











6.4

PROGRAM

There are deliberate landscape and planning intentions behind the plan of Hollywood Freeway
Central Park. In order to provide the greatest amount of open green space with flexible uses
throughout, all zones remain open and flexible for multiple uses while still exhibiting unique
characteristics and program elements.

Hollywood Blvd. Hollywood Blvd.

The northern part of the park is the Hollywood Gateway piece and it has a small, local-sized
ampbhitheatre, viewing platforms and a sculpture garden. This defines this zone as the “Arts
District”.

None of the districts have fences or walls that define their spaces so the park is entirely open

to all at all times. The center of the park is open green space in the form of fields, meadow,
drough-tolerant garden spaces, along with more shaded, quiet zones. This type of space
appears all through the park and is bordered by more specific zones such as the large gathering
plaza at Fountain Avenue and St. Andrews Place.

Harold Wy.

N. Bronson Ave.

Sunset Blvd.
O Arts District Arts District
De Longpre Ave. O Sports and Recreation * Plaza + viewing platforms + park gateway element
() Open Green Space * Llocal-size amphitheatre integrated in parkland
O Public Gathering Space * Sculpture garden or open space designated for rotating

() Family-oriented Space art exhibitions

Weste/n Ave.

Sports & Recreation
Founttain Ave. Gateways * Large open meadow

. Passive Green Space * Baseball field (size to be determined)
$ = Active Green Space * Playground and picnic area
2 2 aMirada Ave. Plaza / Water Feature
z = Open Green Space
S < *  Multi-purpose field, landforms, meandering paths
z _ ve. * Playground and picnic area
lé)
° Public Gathering Space
£ Virginia Ave. * Large events plaza with interactive water feature
& *  Multi-purpose field
N L
Family-oriented Space
(D Santa Monica Blvd. Santa Monica Blvd. * Playground and picnic area
* Dog park (on-leash and no fence)
* Plaza + viewing platforms + park gateway element
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a. Drought-tolerant garden
b. Meadow and open green
space

c. Rolling hills / landforms

d. Grassy field for multiple uses

Hollywood Freeway Central Park
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. Park Gateways
. Potential location for small,

informal amphitheater

. Baseball field

. Picnic area / playground

. Sculpture garden

. Large multi-purpose plaza with

interactive water feature

. Gathering plaza
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NORTHERN GATEWAY

An iconic park, like Hollywood Central Park will provide a stunning arrival
experience that gives it a memorable local as well as global identy. These gateways
should be visible from the freeway and from the main streets that frame the park

- Hollywood and Santa Monica Boulevards. The plan on the right shows the
Hollywood Boulevard Gateway and the images below are precedent photographs
that hint at the character we hope to achieve.

Hollywood Boulevard is flanked by two platforms that would provide extraordinary
viewing points to the new park, the hills and downtown Los Angeles. These locations
would provide open plaza spaces for a multitude of activities. The Northern
Gateway's proximity to the Walk of Fame would make it an ideal location for an
attractive feature such as a privately funded sculpture park.

Hollywood Freeway Central Park
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Existing ~ Hollywood Boulevard off-ramp and freeway Proposed ~ Park meets Hollywood Boulevard and freeway no longer dominates the scene
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Existing ~ Sunset Boulevard off-ramp, overpass and freeway Proposed ~ Park includes a baseball field for use by the community as well as the students of Helen Bernstein High
note: field size and connecting structured are to be determined later in design phase
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COMMUNITY GREEN
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SUNSET BLVD.
The community expressed a strong desire for open green space throughout the
park. Hollywood Boulevard has several tourist attractions and Santa Monica
Boulevard receives the most amount of cars per day, being that it is a main artery
for the city. The Community Green is directly adjacent to Helen Bernstein High
School, and comprises of approximately 10 acres of open space. It would still be
accessible from the freeway yet it gets less traffic than the northern and southern
gateways.

New freeway off-ramp

' 40| ;
. '”L_1——1'_13 : %sm A, ?g-gn,h

iy i) a3

The central part of the park would be the most relaxed, family-oriented, and 3 U f3 gL | : .
flexible in program. Here is where people could run, stroll, play, picnic, nap, and 1 47375 didoN “ z A g iﬁ*?%-ﬂ
have group gatherings of any size. The landscape design shows a series of paths . a _' AT % ﬂ.n.a-h 15: 0}
(both bike and pedestrian) that meander through the park, creating an interesting 1! TR tTﬁ
experience for people of any age. The Community Green would become an urban | HOME DEPOT =

oasis and provide the green space that Hollywood desperately needs.

HELEN BERNSTEIN .HIGH SCHOOL

00900609 To I

N. WILTON PL.
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Existing ~ North Wilton Place overpass and freeway Proposed ~ “Community Green” extends from North Wilton Place to Fountain Avenue
and beyond
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ST. ANDREW'S SQUARE

Fountain Avenue and St. Andrews Place, local streets, are transformed into St.
Andrew’s Square, a large plaza surrounded by local roads. Vehicles can loop
around and see the park from all sides while efficiently accessing major north-south
as well as east-west arteries. The center of the plaza has an interactive water feature
and a mixture of areas, both hard and soft, shady and sunny.

St. Andrew’s Square can become a place for sizable group gatherings. Having these
two streets meet at a square is a bold move that reconnects the urban fabric in a
unique and dynamic fashion. It can give a new sense of character and community
to the neighborhood. Currently this intersection is under-developed and run-down,
making a major move like this one, an exciting propect for Hollywood.

: ﬁ D1+ IB¥E
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Existing ~ Fountain Avenue overpass and freeway, Western Avenue and downtown skyline in the distance Proposed ~ With the perferred option in place, area over the freewoy becomes continuous green space and railings
are no longer necessary. Stunning views of downtown Los Angeles can be enjoyed.
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7.2

1.1 PURPOSE

This section describes funding opportunities available to the City of
Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) or available to
the City of Los Angeles to help finance and construct the Hollywood
Freeway Central Park. The section describes opportunities that are
organized by Project Area funds, City and Regional Funds, State
Funds, and Federal funding sources. This section also provides a brief
summary that is an initial guide to the financing options that the CRA,
the City, or a local non-profit can explore to initiate planning, design,
and construction.

The table to the right provides a summary of available programs
able to assist CRA in financing the Hollywood Freeway Central Park.
Appendix A provides more information on private funding sources.

Funding Sources

* Project Area Funding Sources
 City/Regional Funding Sources
 State Funding Sources

* Federal Funding Sources

2.1 PROJECT AREA SPECIFIC FUNDING SOURCES

Project area funding sources are those funds generated within or by
the project area itself. They often require property-owner support but
do not necessarily require commitments from the City’s General Fund
or other citywide revenue sources; although the City’s General Fund
often pays for some or all of the seed money necessary to establish
the mechanisms used to generate funds from these sources. Funds
from these sources are specifically dedicated to the improvement of
the areas that generate the funds. In addition, the city can form
special districts and/or set-up zoning regulations that generate
funding through increased property tax proceeds or from new
development, paying its fair share of the park improvements.

Hollywood Central Park
Feasibility Report
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Transfer of Development Rights

A Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program is a mechanism to
support additional density of development on one site while using the
economic benefit of that increased density to finance conservation,
preservation, or park improvements on another site.

TDR programs use market forces to simultaneously promote
conservation in high value natural, agricultural, and open space

areas while encouraging smart growth in developed and developing
sections of a community. Successful TDR programs have been in place
throughout the country since 1980, and have protected or enhanced
tens of thousands of acres of farmland and open space. TDR programs
have been used in urban settings such as in the City of Burbank to
promote urban form, in the City of Irvine to revitalize housing, and in
the City of Pasadena to preserve historic landmarks.

Implementation Measure: Where locations could support additional
density near the Central Park, the City could develop a TDR program
that transfers a portion of the additional development value to park
improvements on Highway 101. TDR programs generally finance
capital improvements, land acquisitions, or conservation easements and
are not used for ongoing operation and maintenance.

Redevelopment Funds (Tax Increment Financing)

The majority of the study area is within the Hollywood Redevelopment
Area and is able to capture a share of the tax increment generated
from the increased assessed value on properties within the project
area. The introduction of a large-scale, properly-managed park can
add significant value to surrounding property. As parcels turnover or
redevelop, CRA would receive additional tax increment revenues.
CRA can use the projected increase in assessed value to support the
capping project by leveraging the future revenue generated from area
improvements to help pay for the project.

Development Impact Fees

Project Area development impact fees are fees charged to new
development within a Project Area to pay for public improvements.
These are fees adopted by the City and would be charged during the
permitting process. Impact fees generally require new development
to pay a pro-rata share of the cost of new improvements necessary to
support the new development. Project Area development impact fee
revenue would be collected at the rate of new development; however
the City can expect the annual fee revenues to fluctuate according to
cycles in development activity.

The City should be careful not to place undue burden on new
development where it actually thwarts development within the project
area.

Sale or Lease of Air Rights

While construction costs for deck parks can be high, there is an
opportunity to re-capture a portion of the costs by selling the air rights
above the deck or possibly directly adjacent to it. This can be achieved
either by offering it for private development or allowing more modest
retailers to lease space within the park. For example, the High Line Park
in New York expects to pay for a portion of the park maintenance by
leasing space to small park vendors. On a larger scale, rail companies
that owned right of way through Downtown Chicago sold its air rights
in downtown to primarily office developers.



Caltrans has recently indicated it would expect to receive a share of the
air right proceeds should private development be placed on top of a
freeway.

Mello-Roos Community Facilities District

Mello-Roos districts are similar to special assessment districts except
they must be approved by a two-thirds approval of noticed voters (not
proportionate to their assessment). Mello-Roos districts are not special
assessments but a special tax used to pay for public facilities and/

or services. Many practitioners feel that the Mello-Roos proceedings
provide more flexibility in allocating district costs than special
assessment districts.

Special Events and Seasonal Markets

Special events include, but are not limited to, concerts, corporate
promotions and cultural festivals. Seasonal markets include holiday
markets (Christmas), “green” or farmers markets and craft fairs which
ordinarily span the course of a month. For example, in Duffy Square
(located in Times Square) and Union Square, the City of New York has
developed an a la carte type fee menu for specials events, listing, in
addition to the basic event fees (promotion/commercial, athletic or
general event), specific fees charged for conducting certain activities or
providing particular types of equipment or apparatus such as amplified
sound, tents, stages, product sampling, inflatable advertisements,

etc. Special events in Duffy Square in 2005 generated approximately
$660,000 in fees, $600,000 or approximately 91 percent of the total
was attributable to corporate promotional events. Based on the unique
nature and high profile attributed to the Hollywood Freeway Central
Park, it is reasonable to assume that it will also generate significant
special event and seasonal market fees for the City of Los Angeles
Department of Recreation and Parks should the Park be designed for
special events.

Hollywood Freeway Central Park
Feasibility Report
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Local Foundation Funds

In certain unique cases similar to that envisioned at Hollywood Freeway
Central Park, a local non-profit foundation is formed to pursue private
and public funds and initiate community and political interest in a
public project. For example, the Friends of the Highline has played an
essential role in the planning, design, and financing of improvements
to the abandoned elevated railway in New York City. Efforts are already
underway by the Hollywood Chamber of Commerce to form a similar
organization intended to facilitate and partially finance the capping
project.

2.2 CITY/REGIONAL FUNDING SOURCES

Quimby Act Park Funds

Developers pay Quimby Act fees at a rate that is established to provide
five acres of park land per thousand residents. The fee supports park
and recreation facilities in-lieu of dedicating park land within the
development. The revenues must be used “for the purpose of acquiring,

developing new or rehabilitating existing neighborhood or community
park or recreation facilities to serve”. In other words, new development
in and around the Hollywood Freeway Central Park could help to pay
for park improvements.

Transportation Development Act (Bicycle and Pedestrian Funds)

Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 3 funds are used by

cities within Los Angeles County for design and construction of bicycle
and pedestrian facilities. These are administered by the Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). Metro allocates
annually to the City based on its current year population estimate. As of
November 2007, approximately $10.5 million in funds for the City of
Los Angeles remained available.

Private Carbon Reduction Mitigation Funds

Should the capping project be able to capture Particulate Matter 10
(PM10) and other criteria pollution monitored by the Air Resource

7.3

Board, the project would be able to receive mitigation funds equal to
the market rate for reductions in pollution under the cap and trade
program. Trades for PM10 reductions in the Southern Coast Air District
ranged from $260,000 to $490,000 per ton in 2006. Nitrus Oxide
ranged from $80,000 to $411,000 per ton. Mitigation prices vary
significantly but the project could sell the reduction in pollution to
support capital improvements or operation costs.

Gas Tax (CIP)

Gas Tax is directed specifically to transportation funding which can be
used for transportation maintenance, improvements, and management.
This includes funding streetscape improvements. The majority of

funds go towards maintenance and operation of the City’s existing
transportation infrastructure. Gas tax capital improvement funds are
earmarked through the City’s Capital Improvement Program.

Private Foundation Commitments

The following private foundations may serve as additional funding
sources.

* The California Endowment: http://www.calendow.org/

* The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation: http://www.hewlett.org/
Default.htm

* The California Wellness Foundation: http://www.tcwf.org/

* Liberty Hill Foundation: http://www.libertyhill.org/donor
environmental 101 .htm|

* Environment Now: http://www.environmentnow.org/
* Center for Creative Land Recycling: http://www.cclr.org/

* Bank of America Foundation: http://www.bankofamerica.com/
foundation/

e Common Counsel Foundation: http://www.commoncounsel.org/
Penney%20Family%20Fund

* James Irvine Foundation: http://www.irvine.org/grants_program/
philosophy/focusPlace.shtml

*  Marisla Foundation
* Rose Foundation: http://www.rosefdn.org/grants/guidelines.html

* Roth Family Foundation
* Robert Wood Johnson Foundation: http://www.rwif.org/index.jsp



7.4
Environmental Justice Funds Mitigating the Impact of Highway 101

The following private foundations may serve as funding sources for
mitigating the impact of Highway 101. See Appendix A for more
information.

*  GreenlA: http://www.cbecal.org/movement/greenla.html

* The New World Foundation: http://www.newwf.org/grant
programs/ghej.html

2.3 STATE FUNDING SOURCES
State Proposition 1B

Proposition 1B, Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port
Security Bond Act of 2006 authorizes the state to sell approximately
$20 billion of general obligation bonds to fund transportation projects
to relieve congestion, improve the movement of goods, improve air
quality, and enhance the safety and security of the transportation
system. The bond money will be available for expenditure by various
state agencies and for grants to local agencies and transit operators
upon appropriation by the Legislature:

* Congestion Reduction, Highway and Local Road
Improvements—$11.3 billion

Public Transportation—$4 billion

Goods Movement and Air Quality—3$3.2 billion
Safety and Security—3$1.5 billion

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

The State Transportation Improvement Program is the statewide plan
to fund transportation improvements. The STIP identifies a number
of Federal and State transportation programs that will be used on

Hollywood Freeway Central Park
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transportation capital improvement projects. These include Federal
distributions such as the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Improvement Program (CMAQ), Transportation Enhancement Activities,
and the Regional Surface Transportation Program, which are also
discussed in the following Federal Funds section in this memorandum.
Seventy-five percent of the funding goes to the local regions through a
competitive process for local projects.

2.4 FEDERAL FUNDING SOURCES

Federal funds have remained the largest share of capital funds used to
finance capping projects. More specifically, Federal appropriations are
essential in capping projects. More recently, funds were appropriated
through the Federal Transportation Enhancement Act (TEA-21). TEA-21
was converted to SAFETEA-LU under the Bush Administration.

Recreational Trails Program (RTP)

The Recreational Trails Program (RTP) is an assistance program of
the Department of Transportation’s Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA). Federal transportation funds benefit recreation by making
funds available to the States to develop and maintain recreational
trails and trail-related facilities for both non-motorized and motorized
recreational trail uses.

Federal Appropriations — SAFETEA-LU

SAFETEA-LU authorizes the Federal surface transportation programs for
highways, highway safety, and transit for the 5-year period 2005-2009.
Total funding to formula grant categories in SAFETEA-LU increased by
$10 billion, or 5 percent, over TEA-21 levels. In contrast, SAFETEA-LU
provides about $35 billion in discretionary funding nationwide-about
40 percent more than the amount under TEA-21. In particular, funding
for the High Priority Projects (HPP), a discretionary program which
provides designated funds to specified projects identified by Congress,
increased from $9.3 billion to $14.8 billion.

Safe Routes to Schools

SAFETEA-LU includes the Safe Routes to School Program. This new
program encourages primary and secondary school children to walk
and bicycle to school. Both infrastructure-related and behavioral
projects should focus on providing a safe, appealing environment
for walking and biking that will improve the quality of our children’s
lives and support national health objectives by reducing traffic, fuel
consumption, and air pollution in the vicinity of schools.

Recreational Trails

A total of $370 million is provided through 2009 to continue this
program to develop and maintain trails for recreational purposes that
include pedestrian, equestrian, bicycling and non-motorized snow
activities as well as off-road motorized vehicle activities.

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

CDBG funds are distributed by the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) and can be used for capital improvements.

The City of Los Angeles manages and distributes CDBG funds

within the City of Los Angeles. Only a portion of CDBG dollars go

to infrastructure improvements. A large share of CDBG funds are
distributed local community service organizations that assist low and
moderate-income households as well.

LESSONS LEARNED

Due to the size and costs of decking or capping projects, federal
appropriations have been an essential component of any new decking
or capping project. While appropriation normally came through the
TEA-21 program, the City or Redevelopment Agency will need to
pursue funds originating from the SAFETEA-LU program. Applicants
have generally named capping projects as mitigations, ameliorating
the initial negative impact to the surrounding community, both in
terms of public health, property values, noise, and its separation of
neighborhoods.

Also integral to financing is determining a local revenue component
that provides a local match either through parking revenue, sale of



air rights, transfer of development, special assessment districts, or development fee program able to support the large capital
costs of the project. Local community leaders and politicians play an important role in garnering support and creating local
community interest in a capping project of this scale. Capping project managers cautioned other project managers to give
realistic expectations of the size of capping the project in recognition of the limited public resources available. Project managers
also mentioned the importance of keeping the community’s attention over a very lengthy process by having committed community
members, planning activities, designs challenges, and a local foundation able to generate funding and community interest
independent of the City.

See appendix for a detailed list of potential funding sources.
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190 Completion Mercer Tsland, 1971-1985 28 = 1.6 billion (entire §1,312 = 90% Federal Pere Mayer
\K-'a:ih]'ngtun . Ditector
roject) - 0,
133 Jﬂ cHlion & s 103 Other Mercer Island City Parks Depr.
$300 million for par (206) 236-3545
1-5 FT\'_‘CU-"H!.’ Park Scattlc, 1976 i & %23 million SIUC‘I w 25% Federal nghway C-ltj‘ of Scattle
Washin i
e Administration (FHA) el Lae s
«  18% City Bond (206) 6844075
= 18% Citizens Initiative for
Regional Park Bonds
= 39% Private Development
1-10 Pagago Phoenix, Arizona 1990 29 = $105 million for §83 = 92% FHA Bill Hayden
Freeway . iz0ng . i
’ decking structure s Partially funded through voter- Astzona PCPE of Tramponmm
. Jtural Bond Community Relations
= 85 million for park approved Cultural Bo (602) 712-7524
*  Pays $300¢vear for 50-year air
rights Mark Lamm
= Volunteer committee raising $1 City of Phoenix  Parks  and
million for Recreation Dept
Special Facilines
(602) 262-4541
1-5 Bridge Sacramento, 4 = $250-5400 §1435- = 5 Million in Federal City of Sacramento
California §2.296 . Economic Development Depart
*  S1 Million Local Match Public Works Depastment
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Planning Grant Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade &
= Air Righs Douglas
503) 274-8772
= Private/Public Funds (503) 274-8
= Stll in Planning Phase
High_ljne New York, New 1929-1934 6.7 N/A N/A »  State and Federal Funds Friends of the High Line
Elevated Railway —York (212) 206-9922
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*  Rail to Trails Program
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Phase 1 . PHASING

Phase 2 . It is phasing that makes projects viable. Successful phasing strategies
are a marriage of realistic understanding of community expectations,

Phase 3 . the timing of fund availability, and the application of early capital to

strategically serve as the impetus and garner additional support for

Hollywood Blvd subsequent phases. The Cap Park is proposed to be completed in 3

Continuous park space created along project edges where does not
interfere with exisiting roads/ramps
* Edge conditions improved

j@ * Surface streets and parkway improvements implemented along all
)

areas adjacent to park adge

Fountain Ave §§

Phase 2

A wmm \
phases.
) Phase 1
Phase 1 * Large centrally located deck park created between Sunset Blvd and
Fountain Ave
0 * No freeway ramp alterations
s § *  Minimum impace incurred on existing roads
Sunset Blvd U

Santa Monica Blvd \ \ jF
)

R“ \
Lﬁ Phase 3

| Holl dF Central Park
I v JGSE !
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Phase 2

Phase 1 .

| Phase 2

* Roads widened along major intersections (Hollwood, Sunset & Santa
Monica Boulevard), making for more efficient vehicular passage

Phase 3 and allowing safer pedestrian environment alongside and across
* Road widenings to give distinct characteristic to newly created “park
e Hollywood Blvd district”

* Fountain Ave and St Andrews Pl roads reconfigured to create a
focal plaza space the also slows traffic down along this important
residential intersection

* All freeway ramp alterations carried out

* Deck park infilled where feasible

Sunset Blvd

Fountain Ave

Phase 2

Santa Monica Blvd \ . jh%
L Ve,

Phase 3

Hollywood Freeway Central Park
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I
Phase 1 . =\ Phase 3
Phase 2 . :! *  Maximum deck park created
* Frontage roads added giving vehicular access to most of the park’s
Phase 3 . edges and giving a new “front door” or address to building fronting
the park
Hollywood Blvd S * Size of park allows for a multitude of programs in various locations
* Surface streets and parkway improvements implemented along all
areas adjacent to park edge and all newly created roads
Phase 1
Sunset Blvd
. Fountain Ave

Phase 2

Santa Monica Blvd

ﬁ Phase 3

'SD Hollywood Freeway Central Park

| Feasibility Report P HAS E 3
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Item Square Footage  Acreage Cost (per s/f) Cost
Phase 1
Structure 1,263,240 29 $300 $378,972,000
Landscape 1,263,240 29 $38 $48,003,120
Phase 1 Total Cost $426,975,120
Phase 2
Structure 217,000 5 $300 $65,100,000
Landscape 217,000 5 $38 $8,246,000
Phase 2 Total Cost $73,346,000
Phase 3
Structure 435,600 10 $300 $130,680,000
Landscape 435,600 10 $38 $16,552,800
Phase 3 Total Cost $147,232,800
Fire/Life Safety (lump sum) $7,250,000
TOTAL 1,915,840 44 $654,803,920
Additional Costs
Design Soft Cost (10% of Total Cost) $65,480,392
Impacts to Local Streets (10% of Total Cost) $65,480,392
Contingency (25% of Total Cost) $163,700,980
TOTAL 1,915,840 44 $949,465,684

Implementation
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SOURCES

APPENDIX A: POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES FOR THE HOLLYWOOD FREEWAY CAP PARK PROJECT

Foundations were found to be the primary funding source for projects related to air quality and environmental health. However, most foundations interested in these issues only fund research, education, policy/advocacy, or organizational capacity.
Capital costs were explicitly listed as activities not funded by many foundations or were listed as a low funding priority. While a connection can be made between the positive health impacts of the Hollywood Freeway Cap Park Project
and the missions of the foundations listed below, strict grant requirements may limit each foundations’ capacity to help. That said, the following foundations are considered the most likely to be interested and able to assist in the Hollywood project out

of over fifty foundations found to support projects related to environmental and public health. Furthermore, if there is a strong environmental justice and community activism component to this project, the likelihood of support from many of the listed
foundations would be greatly improved.

5.1 Key Foundations: Foundations Frequently Listed as Supporters
1. The California Endowment: http://www.calendow.org/
The California Endowment awards grants to organizations that support its mission “to expand access to affordable, quality health care for underserved individuals and communities, and to promote fundamental
improvements in the health status of all Californians.”
2. The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation: http://www.hewlett.org/Default.htm
The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation awards grants to address the most serious social and environmental problems facing society. This foundation has funded work in West Oakland concerning environmental health
(specifically the Pacific Institute’s Environmental Indicators Study).
3. The California Wellness Foundation: http://www.tcwf.org/
The mission of The California Wellness Foundation is to improve the health of the people of California by making grants for health promotion, wellness education and disease prevention.

5.2  Secondary Foundations: Foundations Occasionally Listed as Supporters
1. Liberty Hill Foundation: http://www.libertyhill.org/donor/environmental 101.html
Liberty Hill's Environmental Justice Fund is dedicated to improving public health in low-income communities that suffer disproportionately from environmental pollution. Liberty Hill Foundation has given away more than $2.4
million to environmental justice community organizations in Los Angeles County since 1996.
2. Environment Now: http://www.environmentnow.org/
Environment Now's mission is to be an active leader in creating measurably effective environmental programs to protect and restore California’s environment. Environment Now's focus has been on issues including:
preserving and restoring coastal, freshwater and forest ecosystems, improving air quality and urban sustainability.

5.3  Other Potential Foundations
1. Center for Creative Land Recycling: http://www.cclr.org/
The Center for Creative Land Recycling provides grants and loans primarily for brownfield site assessment and characterization, technical assistance, and remedial action planning.
2. Bank of America Foundation: http://www.bankofamerica.com/foundation/
Bank of America Foundation awards grants in a range of categories. The Freeway Project could receive assistance under the “Local Grant” program. This program enables local market presidents and their teams to develop

relationships with other community leaders in order to determine the best use of philanthropic dollars in each community. If the Hollywood community felt this project was a major need, it may be a candidate for funding by
the Bank of America Foundation.

3. The New World Foundation: http://www.newwf.org/grant programs/ghej.html

If there is a strong environmental justice and activist component to this project, this foundation may be of assistance through their “U.S. Environmental Health & Justice Fund.”

4. Common Counsel Foundation: http://www.commoncounsel.org/Penney%20Family%20Fund

The Common Counsel Foundation’s Penney Family Fund supports organizations based in California that work to advance environmental sustainability and livable communities. Proposals are accepted by invitation only.
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5. James Irvine Foundation: http://www.irvine.org/grants_program/philosophy/focusPlace.shtml

This project is slightly out of the scope of this foundation. However, the James Irvine Foundation has made Los Angeles County a funding priority and wants to “expand the pool of sustainable financial resources available for regional and
community needs and opportunities.” As this park could be considered a regional and community need, this foundation may be interested.

6. Marisla Foundation

A website was not available for this foundation. However, it supports work in Los Angeles concerning environmental health issues.

7. Rose Foundation: http://www.rosefdn.org/grants/guidelines.html

This is a small foundation that focuses its work in California. It funds numerous activities related to communities, the environment, and the economy and is particularly interested in “community-based pollution prevention
and environmental stewardship initiatives.”

8. Roth Family Foundation

This project may also be out of the scope of this foundation. The Roth Family Foundation focuses their work in Los Angeles and is interested in funding projects that promote progressive social change. It is also considers the
environment a key program interest. A website was not found for this foundation.

9. Robert Wood Johnson Foundation: http://www.rwif.org/index.jsp

This foundation’s mission and programs are slightly out of the scope of this project, but it is very interested in projects related to urban planning and health. It also recently piloted a new process for accepting and processing
proposals that are not funded under one of the foundation’s current national programs.

Government Funding

With the exception of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, government agencies were rarely listed as contributors to projects related to environmental health and air quality. The EPA awarded $223,675 to the West
Ocakland Environmental Indicators Project for reducing the impacts of diesel pollution in West Oakland, and $2.7 million was awarded nationwide in Community Action for a Renewed Environment grants. Also,

the Environmental Health Coalition is credited with convincing the EPA to award the City of San Diego with the nation’s first “Emerging Brownfield” grant to relocate polluting industries out of residential communities of color
to appropriate industrial zones.

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services’ Center for Disease Control and Prevention also funds asthma control activities (http://www.cdc.gov/asthma/aag07 .htm#control). However, the grants are usually for
conducting asthma tracking, intervention, partnership, and public health research activities.

The City of Los Angeles Environmental Affairs Department offered funding for pollution prevention programs in 2006 (http://www.lacity.org/EAD/eadweb-eba/rfp.htm). The freeway park seems out of the scope of the
programs it sought to fund. However, it may be worth further contacting the department for more information.

Finally, though past government support for air quality and environment health projects is lacking, interest in these issues (and hopefully funding) does seem to be growing. California Breathing, an asthma project housed in
the Environmental Health Investigations Branch of the California Department of Public Health, recently invited grant proposals aimed at reducing asthma disparities in communities across California. Though, once again, the
grant seeks to fund activities outside of the scope of a building a park (such as education, research, and local policy), California Breathing may be a potential collaborator for this project.

Other Resources

1. Funders’ Network for Smart Growth and Livable Communities: http://www.fundersnetwork.org

The mission of the Funders’ Network for Smart Growth and Livable Communities is to inspire, strengthen, and expand philanthropic leadership and funders’ abilities to support organizations working to improve communities
through better development decisions and growth policies. This is not a foundation but may be a resource for additional funding sources.

2. GreenlA: http://www.cbecal.org/movement/greenla.html

GreenlA is an environmental/environmental justice coalition made up of more than fifty environmental, environmental justice, and social justice organizations in the Los Angeles area. Though also not a foundation, this
organization may be worth contacting or working with to garner support for the project.
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