under the Locally Preferred Alternative
and Minimum Operable Segment.
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I~ arecs vhere property values and the local tax base may be declining due to lack of

business activity and new development the Metro Rdil Project may have a beneficial.

impa¢t. It may stabilize or increase property values and thereby increase the tax
‘base of the community. ~This-impact would be expected to occur with the ocally
Preferred Alternative in Hollywood and North Hollywood.

Dreservation of Historic and Cultural Resources

Historic and cultural resources within station areas could be affected either positive-
ly or negatively by growth induced by the Metro Rail Project. Where zoning permits

parcels on which they are located. As described in Chapter |, underutilized parcels
are prime candidates for reinvestment, which can-take the form of either renovation
and expansion or removal and replacement of existing structures. This situation is
possible at Union Station and Wilshire/La Brea (Locally Preferred Alternative and
Minimum Operable Segment), and Hollywood/Cahuenga (Locally Preférred Alterna-
tive only). Mitigation measures would be required in these areas to ensure that
reinvéstment takes the form of renovation rather than 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 many of the historic structures are
developed at an FAR of & or grecter. This situation creates an incentive for renova-
tion rather than removal.

Maintenance of Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses and Community
Character

Generally, a determination of whether development at station areas will be compati-
Sle with surrounding land uses or with the existing or desired community character
cannot be made. Neariy any development program can be planned and designed to be
compatible with surrounding uses and to create the image desired by the surrounding
community. However, that development can just as easily--or more easily--be
designed to do the opposite. A process for controlling the form of development
would have to be provided to achieve the objectives of compatibility with surround-
ing uses and with the character desired by the local community. This process would
include local community input.

At the Fairfax/Beverly Station areas (Locally Preferred Alternative and Minimum
Operable Segment) dnd La 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 the form of development. A more
detailed discussion of these potential impacts and their mitigation is provided in
Section 3.3.4 of the Draft EIS/EIR.
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VI. MITIGATION

Table Vi-1 identifies. ‘mitigation measures, techniques for implementing thern, agen-

cies” responsible for implementation, and apphcamhty of techniques to affected
stahon areas. SCRTD has limited authority in imple ementing all of the stated mitiga-
tion measures, but the District's cooperation and support with the responsible agen-
cies listed on Table VI-| will be required. Measures encouraging the use of joint
development techniques will require active participation by SCRTD in cooperdtion
with the CRA, LADOP, the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
(LADRP), and other responsnb]e agencies. The LADOP and LADRP are currently
preparing specific plans for all station areas with funding from the SCRTD in order
to help mitigdte many of the potential adverse impacts and enhance development
opportunities, where appropriate. In addition, the SCRTD is currently negotiating a
joint powers agreement with LADOP, LADOT, and CRA, and possibly comparable
Los Angeles County agencies. The joint powefs agréement would clarify the distri-
bution of responsibility for planning and impact mitigation and establish a mechanism
for coordination among agenc1es.

The followmg discussion describes eight mitigation medsures designed 16 address
impacts in all affected station areds. Table Vi-1 idéntifies the station dreas where
each mitigation measure is applicable. ‘

|.  Develop residential projects on commercially-zoned land.

2. Incredse density of new residential development in existing multifamily
residential zones,

These two measures are designed to mitigate impacts occurring where the availabili-
ty of residentially zoned land susceptiblé to reinvestment limits theé 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:
as vertical mixed use development with residential units above retail and/or office
space; as a horizontal mixed use developmenf with commercial development fronting
on the commercial corridor and residential use behind it; or as an exclusively resi-
dential project on a commercially 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 could be dispersed throughout
This area on commercially zoned parcels, especially as mixed use projects in conjunc-
tion with retail development, or it could be located on the southern portion of the
Afmbassador Hotel site.

Wilshire/La Brea. Residential development in this area could be accomplished

through either vértical or horizontal mixed use development in order to avoid pres-
sure for increasing the density of stable single family areas.

Fairfax/Beverly. To avoid pressure to increase the density of existing residential

neighborhoods, residential development on the CBS/Gilmore site would be
necessary--possibly in the southeast portion.

Vi-1



TABLE

LAND USE -

IMPACT

MITIGATION

Staticn Areas

- . e g 3 !
Zffactive- Pesdonsible é.é_? & S FEIEAE
ness Amencies /\ FEORR P Y. W A )

Dazane surslus commernially or : I R

1 Neuaind residentiazl aratects on
commrerciglly zaned land:

o ;
|
RN
1 P '
industrially zoned land far 'E'“Odem'e: LADGP ‘ oo o [ ! ‘ '1
b Tl ‘ B ! ' i
ragidentiai ises, ] ' o o l ! e ! l ]
. . . , ! ! : ; | . 1 H - I n H v
sire ! . . ! oo . !
Require the consrrucfuon of housing ! ; LADOP, A Lo l
as pert of lorge scoie commerciol i ‘ LADPP A R A ! !
projects or the contribution to o , Wigh R, h R T P R S ! |
.housing fund for small commercial | % CRA . i Co :a_ . |° po ee
orojests, ! ; Sl ! Lo ! [ P
! H H HE| H i
i | S I N B ; i
) . i I : fl : . . [ b i f |
Encourage the construction of housina | | LADOP , i Cod ! ‘ : ’ | ; ! ! |
as Mixed yse or independent projects i Low ! ' b :
through density bonuses and other ! ‘ EQERP' O Lo o ,e W e
incentives, } : | ! o ! j ! lL l
. . . . : 0. CRa. | Pl I (1 i
Lindertake joint development projects | .. SCRTD, CRA, | | l [ g
which include a housing component. } High i EE%O- CoD, .» i i % |°' P°1 0&
S } { ! i ! !
— : = BEEEE 1

2 increase densitv of new residential develop- L ; i
ment in existing multifamily residential | Moderate LADRP | i ,. !
Zonres, e ! ' ! | | |
Accomimodate commerciol development J } ]
‘within stotion areo by rezoning select Migh | LADOP o ’ °|
residential parcels for commer=ial use. i !\ I | 1

, ! i !

4 Redirezt commerciol development to ; I b
other station areds by providing joint i Moderate LAB? ’ .
development opportunities elsewhere. i SCRTN j

; - - - - ;

5 "Sxpcnd" station area by directing commerciol LADOP :
deveiopment to adjocent areas through the Low SCF?TD’ o '°[
Specific Plan.and moster planning processes. l [ |

6 Create financial incentives for preservgtion in l

Provide low-interest rehabilitotion loans. Moderote CRA efflec'? '.*l ’
- - T 1 l
o: . isting tox i i CRA, LADCP in ‘e \
romote J‘se of ex‘:shng tox incentives. ?Mogerqye S:’:RTD s effect ;.I J‘l
] in | ! 1
7 Dowrzone ond sermit TDRs, High CRA, LADOP jeffect . I.‘ | | pl

Legend:

LADOP
LADRP
CRA
CEDO
CoD
coc

woudtorown

City of Los Angeles Deportment of Plonning

Los Angeles County Department of Regionol Planning

Los Angeles Community Redevelopmert Agency ’

City of Los Angeles Economic Development Office

City of Los Angeles Community Development Department
Los Angelies County Community Deveiopment Commission

VI-2

am .




Fairfax/Santa Monica. Currently higher densities on residential sites and mixed use
projects are encouraged Through a dens;‘ry bonus program. Developers would have to
take advantage of these incentives in order to cccommoda‘re projected residential

growth.

Hollywood/Cahuerlg_. The mdjority of the land to be developed between 1980 and
2000 is expected to accommodate regional-serving retail uses generally limited to an
FAR of | and q 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 be underutilized whether the permitted FAR is |3 or is reduced
to 6. A mix of residential afd retail developrnent 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 supply of residential ldnd in
this area would be difficult to mitigate. The existing very low density residential
zoning and Comimiunity Plan designations reflect substantial public input, suggesting
that increases in the density of existing residential areas will not be llkely in the

~next 20 years. The portion of MCA's Universal City within and adjacent to the

station drea is not well-suited for residential deveiopment. Consequenﬂy, it is
expected that the Universal City Station area will not develop as a residential center
dependent on transit, but will serve as an employment and visitor center and as a
transfer station for Mefro Rail riders arriving by bicycle, bus, or automobile.

3.. Accommodate the demand for commercial development within the station area
by rezoning residentially zoned parcels for commercial use which are currently
vacant or used for parkmg and are adjocent to existing commercial
development.

‘4, Redirect commercial development to other station areas by creating incentives

to develop elsewhere.

S. "Expmd the station area" by directing commercial development to sites
. adjacent to the currently defined station area boundaries through the Specific
Plan and master planning process.

These three measures are 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 measures are applicable in the following station areas.

Wilshire/Fairfax. Comihercial development in this area is constrained by the

W‘OXII’T‘)ITY of .stable residential ne:?hborhoods to both the north and the south of the
ilshire frontage. This impoct could be mitigated in several wayss

© One or two major sites partially zoned R4-P (multifamily residential or parking)
which are presently occupied by surface parking and are adjacent to commer-
cially zoned parcels could be rezoned and developed commercially. This would
facilitate strong commercial activity around the Metro Radil station, reinforcing
the public activity centered gt the County Museum. ' '
e Developrient 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 Wilshire/La Brea Station. Promotion of development at
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the Wilshire/La Brea Station early in the station area "master planning" process
by SCRTD could remove some of the pressure for development from Wilshire/
Fairfax and, at the same time, enhance the potential of Wilshire/La Brea to
develop as a transit-oriented center. :
o Development could be encouraged to expand westward along Wilshire. Because
the commercial frontage along Wilshire is shallow (100- to 150-foot parcel
. depth) a corridor of activity rather than a focal point would develop, with
decreasing accessibility to the Metro Rail Project as development moves west.

La Brea/Sunset. See discussion under mitigdation measure 8.

6. Promote use of existing tax incentives and rehabilitation loans.
7. Downzone and create a mechanism to transfer unused development potential.

These two measures are designed to mitigate impacts where the construction of the
Metro Rail Project increases pressure for redevelopment of historic or cultural
resources. These measures are applicable in the following station areas.

Fifth/Hill. This station is adjacent to the Broadway and Spring Street historic dis-
tricts. Substantial tax incentives and current CRA policies, including the following,
have been successful in encouraging preservation of historic structures in this area:

e The average permitted FAR for new construction is 6 (reduced from an FAR of
13). This FAR is exceeded by many historic structires, creating an incentive to
preserve them. -

e When a historic building's FAR is less than 6, its unused density can be trans-
ferred to other sites in the CBD.

@ Low interest loans are available for rehabilitation.

There are several groups of underutilized parcels in the Fifth/Hill Station area on
which one or two historic structures are located. The historic/cultural value of these
structures should be reevaluated and, if they are determined to be valuable, they
should be preserved and integrdted into a larger development project.

Seventh/Flower. Although Seventh Street, the CBD's original shopping street, is not
a historic disirict, it includes numerous historic buildings and provides a very pleas-
ant pedestrian-scale streetscape. All the tax incentives and (fRA policies described
above apply to historic buildings in this area as well. The FAR limit and transfer of
density policies apply to all buildings. In the CBD, then, preservation of historic
buildings has been effectively integrated into CRA's development program, but
careful monitoring will be necessary to ensure their preservation as pressure for
development increases. SCRTD and private developers should cooperate with this
program.

Wilshire/La Brea. At Wilshire/La Brea the grouping of Art Deco buildings under
consideration for a historic district designation would encounter limited development
pressure since little developer interest in this area is expected during the initial
years of Metro Rail operation. However, if the mitigation measure of redirecting
development to Wilshire/La Brea proposed in response to other impacts were imple-
mented, pressure would increase. Mifigafion measures modeled after the CRA's CBD
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policies could be initiated. It would be difficult to reduce the FAR enough to dis-
courage redevelopment. 'Even if the area were downzoned from FAR 13 to 6, no
incentive for preservation would be created, since many of the buildings in the area
do not reach that intensity. However, a downzoning to FAR & would make a transfer -
of density or transfer of development rights (TDR) mechanism feasible.

Hollywood/Cahuenga. The dpproach described for Wilshire/La Bféa could also be.
applied at Hollywood/Cahuenga. Again, an overall downzoning would be required to
create a market for TDRs.

8. Develop special station area mitigation measures to preserve community-chare
acter.

Fairfax/Beverly. Two basic goals of the Fairfax community are to preserve the

‘character of commercial and residential areas and to revitalize the commercial

area. All of the commercial development projected for the Fairfax/Beverly Station
area could be accommodated entirely on the CBS/Gilmore site and on the May Com-
pany site at Third and Fairfax, thereby avoiding impocts on the existing retail area.
However, because the existing retail area represents an underutilization of land and
retail revenues are marginal in.some cases, location of all new commercial space on
the two large development sites cannot be ensured, nor would it necessarily benefit
the existing shopping area. An approach more benéficial to the community might be
to locate most new commercial space on the large development sites, avoiding retail
uses that would compete with existing shops. Allowances for sorhe development in
the existing Fairfax shopping area through a carefully designed and controlled revit-
alization program could be made. Community groups including Revitalize Fairfax
should be involved. Major components of this program should include the following:

o Clustered parking either in small, partially subterranean structures behind the
existing strip commercial development or in a single location, perhaps in con-.
junction with Metro Rail parking provided by SCRTD. This would permit more
intensive development of the small parcels along the strip.

e Preservation of the fine-grdined chdrdcter of the shopping strip.

° Guaranteed tenancy for current tenants with regulated.increases in rent,-possib-
ly tied to increased revenues expected from the combination of Metro Rail dnd
revitalization.

e Enhancement of pedestrian spaces through landscaping and street furniture.

The Project alterrdtives may result in redevelopment pressures along the existing

retail area of the Fairfax/Beverly Station area. This potential impact will depend
lorgely on the supply of parking in the station area. An insufficient supply of parking

is projected for this stdtion area under the Pro;ecf aiterndatives (see Transportation
section of this chapter). Due to this, Metro Rail passengers will have to park in the
surrounding neighborhood and walk to the station past the exls'rmg shops. Metro

riders can be expected to shop at these facilities and thus increase 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 boardings in
this station area are similar under each of the Project alternatives, the pressure for
redevelopment would also be comparable. Mowevér, should access to the station by
auto or bus be greater under the Minimum Operabie 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 cluster new commercial development onto the large development sites
adjacent to the station location becomes even more important towards preserving
the chcrac?er of fhe local retail community. : .

The potential 1mpcc1’ of developmenf pressure on the sfcble residential neighborhoods
in the area was included in the discussion of the impacts of an insufficient residential
land supply.

La Brea/Sunset. This station is on the western edge of the Hollywood commercial
core. Land to the east between Sunset and Hollywood Boulevards is designated and
Zoned for regional commercial use; land to the west is designofed and zoned primari-
ly for high density residential use. There are several blocks in this transitional zone
where Community Plan and zoning designations are not consistent. The blocks
between La Brea and Orange, northeast of the station, are zoned dnd used for multi-
family housing but are designated for regional commercial use in the. Community
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 commercial 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 Table 3-17
would be expected and would consist predominantly of retail space. As such, much
of it would be developed at dn FAR of | or less as a regional. shopping center and
would require redevelopment of large amounts of land. Deveiopment would be

expected to extend to the east around Hollywood High School. Substantial develop-
ment directly adjacent to the station could occur only if the two blocks northeast of
the station were rezoned to be consistent with the Community Plan. ' The develop-
ment of these blocks would result in the displacement of existing multifamily dwel-
lings and could disrupt activities at the adjacent high school.

The La Brea/Sunset Station is too far from the Hollywood/Cahuenga Station {one
miile) and too isolated to create two "anchors" between which pedestrian-oriented
deveiopment could occur. For commercial revitalization and joint development, it
would be better to have the station at Las Palmas or Highland (0.5 to 0.7 miles from
the Hollywood/Cahuenga 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 deveiopment tending to radiate in all directions. Besides

inhibiting the creation of a single integrated commercial core, this will create pres-

sure for rezoning and redeveloping land west of the La Brea/Sunset Station from
residential to commercial use.

If the station cannot be relocated, the pattern of deveiopment should be carefully
planned and managed to extend north around Hollywood High School and east toward
the Hollywood/Cahuenga Station. This will help minimize development pressure on
residential neighborhoods to the west, facilitate revitalization, and minimize impacts
on Hollywood High School. Mixed use projects should be developed on parcels
adjacent to the station to cregte concentrations of both commercial and residential
uses immediately around the stations, and to reinforce the transition between resi-
dentia! use to the west and commercial use to the east.
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Universal City. The conflict between the Universal City Station's growth inducing

impact and commuhity development godls was discussed under the mitigation of

"insufficient residentially zoned land 16 accommodate housing growth." There may
also_be. pressure to develop the commercial areas along Lankershim and Vineland at
greater intensities than presently permitted. Current zoning and land use plan
designations, based on substantial community input, limit the FAR to 3 and the
height to three or six stories. Revision of current reguldtions would reduire
community involvement and concensus comparable to that which produced the cur-
rent community plan.
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~ APPENDIX A
PLANNING AREA DEFINITIONS
- Traffic 1980
L e e Analysis .. Census Square 1980 -
n ' : Zone Tract Miles Population
CBD PLANNING AREA _
14001 206! .886 8,059
14006 2062 294 3,015
' 14007 2063 .222 5,964
14008 2064 .355 1,348
n 14009 2065 1.630 216
, 17029 1977 .280 4,586
| 2071 .258 4,585
16009 2072 192 232
16019 2073 .209 27
16008 1074 .120 1,629
] 16010 2075 .128 877
16011 2076 .128 179
16017 2077 197 1,916
16018 2078 142 2,292
I] 16023 2079 - .322 2,364
16022 2241 344 2,420
14020 2261 .408 568
s B L
2760 13.043
ll Density = 6,367
“ WESTLAKE PLANNING AREA
16007 208! .109 1267
_ ) 2082 .166 4,716
16006 2083 .289 5,816
16003 2084 177 4,596
2085 197 4,422
- 16001 2086 264 6,194
2087 130 5,391
16002 2088 .188 4,600
2089 .192 7,688
n 16005 2091 .184 8,629
2092 204 3,714
., 16016 2093 JA75 3,337
16004 2094 192 8,070
2095 .16l 4,866
16015 2096 166 2,969
= 16014 2097 .138 [,284
16012 2098 .128 5,666
2243 164 5,454
16013 2242 291 3,766
! 3525 92,445
_ Density = 26,226
|
I



Appendix A (continued)

Traffic
Analysis
Zone

WILSHIRE PLANNING AREA. . .

10029
10030
10031

10025

10033

10032
10052
10054
10053

10051

10056

10027

10028
10046
10045

10043
10041

1980
Census

- Tract

1923
2116
1924
2115
1925
1926
1927
1916.02
1945
2146
2147
2148
2111
2112
2113
2119
212)
2114
2118
2117
2126
2122
2123
2133
2134
2124
2125
2132
2127
2128
2129
213)
2213
2214.01
2215.0!
214
2142
2143
2145
215]
2152
2153
2161
2162
2172
2163
2168
2165
2166
2167

Square
Miles

.336

570
373
342
241

242
.203
164
.263
225
231

-223

430

J17

17
.I|7

117
245
247
.380
244
.203
.239
.238
245

131
141
.281
.525
«292
Jaks
.206

353

.098
.092
431
.205
.18l
473
.233
.109
316
264
372
.358
475

165
294

- 1980
Population

2,166
2,332
6,713
4,120
35,748
5,790
2,246
3,511
2,533
2,685
2,927
2,912
5,910
3,988
5,349
6,495
2,815
5,317
7,575
7,126
6,227
7,969
8,947
6,480
7,957
5,057
3,845
7,081
5,109
4,089
3,527
2,230
7,832
1,017
1,417
3,772
1,871
1,799
6,383
4,028

655
1,307
2,654
4,688
3,643
4,332
3,512
1,546
4,306
3,664
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l Appendix A (Continued)
Traffic 1980
Analysis Census Square 1980
ll Zone Tract Miles Population
WILSHIRE (continued) ‘ : e '
Il 10044 2169 431 5,172
2171 .356 5,051
. 10055 218| .388 6,647
2188 .166 2191
L 10049 2182 .389 6,713
2186 . .278 3,368
2187. .334 3,401
ﬂ 10047 2183 356 4,386
2184 342 4,516
2185 .234 2,608
10057 2211 213 6,161
‘ 2212 .389 6,294
2216.01 .103 1,271
n 2217.01 .100 1,921
10042 2696 247 5,428
2697 350 3,735
| 2703 467 3,082
10024 2149 317 4,498
7008 .878 7,632
n 10040 2164 .239 5,521
' 7009.0! A | 3,410
70,055 308,208
, Density = 15,369
HOLLYWOOD PLANNING AREA
17020 1882.02 .702 3,136
1952 .553 5,740
lI 1953 :192 5,139
10006 1891 .383 5,663
o 1892 .525 6,019
l 10005 1893 -84l 3,335
1903.01 A 5,194
. [ 904 .123 4,994
10004 1894 669 2,995
1895 241 4,341
: 1896 .270 1,667
o 1897.01 3.516 3,818
n 10003 1897.02 .559 1,874
1941 2.281 6,243
10009 1898 216 2,305
| 1899 333 7.814
| 10010 1901 .269 4,250
1902 252 7,032
' 1907 248 3,260
10012 1903.02 094 597
1906 .166 2,325
10015 1905 217 6,906
l 1911 .239 6,878
10013 1908 314 4,846
Il 1918 313 6,054
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Appendix A (continued)

Traffic : 1980 _
Analysis Census Square 1980
Zone Tract Miles Population
HOLLYWOOD (continued) S _
: - 10014 1909 366 7,815
1917 .386 6,035
10026 2144 133 3,351
10016 1912.01 220 3,921
1912.02 .159 4,916
1913 253 4,676
10017 1914 197 ' 7,003
1915 252 4,41 |
1916.01 .086 2,072
10011 1919.01 289 2,232
1919.02 275 2,907
10026 1921 .159 1,801
1922 .388 3,977
10007 1942 {.219 5,092
1943 J13 : 2,166
10008 1944 438 6,021
7002 275 . 6,375
7003 225 5,993
10023 7004 Slh 5,486
000 7885 503 7,469
10009 7001 494 10,020
21.207 218,52%
Density = 10,210
STUDIO CITY/UNIVERSAL
CITY PLANNING AREA B _
08226 1431 .733 3,102
08225 1436.01 A17 3,440
1432 370 2,914
» 1436.02 467 3,436
08223 1433 616 4,908
08222 1434.01 488 3,001
1434.02 233 1,638
, 1435 428 3,378
08230 1437 1.327 3,632
08229 1438.01 594 2,860
1438.02 528 2,287
08228 1439.01 1.998 3,849
1439.02 981 2,655
08226 3200 530 2

9.710 51,102
Density = 4,233

NORTH HOLLYWOOD PLANNING AREA

1231.01 .128 1146
1231.02 619 5,412
1232 .873 9,003
1233.01 Sl 2,504
1233.02 472 4,970
1234 495 6,455
1235 Slk 5,773
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Appendix A (continued)

Traffic
Analysis
. Zone

~_NORTH HOLLYWOOD PLANNING AREA (continued)

1980

Census
Tract

1237
1238
1239
1241.01
1241.02
242,01
2142.02
1243°
1244
1247
1248
1249.01
1249,02
1251
1252
1253
1254
1255
1256
3110
3111
3112
3113
3114
3115
3116

Square 1980
Miles Population

367
625
625
.369
.258
391
234
345
.356
531
264
.258
244
.502
.502
.653
394
352
347
.505
645
370
459

- 3,239
4,302
4,759
4,999
2,712
2,629
3,547
3,211
3,379
4,407
2,012
4,773
1,986
4,213
2,949
4,614
3,979
4,524
2,594
3,649
3,570
3,018
3,680
2,156
4,846
6,627

131,637

Density = 8,636




