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RE: Council File 09-2199, CPC-2009-437-CA and ENV -2009-438-ND, Otherwise Known as
"Community Plan Implementation Overlay Districts Ordinance"

Zoning Code Update Staff Report on Nine Zoning Code Section Studies
Department of City Planning Recommendation Report on CPC-20 10-1S72-CA and
ENV-2010-1S73-ND, Otherwise Known as "Core Findings Ordinance"

Honorable Councilmembers:

We are pleased to provide the following comments on the proposed Community Plan
Implementation Overlay Districts Ordinance ("CPIO Ordinance").

We have carefully reviewed and analyzed the CPIO Ordinance and its impacts, and
assessed the potential cumulative impacts of the ordinance in combination with the Core
Findings Ordinance also under consideration by the City at this juncture. The Core
Findings Ordinance affects all manner ofland use decisions regarding zoning
adjustments, Specific Plan exceptions and conditional use permits. The CPIO Ordinance
affects land use decisions within Community Plan areas excepting Specific Plan areas
and Historic Preservation Overlay Zones. Separately and together, these ordinances ease
growth restrictions and contribute to cumulative impacts, none of which have been
identified and analyzed by the City, despite the fact that the City acknowledges these
ordinances are intended to "enable infill development that will ... impact communities"
(Draft CPIO Ordinance, pA).

Community Plan Implementation Overlay Ordinance: The Good, Bad and Ugly

To the extent that the CPIO Ordinance encourages planning on a district-wide basis, it is well
intended. Similarly, creating a streamlined application process for Plan-compliant projects is a
laudable goal; projects in compliance with Plans should be processed in an expedited fashion and
with lower application fees. That said, this ordinance is not necessary to achieve those results,
and in fact the ordinance subverts the City'S constitution of planning.
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• First, the existing Community Plan process, including Plan updates and amendments,
already allows for Plan implementation regulations to be promUlgated. The creation of
CPIO Districts is not necessary to approve implementation regulations for subareas
within Community Plan areas. The new Draft Hollywood Community Plan stands as an
example of a detailed Community Plan with specific implementation language included.
Combined with the City's new Urban Design Guidelines, applicants have even more
implementation guidance to facilitate well-designed infill projects that comply with
Plans.

• Second, this ordinance is not necessary for the City to effect an expedited administrative
review process for projects that are in Plan compliance. In fact, there are multiple efforts
under way in the City, including through zoning code simplification and 12-2
development reform, to expedite project applications and approvals.

If CPIO Districts are not necessary either to promulgate Community Plan implementation
regulations or to effect a streamlined project approval process, why is the City advocating CPIO
Districts? The answer is three-fold, as we understand it:

• First, the City is woefully behind in its process of updating Community Plans. Many if
not most of the City's Community Plans are more than a generation old (more than 20
years' old). In the interest of expediency and because Planning Staff dedicated to
Community Plan updates has been significantly reduced, the City seeks with this
ordinance to impose an easy way to intensify allowable development, if not effectively
upzone large swaths of the City, across multiple Community Plan areas.

• Second, and more specifically, the CPIO Ordinance will allow for spot zoning (or
upzoning, as the case may be) across every Community Plan area in the City excepting
Specific Plan areas and Historic Preservation Overlay Zones. We're talking about the
potential for spot rezoning across hundreds of square miles in all 35 of the City's
Community Plan areas:

• Arleta-Pacoima
• Bel Air-Beverly Crest
• Boyle Heights
• Brentwood-Pacific Palisades
• Canoga Park- Winnetka-Woodland Hills
• Central City
• Central City North
• Chatsworth-Porter Ranch
• Encino-Tarzana
• Granada Hills-Knollwood
• Harbor Gateway
• Hollywood
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• Mission Hills-Panorama City-North Hills
• North Hollywood
• Northeast Los Angeles
• Northridge
• Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey
• Port of Los Angeles
• Reseda-West Van Nuys
• San Pedro
• Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake
• Silver Lake-Echo Park
• South Central Los Angeles
• Southeast Los Angeles
• Sun Valley
• Sunland-Tujunga-Lake View Terrace-Shadow Hills
• Sylmar
• Van Nuys-North Sherman Oaks
• Venice
• West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert Park
• West Los Angeles
• Westchester-Playa del Rey
• Westlake
• Westwood
• Wilmington-Harbor City
• Wilshire

Projects in the new CPIO Districts will not be required to conform to existing underlying
zoning, especially relative to density and parking. ("Regulations contained in the CPIO
District dealing with uses, height, floor area ratio, andlor signage shall be more restrictive
than applicable regulations in the underlying zone(s) ... " Draft CPIO Ordinance, p.4.)
Density and parking are intentionally omitted from this requirement in the interest of
encouraging intensified development.

At the same time, the CPIO Ordinance effectively provides a 20% development bonus to
all applicants seeking new project approvals and enlargements of already approved
projects in Community Plan Implementation Overlay Districts through a new
"Administrative Clearance" process (Draft CPIO Ordinance, p.3.). The City will not
have to hold hearings or provide community notification before granting approval of
projects that conform with implementing regulations to be adopted (in the future) in each
CPIO District. Given that these implementing regulations, including their impacts, are
now unknown, it is unwise, if not unlawful, to grant to the Planning Department the
authority to automatically approve projects that conform with the now unknown
implementing regulations. What will be the impacts of the now unknown regulations?
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Similarly, under the proposed CPIO Ordinance approval of 20% development bonuses
characterized as zoning adjustments will be automatic, with little or no due process
review. (See attached November 2,2010 letter from Save Westwood Village.)

Thus, the ordinance also places limitations on public involvement in the review of
potentially impactful projects, in direct contravention with the public accountability
purposes of CEQA. "CEQA broadly invokes the policy of permitting full public
participation throughout the environmental review process it commands." (Plaggmier v.
City of San Jose (1980) 101 Cal.App.3d 842, 854.) Allowing the public to fully
participate in the review of projects enables the full analysis of project impacts and full
disclosure to those who would be impacted.

• Third, the CPIO Ordinance creates a new class of projects eligible for approval as
"exceptions" in Community Plan areas. Currently, project applications requesting this
level of deviation from underlying zoning must apply for a zoning variance.

CPIO Districts will be, in effect, mini-Specific Plan areas. The CPIO Ordinance
introduces one set of thresholds required to secure an exception. Projects seeking
exceptions in Specific Plan areas are subject to a different set of thresholds for approval
and, if the Core Findings Ordinance is approved in its current form, the applicable
threshold will be lowered. We are particularly concerned that CPIO District exceptions
will become subject to the same lower thresholds as Specific Plan exceptions as a result
of the CPIO Ordinance in combination with the Core Findings Ordinance; if this happens,
CPIO exceptions will be as available as candy.

This is significant for two reasons: First, creating a new class of projects allowable in
Community Plan areas via exceptions rather than variances will exacerbate growth, with
growth-inducing impacts. Second, CPIO District exceptions constitute Plan amendments.
As such, they need to be approved by the City Council (the Legislative Branch of City
government) versus at the discretion of the Planning Department. This transfer of
approval authority from the Legislative to the Executive Branch may be unlawful.

Further, exceptions granted within these new CPIO Districts will be inconsistent with
underlying zoning and, thus, inconsistent with the City's General and Community Plans.
Vertical consistency is a requirement of the City's land use hierarchy and the State's
constitution of planning (California Government Code § 65300.5). Community Plans
cannot be overridden via ordinance. Amendments are required, or zoning variances.
Also, notably, the City is limited in its ability to frequently amend its governing Plans.
The prospect of multiple CPIO District project exceptions, which are the equivalent of
Plan amendments, is at odds with State limits on the number of allowable Plan
amendments.

4



LA Neighbors United Comment Letter on Community Plan Implementation Overlay Districts
November 2, 2010

Growth-Inducing Impacts of Anticipated New Infill Development Have Not Been Identified
and Analyzed

• These two ordinances will make the zoning code significantly more malleable, which will
produce more growth than the currently restrictive zoning code.

The fact that applicants will be able to develop larger projects with lower pursuit costs (as
a result of easier approval of larger projects) will incentivize the development of more
and larger projects.

California Courts of Appeal have found that similar policy changes that do not on their
face directly increase growth but that do indirectly make growth much easier do in fact
require full environmental review in an EIR. (City of Redlands v. County of San
Bernardino (2002) 96 Cal.App.4th 398; see also attached unpublished decision San
Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods v. City and County of San Francisco 2007 WL
1793881.)

• A significantly more malleable zoning code will produce significantlv more growth than
the currently restrictive code. Make no mistake, the proposed ordinances will affect all
35 Community Plan areas of the City and all 46 Specific Plan areas of the City. The very
likely result will be significantly more development in the City, resulting in more
demands on infrastructure, including roadways, police, fire, utilities, schools, libraries,
parks, water supply, air quality, etc.

• Through serial entitlements and in combination with other available development
incentives, including under California Government Code § 65915, growth will be even
more explosive.

• The introduction of form-based codes into the City's otherwise Euclidean zoning code
(through changes proposed in the Core Findings Ordinance) will allow the Planning
Department to approve virtually all manner of buildings virtually everywhere in the City.

• Based on the scope of project types affected by the proposed ordinances, hundreds of
already entitled projects will get new findings or have their old ones deleted, resulting in
enlarged or otherwise compromised projects.

• Based on the sheer volume of entitlements processed by the Planning Department, the
proposed new ordinances will have a significant environmental impact. The City
processes about 2,000 entitlements annually (City Planning Recommendation Report on
Proposed Core Findings Ordinance, p.9.). These entitlements require that land use
findings be met. If only 25 percent, or 500, of these entitlements are "upsized" annually
based on project enlargements that will be allowable under the new ordinance, that result
alone will produce a significant environmental impact as a result of the growth. If 50
percent of the entitlements processed, or 1,000 entitlements, are upsized or otherwise
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allow projects or conditional uses based on lower thresholds of review, the environmental
impact will be even more significant.

• The aesthetics of neighborhoods across the City will be significantly altered by the new
ordinances.

For all of these reasons, the adoption of Negative Declarations relative to the two proposed
ordinances is grossly insufficient. Relative to the CPIO Ordinance, the Negative Declaration is
flawed in at least the following specific areas:

• Section VIII involves hydrology/water quality and states "no impact" without taking into
account density increases that may occur as more intensified and/or larger developments
are approved.

• Section IX states "no impact" on a conflict with any applicable land use policy despite
specific findings in the General Plan with regard to maintaining residential
neighborhoods and a complete failure by the City to provide the specific findings upon
which Negative Declarations are supposed to rely.

• Section XII states "no impact" with regard to population and housing, which contradicts
the fact that the City itself has said that the ordinance is intended to "enable infill
development," in particular housing development in support of the City's Housing
Element.

• Section XIII states "no impact" for any public services. It is clear that no such finding
can be made.

• Section XV states "no impact" for transportation/circulation. Intensifying development,
including housing density, and decreasing required parking, will indeed create impacts.

• Section XVII states "no impact" on cumulative impacts. Considered on its own due to its
broad scope, and considered in combination with the Core Findings Ordinance, it is clear
that no such finding can be made relative to the CPIO Ordinance.
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CEOA Requires Preparation of an EIR for the CPIO Ordinance and the Core Findings
Ordinance

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires an EIR whenever a project may
have a significant adverse impact on the environment. (California Public Resources Code §
21151.) "If there is substantial evidence of a significant environmental impact, evidence to the
contrary does not dispense with the need for an EIR when it can still be 'fairly argued' that the
project may have a significant impact." (Friends of "B" Street v. City of Hayward (1980) 106
Cal.App.3d 988,1001.)

These two projects represent the most massive rewrite of the City's zoning code since 1946. An
EIR clearly is required for the two ordinances to proceed.

City's Infrastructure Capacity to Support New Growth Is Unknown

It is unknown whether the City's infrastructure capacity is sufficient to support the growth that
will result from the ordinances given the City's noncompliance with infrastructure reporting
requirements under the City's General Plan. Although the City is required by the Framework
Element (Program P43) to prepare and publish Annual Growth and Infrastructure Reports, no
such reports have been prepared or published since the year 2000. It is questionable whether
these zoning code changes can be undertaken lawfully in the absence of compliance with this
General Plan reporting requirement.

No Community Discussion of Impacts of CPIO Ordinance in Conjunction with Core
Findings Ordinance

We just yesterday posted the CPIO Ordinance to our website (http://www.LAneighbors.org), but
it certainly has not gotten the public circulation and attention that it deserves. There has been no
Planning Department-led public discussion ofthe ordinance in conjunction with the Core
Findings Ordinance, as far as we are aware, including no outreach to Neighborhood Councils.

Some Additional Points to Note

• The only areas of the City that will be immune from the new CPIO Districts are Specific
Plan areas and Historic Preservation Overlay Zones. This means areas potentially
affected include Community Design Overlay Districts, Pedestrian Oriented Districts,
Neighborhood Stabilization Overlay Districts and districts governed by Interim Control
Ordinances. In each of these cases allowable spot zoning within a new CPIO District
effectively could override existing district designations.
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• There is no provision in the proposed CPIO Ordinance that precludes the City from
designating even a single parcel ofland as a CPIO District, which increases the
likelihood that spot zoning will occur.

For your reference, we are enclosing copies of both proposed ordinances (CPIO Ordinance and
Core Findings Ordinance) and both ordinances' Negative Declarations. We also are attaching
some community comment letters on both ordinances. We incorporate by reference all
materials, exhibits, comment letters and hearing transcripts relative to both ordinances and their
respective Council and Project Files.

LA Neighbors United respectfully requests that the CPIO Ordinance be withdrawn, and that
resources be identified to accelerate the updating of Community Plans across the City. It is our
view that the community planning process is the best mechanism for incorporating more specific
implementation regulations into Community Plans.

In the absence of that result, we request that the ordinance be amended to disallow exceptions in
CPIO Districts, thus deferring to the existing system of Plan-Adjust ment-Variance. We also
request that the ordinance be amended to disallow CPIO Districts in CDOs, PODs, NSOs and
ICOs, thereby leaving intact the integrity of already-designated planning districts within
Community Plan areas.

We are hopeful that the CPIO Ordinance will be amended, and that sufficient environmental
review of both proposed ordinances will be undertaken. Absent those outcomes, we reserve the
right to pursue all legal remedies, including access to justice through the courts.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Cary Brazeman
Founder, LA Neighbors United
Former Managing Director, CB Richard Ellis Group, Inc. *
Member, Urban Land Institute - Los Angeles District Council*
Member, Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce*
Member, Board of Directors, Mid City West Community Council*

*Titles for Identification Purposes Only

Attachments
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Save Westwood Village
A Business-Community Alliance Dedicated to Quality Revitalization

1557 Westwood Blvd. #235, Los Angeles, CA 90024
Tel. 310-470-4522

SaveWestwoodVillage@hotmail.com

November 2, 2010

The Hon. Ed Reyes, Chair, and Councilmembers Krekorian and Huizar
. PLUM Committee

Los Angeles City Council

RE: CF09-2199, CPC2009-437-CA
ENV-2009-438-ND

Community Plan Implementation Overlay Districts

Save Westwood Village was established in 1996. Many of our board members have
extensive experience in drafting specific plans and enforcing them. We wish to
incorporate by reference all testimony submitted to this file.

SUMMARY OF ORDINANCE DEFECTS

1. Denies the public due process for CPIOrequests of less than 20 percent.

2. Creates Spot Zoning

3. Has a defective environmental clearance: a full fiR is required to analyze the
indirect impacts of a 20 percent increase in the buildout for LosAngeles.

4. Increases authority of ZA and Planning Director to grant increased entitlements
from ten to twenty percent

S. Confers special privileges to those requesting less than twenty percent even if it
is a self-imposed hardship.

6. Creates an inconsistency between adopted Community and/or Specific Plans;

7. Alters Q-Conditions that may be environmental mitigations - this requires a
new fiR and a Plan Amendment

8. May severely exceed the infrastructure capacity of the Cityof LosAngeles and
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thus violate the General Plan Framework Element mandating an Annual
Infrastructure Capacity Report.

9. There are notice defects.

10. Public outreach was inadequate and is not documented in the file.

GOOD-BYE DUE PROCESS

This proposed ordinance throws due process under the"streamlining" and
"standardizing" bus. It is unacceptable to allow secret approvals that are beyond public
scrutiny.

• There is no required posting, publication in a newspaper, mailed notice or public
hearing for a CP/o application or Adjustment.

• It's just the developer and the Director of Planning who has never seen a project
he did not support.

If you lived next door to the applicant, or a block away, you'd want to know that
additional height, FAR,or reduced setbacks, etc., have been requested. With this
proposal, you will not know. And you'd want to have a voice in that decision. With this
ordinance the public will be excluded from the approval process.

This ordinance is reinventing the wheel while eliminating due process if a request is less
than 20 percent. It is a watered-down version of a Specific Plan that lacks due process
and the findings required for Specific Plan Exceptions. Think of CPIO'sas wannabe
Specific Plans without teeth. They are not needed and introduce another layer of
bureaucracy in the planning process.

Specific Plans remain the perfect tools to customize special conditions in subareas of
Community Plans. When a Community Plan is updated, it can have many specific plans
within its boundaries. This ordinance is not needed.

Unless there is a community benefit, approving 20 percent increases (without notice or
comment) is tantamount to conferring a grant of special privilege up to 20 percent to a
set of property owners, without any due process. The ordinance does not require
community benefits and is not subject to public scrutiny on a case-by-case basis.
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• This ordinance seeks to supplant Specific Plans, but does not specify which ones
(Page A-2: "and some specific plans ...."),

• It eliminates due process guaranteed by Specific Plan Exceptions for approvals
less than 20 percent by creating "a ministerial process" (page A-2). "If the project
deviates by more than 20 percent from a given development regulation," p. A-3, a
CPIO Exceptions would be required.

• A CPIO Exception would have public notice and comment, but the findings are
weaker than Specific Plan Exceptions. Specific Plan Exceptions are difficult to get
since they are simila r to variances and are not granted for self-imposed
hardships (Section 11.5.7.F(a)).

• CPIO Exceptions can be granted for self-imposed hardships. This represents is a
fundamental policy shift in the wrong direction and spot zoning.

DOUBLES AUTHORITY FOR THE ZA/PLANNING DIRECTOR TO INTENSIFY
DEVELOPMENT

Some community leaders are under the mistaken impression that there is already
authority for 20 percent increases by the ZA or Director of Planning. This is true, but not
across-the-board. This ordinance increases authority to granttrom ten to 20 percent
increases. For example:

• ADJUSTMENTS OF RESIDENTIALflOOR AREA (Sec. 12.28.A): "The Zoning
Administrator shall also have the authority to grant adjustments in residential floor
area of no more than a ten percent increase beyond what is otherwise permitted
by Chapter 1 of this Code." The ordinance would permit the ZA to grant a 20
percent increase.

• SLIGHT MODIFICATIONS - DEVIATIONS OF RESIDENTIALOF REQUIRED LOT AREA
REGULATIONS (Sec. 12.28.B.2): "Deviations of no more than ten percent from the
required lot area regulations." The ordinance would permit 20 percent deviations.

• PROJECTPERMIT ADJUSTMENTS (Director of Planning, Section 11.5.7.E.2(a),
Specific Plan Procedures): "Project Permit Adjustments shall be limited to:
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Adjustments permitting project height to exceed the designated height limitation
on the property involved by less than ten percent."

• PARKING ADJUSTMENTS(Director of Planning, Section 11.5.7.E.2{f): "Adjustments
from the minimum or maximum number of required parking spaces associated
with a project of less than ten percent."

To call this ordinance a "hybrid tool" makes it sound benign. It does not "re-establish the
importance of Community Plans" (Project Analysis, CPC2009-437-CA, p. A-i) but instead,
sabotages them by:

• Allowing spot zoning (CPIODraft Ordinance, Section 13.14.0, "Definitions":
"Subareas may be contiguous or non-contiguous parcels characterized by common
Community Plan goals, themes and policies and grouped by a common boundary"
(Community Plan boundary).

• Overriding the protections of Community and Specific Plans that have been
carefully negotiated across this diverse city may be environmental mitigations for
the Community or Specific Plan.

• Failing to require Community and Specific Plan Amendments so that the CPIOis
consistent with the land-use map of these plans;

• Increasing from ten percent to twenty percent, several of the ZA's approvals; and

• Limiting approval time to 75 days - this does not take into account enviranmental
clearance time. The correct language should be to start the clock when the
application is deemed to be complete - with its environmental clearance.

IMPACT DOES ON THE CITY'S INFRASTRUCTURE?

Our infrastructure is crumbling and yet this ordinance essentially proposes a 20 percent
increase in development, citywide. Sinkholes, water rationing, gridlock, smog, longer
emergency response times are just a few examples of inadequate infrastructure and failed
planning. Is there is available infrastructure to support an additional 20 percent build-
out?
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First things first. Update 20 year old Community Plans and prepare the General Plan
Framework Infrastructure Report. Without this information, the city is flying blind and
courting disaster. To approve this ordinance in the absence of an Infrastructure Study
and an EIRviolates the General Plan, CEQAand requires amending all 35 Community
Plans.

The prerequisite for Community Plan updates is to implement the General Plan
Framework Infrastructure Capacity Element. No such study has been produced since
1998. Therefore the City has no idea if parts of the city can support a 20% increase in
development.

The cumulative, growth-inducing impacts of making intensification by-right are significant.
These 20 percent approvals will add up. This ordinance demonstrate the City's
abdication of its responsibility to safeguard the public welfare, safety. It is abusing the
police power to give out gifts, regardless of the consequences to neighbors and
communities. And it proposes to do this in secret.

The Planning Department seeks to convert public quasi-judicial approvals that are
noticed and heard publicly, and require that the decision-maker be objective and base the
deicison on evidence. This ordinance makes the process private, ministerial over-the-
counter transactions.

If one-size-fit-all were true, then there be no need for a planning department. But there is
a great need. Each neighborhood has its own unique vision. This ordinance seeks to
eliminate that vision and silence neighborhood voices.
Rather than spending staff time gutting planning, spend it the Annual Infrastructure
Report mandated by the General Plan, and on updating Community Plans which are
woefully behind schedule.

The irony is that big developers with massive controversial projects won't utilize this
ordinance because they can get so much more through Community and Specific Plan
Amendments, which are easier to obtain. Plan Amendments are legislative which require
just eight votes in Council and attending a lot of fundraisers ....

NOTICE INADEQUATE

In addition to the notice defect stated in the October 26, 2010 email sent to Patrice
Lattimore, Clerk, PLUM Committee, I wish to add the additional notice defects:
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• A Community Impact Statement was submitted by the Studio City NC on
June 20, 2009 in opposition to the proposed ordinance. But the PLUM
Agenda states" "Community Impact Statement: None Submitted." This is
incorrect. A copy of the statement is attached.

• The Agenda fails to indicate the Environmental Clearance.

INADEQUATE EVIDENCE OF PLANNING DEPARTMENT OUTREACH

On Page P-1 of Exhibit A, the claim is made that a public workshop was held in City Hall on
March 19, 2009 from S:00-7:00 PM, and that 45 persons attended from NC's and the
development community.

If this is true, where is the attendance list? Where are the mailing labels? There are only
four names in the file, primarily from Studio City NC. How many NC's were invited, who
were the representatives of the development community?

Based on only four mailing labels, and only one speaker's card, the CPChearing was
poorly attended and outreach was woefully inadequate and is not documented in the
record.

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE INADEQUATE

The Negative Declaration fails to provide evidence in the record that there will be no
adverse environmental impacts, including growth-inducing, cumulative and indirect
impacts ("Evaluation of Environmental Impacts, 2, page 3, ENV-2009-438-ND).

An EIRis required because the ordinance would eliminate or alter Q Conditions by
providing an over-the-counter approval process. Those Q-Conditions are often required
as mitigation measures in the Plan EIRand cannot be removed without a new EIR and a
Plan Amendment.

The inadequacy of this ND is compunded by the failure of the City Planning Department to
provide an Annual Infrastructure Capacity Report. In the absence ofthis General Plan
Framework Element requirement, there is no way to reach the conclusion that there is
capacity to approve any intensification (e.g., 20 percent increases in height, density, FAR,
etc.).
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Thus there is no way to make the finding that this proposed ordinbance is in conformance
with the General Plan or will not have significant adverse impacts in some parts of the
city. CEQA review must be based on evidence in the record. No such evidence has been
provided.

• The remedy is twofold: provide the missing annual infrastructure reports since
1998, and

• Prepare an fiR for this ordinance (and the Core Findings and related Code
Revisions).

Then, and only then, can the City make a CEQAdetermination based on data and the
Community Plans requirement to limit development if there is inadequate capacity.
If this trigger mechanism is not enforced in the event that there is inadequate capacity,
then all such approvals would be in violation of the General and Community Plans.

CONCLUSION

The proposed ordinance is not needed. Just update Community Plans and draft Specific
Plans for areas that have unique issues. Public the Annual Infrastructure Capacity Reports
as mandated by the General Plan Framework.

Do not discard due process, confer special privileges, and pander to self-imposed
hardships. If you still wish to proceed, remand this back to the Planning Commission for
the preparation of a full EIR. Then, and only then, can you make an informed decision.

Respectfully,

tat<f<'atau
Laura Lake, Ph.D.
Co-President
SAVEWESTWOOD VILLAGE
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City Rail east
200 N. Main Street
Room 800
Los Angelos, CA 90012

(213) 978·8100 Tel
(213) 978-8312 Fax

CTrutanich@lacity.org
www.lacity.org/alty

CARMEN A. 'fRU'fAN1CH
City Attorney R10-0.'3S'REPORT NO. }_

REPORT RE:

DRAFT Of ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTIONS 12.£14,12.20.3, AND 12.32 OF THE
LOS ANGELES MUNICIPAL CODE, AND ADDING A NEW SECTION 13.14 TO THE
LOS ANGELES MUNICIPAL CODE TO ENABLE THE ESTABLISHMENT OF "CPIO"

COMMUNITY PLAN IMPLEMENTATION OVERLAY DISTRICTS

The Honorable City Council
of the City of Los Angeles

Room 395, City Hall
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Council File 09-2199
CPC File No. 2009-437 -CA

Honorable Members:

We are transmitting to you for your consideration, approved as to form and
legality, a draft ordinance amending Sections 12,04, 12.20.3, and 12.32 of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) and adding a new Section 13.14 to the LAMC.

Summary of Ordinance Provisions

The draft ordinance would establish enabling language for the creation of a new
type of Supplemental Use District, the Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO)
District, in order to provide an additional tool by which Community Plan goals, objectives
and policies can be implemented.

PLANNiNG gLAND
USE MANJ\GEMEN'T

OC T 0 @ 24111!



The Honorable City Counc ••
of the City of Los Angeles

Page 2

Charter Findings

Pursuant to Charter Section 559, the Director of Planning has approved this
revised draft ordinance on behalf of the City Planning Commission and recommended
that you adopt it. Should you adopt this ordinance. you may comply with the provisions
of Charter Section 558 by either adopting the findings of the Director of Planning as set
forth in his revised report dated September 8, 2010, or by making your own findings.

CEQA Determination

Regarding the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), you may find that
this project will not have a significant effect on the environment, pursuant to the City's
Environmental Guidelines and is in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act; that the Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of the lead
agency in the City of Los Angeles; that the documents constituting the record of
proceedings in this matter are located in Council file No. 09-2199 in the custody of the
City Clerk and in the files of the Department of City Planning in the custody of the
Environmental Review Section; and ADOPT the Negative Declaration [ENV 2009-438
ND]. You must make this determination prior to or concurrent with your action on the
ordinance.

Council Rule 38 Referral

The draft ordinance was sent, pursuant to Council Rule 38, to the Department of
Building and Safety. The Department of Building and Safety was requested to report its
comments directly to you.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Deputy City
Attorney Michael Bostrom at (213) 978-8068. He or another member of this Office will
be present when you consider this matter to answer any questions you may have.

Very truly yours,

CARMEN A. TRUTANICH, City Attorney

:/. ,
By / l .l"&'" t)

PEDRO B. ECHEVERRIA
Chief Assistant City Attorney

PBE/MJB:za
Transmittal

M:\Rcal Prop_Env_Land Use\Land Use'Michael Boslrom\Ordinances\CP10\Report to Council.doc



ORDINANCE NO. _

An ordinance amending Sections 12.04, 12.20.3, and 12.32 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code, and adding a new Section 13.14 to the Los Angeles Municipal Code to
enable the establishment of "CPIO" Community Plan Implementation Overlay Districts.

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES
DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The first paragraph of Subsection D of Section 12.04 of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended by adding a new entry to read "CPIO"
Community Plan Implementation Overlay District after the reference to "NSO"
Meighborhood Stabilization Overlay District.

Sec. 2. The third paragraph of Subsection D of Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code is amended to read as follows:

Land classified in an "0" Oil Drilling District, "S" Animal Slaughtering District, "G"
Surface Mining District, "RPD' Residential Planned Development District, "K"
Equinekeeping District, "CA" Commercial and Artcraft District, "POD" Pedestrian
Oriented District, "CDO" Community Design Overlay District, "MU" Mixed Use District,
"fH" Fence Height District, "SN" Sign District, "RFA" Residential Floor Area District,
"NSO" Neighborhood Stabilization Overlay District, or "CPIO" Community Plan
Implementation Overlay District.

Sec. 3. Paragraph (b) of Subdivision 2 of Subsection F of Section 12.20.3 of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended by replacing the reference to Section 12.32
S.1(c)(2) with Section 12.32 S.3(b).

Sec. 4. Subparagraph (1) of Paragraph (b) of Subdivision 2 of Subsection F of
Section 12.20.3 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended by replacing the
reference to Section 12.32 S.1(c)(2) with Section 12.32 S.3(b).

Sec. 5. Subsection S of Section 12.32 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is
amended to read as follows:

S. Suppiemental Use Districts.

1. purpose. The purpose of Article 3 of this chapter is to regulate and
restrict the location of certain types of uses whose requirements are difficult to
anticipate and cannot adequately be provided for in the "Comprehensive
Zoning Pian." These uses, the boundaries of the districts where they are
permitted, the limitations governing their operations, and the procedure for the
establishment of new districts, are provided for in Article 3 of this chapter.
Except for the "Supplemental Uses" permitted by Article 3 of this chapter, all
property within the districts hereby established is subject to the provisions of the

1



"Comprehensive Zoning Plan."

2. Districts. In order to carry out the provisions of this article, the
following districts are established:

"RPD"

IICA"
"POD"
"CDO"
I'MU)J
uFH"
IISNIl

"RFA"
"NSO"
"CPIO"

Oil Drilling District
Animal Slaughtering District
Surface Mining District
Residential Planning Development District
Equinekeeping District
Commercial and Artcraft District
Pedestrian Oriented District
Community Design Overlay District
Mixed Use District
Fence Height District
Sign District
Residential Floor Area District
Neighborhood Stabilization Overlay District
Community Plan Implementation Overlay District

These districts and their boundaries are shown on portions of the "Zoning
Map" as provided for in Section 12.04 and made a part thereof by a combination
of the zone and district symbols. This map and the notations, references and
other information shown on it which pertain to the boundaries of these districts
are made a part of this article as if fully described here. Reference is hereby
made to those maps, notations, references and other information for full
particulars.

3. Establishment of Districts.

(a) Requirements. The procedure for initiation or an
application to establish, change the boundaries of or repeal a
supplemental use district shall be as set forth in this section with the
following additional requirements.

(b) Additional Requirements for Application. Except for
CPIO Districts, which may not be established through the application
procedure, one or more of the owners or lessees of property within the
boundaries of the proposed district may submit a verified application for
the establishment of a district. An application for the establishment of a
Commercial and Artcraft District, a Pedestrian Oriented District, an
Equinekeeping District, a Community Design Overlay District, a Mixed Use
District, a Sign District, a Residential Floor Area District, or a
Neighborhood Stabilization Overlay District shall contain the signatures of
at least 75 percent of the owners or lessees of property within the
proposed district. An application for the establishment of a Fence Height
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District shall contain the signatures of at least 50 percent of Ihe owners or
lessees of property within the proposed district. An application shall be
accompanied by any information deemed necessary by the Department.

3

If establishment of a district is initiated by the City Council, City
Planning Commission, or Director of Planning, the signatures of the
properly owners or lessees shall not be required.

(c) Action Oil the Initiation or Application.

(1) Authority. Notwithstanding the provisions of
Subsection C, only the City Planning Commission is authorized to
make recommendations regarding approval or disapproval in whole
or in part on an application for or the iniliation of the establishment
of a supplemental use district to the Council.

(2) Notice. Notice of the public hearing shall also be
given to the Bureau of Engineering and Department of
Transportation for an application or initiation to establish a
supplemental use district.

(3) Time for Commission to Act. The City Planning
Commission shall act on an application to establish an "0", "S", "G",
uKIl

, rc«. f!POD", !leDOII
, !'MU!', ·jFH", "SN", lIRFAJJ

, NSO", or IICPIO"
District within 75 days from the date of the filing of the application.
The City Planning Commission shall act on an application to
establish an "RPD" District within 75 days from receipt of the
Subdivision Committee report and recommendation. The City
Planning Commission shall act on proceedings initiated by the
Council within 75 days of receipt of that action from the Council, or
within the time that the Council may otherwise specify.

(4) Disapproval- Appeal to Council. If the City
Planning Commission recommends disapproval of an application,
in whole or in part, any owner or lessee of property included in a
proposed district may appeal that decision to the Council by filing
an appeal with the City Planning Commission pursuant to the
procedure set forth in Subsection D of this section.

4. Administrative Clearance - Director Authority for Sign Off

(a) Administrative Clearance. An Administrative Clearance is
defined as a ministerial approval for Projects that comply with all
applicable Supplemental Use District regulations. The term "Project" shall
be defined in any Supplemental Use District that seeks to invoke this
Administrative Clearance procedure.



C. Establishment of the District.

1. Initiation. The initiation of the establishment of a CPIO District or
a change in boundaries of a district shall follow the procedures set forth in
Section 12.32 of this Code. in addition, each CPIO District shall have a
minimum of one mapped CPiO District Subarea, as defined in Subsection D of
this section, to enable the initiation and activation of a CPIO District for an entire
Community Plan Area.

2. Zoning Ciassi1ficatiOl1J.At the time of establishment, the City
Council may, pursuant to Section 12.32 of this Code, adopt an ordinance to
amend Section 12.04 of this Code to establish a zoning classification to indicate
the Community Plan Area in which tine CPIO is located and the corresponding
Subarea as defined in Subsection E of this section.

3. Boundaries. A CPIO District shall share the boundaries of a
Community Plan and contain at least one Subarea. Precise boundaries of the
Subarea are required at the time of application for or initiation of an individual
District.

4. Amendments to a CPIO. The procedures for amending a CPIO
District or its Subareas, or adopting additional Subareas within an established
CPIO District, are set forth in Subsections A, C, and E of Section 12.32.

5. Findiings. In adopting a CPIO District, the City Council shall find
that the supplemental development regulations of the CPIO District are
consistent with, and necessary to implement, the programs, policies, or urban
design guidelines of the Community Plan for that area.

D. Definitions.

Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) Subarea. A further defined
area within the GPIO District in which Community Plan programs and/or policies are
implemented through supplemental development regulations. Subareas may be
contiguous or non-contiguous parcels characterized by common Community Plan goals,
themes and policies and grouped by a common boundary.

E.
following:

Content of a CPIO District. Each CPIO District shall contain the

1. Subarea Boundaries. A map showing all sites within the District's
Subarea(s).

2. Project. A definition of the term "Project," which shall set forth the
type of developments or uses subject to the supplemental development
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(b) Application, Form and Contents. To apply for an
Administrative Clearance, an applicant shall file an application with the
Department of City Planning, on a form provided by the Department, and
include all information required by the instructions on the application and
any additional submission requirements.

(c) Procedures. Applicants for Projects that comply with the
provisions of an adopted Commercial and Artcraft District, Pedestrian
Oriented District, Community Design Overlay District, Mixed Use District
or Community Plan Implementation Overlay District shall submit plans to
the Director for an Administrative Clearance. The Director or his/her
designee shall review the Project for compliance with the applicable
Supplemental Use District development regulations. Projects that do not
qualify for Administrative Clearance shall follow the procedures set forth in
the applicable Supplemental Use District.

Sec. 6. A new Section 13.14 is added to the Los Angeles Municipal Code to
read:

SEC. 13.14. "CPIO" COMMUNiTY PLAN IMPLEMENTATION OVERLAY DISTRICT

A. Purpose. This section sets forth procedures, guidelines, and standards
for establishment of the "CPIO" Community Plan Implementation Overlay Districts within
any zone in the City. The purpose of the CPIO District is to provide for supplemental
development regulations tailored to each Community Plan area to:

4

1. Ensure that development enhances the unique architectural,
environmental, and cultural qualities of each Community Plan area, integrates
improvements and enhancements to the public right-of-way, and maintains
compatible land uses, scale, intensity, and density;

2. Create an approval process to enable infill development that will
positively impact communities.

B. Relationship to Other Zoning Regulations. Where the provisions of a
CPIO District conflict with those of a Specific Plan or Historic Preservation Overlay Zone
(HPOZ), then the provisions of the Specific Plan or HPOZ shall prevail. Regulations
contained in the CPIO District dealing with uses, height, floor area ratio, and/or signage
shall be more restrictive than applicable regulations in the underlying zone(s) and other
supplemental use districts. If the provisions of the CPIO conflict with any other City-
wide regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code or supplemental use districts other
than a Specific Plan or HPOZ, then the requirements of the CPIO District shall prevail.



regulations and/or processes. The District may define the term "Project"
differently for each Subarea.

3. Supplemental Development Regulations. Supplemental
development regulations and definitions that may apply to any zone and/or public
right-of-way within a CPIO District's Subarea(s).

F. Issuance of Permits. For all Projects within a CPIO Subarea, the
Department of Building and Safety shall not issue a grading, building or change of use
permit unless an Administrative Clearance, CPIO Adjustment. or CPIO Exception has
been obtained pursuant to the applicable procedures in Section G.

G. Review Procedures for Projects within a CPIO District. For all
Projects within a CPIO District's Subarea(s), an applicant shall follow the applicable
procedures set forth below:

1. Application. All Projects proposed within a CPIO District shall be
submitted with an application for a CPIO approval to be filed with the Department
of City Planning on a form provided by the Department, and include all
information required by the instructions on the application and the guidelines
adopted by the Director of Planning. Prior to deeming the application complete,
the Director shall determine and, if necessary, advise the applicant of the
processes to be followed, materials to be submitted, and fees to be paid. The
granting of a CPIO approval shall not imply, or be deemed to constitute,
compliance with any other applicable provisions of this Code.
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2. Administrative Clearance - Authority of the Director. An
applicant for a Project that complies with the provisions of an adopted CPIO
District shall submit plans to the Director for an Administrative Clearance
pursuant to Section 12.32 S 4. Projects which do no! comply with the applicable
CPIO District regulations may request relief through the procedures set forth in
Subsections 3 and 4 of this section.

3. Community Plan Implementation Overlay Adjustment-
Director Authority with Appeals to the Area Planning Commission.
The Director or the Director's designee shall have initial decision-making

authority to grant a CPIO Adjustment with an appeal to the Area Planning
Commission in accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 11.5.7 C 4-6
of this Code.

(a) Limitations. Unless otherwise limited by a CPIO District or
CPIO District Subarea, a CPIO Adjustment shall be limited to deviations of
up to 20 percent from the quantitative supplemental development
regulations or minor adjustments from the qualitative supplemental
development regulations in an adopted CPIO Subarea.



Each adopted GPIO ordinance shall indicate those development
regulations which are not eligible for an adjustment through this Section. If
an application requests more than one GPIO Adjustment, the Director may
advise the applicant, prior to the application being deemed complete, that
the request be filed and processed as a GPIO exception, pursuant to
Subsection 4 of this section. To the extent that a CPIO contains sign
regulations, signs shall not qualify for relief through a GPIO Adjustment.
All other Projects seeking relief from any development regulation which
contains prohibition language, or development regulations otherwise
designated in the GPIO as not eligible for adjustments, shall be processed
through the GPIO Exception procedures listed under Subsection 4 of this
section.
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(b) Findings. The Director's determination shall include written
findings in support of the determination. In order to approve a proposed
project pursuant to this subsection, the Director must find that:

(i) There are special circumstances applicable to the
project or project site which make the strict application of the GPIO
regulation(s) impractical;

(ii) The project, as approved, is consistent with the
purpose and intent of the GPIO and substantially complies with the
applicable GPIO regulations;

(iii) In granting the adjustment, the Director has
considered and found no detrimental effects of the adjustment on
surrounding properties or public rights-of-way;

(iv) The project incorporates mitigation measures,
monitoring of measures when necessary, or alternatives identified
in the environmental review which would mitigate the negative
environmental effects of the project, to the extent physically
feasible; and

(v) The project is compatible with the neighborhood
character of the CPIO District Subarea.

4. Exceptions from a "CPIO" - Area Planning Commission
Authority with Appeals to the City Council.

(a) Area Planning Commission Authority. The Area Planning
Commission shall have initial decision-making authority for granting
exceptions from GPIO regulations with an appeal to the City Council in
accordance with the procedures set forth in Subdivisions 3-8 of
Subsection F of Section 11.5.7 of this Code.



In granting an exception from CPIO regulations, the Area Planning
Commission shall impose conditions to remedy any resulting disparity of
privilege, to protect the public health, safety, welfare, and to assure
compliance with the objectives of the General Plan and the purpose and
intent of the CPIO District. An exception from a CPIO regulation shall not
be used to grant a special privilege, nor to grant relief from self-imposed
hardships.

(b) Findings. The Area Planning Commission may permit an
exception from a CPIO regulation not involving signage if it makes all the
following findings:

(i) The strict application of the CPIO regulations to the
subject property would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary
hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the
CPIO District and its regulations;
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(ii) There are exceptional circumstances or conditions
applicable to the subject property involved or to the intended use or
development of the subject property that do not apply generally to
other properties in the CPIO District and/or Subarea;

(iii) An exception from the CPIO regulation is necessary
for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right or
use generally possessed by other property within the CPIO District
and/or Subarea in the same zone and vicinity but which, because of
special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary
hardships, is denied to the property in question;

(iv) The granting of an exception will not be detrimental to
the public welfare or injurious to the property or improvements
adjacent to or in the vicinity of the subject property; and

(v) The granting of an exception will be consistent with
the principles, intent and goals of the CPIO District and/or Subarea
and any applicable element of the General Plan.

The Area Planning Commission may permit an exception
from a CPIO regulation concerning signage if it makes all the
following findings:

(i) Strict compliance would result in practical difficulty or
unnecessary hardship inconsistent with the purposes of the zoning
restrictions due to unique existing physical circumstances on the
subject property;



(ii) An exception from the CPIO regulation is necessary
for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right or
use generally possessed by other property within the CPIO District
and/or Subarea in the same zone and Vicinity but which, because of
special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary
hardships, is denied to the property in question:

(iii) The exception would not constitute a special grant of
privilege.
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Sec. 7. The City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this ordinance and have it
published in accordance with Council policy. either in a daily newspaper circulated
in the City of Los Angeles or by posting for ten days in three public places in the City of
Los Angeles: one copy on the bulletin board located at the Main Street entrance to the
Los Angeles City Hall; one copy on the bulletin board located at the Main Street
entrance to the Los Angeles City Hall East; and one copy on the bulletin board located
at the Temple Street entrance to the Los Angeles County Hall of Records.

I hereby certify that this ordinance was passed by the Council of the City of
Los Angeles. at its meeting of _

JUNE LAGMAY. City Clerk

By ~--~
Deputy

Approved _

Mayor

Approved as to Form and Legality

CARMEN A. TRUTANICH. City Attorney

BY~~~~O~M
Deputy City Attomey

Date rill ( Ii'

Pursuant to Charter Section 559, I approve
this ordinance on behalf of the City Planning
Commission and recommend that it be
adopted

October!J....2010

See attached report.

~~.tJ~Michel LoGrande
Director of Planning

File No(s). _

M:\Real Prop_Env_Land Use\Land Use\Michael Bostrom\Ordinances\CPIO\Planning's Final.docx
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CITY PLAN CASE NO. 2009-437-CA

Transmitted herewith is a proposed ordinance to establish a Community Plan
Implementation Overlay (CPIO), adding a new Supplemental Use District that will
provide a new zoning tool by which Community Plan goals, objectives and policies can
be implemented.

On May 28, 2009, following a public hearing, the City Planning Commission approved
the attached Findings of City Planning Staff and approved the proposed ordinance.

This action was taken by the following vote:

Moved:
Seconded:
Ayes:
Absent:
Vacant:
Vote:

Roschen
Burton
Freer, Montanez, Woo
Cardoso, Hughes, Kezios
One
5-0

illlarns, Commission Executive Assistant I
City Planning Commission

Attachments: Findings, Proposed Ordinance

cc: Jeri Burge, Deputy City Attorney, Land Use Division



CASE NO. CPC-2009-437-CA

FINDINGS

Findings under Charter Section 558

Los Angeles City Charter Section 558 requires that prior to adopting a land use ordinance, the City Council make
findings that the ordinance conforms with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and good zoning practice.
The establishment of the Community Plan Implementation Overlay as a new zoning tool conforms to public

necessity, convenience, general welfare and good zoning practice in the followng respects:

General Plan Framework Objective 3.1: Accommodate a diversity of uses that support the needs of the City's
existing and future residents, businesses, and visitors

The CPIO ordinance, as proposed, would continue to accommodate a range of uses throughout the City. However,
if adopted, the CPIO ordinance would enable individual plans to create CPIO districts to tailor uses in specific areas.
CPIO districts could be used to achieve neighborhood and citywide goals such as: promoting mixed use nodes
along corridors; refining neighborhood districts, community, regional and downtown centers; protecting commercial
and industrial employment centers from incompatible uses; and incentivizing housing production by adopting
special regulations in key areas.

General Plan Framework Objective 3.2: Provide for the spatial dislribution of development that promotes an
improved quality of life by facilitating a reduction in vehicular trips, vehicle miles traveled, and air pollution.

The CPIO ordinance, as proposed, will help enable the implementation of CPIO districts grouped by common
theme, such as transit-oriented districts and mixed-use corridors in order to promote the reduction of work-related
and discretionary vehicle trips. CPIO districts could be used to supplement Commercial and RAS zones and by
creating design guidelines for upper stories in mid- to high-rise buildings in designated areas to not only encourage
mixed use, but ensure design compatibility and improve walkability in surrounding areas.

General Plan Framework Objective 3.4: Encourage new multi-family residential, retail commercial, and office
development in the City's neighborhood districls, community, regional, and downtown centers as well as along
primary transit corridors!boulevards, while at the same time conserving existing neighborhoods and related districts.

The Community Plan Implementation Overlaywi!l enable individual plans to balance growth and preservation in a
manner that provides predictability for residents and developers. The CPIO enabling ordinance will facilitate the
creation of subsequently adopted CPIO districts that could be grouped by theme or by geography. For example,
CPIO districts could be used to resolve conflicts between commercial districts and adjacent residential
neighborhoods by addressing setbacks, stepbacks, vehicle access, and open space requirements to ensure a
smoother transition between abutting residential and commercial parcels.

General Plan Framework Objective 5.1: Translate the Framework Element's intent with respect to citywide urban
form and neighborhood design to the community and neighborhood levels through locally prepared plans that build
on each neighborhood's attributes, emphasize quality of development, and provide or advocate 'proactive"
implementation programs.

Zoning tools such as [Q] Conditions and Specific Plans have histcrtcally addressed community concerns in a
"reactive" manner, often as a result of Interim Control Ordinances. The emphasis of the CPIO ordinance is to create
a method for establishing more or less restrictive development requirements when a Community Plan is adopted, in
orderto promote growth in key areas, such as commercial corridors and transit nodes, while balancing the need for
preservation in areas with limited potential for change. Whether more or less restrictive than the underlying zone, a
CPIO district would be created in a deliberate, "proactive" manner that is relevant to the goals of each Community
Plan and the Framework Element.
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CASE NO. CPC-2009-437-CA 3

General Plan Framework Objective 5.6: Conserve and reinforce the community character of neighborhoods and
commercial districts not designated as growth areas.

The purpose of the CPIO ordinance is to create a tool by which community character can be preserved and further
enhanced in designated preservation areas such as single-family and multi-family residential neighborhoods as well
as commercial districts seeking to maintain a Main Street scale. Currently, there are few zoning tools available for
addressing mass, scale, and articulation of residential buildings on a neighborhood-specific basis.

In summary, the Community Plan Implementation Overlay tool conforms to public necessity because it fulfills an
established need for improved means for implementing Community Plans and the Framework Element ofthis City's
General Plan; Convenience due to the simplified process it establishes for projects which successfully comply with
adopted regulations; General welfare as a result of the predictability it provides for residents and property owners by
strengthening and improving enforcement of Community Plans; and finally, good zoning practice because it can
accomplish detailed zoning regulations of varying degrees of complexity, without creating an onerous process for
project approvals.

CEQA Findings

A Negative Declaration (ENV-2009-438-ND) was prepared for the proposed project. On the basis of the whole of
the record before the lead agency including any comments received, the lead agency finds that there is no
substantial evidence that the proposed project will have any significant effect on the environment as the ordinance
is enabling in nature and therefore it will not result in any direct or indirect environmental impacts. The attached
Negative Declaration reflects the lead agency's independent judgment and analysis. The records upon which this
decision is based are with the Environmental Review Section of the Planning Department in Room 750, 200 North
Spring Street.



CASE NO. CPC-2009-437-CA 4

DRAFT ORDINANCE NO. _

An ordinance adding a new Section i3.xx to the Los Angeles Municipal Code to establish the enabling language for
a "CPIO" Community Plan Implementation Overlay District.

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES
DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Subsection D of Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

D. Certain portions of the City are also designated as being in one or more of the following districts, by the
provision of Article 3 of this chapter

"0" Oil Drilling District
"S" Animal Slaughtering
"G" Surface Mining District
"RPD" Residential Planned Development District
"K" Equinekeeping District
"CN Commercial and Artcraft District
"POD" Pedestrian Oriented District
"COO' Community Design Overlay District
"MU" Mixed Use District
"FH" Fence Height District
"SN" Sign District
"RFA" Residential Floor Area District
"CPIO" Community Plan Implementation Overlay

The "Zoning Map"is amended to indicate these districts and the boundaries of each district.

Land classified in an "0" Oil Drilling District, "S' Animal Slaughtering District, "G" Surface Mining District, "RPD"
Residential Planned Development District, "K" Equinekeeping District, "CA" Commercial and Artcraft District, "POD"
Pedestrian Oriented District, "COO" Community Design Overlay District, "MU" Mixed Use District, "FH" Fence Height
District, "SN" Sign District, "RFA" Residential Floor Area District or "CPIO" Community Plan Implementation Overlay
is also classified in one or more zones, and land classified in the P Automobile Parking Zone may also be classified
in an "A" or "R" Zone.

These classifications are indicated on the 'Zoning Map" with a combination of symbols, e.g., R2-2-0, C2-4-S,
M1-3-G, M1-1-P and R2-0, C2-G, etc., where height districts have not been established.

Section 2. The list contained in Paragraph (b) of Subdivision 1 of Subsection S of Section 12.32 of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended by adding a new entry to read "CPIO' Community Plan
Implementation Overlay District at the end of tte list:

"0" Oil Drilling District
"S" Animal Slaughtering
"G" Surface Mining District
"RPD" Residential Planned Development District
"K" Equinekeeping District
"CA" Commercial and Artcraft District

(b) Districts. In order to carry out the provisions of this article, the following districts
are established:
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"POD"Pedestrian Oriented District
"CDO" Community Design Overlay District
"MU" Mixed Use District
"FH" Fence Height District
"SN" Sign District
"RFA" Residential Floor Area District
"CPIO" Community Plan Implementation Overlay District

Section 3. Subparagraph (2) of Paragraph (c) of Subdivision 1 of Subsection S ofSection 12.32 of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

(2) Additional Requirements for Application.One or more of the owners or lessees of property within
the boundaries of the proposed district may submit a verified application for the establishment of a district. An
application for the establishment of a Commercial and Artcraft District, a Pedestrian Oriented District, an
Equine keeping District, a Community Design Overlay District, a Mixed Use District, a Sign District, a
Residential Floor Area District, or a Community Plan Implementation Overlay District shall contain the
signatures of at least 75 percent of the owners orlessees of property within the proposed district. An
application for the establishment of a Fence Height District shall contain the signatures of at least 50 percent of
the owners or lessees of property with the proposed district. An application shall be accompanied by any
information deemed necessary by the Department. If establishment of a district is initiated by the City Counctl,
City Planning Commission, or Director of Planning, the signatures of the property owners or lessees shall not
be required.

Section 4. Subparagraph (iii) of Subparagraph (3) of Paragraph (c) of Subdivision 1 of Subsection S of
Section 12.32 is amended to read:

(iii) Time for Commission to Act on Application.The City Planning Commission shall act on an
application to establish an "0", "S", "G", "K", "CA", "POD", "COO", "MU", "FH", "SN", "RFA" , or "CPIO" within 75
days from the date of the filing of the application. The City Planning Commission shall act on an application to
establish an "RPD" District within 75 days from the reesipt of the Subdivision Committee report and
recommendation. The City Planning Commission shall act on proceedings initiated by the Council within 75
days of receipt of that action from the Council, or within the time that the Council may otherwise specif¥

Section 5. Article 3 of Chapter 1 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended by adding anew
Section 13.XX to read:

Section 13.XX. "CPIO" COMMUNITY PLAN IMPLEMENTATION OVERLAY DISTRICT

A. Purpose. This section sets forth procedures, guidelines, and standards for the establishment of a Community
Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) District within any zone throughout the City. The purpose of the CPIO District
is to implement supplemental development standards tailored to each Community Plan area in orer to:

1. Ensure that development enhances the unique architectural, environmental. and cultural qualities of each
Community Plan Area while maintaining compatibility in scale. intensity. and density;

2. Create a simple approval process to enable infill development that will positively impact communities.

B. Relationship to Other Zoning Regulations. Where the provisions of a "CPIO" Community Plan Implementation
Overlay conflict with those of a Specific Plan or Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ), then the provisions of
the Specific Plan or HPOZ shall prevail. Regulations contained in the CPIO dealing with uses, height, Floor Area
Ratio, and/or signage shall be more restrictive than applicable regulations in the underlying zone(s) and other
supplemental use districts. If the provisions of the CPIO conflict with any other city-wide regulations in the Los
Angeles Municipal Code or supplemental use districts other than a HPOZ, then the requirements of the CPIO shall
prevail.
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C. Establishment of CPIO District - Director's Authority. The City Council may adopt new districts, or change
boundaries of districts, by following the procedures set forth in Section 12,32 S of this Code; however each CPIO
District shall also comply with the following provisiors:

1. Requirements. A CPIO District may be initiated for any Community Plan Area if consistent with the
policies of that plan, A CPIO shall have a minimum of one mapped district subarea to enable the initiation
and activation of a CPIO District for an ertire Community Plan Area,

2. Initiation, At the time of establishment, the Director of Planning may establish a zoning classification to
indicate the Community Plan Area in which the CPIO is located and the corresponding Subarea as defined
in Section E.

3. Amendments to a ePlo. The City Council, City Planning Commission or Director of Planning shall have
the authority to initiate an amendment to a CPIO District or its subareas, or to adopt additional subareas
within an established CPIO District, The procedures for amending the CPIO are set forth in Subsections A.
C, and E of Section 12,32.

4. Findings for Establishment of a CPIO District. In adopting a CPIO District, the City Council shall find
that: The regulations of the Community Plan Implementation Overlay District are necessary to implement the
programs, policies, or urban design guidelines of the Community Plan for that area,

D. Definitions,

1. Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) District. A defined area with supplemental
development regulations which implement goals and pollcies in a Community Plan, A CPIO District
shares the boundaries of a Community Plan and contains at least one Subarea,

2. Community Plan Implementation Overlay(CPIO) Subarea. A further defined area within the CPIO
District in which Community Plan programs and/or policies are implemented through supplemental
development regulations, Subareas may be contiguous or non-contiguous parcels characterized by
common community plan goals, themes and policies and grouped by a comnon boundary,

E. Content of a CPIO District. The City Council by separate ordinance shall adoptthe applicable development
and design standards of each Community Plan Implementation Overlay District and/or Subarea. In addition, each
CPIO District shall contain the following:

1, Subarea Boundaries. Only sites within mapped Districts and/or Subareas shall be subject to the
regulations and processes of the CPIO District.

2. Project. Each CPIO District and/or Subarea shall contain a definition of what constitutes a Project for
the whole District or within each Subarea; and

3. Development Regulations, Supplemental development regulations may apply to any zone within a
Community Plan Implementation Overlay Subarea,

4, Discretionary Review Process. Each CPIO District shall establish a discretionary review process for
Projects subject to development regulations therein,

F. Review Procedures for Projects within a CPIO District. The Department of Building and Safety shall not issue
a grading permit. foundation permit, building permit, or use of land permit for a Project within a Community Plan
Implementation Overlay District unless a CPIO District approval has been issued,
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1. Application, Form and Contents. To obtain a Community Plan Implementation Overlay approval, an
application shall be filed with the Department of City Planning, on a form provided by the Department,
and include all information required by the instructions on the application and the guidelines adopted by
the Director of Planning. Prior to deeming the application complete, the Director shall determine and, if
necessary, advise the applicant ofthe processes to be followed, materials to be submitted, and fees to
be paid. The application fees for CPIO Approval shall be as set forth in Section 19.01x of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code.

2. Limitations. CPIO Approval shall not imply compliance with any other applicable provisions of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code.

3. Sign Off Approvals. Projects that comply with the provisions of an adopted CPIO ordinance shall
submit plans to the Director of Planning for conformance review and ministerial sign off. The Director of
Planning or designee shall have 30 days to review the Project for compliance with the supplemental
development regulations. Projects which do not comply with the applicable CPIO District regulations,
may request relief through procedures set forth in Sections Hand L

G. Community Plan Implementation Overlay Adjustment - Authority of the Director of Planning With
Appeals to the Area Planning Commission. The Director of Planning or the Director's designee shall have inttial
decision-making authority to grant a CPIO Adjustment for adjustments of up to 20 percent, unless a smaller
deviation amount is specified.

1. Umitations. A CPIO Adjustment shall be limited to deviations of up to 20 percent from quantitative
development standards in an adopted CPIO Subarea or minor adjustments from qualitative CPIO
design guidelines, or regulations which do not substantially alter the execution or intent of those
regulations to a proposed Project.

Each adopted CPIO ordinance shall indicate those development regulations eligible for relief through
this Section. If an application requests more than one CPIO Adjustment, the Director may determine and
advise the applicant, prior to the application being deemed complete, that the request be filed and
processed as a CPIO Exception, pursuant to Subsection H of this section. Projects seeking relief from
any development regulation which contains prohibition language, or development regulations not
otherwise deSignated in the CPIO to qualify for adjustments, shall be addressed through the exception
procedures listed under Section H.

2. Findings. The determination by the Director shall include written findings in support of the
determination. In order to approve a proposed project pursuant to this subsection, the Director must
find that:

(a) There are special circumstances applicable to the project or project site which make
the strict application of the "CPIO" I9gulation(s) impractical;

(b) In granting the adjustment, the Director has.imposed project requirements and/or
decided that the proposed project will substantially comply with the purpose and intent of all
applicable "CPIO" regulations;

(c) In granting the adjustment, the Director has considered and found no detrimental
effects of the adjustment on surrounding properties and public rights-of-way;

(d) The project incorporales mitigation measures, monitoring of measures when
necessary, or alternatives identified in the environmental review which would mitigate the
negative environmental effects of the project, to the extent physically feasible; and

7
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(e) The project is compatible with the neighborhood character of the Community Plan
Implementation Overlay District Subarea.

3. The CPIO Adjustment shall follow procedures forTime Limit, Transmittal of
Written Decision, Effective Date of Initial Decision, Expiration, Failure to Act - Transfer of
Jurisdiction, and Appeals set forth in Section 11.5.7, Subsectbns C 4-6.

H. Exceptions from a "CPIO" - Area Planning Commission with Appeals to theCity Council.

1. Authority of the Area Planning Commission. The Area Planning Commission shall have initial
decision-making authority for granting exceptions from "CPIO" regulations. In accordance with Subsection
D of Section 12.24, the Area Planning Commission shall hold a hearing at which evidence is taken.

In granting an exception from a "CPIO", the Area Planning Commission shall impose conditions to remedy
any resulting disparity of privilege and that are necessary to protect the publichealth, safety, welfare and
assure compliance with the objectives of the general plan and the purpose and intent ofthe "CPIO" District.
An exception from a "CPIO" regulation shall not be used to grant a special privilege, nor to grant relieffrom

self-imposed hardships.

2. Findings. The Area Planning Commission may permit an exception from a "CPIO" regulation if it makes
all the following findings:

(a) That the strict application of the regulations of the "GPIO" to the subject property
would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general
purpose and intent of the "GPIO" District and the subject regulations;

(b) That there are exceptional circumstances or conditions applicable to the subject
property involved or to the intended use or development of the subject property that do not
apply generally to other property in the "CPIO" District and/or Subarea;

(c) That an exception from the "CPIO" regulation is necessary for the preservation and
enjoyment of a substantial property right or use generally possessed by other property within
the "CPIO" District and/or Subarea in the same zone and vicinity but which, because of
special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships is denied to the
property in question;

(d) That the granting of an exception will not be detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to the property or improvements adjacent to or in the vicinity of the subject property;
and

(e) That the granting of an exception will be consistent with the principles, intent and
goals of the "GPIO" District and/or Subarea and any applicable element of the general plan.

3. The ePlo Exception shall follow procedures for Decision by Area Planning Commissiol\ Effective
Date of Decision, Expiration, Failure to Act - Transfer of Jurisdiction from the Area Planning
commtsslcn, Appeal of Area Planning Commission Decielon, and Hearing by Council as set forth in
Section 11.5.7, Subsections F 3-8.



Section 6. The City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this ordinance and have it
published in accordance with Council policy, either in a daily newspaper circulated in the City of
Los Angeles or by posting for ten days in three public places in the City of Los Angeles: one
copy on the bulletin board located at the Main Street entranca to the Los Angeles City Hall; one
copy on the bulletin board located at the Main Street entrance to the Los Angeles City Hall East;
and one copy on the bulletin board located at the Temple Street entrance to the Los Angeles
County Hall of Records.

I hereby certify that this ordinance was passed by the Council of the City of Los Angeles,
by a vote of not less than three-fourths of all of its members, at its meeting of _

JUNE LAGMA Y, City Clerk

By ~~~
Deputy

Approved _

Mayor

Approved as to Form and Legality

CARMEN A. TRUTANICH, City Attorney

Pursuant to Charter Section 559, I approve
this ordinance on behalf of the Cily Planning
Commission and recommend that it be adopted

~------~~~---------City Attorney May 28, 2009

Date _

File No(s). _
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City Of Los Angeles

The request involves the establishment of a Community Plan Implementation Overlay
(CPIO) mechanism, adding a new Supplemental Use District to the Municipal Code, that
will provide a new tool by which Community Plan goals, objectives, and policies can be
implemented. No individual district is proposed at this time. The CPIO could be used In
combination with existing regulations to tailor development standards within a Community
Plan area. It would create a "sign off' process for projects which comply with the
applicable regulations. If adopted, the enabling ordinance would establish general
procedures for the adoption of individual Community Plan Implementation Overlay
districts and review of CPIO projects. However, specific development regulations for each
individual CPIO district would be adopted subsequently through a separate legislative
process ..

• Add Subsection 13.xx to Section 13.00 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code
(LAMC) to enable a "CPIO" Community Plan Implementation Overlay district, and
amend Sections 12.04 and 12.32 to add "CPIO" Community Plan Implementation
Overlay to the list of Supplemental Use Districts in each section, respectively. No
zone changes to specific properties are part of the requested action; all future
zone changes related to the CPIO tool will go through a separate public process.

• Adopt Negative Declaration No. ENV-2009-438 analyzing all possible
environmental impacts from the project and determining that no significant impacts
to the environment exist and adopt the associated environmental findings.



RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

1. Approve and recommend that the City Council Adopt the requested ordinance, subject to the review
of the City Attorney as to form and legality, attached as Appendix A.

2. Adopt Negative Declaration No. ENV-2009-438 analyzing all possible environmental impacts from the
project and determining that no significant impacts to the environment exist and adopt the associated
environmental findings.

3. Adopt the attached Findings.

S. GAIL GOLDBERG, AICP
Director of Planning

Kevin J. Keller, eruor City Planne
~/&

Christopher Koontz, City Planner ~

Michelle Sorkin, Ci lanning Asso te
Telephone: (213) 978-1199

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since
there may be several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission
Secretariat, Room 272, City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-
1300). While all written communications are given to the Commission for conslderation, the initial packets are
sent to the week prior to the Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you
may be limited to raiSing only .those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein,
or in written correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a
covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not
discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide reasonable accommodation to ensure
equal access to this programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices,
or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure availability of services,
please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by calling the
Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300.
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PROJECT ANALYSIS

Overview

The General Plan Framework Element sets forth a comprehensive long-range strategy for
citywide growth and emphasizes the importance of reinforcing and enhancing neighborhood
identity through the City's 35 Community Plans, which make up the Land Use Element of the
General Plan. During Community Plan updates, issues unique to particular neighborhoods
surface, as well as common cross-cutting citywide themes, which are usually addressed through
Community Plan policies and programs. Given the Department's new direction to re-establish
the importance of Community Plans, the need for new zoning tools to implement Community
Plan urban design and land use policies and programs has become increasingly apparent. As
Community Plans continue to be updated in an ongoing fashion, the expansion of tools
available to the Planning Department will enable better implementation of Community Plans and
Framework Element concepts.

The proposed ordinance (Appendix A) establishes and defines a new Supplemental Use District
which is part of a suite of new zoning tools, including the Ground Floor Commercial designator
and Pedestrian EmphasiS Design tool, intended to provide flexibility in the creation of carefully
crafted development regulations tailored to individual communities within the City. The
Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) will help enable the adoption of
implementation measures to carry out Community Plan goals at the time that Community Plans
are adopted or shortly following, thereby bridging the gap between Community Plan adoption
and the activation of important land use programs such as creating mixed-use centers, transit
oriented development, multi-family development standards, and the like.

The proposed CPIO ordinance would add a new Supplemental Use District section to Article 3,
Chapter 1 of the Municipal Code which would not automatically create development regulations
but instead establish procedures and criteria for the initiation of individual CPIO districts within
each Community Plan area. Its purpose is to standardize procedures for the establishment of
CPIO districts, address the range of regulations that could be covered by this tool, and establish
procedures for the granting of relief through CPIO adjustments and exceptions.

While the CPIO enabling ordinance does not in itself propose specific development standards, it
provides a platform that will expand the range of tools available for implementation of
Community Plans through subsequent adopted overlay districts. It establishes a new,
streamlined process which balances project review with efficacy in case processing, which
would allow projects that demonstrate compliance to achieve quick review. At the same time, it
will set the stage for zoning regulations tailored to fit individual communities and extend staffs
ability to address specific community land use issues through a customized zone. Finally, the
enabling language proposed requires that individual CPIO districts justify that development
regulations contained in the overlay further the implementation of Community Plan goals,
objectives, and policies.

Background

In 2006 an Implementation Committee comprised of Community Planning staff was formed to
support the New Community Plan Program. The Implementation Committee investigated the
efficacy of three zoning tools commonly used for implementation: Community Design Overlays,
Specific Plans, and [0] conditions. In an effort to strengthen the new round of Community Plans
it was determined that existing zones in the Municipal Code could benefit from some revision; in
addition, a suite of new tools would be necessary to help improve the implementation of future
Community Plans. This tool has been developed to serve a need that surfaced as part of the
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Community Plan Program; from public workshops, research and other public input, staff
concluded that there was a need for a tool that could be generally more or less restrictive than
the underlying zone, potentially consolidate [aj conditions, and create a ministerial process for
projects that meet all requirements of the overlay.

The proposed ordinance would amend section 13.xx of the LAMC to enable a new type of
overlay district that can be adapted to each Community Plan to regulate one or more
development standards such as uses, design, open space, density, and parking In specified
portions of the Plan area or for specific types of development. The CPIO tool is consistent with
the intent of the General Plan Framework in that, when applied, it has the potential to achieve
conservation of specific areas identified in New Community Plans and at the same time guide
the transition of change areas in a manner that maintains compatibility of scale and
neighborhood character. The Community Plan Implementation Overlay will dovetail with the
urban design and implementation programs of New Community Plans and tie in with Framework
policies to make commercial corridors more livable and pedestrian-oriented. It will respond to
the overarchlng needs and specific themes identified through the multi-year New Community
Plan efforts throughout the City.

The proposed Community Plan Implementation Overlay is different from tools currently available
in the zoning code. By and large, Specific Plans and [aJ Conditions have been applied
reactively in the past to limit development in certain areas throughout the City. However,
Specific Plans have been difficult to amend once adopted, and [aJ Conditions are often
overlapping and confuslnq to staff and property owners/developers. The CPIO would provide a
very deliberate overlay in strategic areas directly addressed in adopted Community Plans. The
CPIO would utilize the same general procedures as a Specific Plan, but create a streamlined
approval process where compliant projects would go through a shorter approval period. Projects
that do not comply with the standards In a given CPIO would quaJify to apply for either an
adjustment or exception, similar to Specific Plans.

It is anticipated that this tool, as well as multiple other new zoning tools, will be implemented
and applied on an individual community basis as part of the forthcoming Community Plan
updates and other land use studies.

Key Elements

The CPIO has been developed to consolidate the functions of [aJ Conditions, Community Plan
footnotes, Community Design Overlays, and some Specific Plans. As a hybrid tool, it can be
used virtually with any underlying zone, but would not supersede existing Specific Plans and
Historic Preservation Overlay Zones.

The CPIO would be the first zoning tool in the Municipal Code to relate directly to the
Community Plan in its initial establishment. In order for an individual CPIO district to be
established within a given Community Plan area a finding must be made that: "The regulations
of the Community Plan Implementation Overlay District are necessary to implement the
programs, policies, or urban design guidelines of the Community Plan for that area." This is
feasible because each New Community Plan would have a single overlay with multiple districts
and subdistricts within.

Another key feature of the CPIO tool is the flexibility that it would afford staff WrIting new CPIO
districts for determining the appropriate level of regulation. CPIO districts can vary in size and
complexity, as shown in Figure 1. For example, a ePIo district can include targeted geographic
areas such as transit oriented district, nodes along commercial corridors, or multi-family
residential neighborhoods. Other districts may apply to individual non-contiguous parcels
scattered throughout the Community Plan but grouped by a common theme such as multi-family
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Community Plan Program; from public workshops, research and other public input, staff
concluded that there was a need for a tool that could be generally more or less restrictive than
the underlying zone, potentially consolidate [QJ conditions, and create a ministerial process for
projects that meet all requirements of the overlay.

The proposed ordinance would amend section 13.xx of the LAMC to enable a new type of
overlay district that can be adapted to each Community Plan to regulate one or more
development standards such as uses, desiqn, open space, density, and parking in specified
portions of the Plan area or for specific types of development. The CPIO tool is consistent with
the intent of the General Plan Framework in that, when applied, it has the potential to achieve
conservation of specific areas identified in New Community Plans and at the same time guide
the transition of change areas in a manner that maintains compatibility of scale and
neighborhood character. The Community Plan Implementation Overlay will dovetail with the
urban design and implementation programs of New Community Plans and tie in with Framework
poucles to make commercial corridors more livable and pedestrian-oriented. It will respond to
the overarching needs and specific themes identified through the multi-year New Community
Plan efforts throughout the City.

The proposed Community Plan Implementation Overlay is different from tools currently available
in the zoning code. By and large, Specific Plans and [Q] Conditions have been applied
reactively in the past to limit development in certain areas throughout the City. However,
Specific Plans have been difficult to amend once adopted, and [QJ Conditions are often
overlapping and confusing to staff and property owners/developers. The CPIO would provide a
very deliberate overlay in strategic areas directly addressed in adopted Community Plans. The
CPIO would utilize the same general procedures as a Specific Plan, but create a streamlined
approval process where compliant projects would go through a shorter approval period. Projects
that do not comply with the standards in a given CPIO would qualify to apply for either an
adjustment or exception, similar to Specific Plans.

It is anticipated that this tool, as well as multiple other new zoning tools, will be implemented
and applied on an individual community basis as part of the forthcoming Community Plan
updates and other land use studies.

Key Elements

The CPIO has been developed to consolidate the functions of [Q) Conditions, Community Plan
footnotes, Community Design Overlays, and some Specific Plans. As a hybrid tool, it can be
used virtually with any underlying zone, but would not supersede existing Specific Plans and
Historic Preservation Overlay Zones.

The CPIO would be the first zoning tool in the Municipal Code to relate directly to the
Community Plan in its initial establishment. In order for an individual CPIO district to be
established within a given Community Plan area a finding must be made that: 'The regulations
of the Community Plan Implementation Overlay District are necessary to implement the
programs, pollcles, or urban design guidelines of the Community Plan for that area." This is
feasible because each New Community Plan would have a single overlay with multiple districts
and sub districts within.

Another key feature of the CPIO tool is the flexibility that it would afford staff writing new CPIO
districts for determining the appropriate level of regulation. CPIO districts can vary in size and
complexity, as shown in Figure 1. For example, a CPIO district can include targeted geographic
areas such as transit oriented district, nodes along commercial corridors, or multi-family
residential neighborhoods. Other districts may apply to individual non-contiguous parcels
scattered throughout the Community Plan but grouped by a common theme such as multi-family
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development, public facilities, or commercial corners. Having the ability to achieve broad
(community-plan wide) or focused (specific parcels) implementation will help staff achieve
varied Community Plan and Framework Element goals.

EXAMPLE 1
Require Multi-Family Design

Guidelines At Nodes

EXAMPLE 2
Enable Transit-Oriented

Mixed-Use Village

- -,

".~, .. ':O

Improving upon existing Supplemental Use Districts and Specific Plans, a key feature of the
CPIO ordinance is the streamlined project review procedures it would establish, thereby
allowing the Director of Planning to administer overlay districts sensibly without creating undue
amounts of cese processing. Each individually adopted CPIO district would define the scope of
what would be considered a project and fall under the rubric of CPIO compliance review. The
CPIO ordinance is designed to fast track review of projects which demonstrate compliance -
these projects would receive a 'sign off' from the Director of Planning prior to issuance of a
building permit.

Projects seeking relief from the regulations would be subject to two tiers of relief: Either a
Community Plan Implementation Overlay Adjustment or an Exception. Under the authority of
the Director of Planning adjustments may be granted for a deviation of up to 20 percent from a
development standard or from a qualitative CPIO design guideline. If a project deviates by more
than 20 percent from a given development regulation, a CPIO Exception would be sought in
which the Area Planning Commission would have initial decision-making authority, similar to
Specific Plan Exceptions.

Once the proposed enabling ordinance is adopted into the LAMC, neighborhoods and
communities will be studied to decide where special Community Plan Implementation districts
are most needed, and a CPIO district could then be implemented through a public process to
achieve its goals.



CPC-2009-437 -CA A-4

Conclusion

The CPIO tool is intended to be implemented as part of the New Community Plan effort and
after careful evaluation of zoning needs in a given district. Staff has considered the need for
maximum flexibility in new zoning tools, allowing individual plans to customize the tool to suit
neighborhood-specific needs. Staff anticipates that, as proposed, the CPIO could be used in
myriad ways because it can address development standards singularly or in combination.

Practical applications of this new zoning would likely include: regulations along commercial
corridors to address uses, height transitions, open space and stepback concerns; in multi-family
areas it could be used to address articulation, form, and massing; in emerging transit nodes it
could promote pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use development using incentives; and perhaps
throughout a community plan area it could be used to prevent over-concentrations of particular
uses such as drive through establishments. Adoption of a CPIO would build upon the existing
base development standards or other supplemental use districts, but would not override
adopted SpeCific Plans or Historic Preservation Overlay Zones. Furthermore, the CPIO could be
used in conjunction witih other zoning tools such as Community Design Overlays or Pedestrian
Oriented Districts or provide supplemental regulations in connection with potential new tools
such as the proposed Ground Floor Commercial tool (CPC-2009-439-CA) or the proposed
Pedestrian Emphasis Design tool (CPC-2009-441-CA), if desired.
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FINDINGS

Findings under Charter Section 558

Los Angeles City Charter Section 558 requires that prior to adopting a land use ordinance, the
City Council make findings that the ordinance conforms with public necessity, convenience,
general welfare and good zoning practice. The establishment of the Community Plan
Implementation Overlay as a new zoning tool conforms to public necessity, convenience,
general welfare and good zoning practice in the following respects:

General Plan Framework Objective 3.1: Accommodate a diversity of uses that support the
needs of the City's existing and future residents, businesses, and visitors.

The CPIO ordinance, as proposed, would continue to accommodate a range of uses throughout
the City. However, if adopted, the CPIO ordinance would enable individual plans to create CPIO
districts to tailor uses in specific areas. CPIO districts could be used to achieve neighborhood
and citywide goals such as: promoting mixed use nodes along corridors; refining neighborhood
districts, community, regional and downtown centers; protecting commercial and industrial
employment centers from incompatible uses; and incentivizing housing production by adopting
special regulations in key areas.

General Plan Framework Objective 3.2: Provide for the spatial distribution of development
that promotes an improved quality of life by facilitating a reduction in vehicular trips, vehicle
miles traveled, and air pollution.

The CPIO ordinance, as proposed, will help enable the implementation of CPIO districts
grouped by common theme, such as transit-oriented districts and mixed-use corridors in order
to promote the reduction of work-related and discretionary vehicle trips. CPIO districts could be
used to supplement Commercial and RAS zones and by creating design guidelines for upper
stories in mid- to high-rise buildings in designated areas to not only encourage mixed use, but
ensure design compatibility and improve walkabilily in surrounding areas.

General Plan Framework Objective 3.4: Encourage new multi-family residential, retail
commercial, and office development in the City's neighborhood districts, community, regional,
and downtown centers as well as along primary transit corridors/boulevards, while at the same
time conserving existing neighborhoods and related districts.

The Community Plan Implementation Overlay will enable individual plans to balance growth and
preservation in a manner that provides predictability for residents and developers. The CPIO
enabling ordinance will facilitate the creation of subsequently adopted CPIO districts that could
be grouped by theme or by geography. For example, CPIO districts could be used to resolve
conflicts between commercial districts and adjacent residential neighborhoods by addressing
setbacks, step backs, vehicle access, and open space requirements to ensure a smoother
transition between abutting residential and commercial parcels.

General Plan Framework Objective 5.1: Translate the Framework Element's intent with
respect to citywide urban form and neighborhood design to the community and neighborhood
levels through looally prepared plans that build on each neighborhood's attributes, emphasize
quality of development, and provide or advocate "proactive" implementation programs.

Zoning tools such as [OJ Conditions and Specific Plans have historically addressed community
concerns in a "reactive" manner, often as a result of Interim Control Ordinances. The emphasis
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of the CPIO ordinance is to create a method for establishing more or less restrictive
development requirements when a Community Plan is adopted, in order to promote growth in
key areas, such as commercial corridors and transit nodes, while balancing the need for
preservation in areas with limited potential for change. Whether more or less restrictive than the
underlying zone, CPIO district would be created in a deliberate, "proactive" manner that is
relevant to the goals of each Community Plan and the Framework Element.

General Plan Framework Objective 5.6: Conserve and reinforce the community character of
neighborhoods and commercial districts not designated as growth areas.

The purpose of the CPIO ordinance is to create a tool by Which community character can be
preserved and further enhanced in deslqnated preservation areas such as single-family and
multi-family residential neighborhoods as well as commercial districts seeking to maintain a
Main Street scale. Currently, there are few zoning tools available for addressing mass, scale,
and articulation of residential buildings on a neighborhood-specific basis.

In summary, the Community Plan Implementation Overlay tool conforms to public necessity
because it fulfills an established need for improved means for implementing Community Plans
and the Framework Element of this City's General Plan; Convenience due to the simplified
process it establishes for projects which successfully comply with adopted regulations; General
welfare as a result of the predictability it provides for residents and property owners by
strengthening and improving enforcement of Community Plans; and finally, good zoning practice
because it can accomplish detailed zoning regulations of varying degrees of complexity, without
creating an onerous process for project approvals.

CEQA Findings

A Negative Declaration (ENV-2009-438-ND) was prepared for the proposed project. On the
basis of the whole of the record before the lead agency including any comments received, the
lead agency finds that there is no substantial evidence that the proposed project will have any
significant effect on the environment as the ordinance is enabling in nature and therefore it will
not result in any direct or indirect environmental impacts. The attached Negative Declaration
reflects the lead agency's independent judgment and analysis. The records upon which this
decision is based are with the Environmental Review Section of the Planning Department in
Room 750, 200 North Spring Street.



CPC-2009-437 -CA P-1

PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS

A public workshop on this matter was conducted on March 19, 2009 from 5:00 - 7:00 PM at City
Hall. The workshop was attended by approximately 45 members of the public including
Certified Neighborhood Council representatives, members of the development community, as
well as several representatives from other City departments. Staff answered questions and
received general comments in support of the proposed ordinance during the meeting. Staff
answered questions and received general comments in support of the proposed ordinance
during the meeting. A Public Hearing on this matter will be held at the City Planning
Commission meeting on May 14th, 2009.
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CI1Y OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK

ROOM 395, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALI1Y ACt
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

LEAD CIlY AGENCY
City of los Angeles

COUNCIL DISTRICT
CllYW

PROJECT TITLE
ENV-2009-438-NO

CASE NO.
CPC-2009-437-CA

PROJECT LOCATION
NlANiA
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
AN ORDINANCE ADDING A NEW SECTION TO THE LOS ANGELES MUNICIPAL CODE TO ESTABLISH THE ENABLING
LANGUAGE FOR A COMMUNITY PLAN IMPLEMENTATION OVERLAY DISTRICT. NO PROJECT IS PROPOSED. INDIVIDUAL
COMMUNITY PLAN IMPLEMENTATION OVERLAY AREAS WILL BE ADDED BY ORDINANCE AND CONTAIN SPECIFIC
DEVELOPMENT RESTRICTIONS AND CRITERIA TO IMPLEMENT THE COMMUNITY PLAN. THE COMMUNIlY PLAN
IMPLEMENTATION OVERLAY FUNCTIONS BY PROVIDING DETAILED ZONING, DESIGN AND OTHER RESTRICTIONS TO
SPECIFIC POUCIEs TO FURTHER THE GOALS AND POUC1Es OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN.
NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPUCANT IF OTHER THAN CITY AGENCY
City of Los Angeles
200 North Spring Street, Suite 621
los Angeles, CA 90D,12
FINDING:

The City Planning Department of the City of los Angeles has Proposed thaI a negative declaration be adopted fur this projool
The Initial study Indicates that no significant impacts are apparent which might result from thls project's Implementation. This
action is based on the project description above.

Any written comments received during the pubrlC review period are attached together wilh the response of the lead City
Agency. The project decision-make may adopt this negative declariatlon, amend it, or require preparation of an EIR. Any
changes made shOUld be supported by substantial evidence in the record and appropriate findings made.

THE INmAL STUDY PREPARED FOR THIS PROJECT IS ATTACHED.

NAME OF PERSON PREPARING THIS FORM TITLE TELEPHONE NUMBER

CHRIS KOONTZ City Planner (213) 978-1193

ADDRESS SIGNATURE (Officiall

200 N. SPRING STREET, 7th FLOOR
LOS ANGELES. CA. 90012

ENV -2009-438-ND Page 1oflS
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LEAD CITY AGENCY: I~UNCIL DISTRICT: IDATE:
CIty of los ~geles CITYW. . .,

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES: Department of City Planning

ENVIRONMENTAL CASE: RELATED CASES:
ENV-2009-438-NO CPC-2009-437 -CA
PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO.: Cl Does have significant changes from previous actions.

V- Does NOT have significant changes from previous actions.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
COMMUNITY PlAN IMPlEMENTATION OVERLAY
ENV PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
AN ORDINANCE ADDING A NEW SECTION TO THE LOS ANGELES MUNICIPAL CODE TO ESTABLISH THE ENABLING
LANGUAGE FOR A COMMUNITY PlAN IMPLEMENTATION OVERLAY DISTRICT. NO PROJECT IS PROPOSED. INDNIDUAL
COMMUNITY PLAN IMPLEMENTATION OVERLAY AREAS WILL BE ADDED BY ORDINANCE AND CONTAIN SPECIFIC
DEVELOPMENT RESTRicTIONS AND CRITERIA TO IMPLEMENT THE COMMUNITY PLAN. THE COMMUNITY PLAN
IMPLEMENTATION OVERLAY FUNCTIONS BY PROVIDING DETAILED ZONING, DESIGN AND OTHER RESTRICTIONS TO
SPECIFIC POLICIES TO FURTHER THE GOALS AND POLICIES OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN. --
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTINGS:
this ordinance wiDapply citywide. IndMdual Community Plan Implementation Overlay areas may be added In the Mure by ordinance
with accompanying environmental review specific to thE!lr indMdual proposed restrictions and Individual environmental selting.
PROJECT LOCATION:
N/ANIA

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: AREA PLANNING COMMISSION: CERTIREDNE~HBORHOOD
CITYWIDE CrrvWlDE COUNCIL:
STATUS: CITYWIDE..,.

Does Conform to Plan

[J Does NOT Conform to Plan

EXISTING ZONING: MAX. DENSITYIINTENSITY

All AllOWED BY ZONING:
Not AppUcabfe. No Change
MAX. DENSITYIINTENSITY LA River AdjacentGENERAL PLAN LAND USE: AllOWED BY PLAN

Ai DI3S~NATION: NO

Not Applicable" No Change
PROPOSED PROJECT DENSITY:
Not Applicable· No Change

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK

ROOM 395, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
INITIAL STUDY

and CHECKLIST
(CEQA GUidelines Section 15063)

ENV-2009-438-ND Page2of15



Determination (To Be Completed By lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

Cl

[]

[]

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DEClARA 110N wIH be prepared.

I lind that although the proposed project could have a signiflcant effect on the environment, there wUlnot be a
significant effect in this case because revisions on the project have been made by or agreed to by the project
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DEClARATION will be prepared.
I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment. and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required.
I find Ihe proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impeci" or 'potentially significant unless m1tigated"
impact on the environment. but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to apPlicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on earller
analysis as descnbed on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is reqUired. bul it must
analyze only the effects thai remaln 10 be addressed.
I find \hat although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the envIronment, because all potentially
significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARA110N pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to Ihal eartier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, Including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing
further Is required.

/"' .I / // CityPlanner (213) 978·1193

L.41&?~~=============
Signature Tille Phone

Evaluation Of Environmental Impacts:
1. A brief e>eplanation is required for all answers except "No Impac!" answers that are adequately supported by the Information

sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses fotiowing each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported If the
referenced information sources show !hat the impact simply does .not apply to projects like the one Involved (e.g., the project
falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be exPlained where it is based on project..,;peclllc factors as
weD as general standards (e.g., the project will not e>ep0S8sensitive receptors to pollutants based on a projact..,;pecific
screening analysis). .

2. All answers must take account althe whole action involved, including off-stte as well as on-slle, cumulative as well as
project-level, Indirect as well as direct, and construction as weD as operational impacts.

3. Once the lead agency has determined \hat a particular physical Impact may occur, then the checklist answen; must Indicate
whether !he impact is potentially signifrcanl. less that significant with mHigation, or less than significant. "Polentially Signilicant
Impacr' Is appropriate if there is substantial eVidence that an effect may be significant. if there are one or more "Potentially
Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR Is required.

4. "Negative Declaration: less Than Significant WiIh Mltlgalion Incorporated" applies where the incorporation of a millgation
measure hes reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency musl
describe the mitigation measures, and brielly el<plein how they reduce the effect to a less \han s1gniflcanllevel (mitigation
measures from Section )MI, "Earlier Analysis," cross referenced).

5. Earlier analysis must be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed In an earlier EIR, or negative declaration. Section 15063 (c:)(3)(O). In this case, a brief discussion should
identify the following:
B. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were with!n the scope of and adequately

analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Lass Than Signilicanl With Mitigation Measures Incorporaled," descrfbe Ihe
mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address
site-speclllc conditions for the project.

ENV -2009-438-ND Page 3 of IS
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6. lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g.,
general plans, zoning otdinances). Reference 10a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate,
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated

7. SUpporting Information Sources: A sources list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted shOlJId be
cited in the d1scussion.

8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead ageneies should normally
address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental effecls in whichever format is selected.

9. The explanation of each issue should identify:
a The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. The mitlgation measure identified, if any, to mduce !he impact to less than significance.

~"2009-438·~ Page4of15



Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a
"PotenUaI!y SignifICant Impact" as Indicated by the checklist on the foRowing pages,,

.i

Cl AESTHETICS 0 HAZARDS AND HAZAROOUS o PUBUC SERVICES
Cl AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES MATERIALS Cl RECREATION
[] AlRQUAUTY 0 HYDROLOGY ANDWATER o TRANSPORTATIONICIRCULATION
Cl BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES QUALITY Cl UTIUTIES
Cl CULTURAL RESOURCES 0 LAND USE AND PLANNING o MANDATORY FINDINGS OFo GEOLOGY AND SOILS 0 MINERAL RESOURCES SIGNIFICANCE

0 NOISE
0 POPULATION AND HOUSING

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (Tobeeompl_bythoLeadCbyAg""cyj

Background
PROPONENT NAME:
COy of Los Angeles
APPLICANT ADDRESS:
200 North Spring street, Suite 621
Los Angeles, CA 90012
AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST:
Department of Cily Planning
PROPOSAL NAME (If Applicable):
Community Plan Implementatlon Ovel1ay (ePIO)

PHONE NUMBER:
(213) 978-1193

DATE SUBMITTED:
0211112009

ENV -2009-438-ND Page50fl5



.' ..tenllally
~lgnlficant

Potentially unless l.e$sthan
significant mitigatfon slgnlfit:ant

Impact Incorporated . impact No Impact

,

L AESTHETICS . ,

a. HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT ON A SCENIC VISTA? .r. - .
b. SUBSTANTIAllY DAMAGE SCENIC RESOURCES,INCWDING, BUT NOT ..rLIMITED TO. TREES. ROCK OUTCROPPINGS, AND HISTORIC

BUILDINGS. OR OTHER LOCAllY RECOGNIZED DESIRABLE AESTIlETIC
NATURAL FEATURE WITHIN A CITY·DESIGNATED SCENIC HIGHWAY?

c. SUBSTANTIALLY DEGRADE THE EXISTING VISUAL CHARACTER OR VQUAUTY OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS?
d. CREATE A NEW SOURCE OF SUBSTANTIAL LIGHT OR GLARE WHiCH v:WOULD ADVERSELY AFFECT DAY OR NIGHTTIME VIEWS IN THE AREA? -
n. AGRlC\JI..TURAL RESOURCES.. CONVERT PRIME FARMLAND. UNIQUE FARMLAND. OR FARMLAND OF ..rSTATEWIDE IMPORTANCE, AS SHOWN ON THE MAPS PREPARED

PURSUANT TO THE FARMLAND MAPPING AND MONITORING PROGRAM
OF THE CALIFORNIA RESOURCES AGENCY, TO NON-AGRICULTURAL
USE?

b. CONFLICT THE EXISTING ZONING FOR AGRICULTURAL USE, OR A .rWIllIAMSON ACT CONTRACT?
c. INVOLVE OTHER CHANGES IN THE EXISTING ENVIRONMENT WHICH, .,

DUE TO THEIR LOCATION OR NATURi; COULD RESULT IN
CONVERSION Of FARMLAND, TO NON-AGRICULTURAL USE?

m. AIR QUAUTY
a. CONFLtCTWlTH OR OBSTRUCT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SCADMD .,

OR CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PLAN?
b. VIOLATE ANY AIR QUALITY STANDARD ORCONTRlBUTE .,

SUBSTANTIALLYTO AN EXISTING OR PROJECTED AIR QUALITY
VIOLATION?

c. RESULT IN A CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE NET INCREASE OF ANY .,
CRITERIA POLLUTANT FOR WHICH THE AIR BASIN IS
NON.-ATTAINMENT (OZONE, CARBON MONOXIDE, & PM 10) UNDER AN
APPLICABLE FEDERAL OR STATE AMatENT AIR QUAUTYSTAN.DARD?

d. EXPOSE SEN.SmVE RECEPTORS TO SUBSTANTIAL POLLUTANT .,.
CONCEN.TRATlON.S?

e. CREATE OBJECTlON.ABLE ODORS AFFECTING A SUBSTANTIAL 'I/'NUMBER OF PEOPLE?
IV. BIOlOGICAL RESOURCES
a. HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT, EITHEiR DIRECTLY OR .,

THROUGH HABITAT MODIFICATION, ON A!NY SPEClES IDENTIFIED AS A
CAN.DlDA rs, SENSmve, OR SPECIAL STATUS SPECIEiS IN LOCAL OR
REGIONAL PLANS, POUClES, OR REGULATIONS BY THE CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMEN.T OF fiSH AND GAME OR U.s. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE?

b. HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT ON ANY RIPARIAN HABITAT -rOR OTHER SENSITIVE NATURAL COMMUNflY IDENTIFIED IN THE CITY
OR REGIONAL PLANS, POUC1ES, REGULATIONS BY THE CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF ASH AND GAME OR U.S. FISH AND VvlLDUFE
SERVICE?

c. HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT ON FEDERAlly PROTECTED '"WETLAN.DS AS DEfiNED BY SECTION 404 OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT
(INCI.UDlNG, BUT NOT UMITED TO, MARSH VERNAL POOL, COASTAL,
ETC.) THROUGH DIRECT REMOVAL, FlLLlN.G, HYDROLOGICAL
IN.TERRUPTION, OR OTHER MEANS? ..

d. INTERFERE SUBSTANTIALLY WITH THE MOVEMENT OF ANY NA T1VE 'I/'RESIDENT OR MIGRATORY ASH OR WILDLIFE SPECIES OR WITH
ESTABUSHED NATIVE RESIDENT OR MIGRATORY WILDLIFE
CORRIDORS, OR IMPEDE THE USE OF IllATIVE VvlLDUFE NURSERY
SITES?

ENV-2009-438-ND Page 6 ofl5



:' ···"olentlally
"ig nmcant

Polentlally unless Less than
signilicant mitigation slgnincant

impact lncorporaled impact No iml'act

e. CONFUCTWITH ANY LOCAL POUCIES OR ORDINANCES PROTECTING .rBIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, SUCH AS TREE PRESERVATION POUCY OR
ORDINANCE (E.G., OAK TREES OR CAUFORNIA WALNUT
WOODLANDS)? ...

f. CONFUCTWITH THE PROVISIONS OF AN ADOPTED HABITAT ..rCONSERVATION PLAN, NATURAL COMMUNITY CONSERVATION PLAN,
OR OTHER APPROVED LOCAL. REGIONAL, OR STATE HABITAT
CONSERVATION PLAN?

V.CULTURALRESOURCES
a. CAUSE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE CHANGE IN SIGNIFICANCE OF A .,.

HISTORICAL RESOURCE AS DEFINED IN STATE CEQA 1.5064.51 ... ,

b.. CAUSE A SUBSTANITIAl ADVERSE CHANGE IN SIGNIFICANCE OF AN VARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE PURSUANT TO STATE CEQA 15064.5?
c. DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY DESTROY A UNIQUE PALEONTOLOGICAL VRESOURCE OR ~ITE OR UNIQUE GEOLOGIC FEATURE?
d. DISTURB ANY HUMAN REMAINS, INCLUDING THOSE INTERRED VOUTSIDE OF FORMAL CEMETERIES? ..
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
a, EXPOSURE OF PEOPUE OR STRUCTURES TO POTENTIAL VSUBSTANITIAlADVERSE EFFECTS, INCLUDING THE RISK OF LOSS,

INJURY OR DEATH INVOLVING; RUPTURE OF A KNOWN EARTHQUAKE
FAULT, AS DEUNEATED ON THE MOST RECENT ALQUIST·pRIOLO
EARTHQUAKE FAULT ZONING MAP ISSUED BY THE STATE GEOLOGIST
FOR THE AREA OR BASED ON OTHER SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE OF A
KNOWN FAULT? REFER TO DMSION OF MINES AND GEOLOGY
SPEClAlPUBUCATION4~

b. EXPOSURE OF PEOpUE OR STRUCTURES TO POTENTIAL .,
SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS, INCLUDING THE RISK OF LOSS,
INJURY OR DEATH INVOLVING; STRONG SEISMIC GROUND SHAKlNG?

c. EXPOSURE OF PEOPUE OR STRUCTU~ES TO POTENTIAL ..rSUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFfECTS, INCLUDING THE RISK OF LOSS,
INJURY OR DEATH INVOLVING: SEISMIC-RELATED GROUND FAILURE,
INCLUDING UQUEFACTION?

d, EXPOSURE Of PEOPLE OR STRUCTURES TO POTENTIAL .."SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS,INCLUDING THE RISK OF LOSS,
INJURY OR DEATH INVOLVING: LANDSUDES?

e. RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL SOIL EROSION OR THE LOSS OF TOPSOIL? ..".
f. BE LOCATED ON A GEOLOGIC UNIT OR SOil THAT IS UNSTABle, OR VTHAT WOULD BECOME UNSTABLE AS A RESULT Of THE PROJECT,

AND POTENTIAL RESULT IN ON- OR OFF-5rTE LANDSUDE, LATERAL
SPREADING, SUBSIDENCE. LIQUEFACTION, OR COLLAPSE?

g. BE LOCATED ON EXPANSIVE SOIL, AS DEANED IN TABLE 1M·S OF VTHE UNIFORM BUILDING CODE (1994), CREATING SUBSTANTIAL RISKS
TO LIFE OR PROPERTY?

h. HAVE SOILS INCAPABLE OF ADEQUATELY SUPPORTlNG THE USE OF "SEPTIC TANKS OR ALTERNATIVE WASTE WATER DISPOSAL SYSTEMS
WHERE SEWERS ARE NOT AVA/LABUE FOR THE DISPOSAL OF WASTE
WATER?

VIL HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
a. CREATE A SIGNIFICANT HAZARD TO THE PUBUC OR THE VENVIRONMENT THROUGH THE ROUTINE TRANSPORT, USE. OR

DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS?
b. CREATE A SIGNIFICANT HAZARD TO THE PUBLIC OR THE .,.

ENMRONMENTTHROUGH REASONABLY FORESEEABLE UPSET AND
ACCIDENT CONDITIONS INVOLVING THE RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS INTO THE ENVIRONMENT?

ENV-2009-438-ND Page 7 of IS
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-. Jnifieant

Potentially unle_ less than
significant mlligation signincant

impact Incol'l'ora\ed impact No Impact

i

e. EMiT HAZARDOUS EMISSIONS OR HANDU: HAZARDOUS OR ACUTELY .,
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, SUBSTANCES, OR WASTE WITHIN
ONE..QUARTER MILE OF AN EXISTING OR PROPOSED SCHOOL?

d. BE LOCATED ON A SITE WHICH IS INCLUDED ON A UST OF .rHAZARDOUS MATERIALS SiTES COMPILEO PURSUANT TO
GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 65962.5 AND, AS A RESULT, WOULD rr
CREATE A SIGNIFICANT HAZARD TO THE PUBLIC OR THE
ENVIRONMENT?

e. FOR A PROJECT LOCATED WITHIN AN AIRPORT LAND USE PLAN OR, "If'WHERE SUCH A pLAN HAS NOT BEEN ADOPTED, WITHIN 1WO MILES
OF A PUBUC AIRPORT OR PUBUC USE AIRPORT, WOULD THE
PROJECT RESULT IN A SAFETY HAZARD FOR PEOPLE RESIDING OR
WORKING IN THE PROJECT AREA?

L FOR A PROJECT WITHIN THE VICINiTY OF A PRIVATE AIRSTRIP, ..r
WOULD THE PROJECT RESULT IN A SAFETY HAZARD FOR THE
PEOPLE RESIDING OR WORKING IN THE AREA?

9- IMPAIR IMPLEMENTATION OF OR PHYSICALLY INTERFERE WITH AN v:ADOPTED EMERGENcY RESPONSE PLAN OR EMERGENCY
EVACUATION PLAN? . .

b. EXPOSE PEOPLE OR STRUCTURES TO A SIGNIFICANT RISK OF lOSS, ¢'
INJURY OR DEATH INVOLVING WILDLAND FIRES, INCLUDING WHERE
WILDLANDS ARE ADJACENT TO URBANIZED AREAS OR WHERE
RESIDENCES ARE INTERMIXED WITH WlL!)LANDS?

VIIL HYDROLOGY AND WATER OUAUTY
a. VIOLATE ANY WATER QUALITY STANDARDS OR WASTE DISCHARGE .,.

REQUIREMENTS?
b. SUBSTANTIALLY DEPlETE GROUNDWATER SUPPUES OR INTERFERE ..r

WITH GROUNDWATER RECHARGE SUCH THAT THERE WOULD BE A
NET DEfiCiT IN AQUIFER VOLUME OR A LOWERING OF THE LOCAL
GROUNDWATER TABLE LEVJ:L (E.G.. THE PRODUCTION RATE OF
PRE-EXlS1lNG NEARSY WJ:LLS WOULD DROP TO A LEVJ:l WHICH
WOULD NOT SUPPORT EXISTING LAND USES OR PLANNED LAND
USES FOR WHICH PERMITS HAVE BEEN GRANTED)?

c. SUBSTANllALLY ALTER THE EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERN OF THE .".,
SITE OR AREA. INCLUDING THROUGH THE ALTERA1l0N OF THE
COURSE OF A STREAM OR RIVER, IN A MANNER WHICH WOUL!)
RESULTlN SUBSTANTIAL EROSION OR SILTATION ON-OR OFF-SiTE?

d. SUBSTANTIALLY ALTER THE EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERN OF THE .,
SITE OR AREA, INCLUDING THROUGH THEALTERA1l0N OF THE
COURSE OF A STREAM OR RIVER. OR SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASE THE
RATE OR AMOUNT OF SURFACE RUNOFF IN AN MANNER WHICH
WOULD RESULT IN FLOODING ON- OR OFF SITE?

e. CREATE OR CONTRIBUTE RUNOFF WATER WHICH WOULD EXCEED v:THE CAPACiTY OF EXIS1lNG OR PLANNED STORMWATER DRAINAGE
SYSTEMS OR PROVIDE SUBSTANTIAL AODmONAL SOURCES OF
POLLUTED RUNOFF?

f. OTHERWISE SUBSTANTIALLY DEGRADE WATER QUALiTY? ..,
9- PLACE HOUSING WITHIN A 100-YEAR FLOOD PLAIN AS MAPPED ON ..,

FEDERAl. FLOOD HAZARD BOUNDARY OR FLOOD INSURANCE RATE
MAP OR OTHER FLOOD HAZARD DEUNEA1l0N MAP?

h. PLACE WITHIN A 100-YEAR FLOOD PLAIN STRUCTURES WHICH WOULD .,
IMPEDE OR REDIRECT FLOOD FLOWS?

i. EXPOSE PEOPLE OR STRUCTURES TO A SIGNIFICANT RISK OF LOSS. ..,.
INJURY OR DEATH INVOLVING FlooDING,lNCLUDING FLOODING AS A
RESULT OF THE FAILURE OF A LEVJ:E OR DAM?

j. INUNDATION BY SEICHE, TSUNAMI, OR MUDFlOW? Y
IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING
a.IPHYSICALlY DMDE AN ESTABUSHEO COMMUNiTY? I I I I V

ENV -2009-438-ND Page 8of1S



.' '''otenfially
&igniflcant

Potentially unless l.e$s than
significant mitigation significant

• >
impact incorporated impact No impact

b. CONFUCT WITH APPLICABLE lAND USE PtAN, POLICY OR V
REGULATION OF AN AGENCY IMTH JURISDICTION OVER THE
PROJECT <INCLUDING BUT NOT LlMliED TO THE GENERAL PlAN,
SPECIAC PlAN, COASTAL PROGRAM. OR ZONING ORDINANCE)
ADOPTED FOR THE PURPOSE OF AVOIDING OR MITiGATING AN
ENVIRONMENTAl EFFECT?

c. CONFUCTIMTH ANY APPLICABLE HABITAT CONSERVATION PlAN OR V
NATURAL COMMUNITY CONSERVATION PLAN?

X. MINERAL RESOURCES
a. RESULT IN THE LOSS OF AVAILABILITY OF A KNOWN MINERAL V

RESOURCE THAT WOULD BE OF VALUE TO THE REGION AND THE
RESIDENTS OF THE STATE?

b. RESULT IN THE LOSS OF AVAILABILITY OF A LOCALLY·IMPORTANT V
MINERAL RESOURCE RECOVERY SITE DELINEATED ON A LOCAL
GENERAl.cPLAN. SPECIFIC PLAN, OR OTHER LAND USE PLAN?

XI; NOISE
a. EXPOSURE OF PERSONS TO OR GENERATION OF NOISE IN LEVEL IN V

EXCESS OF STANDARDS ESTABLISHED IN THE LOCAL GENERAL PLAN
OR NOISE ORDINANCE, OR APPLICABLE STANDARDS OF OTHER
AGENCIES?

b. EXPOSURE OF PEOPLE TO OR GENERATION OF EXCESSIVE V
GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION OR GROUNDBORNE NOISE LEVElS?

c. A SUBSTANTIAL PERMANENT INCREASE IN AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS IN VTHE PROJECT VICINITY ABoVE LEVELS EXISTlNG WITHOUT THE
PROJECT? .. ..

d. A SUBSTANTIAL TEMPORARY OR PERIODIC INCREASE IN AMBIENT ..,
NOISE lEVELS IN THE PROJECT VICINITY ABOVE LEVELS EXlSTING
WiTHOUT THE PROJECT? . -.., FOR A PROJECT LOCATED WITHIN AN AIRPORT lAND USE PlAN OR, YWHERE SUCH A PlAN HAS NOT BEEN ADOPTED, WITHIN lWO MILES
OF A PUBLIC AIRPORT OR PUBUC USE AIRPORT, WOULD THE
PROJECT EXPOSE PEOPLE RESIDING OR WORKING IN THE PROJECT
AREA TO EXCESSIVE NOISE LEVELS?

f. FORA PROJECT WITHIN THE VICINITY OF A PRtVATEAIRSTRIP, VWOULD THE PROJECT EXPOSE PEOPLE RESIDING OR WORKING IN
THE PROJECT AREA TO EXCESSIVE NOISE lEVELS?

XU. POPULATION AND HOUSING
a. INDUCE SUBSTANTIAL POPULATION GROWTH IN AN AREA EITHER VDIRECTlY (FOR EXAMPLE, BY PROPOSING NEW HOMES AND

BUSINESSES) OR INDIRECTLY (FOR EXAMPLE, THROUGH EXTENSION
Of ROADS OR OTHER INFRASTRUCTURE)?

b. DISPtACE SUBSTANTIAL NUMBERS OF EXISTING HOUSING VNECESSITATING THE CONSTRUCTION OF REPLACEMENT HOUSING
ElSEWHERE?

c. DISPLACE SUBSTANTIAL NUMBERS OF PEOPLE NECESSITATING THE 'If'CONSTRUCTION OF REPLACEMENT HOUSING ELSEWHERE?
XlIL PUBUC SERVICES
a. FIRE PROTECTION? V
b. POLICE PROTECTION? V
c. SCHOClS? V
d. PARKS? -.r
e. OTHER GOVERNMENTAL SERVICES (INCLUDING ROADS)? -.r. ..
XIV. RECREATION
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~igl1lficant
Potentially unless Less teen
signillcant mitigation slgnmeant

Impact incorpomflld impact No impact

a. WOULD THE PROJECT INCREASE THE USE OF EXISTING V
NEIGHBORHOOD AND REGIONAL pARKS OR OTHER RECREATIONAL
FACIUTIES SUCH THAT SUBSTANTIAL PHYSICAL DETERIORATION OF
THE FACILITY WOULD OCCUR OR BE ACCElERATED?

b. DOES THE PROJECT INCLUDE RECREATIONAL FACILITIES OR V
REQUIRE THE CONSTRUCTION OR EXPANSION OF RECREATIONAL
FACILITIES \MilCH MIGHT HAVE AN ADVERSE PHYSICAL EFFECT ON
THE ENVIRONMENT?

xv. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION
a, CAUSE AN INCREASE IN TRAFFlC WHICH IS SUBSTANTIAl IN .r

RElATION TO THE EXISTING TRAFFIC LOAD AND CAPACITY OF THE
STREET sYSTEM (I.E .. RESULT IN A SUBSTANTIAL INCREASE IN
EITHER THE NUMBER OF VEHICLE TRIPS, THE VOLUME TO RATIO
CAPACITY ON ROADS, OR CONGESTION AT INTERSECTIONS)?

b. I:XCEED. EITHER INDIVIDUALLY OR CUMULATIVJEL y, A lEVEL OF .,
SERVICE STANDARD ESTABLISHED BY THE COUNTY CONGESTION
MANAGEMENT AGENCY FOR DESIGNATED ROADS OR HIGHWAYS?

c. RESULT IN A CHANGE IN AIR TRAFFIC PATTERNS, INClUDING EITHER V
AN INCREASE IN TRAFFIC I£VELS OR A CHANGE IN LOCATION THAT
RESULTS IN SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY RISKS/

d. SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASE HAZARDS TO A DESIGN FEATURE (E.G., V
SHARP CURVES OR DANGEROUS INTERSECTIONS) OR INCOMPATIBLE
USES (E.G .• FARM EQUIPMENT).?

e, RESULT IN INADEQUATE EMERGENCY ACCESS? V
f. RESULT IN INADEQUATE PARKING CAPACITY? ..,
g. CONFUCTWITH ADOPTED POLICIES. PlANS, OR PROGRAMS VSUPPORTING ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION (E.G., BUS TURNOUTS.

BICYCLE RACKS)?
XVJ.UTJLmES
a. EXCEED WASiEWATER TREATMENT REQUIREMENTS OF THE VAPPUCABLE REGIONAL WATER QUAlITY CONTROL BOARD?
b. REQUIRE OR RESULT IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW WATER OR V

WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACIUTIES OR EXPANSION OF EXISTING
FACIUTIES. THE CONSTRUCTION OF \MilCH COULD CAUSE
SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS?

e, REQUIRE OR RESULT IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW STORMWAT~R V
DRAINAGE FACIUTIES OR EXPANSION OF EXISTING FAClUTIES, THE
CONSTRUCTION OF WHICH COULD CAUSE SIGNIFICANT
ENVIRONMENTAl EFFECTS?

d. HAVE SUFFICIENT WATER SUPPUES AVAIlABLE TO SERVE THE V
PROJECT FROM EXISTING ENTITLEMENTS AND RESOURCE, OR ARE
NEW OR EXPANDED ENTITLEMENTS NEEDED?

e. RESULT IN A DETERMINATION BY THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT .rPROVIDER \MilCH SERVES OR MAY SERVE THE PROJECT THAT IT HAS
ADEQUATE CAPACITY TO SERVE THI: PROJECTS PROJECTED
DEM"ND IN: ADDITION TO THE PROVIDERS -

f. BE SERVED BY A LANDFILL IMTH SUFFICIENT PERMITTED CAPACITY VTO ACCOMMODATE THE PROJECTS souo WASTE DISPOSAL NEEDS?
g. COMPLY WITH FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL STATUTES AND ~REGULATIONS RELATED TO SOUD WASTE?
XVlL MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE ..
a. DOES THE PROJECT HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO DEGRADE THE VQUALITY OF THE ENVIRONMENT, SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCE THE

HABITAT OF FISH OR WILDLIFE SPECIES, CAUSE A FISH OR WILDLIFE
POPULATION TO DROP BElOW SELF-SUSTAINING lEVELS, THREATEN
TO EUMINATE A PlANT OR ANIMAL COMMUNITY. REDUCE THE
NUMBER OR RESTRICT THE RANGE OF A RARE OR ENDANGERED
PLANT OR ANIMAL OR EUMINATE IMPORTANT EXAMPLES OF THE

ENV-2009-438-ND Page 10oflS
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impact Incorporated Impact No impact

MAJOR PERIODS OF CALifORNIA HISTORY OR PREHISTORY?
b. DOES THE PROJECT HAVE IMPACTS WHICH ARE INDMDUALLY .rLIMITED. BUT CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE? (CUMULATIVELY

CONSIDERABLE MEANS THAT THE INCREMENTAL EFFECTS OF AN
INDMDUAL PROJECT ARE CONSIDERABLE WHEN VIEWED IN
CONNECTlON WiTH THE EFFECTS OF PAST PROJECTS. THE EFFECTS
OF OTHER CURRENT PROJECTS. AND THE EFFECTS OF PROBABLE
FUTURE PROJECTS). ...

c. ODES THE PROJECT HAVE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CAUSE v:
SUBSTANTlALADVERSE EFFECTS ON HUMAN BEINGS. EITHER
OIRECTLY OR INDtRECTL Y? ..

ENV -2009-438-ND Page 11oflS



DISCUSSION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (AItacl1.ddiUonal_ ~necessalYl

The Environmental Impact Assessment includes the use of offlcial City of los Angeles and other govemment source reference
materials related to venous environmental impact categories (e.g., Hydrology, Air Quality, Biology, CulbJml Resources, etc.). The State
of Caflfomoa, Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology - Seismic Hazard Maps and reports. are used to identilY
potential future significant seismic events; including probable magnitudes, !Iquefaclion, and landslide hazards. Based on applicant
information provided in the Master land Use Application and Environmental Assessment Form, impact evaluations were based on
stated facts contained therein, inctuding but not limilecl to, reference materials Indicated above, field investigation of the project sile,
and any other reliable reference materials known at the time.

Project specific impacts were evaluated based 011 an relevant facts indicated in the Environmental Assessment Form and expressed
Ihrough the applicanfs project description and supportive materials. Both the Inillal Study Checklist and Checklist Explanations, in
conjunction with the City of Los Angeles's Adopted Thresholds Guide and CECA Guidelines, were Used to reach reasonable
conclusions on environmental impacts as mandated under the Califomla Environmental Quality Act (CECA).

The project as identified in the project description will net cause potentially significant impacts on the environment. Therefore, this
environmental analysis concludes that a ~egatlve Declaration shall be issued for the environmental case file known asENV-2009-438-Nt
ENV-2009-438-NDand the associated case(s), CPC-2009-437..cA.

ADDITIONAl INFORMATION,
All supporting documerds and references are contained in the Environmental Case F~e referenced above and may be viewed In the
EfR Unit, Room 763, City Hall
For CUy infonnation, addresses and phone numbers: visit Ihe City's website at http://www.!acl!y.org ; City Planning - and Zoning
InfOllllatlon Mapping Automated System (ZlMAS) cityplanning.iacity.orgl or EIR Unl!, City Hall, 200 N Spting street, Room 763.
Seismic Hazard Maps" http://gmw.conslV.ca.gov/shmp/
Engineeringnnfi'astructurelTopographic MapslParcel Information - http://boemaps.eng.ci.la.ca.usllndel<ll1.htm or
City's main website under the heading "Navigate LA",

City Planner

DATE:TITLE: TELEPHONE NO.:

0310212009

PREPARED BY:

CHRIS KOONTZ (213) 978-1193

ENV -2009-438-ND Page 12 of IS
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Impact?

APPENDIX A: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS EXPLANATION TABLE

I. AESTHE11CS
a. NO IMPACT Far All Impacts and AU Impact Categories

- The proposed code amendment wIll
enable parcel specifIC implementation of
the Community Plans. The proposal
under review incrudes onlY enabling
legislation for the Municipal Code. No
change in regulations for any specific
parcel is proposed at this lime. Speclftc
Community Plan Implementation Overlay
areas may be enacted in the future by
ordinance and are subject to CEQA
review as a legislative discrationary
project

b. NO IMPACT
c. NO IMPACT
II. NO IMPACT
II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
a. NO IMPACT
b. NO IMPACT
Co NO IMPACT

III. AIR QUAlITY
a. NO IMPACT
b. NO IMPACT
Co NO IMPACT
d. NO IMPACT
e. NO IMPACT

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
a. NO IMPACT
b. NO IMPACT
c. NO IMPACT
d. NO IMPACT
e. NO IMPACT
f. NO IMPACT

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
a. NO IMPACT
b. NO IMPACT
c. NO IMPACT
d. NO IMPACT

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
a. NO IMPACT
b. NO IMPACT
c. NO IMPACT

ENV-2009-438-ND Page 13 of IS



d. NO IMPACT
e. NO IMPACT
f. NO IMPACT
g. NO IMPACT
h. NO IMPACT

VII.HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
a NO IMPACT
b. NO IMPACT
c. NO IMPACT
d. NO IMPACT
e. NO IMPACT
f. NO IMPACT
g. NO IMPACT
h. ,. NO IMPACT

VIII.HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUAl.fTY
a. NO IMPACT
b. NO IMPACT
c. NO IMPACT
d. NO IMPACT
e. NO IMPACT
f. NO IMPACT
g. NOIMF>ACT
h. NO IMI='ACT
l, NO IMPACT
j. NO IMPACT
IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING
a. NO IMPACT
b. NO IMPACT
c. NO IMPACT

X. MINERAL RESOURCES
a. NOIMF>ACT
b. NO IMPACT
xt, NOISE
a. NO IMPACT
b. NO IMPACT
Co NO IMPACT
d. NO IMPACT
e, NO IMPACT
f. NO IMPACT
Xli.POPULA nON AND HOUSING
a. NO IMPACT
b. NO IMPACT
c. NO IMPACT

ENV-2009-438-ND Page 14 of IS
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XIII. PUBUC SERVICES
a. NO IMPACT
b. NO IMPACT
c. NO IMPACT
d. NO IMPACT
e. NO IMPACT
XIV. RECREATION
a NO IMPACT
b. NO IMPACT

XV. TRANSPORTA 110NlCIRCULA TION
a. NO IMPACT
b. NO IMPACT
c. NO IMPACT
d. NO IMPACT
e. NO IMPACT
f. NO IMPACT
g. NO IMPACT
XVL Ul1LI11ES
a. NO IMPACT
b. NO IMPACT
c. NO IMPACT
d. NO IMPACT
e. NO IMPACT
f. NO IMPACT
g. NO IMPACT

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
a. NO IMPACT
b. NO IMPACT
c. NO IMPACT

ENV-2009-438-ND Page 15 of15



The proposed project is a discretionary legislative action subject to CBQA under Public
Resources Code §21080. The proposed project involves an amendment to the Los
Angeles M1lIlicipal Code to allow for the creation of Comm1lllity Plan Implementation
Overlay zones. The scope of the proposal and the accompanying environmental
document relates to the enabling language only. No new regulations and no impact on
any real property is proposed, contemplated or analyzed.

Ifthe City of Los Angeles seeks to enact regnlations through a specific Commmrity Plan
Implementation Overlay a requisite ordinance would need to be adopted. Said adoption
of ordinance would trigger new environmental review under §21080 and thus any
individual Community Plan Implementation Overlay will be evaluated based on their
specific proposals and their individual environmental settings.

The same response to each and every question in the attached initial study and checklist
is warranted. This response is as follows:

The proposed code amendment will enable parcel
specific implementation of the Community Plans.
The proposal under review includes only enabling
legislation for the Municipal Code. No change in
regulations for any specific parcel is proposed at
this time. Specific Commmrity Plan
Implementation Overlay areas may be enacted in
the future by ordinance and are subject to CBQA
review as a legislative discretionary project

Based upon all the evidence in the record, the proposed Community Plan Implementation
Overlay enabling legislation project will have a less than significant impact on the
environment and the negative declaration is proper.



ExbiliHA
CPIO Enablling Orddnanc:e
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CPC-2009-437 -CA Appendix A

DRAFT ORDINANCE NO. _

An ordinance adding a new Section 13.xx to the Los Angeles Municipal Code to
establish the enabling language for a "CPIO' Community Plan Implementation Overlay
District.

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF lOS ANGELES
DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Subsection D of Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is
amended to read:

D. Certain portions of the City are also designated as being in one or more of the
following districts, by the provision of Article 3 of this chapter

"0" Oil Drilling District
oS' Animal Slaughtering
"G" Surface Mining District
"RPD" Residential Planned Development District
"I<" Equinekeeping District
"CPt Commercial and Artcraft District
"POD" Pedestrian Oriented District
"CDO" Community Design Overlay District
"MU" Mixed Use District
"FH" Fence Height District
'SN" Sign District
"RFA" Residential Floor Area District
"CPIO' Community Plan Implementation Overlay

The 'Zoning Map'is amended to indicate these districts and the boundaries of each
district.

Land classified in an "0' Oil Drilling District, uS' Animal Slaughtering District, "G" Surface
Mining District, "RPD" Residential Planned Development District, "K" Equinekeeping
District, "CN' Commercial and Artcraft District, 'POD" Pedestrian Oriented District,
"COO" Community Design Overlay District, "MU" Mixed Use District, "FH" Fence Height
District, USN"Sign District, "RFA" Residential Floor Area District or "ePlo' Community
Plan Implementation Overlay is also classified in one or more zones, and land classified
in the P Automobile Parking Zone may also be classified in an "A" or "R" Zone.

These classifications are indicated on the "Zoning Map" with a combination of symbols,
e.g., R2-2-O. C2-4-S. M1-3-G. M1-1-P and R2-0. C2-G, etc., where height districts have
not been established.

Section 2. The list contained in Paragraph (b) of Subdivision 1 of Subsection S
of Section 12.32 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended by adding a new entry
to read "CPIO' Community Plan Implementation Overlay District at the end of the list:
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CPC-2009-437 -CA Appendix A

(b) Districts. In order to carry out the provisions of this article, the following districts
are established:

"0" Oil Drilling District
"S" Animal Slaughtering
"G" Surface Mining District
"RPD" Residential Planned Development District
"I(" Equinekeeping District
"CADCommercial and Artcraft District
"POD" Pedestrian Oriented District
"CDO' Community Design Overlay District
"MU" Mixed Use District
"FH" Fence Height District
USN"Sign District
"RFA" Residential Floor Area District
"CPIO" Community Plan Implementation Overlay District

Section 3. Subparagraph (2) of Paragraph (c) of Subdivision 1 of Subsection S
of Section 12.32 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

(2) Additional Requirements for Application. One or more of the owners or
lessees of properly within the boundaries of the proposed district may submit a verified
application for the establishment of a district. An application for the establishment of a
Commercial and Artcraft District, a Pedestrian Oriented District, an Equine keeping
District, a Community Design Overlay District, a Mixed Use District, a Sign District, a
Residential Floor Area District, or a Community Plan Implementation Overlay District
shall contain the signatures of at least 75 percent of the owners or lessees of property
within the proposed district. An application for the establishment of a Fence Height
District shall contain the signatures of at least 50 percent of the owners or lessees of
property with the proposed district. An application shall be accompanied by any
information deemed necessary by the Department. If establishment of a district is
initiated by the City Council, City Planning Oornmlsslcn, or Director of Planning, the
signatures of the properly owners or lessees shall not be required.

Section 4. Subparagraph (iii) of Subparagraph (3) of Paragraph (e) of
Subdivision 1 of Subsection S of Section 12.32 is amended to read:

(iii) Time for Commission to Act on Application. The City Planning
Commission shall act on an application to establish an "0-, "S", "G", "K", "CA", "POD",
"CDO", "MU", "FH", "SN", "RFA", or "CPIO" within 75 days from the date of the filing of
the application. The City Planning Commission shall act on an application to establish an
"RPD" District within 75 days from the receipt of the Subdivision Committee report and
recommendation. The City Planning Commission shall act on proceedings initiated by
the Council within 75 days of receipt of that action from the Council, or within the time
that the Council may otherwise specify.
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Section 5. Article 3 of Chapter 1 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended
by adding a new Section 13.XX to read:

Section 13.XX. "CPIO" COMMUNITY PLAN IMPLEMENTATION OVERLAY
DISTRICT

A. Purpose. This section sets forth procedures, guidelines, and standards for the
establishment of a Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) District within any
zone throughout the City. The purpose of the CPIO District is to implement
supplemental development standards tailored to each Community Plan area in order to:

1. Ensure that development enhances the unique architectural, environmental,
and cultural qualities of each Community Plan Area while maintaining compatibility in
scale, intensity, and denSity;

2. Create a simple approval process to enable infill development that will
positively impact communities.

B. Relationship to Other Zoning Regulations. Where the provisions of a "ePlo·
Community Plan Implementation Overlay conflict with those of a SpeCific Plan or Historic
Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ), then the provisions of the Specific Plan or HPOZ
shall prevail. Regulations contained in the CPIO dealing with uses, height, Floor Area
Ratio, and/or signage shall be more restrictive than applicable regulations in the
underlying zone(s) and other supplemental use districts. If the provisions of the CPIO
conflict with any other city-wide regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code or
supplemental use districts other than a HPOZ, then the requirements of the CPIO shall
prevail.

C. Establishment of CPIO District - Director's Authority. The City Council may adopt
new districts, or change boundaries of districts, by following the procedures set forth in
Section 12.32 S of this Code; however each CPIO District shall also comply with the
following provisions:

1. Requirements. A CPIO District may be initiated for any Community Plan Area
if consistent with the policies of that plan. A CPIO shall have a minimum of one
mapped district subarea to enable the initiation and activation of a CPIO District
for an entire Community Plan Area.

2. Initiation. At the time of establishment, the Director of Planning may establish
a zoning classification to indicate the Community Plan Area in which the CPIO is
located and the corresponding Subarea as defined in Section E.

3. Amendments to a CPIO. The City Council, City Planning Commission or
Director of Planning shall have the authority to initiate an amendment to a CPIO
District or its subareas, or to adopt additional subareas within an established
CPIO District. The procedures for amending the ePIc are set forth in
Subsections A, C, and E of Section 12.32.

4. Findings for Establishment of a CPIO District. In adopting a CPIO District,
the City Council shall find that: The regulations of the Community Plan
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Implementation Overlay District are necessary to implement the programs,
policies, or urban design guidelines of the Community Plan for that area.

O. Definitions.

1. Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) District. A defined area
with supplemental development regulations which implement goals and
policies in a Community Plan. A CPIO District shares the boundaries of a
Community Plan and contains at least one Subarea.

2. Community Plan Implementation Overlay .(CPIO) Subarea. A further
defined area within the CPIO District in which Community Plan programs
and/or policies are implemented through supplemental development
regulations. Subareas may be contiguous or non-contiguous parcels
characterized by common community plan goals, themes and policies and
grouped by a common boundary.

E. Content of a CPIO District. The City Council by separate ordinance shall adopt the
applicable development and design standards of each Community Plan Implementation
Overlay District and/or SUbarea. In addition, each CPIO District shall contain the
following:

1. Subarea Boundaries. Only sites within mapped Districts and/or Subareas
shall be subject to the regulations and processes of the CPIO District.

2. Project Each CPIO District and/or Subarea shall contain a definition of what
constitutes a Project for the whole District or within each Subarea; and

3. Development Regulations. Supplemental development regulations may
apply to any zone within a Community Plan Implementation Overlay Subarea.

4. Discretionary Review Process. Each CPIO District shall establish a
discretionary review process for Projects subject to development regulations
therein.

F. Review Procedures for Projects within a CPIO District The Department of
Building and Safety shall not issue a grading permit, foundation permit, building permit,
or use of land penni! for a Project within a Community Plan Implementation Overlay
District unless a CPIO District approval has been issued.

1. Application, Form and Contents. To obtain a Community Plan
Implementation Overlay approval, an application shall be filed with the
Department of City Planning, on a fonn provided by the Department, and
include all infonnation required by the instructions on the application and the
guidelines adopted by the Director of Planning. Prior to deeming the
application complete, the Director shall detennine and, if necessary, advise
the applicant of the processes to be followed, materials to be submitted, and
fees to be paid. The application fees for CPIO Approval shall be as set forth
in Section 19.01x of the Los Angeles Municipal Code.
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2. Limitations. CPIO Approval shall not imply compliance with any other
applicable provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code.

3. Sign Off Approvals. Projects that comply with the provisions of an adopted
CPIO ordinance shall submit plans to the Director of Planning for
conformance review and ministerial sign off. The Director of Planning or
designee shall have 30 days to review the Project for compliance with the
supplemental development regulations. Projects which do not comply with the
applicable CPIO District regulations, may request relief through procedures
set forth in Sections H and I.

G. Community Plan Implementation Overlay Adjustment - Authority of the
Director of Planning With Appeals to the Area Planning Commission. The
Director of Planning or the Director's deSignee shall have initial decision-making
authority to grant a CPIO Adjustment for adjustments of up to 20 percent, unless
a smaller deviation amount is specified.

1. Limitations. A CPIO Adjustment shall be limited to deviations of up to 20
percent from quantitative development standards in an adopted CPIO
Subarea or minor adjustments from qualitative GPIO design guidelines, or
regulations which do not substantially alter the execution or intent of those
regulations to a proposed Project.

Each adopted GPIO ordinance shall indicate those development regulations
eligible for relief through this Section. If an application requests more than
one GPIO Adjustment, the Director may determine and advise the applicant,
prior to the application being deemed complete, that the request be filed and
processed as a GPIO Exception, pursuant to Subsection H of this section.
Projects seeking relief from any development regulation which contains
prohibition language, or development regulations not otherwise designated in
the CPIO to qualify for adjustments, shall be addressed through the exception
procedures listed under Section H.

2. Findings. The determination by the Director shall include written findings in
support of the determination. In order to approve a proposed project
pursuant to this subsection, the Director must find that:

(a) There are special circumstances applicable to the project
or project site which make the strict application of the "GPIO'
regulation(s} impractical;

(b) In granting the adjustment, the Director has imposed
project requirements and/or decided that the proposed project will
substantially comply with the purpose and intent of all applicable
"GPIO' regulations;

(c) In granting the adjustment, the Director has considered
and found no detrimental effects of the adjustment on surrounding
properties and public rights-of-way;
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(d) The project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring
of measures when necessary, or alternatives identified in the
environmental review which would mitigate the negative
environmental effects of the project, to the extent physically
feasible; and

(e) The project is compatible with the neighborhood character
of the Community Plan Implementation Overlay District Subarea.

3. The CPIO Adjustment shall follow procedures for Time Limit, Transmittal of
Written Decision, Effective Date of Initial Decision, Expiration, Failure to
Act - Transfer of Jurisdiction, and Appeals set forth in Section 11.5.7,
Subsections C 4-6.

H. Exceptions from a "CPIO" - Area Planning Commission with Appeals to the
City Council.

1. Authority of the Area Planning Commi$Sion. The Area Planning
Commission shall have initial decision-making authority for granting exceptions
from "CPIO' regulations. In accordance with Subsection D of Seclion 12.24, the
Area Planning Commission shall hold a hearing at which evidence is taken.

In granting an exception from a "CPIO', the Area Planning Commission shall
impose conditions to remedy any resulting disparity of privilege and that are
necessary to protect the public health, safety, welfare and assure compliance
with the objectives of the general plan and the purpose and intent of the 'CPIO"
District. An exception from a "CPIO· regulation shall not be used to grant a
special privilege, nor to grant relief from self-imposed hardships.

2. Findings. The Area Planning Commission may permit an exception from a
'CPIO' regulation if it makes all the following findings:

(a) That the strict application of the regulations of the "CPIO'
to the subject property would result in practical difficulties or
unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and
intent of the "GPIO" District and the subject regulations;

(b) That there are exceptional circumstances or conditions
applicable to the subject property involved or to the intended use
or development of the subject property that do not apply generally
to other property in the 'CPIO' District andlor Subarea;

(c) That an exception from the 'CPIO' regulation is necessary
for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right
or use generally possessed by other property within the .".CPIO·
District andlor Subarea in the same zone and vicinity but which,
because of special circumstances and practical difficulties or
unnecessary hardships is denied to the property in question;
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(d) That the granting of an exception will not be detrimentalto
the public welfare or injurious to the property or improvements
adjacent to or in the vicinity of the subject property; and

(e) That the granting of an exception will be consistent with
the principles, intent and goals of the 'CPIO' District andlor
Subarea and any applicableelement of the general plan.

3. The CPID Exception shall follow procedures for Decision by Area Planning
Commission, Effective Date of Decision, Expiration, Failure to Act -
Transfer of Jurisdiction from the Area Planning Commission, Appeal of
Area Planning Commission Decision, and Hearing by Council as set forth in
Section 11.5.7, Subsections F 3-8.

Section 6. The City Clerk shall certify...
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
RECOMMENDATION REPORT

LOS ANGI!!LES CITY
PLANNING
DEPARTMENT

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
DATE: October 14, 2010
TIME: after 8:30 a.m."
PLACE: Los Angeles City Hall

200 North Spring Street
Room 1010
Los Angeles, CA 90012

PUBLIC HEARING REQUIRED

CASE NO:
CEQA:
LOCATION:
COUNCIL DISTRICT:
PLAN AREAS:

CPC-2010-1572-CA
ENV-2010-1573-ND
Citywide
All
All

SUMMARY: The proposed ordinance (Appendix A) amends Sections 11.5.7, 12.03, 12.24,
12.28, 12.32, 12.81, 13.03, 13.07, 14.3.1, 16.01, and 16.05 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code (LAMC) to update common findings for conditional uses,
adjustments, and other quasi-judicial land use approvals to provide a better
framework for analyzing the merits of proposed development projects and
eliminate redundancy in case processing.

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:
1. Adopt the staff report as its report on the subject.
2. Adopt the findings in Attachment 1.
3. Adopt the Negative Declaration (ENV-2010-1573-ND) as the CEQA clearance on the subject.
4. Approve the proposed ordinance (Appendix A) and recommend its adoption by the City Council.

'71fL:if- ? ~~
MICHAEL LOGRA DE
Chief Zoning Administrator

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP
Acting Director of Planning

fJk6z1
ALAN BELL, AICP
Senior City Planner, Office of Zoning Administration

THOMAS RaTHMANN
City Planner, Code Studies
Telephone: (213) 978-1370

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: "The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be
several other items on the agenda. Written communication may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, 200 North Main Street.
Room 532. Los Angeles. CA 90012 (Phone No. 213/978·1300). While all written communications are given to the Commission for
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The proposed ordinance (Appendix A) updates Chapter 1 (the "Zoning Code") of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) with clear and consistent findings necessary to
make sound land use decisions. It focuses on establishing clear "core findings" - those
findings that appear more than once in the Zoning Code - to better implement the goals
of the City's General Plan and the Planning Department's and the City Planning
Commission's strategic directions. As such, the changes will improve the quality of
development citywide by providing a better framework for analyzing the merits of
proposed projects that require discretionary reviews.

The proposed ordinance consolidates common findings that have the same intent but
different phrasing. clarifies ambiguous finding language, deletes duplicative findings,
deletes unnecessary findings, and moves findings to more appropriate places in the
Zoning Code. There are 349 findings scattered throughout the Zoning Code for 113
procedures and entitlements. The proposed ordinance rewrites 39 findings, deletes 37,
and relocates seven; the remaining 266 are unchanged. This report identifies three
core conditional use findings that are weighed for every conditional use and quasi-
judicial process. This report also identifies four additional core findings that are used
throughout the Zoning Code. None of the changes alter the substantive analyses
necessary for thoughtful review of development projects. The proposed ordinance will
not lessen the ability of stakeholders to particlpate in the public process nor eliminate
any criteria that protects the citizenry from inappropriate land uses.

Eliminating duplicative and obsolete findings will lead to clearer and shorter staff reports
and will free up staff for more essential planning functions. Synchronizing and
consolidating findings will lead to more consistent report language and more transparent
report writing since many findings will become standardized and more easily
recognizable. These revised findings will enable decision makers to be more succinct in
their determinations and will provide a more consistent platform for all neighborhood
councils and other stakeholders to participate in the various land use processes.
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STAFF REPORT

Initiation

Pursuant to Charter Section 558 and Section 12.32-A of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code, the Director of Planning has initiated development of six recommended zoning
code amendments intended to streamline and simplify the Department's case
processing function. The attached Appendix A is the first of these six proposed
ordinances to be presented to the City Planning Commission.

Background

Since its inception in 1946, the Zoning Code has greatly expanded, resulting in 349
findings for a growing number of entitlements and processes (there are currently 113).
Many of the findings are duplicative or outdated, yet every finding for each entitlement
must be addressed in order for a decision-maker to render a legal decision. Despite the
fact that the Code's "core" findings generally address the same basic set of issues there
are inconsistencies in their wording. Consequently, if a project applicant files for two or
more land use approvals, each requiring its own set of findings, the total number of
required findings can quickly multiply. In many cases, our land use decisions result in
lengthy determination reports. More direct and concise reports could better serve the
land use decision making process.

Every discretionary approval necessary for development projects to be constructed in
Los Angeles requires that land use findings be made in the affirmative. The Zoning
Code dictates the criteria for when a discretionary entitlement (variance, adjustment,
site plan review, specific plan exception, etc.) is necessary and the procedures and
findings required for each determination. Of the 113 determinations and discretionary
actions delineated in the Zoning Code, some require as few as one finding and others
require more than ten. Together, the findings must explain the basis for making the
land use decision.

In an effort to reform the Zoning Code, simplifying the findings is a top priority for the
Planning Department. Fewer findings with clear, simple language will reduce report
size thereby freeing up staff time for long range planning objectives. These Zoning
Code amendments will also reduce the complexity of reports thus increasing the
transparency of decision making. Concise determination reports with findings that
clearly explain the progression from facts to the decision make for a transparent
planning process. These more focused, precise findings will provide better platforms for
decision makers allowing them to build stronger bridges connecting facts to decisions.
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Discussion

A "finding" is an explanation of why a land use decision is made and it is needed to
ensure that decisions are rational and based on evidence. They also protect the due
process rights of parties who can more easily see why the decision was made and they
provide a record of the decision that can be used in litigation.

Findings require that decision makers opine on the potential land use impacts of a
proposed project. Those impacts include how the project will coincide with various
Planning Department regulations, policies, and objectives. For example, a core finding
for many entitlements requires the decision maker to determine how a project will relate
to the size and scale of surrounding properties. This commonly used core finding is
located throughout the Zoning Code and although its objective is apparent, several of its
iterations are wordy. The proposed ordinance (Appendix A) ensures that consistent
phrasing for all core findings is achieved.

Other commonly used findings require that decision makers restate that a project
conforms to regulations that are otherwise required anyway. For example, a common
finding for four entitlements requires that the decision maker incorporate mitigation
measures imposed through its CEQA review. Since CEQA mitigation measures are
State mandated such findings are unnecessary and duplicative. The proposed'
ordinance deletes such redundant findings.

The Zone Variance findings in the Zoning Code are dictated by the City Charter
(Section 562) and cannot be amended through this ordinance. However, the proposed
ordinance synchronizes the language of many other findings with the variance findings
for consistency.

The proposed ordinance (Appendix A) consolidates, deletes, and rewords several
existing findings as a result of a complete analysis of the zoning code. The below chart
depicts these modifications as applied to the existing body of 349 findings.

Summary of Changes
349 Total Findings

266
Unchanged

39 Rewrites

The following discussion clarifies the changes and common groupings:
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Unchanged Findings

Most of the existing findings (266) remain unchanged because many entitlements
require that project specific findings be met. For example, a conditional use to permit
auto-related uses in commercial zones requires that a finding be met to ensure that any
spray painting is conducted within a fully enclosed structure at least 500-feet away from
a school. Since these findings pertain to project specific reviews, none of them are
proposed for deletion, although several have been reworded for clarity.

Moved Findings

Seven findings pertaining to a Historic Vehicle Collection are relocated from the
"Definitions" Section to the "Other Quasi-judicial Processes". These findings support a
process to assess the appropriate location for an historic vehicle collection, and their
current location in the "Definition" Section is not consistent with the code.

Deleted Findings

'18 are replaced by a new core finding that requires compatibility with neighboring properties
·6 are redundant of zoning regulations
·5 are replaced by a new core finding that requires oonformanoewith the General Plan
-3 are replaced by a new core finding that requires a project to enhance the neighborhood
·3 are redundant of CeQA
·2 are replaced by a new core finding that requires a project's design to conform to its surroundings

After a complete analysis of current findings, 37 findings are identified to be redundant
or duplicative and are removed from the code. Three of these findings refer to CEOA (or
mitigation measures). Since state law mandates project compliance with CEQA, these
findings are redundant and unnecessary. Six of these findings are redundant of existing
zoning regulations and are unnecessary.

The remaining 28 deleted findings are replaced by one of four new "core" findings.
Because of redundant or imprecise language in the existing findings, the
comprehensive core findings are more appropriate.
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Rewritten Findings

-11 are replaced by a new core finding that requires conformance with the General Plan
-6 are replaced by a new core finding that requires compatibility with neighboring properties
-5 are replaced by a new core finding that requires a project's design to conform to its surroundings
-5 are replaced by a new core finding that standardizes the adjustment finding language
-4 are synchronized with existing variance findings
-3 are replaced by a new core finding that requires a project to not increase traffic
- 3 are replaced by a new core finding that requires conformance to affordable housing requirements
-2 are replaced by a new core finding that requires a project to enhance the neighborhood

The proposed ordinance rewrites 39 findings to increase the clarity and consistency of
the zoning code language. The purpose of four of these findings is already mandated
through the City Charter's variance findings. These are rewritten for additional
consistency. To remove internal repetition, 35 of the rewritten findings are replaced by
one of seven "core" findings listed below.

The Seven Core Findings

The proposed ordinance consolidates findings that have the same intent and are
located in the Zoning Code more than once into seven commonly used "core" findings.
This consolidation removes duplication and organizes various sections more coherently.

1. The Neighborhood Enhancement Core Finding

"That the project will enhance the environment in the surrounding neighborhood
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the
community, city or region. "

This finding replaces five findings that require, in different phrasinq, that a project
must enhance the neighborhood. This finding provides clear language that a
new conditional use must not only be compatible with the neighborhood but must
enhance it as well. This revised language targets more than the five original
common findings by ensuring that a project will contribute to the overall well-
being of its community.
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2. The Project Compatibility Core Finding

'That the project's location, size, operations and other significant features will be
compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade the surrounding
neighborhood. "

This enhanced finding replaces 24 common findings that all require, in different
phrasing, that a project must be compatible with neighboring properties. This
revised finding goes further than simply requiring that a project be compatible
with its surroundings by requiring that it also not further degrade its surroundings.
The "further degrade" phrasing has been added to this finding to further ensure
that the project will not harm the community. For example, although some
projects may be compatible with their neighboring properties, those neighboring
properties may contain negative characteristics that should not be condoned or
exacerbated.

3. The General Plan Core Finding

'That the project is in substantial conformance with the purpose, intent and
provisions of the General Plan and applicable community and specific plan."

This new finding replaces 16 existing findings that require, in differing phrasing,
that a project must comply with the General Plan. This revised finding will now
also include language that the project must comply with the community plan and
any applicable speclnc plan.

4. The Adjustment Core Finding

'That the granting of the adjustment recognizes that while site characteristics or
existing improvements make strict adherence to the [zoning regulations, specific
plan regulations, or hillside regulations in Section 12.21 A.17 (e) or (h)]
impractical or infeasible, the project conforms with the intent of those
regulations. "

This new finding replaces five existing findings that standardize the adjustment
finding language for the general zoning adjustment, specltlc plan adjustment, and
the substandard hillside street widening relief.
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5. The Project Design Core Finding

"That the project provides for an arrangement of uses, buildings, structures, open
spaces and other private and public improvements that are compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood."

This. new finding replaces seven existing findings that require a project's spatial
arrangement (including height, bulk and setbacks) to conform to those of the
surrounding neighborhood. It goes further than the Project Compatibility Core
Finding to examine the urban design relationship between a project and its
surroundings.

6. The Traffic Core Finding

'That the project will not create an adverse impact on street access or circulation
in the surrounding neighborhood"

This new finding replaces three eXisting findings that require that projects not
increase traffic problems in the vicinity.

7. The Housing Element Core Finding

"That the project implements the affordable housing provisions of the Housing
Element of the General Plan."

This finding standardizes three findings that require that projects comply with the
affordable housing requirements set forth in the Housing Element of the City's
General Plan.

Conclusion

The Planning Department processes more than 2,000 entitlements each year, all
requiring that land use findings be met. This large volume of cases coupled with
multiple findings requires considerable staff time be dedicated to lengthy (and
sometimes repetitive) staff reports. The Department's current reduced staffing has
furthered the need to examine how the Department can best reduce its processing time
without reducing its proficiency.

Concise determination reports with findings that clearly explain the progression from
facts to the decision make for a transparent planning process. These more focused,
precise findings will provide better platforms for decision makers allowing them to build
stronger bridges connecting facts to decisions. This ordinance, in consortium with the
other five code reform ordinances, advances the Department's goals of streamlining the

.development process.
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APPENDIX A

ORDINANCE NO. _

An ordinance amending Sections 11.5.7,12.03,12.24,12.28,12.81,13.03,13.07,
14.3.1, 16.01, and 16.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code to update common findings for
conditional uses, adjustments, and other quasi-judicial land use approvals to provide a
better framework for analyzing the merits of proposed development projects and eliminate
redundancy in case processing.

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES
DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Subdivision 2 or Subsection C of Section 11.5.7 of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code is amended to read:

2. Findings. The Director shall grant a Project Permit Compliance upon
written findings that the projeet satisfies eaoh of the follo"...ing requirements: finding
that

(a) That the projeot substantially oomplies with the applioable
regulations, findings, standards and provisions of the speoifio plan the project
is in SUbstantial conformance with the purpose. intent and provisions of the
General Plan and applicable community and specific plan~.

(b) That the projeet inoorporates mitigation measures, monitoring
measures when neoessary, or alternatives identified in the environmental
review whioh 'llouid mitigate the negative environmental effeets of the projeet,
to the extent physioally fuasible.

Sec. 2. Subdivision 3 of Subsection E of Section 11.5.7 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code
is amended to read:

3. Findings. The Director shall grant a Project Permit Adjustment upon a
'Nritten finding that the projeet satisfies eaoh of the follo'lAng requiroments, in
addition to any other roquired speoifio plan findings that may pertain to the Projeet
Permit Complianoe:

(a) That there are speoial circumstances applioable to the projeet or
projeet site whioh makes the striet applioation of the speoifio plan regulation(s)
impraetioal. that the project will enhance the environment in the surrounding
neighborhood or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential
or beneficial to the community. city or region;

(b) That in granting the Projeet Permit AGjustment, the Direetor has
imposed projoet requirements and/or deoided that the proposed projeet will
substantially oomply 'Nith all applioable speoifio plan regulations; that the
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project is in substantial conformance with the purposes. intent and provisions
of the General Plan and applicable community and specific plan;

(c) That in granting the Projest Pern:lit Adjustn:lent, the Oil'estor has
oonsidered and found no detrin:lental effests of the adjustn:lent on surrounding
properties and publio rights of way; that the project's location. size, height.
operation and other significant features will be compatible with and will riot
adversely affect or further degrade the surrounding neighborhood; and

(d) That the projeot inoorporates n:litigation n:leasuros, n:lonitoring of
n:leasuros when neoessary, or alternatives identified in the environn:lental
review '.vhioh v.'ould n:litigate the negative environn:lental effects sf the project,
to the extent physically feasible. that the granting of the adjustment
recognizes that while site characteristics or existing improvements make strict
adherence to the specific plan regulations impractical or infeasible, the project
conforms with the intent of those regulations.

Sec. 3. Subdivision 2 of Subsection F of Section 11.5.7 of the Los Angeles MuniCipal Code
is amended to read:

2. Findings. The Area Planning Commission may permit an exception from a
specific plan if it n:lakes all the foll(YNing findings finds:

(a) That the strist applioation of the regulations of the speoifio plan to the
subjest property ....,ould result in prastioal diffioulties or unneoessary hardships
inoonsistent with the general purpose and intent sf the speoifio plan; that the
strict application of the proVisions of the specific plan would result in practical
difficulties or unnecessarv hardships inconsistent with the general purposes
and intent of the specific plan;

(b) That thero are mmeptional oiroun:lstanoes or conditions applioable to
the subjeot property involved or to the intended use or developn:lent of the
subjest property that do not apply generally to other property in the speoific
plan area; that there are special circumstances applicable to the subject
property such as size, shape. topography, location or surroundings that do
not apply generally to other property in the same specific plan;

(c) TfIat that an exception from the specific plan is necessary for the
preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right or use generally
possessed by other property within the specific plan area in the same zone
and vicinity but which, because of special circumstances and practical
difficulties or unnecessary hardships is denied to the property in question;

(d) That the granting of an exoeption will not be detrin:lental to the publio
'A'Olfare or injuriotls to the property or in:lpro\'On:lents ad-jaoent to or in the
vicinity of the subject property; that the granting of the exception will not be
materially detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to the property or
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improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the property is located;
and

(e) That the granting of an e)~oel*ion '....UIbe oonsistent with the principles,
intent and goals of the specifio plan and any applicable element of the geneml
~ that the granting of the exception will not adversely affect the specific
plan.

Sec. 4. The definition of "Accessory Use" in Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code is amended to read:

ACCESSORY USE. A use, which is customarily incidental to that of the main
building or the main use of the land and which is located in the same zone or a
less restrictive zone and on the same lot with a main building or main use. The
relationship between the more restrictive zones and the less restrictive zones
shall be determined by the sequence of zones set forth in Section 12.23 B of this
Code.

The garaging, maintaining or storage of any commercial vehicle on private property
which exceeds a registered net weight of 5,600 pounds shall not be considered an
accessory use in the "R" Zones. The rental, storage, or storage for rental purposes
of a commercial vehicle which exceeds a registered net weight of 5,600 pounds shall
not be considered an accessory use in any zone more restrictive than the MR-1
Zone, except as approved by conditional use.

Notv'Athstanding the above, an acoessory use shall also include the maintenance
of an Historic Vehiole Collection as defined by Section 12.03 or this Code if the
Zoning Jl.dministfOtor finds that all of the following conditions are met:

(a) all the historio 'Iehioles and parts maintained in outdoor storage,
whether currently licensed or unlioensed, or \\'hother operable or inoperable
constitute an Historic Vehicle Collection;

(b) the Historic Vehicle Collection occupies less than 50 percent of the
area of the let for the first 10,000 square feet of the lot area plus 20 percent of
additional lot area for lots in mmess of 10,000 square feet;

(c) the Historic Vehicle Collection is maintained in such manner as not
to oonstitute a health or safety ha;mrd;

(d) the Historic Vehicle Collection is fully screened from ordinary publio
viO'N by means of a suitable fence, trees, shrubbery, opaque covering or other
appropriate means;

(e) no portion of the Historio Vehiole Collection is looated within five
feet of any building or within any sideyards roquirod by this Code; and
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(f) plans fur the maintenanee of the Historie Vehiole Collection have
been submitted to and approved by the Zoning Administrator in aoeoraanee with
the prooedl,lres in Section 12.28 C.1, 2 and :oJ and subject to the same roes as in
Section 19.01 E. for relief frorn funee height limitation.

An approval of an Historie Vehiele Colleotion and any use allO'.ved by this
Code shall be subject to eonditions not in eonflict with this Code whieh the Zoning
Administrator may deem neoessary or advisable to impose in oraer to protect the
peaoe and ql,liet of oeoupants of eontigl,lol,ls property.

Sec. 5. Subsection E of Section 12.24 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to
read:

E. Findings for Approval. In approving any conditional use or other quasi-
judicial approval specified in Subsections U, V. W, or X of this Section, the decision-
maker must find .. that the proposed loeation will be desirable to the pl,lblie eonvenienee
or '.'.'elfare, is in proper relation to adjaeent l,Ises or the development of the Gomml,lnity,
that the proposed loeation will not be materially detrimental to the oharacter of
development in the immediate neighborhood, and will be in harmony with the varieus
elements and objeoti'J-os of the General Plan.

1. that the project will enhance the environment in the surrounding
neighborhood or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or
beneficial to the community. city or region:

2. that the project's location. size. height. operations and other significant
features will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade
the surrounding neighborhood: and

3. that the project is in substantial conformance with the purpose. intent
and prOVisions of the General Plan and applicable community and specific plan.

In addition, the decision-maker shall make any further findings required by
Subsections U, V, Wand X and shall determine that the proposed conditional use
satisfies any applicable requirements for the use set forth in those sections. The
decision-maker shall adopt written findings of fact supporting the decision based upon
evidence in the record, including decision-maker or staff investigations.

Sec. 6. Subsection F of Section 12.24 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to
read:

F. Conditions of Approval. In approving the location of any conditional use,
the decision-maker may impose those conditions, based upon written findings, whieh it
deerns neeessary to protect the best interests of the sl,lrrounding property or
neighborhood, to ensure that the developrnent is eompatible with the sUFrel,lnding
properties Of neighborhood, or to lessen or prevent any detrirnental effect on the
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surrounding property or neighborhood or to seeure appFOpriate development in harmony
with the objeotives of the General Plan the findings made in Subsection E. The decision
may state that the height and area regulations required by other provisions of this
chapter shall not apply to the conditional use approved.

Sec. 7. Paragraph (b) of Subdivision 14 of Subsection U of Section 12.24 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

(b) Findings. In addition to the other findings required by this seotion, the
The City Planning Commission shall make the following findings find:

0i the Major Development Projeot eonforms with any applieable
speoifio andlor redevelopment plan;

~illthe Major Development Projeot provides a eompatible
arrangernent of uses, buildings, otruetures, and impFOvements in relation
to neighboring pFOperties; that the project provides for an arrangement of
uses, buildings, structures, open spaces and other private and public
improvements that are compatible with the surrounding neighborhood:

(3) the Major Development Projeot eornplies with the height and
area regulations of the ;rone in ....'hieh it is looated;

(41 !6.} that the Major Development Project is consistent with the
general requirements adopted by the City Planning Commission as design
guidelines for Major Development Projects, if any.;-and.

tat the Major Developrnent Projeot would have no material adverse
impaet on properties, improvements or uses, inoluding eommersial uses,
in the surrounding neighborhood.

Sec.8. Paragraph (e) of Subdivision 22 of Subsection U of Section 12.24 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code is deleted:

22. The following recycling uses in the zones listed below, subject to the
limitations indicated.

(a) The depositing of glass, cans, papers, plastic, beverage containers,
and similar Recyclable Materials, Recycling Collection or Buyback Centers,
and Mobile Recycling Centers, in the C2, C5, CM, P, PB, MR1, M1, or MR2
Zones, provided that the facility complies with all of the conditions set forth in
Section 12.21 A.18.( d), except when the conditions are specifically modified
by the City Planning Commission.

(b) The depositing of glass, cans, papers, plastic, beverage containers,
and similar Recyclable Materials, Recycling Collection or Buyback Centers,
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and Mobile Recycling Centers, in the M2 or M3 Zones when the facility is not
in compliance with all of the conditions set forth in Section 12.21 A.18.(d).

(c) Recycling Materials Processing Facilities in the M2 and M3 Zones
when the facility is not in compliance with all of the conditions set forth in
Section 12.21 A.18.(f).

(d) Recycling Materials Sorting Facilities in the M and MR Zones when
the facility is not in compliance with all of the conditions set forth in Section
12.21 A.18.(e). .

(e) In approving an applioation fur a conditional wse purswant to this
swbdivision, in addition to the findings reqwired pursuant to this section, the
City Planning Commission shall find tRat tRe IOGationaf the proposed
reoyoling use 'Nill not be materially detrimental to the publio '....elfare or
injwriows to the properties or improvements in the affected oommunity. An
application for a conditional use shall be referred forthwith for review to the
Councilperson of the district in which the property is located.

(f) An administrative fine of $250.00 may be collected by the Department
of Building and Safety. pursuant to the procedures set forth in Section 12.21
A.18.(g) for any violation of a condition or other action of the City Planning
Commission in approving any recycling use pursuant to this subdivision.

Sec. 9. Subdivision 26 of Subsection U of Section 12.24 of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code is amended to read:

26. Density Bonus for a Housing Development Project in which the density
increase is greater than the maximum permitted in Section 12.22 A.25.

(a) In addition to the other findings reqwired by this section, the The City
Planning Commission shall mal~e the fullO\ving findings find:

(1) tRat the development project is Gonsistent with and implements
the Howsing Element aftRe General Plan, whioR inoludes objectives to
encowrage the availability of affurdable units; that the project implements
the affordable housing provisions of the Housing Element of the General
Plan;

(2) that the development project contains the requislte number of
affordable and/or senior citizen units as set forth in California Government
Code Section 65915(b); and

(3) that the development project addresses the policies and
standards contained in the Affordable Housing Incentives Guidelines
approved by the City Planning Commission.
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Sec. 10. Subdivision 27 of Subsection U of Section 12.24 of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code is amended to read:

27. Floor area bonus for a residential (including Apartment Hotel and mixed-
use) building in the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Area where the floor
area bonus exceeds that permitted pursuant to Section 12.22 A.29 of this Code.

(a) In addition to the other findings required by this seotion, the The City
Planning Commission shall make the follo'IAng findings: find:

(1) That the residential (including Apartment Hotel and mbwd use)
building is consistent with and implements the Housing Element of the
General Plan, which includes objeotives to encourage the availability of
affordable dwelling units; that the project implements the affordable
housing provisions of the Housing Element of the General Plan: and

(2) That the residential (including Apartment Hotel and mixed use)
building is consistent with the applicable community plan; and

~ (2) That that a residential (including Apartment Hotel and
mixed-use) building in the Central City Community Plan area conforms
with Urban Design Standards and Guidelines for the Central City
Community Plan Area once those guidelines have been approved by the
City Planning Commission.

Sec. 11. Subdivision 2 of Subsection V of Section 12.24 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code
is amended to read:

2. Mixed Commercial/Residential Use Development.

(a) Findings. Prior to approving a development pursuant to this section,
the The Area Planning Commission shall make all of the following findings find:

(1) that the proposed development is consistent with the purposes
and intent of the Housing Element of the General Plan and '.viii provide
needed lower income housing units in keeping 't.'ith the goals of the plan;
and that the project implements the affordable housing provisions of the
Housing Element of the General Plan:

(2) that the proposed development will further the City's goal of
achieving an improved jobs-housing relationship which is needed to
improve air quality in the City; and
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(3) that approval of the de'felopment ,...<illbe in sl-lbstantial
conformity with pl-lblio neoessity. oonvenienoe. general '.velfare and good
zoning practioe; and

(4) m that the developer has agreed. pursuant to Government Code
Sections 65915-65918. to construct the development with tho number of
Restricted Affordable Units sufficient to qualify for a 35% Density Bonus,
pursuant to Section 12.22 A.25. of this Code; an€I

{aj f11 that the developer has further agreed to ensure the continued
affordability of all reserved lower income units for a minimum of 30
years; an€I

~ @ that the developer has also agreed to ensure that the
construction and amenities provided for any dwelling unit reserved
pursuant to this subdivision shall be comparable to other dwelling units
in the development including the average number of bedrooms and
bathrooms per dwelling unit; an€I

(71@ that approval of the development, pursuant to this section,
constitutes the additional incentive required by Government Code
Section 65915; and

~illthat the approval of a mixed use development on this site will
reduce the cost per unit of the housing development.

Sec. 12. Paragraph (b) of Subdivision 4 of Subsection W of Section 12.24 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

4. Automotive Uses in the C Zones that Do Not Comply with the Development
Standards and Operating Conditions Enumerated in Sections 12.22 A.28 or in
the M Zones that do not comply with Section 12.17.6 of this Code.

(b) Findings. In addition to the findings otherwise reql-lired by this
section, prior to approval of an al-ltomotive repair or al-ltomotive spray painting
l-lse, a The Zoning Administrator shall make all of the follov.ring findings find:

(1) that there is not a detrimental concentration of automotive uses
in the vicinity of the proposed automotive use; an€I

(2) that any ne'fl or remodeled structl-lre is aesignea to reflect the
soale ana oharacterofthe sl-lrrol-lnding oommercial area; and

f31~ that access and ingress to, egress from and associated
parking of the automotive use not oonstitute a traffio hazoaraor oal-lse
signifioant traffio oongestion or aisruption of vehiol-llar oircl-llation on
acljaoent streets, create an adverse impact on street access or
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circulation in the surrounding neighborhood based on data provided by
the Department ofTransportation or by a licensed traffic engineer; aM

(4) that the autemoti~'e use is not looated in an identified
pedestrian oriented, oommeroial and artoraft, oommunity aesign overlay,
historio prese~'tItion overlay, or transit oriented district area or zone, or,
that the use woula be consistent 'Nith the aistrist, area, or zone; and

tat @ that any spray painting is conducted within a fully enclosed
structure and that the structure is located at least 500-feet away from a
school or A or R zone. In addition, that all spray painting shall be
conducted in full compliance with the provisions of Article 7, Chapter 5 of
this Code, as well as South Coast Air Quality Management District Rules
1132 and 1151, regulating these installations; aM

te1 illthat a landscape plan is submitted setting forth all plant
materials, irrigation system, and a written maintenance schedule, which
indicates how the landscaping will be maintained; and

(71 @ that the automotive use substantially complies with the
minimum standards set forth in Section 12.26 1.3of this Code.

Sec. 13. Paragraph (b) of Subdivision 27 of Subsection W of Section 12.24 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

27. Mini-Shopping Centers in the C, Mi, M2, or M3 Zones and Commercial
Corner Developments in any C or M zone, the lot line of which adjoins, is
separated only by an alley, or is located across the street from any portion of a
rot zoned A or R which: (1) contain a commercial use not otherwise subject to
conditional use approval which operates between the hours of 11 p.m. and 7
a.m.; (2) contain an amusement enterprise as enumerated in Section 12.14 A.3.
of this Code; (3) contain an automobile laundry or wash rack; and/or (4) do not
comply with the requirements and conditions enumerated in Section 12.22 A.23.
of this Code.

(b) Findings. In addition to the findings othOFwise requires by this
section, prior to approval of a Mini Shopping Center or Commeroial Corner
Development, a The Zoning Administrator shall make all of the following
findings find:

(1) that the Mini ShoppiRg CeRter or Commercial Corner
Development use is oORsistent with the publio welfare aRd safety;

f21ill that aooess, ingress aRd egress te the Mini Shopping CeRter
or Commercial Corner DevelopmeRt will not oonstitute a traffio ha2!ard or
Gause signifloaRt traffio oongestion or disruption of vehioular oirculatioR
on adjaoent streets, that it will not create an adverse impact on street
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access or circulation in the surrounding neighborhood based on data
provided by the City Department of Transportation or by a licensed traffic
engineer, and

f3j m that there is not a detrimental concentration of Mini-Shopping
Centers or Commercial Comer Developments in the vicinity of the
proposed Mini-Shopping Center or Commercial Corner Development;
afl4.

(4) that the Mini Shopping Center or Commereial Corner
Development is not loeated in an identified pedestrian oriented,

. eommeroial and arteraft, eommunity design overlay, historie preservation
overlay, or transit oriented distrim, area or zone, or, if the lot or lots are
loeated in the identified distriet, area or zone, that the Mini Shopping
Center or Commeroial Corner Development 'N<luld be consistent with the
district, area or zone.

Sec. 14. Subdivision 28 of Subsection W of Section 12.24 of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code is amended to read:

28. To permit two or more development incentives pursuant to Section
13.09 E.4 for a Mixed Use Project in a Mixed Use District. In addition to the
findings otherwise required by this section, prior to approving two or more
development incentives pUFSloIantto Semion 13.09 EA., the Zoning Administrator
shall make the follo"ving findings: find that the project provides for an
arrangement of uses. buildings. structures. open spaces and other private and
public improvements that are compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.

fa) The Projem provides a compatible arrangement of blolildings,
stFloicturesand imprevements in relation to neighboring praperties; and

t9) The Project eonforms with any applicable specific and
redevelopment plans.

Sec. 15. Subdivision 33 of Subsection W of Section 12.24 of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code is amended to read:

33. Pawnshops in the C2, C5, CM, M1, M2 and M3 Zones. In addition to the
findings otherwise required by this section, the Zoning Administrator shall also
finG;

(a) that its operation wOlolldprovide an essential service or retail
OOA-venienceto the immediate residential neighborhood or a benefit to the
eommlolnity; and
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(b) that its operation will be reasonably Gompatible with and not be
detrimental to the publio \i'i~lfare or injurious to the improvements and uses of
adjaoent properties.

Sec. 16. Paragraph (e) of Subdivision 49 of Subsection W of Section 12.24 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

49. Wireless telecommunication facilities, including radio and television
transmitters citywide, other than wireless antennas and associated equipment cabinets
on the rooftops of buildings in the C and M Zones, including geographic specific plan
areas, which conform to the provisions of Section 12.21 A.21 of this Code:

(e) Findings. In making the findings in Sestion 12.24 E of this Codo, to
allow any variations ft:om the Wireless Teleoommunioation Faoilities Standards,
the Zoning Administrator shall oonsider and balanoe the benefit to the publio
with the teohnologioal Gonstraints, the design, the 10Gationof the faoility, as well
as other relevant faoters. In addition to the findings otherwise roquired by this
sestion, in appreving a oondltional use a Zoning Administrator shall also make
the following findings: In approving a conditional use. the Zoning Administrator
shall consider and balance the benefit to the public with the technological
constraints, the design. the location of the facility. as well as other relevant
factors and also find

fB that the project is consistent with the general requirements of
the Wireless Telecommunication Facilities Standards set forth In
Section 12.21 A.20 of this Code and meets the Approval Criteria of
Section 12.21 A.20.(c) of this Code; and.

(2) that the use 'liQuid have no SUbstantial adv~rse impaot on
properties or improvements in the surrounding neighborhood.

Sec. 17. Subdivision 50 of Subsection W of Section 12.24 of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code is amended to read:

50. Storage buildings for household goods, including truck rentals, in the C2,
C5 and CM Zones; and in the M1, M2 and M3 Zones when within 500 or fewer feet
from an A or R Zone or residential use, as measured from the lot lines. In addition to
the required findings, the Zoning Administrator shall also find that the project
oonsists of an arrangement of buildings and struotures (inoluding height, bulk and
setbaoks), off street parking faoilities, loading areas, lighting, landsoaping, trash
ooilestion, and other similar pertinent improvements, '!thioh is or '!'IiII be Gompatible
with eldsting and future development on neighboring properties. provides for an
arrangement of uses. buildings. structures. open spaces and other private and public
improvements that are compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.
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Sec. 18. Subsection X of Section 12.24 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to
read:

X. Further Authority of the Zoning Administrator for Other Similar Quasi-Judicial
Approvals. The following uses and activities may be permitted in any zone, unless
restricted to certain zones or locations, if approved by the Zoning Administrator as the initial
decision-maker or the Area Planning Commission as the appellate body. The Zoning
Administrator shall find that a~proval of any use in this sUbsestion is in oonformity 'Nith the
publio neoessity, oonvenienoe, general welfare and good zoning prastioe and that the
astion will be in sl:lbstantial oonformanoe with the various elements and objestives of the
General Plan. Further these uses and activities are subject to the procedures, regulations
and limitations set forth below.

Sec •.19. Paragraph b of Subdivision 2 of Subsection X of Section 12.24 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code is amended to read:

(b) Findings. In addition to the findings otherwise reql:lired by this
sestion, a The Zoning Administrator shall reql:lire and make all of the fullo>.viflg
findings find:

(1) that the restaurant contains a kitchen as defined in
Section 12.03;

(2) that the primary use of the restaurant premises is for sit-down
service to patrons;

(3) that any take-out service is only incidental to the primary sit-
down use;

(4) that parking is provided at the rate of at least one s~ace per
500 square feet of gross floor area, exoept when looated in the
DO'Imtewn Business Distrist as delineated in Sestion 12.21 1\.4 .(i).
VVhen located in the Do'.'mtm'ln Bl:lsiness Distrist, parking shall be
provided as reql:lired by Sestion 12.21 1\.4 .(i)(3);

~ ffi that the restaurant is not located within 600 feet of a hospital,
church, school (including day-care center), public park or playground, or
youth facility; and

(6) that the use will not be detrimental to the pl:lblic health, safety
or w{3lfare;

(7) that the I:Ise will be oompatible with the surrounding
neighborhood; and

(3) @ that the hours of operation will not negatively impaot
adversely affect or further degrade the surrounding neighborhood.
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Sec. 20. Paragraph e of Subdivision 6 of Subsection X of Section 12.24 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code is deleted:

12.24 X 6 - Farmer's Markets

(e) Findings. In addition to the findings otherwise required by this
seotion, a Zoning Administrator shall find that the proposed looation of a
oertified farmer's market will not have a signlfioant adverse effect on
acijoining properties or on the immediate neighborhood by reason of noise
and traffio oongestion.

Sec. 21. Paragraph (a) of Subdivision 10 of Subsection X of Section 12.24 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

10. Height and Reduced Side Yards. A Zoning Administrator may, upon
application, permit buildings and structures on a lot or group of lots in the RA,
RE20, RE15, RE11, REg, RS, R1 and R2 Zones where the lot is notlocated in a
Hillside Area or Coastal Zone, to exceed the maximum height or number of
stories otherwise permitted by the provisions of Section 12.21.1; or to reduce the
required side yards otherwise required in this Code.

(a) Findings~ for Height. In addition to the findings otherwiso required
by this section, a The Zoning Administrator shall find:

(1) that the increase in height shall not result in a building or
structure that exceeds an overall height of 45 feet;

(2) that the inoreased height will result in a building or structure
whioh is compatible in soale with existing structures and uses in the
same ;;roneand vioinity; and

(3) that the grant is neoessary for the preservation and enjoyment
of a SUbstantial property right possessed by other property ollmers in the
same ;;roneand vioinity.

(b) Findings for Reduced YarEls. In addition to the findings otherwise
required by this seotion, a Zoning Administrator shall find:

tB Q) that the reduction will not result in side yards of less than
three feet; and

(2) that the reduction will not be materially detrimental to the publio
'.¥Olfare or injuFious to the property or improvements in the same zone or
vioinity in whioh the property is located.
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(3) that the grant is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment
of a substantial property right possessed by other property owners in the
same zone and vicinity.

(G) .au Procedures. An application for permission pursuant to this
subdivision shall follow the procedures for slight modifications set forth in
Section 12.28C1, 2 and 3.

~ !!U Fees. Fees for these determinations shall be those provided
pursuant to Section 19.01 U ofthis Code when a public hearing is required and
one-half the amount of that provided under Section 19.01 U when the public
hearing has been waived pursuant to Section 12.28C2(a).

Sec. 22. Subdivision 11 of Subsection X of Section 12.24 of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code is amended to read:

11. Hillside Area. A Zoning Administrator may, upon application, permit
buildings and structures on lots in the At, A2, RA, RE, RS, R1 and RD Zones
which are located in a Hillside Area as defined in Section 12.03 to~

(41 exceed the maximum 36-foot height limitation required by
Section 12.21A17(c);

~ reduce the front or side yards required by Section 12.21A17(a) and (b);

~ increase the maximum lot coverage limitations of Section 12.21A17(f);
and

(4) reduce the number of off-street parking spaces otherwise required by
Section12.21A 17(h). In addition to the findings roqllirod by this sllbsemion, a
The Zoning Administrator shall find the foIlO'o':ing:

(a) Height:

{41 .cru that the increase in height will not result in a building or
structure which exceeds an overall height of 45 feet; aM

(2) that the incroase in height will rosllit in a bllilding or Strwotllro
which is compatible in scale '.'1ithexisting strllctllros in the vioinity; and

(3) that the grant is necessary for the proservation and enjoyment
of a sllbstantial property right possessed by other property in the area.

(b) YarEls:

f'l+ .au that the reduction in yards will not result in side yards of less
than four feet; aM
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(2) that the reduction in yards will not ee materially detrimental
to the puelic \'I€lfare or injurious to the adjacent property or
improvements.

(c) bet Ce\<erage:

t41 !ill that the increase in lot coverage will not result in a total lot
coverage in excess of 50 percent of the lot area;

(2) that the increase in lot coverage will result in a development
which is compatiele in size and scale with other improvements in the
immediate neigheorhood; and

~ @ that the increase in lot coverage will not result in a loss of
privacy or access to light enjoyed by adjacent properties;

(d) Off Street Parking:

t41 ~ that the reduction of the parking requirements will not
create an adverse impact on street access or circulation in the
surrounding neighborhood; and

(2) that the reduction of the parking requirements will not ee
materially detrimental or injurious to the property or improvements in
the vicinity in which the let is located.

(f) that the grant is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment
of a substantial property right possessed by other property in the area.

Sec.23. Paragraph (e) of Subdivision 12 of Subsection X of Section 12.24 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

(e) In addition to the findings required ey this section, the The Zoning
Administrator shall also make the following findings eefore granting an
application pursuant to this suedivision: find:

(1) The commercial use and/m reduced parking is compatiele with,
and will not adversely impact property '.'Iithin, the surrounding area or
HPOl; and that it will not create an adverse impact on street access or
circulation in the surrounding neighborhood

(2) The that the commercial use andlor reduced parking is
reasonably necessary to provide for the continued preservation of the
historically significant building and is compatible with its historic
character.
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Sec. 24. Paragraph b of Subdivision 21 of Subsection X of Section 12.24 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

21. Substandard Hillside Street, Street Access or Grading for Parking in
Hillsides.

(a) Requirements. If an owner seeks relief, a Zoning Administrator may,
permit the grading and construction of buildings and structures on lots in the
Ai, A2, RA, RE, RS, R1 and RD Zones, which:

(1) do not meet the requirements of Section 12.21A17(e)(2),
because they front on a Substandard Hillside Limited Street improved to
a roadway width of less than 20 feet,

(2) do not meet the requirements of Section 12.21A17(e)(3),
because they do not have vehicular access from streets improved with a
minimum 20 foot wide continuous paved roadway from the driveway
apron that provides access to the main residence to the boundary of the
Hillside Area; or

(3) providing parking in compliance with Section 12.21A17(h)
requires the grading of more than 1,000 cubic yards of earth.

(b) Findings. In addition to the findings otherwise roqwirod by this seotion,
a The Zoning Administrator shall find:

(1) that the vehiowlartraffio assooiated with the bwildingor
strwetwroproject will not create an adverse impact on street access or
circulation in the surrounding neighborhood; and

(2) that the bwildingor strwctwro'....iII not be materially detrimental OF
injwFiowsto the adjaeent property or improvements; and

(3) that the bwildingor strwctwrowill not have a materially adverse
safety impact on the swrrowndingneighborhood; and

(4jm that the site and/or e*istinfij improvements make strict
adherenoe to Seotion 12.21 A.17 (e) or (h) impractical or infeasible. that
the granting of the relief recognizes that while site characteristics or
eXisting improvements make strict adherence to the hillside regulations
in Section 12.21 A.17 (e) or (h) impractical or infeasible. the project
conforms with the intent of those regulations.

Sec. 25. Paragraph (a) of Subdivision 22 of Subsection X of Section 12.24 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:
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(a) Requirements. A Zoning Administrator may, upon application, permit
buildings and structures on lots in C and M Zones to exceed the maximum
heights otherwise permitted by the provisions of Section 12.21.1 A.10. In
making a determination pursuant to this subdivision; a Zoning Administrator
shall find that such permission will result in a building or structure whioh is
oompatible in soale '.\lith eldsting acijoining and nearby structures and uses, as
well as adoptee plans. the project provides for an arrangement of uses,
buildings, structures, open spaces and other private and public improvements
that are compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.

Sec. 26. Paragraph (a) of SUbdivision 23 of Subsection X of Section 12.24 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

23. To permit in the Commercial zones uses which support motion picture
and television production and other entertainment industries and are not on, or
integrated with a motion picture and television studio site. Support uses may
include, but are not limited to, sound labs, film editing, film video and audio
processing, sets and props production, computer design, computer graphics,
animation, offices and ancillary facilities.

(a) Findings. In addition to the findings otherwise required by this
seotion, a The Zoning Administrator shall aJ.se find:

(1) that the use is conducted so that its products or services are
intended to be utilized by the motion picture, television, video or radio
industry or other entertainment industries; and

(2) that the use will not have a detrimental effeot on neighboring
properties; and

(3} ill that the use does not Violate the separation and distance
requlrements of regulated adult entertainment uses as defined and set
forth in this Code.

Sec. 27. A new Subdivision 28 of Subsection X of Section 12.24 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code is added to read:

28. Historical Vehicle Collection. The maintenance of a Historic Vehicle Collection
shall be conSidered an accessory use if the Zoning Administrator finds:

.cru that all the historic vehicles and parts maintained in outdoor
storage. whether currently licensed or unlicensed, or whether operable or
inoperable constitute an Historic Vehicle Collection:
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.au . the Historic Vehicle Collection occupies less than 50 percent of the
area of the lot for the first 10.000 square feet of the lot area plus 20 percent of
additional lot area for lots in excess of 10.000 square feet;

fill the Historic Vehicle Collection is maintained in such manner as not
to constitute a health or safety hazard;

@ the Historic Vehicle Collection is fully screened from ordinary public
view by means of a suitable fence. trees. shrubbery. opaque covering or other
appropriate means;

@l no portion of the Historic Vehicle Collection is located within five
feet of any building or within any sideyards required by this Code; and

ill plans for the maintenance of the Historic Vehicle Collection have
been submitted to and approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance
with the procedures in Section 12.28 C.i, 2 and 3 and subject to the same
fees as in Section 19.01 E. for relieffrom fence height limitation.

Sec. 28. Subdivision 4 of Subsection C of Section 12.28 of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code is amended to read:

4. Findings for Approval of Adjustments. Before granting an
application for an adjustment the Zoning Administrator must find: shall make the
findings in Section 12.24 E of this Code and also find that the granting of the
adjustment recognizes that while site characteristics or existing improvements
make strict adherence to the zoning regulations impractical or infeasible, the
project conforms with the intent of those regulations.

(a) That the granting of an adjustment will result in develepment
oempatible and oonsistent with the surrounding llses.

(b) That the granting of an adjustment will be in conformance with the
intent and purpose of the General Plan of the City.

(0) That the granting of an adjustment is in oenformance 'Nith the spirit
and intent of the Planning and Zoning Code of the City.

(d) That there are no adverse impacts from the proposed adjustment or
any adverse impasts have been mitigated.

(e) That the site andi or existing improvements mal<e strict adherence to
:zoning reglliations impraotical or infeasible.

Sec. 29. Subsection A of Section 12.81 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to
read:
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A. Notwithstanding any provisions of this article to the contrary, during any
period or periods, not totaling more than 120 days between November 1 and March 31,
for which the Mayor and/or the City Council has declared a shelter crisis within the
meaning of Government Code Section 8698, et seq., a shelter for the homeless (as
defined in Section 12.03 of this Code) may be established and operated in the R3,
RAS3, R4, RAS4, R5, C2, C4, C5, CM, M1, M2, and M3 Zones without regard to the
number of beds or number of persons served, if the shelter is operated by a non-profit,
charitable organization and the shelter is located on property owned or leased by that
organization. Before a shelter may be established or operated, the City Council, or a
City official or body authorized to do so by resolution of the Council, must find that:

1. an emergency exists which affects the health and safety of homeless
persons;

2. a shelter for the homeless in the proposed location would contribute
to the alleviation of the effects of the shelter crisis;

3. the projeot is oonsistent \vith the various elements ans objectives of
the General Plan; the project Is in substantial conformance with the purposes,
intent and provisions of the General Plan and applicable community and specific
plan;

4. the projeot '-'-JOulshave no substantial asverse impaot on properties
or improvements in the surrounsing neighborhoos; the project's location, size,
height. operation and other significant features will be compatible with and will
not adversely affect or further degrade the surrounding neighborhood;

5. there is not an over-concentration of shelters for the homeless in the
surrounding area; and

6. the land uses and development in the immediate vicinity of the
subject site will not constitute an immediate or potential hazard to occupants of
the shelter.

Sec. 30. Subsection G of Section 13.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to
read:

G. Findings. A Permit shall be approved if the Commission or Council finds that:

1. The project complies with the Act and with the policies of the State
Board for Surface Mining Operations; aM

2. Minerals described in the application are available; aM

3. The proposed Surface Mining Operations will not be detrimental to the
public health, safety, and welfare; aM
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4. The proposed Surface Mining Operations can be conducted in
accordance with the provisions of this section; aM

5. The proposed Surface Mining Operations are oonsistent with the
elements and objeotives of the General Plan, in particular the open spaoe and
oonseF\'ation elements that the project is in substantial conformance with
purposes, intent and provisions of the Open Space and Conservation Elements
of the General Plan; aM

6. The site analysis, operations analysts, Reclamation plan, and any
conditions of approval have been signed by the applicant, Operator, andlor
Owner; enG

7. The drainage and erosion control plan is adequate to protect the public
health, safety, and welfare; aM

8. The vehioular aooess plan is adequate to protect the public health,
safety, and welfare; and that it will not create an adverse impact on street access
or circulation in the surrounding neighborhood;

9. The proposed Surface Mining Operotions are consistent '.'lith the
Generol Plan; and that the project is in substantial conformance with purposes,
intent and provisions of the General Plan and applicable community and specific
plan;

10. A written response to the state Department of Conservation has been
prepared, describing the disposition of major issues raised by the Department of
Conservation. Where the City's position differs from the recommendations and
objections raised by the state Department of Conservation, the response has
addressed, in detail, why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted;
and

11. In regard to the Reclamation plan, that:

(a) The the Reclamation plan complies with the Act and with the
policies of the State Board for Reclamation practice; aM

(b) The Reclamation plan has been reviewed pursuant to CEQA
and the City's CEQA Guidelines, and all signifioant adverse impacts fFom
Reolamation of Surface Mining Operotions am mitigated to the maximum
extent feasible; and

(G1 (b) The the Reclamation plan is compatible with future
projected uses in the area; aM

w (c) The Reolamation !'lIon !'lrovides for one or more benefioial
uses or alternate uses of the land ''''hioh are not detrimental to the !'lublio
health, safety, and 'Nelfare; and the project's location, size, height.
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operation and other significant features will be compatible with and will not
adversely affect or further degrade the surrounding neighborhood;

(e1 (d) +I:le the land and/or resources such as water bodies to be
reclaimed will be restored to a condition that is compatible, and blends in,
with the surrounding natural environment, topography, and other
resources; or that suitable off-site development will compensate for related
disturbance to resource value; and

tf1 (e) +I:le the Reclamation plan will restore the Mined Lands to a
usable condition which is readily adaptable for alternative land uses
consistent with the General Plan and applioable resouroe plan; in
particular, the open space and conservation olernents. that are in
substantial conformance with the purposes. intent and provisions of the
Open Space and Conservation Elements of the General Plan.

Sec. 31. Paragraph (e) of Subdivision 1 of Subsection F of Section 13.07 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

1. Determination. The Director or the Director's designee shall make a
determination of approval or conditional approval within 25 days of the
Department's acceptance of an application. Notice of the Director's
determination shall be mailed to the applicant, the Council member in whose
District the project is located, and to all owners and lessees of property within a
radius of 500 feet of the project. The determination by the Director shall include
written findings in support of the determination. In order to approve a proposed
construction project pursuant to this subsection, the Director must find that:

(a) If adjacent to a cultural resource that the project will be compatible in
scale (i.e., bulk, height, setbacks) to that resource;

(b) +I:le the project conforms with the intent of the development
regulations contained in Subsection E of this section;

(c) +I:le the project is compatible with the architectural character of the
Pedestrian Oriented District where the character is defined pursuant to the
ordinance establishing that district;

(d) +I:le the project complies with theme requirements or other special
provisions when required in the individual Pedestrian Oriented District; and

(e) +I:le the project is consistent in substantial conformance with the
purposes, intent and provisions of wlth-the General Plan and applicable
community and specific plan.
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Sec. 32. Subsection E of Section 14.3.1 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to
read:

E. Findings for Approval. In order to grant the approval, the Zoning
Administrator must find that the strict application of the land use regulations on the
subject property would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships
inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. The Zoning
Administrator must also find that the Eilderoaro Faoility:

1. Will not ee r-naterially detFir-nental or iFljurious to properties or
ir-nprover-nents in the ir-nr-nediatearoa; that the project's location, size. height,
operation and other significant features will be compatible with and will not
adversely affect or further degrade the surrounding neighborhood: and

2. wm that it will provide services to the elderly such as housing, medical
services, social services, or long term care to meet the citywide demand; afl€I

3. wm that it will not create an adverse impact on street access or circulation
in the surrounding neighborhood; afl€I

4. Consists of an arranger-nent of buildings and structures (;neluding height,
eulk, and sotbaoks), off stroet parking ffioilities, loading aroas, lighting,
landsoaping, trash oolleotion, and other pertinent ir-nprover-nents, '....hloh is or will be
oor-npatible with existing and planned futuro devolopr-nent on neighboring
properties; that the project provides for an arrangement of uses,' buildings,
structures, open spaces and other private and public improvements that are
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood: and

5. Is in oonforr-nanoe with any applioaele provision of the General fllan. that
it is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the
General Plan and applicable community and specifiC plan.

Sec. 33. Paragraph 2 of Subsection A of Section 16.01 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code
is amended to read:

A. Authority of the Zoning Administrator. Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Code to the contrary, the Zoning Administrator shall have the authority
to approve the use of a lot in any zone for the temporary use of property which will aid in
the immediate restoration of an area adversely impacted by a severe fire, storm,
earthquake, similar natural disaster, or a civil or military disturbance, and declared by
the Governor as an emergency area if the Zoning Administrator finds:

1. +Rat that the nature and short duration of the proposed temporary use
assures that the proposed use will not be materially detrimental to the character
of development in the immediate neighborhood;

A·22



2. That the proposed (,Isewill not ad'l<OFselyaUeet the implementation of the
General Plan or any applioable speoifio plan; that the project is in substantial
conformance with the purposes. intent and provisions of the General Plan and
applicable community and specific plan; and

3. That that the proposed use will contribute in a positive fashion to the
reconstruction and recovery of areas adversely impacted during the emergency.

Sec. 34. Subsection F of Section 16.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to
read:

F. In granting an approval, the Director, or the Area Planning Commission on
appeal, shall adopt v:ritien findings, and shall grant site plan approval only upon finding
that the development projeet meets all of the follO'..'.'ingrequirements find:

1. +hat the projeet oomplies with all applioable provisions of this Code and
any applioable Speoifio Plan. that the project is in SUbstantial conformance with
the purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan and applicable
community and specific plan;

2. That the projeot is oonsistent with the Genera! Plan.

a. That the projeet is oonsistent with any applioable adopted Redevelopment
~

4,. 2. That that the project consists of an arrangement of buildings and
structures (including height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities,
loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent
improvements, which is or will be compatible with existing and future
development on neighboring properties; and

5. That the projeet incorporates feasible mitigation measures, monitoring
measures 'Ilhen neoessary or alternatives identiUed in the environmental review
whioh would substantially lessen the signifioant environmental effeets of the
projeet, and/or any additional findings as may be reqllired by CEQA.

{h 3. That that any project containing residential uses provides its residents
with appropriate type and placement of recreational facilities and service
amenities in order to improve habitability for the residents and minimize impacts
on neighboring properties where appropriate.

Sec. 35. The City Clerk shall certify ...
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ATTACHMENT 1- ORDINANCE FINDINGS

LAND USE FINDINGS

The Department of City Planning recommends that the City Planning Commission
find:

1. In accordance with Charter Section 556, the proposed ordinance (Appendix A) is in
substantlal conformance with the purposes, intent, and provisions of the General
Plan. Specifically, the proposed ordinance implements Economic Development
Objective 7.4 to "Improve the provision of governmental services, expedite the
administrative processing of development applications" in order to "develop and
maintain a streamlined development review process to assure the City's
competitiveness within the ... region" (policy 7.4.1) by eliminating duplicative and
obsolete findings. Eliminating these findings will lead to clearer and shorter staff
reports. The proposed ordinance also implements Objective 7.8, to "maintain and
improve municipal service levels throughout the city to support current residents'
quality of life and enable Los Angeles to be competitive when attracting desirable
new development" by synchronizing and consolidating findings. This will lead to
more consistent report language and more transparent report writing since many
findings will become standardized and more easily recognizable. These revised
findings will enable decision makers to be more succinct in their determinations and
will provide a more consistent platform for all neighborhood councils and other
stakeholders to participate in the various land use processes.

2. In accordance with Charter Section 558 (b) (2), the proposed ordinance (Appendix
A) is in substantial conformance with public necessity, convenience, general
welfare and good zoning practice. Consistent with City policy that will expedite the
administrative processing of the development application and will encourage "a
streamlined development review process" (Framework policy 7.4.1) this ordinance
will improve the quality of development citywide by providing a better framework for
analyzing the merits of proposed projects that require discretionary reviews.

ENVIRONMENTAL FINDING

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Negative
Declaration (ENV-2010-1573-ND) was published on September 9, 2010. On all
measures the proposed ordinance (Appendix A) will have either no or a less than
significant effect on the environment. The proposed ordinance makes no changes to
existing zoning, any specific plans, or other land use regulations that affect the
physical environment.
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i PROJECTTITLE .CASENO.
. "NV-2010-1573-ND CPC-2010-1572-CA:, RO:i'ECTLOCATION····'· ..·'··..~ '_.""'''''''=1<==,"""",""",'''. '=--'---"'" ... w- "~-=-~==>""",=='

i~~f::~~:d~~~~:~~:~~~:::~:~i:~~1·~·.5.7, ·1~.O; 1~.:~,~~:~~,·~::~~'··1~.81' ·1~.~::;~:;,~::: ~',::::~,-~nd ;::;:~.;~: ..'.. ..
ILOS Angeles Municipal Code to update common land use findings to provide a better framework for analyzing the merits of proposed
[development projects and eliminate redundancy in case processing by consolidating core findings that have the same intent but
: fferent phrasing, clarifying ambiguous finding language, deleting duplicative and unnecessary findings, and moving findings to more

.~propriate places in the Planning and Zoning Code.

. ...... ,...1

! '!o development is proposed as part of the project. No change in land use, density, or intensity is proposed as part of this project.
! ',~", .._"...."..".... "" , ,,'" ....., .._. .;r.'-'-'hTe"""",,"-,"""""-""'~"--"'" M.,... ". "" "~,,, ..... ",. ,..', '.J'" • ","".""",."., ,,,,,,",",,,,,,~t<- ~'_"."'"'' .... m'. _"'._ .",' , ..... _, e' "h."_,,, "." , 'H_ .." ,..".,,, ..• ~"'" ,.,_,n." "._',,,.e" ,

AME AND ADDRESSOFAPPLICANTIF OTHERTHANCITYAGENCY
l City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning
.?OON. Spring Street, Room 763

as Angeles, CA 90012
'T "" " , "'. __ ". ," ,.··u._,_ " ..",," , .•u .._ .,,'-' '."--'-"-"'-'~-'-"'",-w""-'--""'- .,",__=_ ,_", "7_., .•. , "'on' ,....... . _ .•.•. _ .. ~_ •._. .,tt.. '='~'-"-~r'"' _.".,,__,..,,_,.. .,_~,."_,.,__.,,,-.= ' .,_"__ u·__ !

FINDING:
The City Planning Department of the City of Los Angeles has Proposed that a negative declaration be adopted for this project
The Initial Study indicates that no significant Impacts are apparent which might result from this project's implementation. This
action is based on the project description above.

Any written comments received during the public review period are attached together with the response of the Lead City
Agency. The project decision-make may adopt this negative declariation, amend it, or require preparation of an EIR. Any
changes made should be supported by substantial evidence in the record and appropriate findings made .

. , .."'""••" , ,.', , ,'or '''''D""''''~',""',, ,. __ ,"'"eX'''",,"""'-'~~"m~' _._." ? "' •.• , •• ""., V .or.· ''-7, "7' r 'eo'",,"" ..-"""_, .._ ,._-r: ..- ,.•... 'X~' -- ~ =-m ------"--=~"'-"'"'7"0/--'--" •.__ .h •• __ .. "'-n~'''' .-,,"..'-1

THE INITIAL STUDY PREPARED FOR THIS PROJECT IS AITACHED.

t-:::::~:NG~'~~U~_._~~::~,=:::::~~.
ADDRESS S1IG~NATU'E{;' DATE 'I,..,,!I..

200 N. SPRING STREET, 7th FLOOR 07107/2010
JS ANGELES, CA. 90012

~",,~~ .. ,... , ' .. , ,., .. ~ " , ,._. .. ,' ,"" .. ,. .. " _ .•_. __ ~ •..• " _" .•• _ .. ~ "'".~., ""_,J
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK

ROOM 395. CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
INITIAL STUDY

and CHECKLIST
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15063)

, LEAD CITY AGENCY: .....~ "'~" oUNcil..="'o="i=sT""·R1-"~C=·T=":=·..··=""·~,.···=,.,.=· =·""·=.,.-=··~·,.=··~=-.F: O=;"-TE;=··· ~-''''''''*'1
:ityo!L.0~~n!Jeles_ .. _~_""~ _~._ ~ . _" ~ ..~" W '" __ . .._~_. ._ i 061111~01~ J

•~SPONSIBLE AGENCIES: Department of City Plannin
. >;NVIRONMENTAL CASE:
! 'NV-2010-1573-ND~==Ii>REVI6USACTIONS'CASitNO:; m..=._

~'== ....-..<.'~""--"" ..• ".""~.,.... ,,.,

ROJECT DESCRIPTION:
'CODE AMENDMENT TO UPDATE COMMON LAND USE FINDINGS IN THE ZONING CODE,, __ . "."~.". ,-,~~.~_._." ._" ,.".... "". ~... . , ... "." _ .,._<,. ". ~~.~ __.. ,_ ".". __~ ..."._. . __ • •.• ,.... _ ..•••*••" ~_ .•_,,_., w •• _" .,,_, , __ ._,.'_ ". '"_'." ..

!

PC·201 (}'1572-C~ ... _._ .._..' _.................. __ ~,=".=__=.=_.=_ "~.=""=--=..=.=..illo Does have significant changes from previous actions.
o [loes NOT havesignifica~tc_~~nrl.es .!r?'!I pre.~i~us ~cti()f1s.._..

':NV PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

I

I~

,.proposed ordinance amending Sections 11.5.7, 12.03, 12.24. 12.28, 12.32, 12.81, 13.03, 13.07, 14.3.1, 16.01, and 16.05 of the
os Angeles Municipal Code to update common land use findings to provide a better framework for analyzing the merits of proposed
evelopment projects and eliminate redundancy in case processing by consolidating core findings that have the same intent but
ifferent phrasing. clarifying ambiguous finding language, deleting duplicative and unnecessary findings. and moving findings to more
oproprlate places in the Planning and Zoning Code.

'0 development is proposed as part 01the project. No change in land use. density, or intensity is proposed as part of this project.
, •.",~ ...".-" -, zr =,._.,' '"' -- .._ry· .. -,...·'W-.,<-'c·''"'' ."-"" .. "~ ..-".•, ..".,... "",,,,, ,.no ""7,_"" '.',.,.W._ 7'''"= ____".__"..~..,. = .M.. _ ~""'···-=-·W '''"_ "...-.." >.-._' _."_,. ~ __ "' __ '0. __ ""'",, ___ •__ • '-T""""" ,••. 0...,•• , ...."_.~~,.,,___•.

NVIRONMENTAL SETTINGS:
he City of Los Angeles is the second largest city in the United States by population with an estimated 4 million residents. The city's
oundaries cover a total area of 498.3 square miles (1,291 km2). comprising 469.1 square miles (1,214.9 km2) of land and 29.2 ;

,uare miles (75.7 km2) of water, reflecting a diverse terrain of urbanized areas, beaches, mountains. and valleys. The City of Los
,"geles is divided into 15 City Council districts and 35 Community Plan Areas. i
, ........ , .................. , •••• ',u ....... "'n , ....". ~•• 7' ••. ,_ •. ,_.""_'_' ___ '._,'_'" '._.", " .... , ._" __'_.,_~ ...= ".,."-, .. ,'.... " .......

l ., " •• "~" .... "_.'.'."'_" " •• " •• 7 ""~.."-.
ROJECT LOCATION:
itYY"lde__ .. . .. ,'" ··'··~ __ ·"_"··_'V_··" "'''''''''''''-' .,," "".",- ''''-- -- ... -•..... -- ,_ ... ,_. .. , ...'" ". - - .. .- .._, .. ,..... " .. ....~"-." - "",----.- - ',.," .. ,- i"OMMUNITY PLAN AREA: AREA PLANNING COMMISSION: CERTIFIED NEIGHBORHOOD
ITYWIDE CITYWIDE COUNCIL:
TATUS: CITYWIDE

Does Conform to Plan
J Does NOT Conform to Plan i'... ..".,...."M"'--~-- _ ..." ----,~.-. ..•.. .. ' ..... ,,-- .. , ,.. ",' ._-- ··_'Y"",.,-··'" •• 0 ..... ...." .. ' ,-.. '.,_ ..."-- --" .._ ...... -...,,-~ ................ ,.- ,"~. ,,_.- . --,,-.- ._, ..... """,", '....." .......... ~.. " _ .... ,. "-,.~

MAX. DENSITYIINTENSITY
,

XISTING ZONING: ,
ALLOWED BY ZONING:

,N/A ,

I
... " ...... -- ..•~~."."... ""....... .. .. '-"'. . .....-..~ .. . . "' ,._ .... ...... .-_ .....- .". ... '.,. , . ...... -i

MAX. DENSITYIINTENSITY
j LA River Adjacent:•ALLOWED BY PLAN !ENERAL PLAN LAND USE:

i DESIGNATION: NO [

.. "~'-",-... , .. iNIA
"--' "

!.... -.-.,"-~....-"" ~ ..z·· ..•.. ".--.....-~--..... ' ,_ ..! ,,"••m ,~"., .. , ....... , ..... --~. ..

......_...______IIPROPOSED PROJECT DENSITY:
'.~--~~"."",,... .. .. .. ..._. ......~,,- ---- ... .."-.-."... .,, .. ", '-"'"",,--...__.'-.-~.= " iN/A...., ...... .........-.."'..--~..-. _.-,_ ...." ..... "..... ----- .~.. - .. '" .. ........ __'_'.A_"'=- _. - .. --_ ...-
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etermination (To Be Completed By Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

V" I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

D I find that although the proposed project could have a Significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because revisions on the project have been made by or agreed to by the project
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

D I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required.

o I find the proposed project MAY have a "potentially Significant Impact" or "potentially significant unless mitigated"
impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on earlier
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must
analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially
significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing
further is required.

City Planner (213) 978-1370

Signature Title Phone

Evaluation Of Environmental Impacts:
1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately supported by the information

sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the
referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project
falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as
well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensltlve receptors to pollutants based on a project-specific
screening analysis).

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must indicate
whether the impact is potentially significant, less that significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant
Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially
Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

4. "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the incorporation of a mitigation
measure has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must
describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation
measures from "Earlier Analyses," as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEOA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR, or negative declaration. Section 15063 (c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should
identify the following:
a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and adequately

analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated," describe the
mitigation measures Which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address
site-specific conditions for the project.

:NV-2010-1573-ND Page 3 of44



6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g.,
general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate,
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7. Supporting Information Sources: A sources list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should be
cited in the discussion.

8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally
address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

9. The explanation of each issue should identify:
a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.

l,NV-2010-1S73-ND Page 4 of44



:nvironmental Factors Potentially Affected:
, he environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a
"Potentially Significant Impacf' as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

118-~i~i~;it~~:N~=E~"""""'r8 ~~~~~:~f~~~;::~~I~Ns'-'-'II-~~'":~~~~~~~~~~~'HOUSING

'IW AIR QUALITY I. 0 HYDROLOGY AND WATER I0 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
!0 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES . QUALITY ! 0 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

:J CULTURAL RESOURCES 10 LAND USE AND PLANNING 10 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF

II ~ ..~~~~~~:,~:.~~~~~_s_.._..._.J81~~~~.~:OUR:~_S.. __ .1. .. ~=,.IG""N=.~""~~I=.~""~=N=~E=__=__======d!dl

DATE SUBMITTED:
07/2212010

IINITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (To be completed by the Lead CilyAgency)
Background

ROPONENT NAME:

J
Cily of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning
',PPLICANT ADDRESS:

; ,DO N. Spring Street, Room 763

ILOS Angeles, CA 90012
A,GENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST:

; .epartment of City Planning

It>ROPOSALNAME (if Applicable):
common Land Use Findings Ordinance

PHONE NUMBER:
(213) 978·1370

iNV -201 0-1573-ND Page 5 of44



[?"~~~-, , significant
, Potentially i unless
: significant ' mitigation
; ~p-~c~,"_,;incorp,,!"!'ted

Less than
significant

impact ,1110 il11~act,._""_=,, .., . __.~t=_""""_="""'__

,Ir, :Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for ",.
, which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
: ambient air quality standard (including releasing emisstcns which exceedh- quan~t~tiv;> threshoI9sforezonep!Elcursers)?,_, ,,' '" """""w, ""I

:~d EXf:'0..esensi!i\l~""Ce~tors to s,~bstantial POnUtant_c~ncen~~~~~~s:" .. , _, "'''_oo' " "',', ,Y."., _
• : Create objectienable odors affecting a substantial number of people? V

1r.:IIV:-:.';:;B:;;io~i.';;O:;::G"::;;'i:::::<;A";"L-;:R~E;:;SO::'UC::' R;;'~i:::;;:E::;:S:-="~'='=' ==~'~"'=-'="-="'="'-='='='''='''=' ====,,-~,~,--"-=' ="-_~==~'-"-"'='=""="'m='"".=' "-~~~=!
"".'H~v~a~ub;ia~ti~iad~-;;rSe~ffect, either dire~ti;' ;;ihrO~ghh~bi;a;- "", ''',--,

, modificatiens, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special

u~;~e~:;~~~~;:~; ~!i~e~~~ j~~;,Pc~li~i~,~~;~~~~a~r~if~~b:~r!? " '"" "" '," ""m e'- ' "'=""

'. ' Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensttive I----~= 1=--= r===",.":;;;,--l
, natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, requlations or '

I by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife

,,'" ~!",rvice?",_" ",' , "'"'_",, ,__,
Have a substantial adverse effect en federally protected wetlands as defined
by Sectien 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,

.vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
: interruption, or other means?t l~t~rf~~~Substa~ii~il;;~iihthem~v~;';~nt of any nati~~';~~ident ormig~~io,y -" ....,--

. fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
.~. ,(;()rri~OrS,(lf_imped!l the use o.f!,_ati,v.eWildlife.'2~,-s~,f\'sit,,~?_. . "..,
'~.; Ccnflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biolegical resources,

such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
",.

....... ,---,"-" ..-.

'. CULTURAL RESOURCES
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.-- .~.. .-.~. .. .. . . ... . _." . ... ......... """""'" ...~._.,., I Potentially
significant

Potentially I unless Less than
i

significant
,

mitigation 1 significantI ,
.... !mllact incorporated ..imlla~.t .... No i.!"!,act . ,-•. ''''''. - .- "'''""m ...-

: .: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significanceof a historical ' ..,,- J
:b::£:~~;:=b~iI~~~:d~e;:.~6c~:~g';,'inihe~igniilca~~~ia~'i'~~hae;iogiCal·~~==·-=i=---~"",·j'F·-'·-~·_"_'''='1"''=' ==..,,-"""'-·'·4 I:
! " resource pursuantto § 15064.5? . .. .. i .. ". ... .•• ..• ".."
, ...._-"' .... _. "".... _ ...... '_~.".~.'......"' ..• ~-~.-.".,,".--... ""-""'""~~"W'="''''''''''~='--' ,r.~",,·..... , - .' .. '·~=="'~=.F-=~--lLd~'~.Directlyor ind~irectlYdeSrY~U~~ep~l:ntolo~~~:r:sou~~~rsit::r . ._~ ...~..=. Jjl=. =_=="~df--==_='''''' F."=....-",";·~'=-'
ld. man remains, includingthose interred outside of formal ..,,-. . . ? '
i " ".. _ ......... ,_ ..... _...... , "..... "'_"__,_.,, ""_',",'= ''''''"M"'r' " , ',_ ...... _ .•" __ ~""'~ •. _=.!li=_=.=. =. . '.!l..!=".-~.=._==_,=-'.k,.= ..=·=_=_~6"=··="=·=·="-=4
: I. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
it;.'pix;;~se p~ople~; st;;:;~tur~s;;;poie~iiai sub'$i~;;ii;;1ad~~rs~'effec~;i~cl~di~g" ....,....
, , 1 the riskof loss, injury.or death involving,Rupture of a knownearthquake .

·fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Prlolo Earthquake FaultZoning
·Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other SUbstantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Divisionof Mines and GeologySpecial
Publication42.'=1 ..... . . .• '"" .e.... ""''''''"'.' __ ' ..... , '''"'_, ... _ ..~. ,.. . .... _. ~_._~ .. "., ... ,,__.•~ .. e'_' __,,__

. ; Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including
, ,the riskof loss. injury,or death involving,Strong seismic ground shaking?
!e..E;P;;;~p~~pi~·;;;st;uct~~';' iop~i~nti;1 ~~b~t~ntial~d~~;~e';ii~-;'ts,Including

, the riskof loss. injury.or death Involving,Seismic-related ground failure,
includingliquefaction? ;1

Id~.~~~~~itt~~~r~~~~~~~~~:~Fn~~~l~~,~~~~f7i~~s~d~;~~ effects. including "'l;""=· .. ·=.. ---- . ", :1
~ ---..,.,,-,_.."-.=~ "="' .•. ". ".,m" -'._""" .. " •• , > •• h~_ _ " " ""''''''''', « , .. ·" ··, ..7""----.'1=.======91"===· ~.. =. "=".=".-=-=.=.",,.y. =~=,,-~~t-===""'- ",-.-..
. : Result in substantial soilerosion or the loss of topsoil? , ..,,-

~t ~~~~~~!e~s~f~~~f~?i~eU~~~~l~~~~~~Jl~e~~i~ifj~~~i;tt~~~~O~;~~!~t~';;~1 .,... . == ::/ ..

·.JI".~ds.lid~, .1~t~r.~.1spr~.a.<ling,s.~b..~i9.E>~~.,.li9uefacti()nor coll~£~e.?. . J... . . .
• ' Be located on expansive SOil.as defined inTable 18·1·8 of the Uniform

k,~~;::~i~~~:£::I~~~~:l~~a~~lts;:~~~~!~~~~~~:~o~r~:~::;?~k~~r' .\.. .,,.,, ,.
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for
t~e.<lispos.al.?!.wa,s!ewaterz. ....".... .

. ···-1

j J": ~~~~if~~~1~~~~~:~J~i~~~~~i~~~r~~i~:~~~~~~h::~~T~ ~~~Ian
1 airport,would the project result in a safety hazard for people residingor

·workingin the project area?
tri.j!~=::.·~:::ra'::7e":~:::~0~~=:::~~t:.~:';;:;:t~ofi~:-.~;::.~":~..,.;~I~:7.i~:-;ity:"~.i~;~i~":~":6:::;it'i.~:-:~"';~;';'i~"':st;:i~c::.i=h:~.=~u"':r~';:fe";;~:-t:-~p...r!~~T"?=..~T"..r=e=su"'::I"'ti'"n~--:t==--~·=··="t·=..~·=···..=·.. =..=·.,=· ="~.·~.. f~....,..~==·:.·=·~~'.:·:..:::v:··:···:":..:'·:"

!. Impair implementationof or physicallyinterferewith an adopted emergency ..,,-
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? :

.." "_."" ..""_.__ ...•...,.".."----_ " _-_.,,.._,, ,,,---"_ ""- "",,-_ _-_._--- "-""" ..., ,,.., -.- .,.".-.,~ -- ,,'--
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, .. ._"._, ... .= .. ." __ .0< .' ._.'.- .,- . .--. , ."--, Potentially i!
significant

Potentially unless Less than
significant mitigation significant

~imea<:t 1 in~()!pora.te~..' impact No impact... . .. ..• '" ,

~;Expose people or structures to a significant riskof loss, injuryor death I' t
.: ;;~~i.?~;~~;:~~~~e:n;~I~~~ni~!~~I:e~~~~n~~I~~~~;~ace~t to urb~n~:ed.Joo . .. ." .....I.... .., , ..
''':. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

~

lily;t~nd~-;.ds;,~wa;i~"di~Charg~req~ram~;'tS?··· ":'.J'
•b. sUb;i-;'ntiallydepTetegr;~ndw~ter"s;:'pPlia~'~r'inte;';;;e"~ubs;;;nti~IIYwith ....,,,..
• ! groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficitin aquifervolume

r !i~;~;~~~;~e~~:~I~~~i~~~~~~;~;~l:;~:#~~;;~~i~;;::Of..=;.~...~...~,,~._===,,+,= .=,~_;_;=...=. "="'='="'F==-.:t-=lk.Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 'II'
! .: through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which
: i would result in substantial erosion or siltationon· or off-site?
!d.ls;:'b~tantiaiiY aii~rthe ~~i~ti;'g'cir~inagepatt;;;~;'fthe'sit~ or a;~~:in~iuding
• . through the alteration of the course of a stream or river,or substantially

: increase the rate or amount of surface runoffIna manner Whichwould result
i in floodingon- or off-site?

~. Craate ;';;'o';;;ibute runoil water'which woulda;ceed the capa~itY';i ~xi;;iin;i
! .: or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional
• JS9u,!ces~f polluted rul1off? "", .. , .. ~._ .. ... , . g...... '_" .•••....
j f.! Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? .
~_ •• __ •.•.•_"_, .. ' •. _." ' •• '._m" .•• ·'.· "''7~-'" '' .• ' ..'' - ..• " __•__ ,, ' ••••1._.' .•••"8., ,.". _.'~"_" •• " .""_ •."- .. _:'" .'"" " .. 1 ••' ',"

· -,' Place housing withina 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal 11

; i Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other floodhazard '
• ., delineation map? IIh.' Pia~' wiihi~a ioo~y~~rf1~~d'hazard a;east;uct~~a~;h1~h w~uid'i;;;ped~or ,=, .•... . ) ...=~..,.~....-=. =..··;F··=··~·=..=....=. -=='"=..=....=..='11'=: "",,-=1

• _ redire..~tnoOdft~",~.? .= =«' _ "~""""='''",,'' "'""=.. ~.=...=..~-=....!iF'="='--=='}---==--'f'~""=""="'=""=' --""I====;;F"='" J
, Expose people or structures to a significantriskof loss, injuryor death i yr

I .'~:~t~flooding, inciUding~o:ng as a result of thefa:l~re=,=of=a=..=le=:=ee=._=~r=..~""l'~=~="'==l===-==-F="""""""" _--l
:--.In,,;ndati~nby seiche, tsunami,'or mudfl~';'?'~ . - . " 'II'

• .0" .. ' •• _"",,- •• • •• ""..... .. "";' -· •• ~"1~, . "",..,.,,__n_ •• _,", ,. "'''''='''='''_~===~_il==__ =" ..=...=,.,..&J --"" =' =",=._=... ="._=", '~="=""="'=-""="="='=""""'==-' __ '='.:'1
· ":. LAND USE AND PLANNING !\a.; Phy;roally d;-;'idean~stabiish~d com';''';~I'''ty''''?~'=.._.=-----===~'F--==~1f=-=.- ,~IF"··=··=·=·"·=·"·=·"="·"=""-"F==.=y= r.';F....=..==1

t!~ft~~~1;;ii~i~~Yo~~f~~:~~01:~(~:~~ii~oJ;C~~t~I\~f~~~~~:~:ge~~r~~n, ..... 'II'
l~pecific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the

. i purpose of avoiding or mitigatingan environmental effect?
""''' ".. .• . ... •. "",..--.", • -""'~"-"""'" - •.. , " ....... ".,_. "'·'-e" , e"_ "'"' .•"-,,.,==--,.•. ='" .~. ~ .. =, .... =....""..=..=' .. ~~. =·=·=·"·~···Ii='----"'F=--==~r~======~l'-·=· =. =..=..=...."'...,...=.."_I
, Conflictwithany applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 'II'
, conservation plan?f:'o;'.~t'''':';''-:;;'''''''F.'''-:' :-;:.....2::....';:::....".';"";:'.....=:'""-"..._.....,=..=--..=...=.,,=" ==......=....~...=., .. =.==....=...~ ..=..=...=..._......1.. -===""=-=='=_" '~"""-=-==="""=~~" =W-=. "'I

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES
· ':"R~~~iiinihe loss of availability~f a known mi~~~,;i';e;;~urcethat wouldbe of .. . .. .... ..... V

value to the region and the residents of the state?
·Jb.f:~::'ee=c~=~"i!"'~=·~~7=t:.,I~..:::'-~=n0"::a,.~=~=~,""~"7~"'·~"'y=o~=f"'I~'·g""'li=:""..~,.·~":1~-~=~n=~rta"7'~=;=~=c~...;~c=;;~=p'r'"=a'"~r=~=~~=o¥·=~c=:~=..I=a=nd~-+==-"--=c~==~~="'"··== ..=..=· -~"""f=...=...=...='11'=..•.. .".. "'. ==-1

~S~p!~~?......... '.. .. ... . ..... ' .. ,.... ........' .•_.. "'

..--= ...-- ....

'II' !

I#:'~~~;~re of pers~~; to or g~~~ration of noise I;;;;;;;;!;;inexc~~;;~i;;~~darci~ .
, established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
;standards of other agencies?

Ib~~~rs~~;~~I~~g~~er~~~~·~ie~;e;;;iv:.gr~~~~b:rne~i~~a;i~:~:···." .' .....

,. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project
;vicinityabove levels existing Withoutthe project?

jd.' Asubstantialt;mporary or p~~~dici~crease in~mbie;;i noise levels in the
.....~rojeS't.vici~.it~.~~ove..I"':'~I..~,,x.i~~n~with.?:'t.II:"E~oj':9t?_," __ .. _ _. _ ,__ _ .._ _... .
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:=_._.r_ ==-="'"=",,,,=",:,:,,--""',"~='=",,""'''.:''''''''''''-='''T=-='=''-=- =". -_._= ..-,
Potentially
significant

Potentially unless Lessthan
i significant mitigation significant
·imp ...c:!.. :!ncorp(;IratecJ;. .hllpact

'~--~~~~~--~ __~"~~~~~~~~----r-------'r-------"~-------'r---'---,..l/i:-: For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan ..,,-
has not been adopted, within wvo miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people residing or working In the project
area to excessive noise levels?

••••, •• _~ •• ,. , ._ •• ~ ,.,., .... __ , "' r •••• _,~__ _ ._._", <" ~._, •• _'" """_,, __ ,~'-_c",, ...... ~ .. "

project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose
esl~!fll1_or .\':I0::'<I~9..in .the}'toject "':.,,._to_~x_ce~.sive_~oise I.evels?

rilll. POPULATION AND HOUSING~... ...' ___ ._ ___..= .. n-."--..,. m .' ••

J a•• Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example,
· by proposing new homes and businesses) or Indirectly (for example, through

extension of roads or other infrastructure)?:~m~i~Fl:~~~~'~,
............. '. . -. _=.==~=.".=..,.~..==~~..~.====="b-====""""","=====d ..·b··_..·==~_..·_· ~~ ..-. -=II

:IXIV. PUBL.lC SERVICES i

• ,~fhu:~:;rg~~~~~~~~~i~~~~i~~~rr~ft~~~e;~~~i~~~r~~iI~~:f.~~::~f~r.. I".. ...."'"..I·=~"i .new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
! could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable

. '. ~~~:~~~~~~;e;ir~~~~t~~~sn~r other performa~ce objectives for any ofthe . .... ...1 .
lb: ~fhU:~~h;rf~~~~ ~~~~~~f~~~:~=:~~~~~~~~io~~~~~~~~r:iI~f:f.~~~~jfor .

new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
. could cause significant environmental impacts, ',n order to maintain acceptable

L.J~~~:~~~;~;e;~I~~iP;~Te~~i~;t~:r~ ..~,,~~~=~~.~-~~~j:C~IV~S~~~::~~~t~:" i_ '
· : Would the project result In substantial adverse physical Impacts associated
. with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for

','I new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
i 'could cause significant environmental Impacts, In order to maintain acceptable
i : service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the
!~ p~blic:sElrvlce~: ::;chc:<:'~?"_ .. ,, , ..........._.. ._ .._"' ... ". ... ......_ ... 1._ ......._
!id.' Would the project result in substantial adverse physical Impacts associatedI with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
i j' could cause Significant environmental Impacts, in order to maintain acceptable

I·..~:~:~~~~~~?!r:.:~:::~::~r ~:::::::::i:;~;v::a::::::':"::::~::'::::'::~:::::e:'::t:~e="1t
i
=.=..=...=. _~==1'i==~="='-=" --1"..=....=....=...=...=...=.=....=.=\'".=....,'=..,,-'":. ';"""="'=""'1-'

I with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for ,

l new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which I

could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable :
j .service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the
" .J public services;. Other public facllites? .. .. .,.-'
:XV. RECREATION

__ ~ "'.' _.. __ _. ~~~.",-' - •. __. _' __'. ,~_ . "' '_"",~"_"c, __"_",,,,, ..•.."'_'" __ ~._._~ __ _ _

j
.- .. --. -- .:

._-- -, - ,_.. .' .~

I
, ....,,-

..

..

".- ....,,--j..,,- I

...-~'

•. Would the project Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional
. parks or other recreational facilities such that SUbstantial physical

; deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
hb~.'·~D~0~e::s~th~~~·p~r~~~e~ct~i~~5cl~~d~·e~·=~re~..~~~~·~~f~,o~na~l~f~ac~·i6m~~~;~·~~r~re~q~U~ir~e·~th~..~~~~·~'":n~~~tr~uc~t~Io~n~o~~=·=..=·~··~..----~~~~'====·~·~··=···~.....=-..~~= ..·=···=-·=·...=·=='~..=· ..=..=·~=.~..~··~-l

! expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical
'.j effect on the environment? ,

"vi. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFic"''''''--- "" """'---'
.~ ' , ···c·.· .. __ ._. _".'_ .._.~ .. ",__. ' .. " ...• _, ,_", . ".'_". . """.. _ . __ _. __.,," .__ _ _ ,... " .

.a., . Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of .
: i:effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account

all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel
.. and relevant components of the circulation system, Including but not limited to .

intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, i ;

!j .~n..~'!1~sstr~~~i.!?~. .....__ ... ". . ...- .•___,, __.•_._ .._.._......_..J ~ ..._..._.......~. _....-"'"- ... ,_.._._.__•. ,,.-'1
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Less than
significant

impact .__....__==0::;;:"

Potentially
significant

unless
. mitigation
. inco!:e.c>r~ted

~ 'R~;~li;;;- ;;d~t~r;;;i;;aii;~byihe;~~t~;aie~ t;e~trnenip;~~ider;hich~e;Ve~ .,' -- .,-, -, .'...,- -- ' "--.
, . i or may serve the project that it has adequate capacityto serve the project's

· projected demand in additionto the provider's existing commitments?

I,

..,.
". '--'-==="'=+-=~~1Y

-f,_ ._'

!IXVIII, MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
!.J,:,::;:.::.;;:;.;;;;;;.:.:..;.::.;;,.:.;,.. ;,;;;.=:;:.;:;,;~::.::::~,;;:.;:;::..==.~....,,-~~..=" -='--- =' "r-=~' ._"=e~=-...-.=~~~"=''''''I'''-- =,,' =" '~==ij

': 'D~es th~ pr()jeCiha~eth~~te~iiai t~degrade the quality of the environment, V
· substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, causea fish or
·wildlife population to drop below self-sustaininglevels, threaten to eliminatea
·plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare
·or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examplesof the major
, "e!i?ds,of C,alif?rnlahi~t()ry,?rprehi~!()ry? . ., __ ".

~~, ~~;:;.:~~~ ~i~t~~!~J~s;i~~!:ye~;;;itted-~~p:cit;;_: :;:~rn~~~~~~ihe,"'II ,"
'. ' Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulationsrelated to solid

, ,.I" :V"'-ll.t~?'," ..,.," __", ...._.,, ... ,'_ '" ....' .,,""" .._,_."',. ,__"_, , ,, . ._.''',"'' . ,_.,"'''_. ,_.._'"_'"' "

'11>.,." Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulativelyconsiderable"means that the incremental
effects of a project are considerablewhen viewed in connectionwith the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects,and the effects of

Ie. 6:::~~:f~~j:cf~~::~~:i~~~mental ~ffeciswhich ;ilicause sUbstanti~I'"'''' '" .. ...J

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083,21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; Sections 21080,
~~083.05, 21095, Pub. Resources Code; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect

"e Historic Amador Waterways v, Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown
, 'Ian v, City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656,
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ISCUSSION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Attach additional sheets if necessary)

The Environmental Impact Assessment includes the use of official City of Los Angeles and other government source reference
+aterlats related to various environmental impact categories (e.g., Hydrology, Air Quality, Biology, Cultural Resources, etc.). The State

'California, Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology - Seismic Hazard Maps and reports, are used to identify
potential future significant seismic events; including probable magnitudes, liquefaction, and landslide hazards. Based on applicant
information provided in the Master Land Use Application and Environmental Assessment Form, impact evaluations were based on

ated facts contained therein, including but not limited to, reference materials indicated above, field investigation of the project site,
ld any other reliable reference materials known at the time.
Project specific impacts were evaluated based on all relevant facts indicated in the Environmental Assessment Form and expressed

kCrough the applicant's project description and supportive materials. Both the Initial Study Checklist and Checklist Explanations, in
mjunction with the City of Los Angeles's Adopted Thresholds GUide and CEQA Guidelines, were used to reach reasonable

conclusions on environmental impacts as mandated under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The project as identified in the project description will not cause potentially significant impacts on the environment. Therefore, this

lVironmental analysis concludes that a Negative Declaration shall be issued for the environmental case file known asENY-2010-1573-N
_NY-2010-1573-NDand the associated easels), CPC·2010·1572-CA.

DDITIONAL INFORMATION:
!I supporting documents and references are contained in the EnVironmental Case File referenced above and may be viewed in the

EIR Unit, Room 763, City Hall.
- ~r City information addresses and phone numbers: visit the City's website at http://www.lacity.org ; City Planning - and Zoning

formation Mapping Automated System (ZIMAS) cityplanning.lacity.orgl or EIR Unit, City Hall, 200 N Spring Street, Room 763.
::;eismic Hazard Maps· http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/
Engineering/lnfrastructurefTopographic Maps/Parcellnformation - http://boemaps.eng.ci.la.ca.uslindex01.htm or

tty's main website under the heading "Navigate LA".

PREPARED BY:

rlOMAS ROTHMANN City Planner

TELEPHONE NO.:

(213) 978-1370 07/16/2010

TITLE: DATE:
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1m act? Explanation
Mitigation
Measures

"PPENDIXA:ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS EXPLANATION TABLE

h. AESTHETICS
r NO IMPACT The proposed code amendment would
i update the findings required to grant

I approval of discretionary land use
applications in the City of Los Angeles to,
provide a better framework for analyzing,

I the rnerss of proposed development
projects and eliminate redundancy in
case processing by consolidating core

I
findings that have the same intent but
different phrasing, clarifying ambiguous
finding language, deleting duplicative and
unnecessary findings, and moving

I findings to more appropriate places in the
Planning and Zoning Code. The code
amendment project itself does not include

I
any specific physical development. The
proposed code amendment would not
change existing City regulations
governing building heights, nor would it

I change allowed land uses or
development intensity within the City of
Los Angeles. As this code amendment
only alters zoning code language relevant

I to discretionary approvals applicants may
request, all future development projects to
which the proposed code amendment

I
would apply will require CEQA review,
including an assessment of the project's
visual impacts upon existing
neighborhood character. Implementation

I of the proposed regulations through future
development projects would not represent
any change in how future development

I would affect scenic vistas. No adverse
impact would result.

b. NO IMPACT Scenic resources including trees

I
(inclusive of street trees and other
landscape trees) and historic buildings are
found throughout the City of Los Angeles.
However, the proposed code amendment

I project itself does not include any specific
physical development that would affect
these resources, and the proposed
regUlations would not encourage tree

I removal, damage to historic structures, or
any increase in development intensity or
distribution in the project area. No

, adverse impact would result.

SNV-2010-1S73-ND Page 12 of44



Impact? Ex lanation
Mitigation
Measures

c. NO IMPACT The proposed code amendment would
update the findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use
applications in the City of Los Angeles to
provide a better framework for analyzing
the merits of proposed development
projects and eliminate redundancy in
case processing by consolidating core
findings that have the same intent but
different phrasing, clarifying ambiguous
finding language, deleting duplicative and
unnecessary findings, and moving
findings to more appropriate places in the
Planning and Zoning Code. The code
amendment project itself does not include
any specific physical development. As this

I
code amendment only alters zoning code
language relevant to discretionary

I approvals applicants may request, all
future development projects to which the
proposed ordinance would apply will

I
require CEOA review, which would
include an assessment of the project's
visual impacts. No adverse impact would
result.

I d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Future development approved within the
City of Los Angeles has the potential to
create new sources of substantial light or

I glare that could adversely affect day or
nighttime views. However, this proposed
code amendment project does not include

I
any specific development and does not
encourage more lighting or
glare-generating architectural features
than are allowed under existing

I regulations. Impacts would be less than
significant.

I. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

I a. NO IMPACT The proposed code amendment would
update the findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use

I
applications in the City of Los Angeles to
provide a better framework for analyzing
the merits of proposed development
projects and eliminate redundancy in

I case processing by consolidating core
findings that have the same intent but
different phrasing, clarifying ambiguous

I
finding language, deleting duplicative and
unnecessary findings, and moving
findings to more appropriate places in the
Planning and Zoning Code. Further, the

I proposed regulations themselves do not
include any specific development and do
not encourage conversion of agricultural
land to non-agricultural uses or impacts to

ENV-2010-1S73-ND Page 13 of44



Impact? Explanation
Mitigation
Measures

I land under Williamson Act contract. No
impacts to agricultural resources would
occur.

I NO IMPACT The proposed code amendment wouldi ,.
update the findings required to grant, approval of discretionary land use
applications in the City of Los Angeles to
provide a better framework for analyzing
the merits of proposed development
projects and eliminate redundancy in
case processing by consolidating core
findings that have the same intent but
different phrasing, clarifying ambiguous
finding language, deleting duplicative and
unnecessary findings, and moving
findings to more appropriate places in the
Planning and Zoning Code. Further, the
proposed regulations themselves do not
include any specific development and do
not encourage conversion of agricultural
land to non-agricultural uses or impacts to
land under Williamson Act contract. No
impacts to agricultural resources would
occur.

.. NO IMPACT The proposed code amendment would
update the findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use
applications in the City of Los Angeles to
provide a beUer framework for analyzing
the merits of proposed development
projects and eliminate redundancy in
case processing by consolidating core
findings that have the same intent but
different phrasing, clarifying ambiguous
finding language. deleting duplicative and
unnecessary findings, and moving
findings to more appropriate places in the
Planning and Zoning Code. Further, the
proposed regulations themselves do not
include any specific development and do
not encourage conversion of agricultural
land to non-agricultural uses or impacts to
land under Williamson Act contract. No
impacts to agricultural resources would
occur.

NO IMPACT The proposed code amendment would
update the findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use
applications in the City of Los Angeles to
provide a better framework for analyzing
the merits of proposed development
projects and eliminate redundancy in
case processing by consolidating core
findings that have the same intent but
different phrasing, clarifying ambiguous
finding language, deleting duplicative and
unnecessary findings, and moving

iNV-201O-1S73-ND Page 14 of44



Impact? Explanation
Mitigation
Measures

findings to more appropriate places in the
Planning and Zoning Code. Further, the
proposed regulations themselves do not
include any specific development and do
not encourage conversion of agricultural
land to non-agricultural uses or impacts to
land under Williamson Act contract. No
impacts to agricultural resources would
occur.

e. NO IMPACT The proposed code amendment would
update the findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use
applications in the City of Los Angeles to
provide a better framework for analyzing
the merits of proposed development
projects and eliminate redundancy in
case processing by consolidating core
findings that have the same intent but
different phrasing, clarifying ambiguous
finding language, deleting duplicative and
unnecessary findings, and moving
findings to more appropriate places in the
Planning and Zoning Code. Further, the
proposed regulations themselves do not
include any specific development and do
not encourage conversion of agricultural
land to non-agricultural uses or impacts to
land under Williamson Act contract. No
impacts to agricultural resources would
occur.

III. AIR QUALITY
i. NO IMPACT Implementation of the code amendment

project would not increase population
levels or net density in the City of Los
Angeles. As the project would not
contribute to population growth in excess
of that forecasted in the AQMP, no impact
would occur.

i. NO IMPACT No development is proposed as part of or
would be facilitated by the code
amendment project, and no increases in
land use density, intensity, or distribution
are proposed. Thus, no impact is
anticipated from new stationary sources
of pollutants, such as generators or
household uses (stoves, heaters,
fireplaces etc). As no construction is
proposed, impacts from construction
emissions would not be increased. Thus,
overall air quality would be unaffected by
project implementation. The proposed
code amendment would update the
findings required to grant approval of
discretionary land use applications in the
City of Los Angeles to provide a better
framework for analyzing the merits of

"lNV-2010-1573-ND Page 15 of44



Impact? Ex lanation
Mitigation
Measures

proposed development projects and
eliminate redundancy in case processing
by consolidating core findings that have
the same intent but different phrasing,
clarifying ambiguous finding language,
deleting duplicative and unnecessary
findings, and moving findings to more
appropriate places in the Planning and
Zoning Code. The code amendment
project itself does not include any specific
physical development. No adverse
impacts would occur.

" NO IMPACT No development is proposed as part of or

I
would be facilitated by the code
amendment project, and no increases in
land use density, intensity, or distribution
are proposed. Thus, no impact is

I
antlclpated from new stationary sources
of pollutants, such as generators or
household uses (stoves, heaters,
fireplaces etc). As no construction is

I proposed, impacts from construction
emissions would not be increased. Thus,
overall air quality would be unaffected by

I
project implementation. The proposed
code amendment would update the
findings required to grant approval of
discretionary land use applications in the

I City of Los Angeles to provide a better
framework for analyzing the merits of
proposed development projects and

I
eliminate redundancy in case processing
by consolidating core findings that have
the same intent but different phrasing,
clarifying ambiguous finding language,

I deleting duplicative and unnecessary
findings, and moving findings to more
appropriate places in the Planning and

I
ZonIng Code. The code amendment
project itself does not include any specific
physical development. No adverse
impacts would occur.

I d. NO IMPACT Commercial and industrial uses of the
type that would result in substantial
pollutant concentrations or objectionable

I odors would not be facilitated by the
proposed code amendment project. No
changes in land use designations or
allowed uses are proposed, and no

I development would be directly approved
by the project. No adverse impacts would
occur.
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e. NO IMPACT Commercial and industrial uses of the
type that would result in substantial
pollutant concentrations or objectionable
odors would not be facilitated by the
proposed code amendment project. No
changes in land use designations or
allowed uses are proposed, and no
development would be directly approved
by the project. No adverse impacts would
occur.

1\/. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
9. NO IMPACT Biological resources may be found

throughout the City of Los Angeles.
However, the proposed code amendment
project itself does not include any physical
development that would affect these
resources, and the proposed regulations
would not encourage tree removal,
damage to identified species, riparian

I communities, or sensitive naturalI

I habitats, or any increase in development
intensity or distribution in the project area.

I As this code amendment only alters
I zoning code language relevant to

I discretionary approvals applicants may
request, all future development projects to
which the proposed code amendment

I
would apply will require CEQA review,
which would include an assessment of the
project's' biological impacts.
Implementation of the proposed

I regulations through future development
projects would not represent any change
in how future development would affect

I
scenic vistas. No adverse impacts to
biological resources, including identified
species, riparian communities or sensitive
natural communities, wetlands, protected

I trees, and habitats. are anticipated from
the proposed code amendment.

O. NO IMPACT Biological resources may be found

I throughout the City of Los Angeles.
However, the proposed code amendment
project itself does not include any physical
development that would affect these

I resources, and the proposed regulations
would not encourage tree removal,
damage to identified species, riparian

I communities, or sensitive natural
habitats, or any increase in development
intensity or distribution in the project area,
As this code amendment only alters

I zoning code language relevant to
discretionary approvals applicants may
request, all future development projects to

I which the proposed code amendment
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would apply will require CEOA review,
which would include an assessment of the
project's' biological impacts.
Implementation of the proposed
regu lations throug h future development
projects would not represent any change
in how future development would affect
scenic vistas. No adverse impacts to
biological resources, including identified
species, riparian communities or sensitive
natural communities, wetlands, protected
trees, and habitats, are anticipated from
the proposed code amendment.

NO IMPACT Biological resources may be found
throughout the City of Los Angeles.
However, the proposed code amendment
project itself does not include any physical
development that would affect these
resources, and the proposed regulations
would not encourage tree removal,
damage to identified species, riparian
communities, or sensitive natural
habitats, or any increase in development
intensity or distribution in the project area.
As this code amendment only alters
zoning code language relevant to
discretionary approvals applicants may
request, all future development projects to
which the proposed code amendment
would apply will require CEQA review,
which would include an assessment of the
project's' biological impacts.
Implementation of the proposed
regulations through future development
projects would not represent any change
in how future development would affect
scenic vistas. No adverse impacts to
biological resources, including identified
species, riparian communities or sensitive
natural communities, wetlands, protected
trees, and habitats, are anticipated from
the proposed code amendment.

d. NO IMPACT Biological resources may be found
throughout the City of Los Angeles.
However, the proposed code amendment
project itself does not include any physical
development that would affect these
resources, and the proposed regulations
would not encourage tree removal,
damage to identified species, riparian
communities, or sensitive natural
habitats, Of any increase in development
intensity or distribution in the project area.
As this code amendment only alters
zoning code language relevant to
discretionary approvals applicants may
request, all future development projects to
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which the proposed code amendment
would apply will require CEQA review,
which would include an assessment of the
project's' biological impacts.
Implementation of the proposed
regulations through future development
projects would not represent any change
in how future development would affect
scenic vistas. No adverse impacts to
biological resources, including identified
species, riparian communities or sensitive
natural communities, wetlands, protected
trees, and habitats, are anticipated from
the proposed code amendment.

~.NO IMPACT Biological resources may be found
throughout the City of Los Angeles.
However, the proposed code amendment
project itself does not include any physical
development that would affect these
resources, and the proposed regulations
would not encourage tree removal,
damage to identified species, riparian
communities, or sensitive natural
habitats, or any increase in development
intensity or distribution in the project area.
As this code amendment only alters
zoning code language relevant to
discretionary approvals applicants may
request, all future development projects to
which the proposed code amendment
would apply will require CEQA review,
which would include an assessment of the
project's' biological impacts.
Implementation of the proposed
regulations through future development
projects would not represent any change
in how future development would affect
scenic vistas. No adverse impacts to
biological resources, including identified
species, riparian communities or sensitive
natural communities, wetlands, protected
trees, and habitats, are anticipated from
the proposed code amendment.

T. NO IMPACT Biological resources may be found
throughout the City of Los Angeles.
However, the proposed code amendment
project itself does not include any physical
development that would affect these
resources, and the proposed regulations
would not encou rage tree removal,
damage to identified species, riparian
communities, or sensitive natural
habitats, or any increase in development
intensity or distribution in the project area.
As this code amendment only alters
zoning code language relevant to
discretionary approvals applicants may
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request, all future development projects to
which the proposed code amendment
would apply will require CEQA review,
which would include an assessment of the
project's' biological impacts.
Implementation of the proposed
regulations through future development
projects would not represent any change
in how future development would affect
scenic vistas. No adverse impacts to
biological resources, including identified
species, riparian communities or sensitive
natural communities, wetlands, protected
trees, and habitats, are anticipated from
the proposed code amendment.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
t. NO IMPACT The proposed project involves regulatory

changes and does not include any
specific physical development. The
proposed standards would not facilitate
nor encourage new development projects,
but would update, clarify, and consolidate
necessary land use findings required to
grant approval of discretionary permit
applications. As this code amendment
only alters zoning code language relevant
to discretionary approvals applicants may
request, all future development projects to
which the proposed code amendment
would apply will require CEQA review,
which would include an assessment of the
project's' potential impacts to historic and
cultural resources and would be subject to
the City's existing policies and
procedures, designed to evaluate and
protect such resources. Because no
construction or physical changes to
existing buildings is proposed as part of
the project and because of the existing
regulations and protections in place,
including required CEQA review for
projects with potential impacts to historic
resources, adoption of the proposed code
amendment is not anticipated to have any
adverse impacts to historic resources.

r, NO IMPACT The proposed project involves regulatory
changes and does not include any
specific physical development. As this
code amendment only alters zoning code
language relevant to discretionary
approvals applicants may request, all
future development projects to which the
proposed code amendment would apply
will require CEQA review, which would
include an assessment of the project's
potential Impacts to archaeological
resources and would be subject to the
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City's existing policies and procedures,
designed to evaluate and protect such
resources. In addition, California Health
and Safety Code Section 7050.5 et seq.
require that if human remains are
discovered the Coroner shall be
contacted and an investigation
undertaken. If the coroner recognizes the
human remains to be those of a Native
American, or has reason to believe that
they are those of a Native American, he
or she must contact the Native American
Heritage Commission. No adverse
impacts to archaeological or
paleontological resources associated with
implementation of the proposed code
amendment are anticipated.

, NO IMPACT The proposed project Involves regulatory
changes and does not include any
specific physical development. As this
code amendment only alters zoning code
language relevant to discretionary
approvals applicants may request, all
future development projects to which the
proposed code amendment would apply
will require CEQA review, which would
include an assessment of the project's
potential impacts to archaeological
resources and WOUldbe subject to the
City's existing policies and procedures,
designed to evaluate and protect such
resources. In addition, California Health
and Safety Code Section 7050.5 et seq.
require that if human remains are
discovered the Coroner shall be
contacted and an investigation
undertaken. If the coroner recognizes the
human remains to be those of a Native
American, or has reason to believe that
they are those of a Native American, he
or she must contact the Native American
Heritage Commission. No adverse
impacts to archaeological or
paleontological resources associated with
implementation of the proposed code

. amendment are anticipated .
d. NO IMPACT The proposed project involves regulatory

changes and does not include any
specific physical development. As this
code amendment only alters zoning code
language relevant to discretionary
approvals applicants may request, all
future development projects to which the
proposed code amendment would apply
will require CEQA review, which would
include an assessment of the project's
potential impacts to archaeological
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resources and would be subject to the

I City's eXisting policies and procedures,
designed to evaluate and protect such
resources. In addition, California Health

I and Safety Code Section 7050.5 et seq.

I require that if human remains are
discovered the Coroner shall be
contacted and an investigation

I undertaken. If the coroner recognizes the
human remains to be those of a NaUve

I American, or has reason to believe that
I they are those of a Native American, he

I or she must contact the Native American
Heritage Commission. No adverse
impacts to archaeological or
paleontological resources associated with
implementation of the proposed code
amendment are anticipated.

:I. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
a. NO IMPACT Los Angeles County, like most of

Southern California, is a region of high
seismic activity and is therefore subject to
risk and hazards associated with
earthquakes. Several active faults within
the region are considered capable of
affecting property throughout the City of
Los Angeles. The proposed project
involves regulatory changes and does not
include any specific physical
development. No increases in land use

, density, intensity, or distribution are
proposed. No specific development is
proposed and no development would be
specifically approved by adoption of the
project. Individual future development
projects, to which the proposed
regulations would be applicable, would be
subject to the requirements of the
International BUilding Code and the
California Building Code, which would
ensure that the design and construction of
new structures are engineered to
withstand the expected ground
acceleration, liquefaction, or other
hazards that may occur on-site. Because
no new development is proposed and due
to required compliance with applicable
building codes, no impacts related to
seismic hazards are anticipated.

NO IMPACT Los Angeles County, like most of
Southern California, is a region of high
seismic activity and is therefore subject to
risk and hazards associated with
earthquakes. Several active faults within
the region are considered capable of
affecting property throughout the City of
Los Angeles. The proposed project
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involves regulatory changes and does not
include any specific physical
development. No increases in land use
density, intensity, or distribution are
proposed. No specific development is
proposed and no development would be

I specifically approved by adoption of the
project. Individual future development

I projects, to which the proposed
regulations would be applicable, would be

I subject to the requirements of the
International Building Code and the
California Building Code, which would
ensure that the design and construction of

I
new structures are engineered to
withstand the expected ground
acceleration, liquefaction, or other

I hazards that may occur on-site. BecauseI

I
no new development is proposed and due
to required compliance with applicable
building codes, no impacts related to

i seismic hazards are anticipated.rc. NO IMPACT Los Angeles Cou nty, like most of
, Southern California, is a region of high

I
seismic activily and is therefore subject to
risk and hazards associated with
earthquakes. Several active faults within, the region are considered capable of

I
affecting property throughout the City of
Los Angeles. The proposed project
involves regulatory changes and does not
include any specific physical

I development. No increases in land use
density, intensity, or distribution are
proposed. No specific development is

I
proposed and no development would be
specifically approved by adoption of the
project. Individual future development
projects, to which the proposed

I regulations would be applicable, would be
subject to the requirements of the
International Building Code and the

I
California Building Code, which would
ensure that the design and construction of
new structures are engineered to
withstand the expected ground

I acceleration, liquefaction, or other
hazards that may occur on-site. Because
no new development is proposed and due

I
to required compliance with applicable
building codes, no impacts related to
seismic hazards are anticipated.
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" NO IMPACT Landslides are often triggered by
earthquakes or torrential rainstorms. As
noted throughout this document, no
specific development is proposed as part
of nor would any individual development
be approved by the project, and no
increases in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed. No landslide
impacts are anticipated.

I. NO IMPACT Erosion potential from site preparation for
larger projects would be largely
addressed through standard erosion
control BMPs that are typically required
during project construction; for example,
projects with greater than one acre of
ground disturbance require State Water
Resources Control Board Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plans. In addition, no
specitic development is proposed as part
of this code amendment project, no
individual development would be
approved by the code amendment, and no
increases in land use density, intensity, or

I
distribution are proposed. No impacts
resulting from soil erosion or loss of
topsoil are anticipated.

f NO IMPACT No specific development is proposed as

I part of the code amendment project, no

I
individual development would be
approved by the code amendment, and no

I
increases in land use density, intenslty, or
distribution are proposed. In addition,

I compliance with California Building Code
standards for safe construction generally
ensures that no impacts related to
expansive soils would occur.

~. NO IMPACT No specific development is proposed as
part of the code amendment project, no
individual development would be
approved by the code amendment, and no

I
increases in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed. In addition,

I compliance with California Building Code
standards for safe construction generally, ensures that no impacts related to,

! expansive soils would occur.

I h. NO IMPACT No specific development is proposed as
part of the code amendment project, no
individual development would be
approved by the code amendment, and no
increases in land use density. intensity, or

r
distribution are proposed. No impacts

i would occur related to septic capability.
IVII. GREEN HOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
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.... NO IMPACT No development is proposed as part of or
would be facilitated by the code
amendment project, and no increases in
land use density, intensity, or distribution
are proposed. Thus, no impact is
anticipated, directly or indirectly,
regarding generation of greenhouse gas
emissions. As no construction is
proposed, impacts from construction
emissions would not be increased. The
proposed code amendment would update
the findings required to grant approval of
discretionary land use applications in the
City of Los Angeles to provide a better
framework for analyzing the merits of
proposed development projects and

i
eliminate redundancy in case processing

I by consolidating core findings that have

, the same intent but different phrasing,
clarifying ambiguous finding language,
deleting duplicative and unnecessary

I findings, and moving findings to more
appropriate places in the Planning and
Zoning Code. The code amendment

, project itself does not include any specific

I physical development. No adverse
impacts would occur.

). NO IMPACT No development is proposed as part of or

I would be facilitated by the code
amendment project, and no increases in
land use density, intensity, or distribution
are proposed. Thus, adoption of the code

I amendment is not anticipated to conflict
with applicable plans, policies, or
regulations adopted for the purpose of

I
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. As
no construction is proposed, impacts from
construction emissions would not be
increased. The proposed code

I amendment would update the findings
required to grant approval of discretionary
land use applications in the City of Los

I
Angeles to provide a better framework for
analyzing the merits of proposed
development projects and eliminate
redundancy in case processing by

I consolidating core findings that have the
same intent but different phrasing,
clarifying ambiguous finding language,

I
deleting duplicative and unnecessary
findings, and moving findings to more
appropriate places in the Planning and
Zoning Code. The code amendment

I project itself does not include any specific
physical development. No adverse
impacts would occur.

Iiflll. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
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Id.
NO IMPACT Individual future development projects

that may apply for discretionary land use
approvals in the City of Los Angeles may
be located on or near sites that could
raise concerns regarding hazardous
materials use, contamination, or other
hazards. However, no increases in land
use density, intensity or distribution, are
proposed as part of the proposed code
amendment. No specific development is
proposed, and no individual development
would be approved by adoption of the
code amendment In addition, a number
of existing state and federal laws and

I programs apply to hazards and hazardous
materials and would apply to subsequent

, future individual development projects.
I These include the Resource

I Conservation and Recovery Act,
California Fire Codes, Senate Bill 1082

1
(Facilities Subject to Corrective Action),
Department of Heath ServicesI regulations, and Department of Housing
regulations. Finally, Municipal Coder
Section 54.05 requires that a hazardous
substance clearance report, including
provisions for site remediation if
warranted, be approved by the County

i Health Department and recorded with the

I County for sale or transfer of any
property, upon which there has been an
unauthorized disposal or release of a

I hazardous substance.
I NO IMPACT Individual future development projects

that may apply for discretionary land use

I approvals in the City of Los Angeles may
be located on or near sites that cou Id
raise concerns regarding hazardous
materials use, contamination. or other

I hazards. However, no increases in land
use density, intensity or distribution, are
proposed as part ofthe proposed code

I amendment. No specific development is
proposed, and no individual development
would be approved by adoption of the
code amendment. In addition, a number

I of existing state and federal laws and
programs apply to hazards and hazardous
materials and would apply to subsequent

I future individual development projects.
These include the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act,
California Fire Codes, Senate Bill 1082

I (Facilities Subject to Corrective Action),
Department of Heath Services
regulations, and Department of Housing

, regulations. Finally, MUnicipal Code

SNV-2010-1S73-ND Page 26 of44



1m act? Ex lanation
Mitigation
Measures

Section 54.05 requires that a hazardous
substance clearance report, including
provisions for site remediation if
warranted, be approved by the County
Health Department and recorded with the
County for sale or transfer of any
property, upon which there has been an
unauthorized disposal or release of a
hazardous substance.

- NO IMPACT Individual future development projects
that may apply for discretionary land use
approvals in the City of Los Angeles may
be located on or near sites that could
raise concerns regarding hazardous
materials use, contamination, or other
hazards. However, no increases in land
use density, intensity or distribution, are
proposed as part of the proposed code
amendment. No specific development is
proposed, and no individual development
would be approved by adoption of the
code amendment. In addition, a number
of existing state and federal laws and
programs apply to hazards and hazardous
materials and would apply to subsequent
future individual development projects.
These include the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act,
California Fire Codes, Senate Bill 1082
(Facilities Subject to Corrective Action),
Department of Heath Services
regulations, and Department of Housing
regulations. Finally, Municipal Code
Section 54.05 requires that a hazardous
substance clearance report, including
provisions for site remediation if
warranted, be approved by the County
Heatth Department and recorded with the
County for sale or transfer of any
property, upon which there has been an
unauthorized disposal or release of a
hazardous substance.

I. NO IMPACT Individual future development projects

I that may apply for discretionary land use
approvals in the City of Los Angeles may

I be located on or near sites that could

I raise concerns regarding hazardous
materials use, contamination, or other
hazards. However, no increases in land
use density, intensity or distribution, are
proposed as part of the proposed code

I amendment. No specific development is
I.

proposed, and no individual development

I would be approved by adoption of the
code amendment. In addition, a number
of existing state and federal laws and
programs apply to hazards and hazardous
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, materials and would apply to subsequent

I future individual development projects.
These include the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act,

I
California Fire Codes, Senate Bill 1082
(Facilities Subject to Corrective Action),
Department of Heath Services
regulations, and Department of Housing

I regulations. Finally, Municipal Code
Section 54.05 requires that a hazardous

, SUbstance clearance report, including

I
provisions for site remediation If
warranted, be approved by the County

i Health Department and recorded with the, County for sale or transfer of any:

I property, upon which there has been an
unauthorized disposal or release of a
hazardous substance.

,3. NO IMPACT The City of Los Angeles contains the Los
Angeles International Airport, the Van
Nuys Airport, and Whiteman Airport. No

i safety hazard impacts would occur

I because no new individual development
or increases In land use density, Intensity,
or distribution are proposed as part of the
proposed code amendment. No adverse
Impacts are antlcipated.

NO IMPACT The City of Los Angeles contains the Los
Angeles International Airport, the Van
Nuys Airport, and Whiteman Airport. No
safety hazard impacts would occur

I because no new individual development

I or increases In land use density, intensity,
or distribution are proposed as part of the
proposed code amendment. No adverse
Impacts are anticipated.

g. NO IMPACT The circulation network would remain
unchanged under the proposed
regulations. Access to and from existing
structures and to and through the project
area would remain unchanged. Existing

i requirements for fire and other emergencyI

I access would continue to be applied to
development as It Is proposed and
reviewed. No adverse Impacts are
anticipated.

h. NO IMPACT The City of Los Angeles Is highly
urbanized but contains large areas of
undeveloped lands adjacent to urban
areas, where the possibility of wildfires
exist at the wildland-urban Interface.
However, no specific development Is
proposed by the code amendment
project, and no increases In land use
density, intensity, or distribution are
proposed. Individual future development
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projects that may apply for discretionary
land use approvals in the City of Los
Angeles will be subject to requirements of
the International Building Code and the
California Building Code. No impacts
would occur.

(. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
a. NO IMPACT No specific development is proposed as

part of the code amendment project, no
individual development will be approved
as part of the code amendment, and no
increases in land use density, intensity, or

I distribution are proposed. Regulations

I under the federal Clean Water Act require
that a NPDES general construction storm
water permit be obtained for projects that
would disturb greater than one acre

J
during construction. Acquisition of a
NPDES permit is dependent on the
preparation of a Storm Water Pollution

I
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that contains
BMPs to control the discharge of
pollutants, including sediment, into the
local surface water drainages. For project

I operation, the City's Stormwater and
Urban Runoff Pollution Control
regulations (Municipal Code, Chapter VI

I
Article 4.4) require measures to control
stormwater pollutants, including
implementation of practices from the
"Development Best Management

I Practices Handbook" adopted by the
Board of Public Works. The City's NPDES
Permit requires new development and

I
redevelopment projects to incorporate
water quality measures. Depending on
the type of project, either a Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan

I (SUSMP) or a Site Specific Mitigation
Plan is required to reduce the quantity
and improve the quality of rainfall runoff

I
that leaves the site. No impacts are
anticipated.

r h. NO IMPACT development is proposed as part of the
code amendment project, no individual

I development would be approved as part
of the code amendment, and no increases
in land use density, intensity, or

I
distribution are proposed. Adoption of the
proposed code amendment would not
result in a measurable increase in the
demand for water. No impacts are

I anticipated.
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c. NO IMPACT No specific development is proposed as
part of the code amendment project, no
individual development will be approved
as part of the code amendment, and no
increases in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed. Regulations
under the federal Clean Water Act require
that a NPDES general construction storm
water permit be obtained for projects that
would disturb greater than one acre
during construction. Acquisition of a
NPDES permit is dependent on the
preparation of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that contains
BMPs to control the discharge of
pollutants, including sediment, into the

j

local surface water drainages. For project
operation, the City's Stormwater and
Urban Runoff Pollution Control
regulations (Municipal Code, Chapter VI

I
Article 4.4) require measures to control
stormwater pollutants, including
implementation of practices from the
'Development Best Management

I
Practices Handbook" adopted by the
Board of Public Works. The City's NPDES
Permit requires new development and
redevelopment projects to incorporate

I water quality measures. Depending on
the type of project, either a Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan

I
(SUSMP) or a Site Specific Mttigation
Plan is required to reduce the quantity
and improve the quality of rainfall runoff
that leaves the site. No impacts are.. anticipated.

rd. NO IMPACT No specific development is proposed as
part of the code amendment project, no

I
individual development will be approved
as part of the code amendment, and no
increases in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed. Regulations

I under the federal Clean Water Act require
that a NPDES general construction storm
water permit be obtained for projects that

I
would disturb greater than one acre
during construction. Acquisition of a
NPDES permit is dependent on the
preparation of a Storm Water Pollution

I Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that contains
BMPs to control the discharge of
pollutants, including sediment, into the

I
local surface water drainages. For project
operation, the City's Stormwater and
Urban Runoff Pollution Control
regulations (Municipal Code, Chapter VI

I Article 4.4) require measures to control
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stormwater pollutants, including
implementation of practices from the
"Development Best Management
Practices Handbook" adopted by the
Board of Public Works. The City's NPDES
Permit requires new development and
redevelopment projects to incorporate
water quality measures. Depending on
the type of project, either a Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP) or a Site Specific Mnigation
Plan Is required to reduce the quantity
and improve the quality of rainfall runoff
that leaves the site. No impacts are
anticipated.

e. NO IMPACT No specific development is proposed as
part of the code amendment project, no
individual development will be approved
as part ofthe code amendment, and no
increases in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed. Regulations
under the federal Clean Water Act require
that a NPDES general construction storm
water permit be obtained for projects that
would disturb greater than one acre
during construction. Acquisition of a
NPDES permit is dependent on the
preparation of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that contains
BMPs to control the discharge of
pollutants, including sed iment, into the
local surface water drainages. For project
operation, the City's Stormwater and
Urban Runoff Pollution Control
regulations (Municipal Code, Chapter VI
Article 4.4) require measures to control
stormwater pollutants, including
implementation of practices from the
"Development Best Management
Practices Handbook" adopted by the
Board of Public Works. The City's NPDES
Permit requires new development and
redevelopment projects to incorporate
water quality measures. Depending on
the type of project, either a Standard
Urban Stormwater Mttigation Plan

I (SUSMP) or a Site Specific Mitigation
Plan is required to reduce the quantity
and improve the quality of rainfall runoff

I
that leaves the site. No impacts are
anticipated.

r NO IMPACT No specific development is proposed as
part of the code amendment project, no

I individual development will be approved
as part of the code amendment, and no
increases in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed. Regulations
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under the federal Clean Water Act require
that a NPDES general construction storm
water permit be obtained for projects that
would disturb greater than one acre
during construction. Acquisition of a
NPDES permit is dependent on the
preparation of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that contains
BMPs to control the discharge of
pollutants, including sediment, into the
local surface water drainages. For project
operation, the City's Stormwater and
Urban Runoff Pollution Control
regulations (Municipal Code, Chapter VI
Article 4.4) require measures to control
stormwater pollutants, including
implementation of practices from the
"Development Best Management

i Practices Handbook" adopted by the

I Board of Public Works. The City's NPDES
Permit requires new development and
redevelopment projects to incorporate
water quality measures. Depending on
the type of project, either a Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP) or a Site Specific Mitigation
Plan is required to reduce the quantity
and improve the quality of rainfall runoff
that leaves the site. No impacts are

• anticipated .
g. NO IMPACT No development is proposed as part of

the code amendment project, no

I
individual development would be
approved as part of the code amendment,
and no increases in land use density,
intensity, or distribution are proposed.

I Existing requirements for flood .
management and mitigation would
continue to be applied to development as

I
it is proposed and reviewed. No adverse
impacts are anticipated.

\. NO IMPACT No development is proposed as part of
the code amendment project, no

I individual development would be
approved as part of the code amendment,
and no increases in land use density,

I intensity, or distribution are proposed.
Existing requirements for flood
management and mitigation would
continue to be applied to development as

I it is proposed and reviewed. No adverse
impacts are anticipated.
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,. NO IMPACT No development is proposed as part of
the code amendment project, no
individual development would be
approved as part of the code amendment,
and no increases in land use density,
intens'lty, or distribution are proposed.
Existing requirements for flood
management and mitigation would
continue to be applied to development as
it is proposed and reviewed. No adverse
impacts are anticipated.

j. NO IMPACT No development is proposed as part the
code amendment project, no individual
development would be approved as part
of the code amendment, and no increases
in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed. Coastal areas
of the City of Los Angeles could
potentially be SUbject to tsunami or
seiche, and existing requirements for
mitigation, including the Coastal
Development Permitting process
administered by the Coastal Development
Commission, would continue to be

I
applied io development as it is proposed
and reviewed. No adverse impacts are
anticipated.

;. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Ia. NO IMPACT The proposed code amendment would
update the findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use

I applications in the City of Los Angeles to
provide a better framework for analyzing
the merits of proposed development

I
projects and eliminate redundancy in
case processing by consolidating core
findings that have the same intent but
different phraSing, clarifying ambiguous

I finding language, deleting duplicative and
unnecessary findings, and moving
findings to more appropriate places in the

I
Planning and Zoning Code. No increases
in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed. No specific
development is proposed, and no

I indiVidual development would be
approved by adoption of the code
amendment. No changes in land use

I
designations are proposed, and no major
infrastructure or other projects or
changes that would divide existing
communities are proposed or would be

I directly facilitated. No impacts would
occur.
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J. NOIMPACT The proposed code amendment would
update the findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use
applications in the City of Los Angeles to
provide a better framework for analyzing
the merits of proposed development
projects and eliminate redundancy in
case processing by consolidating core
findings that have the same intent but
different phrasing, clarifying ambiguous
finding language, deleting duplicative and
unnecessary findings, and moving
findings to more appropriate places in the
Planning and Zoning Code. No increases
in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed, No specific
development is proposed, and no

I
I individual development would be

approved by adoption of the code
amendment. Implementation of the
proposed changes to existing conditional

i use regulations through future requested

,I

projects within the City of Los Angeles
would be consistent with the General
Plan, applicable Community Plans, and

"

Zoning Ordinance as amended by this

,I
:-

-+.~~~~=- ~c~o~d~e~a~m~e~n~d~m~e_n_t~p_m_je_c_t._N~o__im~p_a_c_ts~__ +- ~would occur.

I
J. NO IMPACT The proposed code amendment would

update the findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use

I
I applications in the City of Los Angeles to

provide a better framework for analyzing
the merits of proposed development

I projects and eliminate redundancy in

I
case processing by consolidating core
findings that have the same intent but
different phrasing, clarifying ambiguous

i finding language, deleting duplicative and

"

unnecessary findings, and moving
, findings to more appropriate places in the

Planning and Zoning Code. No increases
in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed. No specific
development is proposed, and no
development would be specifically
approved by adoption of the program.
Therefore, No habitat conservation plans
or natural community conservation plans
would be impacted,I ,

Ixl. MINERAL RESOURCES
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l. NO IMPACT The proposed code amendment would
update the findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use
applications in the City of Los Angeles to
provide a better framework for analyzing
the merits of proposed development
projects and eliminate redundancy in
case processing by consolidating core
findings that have the same intent but
different phrasing, clarifying ambiguous
finding language, deleting duplicative and
unnecessary findings, and moving
findings to more appropriate places in the
Planning and Zoning Code. No increases
in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed. No specific
development is proposed, and no
development would be specifically

I approved by adoption of the program.
Therefore, no impacts to mineral

I ).
resources would occur.

NO IMPACT The proposed code amendment would
update the findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use
applications in the City of Los Angeles to
provide a better framework for analyzing
the merits of proposed development
projects and eliminate redundancy in
case processing by consolidating core
findings that have the same intent but
different phrasing, clarifying ambiguous
finding language, deleting duplicative and
unnecessary findings, and moving
findings to more appropriate places in the
Planning and Zoning Code. No increases
in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed. No specific
development is proposed, and no
development would be specifically
approved by adoption of the program.
Therefore, no impacts to mineral
resources would occur.

"II. NOISE
a. NO IMPACT The proposed code amendment would

update the findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use
applications in the City of Los Angeles to
provide a better framework for analyzing
the merits of proposed development
projects and eliminate redundancy in
case processing by consolidating core
findings that have the same intent but
different phrasing, clarifying ambiguous
finding language, deleting duplicative and
unnecessary findings, and moving
findings to more appropriate places in the
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Planning and Zoning Code. No increases
in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed. No specific
development is proposed, and no
development would be specifically
approved by adoption of the proposed
code amendment. Because the proposed
project does not include any development
proposals or entitlements, adoption of the
proposed code amendment would not
place sensitive receptors in areas, subject
to noise that exceeds noise standards.

,n. NO IMPACT The proposed code amendment would
update the findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use
applications in the City of Los Angeles to
provide a better framework for analyzing
the merits of proposed development
projects and eliminate redundancy in
case processing by consolidating core
findings that have the same intent but
different phrasing. clarifying ambiguous
finding language, deleting duplicative and
unnecessary findings, and moving
findings to more appropriate places in the
Planning and Zoning Code. No increases
in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed. No specific
development is proposed, and no
development would be specifically
approved by adoption of the proposed
code amendment. Because the proposed
project does not include any development
proposals or entitlements, adoption of the
proposed code amendment would not
place sensitive receptors in areas, subject
to noise that exceeds noise standards.

.. NO IMPACT The proposed code amendment would

I
update the findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use
applications in the City of Los Angeles to

I provide a better framework for analyzing

I the merits of proposed development
projects and eliminate redundancy in
case processing by consolidating core
findings that have the same intent but

I different phrasing, clarifying ambiguous
finding language, deleting duplicative and
unnecessary findings, and moving

I findings to more appropriate places in the
Planning and Zoning Code. No increases
in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed. No specific

I development is proposed, and no
development would be specifically
approved by adoption ofthe proposed

t code amendment. Because the proposed
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project does not include any development
proposals or entitlements, adoption of the
proposed code amendment would not
place sensitive receptors in areas, subject
to noise that exceeds noise standards.

d. NO IMPACT No specific development is proposed and
, no development would be specifically

approved by adoption of the proposed
code amendment. The proposed

, regulations do not involve any
j development proposals or entitlements.

I All future applications requesting
discretionary approvals for development
projects in the City of Los Angeles will
comply with Noise Ordinance No. 144,331
and 161,574, and any subsequent
ordinances, which prohibit the emission or

I creation of noise beyond certain levels at

I
adjacent uses unless technically
infeasible. Therefore, no impacts related
to temporary construction noise would
occur.

e. NO IMPACT The proposed code amendment would
update the findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use
applications in the City of Los Angeles to
provide a better framework for analyzing
the merits of proposed development
projects and eliminate redundancy in
case processing by consolidating core
findings that have the same intent but
different phrasing, clarifYing ambiguous
finding language, deleting duplicative and
unnecessary findings, and moving
findings to more appropriate places in the
Planning and Zoning Code. No specific
development is proposed, and no
individual development would be
approved by adoption of the program. If
adopted, the proposed code amendment
will not impact any existing or planned
airport plans. Therefore, the project would
not expose people to excessive noise
levels associated with airport operations., NO IMPACT The proposed code amendment would
update the findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use
applications in the City of Los Angeles to
provide a better framework for analyzing
the merits of proposed development
projects and eliminate redundancy in
case processing by consolidating core
findings that have the same intent but
different phrasing, clarifYing ambiguous
finding language, deleting duplicative and
unnecessary findings, and moving
findings to more appropriate places in the
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Planning and Zoning Code. No specific
development is proposed, and no
individual development would be
approved by adoption of the program. If
adopted, the proposed code amendment
will not impact any existing or planned
airport plans. Therefore, the project would
not expose people to excessive noise
levels associated with airport operations.

v.lII. POPULATION AND HOUSING
L NO IMPACT No specific development is proposed as

part of the code amendment project, no
individual development would be
approved by the project, and no increases
in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed. No housing is
proposed for construction or removal, and
no population inducing development or
regulations are proposed. The proposed
code amendment would update the
findings required to grant approval of
discretionary land use applications in the
City of Los Angeles to provide a better
framework for analyzing the merits of
proposed development projects and
eliminate redundancy in case processing
by consolidating core findings that have
the same intent but different phrasing,
clarifYing ambiguous finding language,
deleting duplicative and unnecessary
findings, and moving findings to more
appropriate places in the Planning and
Zoning Code. However, these revisions to
the land use findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use
applications will not allow any increase in
net density above what has been
planned. Therefore, no population and
housing impacts would occur.

b. NO IMPACT No specific development is proposed as
part of the code amendment project, no
individual development would be
approved by the project, and no increases
in land use density, intensity, or
distribution are proposed. No housing is
proposed for construction or removal, and
no population inducing development or
regulations are proposed. The proposed
code amendment would update the
findings required to grant approval of
discretionary land use applications in the
City of Los Angeles to provide a better
framework for analyzing the merits of
proposed development projects and
eliminate redundancy in case processing
by consolidating core findings that have
the same intent but different phrasing,
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clarifying ambiguous finding language.
deleting duplicative and unnecessary
findings. and moving findings to more

I
appropriate places in the Planning and
Zoning Code. However. these revisions to
the land use findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use
applications will not allow any increase in .
net density above what has been
planned. Therefore. no population and

I housing impacts would occur.

Ic. NO IMPACT No specific development is proposed as
part of the code amendment project. no
individual development would be
approved by the project. and no increases
in land use density. intensity. or
distribution are proposed. No housing is

I proposed for construction or removal. and
I no population inducing development or

I regulations are proposed. The proposed
code amendment would update the
findings required to grant approval of
discretionary land use applications in the
City of Los Angeles to provide a belter
framework for analyzing the merits of
proposed development projects and
eliminate redundancy in case processing
by consolidating core findings that have
the same intent but different phrasing.
clarifying ambiguous finding language.
deleting duplicative and unnecessary
findings. and moving findings to more
appropriate places in the Planning and
Zoning Code. However. these revisions to
the land use findings required to grant
approval of discretionary land use
applications will not allow any increase in
net density above what has been
planned. Therefore. no population and
housing impacts would occur.

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES
I. NO IMPACT Because no development is proposed as

part of or would be facilitated by the code
amendment project. and no increases In
land use density, intensity, or distribution
are proposed. the code amendment
project would not increase the demand
for fire or police protection services,
schools. parks. or other public services.
No new facilities would be required, and
no alterations to existing faciiities would
result from adoption of the proposed code
amendment. No adverse impacts related
to public services or public services
facilities would occur from adoption of the

I proposed code amendment.
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i. NO IMPACT Because no development is proposed as
part of or would be facilitated by the code
amendment project, and no increases in
land use density, intensity, or distribution
are proposed, the code amendment
project would not increase the demand
for fire or police protection services,
schools, parks, or other public services.
No new facilities would be required, and
no alterations to existing facilities would
result from adoption of the proposed code
amendment. No adverse impacts related
to public services or public services
facilities would occur from adoption of the
proposed code amendment.

c. NO IMPACT Because no development is proposed as
part of or would be facilitated by the code
amendment project, and no increases in
land use density, intensity, or distribution
are proposed, the code amendment
project would not increase the demand
for fire or police protection services,
schools, parks, or other public services.
No new facilities would be required, and
no alterations to existing facilities would
result from adoption of the proposed code
amendment. No adverse impacts related
to public services or public services
facilities would occur from adoption of the
proposed code amendment.. NO IMPACT Because no development is proposed as..
part of or would be facilitated by the code
amendment project, and no increases in
land use density, intensity, or distribution
are proposed, the code amendment
project would not increase the demand
for fire or police protection services,
schools, parks,or other public services.
No new facilities would be required, and
no alterations to existing facilities would
result from adoption of the proposed code
amendment. No adverse impacts related
to public services or public services
facilities would occur from adoption of the
proposed code amendment.

NO IMPACT Because no development is proposed as
part of or would be facilitated by the code
amendment project, and no increases in
land use density, intensity, or distribution
are proposed, the code amendment
project would not increase the demand
for fire or police protection services,
schools, parks, or other public services.
No new facilities would be required, and
no alterations to existing facilities would
result from adoption of the proposed code
amendment. No adverse impacts related

}rV-2010-1573-~ Page 40 of44



Impact? Ex Janation
Mitigation
Measures

to public services or public services
facilities would occur from adoption of the
proposed code amendment.

V. RECREATION
a. NO IMPACT No development is proposed as part of

the code amendment project, no specific
development would be approved by the
code amendment, and no increases in
land use density, intensity, or distribution
are proposed. No housing or other uses
are proposed or would be specifically
approved that would result in increased
demand for recreational facilities, and no
population-inducing development or
regulations are proposed. No adverse
impacts related to recreation would occur.

'. NO IMPACT No development is proposed as part of
the code amendment project, no specific
development would be approved by the
code amendment, and no increases in
land use density, intensity, or distribution
are proposed. No housing or other uses
are proposed or would be specifically
approved that would result in increased
demand for recreational facilities, and no
population-inducing development or
regulations are proposed. No adverse
impacts related to recreation would occur.

AVI. TRANSPORT ATION/TRAFFIC
~.NO IMPACT No development is proposed nor would

any specific development be approved by
the proposed code amendment.
Implementation of the proposed code
amendment, which would not change the
land use designations or density in the
project area, would not be expected to
affect traffic or circulation. Therefore, and
because no specific development,
changes in land use, or increases in
allowed land use intensity are proposed
as part of the proposed code amendment,
project implementation would not
increase traffic volumes within the City of
Los Angeles, It should also be noted that
futura development projects would be
subject to individual review for potential
traffic impacts and those impacts would
be addressed on a case-by-case basis.
No adverse impacts would result.

b. NO IMPACT No development is proposed nor would
any specific development be approved by
the proposed code amendment.
Implementation of the proposed code
amendment, which would not change the
land use designations or density in the
project area, would not be expected to
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affect traffic or circulation. Therefore, and, because no specific development,

I changes in land use, or increases in
! allowed land use intensity are proposed

as part of the proposed code amendment,
project implementation would not
increase traffic volumes within the City of

I
Los Angeles. It should also be noted that
future development projects would be
subject to individual review for potential
traffic impacts and those impacts would
be addressed on a case-by-case basis.
No adverse impacts would result.

" NO IMPACT No development is proposed nor would,f "

any specific development be approved by
the proposed code amendment.
Therefore, no change in air traffic
patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks would
result. Building heights would not be
increased, nor would projects regulated
by the proposed code amendment
increase airport traffic levels. No adverse
impacts would result.

.. NO IMPACT No sharp curves, dangerous intersections
or other hazardous traffic or intersection
configurations are proposed or would be
facilitated by implementation of the code
amendment project. Major changes in
road engineering, alignment or
intersection controls that could affect
traffic safety are not proposed. Farm
equipment and other incompatible
vehicular or transportation uses would not
be introduced or facilitated by the project.
No adverse impacts would result.

" NO IMPACT The circulation network would remain
, unchanged under the proposed

regulations. Access to and from existing
structures and to and through the project
area would remain unchanged. Existing
requirements for fire and other emergency
access would continue to be applied to
development as it is proposed and
reviewed. No adverse impacts are
anticipated.

f. NO IMPACT No development is proposed nor would
any specific development be approved by
the proposed code amendment.
Therefore, no change in parking capacity
is anticipated from adoption of the
proposed project. The project would not
conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative
transportation. No adverse impact would
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, I Iresult. I
IxvlI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
, '1. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed as part of
I the code amendment project, no specific

development would be approved by the
project, and no increases in land use
density, intensity, or distribution are
proposed. The project would not result in
a measurable increase in the demand for
water nor in an increase in wastewater
generation. No new or expanded facilities
are proposed or would be required in
order to implement the proposed code
amendment. Impacts would be less than
significant.

b. NO IMPACT No development is proposed as part of

I
the code amendment project, no specific
development would be approved by the

)
project, and no increases in land use
density, intensity, or distribution are
proposed. The project would not result in
a measurable increase in the demand for
water nor in an increase in wastewater
generation. No new or expanded facilities
are proposed or would be required in
order to implement the proposed code
amendment. No adverse impacts are
anticipated.

~. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No new development or increases in
potential development are proposed, and
no wastewater facilities are proposed for
alteration or expansion. New
development built subject to the proposed
regulations would be subject to various
water conservation measures in the
citywide landscape ordinance and other
regulations. Impacts would be less than
significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed as part of
the code amendment project, no specific
development would be approved by the
project, and no increases in land use
density, intensity, or distribution are
proposed. The project would not result in
a measurable increase in the demand for
water nor in an increase in wastewater
generation. No new or expanded facilities
are proposed or would be required in
order to implement the proposed code
amendment. Impacts would be less than
significant.
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,. NO IMPACT No development is proposed as part of

I the code amendment project, no specific
development would be approved by the
project, and no increases in land use

I
density, intensity, or distribution are
proposed. The project would not result in
a measurable increase in the demand for

I
water nor in an increase in wastewater
generation. No new or expanded facilities
are proposed or would be required in

I order to implement the proposed code
amendment. No adverse impacts are
anticipated.

• LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed as part of
I the code amendment project, no specificI

I development would be approved, and no
increases in land use density or intensity

I are proposed. Implementation of the
proposed code amendment would not

I result in a measurable increase in solid
waste generation. Impacts would be less
than significant.

g. NO IMPACT No development is proposed as part of
the code amendment project, no speclflc
development would be approved, and no
increases in land use density or intensity
are proposed. Implementation of the
proposed code amendment would not
result in a measurable increase in solid
waste generation. Impacts would be less
than significant.

VIII. MANDA TORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
a. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed code amendment project

does not have the potential to degrade
the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of fish or
wildlife species, or threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community.

~. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The cumulative impacts associated with
the proposed code amendment project
will result in a less than significant impact.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed code amendment project
does not pose significant impacts to
humans.
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NEIGHBORS
I

128 N. Swall Drive, #304 Los Angeles, CA 90048
www.LAneighbors.org

October 7, 2010

BY MESSENGER

Mr. Bill Roschen
President
Los Angeles City Planning Commission
200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Zoning Code Update Staff Report on Nine Zoning Code Section Studies
Department of City Planning Recommendation Report on CPC-201 0-1572-CA and
ENV-2010-1573-ND, Otherwise Known as "Core Findings Ordinance"

Dear Bill:

It is with great disappointment that we send this letter regarding the "Core Findings
Ordinance" that will be considered by the City Planning Commission on October 14,2010,
at 8:30 a.m. in Room 1010 of Los Angeles City Hall in downtown Los Angeles.

Following careful review of the proposed nine-part zoning code update, including the first
proposed ordinance on core findings, it is quite clear that the City intends to gut the zoning code,
apparently with callous disregard for the people, neighborhoods and long-term future of Los
Angeles.

This action, part of the most massive zoning code rewrite since 1946, is being taken under the
guise of "updating" and "streamlining" the code. We have recently posted the Zoning Code
Update Staff Report and the draft ordinance to our website (http://www.laneighbors.org), but it
certainly has not gotten the public circulation and attention that it deserves.

The truth is the first ordinance will severely define down planning standards and subvert zoning
controls in Los Angeles to the point where the City is mandated to approve even projects that
would have adverse impacts. Similarly, the ordinance will severely limit the City'S ability to
place conditions on those projects in order to mitigate negative impacts.

Some of my friends in the real estate development and investment community at first glance may
think this ordinance is a positive step, but anyone who cares seriously about long-term real estate
ownership and investment in the City, including the sanctity of planning and the integrity of
zoning, will come to the opposite conclusion after examining the ordinance and its very likely
impacts.
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The City's action with this ordinance is irresponsible, underhanded and unlawful. The Core
Findings Ordinance is unconstitutional, and in violation of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA):

• By this ordinance, which so defines down planning standards, virtually all entitlement
applications for zoning adjustments, Specific Plan exceptions and conditional uses must
be granted by the City, even if the projects and uses anticipated will produce substantial
negative impacts that are not mitigated. Clearly, the ordinance is intended to subvert
CEQA; it rolls back well-established environmental protections and public accountability
standards that help ensure we keep California California ... in other words, that we
properly respect the integrity of the natural and built environments that so ensure our
quality of life and the aesthetics of our City and our State.

o The ordinance effectively guts protections afforded residents and commercial
property owners in all 46 ofthe City's Specific Plan areas. No longer will applicants
for land use entitlements including development and conditional uses have to comply
with existing Specific Plan requirements.

o The ordinance effectively provides a 20% development bonus to all applicants
seeking new project approvals (and enlargements of already approved projects) in
Community Plan areas. The City will not have to hold hearings or provide
community notification before granting these development bonuses characterized as
zoning adjustments. Thus, the ordinance also places limitations on public
involvement in the review of potentially impactful projects, in direct contravention
with the public accountability purposes of CEQ A. "CEQA broadly invokes the
policy of permitting full public participation throughout the environmental review
process it commands." (Plaggmier v. City a/San Jose (1980) 101 Cal.App.3d 842,
854.) Allowing the public to fully participate in the review of projects enables the
full analysis of project impacts and full disclosure to those who would be impacted.

• By this ordinance, the standards for core findings are defined down to such a point that
they are no longer consistent with the findings that are required to meet the applicable
legal standard for approving zoning adjustments, exceptions to Specific Plan
requirements and conditional use permits. Quite simply, these core findings cannot be
used to justify these approvals.

• The transfer of authority effected by this ordinance is illegal. State law in California
requires, and the California State Supreme Court has affirmed, that local zone changes,
including code amendments, are to be made by legislative bodies, not administrative
boards including planning commissions. Only legislators (in the case of Los Angeles, the
City Council) can authorize zone changes or amend the local zoning code. By this
ordinance, authority to approve zone changes and amend the zoning code within Specific
Plan areas and Community Plan areas effectively will be transferred from the City
Council to the Mayor's Planning Department; the Planning Department and planning
commissions effectively will be able to rewrite the zoning code on an ad hoc, arbitrary
basis by virtue oftheir new mandate to approve building height and size changes, and
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changes of use, through zoning adjustments, Specific Plan exceptions and conditional use
permits. This transfer of authority is illegal. The Planning Department and planning
commissions in the City cannot rewrite the zoning code simply because they may feel
like it when they wake up in the morning; only the City Council can approve zone
changes and zone code amendments.

• The Core Findings Ordinance - by itself and in conjunction with the other eight
ordinances - will produce significant growth and growth impacts that have not been
identified by the City through a master, or progrannnatic, Enviromnental Impact Report
(EIR). A Negative Declaration on this proposed ordinance is grossly insufficient and cuts
short the full public review and comment that should be undertaken in connection with
such a momentous change to the City'S entitlement review and approval process.

• It is unknown whether the City's infrastructure capacity is sufficient to support the
growth that will result from this ordinance given the City's noncompliance with
infrastructure reporting requirements under the City'S General Plan. Although the City is
required by the Framework Element (Program P43) to prepare and publish Annual
Growth and Infrastructure Reports, no such reports have been prepared or published since
the year 2000. It is questionable whether this zoning code project even can be undertaken
lawfully in the absence of compliance with this General Plan reporting requirement.

The Staff Report accompanying this ordinance is misleading at best; it is a disingenuous
representation of the results the ordinance actually will produce. The ordinance for all intents
and purposes will gut Community Plans and Specific Plans in place across the City; this is not
communicated in the Staff Report.

We strongly encourage the Planning Commission to reject this ordinance on consideration and
remand it to the Planning Department until an EIR is completed on the entire project.

Following is a surmnary and discussion of the ordinance's impacts and our concerns. To be
clear, the Core Findings Ordinance will produce these results:

• The Mayor's Planning Department, at their sole discretion, will be able to effectively
override existing zoning by allowing taller buildings, bigger buildings, denser buildings
and different uses than the underlying zoning allows - often with no opportunities for
community participation to fully identify and understand the enviromnental impacts of
entitlements, including impacts on adjacent and nearby properties.

• All 46 Specific Plan areas in the City will lose protections. Future projects and
alterations to existing buildings will not have to comply with existing Specific Plan
requirements. The same is true for all 36 Community Plan areas in the City. Future
projects and alterations to existing buildings will not have to comply with existing
Community Plan requirements. (The sky is the limit for exceptions to Specific Plans; for
projects in Community Plan areas outside Specific Plan areas, project applicants are
essentially assured of receiving 20% development bonuses in the form of zoning
adjustments. )
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• Across every neighborhood and connnercial center in Los Angeles, new projects no
longer will have to be compatible with their surroundings as they do today.

• Neighbors, including connnercial property owners, will see their rights to challenge
project approvals severely limited if not effectively abridged. This will be the impact of
defining down planning standards and removing compatibility requirements. In the case
of Specific Plan exceptions granted by the Mayor's Planning Department, while appeal
rights still will exist on the City'S books, entitlement approvals will be virtually
impossible to overturn. Remember the new standard: "Doesn'tforther degrade the
neighborhood." On this basis pretty much everything will be allowable in Specific Plan
areas. Relative to zoning adjustments in Community Plan areas, it will be similarly
difficult to appeal 20% development bonuses granted by the Mayor's Planning
Department, especially if there is no public notice of the approvals in the first place.

• Across the San Fernando Valley, undeveloped and modestly developed land zoned for
agricultural uses will be swept away. It will be much easier, as a result of the ordinance,
for property owners to obtain entitlements including conditional use permits allowing
multifamily residential, mixed-use and connnercial properties on land zoned for
agriculture; the City's ability to condition use permits will be limited by the new
ordinance.

• The City Council's authority to intervene on project decisions, including on their
constituents' behalf, will be severely limited if not entirely abridged. As discussed, this
ordinance represents a massive power shift from the Legislative to the Executive Branch
of City govennnent. The City Council will be acting unwisely and unconstitutionally if it
delegates this authority to the Executive Branch.

• Neighborhood councils no longer will receive Early Notification of many, if not most,
major land use projects in their areas, abridging their Charter-protected right to advise the
City on significant issues.

• Oversized density-bonus projects, homeless shelters, recycling centers, mini-shopping
centers and a variety of other project types all will be easier to build and open in our
connnunities, with lower standards for approval.

• The expanded scope of allowable adjustments to house sizes, including heights and side
yards, and grading requirements, will effectively nullify a host of other ordinances and
standards on the city's books that are intended to protect residential neighborhoods from
incompatible development and uses.
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CEQA Requires Preparation of an EIR for the Overall Zoning Code Project,
Including this Ordinance

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires an EIR whenever a project may
have a significant adverse impact on the environment. (California Public Resources Code §
21151.) "If there is substantial evidence of a significant environmental impact, evidence to the
contrary does not dispense with the need for an ErR when it can still be 'fairly argued' that the
project may have a significant impact." (Friends of "B" Street v. City of Hayward (1980) 106
Cal.App.3d 988, 1001.)

This project, representing the most massive rewrite of the City'S zoning code since 1946,
encompasses nine major code studies, affecting the core components of the zoning code:

• Administrative Exceptions, including an "abbreviated review process" for deviations
from the zoning code

• Calculation and Measurement, including residential density, floor area ratio and height
• Commercial Development Standards
• Core Findings
• Multiple Approvals
• Open Space and Setback Standards
• Plan Approvals
• Planned Unit Developments
• Site Plan Review

The City has deliberately parsed the zoning code changes into nine ordinances in an effort to
avoid recognizing, or to allow the public to recognize, the overall project's impacts. This
segmentation of the review of the ordinances is specifically prohibited by CEQA.

With evidence presented here as well as additional evidence we are gathering in anticipation of
submitting further correspondence on this matter, we will demonstrate that this ordinance alone
is likely to produce significant environmental impacts (including on traffic, scenic views,
aesthetics, shade/shadow, infrastructure, air pollution, and water reclamation and storrnwater
runoff) that have not been identified by the City.

To this end, we are planning to submit computer-generated renderings illustrating the impacts of
anticipated new developments on hillsides, canyons, in the flats and in scenic corridors. Also,
we anticipate submitting photographic evidence from the city of Houston to demonstrate the
impacts on a city when zoning controls are absent. (As most members ofthe national real estate
development and investment community are aware, Houston is the largest city in the U.s. that
maintains no meaningful zoning code, including no transitional zoning requirements.) We will
be able to demonstrate through photographic evidence of some Houston sites how zoning code
changes included in this ordinance will impact sites in Los Angeles.

Given the significant environmental impacts of the Core Findings Ordinance, an ErR clearly is
required for the ordinance and the project to proceed.
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Proposed Ordinance Will Substantially Define Down the Core Findings Required to
Approve Enlarged Development Projects and Many Conditional Uses, Limiting the Citv's
Ability to Deny or Mitigate Impactful Projects

To be clear, ifthis ordinance were simply intended to "make development easier" in the City by
streamlining process, we would not be submitting these comments. But this ordinance goes way
beyond that. The City's intention is to lower planning and development standards to gin up
significant growth, with no community input relative to the characteristics and implications of
that growth, and no meaningful analysis of the impacts of that growth.

The most significant downward definitions of core findings, and subversions of zoning controls,
include:

o Project Compatibility Core Finding - No longer will projects have to be compatible
with other projects in the immediate vicinity in which they are located. (City
Planning Recommendation Report on Proposed Ordinance, Page 8.) Rather, by the
new ordinance, they only will have to be compatible with a surrounding area that can
include the entire Community Plan area, the entire Specific Plan area or a surrounding
Plan area. In other words, a proposed 20-story building could be found compatible
with a largely single-family residential neighborhood ifthere is another 20-story
building two miles away in the same Community Plan area.

o General Plan Core Finding - No longer will projects have to be in conformance with
the city's General Plan to be approved without a zoning variance; rather, they only
will have to be in "substantial conformance with the purpose, intent and provisions of
the General Plan and [the] applicable Community and Specific Plan." (City Planning
Recommendation Report on Proposed Ordinance, Page 8.)

Here we must callout one of the most fantastical element of the entire proposed Core
Findings Ordinance. The notion of "substantial conformance" with plan requirements
versus conformance is riddle enough. But the notion of conforming with the "intent"
ofa Community Plan or Specific Plan is right out of "Alice in Wonderland." What
does it mean to conform with the intent of a plan? It is unclear even after we have
consulted with a variety of credentialed plauners and expert land use attorneys. We
can only conclude that conformance with the intent of plans will mean whatever the
Mayor's Planning Department wants it to mean for any given project on any given
day.

Reality check: Plans have requirements. A project complies with applicable plans or
it doesn't comply. Findings are supposed to be made on the basis of fact, not intent.
Planners cannot define intent. On this basis alone, this ordinance is truly ridiculous
and will be impossible to implement.

6



LA Neighbors United Comment Letter on Draft Core Findings Ordinance October 7, 2010

The lobbyists representing development interests who drafted the ordinance might as
well have taken a match to the entire zoning code; the same objective would be
achieved, which was likely their intent!

o Adjustment Core Finding - No longer will projects have to comply with established
ordinances and policies regarding house sizes, including floor area ratios, heights,
setback requirements and grading requirements; rather, they only will have to comply
with the "intent of those regulations" on the City'S books. (City Planning
Recommendation Report on Proposed Ordinance, Page 8.) Once again, we enter the
realm of the fantastical. What does it mean to conform with the "intent" of
regulations? Planners cannot define intent.

This ordinance will effectively override existing single-family residential zoning,
including anti-mansionization regulations on hillsides and in the flats, and grading
requirements.

o Project Design Core Finding - No longer will project designs have to be compatible
with neighborhoods as they do today. (City Planning Recommendation Report on
Proposed Ordinance, Page 9.) Additionally, project designs no longer will have to
conform to the underlying site zoning. The ordinance introduces the element of form-
based codes into the City'S otherwise Euclidean zoning code. At the arbitrary and ad
hoc discretion of the Mayor's Planning Department, new projects will be justifiable
based on their/arm. (Form speaks to the arrangement of uses, buildings and
structures in a surrounding area; by the new ordinance, there may be no relationship
between a project design's form and the underlying site zoning.) We will discuss the
enviromnental impacts of this proposed finding later in this comment letter.

Proposed Ordinance Will Significantly Enlarge the Range of Allowable Zoning
Adjnstments So That Far Fewer Larger Development Projects Will Require Zoning
Variances

State law and the City Charter are quite explicit, and strict, relative to the sanctity of zoning and
the necessity to demonstrate the need for zoning variances. Under State and City law, variances
are intended to be rare, based on hardship and necessity.

As discussed, the new City ordinance will subvert zoning and the need to justify zoning
variances as required under State law and the City Charter. Many entitlement approvals that
today require variances will be allowed virtually by-right through administrative exceptions and
adjustments at the sole discretion of the Mayor's Planning Department.

Here are three examples of outcomes to expect as a result of the proposed ordinance:

• Scenario 1: A project applicant in a Specific Plan area wants to build an apartment
building that is 180 feet high with a floor area ratio of approximately 6: 1. The zoning on
the site allows buildings up to 45 feet high with a maximum floor area ratio of3:1. The
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site is adjacent to a single-family home. Under current law, the likelihood of the
applicant being able to secure a Specific Plan exception to allow the 180-foot-high
building is extremely low, if not impossible. The Specific Plan likely was put in place to
head off incompatible development. Under the new law, however, the City will be
mandated to grant approval of the proposed project because it meets the City's newly
defined-down planning standards. If there is another tall building even a mile away from
the proposed project site, the applicant will assert, and the City will be hard-pressed to
deny, approval of the Specific Plan exception. This is despite the fact that the new
building will be by far the tallest structure in the neighborhood and potentially produce
shade/shadow and other significant environmental impacts.

Notable about this scenario is that one very tail building in an area will become the
justification for finding that other very tall buildings are compatible, even if the
underlying zoning doesn't allow them. So, like dominoes, we can expect smaller
buildings to fall if they are in the surrounding area of taller ones.

• Scenario 2: A project applicant wants to build a ISO-unit apartment building next to two
other project sites where an additional ISO apartment units are planned or under
construction. Today, the applicant would seek a variance to increase the height of the
anticipated building by one story, or about 22%. Typically, this would trigger
environmental review, including a traffic study, to analyze the cnmulative impact of all
three projects. The study is performed; it turns out there is a significant impact at one
major intersection that must be mitigated to reduce the cnmulative impact of all three
projects. The project applicant agrees to pay for the mitigation as a condition for
securing project approval. Under the new law, the Mayor's Planning Department could
grant the applicant the additional story through a zoning adjustment (no variance
required) on the basis of the project's compatibility with the neighborhood, and simply
choose not to recognize the potential incremental impact of the additional car trips
generated by the third project. As a result, no traffic study might be ordered or, even if it
were, it need not be made public for community review prior to project approval because
the additional story no longer would require a variance and, thus, a public hearing. (In
other words, the City could choose to sweep the traffic study and its findings under the
rug.) So the project would be built, but with no measure put in place to mitigate its
negative traffic impacts, which would degrade the neighborhood.

Notable about this scenario are four issues. First, development bonuses delivered in the
form of zoning adjustments will be the norm under the new law. The City will process
entitlement applications such as this one as zoning adjustments versus as variances.
Second, "Zoning Plus 20%" (which is allowable via adjustments) will become the new
baseline for development. Third, since "Zoning Plus 20%" effectively becomes by-right,
CEQA review of projects, including the cnmulative impacts of multiple projects, will be
compromised. Acting largely out of public view to approve zoning adjustments, it will
be easy for the Mayor's Planning Department to skirt compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act, in clear violation of CEQA and an abuse of the City's
discretion and authority. Fourth, neighborhoods will be further degraded because
negative environmental impacts will be ignored, with mitigation measures avoided.

8



LA Neighbors United Comment Letter on Draft Core Findings Ordinance October 7, 2010

Scenario 3: A project site is in the middle of a somewhat populated, semi-built-out
Community Plan area. The site is zoned for agricultural uses and is undeveloped; as
such, it provides envirorunental benefits including for stormwater runoff mitigation and
aquifer recharge. The project applicant wants to build apartments on the site. Project
approval requires a land use entitlement. Today, securing project approval is challenging
if it is arguable that the proposed use is incompatible with the surrounding area, which is
semi-rural. Under the new law, however, the applicant will be virtually assured of
securing the entitlement; the City's ability to condition a use permit will be limited.

Most notable about this scenario is that the Mayor's Planning Department, at their sole
discretion, will be able to easily and effectively rezone land in a way that significantly
changes the character and aesthetic of an area, without meeting the applicable legal
standard for approving such changes.

These are realistic outcomes under the proposed new ordinance, notwithstanding the Planning
Department's likely denials.

All 46 Specific Plan Areas in the City Will Lose Guaranteed Protections from Incompatible
Projects, Including Overdevelopment and Poorly Planned Development

As noted above, no longer will new developments and alterations to existing developments have
to comply with Community Plan and Specific Plan requirements; they only will have to be in
"substantial conformance" with the "intent" of those requirements, whatever that means.
Specific Plan areas in the City include:

• Alameda
• Avenue 57
• Central City West
• Century City
• Coastal Bluffs
• Colorado Boulevard
• Crenshaw Corridor
• DevonshirelTopanga
• Foothill Boulevard
• Girard
• Glencoe/Maxella
• Granada Hills
• Hollywoodland
• LA Sports and Entertairunent District
• LAXIEI Segundo Dunes
• Mt. WashingtoniGlassell Park
• Mulholland Scenic Parkway
• North University Park
• Oxford Triangle
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• Pacific Palisades
• Park Mile
• Playa Vista
• Porter Ranch
• San GabrielN erdugo Mountains Scenic Preserve
• San Vicente Scenic Corridor
• San Pedro
• Sepulveda Corridor
• Valley Circle/Plummer Street Scenic Corridor
• Valley Village
• Venice Coastal
• VenturaiCahuenga
• Vermont-Western
• Warner Center
• West Los Angeles Traffic Improvement and Mitigation Plan
• Westwood Village
• Wilshire- Westwood Scenic Corridor

October 7, 2010

Protections against incompatible projects, including from overdevelopment and poorly planned
development, also will be lost by all 36 Community Plan areas in the City:

• Arleta-Pacoima
• Bel Air-Beverly Crest
• Boyle Heights
• Brentwood-Pacific Palisades
• Canoga Park- Winnetka-Woodland Hills
• Central City
• Central City North
• Chatsworth-Porter Ranch
• Encino-Tarzana
• Granada Hills-Knollwood
• Harbor Gateway
• Hollywood
• Mission Hills-Panorama City-North Hills
• North Hollywood
• Northeast Los Angeles
• Northridge
• Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey
• Port of Los Angeles
• Reseda-West Van Nuys
• San Pedro
• Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake
• Silver Lake-Echo Park
• South Central Los Angeles
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• Southeast Los Angeles
• Sun Valley
• Sunland- Tujunga-Lake View Terrace-Shadow Hills
• Sylmar
• Van Nuys-North Sherman Oaks
• Venice
• West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert Park
• West Los Angeles
• Westchester-Playa del Rey
• Westlake
• Westwood
• Wilmington-Harbor City
• Wilshire

Proposed Ordinance Will Essentially Eliminate the Due Process Rights of Adjacent and
Nearby Property Owners, Including Commercial Property Owners, to Challenge Many, If
Not Most, Project Approvals Based on Their Negative Community Impacts

To the extent that virtually all project approvals become allowable by-right as Plan exceptions
and adjustments, the due process rights of neighbors, including adjacent and nearby property
owners, will be restricted if not entirely abridged. The proposed ordinance effectively mandates
entitlement approvals at lower standards of planning. The Mayor's Planning Department must
grant the approvals, and area planning commissions must sustain them. Discretion is virtually
eliminated from the process, to the extent there will be due process.

Proposed Ordinance Will Shift Massive Authority From the Legislative to the Executive
Branch of City Government

The proposed ordinance will shift massive authority from the City Council to the Mayor's
Planning Department, effectively shutting the City Council out of the entitlement review process.
As virtually all Specific Plan exceptions, zoning adjustments and conditional uses will be
allowable by-right at the sole determination of the Mayor's Planning Department, opportunities
for Council office involvement (including testimony at hearings) will be severely limited since
hearings will be limited, if not nonexistent. To the extent the Council retains the ability to hear
appeals of planning commission decisions, the Council will be severely restricted in its ability to
overturn administrative decisions; the grounds for reversal will be so limited because the
standards for project approval will be so low. In other words, virtually all of the discretion that
the current process affords City Council members to influence planning decisions will be
eliminated.
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Some would say that's a good thing, but we believe the opposite. First, the Legislative Branch
serves as a "check" on the Executive Branch's potential abuse of discretion and authority.
Second, the Legislative Branch, by law in the City and the State, must retain control over zone
changes and zone code amendments. The proposed ordinance, however, effectively transfers
that authority to administrative officials. Allowing the Executive Branch to effectively authorize
zone changes and zoning code amendments is not legal, and it certainly is not wise. It will open
the door to massive potential abuse of discretion, power and corruption, including unlawful deal-
making by the Executive Branch.

Proposed Ordinance Will Eliminate the Rights of Neighborhood Councils to Advise the
City on Many Major Land Use Decisions in Their Areas

By the terms of the City Charter following Charter reform, which included the establishment of
neighborhood councils, neighborhood councils are authorized to advise the City on significant
issues, including major land use decisions in their areas. To the extent that major development
projects and controversial conditional use applications become virtually by-right under the new
ordinance, the City government will not be required to provide neighborhood councils with Early
Notification under the terms ofthe City Charter. Thus, neighborhood councils will be deprived
of their right to advise the City on some significant issues in their areas. (I must say, personally,
as a member of the Board of Directors of a certified neighborhood council, this ordinance will
abridge the rights afforded to my neighborhood council and to me under the City Charter.)

Proposed Ordinance Will Result in More and Lower Ouality Density-Bonus Projects,
Homeless Shelters, Eldercare Facilities, Recycling Centers, Pawn Shops, Wireless
Telecommunications Facilities and Mini-Shopping Centers in the City

All of these project types will become easier to entitle as a result of the new ordinance; thus,
there are likely to be more of them. Many projects of these types that already have been entitled
but not yet built will get new findings or have their old ones deleted, which means that projects
already entitled will be able to be enlarged or otherwise compromised without new hearings or
community notification to assess the impacts.

Proposed Ordinance Will Result in Larger, Taller Houses, with Reduced Setbacks, All
Across the City

Under the proposed ordinance, new houses and alterations to existing houses will be able to
exceed existing height limitations, provide reduced front and side yards, increase their maximum
allowable lot coverage and, in some cases, provide a reduced number of off-street parking spaces
(which will increase demand for on-street parking). Homes in all hillside areas and the flats will
be affected.
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Proposed Ordinance Will Limit the City's Ability to Mitigate the Adverse Effects of
Projects

The proposed ordinance eliminates the currently required finding for approval of Specific Plan
exceptions and Site Plan Review that mitigation measures and monitoring be incorporated into a
project to mitigate negative enviromnental impacts. (Sections 11.5.7(C)(2)(b) and (E)(3)(d) and
16.05(F)(5).) The claimed purpose of removing this required finding is to eliminate a
redundancy with CEQA. However, there are many instances where Specific Plan exceptions and
Site Plan Review may be exempt from CEQA review (in particular under a Class 32 infill
exemption), but up until now the City has had the ability to mitigate any impacts under City code
requirements. This change will eliminate the City'S ability to mitigate the negative impacts of
these projects.

Additionally, the proposed ordinance wi11limit the City'S ability to impose mitigating conditions
on projects requiring conditional use permits. The existing code section provides that the
decision-maker can impose conditions deemed to be necessary to protect the best interest of the
surrounding property or neighborhood, and to ensure compatibility. Under the proposed
ordinance, conditions could only be imposed based on the new core findings, which as discussed
above, would permit much more impactful projects.

Discussion of Growth and Growth Impacts in the City of Los Angeles

The Core Findings Ordinance will not simply accelerate growth that otherwise would occur; it
will produce significant net-new growth in the City, with significant enviromnental impacts.

Consider these facts and observations:

• A malleable zoning code will produce more growth than the currently restrictive zoning
code. The current zoning code, through its designations and restrictions on the location
and use of buildings, structures and land for different purposes, effectively serves as a
check on growth in the City of Los Angeles. By the new ordinance, most land use
entitlements for development projects in Specific Plan areas will become by-right, and in
Community Plan areas most projects will be entitled to a 20% development bonus, which
the Mayor's Planning Department and plauning commissions will be mandated to grant.
With entitlements much easier to secure, many more approvals will be sought. Similarly,
projects proposed are likely to be larger, i.e., of greater mass and scale, with higher
density, than otherwise would be the case, since larger projects will be much easier to
approve under the ordinance. (In other words, as the baseline for what's allowable by-
right goes up, there will be more larger projects proposed.)

The fact that applicants will be able to develop larger projects with lower pursuit costs
will incentivize the development of more and larger projects.

Developers typically create more value for themselves and their investors by producing
bigger projects, either with more units (more "keys" and higher density) or bigger
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buildings (with more overall square footage). It is the natural inclination of developers,
like other business people, to pursue project alternatives that deliver the maximum profit
potential. As the saying goes, "Nothing's better than more." Thus, there will be
significantly more net-new development as a result of the proposed ordinance. This
impact, including the environmental impacts of the growth that will occur, is not
acknowledged by the City with its Negative Declaration on the proposed ordinance.

California Courts of Appeal have found that similar policy changes that do not on their
face directly increase growth but that do indirectly make growth much easier do in fact
require full environmental review in an EIR. (City of Redlands v. County of San
Bernardino (2002) 96 Cal.App.4th 398; see also attached unpublished decision San
Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods v. City and County of San Francisco 2007 WL
1793881.)

• A significantly more malleable zoning code will produce significantly more growth than
the currently restrictive code. Make no mistake, the proposed ordinance will effectively
gut Specific Plan requirements in all 46 Specific Plan areas across the City. As noted
earlier, entitlement applications no longer will have to comply with Plan requirements,
but only be in "substantial conformance" with the "purpose, intent and provisions" of
Plans, which will mean whatever the Mayor's Planning Department wants it to mean for
any given project on any given day. The very likely result will be significantly more
development in the City, resulting in more demands on infrastructure, including
roadways, police, fire, utilities, schools, libraries, parks, water supply, air quality, etc.
The growth will assault our environment.

Following on the notion of a project's substantial conformance with the purpose and
intent of a plan, throughout the new ordinance it states that the Planning Department
"will" make findings, not "may" make findings. In other words, there is no room for
discretion on the part of planners as they evaluate entitlement applications. This is a
change from current practice, and is significant in the context of projecting growth and
growth impacts because it means even more enlarged projects will be approved by-right
because the Planning Department will not be able to exercise discretion. Its hands will be
tied by the ordinance; it will be required to approve virtually all new proposed
developments and uses that meet the lower standards of planning. These impacts are not
acknowledged by the City with its Negative Declaration on the proposed ordinance.

• Through serial entitlements and in combination with other available development
incentives, including under California Government Code § 65915, growth will be even
more explosive. By-right Specific Plan exceptions and Community Plan adjustments in
combination with density-bonus incentives (double- or triple-dipping) will result in
buildings 50% larger or more, with substantially higher densities than allowed under
current zoning. This impact; including the environmental impacts of the growth that will
occur, is not acknowledged by the City with its Negative Declaration on the proposed
ordinance.
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• The introduction offonn-based codes into the City's otherwise Euclidean zoning code
will allow the Mayor's Planning Department to approve virtually all manner of buildings
virtually everywhere in the City. Tall buildings will be allowable in zones where low-
rise buildings currently predominate. Different uses will be allowable on project sites
without changing underlying zoning. These allowances alone will produce significant
growth and significant environmental impacts, particularly along our boulevards where
much of the zoning since the passage of Proposition D effectively restricts the floor area
ratio and, thus, the height, of buildings. (Alas, the proposed ordinance also violates
Proposition D.) In addition to being taller, the new buildings that will be developed are
likely to be more densely populated given the ease with which higher-density projects
can be approved by the Mayor's Planning Department under the proposed ordinance. To
be clear, however, the issue isn't just the impact of tall buildings, but the fact that the
ordinance will allow the approval, on an ad hoc, arbitrary and indiscriminate basis, of a
variety of incompatible buildings and uses that have the potential to deface and degrade
the city's natural scenic and built environments. These impacts are not acknowledged by
the City with its Negative Declaration on the new ordinance.

• Based on the scope of project types affected by the proposed ordinance. hundreds of
alreadv entitled projects will get new findings or have their old ones deleted. resulting in
enlarged or otherwise compromised projects. For all of these entitlements the standards
of planning will be defined down, which means the projects that ultimately are built or
otherwise altered will have the potential to be larger in physical size (mass and scale) and
simply more intense (with higher densities, reduced setbacks, etc.). In the case of
conditional uses, such as for homeless shelters, permitting standards also are being
defined down. Hundreds of projects will be affected, with the potential to be upsized, or
otherwise compromised, retroactively. This impact is not acknowledged by the City with
its Negative Declaration on the new ordinance.

• Based on the sheer volume of entitlements processed by the Planning Department. the
proposed new ordinance will have a significant environmental impact. The City
processes about 2,000 entitlements annually (City Planning Recommendation Report on
Proposed Ordinance, Page 9). These entitlements require that land use findings be met.
If only 25 percent, or 500, of these entitlements are "upsized" annually based on project
enlargements that will be allowable under the new ordinance, that result alone will
produce a significant environmental impact as a result of the growth. If 50 percent of the
entitlements processed, or 1,000 entitlements, are upsized or otherwise allow projects or
conditional uses based on lower standards of planning, the environmental impact will be
even more significant. This impact is not acknowledged by the City with its Negative
Declaration on the new ordinance.

• Scenic viewsheds and preserves across the City will be compromised by the new
ordinance. Community and Specific Plan areas include a variety of scenic viewsheds and
preserves, among them the Mulholland Scenic Parkway, the San Vicente Scenic Corridor
and the San GabrielNerdugo Mountains Scenic Preserve. New land use projects (new
developments and conditional uses) and alterations to existing developments no longer
will have to conform with Specific Plan requirements, but only substantially conform
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with the purpose and intent of those requirements. The impact of the proposed new
ordinance is likely to be significant relative to scenic viewsheds and preserves, including
hillsides and canyons. This impact is not acknowledged by the City with its Negative
Declaration on the new ordinance.

• The aesthetics of neighborhoods across the City will be significantly altered by the new
ordinance. As discussed throughout this document including in the three foreseeable
project scenarios outlined earlier, the aesthetics of neighborhoods across the City will be
altered, likely to a significant degree, by the new ordinance. Single-family residential
neighborhoods may be impacted the most, with the height of homes allowed to increase
by almost two-thirds in some areas. This impact is not acknowledged by the City with its
Negative Declaration on the new ordinance.

• Across the San Fernando Valley, more agricultural land is likely to disappear, replaced
by higher-density multifamily residential and commercial development. Property owners
will be able to develop agricultural land for multifamily residential, mixed-used and
commercial purposes (including big-box retail stores) with far greater ease than they can
today. The impacts will be significant; certainly the character and aesthetic of the Valley
will change, and on an accelerated basis. Expect significant impacts on traffic, air
pollution, water reclamation and stonnwater runoff (as more surfaces become paved and
thus impermeable) and air temperatures. We are undertaking an inventory of agricultural
parcels in the San Fernando Valley that are likely to be lost to urban and suburban infill
development as a result of this ordinance. We are planning to submit this report as
evidence. This impact is not acknowledged by the City with its Negative Declaration on
the new ordinance.

• City officials have expressly stated that it is the intent of the local government currently
to use policies including the proposed new ordinance to induce net-new growth in the
City, not just accelerate growth that already is likely to occur, in the interest of producing
economic activity. We are planning to submit a record of these comments as evidence.

Zoning Code Reform. Growth and the Future of Los Angeles

The discussion above relates to the significant environmental impacts of growth anticipated as a
result ofthe new ordinance. It also begs the larger question: "How should Los Angeles seek to
grow its regional economy, and not just in light of the current recession but looking ahead 20 to
30 years?"

Gutting the zoning code will induce significant economic activity, with significant environmental
impacts, but it will produce very little meauingful, lasting economic growth. The proposed
ordinance will induce the construction of thousands of larger buildings for which demand may be
marginal at best, and make more profitable for developers a host of other buildings that will be
built anyway (but built larger as allowed under the new ordinance) because there is demand.
Either way, the jobs produced largely will be short-lived, such as in the construction sector, or
low-wage, such as in the retail sector.
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Betting the future of Los Angeles on construction and retail jobs is a surefire way for LA to lose
in the twenty-first century. The City cannot continue to subsist on fees generated by real estate
developments; that is an unsustainable, outmoded paradigm.

• The future of Los Angeles is as a quality place to live and do business, with core services
consistently and reliably delivered.

• The future of Los Angeles is as an entrepreneurial mecca, where small, medium and
large-sized businesses are welcome and can thrive ... in industries including
manufacturing, trade, technology, tourism, entertaiument, and professional and creative
services.

• The future of Los Angeles is in places like the CleanTech Corridor, where the City is
trying to carve out a role for Angelenos in the green economy, realize the potential of
redevelopment along the Los Angeles River, and create a livable community (a three-fer).

• The future of Los Angeles is in the 30110 transportation plan that will accelerate build-out
of a multi-modal transportation system that improves our quality of life and prepares us
for $5 a gallon gasoline and more serious efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

• The future of Los Angeles is in improving our regional watershed management to
increase the local supply of water, while restoring some elements of our natural
environment that have been seriously degraded. (This is an initiative for which there is
significant federal money available.)

This is a long way of saying there is no need to gut the zoning code to ensure the long-term
economic health of Los Angeles and, in fact, such a course would be counterproductive and
environmentally destructive.

I must say, personally, as a steward of this City, that if we gut the zoning code and effectively
give away zoning without commensurate community benefits, it will be a decision the City long
regrets.

If we're going to gut something around here, it should be the City business tax. Get rid of it.
That step alone would do more to produce meaningful economic growth than gutting the zoning
code, and without the destructive land use and environmental consequences. It also would drive
real, significant demand for real estate space over time.

17



LA Neighbors United Comment Letter on Draft Core Findings Ordinance October 7, 2010

Discussion of Property Valuation Impacts in the City of Los Angeles

Gutting the zoning code also introduces a significant new element of risk into the business of real
estate ownership and investment in Los Angeles.

If you're a building owner (either an individual or an institutional or fund investor), there will be
no way to know with certainty what the property owner next door might seek to entitle one day,
in the form of a project, project alterations or conditional use.

Will your home or commercial building be cast in shadow by a new, taller building that is
inconsistent with underlying zoning? Will views be obstructed? Will area traffic conditions,
including your own building's accessibility, be significantly impacted by new buildings? Will
substantial new competitive buildings (built not because there is demand but because it is cheap
to build them) undercut the marketability of your income properties or the salability of your
home? Will substantial new competitive inventory effectively accelerate the obsolescence of
your properties? Will substantial new buildings, building types and allowable uses change the
aesthetics, and potentially the character, of neighborhoods and submarkets? These are all
possible, if not highly likely, outcomes of the proposed ordinance.

The complexity of the current zoning code and the cost of compliance notwithstanding, going so
far as to gut the zoning code removes the General Plan, Community Plan and Specific Plan
protections that provide certainty and stability to real estate ownership and investment in the
City.

The consequences may not matter to fee developers who care only about the quick development
hit, but for long-term investors and owners of single-family homes and institutional-quality
income properties in the City, the potential impacts cannot be understated. All of our key
commercial submarkets have the potential to be adversely affected:

• Central City
• Wilshire Boulevard
• Century City
• Westwood
• West Los Angeles
• Hollywood
• North Hollywood
• Sherman Oaks/Encino
• Warner Center
• LAX! Airport
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CONCLUSION

As a former corporate executive with Los Angeles-based CB Richard Ellis, the largest
commercial real estate services company in the world, and with a national real estate public
policy organization, I know more than a few things about real estate and land use, including
development patterns, land use impacts and investment fundamentals. As a longtime member of
the Urban Land Institute, I pledge my commitment to the responsible use of land.

What's happening in Los Angeles with this zoning code project is irresponsible. Our
neighborhoods will be degraded; our boulevards and commercial centers will be subject to the
same risk resulting from a loss of protections. Unless or until there is a master EIR, the zoning
code project should be suspended.

There can be development reform in Los Angeles without gutting the zoning code and violating
the City Charter ... through an open, transparent reform process that invites participation from
all stakeholders including business groups and neighborhood councils. In the interest of
transparency and to demonstrate respect for residents, businesses and property owners, the City
should propose one ordinance (not nine separate ordinances) to reform the entire code,
accompanied by an BIR. That is the most legitimate way for all affected parties to understand
how each of the various code section changes would affect the other, including the impacts.

Updated community plans that match zoning with infrastructure and amenities also would help
create more livable LA neighborhoods and provide residents and property owners with desirable
certainty.

At a recent public forum on planning in the City, Renata Simril, a senior executive with Forest
City Residential and a former deputy mayor of Los Angeles, said: "For me as a developer, the
notion of by-right speaks volumes to my ears. Time is money. I'm more apt to be able to build a
project that yields that [desired] result because there's clarity, there's certainty in that
[Community or Specific] Plan. And, by the way, I'm not going to get challenged by the
community because the community has bought into that Specific Plan."

Ms. Simril is entirely correct. Real planning is not about making every conceivable project
alternative allowable by-right through watered-down zoning; it's about clarifying and codifying,
with community input, what is allowable and desirable in the interest of enhancing the
community.

The irony of a policy like the one before us now is that by providing land use entitlement
applicants with a blank check to subvert zoning as they see fit, virtually no outcomes will be
certain in the City. There will be absolutely no way to know what the property owner next door
to you will one day build ... be it in Atwater Village, Valley Village or Westwood Village ...
Century City or Warner Center ... or on Crenshaw Boulevard, Wilshire Boulevard or Ventura
Boulevard. The property owner next door will be able to ask for virtually any entitlement and be
assured of approval through zoning variances disguised as Plan adjustments and exceptions. The
risk to the City is clear: Overdevelopment and poorly planned development (with significant
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environmental impacts), weak or nonexistent transitional zoning, incongruous projects and
incompatible uses as a result of defined-down planning standards.

Protecting the livability, stability and unique character of Los Angeles our neighborhoods,
boulevards and commercial centers - demands we do zoning code reform right, or not at all.

Said another way: If Los Angeles is going to transform itself from Bedford Falls into Pottersville
(or, worse, Houston!) by gutting the zoning code and ceding control of its land use destiny, at the
very least there should be an open, honest community discussion about it, and a programmatic
EIR that identifies the environmental impacts.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Cary Brazeman
Founder, LA Neighbors United
Former Managing Director, CB Richard Ellis Group, Inc. *
Member, Urban Land Institute - Los Angeles District Council*
Member, Los Angeles Area Chamber ofCommerce*
Member, Board of Directors, Mid City West Community Council*

*Titles for Identification Purposes Only

Attachment

cc: Douglas Carstens, Esq.
Daniel Wright, Esq.
Michael LoGrande, Director, Los Angeles City Planning Department
Larry Frank, Deputy Mayor, City of Los Angeles
Office of the Los Angeles City Attorney
Ed Reyes, Council District 1
Paul Krekorian, Council District 2
Dennis Zine, Council District 3
Tom LaBonge, Council District 4
Paul Koretz, Council District 5
Tony Cardenas, Council District 6
Richard Alarcon, Council District 7
Bernard Parks, Council District 8
Jan Perry, Council District 9
Herb Wesson, Council District 10
Bill Rosendahl, Council District 11
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Greig Smith, Council District 12
Eric Garcetti, Council District 13
Jose Huizar, Council District 14
Janice Hahn, Council District 15
Citywide Alliance of Neighborhood Councils
Los Angeles Neighborhood Council Coalition
Valley Alliance of Neighborhood Councils
Harbor Alliance of Neighborhood Councils
Arleta Neighborhood Council
Arroyo Seco Neighborhood Council
Atwater Village Neighborhood Council
Bel Air Beverly Crest Neighborhood Council
Boyle Heights Neighborhood Council
Canoga Park Neighborhood Council
Central Alameda Neighborhood Council
Central Hollywood Neighborhood Council
Central San Pedro Neighborhood Council
Chatsworth Neighborhood Council
Coastal San Pedro Neighborhood Council
Community & Neighbors for Ninth District Unity Neighborhood Council
Del Rey Neighborhood Council
Downtown Los Angeles Neighborhood Council
Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council
East Hollywood Neighborhood Council
Elysian Valley Riverside Neighborhood Council
Empowerment Congress - Central Area Neighborhood Development Council
Empowerment Congress - North Area Neighborhood Development Council
Empowerment Congress - Southeast Area Neighborhood Development Council
Empowerment Congress - Southwest Area Neighborhood Development Council
Empowerment Congress - West Area Neighborhood Development Council
Encino Neighborhood Council
Foothills Trails District Neighborhood Council
Glassell Park Neighborhood Council
Granada Hills North Neighborhood Council
Granada Hills South Neighborhood Council
Greater Cypress Park Neighborhood Council
Greater Echo Park Elysian Neighborhood Council
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council
Greater Toluca Lake Neighborhood Council
Greater Valley Glen Council
Greater Wilshire Neighborhood Council
Harbor City Neighborhood Council
Harbor Gateway North Neighborhood Council
Harbor Gateway South Neighborhood Council
Historic Cultural Neighborhood Council
Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council
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Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council
Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council
Hollywood United Neighborhood Council
LA-32 Neighborhood Council
Lake Balboa Neighborhood Council
Lincoln Heights Neighborhood Council
MacArthur Park Neighborhood Council
Mar Vista Community Council
Mid City Neighborhood Council
Mid City West Community Council
Mid Town North Hollywood Neighborhood Council
Mission Hills Neighborhood Council
Neighborhood Council of Westchester-Playa
Neighborhood Council of Valley Village
North Hills West Neighborhood Council
North Hollywood North East Neighborhood Council
Northridge East Neighborhood Council
Northridge South Neighborhood Council
Northridge West Neighborhood Council
Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council
Olympic Park Neighborhood Council
P.LC.O. Neighborhood Council
Pacoima Neighborhood Council
Palms Neighborhood Council
Panorama City Neighborhood Council
Park Mesa Heights Community Council
Pico Union Neighborhood Council
Porter Ranch Neighborhood Council
Rampart Village Neighborhood Council
Reseda Neighborhood Council
Sherman Oaks Neighborhood Council
Silver Lake Neighborhood Council
South Central Neighborhood Council
South Robertson Neighborhood Council
Studio City Neighborhood Council
Sun Valley Area Neighborhood Council
Sunland-Tujunga Neighborhood Council
Sylmar Neighborhood Council
Tarzana Neighborhood Council
United Neighborhoods Neighborhood Council
Van Nuys Neighborhood Council
Venice Neighborhood Council
Voices of90037 Neighborhood Council
Watts Neighborhood Council
West Adams Neighborhood Council
West Hills Neighborhood Council
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West Los Angeles Neighborhood Council
Westside Neighborhood Council
Westwood Neighborhood Council
Wilmington Neighborhood Council
Wilshire Center-Koreatown Neighborhood Council
Winnetka Neighborhood Council
Woodland Hills- Wamer Center Neighborhood Council
Ron Altoon, Altoon + Porter Architects, LLP
Charmaine Atherton, Bank of America
Michael Barmer, Los Angeles LDC, Inc.
William Bogaard, City of Pasadena
Donald Brackenbush, Public Private Ventures, Inc.
Richard Bruckner, County of Los Angeles
Rick Caruso, Caruso Affiliated
Dan Chandler, Chandler Partners
Scott Cooper, Sidley Austin LLP
Jonathan Curtis, Trevear Holdings, LLC
John Cushman, III, Cushman & Wakefield, Inc.
Clare De Briere, The Ratkovich Company
Bill Durslag, CB Richard Ellis
Gabriel Eshagian, The Somerset Group
George Garfield, Transwestem Commercial Services
Richard Gentilucci, BTG-Advisors, LLC
Lev Gershman, GE Capital Real Estate
Shahrouz Golshani, Plaza Property Group
James Goodell, Public Private Ventures, Inc.
Richard Green, USC Lusk Center for Real Estate
Xavier Gutierrez, Phoenix Realty Group
Lew Home, CB Richard Ellis
Con Howe, CityView
Brian Jones, Forest City Development
Jennifer Keith, View Capital, LLC
Stuart Ketchum, Stuart M. Ketchum Real Estate Investments
Sandra Kulli, Kulli Marketing
Thomas Larmore, Harding, Larmore, Kutcher & Kozal
Richard Lawrence, Esq.
Bob Lowe, Lowe Enterprises, Inc.
Bruce Ludwig, ING Clarion Partners
Robert F. Maguire, III, Maguire Properties
Michael Matkins, Allen Matkins Leek Gamble & Mallory LLP
John Menne, Metlife Real Estate Investments
Mitch Menzer, Paul, Hastings, Janofsky & Walker, LLP
Ehud Mouchly, READI, LLC
Tom Neary, Morley Builders
Richard Newman, Lowe Enterprises Real Estate Group, West
Starlett Quarles, The Bedford Group
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John Quiter, Cuningham Group Architectnre, PA
Wayne Ratkovich, The Ratkovich Company
Alex Rose, Continental Development Corporation
Dan Rosenfeld, Office of Supervisor Mark Ridley Thomas
Stan Ross, USC Lusk Center for Real Estate
Peter J. Roth, Esq., Allen Matkins Leek Gamble Mallory LLP
Bob Ruth, The Ruth Group
Greg Schultz, First American Title Insurance Co.
Deni Schulz, First Regional Bank
Ronald Silverman, Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP
Jack Skelley, Paolucci Communication Arts
Bill Tooley, Tooley Investment Company
David Waite, Jeffer Mangels Butler & Marmaro LLP
John Whitaker, DLA Piper US, LLP
Kevork Zoryan, Morgan Stanley I Merchant Banking
Katherine Aguilar Perez, Urban Land Institute
Gary Toebben, Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce
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II"'Oulythe Westlaw citation is currently available.

California Rules of Court, rule 8.1115, restricts cita-
tion of unpublished opinions in California courts.

Court of Appeal, First District, Division 4, California.
SAN FRANCISCANS FOR LIVABLE NEIGH-

BORHOODS, Plaintiff and Appellant
v.

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, De-
fendant and Respondent.

No. A112987.
(San Francisco County Super. Ct. No. 504780).

June 22, 2007.

Kathrvn R. Devincenzi, San Francisco, CA, for
Plaintiff and Appellant.

Andrey Williams Pearson, Office of the City Attor-
ney, San Francisco, CA, for Defendant and Respon-
dent.

SEPULVEDA, J.

*1 Appellant San Franciscans for Livable Neigh-
borhoods (SFLN) challenges the denial of its petition
for a writ of mandate to compel respondent City and
County of San Francisco (the City) to set aside the
approval of the housing element of its general plan and
to prepare an enviromnental impact report (EIR)
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). (Pub. Resources Code. § 21000 et seg.) Elli
Appellant claims that there is substantial evidence to
support a fair argument that amendments to the
housing element may have a significant impact on the
environment, thus requiring the preparation of an ElR.
We agree and reverse.

FN I. All statutory references are to the Pub-
lic Resources Code unless otherwise speci-
fied.

I.

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

The City is required by state law to prepare a general
plan for the development of the City that includes,
among other elements, a housing element that ana-
lyzes "existing and projected housing needs and a
statement of goals, policies, quantified objectives,
financial resources, and scheduled programs for the
preservation, improvement, and development of
housing." (Gov.Code, § 65583; see also Gov.Code, §§
65300, 65302, subd. (c).) The housing element must
be updated at least every five years. (Gov.Code, §
65588, subd. (b).)

The City revised its housing element in 1990, when it
adopted the 1990 Residence Element (Residence
Element). An ElR was prepared to evaluate the revi-
sion. Meeting the housing goals in the Residence
Element would reduce traffic congestion and thus
improve air quality, according to the EIR, because
people who work in the City would have shorter
commutes. The EIR concluded that reaching the
housing goals in the Residence Element could be
achieved without any significant adverse effects to the
environment.

The Residence Element was not updated again until
May 13, 2004, when the City's plarming commission
adopted a revision following nearly three years of
public comment and draft revisions. The revised
element, now called the 2004 Housing Element
(Housing Element), is the subject of the current ap-
peal.

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
projected that the population of San Francisco would
increase by almost 32,500 people by 20 I0 to about
809,200. ABAG determined that San Francisco's
share of the regional housing need for January 1999
through June 2006 would be 20,374 units, or 2,717
units annually. The Housing Element was designed to
address those housing needs.

The City's planning department (Department) pre-
pared an initial study to evaluate whether proposed
changes to the Housing Element would have a sig-
nificant effect on the enviromnent. As part of its
analysis, the Department examined only new policies
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that were being added to the Housiug Element; it
apparently did not evaluate the effects of policies that
contained no text change or that were modified, or the
effect of removing certain policies from the 1990
Residence Element. The initial study emphasized that
although proposed revisions to the Housing Element
were meant to promote increased housing production,
no environmental effects would result from the adop-
tion of the element because it did not specify any
development, rezoning, or area plans. In evaluating
whether the Housing Element would affect various
aspects of San Francisco's environment, the initial
study repeatedly stated that any environmental impact
analysis would be conducted in connection with the
approval of any future development projects, area
plans, or rezoning. The Department then prepared a
negative declaration, which concluded that revisions
to the Housing Element could not have a significant
effect on the environment. SFLN FN2 appealed a pre-
liminary negative declaration, but the planning com-
mission voted unanimously to uphold the negative
declaration on the same day it adopted the Housing
Element.

FN2. SFLN is an unincorporated association
that includes several neighborhood organi-
zations: the Cow Hollow Association, the
Francisco Heights Civic Association, the
Greater West Portal Neighborhood Associa-
tion, the Jordan Park Improvement Associa-
tion, the Lakeshore Acres Improvement
Club, the Laurel Heights Improvement As-
sociation of San Francisco, Inc., the Mari-
na-Cow Hollow Neighbors & Merchants, the
Miraloma Park Improvement Club, the Pa-
cific Heights Residents Association, the
Presidio Heights Association of Neighbors,
the Russian Hill Neighbors, the St. Francis
Homes Association, the Sunset-Parkside
Education and Action Committee, Inc ., and
the Westwood Highlands Association.

*2 SFLN appealed the approval of the negative dec-
laration to the Board of Supervisors. The Board of
Supervisors denied the appeal on June 29, 2004, and
the 2004 Housing Element was thereafter approved by
operation of law. (S.F. Charter, § 4.105 [proposed
general plan amendment deemed approved by Board
of Supervisors if board fails to act within 90 days of
receiving amendment]; S.F. Planning Code, § 340,
subd. (d) [same].) The City filed a notice of determi-

Page 2

nation on November 2, 2004.

The revised Housing Element describes several
projects that already have been approved by the De-
partment, and for which permit applications either
have been approved or filed with the department of
building inspection. One such project is the "Better
Neighborhoods Program," a program currently
planned for three "pilot neighborhoods" to link land
use and transportation development so that each ele-
ment supports the other. The Housing Element iden-
tifies areas for potential housing development, and it
includes specific policies and implementation strate-
gies to increase building densities, especially in areas
well served by transit, and to advocate reducing or
removing minimum parking requirements in order to
increase the land available for housing development.
The Housing Element also includes a list of future
actions to implement the element's objectives and
policies.

SFLN filed a petition for writ of mandate with the trial
court challenging the City's decision to adopt the
Housing Element without preparing and considering
an EIR. The petition sought to vacate and set aside the
City's decision to approve the Housing Element and to
order the City to prepare and consider an EIR.

The trial court denied the petition on the grounds that
the 2004 Housing Element did not vary greatly from
the 1990 Residence Element, and that SFLN had not
provided sufficient evidence to support a fair argu-
ment that the revised Housing Element might signif-
icantly affect the environment. SFLN timely appealed
the subsequent judgment.

II.

DISCUSSION

A. General Legal Principles and Standard of Review.

A government agency shall prepare an EIR on any
proposed project that may have a significant effect on
the environment. (§ 21100, subd. (a); Pocket Protec-
tors V. City of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal.AllP.4th
903.927.21 Cal.Rptr.3d 791.) The purpose ofan EIR
is "to provide public agencies and the puhlic in general
with detailed information ahout the effect which a
proposed project is likely to have on the environ-
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meut." (§ 21061; see also Environmental Planning &
InfOrmation Council v. County ofEI Dorado (] 982)
131 Cal.App.3d 350, 354, 182 Cal.Rptr. 317.) The
amendment of an element of a general plan is consi-
dered a "project" for purposes of the statute.
(Cal.Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15378, subd. (a)(1); FN3 see
also Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project V. Countv of
Stanislaus (] 996) 48 Cal.App.4th 182, 202, 55
Cal.Rptr.2d 625; Black Property Owners Assn. v. Citv
of Berkeley (]994) 22 Cal.App.4th 974, 985. 28
Cal.Rptr.2d 305; City of Santa Ana V. City of Garden
Grove (]979) 100 Cal.App.3d 521, 526, 534, 160
Cal.Rptr. 907.)

FN3. The Guidelines for the Implementation
of the California Environmental Quality Act,
hereafter Guidelines, are found in California
Code of Regulations, title 14, section 15000
et seq. All subsequent regulatory citations to
the Guidelines are to title 14 of the Code of
Regulations. "[C]ourts should afford great
weight to the Guidelines except when a pro-
vision is clearly unauthorized or erroneous
under CEQA." ( Laurel Heights Improve-
ment Assn. V. Regents of University of Cali-
fornia (]988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 391, fn. 2, 253
Cal.Rptr. 426, 764 P.2d 278.)

*3 A "significant effect on the environment" is de-
fined as "a substantial, or potentially substantial, ad-
verse change in any of the physical conditions within
the area affected by the project." (Guidelines, §
15382.)" 'If there is a possibility that the project may
have a significant environmental effect, the agency
must conduct an initial threshold study. [Citatiou.] If
the initial study reveals that the project will not have
such effect, the lead agency may complete a negative
declaration briefly describing the reasons supporting
this determination. [Citations.] However, if the project
may have a significant effect on the euvironment, an
EIR must be prepared.' [Citations.]" ( Sundstrom V.

County of Mendocino (] 988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296,
304-305, 248 Cal.Rptr. 352; see also Guidelines, §§
15002, subd. (k)(1)-(2), 15063, subd. (a), 15365.) The
initial study is designed to inform the choice between
a uegative declaration and an environmental impact
report, as well as eliminate unnecessary ErRs.
(Guidelines, § 15063, subd. (c)(1), (6).) "The initial
study must include a description of the project. The
study must also '[p ]rovide documentation of the fac-
tual basis for the finding in a Negative Declaration that

a project will not have a significant effect on the en-
vironment.' " ( City of Redlands V. County of San
Bernardino. (2002) 96 Cal.App.4th 398, 406, 117
Cal.Rptr.2d 582, fns. omitted.)

Absent substantial evidence of any significant envi-
ronmental impact, the agency shall adopt a negative
declaration. (§ 21080, subd. (c); City of Redlands V.

County of San Bernardino. supra. 96 Cal.App.4th at p.
405, 117 Cal.Rptr.2d 582.) A negative declaration is
"a written statement briefly describing the reasons that
a proposed project will not have a significant effect on
the environment and does not require the preparation
of an environmental report." (§ 21064; see also
Guidelines, § 15371.) "[S]ubstantial evidence in-
cludes fact, a reasonable assumption predicated upon
fact, or expert opinion supported by fact." (§ 21080,
subd. (e)(I); see also Guidelines, § 15384, subd. (b);
City of Redlands V. County of San Bernardino. supra.
96 Cal.App.4th at p. 410, 117 Cal.Rptr.2d 582.) Sub-
stantial evidence "means enough relevant information
and reasonable inferences from this information that a
fair argument can be made to support a conclusion,
even though other conclusions might also be reached.
Whether a fair argument can be made that the project
may have a significant effect on the environment is to
be determined by examining the whole record before
the lead agency." (Guidelines, § 15384, subd. (a).)
Substantial evidence does not include "argument,
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative,
evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or
evidence of social or economic impacts that do not
contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts
on the environment." (§ 21080, subd. (e)(2); see also
Guidelines, §§ 15064, subd. (1)(5),15385, subd. (a).)

"In reviewing an agency's decision to adopt a negative
declaration, a trial court applies the 'fair argument'
test. 'Under this test, the agency must prepare an ElR
whenever substantial evidence in the record supports a
fair argument that a proposed project may have a
significant effect on the environment ... .' If such evi-
dence exists, the court must set aside the agency's
decision to adopt a negative declaration as an abuse of
discretion in failing to proceed in a mauner as required
by law." ( City of Redlands V. County of San Bernar-
dino, supra, 96 Ca1.App.4th at p. 405, 117 Ca1.Rptr.2d
582, fns. omitted; see also § 21082.2, subd. (d).) "The
Iact or decision' we review here is not the decision
that the project mayor may not have a significant
environmental impact, but the decision that it can or
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cannot be fairly argued that the project may have a
significant environmental impact." ( City of Livermore
v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1986) 184
Cal.App.3d 531, 541, 230 CaI.Rptr. 867.) "The fair
argument standard is a 'low threshold' test for re-
quiring the preparation of an EIR. [Citations.] It is a
question of law, not fact, whether a fair argument
exists, and the courts owe no deference to the lead
agency's determination. Review is de novo, with a
preference for resolving doubts in favor of environ-
mental review. [Citations.]" ( Pocket Protectors v.
City of Sacramento. supra. 124 Cal.Aru.4th 903 at p.
928,21 Cal.Rptr.3d 791.)

B. CEQ;!. Favors Early Review of Environmental
Issues.

*4 We agree with SFLN that the City should not be
excused from conducting an E1R simply because the
Housing Element is a policy document, with more
specific developments to follow. "The general plan is
atop the hierarchy of local govermnent law regulating
land use. It has been aptly analogized to 'a constitution
for all future developments.' [Citation.]" ( Neigh-
borhood Action Group v. County of Calaveras (1984)
156 Cal.Aru.3d 1176, 1183, 203 Cal.Rptr. 401.l "A
general plan embodies an agency's fundamental policy
decisions to guide virtually all future growth and de-
velopment." ( City of Redlands v. County of San
Bernardino. supra. 96 Cal.App.4th at p. 409, 117
Cal.Rptr.2d 582.) This was acknowledged in the initial
study here, which noted that "the revised Housing
Element would be used to frame the discussion of
future Area Plans, rezoning proposals and specific
development proposals, in the same way that all ofthe
elements of the General Plan provide a framework for
decision-making about the future of the City."

"Even if a general plan amendment is treated merely
as a 'first phase' with later developments having sep-
arate approvals and environmental assessments, it is
apparent that an evaluation of a 'first phase-general
plan amendment' must necessarily include a consid-
eration of the larger project, i.e., the future develop-
ment permitted by the amendment. Only then can the
ultimate effect of the amendment upon the physical
environment be addressed." ( Christward Ministry v.
Superior Court (1986) 184 Cal.Aru.3d 180, 194, 228
Cal.Rptr. 868 [EIR required for general plan amend-
ment, even though amendment required a special use
permit and additional EIR before any specific devel-

opment could take place].) CEQA mandates that
environmental considerations "not become submerged
by chopping a large project into many little ones-each
with a minimal potential impact on the environ-
ment-which cumulatively may have disastrous con-
sequences." ( Bozung v. Local Agency Formation
Com. (1975) 13 Ca1.3d 263. 283-284, 118 Cal.Rptr.
249. 529 P.2d 1017.) "Generally, in cases involving
general plan amendments, the local agency has either
~epared an E1Ror was required to do so. [Citations.]"
-' (Chris/ward Ministry. supra. at pp. 193-194, 228
Cal.Rptr. 868.)

FN4. Citing a May 6, 2004, Department
memorandum, the City claims that
"amendments to a Housing Element are often
analyzed properly in a negative declaration,"
as at least five other Bay Area counties and
sixteen other Bay Area cities issued negative
declarations for their housing elements (on
some unspecified dates). The cited memo-
randum noted that the Department conducted
"a limited survey" of other Bay Area juris-
dictions and found that the use of a negative
declaration for a housing element update "is
not in any way unusual." The relevant
housing elements apparently are not in the
record, as the City does not cite to them. We
therefore do not know whether the other
housing elements contained any material
changes, or whether there were any legal
challeuges to the adoption of the negative
declarations.

Because San Francisco's population will increase
whether or not the City plans for it, the City argues, the
Housing Element will not cause any population
growth, as SFLN claims. The City argues that deter-
minations about its housing needs are "statutorily
exempt from environmental review" under Govern-
ment Code section 65584, subdivision (f), which
provides that determinations made by the state's De-
partment of Housing and Community Development,
ABAG, or the City about existing and projected
housing needs are exempt from CEQA. (See also
Gov.Code, § 65582, subds. (b) & (c).) Just because the
specific determinations about existing and projected
housing needs are exempt, that does not necessarily
mean that environmental review of the planning ef-
forts to accommodate those needs also are exempt. We
agree with the general proposition that the Housing
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Element is not designed to induce population growth,
and that this case is therefore distinguishable from
those cited by SFLN, where approvals of projects
clearly would result in population growth in pre-
viously undeveloped areas. (Arviv Enterprises. Inc. v.
South Valley Area Planning Com. (2002) 101
Cal.App.4th 1333, 1345, 1347-1348. 125 Cal.Rptr.2d
140 [approval of 21-house project in area with limited
services]; Napa Citizens tor Honest Government v.
Napa County Bd of Supervisors (200!) 91
Cal.App.4th 342, 352. 371, 110 Cal.Rptr.2d 579 [de-
velopment of airport industrial area expected to add
nearly 10,000 employees to area].) lt does not follow,
however, that planning for growth in a major urban
area automatically should be exempt from environ-
mental review.

*5 The City argues that it would be "entirely specula-
tive" to "guess" where any new area plans, zoning
changes, or development might occur in the future as a
result of the revised Housing Element. The Guidelines
recognize that an EIR on an amendment to a general
plan may lack specificity, and indicate that it should
thus focus on any foreseeable secondary effects on the
environment. (Guidelines, § 15146, subd. (b); see also
Christward Ministry V. SUPerior Court, supra, 184
Cal.App.3d at p. 195. 228 CaI.Rptr. 868 [difficulty in
assessing environmental impact of general plan affects
specificity of, not requirement to conduct, EIR].) The
City also suggests that it is excused from conducting
an EIR because any developments that occur under the
revised Housing Element would "necessarily require
their own environmental review." Again, the Guide-
lines recognize that "the EIR need not be as detailed as
an EIR on the specific construction projects that might
follow." (Guidelines, § 15146, subd. (b), italics added;
City of Redlands V. County of San Bernardino. supra.
96 Cal.App.4th at p. 412, 117 Cal.Rptr.2d 582 [envi-
ronmental study of general plan will not have same
degree of specificity as for specific construction
project]; Schaeffer Land Trust V. San Jose City
Council (1989) 215 Cal.App.3d 612, 625, 263
Cal.Rptr. 813 [environmental studies on general plan
amendments usually general in nature].) In other
words, just because future EIRs may be conducted,
that does not automatically excuse the City from
conducting an EIR now.

The City's reliance on Pala Band of Mission Indians V.

County of San Diego (1998) 68 Cal.ARD.4th 556, 80
Cal.Rptr.2d 294 (Palo Band), which did not involve

the amendment of a general plan, is misplaced. In that
case, San Diego County designated potential landfill
sites as ~, 'tentatively reserved' " when it adopted an
integrated waste management plan pursuant to the
Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (§ 40000
et seq.) (Waste Act). (Pala Band at RD.560, 566, 575,
80 Cal.Rptr.2d 294.) The court noted that the " 'ten-
tatively reserved' " designation did not make it rea-
sonably foreseeable that any development would ac-
tually occur. (Jd at pp. 575-576, 80 Cal.Rptr.2d 294.)
The court upheld a negative declaration, and held that
the county was not required to conduct an EIR because
to do so would be "premature" as "any analysis of
potential environmental impacts would be wholly
speculative." (Jd at p. 576, 80 Cal.Rptr.2d 294.)

The City claims that it would likewise be premature to
evaluate any potential environmental effects of the
Housing Element because any such effects would be
"speculative." The City's actions in ameuding the
Housing Element, however, are far different from the
actions taken by the county in Palo Band There, the
county designated 10 proposed landfill sites as "
'tentatively reserved' "pursuant to specific provisions
of the Waste Act. (Pala Band supra. 68 Cal.ARD.4th
at p. 575, 80 Cal.Rptr.2d 294; see also § 41710.) The
court concluded that it was not reasonably foreseeable
that any of the sites would actually be developed,
because a " 'tentatively reserved' " designation under
the Waste Act could be made before an actual com-
mitment to develop a specific landfill was made. (Pala
Band at pp. 575-576, 80 Cal.Rptr.2d 294.) In order to
actually develop a landsite, the county would be re-
quired to take additional steps under the Waste Act,
and environmental review could be undertaken when a
specific site was proposed. (Jd at RD. 576-578, 80
Cal.Rptr.2d 294.)

*6 Here, by contrast, the Housing Element identifies
specific housing goals and implementing strategies.
As the court recognized in City of Santa Ana V. City of
Garden Grove. supra, 100 CaI.ARD.3d at page 532,
160 Cal.Rptr, 907, "general plans now embody fun-
damental land use decisions that guide the future
growth and development of cities and counties. The
adoption or amendment of general plans perforce have
a potential for resulting in ultimate physical changes
in the environment and were properly included in [the
Guidelines] as projects subject to CEQA." (Italics
added; see also § 21080, subd. (a); Guidelines, §.
15378, subd. (a)(!).) "CEQA and its guidelines focus
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on the ultimate impact of a project, not on whether the
project is tangible or intangible." ( City of Livermore
v. Local Agencv Formation Com., supra. 184
Cal.App.3d at p. 539, 230 CaI.Rptr. 867 [ordering
preparation of EIR where county amended sphere of
influence guidelines).)

The City also relies on Atherton v. Board ofSupervi-
sors (983) 146 Cal.App.3d 346, 351, 194 Cal.Rptr.
203, for the proposition that "no purpose can be served
by requiring an EIR [that forces the agency) to engage
in sheer speculation as to future environmental con-
sequences." In fact, the agency in Atherton actually
completed an EIR in connection with an amendment to
the transportation element of a general plan. (Jd at p.
349, 194 Cal.Rptr, 203,) The court upheld a challenge
to the adequacy of the EIR, finding that the degree of
specificity in the EIR was appropriate for the "con-
ceptual" nature ofthe amendment. (Jd at pp. 350-351,
194 Cal.Rptr. 203.)

Because the Housing Element is not "linked" to any
specific plan, legislation, or development, the City
argues, the cases cited by SFLN are distinguishable as
they involve specific rezoning or development. ( Bo-
zung v. Local Agency Formation Com., supra. 13
Ca1.3d at p. 281, 118 Cal.Rptr. 249, 529 P.2d 1017
[armexation of agricultural land proposed to be used
for development); Christward Ministry v. Superior
Court. supra, 184 Cal.App.3d at p. 190, 228 Cal.Rptr.
868 [general plan amendment authorized potential
new use at specific landfill site); City of Car-
mel-bv-the-Sea v. Board of Supervisors (986) 183
Cal.App.3d 229, 235, 246, 227 Cal.Rptr. 899 [rezon-
ing that would permit development near wetlands);
Citizens Assn. for Sensible Development of Bishop
Area v. County oOnyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151,
156-157.217 Cal.Rptr. 893 [general plan amendment
in connection with proposed shopping center).) Al-
though it may be technically true that the Housing
Element is not linked to any specific rezoning, or-
dinance changes, or future development,B:l>. as the City
emphasizes, it is not a vague policy document, com-
pletely unconnected to future development or poten-
tial physical changes to the environment. The Housing
Element identifies areas for potential development,
encourages development in neighborhood commercial
areas, promotes the construction of "well-designed
housing that enhances existing neighborhood charac-
ter," "[s)trongly encouragers) housing project spon-
sors to take full advantage of allowable building den-

sities," and advocates reducing or removing minimum
parking requirements in order to increase the land
available for housing development. While no specific
developments are connected with these policies, given
the expected population growth and the number of
construction projects already underway, the possibil-
ity of future development is not merely theoretical.
(Cf. Pala Band supra, 68 Cal.App.4th at pp. 575-576.
80 Cal.Rptr.2d 294.) The initial study recoguizes that
the updated Housing Element is "one component of a
comprehensive planning effort called the Citywide
Action Plan (CAP)," and that the Housing Element
was "updated to provide a policy basis for more spe-
cific planning efforts, such as Better Neighborhoods
Program, the Eastern Neighborhoods Community
Plans for the Mission District, Bayview, Showplace
SquarelPotrero Hill, and the Downtown Neighbor-
hoods, such as the C-3-0 District and Rincon Hill
district." (Italics added.)

FN5. For this reason, Laurel Heights Im-
provement Assn. v. Regents of University of
California. supra, 47 Ca1.3d 376, 253
Cal.Rptr. 426, 764 P.2d 278, is less helpful
than SFLN suggests. In Laurel Heights, the
court concluded that an EIR must analyze the
effects of future expansion if it is a "reason-
ably foreseeable consequence of the initial
project." (Jd at p. 396, 253 Cal.Rptr. 426,
764 P.2d 278.) Laurel Heights did not in-
volve the amendment of a general plan, but
instead addressed the sufficiency of an EIR
that was prepared in connection with the
proposed relocation of the School of Phar-
macy at the University of California, San
Francisco (UCSF). (Jd at p. 387, 253
Cal.Rptr. 426, 764 P.2d 278.) It was undis-
puted that UCSF intended to expand its use
of a specific facility once space became
available, and the "general type of future
use" was therefore reasonably foreseeable.
(Jd. at p. 396, 253 Cal.Rptr. 426. 764 P.2d
zza;

*7 Moreover, consistent with the mandate of Gov-
ernment Code section 65583, subdivision (c), that a
housing element contain "a five-year schedule of
actions" that the City is undertaking or plans to un-
dertake to implement the element, the Housing Ele-
ment includes an appendix titled "preliminary work
program for implementing the housing element" that
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lists various "[ijmplementation [iajction[s] " for the
element's objectives and policies, including beginning
a "Geary Boulevard Better Neighborhood program."
ft!li (Italics added; see also Hoffmaster v. City of San
Diego (J997) 55 Cal.App.4th 1098. 1108. 64
Cal.Rptr.2d 684 [housing element shall include
schedule of actions].) The planning commission res-
olution adopting the Housing Element likewise
stressed that the Housiug Elemeut contained "an ac-
tion program to implement the policies and achieve
the goals and objectives of the Housing Element." In
other words, the City anticipates future action based
on the Housing Element. ( DeVita v. County of Napa
(1995) 9 Cal.4th 763. 794. 38 Cal.Rptr.2d 699, 889
P.2d 1019 [general plans have" 'potential for result-
ing in ultimate physical changes to environment' "].)
In short, an EIR would not be premature.

FN6. Citing Northwood Homes. Inc. v. Town
of Moraga (1989) 216 Cal.App.3d 1197,
1204,265 Cal.Rptr. 363. the City attempts to
downplay the importance of the Housing
Element, noting that "[tjhe housing needs
identified in the general plan are simply
goals, not mandated acts." Northwood
Homes is inapposite. There, the court re-
jected appellant's argument that an open
space ordinance which limited the density of
development on certain lands was invalid
because it would cause Moraga to fall short
of the housing needs identified in its general
plan. Ud. at 00' 1200, 1203-1204, 265
Cal.Rptr. 363.) The court acknowledged that
municipalities are required to adopt housing
elements that analyze housing needs and
schedule development programs; however, it
held that appellant failed to meet its burden to
show that the ordinance at issue would have a
significant effect on the regional housing
supply. Ud. at 00' 1202-1204 & fu. 6, 265
Cal.Rptr. 363, citing Gov.Code, § 65583.)

C. EIR Required Only For Changes To General Plan.

As the City correctly emphasizes, we must determine
whether there were any changes to the Housing Ele-
ment that were significant enough to warrant con-
ducting an EIR. "[W]hen a proposed amendment to a
general plan is the subject of an initial study, in most
cases the agency will not be required to assess the
enviromnental effects of the entire plan or preexisting

land use designations. Instead, the question is the
potential impact on the existing enviromnent of
changes in the plan which are embodied in the
amendment. [Citations.]"=(Black Properry Owners
Assn. v. City of Berke lev. supra. 22 Cal.Aoo.4th at p.
985,28 Cal.Rptr.2d 305.)

FN7. We disagree with SFLN's characteri-
zation of this passage of Black Property
Owners as dicta. The court cited two cases
where general plan amendments were passed
in connection with a particular development
project or land use designation, and con-
cluded in the next sentence that "a similar
approach to the scope of the required envi-
romnental review is appropriate" where a
general plan amendment is required by sta-
tute. ( Black Properry Owners Assn. v. Ciry of
Berkeley, supra, 22 Cal.App.4th at p. 985, 28
Cal.Rptr.2d 305.) The cited passage was es-
sential to the court's decision.

In Black Property Owners, the City of Berkeley re-
vised its housing element to include the possible con-
strnction of? 47 additional housing units over 5 years.
( Black Properry Owners Assn. v. Ciry of Berkeley,
supra, 22 Cal.App.4th at p. 978,28 Cal.Rptr.2d 305.)
Although no party disputed an initial study's conclu-
sion that the new housing constrnction would have
positive environmental effects, a property owners'
association challenged the adoption of the housing
element revision, alleging that the city should have
been required to prepare an EIR on the adverse con-
sequences of its housing policies in general. (Jd. at pp.
978, 985 & fu. 7, 28 Cal.Rptr.2d 305.) The appellate
court held that because no changes were proposed to
the city's housing-related ordinances, CEQA did not
require any assessment of the ordinances' environ-
mental effects. (Jd. at p. 985, 28 Cal.Rptr.2d 305.)
Further, a rent control ordinance that was "ratified and
acknowledged" in the housing element update was
exempt from CEQA. (Jd. at p. 986, 28 Cal.Rptr.2d
305,} "To require an ElR on the policies embodied in
the rent control ordinance, which was not subject to
CEQA when it was enacted 13years ago by the voters
of [Berkeley], and which [Berkeley] has taken no
action to change, would not further" the statutory
purpose of CEQA. (Ibid.)

*8 We disagree with SFLN insofar as it argues that
any amendment of the Housing Element necessarily
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requires au E1R to evaluate each of the element's
policies, or that a review of the entire Housing Ele-
ment is necessary. Again, Government Code section
65588. subdivision (b) requires that a housing element
be updated every five years. In doing so, local gov-
ernments may simply "ratif[y] aud acknowledge[ l"
previously adopted ordinauces and policies, aud eva-
luating policies left unchauged would not further the
purpose of CEQA. ( Black Property Owners Assn. v.
City of Berke lev. supra. 22 Cal.App.4th at p. 986. 28
Cal.Rptr.2d 305: see also Christward Ministry v. Su-
perior Court, supra. 184 Cal.App.3d at p. 189,228
Cal.Rptr. 868 [no enviromnental evaluation necessary
based on laud use designation unchanged by amend-
ment to general plan]; 1 Kostka & Zischke, Practice
Under the Cal. Enviromnental Quality Act
(Cont.Ed.Bar 2006) § 13.12, p. 638.) Indeed, several
Housing Element policies incorporated no text change
whatsoever from the 1990 Residence Element, and no
purpose would be served in conducting environmental
review on policies that were evaluated before the
adoption of the 1990 Residence Element. The City
need only conduct an E1R on auy potential effects to
the existing environment that may result from changes
in the general plan which are embodied in the
amended element. ( Black Property Owners Assn. v.
City of Berke lev. supra. 22 Cal.App.4th at p. 985. 28
Cal.Rptr.2d 305: Christward Ministry v. Superior
Court, supra, 184 Cal.APO.3d at po. 186-187. 228
CaI.Rptr.868.)

SFLN relies on cases where courts stressed that when
an agency reviews a new project or chauge to a gen-
eral plan, it must evaluate the effect of the project or
amendment to the existing enviromnent. For example,
in Environmental Planning & Information Council v.
County ofEI Dorado, supra, 131 CaI.APO.3d at pages
352-353, 182 Cal.Rptr. 317, the EI Dorado County
Board of Supervisors certified EIRs prepared to eva-
luate two area plans that were amendments to the
board's general plan. The EIRs compared the proposed
plaus with the existing general pIau, which was mis-
leading because it made it appear as if the population
capacities of the areas would decrease under the plans.
(Jd at pp. 355. 357-358,182 Cal.Rptr. 317.) In fact,
the existing populations were so small that the
amendments actually called for substautial increases
in population in each area, and the EIRs thus did not
evaluate the impacts of the proposed plaus on the
enviromnent in its then-current state. (Jd at p. 358,
182 Cal.Rptr. 317.) It makes sense that when an
agency considers a change to a general piau, it should

evaluate how that change may affect the existing en-
viromnent, not how the amendment compares with the
previous general pIau.

Here, by contrast, it does not make sense to evaluate
policies from the 1990 Residence Element that were
left unmodified, even if the physical enviromnent in
San Francisco has changed since 1990. This case is
distinguishable from other cases SFLN relies on to
support its argument that the entire Housing Element
should be subject to enviromnental review, as the
courts in those cases stressed that when evaluating
new plans or changes to general plaus, agencies must
focus on the possible effect to the existing environ-
ment. ( Christward Ministry v. Superior Court, supra.
184 Cal.App.3d at pp. 186-187. 228 Cal.Rptr. 868
[agency must assess effect of amendment to general
plan on existing physical enviromnent, not simply
compare proposed amendment aud existing general
plan]; Woodward Park Homeowners Assn .. Inc. v.
City of Fresno (2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 683, 697, 711.
58 Cal.Rptr.3d 102 petn. for review pending, petn.
filed May 24, 2007, S 152886 [EIR improperly com-
pared proposed project with theoretical construction
permitted by existing zoning, rather thau with actnal
existing vacant lot].) FN8

FN8. Meridian Ocean Systems. Inc. v. State
r;;;;ds Com. () 990) 222 CaI.APO.3d 153,
164·165. 271 Cal.Rptr. 445, likewise does
not support SFLN's argument that the entire
Housing Element is subject to enviromnental
review. The case did not involve the
amendment of a general plan. Instead, it
aualyzed whether the State Lauds Commis-
sion improperly ordered au EIR for certain
geophysical research that previously had
been statntorily exempt from enviromnental
review. (Jd at po. 160, 162-165, 271
Cal.Rptr. 445.) The court addressed the in-
vocation of an exception to a specific statu-
tory exemption that is not at issue here. (Jd at
pp. 164-165, 169,271 Cal.Rptr. 445.)

*9 With these general legal principles in mind, we
now consider whether au E1R is required here.

D. Housing Element Contains Changes That Neces-
sitate an EIR.

The City relies on Black Property Owners, supra. 22
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Cal.App.4th 974. 28 Cal.Rptr,2d 305 when it states
that it "did not analyze the effects of the policies and
objectives in the 2004 Housing Element that remain
consistent with those policies and objectives contained
in the 1990 Resident Element and other elements of
the General Plan." It stresses that any changes to the
Housing Element were "so minor in scope" that a full
environmental review was unnecessary. SFLN argues
that unlike in Black Property Owners, the Housing
Element here was "significantly modified" and calls
for "a broad range of future development," necessi-
tating environmental review. We agree with SFLN
that the Housing Element contains changes, that some
of those changes are not "minor" (as the City argues),
and that there is substantial evidence to support a fair
argument those changes may have a significant impact
on the environment.

For example, policy 11.9 of the Housing Element now
provides that densities and "parking standards" should
be set at levels "that promote the City's overall hous-
ing objectives while respecting neighborhood scale
and character"; the Residence Element policy was to
set allowable densities at levels that will "promote
compatibility with prevailing neighborhood scale and
character." (Italics added.) A Residence Element
policy to adopt specific zoning districts that would set
density categories has been eliminated from the
Housing Element.

Other Housing Element policies make more signifi-
cant changes. Policy !l.8, a new policy, provides:
"Strongly encourage housing project sponsors to take
full advantage of allowable building densities in their
housing developments while remaining consistent
with neighborhood character." Its explanatory text
provides that the "Department should strongly support
projects that creatively address residential parking and
open space requirements, resulting in higher densities
with a full range of unit sizes." The Department will
"study the impacts of reduced parking and private
open space provisions and will consider revising the
Plarming Code accordingly." With respect to
"neighborhood character," new policy Il.l is to "[u]se
new housing development as a means to enhance
neighborhood vitality and diversity." Its interpretive
text states that "[m]inimum density requirements and
maximum parking standards should be used to en-
courage a mix of unit sizes in areas well served by
transit and neighborhood retail." Whereas a previous
Residence Element policy was to "[p]romote con-

struction of well designed housing that conserves
existing neighborhood character," policy 11.5 of the
Housing Element now "[p]romote[s] the construction
of well-designed housing that enhances existing
neighborhood character." (Italics added.)

*10 The 1990 Residence Element contained a policy
to "[r]elate land use controls to the appropriate scale
for new and existing residential areas." The interpre-
tive text stated that "zoning envelopes should be tai-
lored to the prevailing built pattern to maintain the low
density character [of single- and two-family neigh-
borhoods]." One stated objective of the policy was to
"allow some expansion" of height and depth controls
in one- and two-family areas ''to accommodate con-
temporary living space needs and still be compatible
with the neighborhood scale." Modified policy 11.6 of
the Housing Element now states: "Employ flexible
land use controls in residential areas that can regulate
inappropriately sized development in new neighbor-
hoods, in downtown areas and in other areas through a
Better Neighborhoods type planning process while
maximizing the opportunity for housing near transit."
Its implementation action states: "The City will con-
tinue to promote increased residential densities in
areas well served by transit and neighborhood com-
patible development with the support and input from
local neighborhoods."

New policy 1.7 is to "[e]ncourage and support the
construction of quality, new family housing." Finally,
although policy 1.6, to "[c]reate incentives for the
inclusion of housing, particularly permanently af-
fordable housing, in new commercial development
projects," is almost identical to a policy in the 1990
Residence Element, an implementation provision now
calls for reviewing the possibility of removing parking
and density requirements as "incentives."

The City argues that "for purposes of CEQ A, there
was no change to the City's policy of increasing den-
sity while maintaining neighborhood character that
was significant." We disagree. Taken together, the
changes to the Housing Element cited above reflect a
shift away from preserving existing housing density
and a movement toward allowing denser housing
development, and decreased off-street parking, which
in tum could lead to increased traffic congestion, air
pollution, and noise, as well as a change in the aes-
thetic quality of City neighborhoods. ( Pocket Pro-
tectors v. Citv of Sacramento, supra, 124 Cal.App.4th
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at pp. 936-937 [ CEQA addresses enjoyment of aes-
thetic qualities].) FN9

FN9. This case is distinguishable from
Bowman v. City of Berkelev (2004) 122
Cal.App.4th 572, 592, 18 Cal.Rptr.3d 814,
where this court held that "[t]he aesthetic
difference between a four-story and a
three-story building on a commercial lot on a
major [urban] thoroughfare" was "not a sig-
nificant environmental impact, even under
the fair argument standard." Here, changing
density requirements in San Francisco could
theoretically affect a much larger area, and
have a much larger impact, increasing noise,
air pollution, and congestion.

We find City of Redlands v. County of San Bernar-
dino. supra. 96 Cal.App.4th 398, 117 Cal.Rptr.2d 582
instructive. There, a county board of supervisors
adopted general plan amendments relating to the
county's "sphere of influence" over future land use
plauning and development. Ud at pp. 403-404, 117
Cal.Rptr.2d 582.) The trial court disagreed with the
county's characterization of the amendments as mere
clarifications of existing policy. (Jd at p. 404, 117
Cal.Rptr.2d 582.) The appellate court affirmed the
issuance of a writ of mandate to set aside the
amendments, noting that the county had replaced
mandatory language with more permissive or discre-
tionary language, that the amendments granted the
county more discretion in land use matters relating to
unincorporated territory, and that the amendments
made substantive changes to the county's policies and
procedures. ad at pp. 406-407, 117 Cal.Rptr.2d 582.)
In fact, the difference in policies before and after the
amendments, standing alone, constituted substantial
evidence of a fair argument that the amendments could
have a significant effect on the environment. (Jd at p.
414,117 Cal.Rptr.2d 582.)

*11 Similarly, here, the Honsing Element does more
than simply clarify or affirm existing policies with
respect to housing density. It now "encourage] s]"
developers to take "full advantage of allowable
building densities," and stresses the enhancement of
neighborhood character instead of conservation of
neighborhood character. Although we are sympathetic
to the City's argument that this case is distinguishable
because the amendments to the Housing Element are
not as" 'drastic' " as those in City of Redlands. supra,

96 Cal.App.4th at page 414, 117 Cal.Rptr.2d 582, it
does not follow that the amendments will not lead to
changes to the physical enviromnent. In fact, any
future housing promoters could argue that a high
density development was compatible with the revised
Housing Element. "Not only does CEQA apply to
revisions or amendments to an agency's general plan,
but CEQA reaches beyond the mere changes in the
language in the agency's policy to the ultimate con-
sequences of such changes to the physical environ-
ment." (Jd at p. 409, 117 Cal.Rptr.2d 582.)

Moreover, the City fails to distinguish City of Red-
lands in another important respect. The court found
that the initial study in City of Redlands was inade-
quate because it "fail] ed] to provide sufficient evi-
dence or analysis of the potential environmental ef-
fects of the [general plan] amendments." ( 96
Cal.App.4th at p. 408, 117 Cal.Rptr.2d 582,) Instead,
for each enviromnental factor, the county simply
stated that no changes were proposed for any goals,
policies, or action items, and that the proposed
amendments were not expected to result in any sig-
nificant change to the enviromnent. (Ibid) The court
concluded that the initial study was "an impermissible
attempt to evade enviromnental review by failing to
address the consequences of the revisions to its policy
and procedures," and that the county's efforts were" 'a
token observance of regulatory requirements.' "(Jd at
pp.408-409, 117 Cal.Rptr.2d 582.)

We conclude that the City here likewise failed to
adequately address in the initial study the conse-
quences of the revisions to the Housing Element. The
initial study repeatedly emphasizes that the Housing
Element "alone" will not produce new housing, and
that enviromnental review will be deferred until any
specific development, rezoning, plarming code revi-
sion, or area plan is proposed. The same theme is
repeated under each of the environmental factors
considered in the initial study, with the City con-
cluding that it would be premature to analyze any
possible environmental effects of the proposed
amendments. For several of the enviromnental factors,
the City simply includes the following conclusion,
with slight variations: "[T]he proposed new policies of
the Housing Element would encourage the provision
of additional housing in the City. However, at the
policy level, it would be speculative to estimate the
level and location of new residents that would result
from their adoption. Again, the amount of new hous-

© 2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works.
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ing cited in the Data Needs and Analysis section of the
revision represents the City's share of honsing calcu-
lated by ABAG, and is not a proposed new policy or
stated goal of the Housing Element. Thus, while
[various] effects of the proposed revisions cannot be
accurately predicted, future plans, rezoning and spe-
cific development proposals that arise out of the City's
comprehensive effort to encourage more housing
could lead to increased [various] impacts, and these
would be analyzed and reported in the environmental
documents that would be prepared for them."

* 12 As we explained above, however, the City may
not defer analysis of general plan amendments simply
because more specific proposals may come later.
"CEQA advances a policy of requiring an agency to
evaluate the environmental effects of a project at the
earliest possible stage in the planning process. We
conclude that, by failing to accurately describe the
agency action and by deferring full environmental
assessment of the consequences of such action, the
[City] has failed to comply with CEQA's policy and
requirements." ( City of Redlands v. County of San
Bernardino. supra. 96 Cal.App.4th at p. 410. 117
Cal.Rptr.2d 582. fu. omitted.) By simply indicating
that the City would defer environmental review until
specific developments are proposed, the City failed to
provide sufficient information to determine whether
significant environmental impacts may occur. ( Citi-
zens Assn. for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v.
County o([nvo, supra, 172 Cal.App.3d at p. 171, 217
Cal.Rptr. 893 [initial study "far too conclusionary"
and inadequate for failure to reveal what evidence, if
any, was relied on in reaching conclusions].)

We likewise agree with SFLN that the City failed to
adequately analyze the entire "project" for purposes of
CEQA. (§ 21100, subd. (a).) The initial study must
consider "[a]1I phases of project planning, imple-
mentation, and operation." (Guidelines, § 15063,
subd. (a)(1).) Here, however, the City analyzed only
new policies that were added to the Housing Element.
The City did not analyze, for example, the potential
environmental effects of eliminating the policy of
increasing the housing supply "without overcrowding
or adversely affecting the prevailing character of ex-
isting neighborhoods." ( City of Redlands V. County of
San Bernardino, supra, 96 Cal.App.4th at p. 407. 117
Cal.Rptr.2d 582 [general plan amendments eliminated
provisions containing various requirements or limita-
tions].) The City likewise did not analyze the effect of

eliminating a Residence Element policy to adopt spe-
cific zoning districts that would set density categories.
Moreover, the initial study did not analyze policies
that were modified, snch as the policy that now pro-
motes construction of housing that "enhances" rather
than "conserves" neighborhood character. ( Ligh-
thouse Field Beach Rescue V. City of Santa Cruz
(2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170. 1200. 31 Cal.Rptr.3d
90 I [initial study inadequate because it failed to con-
sider or assess effect of revisions of off-leash dog
policy].)

As in City of Redlands v. County of San Bernardino.
supra, 96 Cal.App.4th at page 410.117 Cal.Rptr.2d
582. we conclude that because there was substantial
evidence of a significant environmental impact, an
EIR (as opposed to a revised initial study) is appro-
priate here. In fact, we may discern reasonable as-
smnptions of the Housing Element's impact simply
from reviewing the language of the amendments
themselves, because the amendments now call for
possibly removing parking and density requirements
as incentives to developers, promoting the construc-
tion of housing that enhances (as opposed to con-
serves) neighborhood character, supporting projects
that result in higher densities, and studying the im-
pacts of reduced parking and private open space pro-
visions. CId. at p. 414. 117 Cal.Rptr.2d 582.) In short,
the amendments do more than simply clarify existing
policies. CId. at p. 407, 117 Cal.Rptr.2d 582.)

*13 Moreover, SFLN provided substantial evidence to
support a fair argument that the Housing Element
amendments may have a significant impact on the
environment. It relies primarily on a 22-page letter
(with attachments) by David Golick, a planning con-
sultant. Golick concluded that the Housing Element
"contains policies encouraging substantial
high-density housing development, which in turn
conld cause a number of potentially significant effects
upon visual quality/neighborhood character, trans-
portation, land use and utilities/public services in San
Francisco." For example, he wrote that the revisions
could lead to "high-density, bulky, potentially 50-foot
tall buildings in neighborhood commercial areas and
along transit corridors throughout the City [which]
could cause myriad environmental effects," including
incompatibility with neighborhood character, and a
transformation of San Francisco's unique neighbor-
hoods into "high-walled canyons."

© 2010 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works.
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The City argues that SFLN's evidence does not
amount to substantial evidence, because it is specula-
tive. But the City again falls back on its argument that
the Housing Element lacks any specific development
proposal or zoning change. The City chides SFLN for
failing to point to "any factual evidence that anyone,
anywhere in the City, is proposing" specific devel-
opments with taller buildings, or residential units
above commercial structures. But it is beyond dispute
that specific developments will be proposed in the
future, and developers would be able to argue that
taller buildings are consistent with the City's general
plan. Likewise, the proponent of any new zoning
ordinance that calls for denser developments would be
able to argue that the ordinance was consistent with
the Housing Element. (E.g., S.F. Planning Code, §
101.1, subd. (d) [City may not adopt zoning ordinance
or development agreement authorized by Government
Code section 65865 unless development or ordinance
is consistent with general plan].) Moreover, because
the initial study lacked any analysis of the potential
effects of the revised Housing Element, it is unders-
tandable that the evidence cited by SFLN also lacked
specificity. As in City of Redlands v. County ofBer
nardino, supra. 96 Cal.Aw.4tb at page 414, 117
Cal.Rptr.2d 582, we find it ironic that the City com-
plains about SFLN's lack of evidence, considering "it
initially set the stage by failing to gather facts and
evidence in conducting its initial study of the
amendments' potential environmental effects ."

"CEQA places the burden of environmental investi-
gation on government rather than the public. If the
local agency has failed to study an area of possible
environmental impact, a fair argument may be based
on the limited facts in the record. Deficiencies in the
record may actually enlarge the scope of fair argument
by lending a logical plausibility to a wider range of
inferences." ( Sundstrom V. County of Mendocino.
supra, 202 Cal.App.3d at p. 311. 248 Cal.Rptr. 352
[inadequate initial study of proposed private sewage
treatroent plant]; see also Christward Ministry V. Su-
perior Court, supra, 184 Cal.App.3d at p. 197, 228
Cal.Rptr. 868 [city's position there was no fair argu-
ment of significant impact to environment based, in
part, on failnre to complete adequate initial study];
County Sanitation Dis!. No. 2 V. County of Kern
(2005) 127 Cal.App.4th 1544, 1597, 27 Cal.Rptr.3d
28.) Here, SFLN was permitted to draw "reasonable
inferences" about the possible environmental effects
of the amendments, based on facts and reasonable
assumptions from those facts. ( City of Redlands V.

Page 12

County of San Bernardino, supra, 96 Cal.App.4th at
pp. 410-411, 117 Cal.Rptr.2d 582 [no requirement that
expert testimony support fair argument that project
may have significant effect on the environment].)

*14 Because there was substantial evidence in the
record to support a fair argument that the amendments
to the Housing Element may have a significant impact
on the environment, the City was required to prepare
an EIR, and the trial conrt erred in denying SFLN's
petition for a writ of mandate.

Ill.

DISPOSITION

The judgment is reversed, and the trial conrt is ordered
to issue a writ of mandate directing the City to set
aside its adoption of the negative declaration and to
order the preparation of an EIR. Appellant shall re-
cover its costs on appeal.

We concnr: REARDON, Acting P.J., and RIVERA, J.
Cal.App. I Dis!.,2007.
San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods v. City
and County of San Francisco
Not Reported in CaI.Rptr.3d, 2007 WL 1793881
(CaI.App. I Dist.)

END OF DOCUMENT
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October 4, 2010

SENT BY FAX AND EMAIL
Los Angeles City Planning Department
Attn: Michelle Sorkin (michelle.sorkin@lacity.org)

Alan Bell (Alan.Bell@lacity.org)
Michael J. Lo Grande (michael.logrande@lacity.org)

200 North Spring Street, Room 621
Los Angeles, CA 90012

SUBJECT: Zone Code Simplification Ordinance
CPC-2010-1572

Dear City Planning Cornrnisslons

At a special meeting on MonpaY'1october 4, 2010, the Board of toe Studio City
Neighborhood Council passed the following motion.

MOTION: The Board of the Stu~io Cilyll!eighborhood Council.authorizes the issuance of a
letter substantially in the form attached hereto transmitting our comments on the Zone
Code Simplification ordtnanee to the City Planning I)epartment, the City Planning
Commission and to the CityCounc:il,

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely yours,

John T. Walker, President
Studio City Neighborhood Council

JTW/ls
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October 5, 2010

Los Angeles City Planning Department
Attn: Michelle Sorkin (michelle.sorkin@lacity.org)

Alan Bell (Alan.Bell@lacity.org)
Michael J. Lo Grande (michael.iogrande@lacity.org)
Los Angeles City Hall
200 N. Spring St., Room 621
Los Angeles, CA 90012

SENT VIA FAX AND EMAIL

Subject: Zone Code Simplification Ordinance
CPC-201O-1572-CA

City Planning Commission:

With respect to the Planning Department project defined in the following paragraph,
various committees of the SCNC, including both SCNC board members and stakeholders,
have devoted a great deal of time and effort reviewing the proposed amendments. This
letter sets forth the concerns of the SCNC regarding the proposal. Please place our
comments in your formal record on this matter.

"Pursuant to Charter Section 558 and Section 12.32-A of the Los Angeles Municipal Code,
the Director of Planning has initiated development of six recommended zoning
code amendments intended to streamline and simplify the Department's case
processing function. The attached Appendix A is the first of these six proposed
ordinances to be presented to the City Planning Commission."

As the project is being implemented in 6 segments, commencing with this first Ordinance,
it is impossible for the public to evaluate the revised Ordinance because there is no way to
determine from this document the scope or impact of the entire project. This is a violation
of CEQA and it renders the MND meaningless.
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The staff report indicates that the objective of the first zone code simplification ordinance is
to consolidate common findings that have the same intent but different phrasing, clarify
ambiguous finding language, delete duplicative findings, delete unnecessary findings and
move findings to more appropriate places in the Zoning Code. It further indicates that
none of the changes alter the substantive analyses necessary for thoughtful review of
development projects and that the proposed ordinance will not lessen the ability of
stakeholders to participate in the public process or eliminate any criteria that protects the
citizenry from inappropriate land uses. The Studio City Neighborhood Council supports the
concept of increased efficiency in the planning process, consistency in the language of the
findings and transparency while not reducing the ability of stakeholders to participate in the
public process.

We disagree with the statement in the staff report that this ordinance is simply changing
words and will have no impact on discretionary actions. Changing a finding from "That
there are special circumstances applicable to the project or project site which make the
strict application of the specific plan regulation(s) impractical" to "That the project will
enhance the environment in the surrounding neighborhood or will perform a function or
provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the community, city or region" is not an
insignificant revision to language. It is a substantive change that will adversely impact the
community as it will increase the authority of the zone code administrator and the number
and breadth of their discretionary actions. It will also result in reduced stakeholder
notification and participation. Additionally, city or regional interests could be allowed to
supersede the interests of the immediate community.

Further, eliminating the language in 11.5.7 C 2 (b) dealing with mitigation measures or
monitoring does not help the community. That language mayor may not be redundant of
CEQA but it should not be omitted given the City's poor record with mitigation measures as
outlined in several City Controller Audits and as further evidenced by the City's non
compliance with the Framework Element's monitoring program and Annual Reports on
Growth and Infrastructure.

General responses to each of the Core Findings as well as to several of the specific
provisions of the ordinance are attached. Failure to comment on any particular provision
should not be deemed as approval of that provision by the SCNC. The SCNC reserves its
right to further revise and extend its comments on this matter.

2
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Conclusion:
We support the objectives of this zone code simplification to the extent that they result in
determination reports with findings that clearly explain the progression from facts to the
decision as that should provide for a more transparent planning process. It is important
however to note that the operative word in that sentence is "facts". It is incumbent upon
those charged with preparing the determination reports to ensure that the facts are
supported by documentary evidence and are not based on subjectivity or opinion. That
documentary evidence should include significant community input including input through
neighborhood councils.

As is clearly documented in the attached response to the proposed revisions to the specific
language of the ordinance, we disagree with most of the proposed revisions. Although the
language is conformed from one section to another, in most instances the revised language
introduces an element of subjectivity leaving much to the discretion of the Zone Code
Administrator. This can result in inconsistent application of the Code throughout the City.
Additionally, many of the proposed revisions are actually an unnecessary weakening of the
protections of the current Zone Code. We oppose implementation of the proposed revisions
as currently drafted.

Sincerely,

John Walker, President
Studio City Neighborhood Council

JTW/ls
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COMMENTS RELATED TO THE CORE FINDINGS

1. The Neighborhood Enhancement Core Finding:

"That the project will enhance the environment in the surrounding neighborhood or will perform a function or
provide a service that is essential of beneficial to the community, city, or region. "

Response:
This finding requires that the project will provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the community, city or
region. What is deemed to be "essential or beneficial" is, by definition, subjective. Subjectivity should be reduced
and not increased as a result of these zone code revisions. It should be noted that a project that has a city or regional
benefit may have a significant adverse impact on the immediately surrounding community. A conditional use or
other quasi-judicial approval for such a project should not be made at the discretion of the zoning administrator but
should only be allowed after documented community input from affected stakeholders is received and considered. It
may be appropriate to receive such input through the public hearing process. Neighborhood Councils should be
consulted on all such issues.

2. The Project Compatibility Core Finding:

"That the project's location, size, operations and other significant features will be compatible with and will not
adversely affect or further degrade the surrounding neighborhood. "

Response:
We recommend that the language of this proposed core finding be expanded to define the term "further degrade"
with the specific example provided in the staff report for increased clarity.

3. The General Plan Core Finding:

"That the project is in substantial conformance with the purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan and
applicable community and specific plan. "

Response:
We recommend that the word "substantial" be deleted from core finding number 3 above. Additionally, the 4 goals
of the Housing Element section of the General Plan should be reviewed under the leadership of CD2 City Council
Member Paul Krekorian since they were changed in the current version of the General Plan from the previous
version without disclosure of their revision to the City Council before the vote to accept the current version of the
Housing Element. The differences in the goals could impact conformance with the intent of the General Plan.

4. The Adjustment Core Finding:

"That the granting of the adjustment recognizes that while site characteristics or existing improvements make strict
adherence to the [zoning regulations, specific plan regulations, or hillside regulations in Section 12.21 A.17 (e) or
(h)} impractical or infeasible, the project conforms with the intent of those regulations. "

Response:
A determination that an "adjustment core finding" permitting an exception to specific plan regulations based on the
fact that compliance is impractical or infeasible should be prohibited. Such an exception should only be allowed if
there has been significant documented community input in support of the adjustment. This should not be allowed
based upon an administrator's discretionary determination. There are existing fmdings and procedures that define
how exceptions may be granted.



COMMENTS RELATED TO THE CORE FINDINGS

5. The Project Design Core Finding:

"That the project provides for an arrangement of uses, buildings, structures, open spaces and other private and
public improvements that are compatible with the surrounding neighborhood"

Response:
We recommend the deletion of the words "compatible with" from core finding number 5 above and recommend that
they be replaced with the words "in conformity with the scale and cbaracter of".

6. The Traffic Core Finding:

"That the project will not create an adverse impact on street access or circulation in the surrounding
neighborhood"

This new findiog replaces three existiog findings that require that projects not increase traffic problems in the
vicinity.

Response:
Although we support core finding number 6 above, the determioation of what is an "adverse impact on street access
or circulation" can be subjective. Such a finding should be supported by factual numerical documentation and
iodependent analysis.

7. The Housing Element Core Finding:

"That the project implements the affordable housing provisions of the Housing Element of the General Plan."

Response:
Although we support the spirit of core findiog number 7, this findiog should not be used to create defacto
inclusionary zoniog. Every effort should be made to preserve and enhance the affordable housiog that exists withio
a community. This core findiog should not be used to allow for the destruction of existing affordable housiog which
is then replaced with buildings that contaio only a limited number of "affordable units" as we have seen happen io
so many parts of the City. Additionally, snch projects should encourage home ownership through programs such as
TOPA. See also response to core findiog number 3.



COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE ORDINANCE

Ordinance Section Proposed Revision Response to Proposed Revision

Section 1 Subdivision 2 of Deletes the requirement for the We disagree with this revision. The
Subsection C of Section 11.5.7 findings to be in writing. determination of conformance with the
oftheLAMC Deletes the requirement for the "intent "of a provision rather than the

project to be in substantial specific language of a provision is by
compliance with the regulations, definition subjective. Every zoning
findings, standards and director could conceivably interpret the
provisions of the specific plan. intent of a provision differently resulting

in confusion and inconsistent application
Substitutes as requirement for of the provisions in question through-out
the project to be "substantial the community. Subjectivity should be
conformance with the purpose reduced and not increased as a result of
and intent of the provision of the these zone code revisions.
General Plan and applicable
community and specific plan."

Eliminates the need for a project
to incorporate appropriate We disagree with the elimination of this
mitigation measures, monitoring provision. Whenever physically possible
measures and alternatives adverse environmental impacts should be
identified in the environmental mitigated.
review to mitigate the negative
environmental effects of a
project.

Section 2 Subdivision 3 of Deletes the requirement for the We disagree with this revision.
Subsection E of Section 11.5.7 findings to be in writing.
of the LAMC (a) Deletes the requirement for the Determination of what enhances the

project to satisfy 4 specific environment in the surrounding
requirements in addition to any neighborhood is subjective. Every zoning
other required by the specific director could conceivably interpret the
plan. intent of a provision differently resulting

in confusion and inconsistent application
Deletes the requirement for there of the provisions in question through-out
to be special circumstances the community. Subjectivity should be
applicable to the project or the reduced and not increased as a result of
project site which make strict these zone code revisions. It should be
application of the specific plan noted that a project that has a city or
regulation impractical and regional benefit may have significant
requires only that the project will adverse impacts on the immediately
enhanced the enviromnent in the surrounding community. A project
surrounding neighborhood or permit adjustment for such a project
will perform a function or should not be made at the discretion of
provide a service that is essential the zoning director but should only be
or beneficial to the community, allowed after documented community
city or region. input from the affected stakeholders is

received and considered.



COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE ORDINANCE

Ordinance Section Proposed Revision Response to Proposed Revision

Section 2 Subdivision 3 of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with this revision as it
Subsection E of Section 11.5.7 the Director has imposed project substantially undermines the protections
of the LAMC (b) requirements and/or decided that so carefully drafted, with transparency

the proposed project will and community input, that are provided
substantially comply with all for in each community plan and specific
applicable specific plan plan.
regulations and requires only that
the project is in substantial
conformance with the propose,
intent and provisions of the
General plan and applicable
community and specific plan.

Section 2 Subdivision 3 of Eliminates the requirement that In considering each project, the goal of
Subsection E of Section 11.5.7 the Director has considered and the Director should be to determine that
of the LAMC (c) found no detrimental effects of the project not only is compatible with the

the adjustment on surrounding surroundings but also that it enhances
properties and public rights of them. We disagree that the threshold for
way and requires only that the approval should be that the project simply
project will not adversely affect does not "further degrade" its
or further degrade the surroundings.
surrounding neighborhood.

Section 2 Subdivision 3 of Eliminates the need for a project We disagree with the elimination ofthis
Subsection E of Section 11.5.7 to incorporate appropriate provision. Whenever physically possible,
oftheLAMC(d) mitigation measures, monitoring adverse environmental impacts should be

measures and alternatives mitigated.
identified in the environmental
review to mitigate the negative When it is impractical or infeasible to
environmental effects of a adhere to specific plan regulations it may
project. be most appropriate to deny approval.

Section 3 Subdivision 2 of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the elimination of this
Subsection F of Section 11.5.7 of the Area Planoing Commission provision as it sigoificantly undermines
theLAMC #2 permit an exception from a the strength of specific plans.

specific only if it makes all of
the following findings

Section 3 Subdivision 2 of Although this section was We are concerned that the replacement
Subsection F of Section 11.5.7 of deleted in its entirety it appears language in the draft circulated may not
theLAMC (a) to be replaced with exactly the be what was actually intended and we

language as the original reserve our right to comment upon this in
provision. the future ifthe replacement language is

revised.



COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE ORDINANCE

Ordinance Section Proposed Revision Response to Proposed Revision

Section 3 Subdivision 2 of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the revision of this
Subsection F of Section 11.5.7 of there are exceptional provision as it significantly undermines
theLAMC (b) circumstances or conditions the strength of specific plans. A finding

applicable to the subject property that a proposed exception is needed
involved or to the intended use because of special circumstances is a
or development of the subject much lower threshold than finding that
property that no not apply the circumstances must be exceptional.
generally to other property in the
specific plan area and replaces it
with a requirement that there are
special circumstances applicable
to the subject property such as
size, shape, topography, location
or surroundings that do not
generally apply to other property
in the same specific plan.

Section 3 Subdivision 2 of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the revision of this
Subsection F of Section 11.5.7 of the granting of an exception will provision as it significantly undermines
theLAMC (d) not be detrimental to the public the strength of specific plans. A finding

welfare or injurious to property that a proposed exception is materially
or improvements adjacent to or detrimental to the public welfare is a
in the vicinity of the subject much lower threshold than finding that it
property and replaces it with a is detrimental. Additionally, deleting the
provision that the granting ofthe reqnirement that consideration must be
exception will not be materially given to the adjacent property is
detrimental to the public welfare significantly different than a finding that
or injurious to the property or it is not detrimental to sometbing in the
improvements in the same zone same vicinity or zone in which the
or vicinity in which the property property is located. The impact on the
is located. immediately adjacent neighbor should be

given the utmost consideration.

Section 3 Subdivision 2 of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the revision of this
Subsection F of Section 11.5.7 of the granting of an exception will provision as it significantly undermines
theLAMC (e) be consistent with the principles, the strength of specific plans. A finding

intent and goals of the specific that a proposed exception will not
plan and any applicable element adversely affect the specific plan is very
of the general plan and replaces different from finding that the project is
it with a requirement that the consistent with the principles, intent, and
granting ofthe exception will not goals of the specific plan. No exception
adversely affect the specific to a specific plan should be made by
plan. discretionary action. A public hearing

should be required.

Section 4 the definition of Eliminates the maintenance of an Comments on this item are provided in
"Accessory Use" in Section Historic Vehicle Collection from the response to Section 27 New
12.03 of the LAMC the definition of Accessory Use Subdivision 28 of Subsection X of

Section 12.24



COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE ORDINANCE

Ordinance Section Proposed Revision Response to Proposed Revision

Section 5 Subsection E of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the revision of this
Section 12.24 of the LAMC "E" the decision maker must find that provision as it significantly undermines

the proposed location will be the strength of specific plans. A finding
desirable to the public that a proposed exception will not
convenience or welfare, is in adversely affect or further degrade the
proper relation to adjacent uses surrounding neighborhood and that it is in
or the development of the substantial conformance with the General,
community, that the proposed Community and Specific Plans is very
location will not be materially different from finding that the project is
detrimental to the character of not materially detrimental to the character
development in the immediate of development in the immediate
neighborhood, and will be in neighborhood and is simply in harmony
harmony with the various with the principles, intent, and goals of
elements and objectives of the the General Plan. The determination of
General Plan. It replaces it with what is "in harmony" is extremely
the following three requirements: subjective.
I. that the project will enhance
the environment in the Subjectivity should be reduced and not
surrounding neighborhood or increased as a result of these zone code
will perform a function or revisions. It should be noted that a
provide a service that is essential project that has a city or regional benefit
or beneficial to the community, may have a significant adverse impact on
city or region. the immediately surrounding community.
2. That the project's location, A conditional use or other quasi-judicial
size, height, operations and other approval for such a project should not be
significant features will be made at the discretion of the zoning
compatible with and will not administrator but should only be allowed
adversely affect or further after documented community input from
degrade the surrounding affected stakeholders is received and
neighborhood considered. It may be appropriate to
3. That the project is in receive such input through the public
substantial conformance with the hearing process.
purpose, intent and provisions of
the General Community and
Specific Plans

Section 6 Subsection F of Eliminates the provision that the We object to the proposed revision to this
Section 12.24 of the LAMC "F" decision maker may impose subsection. It replaces the requirement

conditions based upon written that conditions be imposed when they are
findings, which it deems deemed necessary to protect
necessary to protect the best neighborhoods and requires only that the
interests of the surrounding lower threshold findings made in
property or neighborhood, or to Subsection E above be met.
lessen or prevent any detrimental
effect on the surrounding
property or neighborhood or to
secure appropriate development
in harmony with the objectives
of the General Plan. Replaces it
with the findings made in
Subsection E.



COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE ORDINANCE

Ordinance Section Proposed Revision Response to Proposed Revision

Section 7 of Subdivision 14 of Eliminates the requirement for We object to the proposed revision as it
Subsection U of Section 12.24 of the City Planning Commission to completely undermines the protections
theLAMC make any of the other findings provided by specific plans.

required by this section and
requires only that they find that It requires that a Major Development
the project provides for an Project be consistent with the general
arrangement of uses, buildings, requirements of the design guidelines. As
structures, open spaces and other the Design Guidelines have not yet been
private and public improvements adopted and as the SCNC has previously
at are compatible with the submitted a series of comments and
surronnding neighborhood and suggestions with respect to those
that the Major Development guidelines, it is premature for the zone
Project is consistent with the code to include this provision. The
general requirements adopted by language in the existing ordinance should
the City Planning Commission as be retained.
design guidelines for Major
Development Projects if any.

Eliminates the requirement for a
Major Development Project to
conform with any applicable
specific and/or redevelopment
plan.

Eliminates the requirement that
the Major Development Project
would have no material adverse
impact on properties,
improvements or uses, including
commercial uses, in the
surrounding neighborhood.

Section 8 paragraph (e) of Paragraph (e) is deleted in its We disagree with the proposed revision.
Subdivision 22 of Subsection U entirety. Elimination of this Removing this requirement for a finding
of Section 12.24 of the LAMC paragraph eliminates the by the City Planning Commission will

requirement for a fmding by the eliminate the opportnnity for stakeholder
City Planning Commission that input. A councilperson has no
the location of a proposed requirement to post a notice to the public
recycling use will not be that he is considering such a matter.
materially detrimental to the Elimination of this provision will have a
public welfare or injurious to the detrimental impact of the transparency of
properties or improvements in the process.
the affected community and
replaces it with a requirement
that such an application be
referred to the Council person
for the district in which the
property is located.



COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE ORDINANCE

Ordinance Section Proposed Revision Response to Proposed Revision

Section 9 Subsection U of Eliminates the requirement for a We disagree with the proposed revision.
Section 12.24 of the LAMe project to be consistent with the Implementation of this provision would

Housing Element of the General allow for a density increase greater that
Plan and requires only that it the maximum otherwise permitted even if
implement the affordable the project was not consistent with the
housing provisions of the Housing Element of the General Plan as
Housing Element long as it implemented affordable housing

provisions. Such a revision would
effectively be inclusionary zoning and
that is not consistent with the Housing
Element of the General Plan.

Section 10 Subdivision 27 of Eliminates the requirement for We disagree with the proposed revision.
Subsection U of Section 12.24 of the residential (including Implementation of this provision would
the LAMe (a) (1) Apartment Hotel and mixed use) allow for a floor area bonus greater that

building to be consistent with the the maximum otherwise permitted even if
Housing Element of the General the project was not consistent with the
Plan and requires only that it Housing Element of the General Plan as
implement the affordable long as it implemented affordable housing
housing provisions of the provisions.
Housing Element

Section 10 Subdivision 27 of Eliminates the requirement for We disagree with the proposed revision.
Subsection U of Section 12.24 of the residential (including All developments should be consistent
the LAMe (a) (2) Apartment Hotel and mixed use) with the applicable community plan.

building to be consistent with the
applicable community plan.

Section 11 Subdivision 2 of Eliminates the requirement for We disagree with the proposed revision.
Subsection V of Section 12.24 of the proposed development to be All developments should be consistent
the LAMe (a) (2) consistent with the proposes and with the purposes and intent of the

intent of the housing Element of Housing Element of the General Plan.
the General Plan and requires
only that the project implement
the affordable housing
provisions of the Housing
Element of the General Plan.

Section 11 Subdivision 2 of Eliminates the requirement for We disagree with the proposed revision.
Subsection V of Section 12.24 of the proposed development to be Elimination ofthis provision will further
the LAMe (a) (3) in snbstantial conformity with erode the protections provided in the

public necessity, convenience, current zone code.
general welfare and good zoning
practice.

Section 12 paragraph (b) of Eliminates the requirement for We disagree with the proposed revision.
Subdivision 4 of Subsection W any new or remodeled structnre Any new or remodeled structnre should
of Section 12.24 of the LAMe to be designed to reflect the scale be designed to be compatible with the
(b) (2) and character of the surrounding scale and character of the snrrounding

commercial area. commercial area.



COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE ORDINANCE

Ordinance Section Proposed Revision Response to Proposed Revision

Section 12 paragraph (b) of Eliminates the requirement for We disagree with the proposed revision.
Subdivision 4 of Subsection W access and ingress to and egress As the traffic congestion throughout the
of Section 12.24 of the LAMe from parking associated with city increases, it is not appropriate to
(b)(3) automotive uses not to constitute eliminate the requirement for an

a traffic hazard or cause automotive use not to cause sigoificant
sigoificant traffic congestion or traffic congestion or a traffic hazard.
disruption of vehicular
circulation on adjacent streets
and replaces it with a
requirement for such uses no to
create an adverse impact on
street access or circulation in the
surrounding neighborhood

Section 12 paragraph (b) of Eliminates this provision We disagree with the proposed
Subdivision 27 of Subsection W entirely. elimination of the requirement that the
of Section 12.24 of the LAMe automotive use be consistent with the
(b) (4) district, area or zone.

Section 13 paragraph (b) of Eliminates this provision We disagree with the proposed
Subdivision 4 of Subsection W entirely. elimination of the requirement that the
of Section 12.24 of the LAMe mini shopping center or commercial
(b) (1) corner development be consistent with the

public welfare and safety.

Section 13 paragraph (b) of Eliminates the requirement for We disagree with the proposed revision.
Subdivision 4 of Subsection W access and ingress to and egress As the traffic congestion throughout the
of Section 12.24 of the LAMe from parking associated with a city increases, it is not appropriate to
(b)(2) mini shopping center or eliminate the requirement for a mini

commercial corner development shopping center or commercial corner
not to constitute a traffic hazard development not to cause sigoificant
or cause sigoificant traffic traffic congestion or a traffic hazard.
congestion or disruption of
vehicular circulation on adjacent
streets and replaces it with a
requirement for such uses not to
create an adverse impact on
street access or circulation in the
surrounding neighborhood

Section 13 paragraph (b) of Eliminates this provision We disagree with the proposed
Subdivision 4 of Subsection W entirely. elimination of the requirement that the
of Section 12.24 of the LAMe mini shopping center or commercial
(b) (4) corner development be consistent with the

district, area or zone.



COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE ORDINANCE

Ordinance Section Proposed Revision Response to Proposed Revision

Section 14 Subdivision 28 of Eliminates these provisiou We disagree with the proposed revision
Subsection W of Sectiou 12.24 entirely. whicb changes the requirement from
of the LAMe (a) and (b) compatibility with neighboring properties

to compatibility with the surrouoding
neighborhood and eliminates the
requirement for the project to comply
with the applicable provisions of the
specific and redevelopment plans.

Section 15 Subdivision 33 of Eliminates these provisions We disagree with the proposed revision
Subsection W of Section 12.24 entirely. which completely eliminates the
of the LAMe (a) and (b) protections currently provided by this

section of the zone code.

Section 16 Paragraph (e) of Eliminates this provision We disagree with the proposed revision
Subdivision 49 of Subsection W entirely. which completely eliminates the
of Section 12.24 of the LAMe protections currently provided by this
(2) section of the zone code that require that

the use would have no substantial adverse
impact on properties or improvements in
the surrouoding neighborhood.

Section 17 Subdivision 50 of Revises the requirement from We disagree with the proposed revision
Subsection W of Section 12.24 one that states the use is which changes the requirement from
of the LAMe (2) compatible with existing and compatibility with neighboring properties

future development on to compatibility with the surrouoding
neighboring properties to one neighborhood. This completely changes
that is compatible with the the fundamental inteut of the original
surrouoding neighborhood. provision to respect the rights of adjacent

property owners.

Section 18 Subsection X of Eliminates the requirement for We disagree with the proposed revision as
Section 12.24 of the LAMe the Zoning Administrator to find all Zoning Administrator approvals

that approval of any use in this should be made only when the use is in
subsection is in couformity with substantial conformance with elements
public necessity, convenience, and objectives of the General Plan.
general welfare and good zoning
practice and that the action will
be in substantial conformance
with the various elements and
objectives of the General Plan.

Section 19 paragraph b of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the proposed revision as
Subdivision 2 of Subsection X all findings in this section be it weakens the protections of the current
of Section 12.24 of the LAMe made. zone code.



COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE ORDINANCE

Ordinance Section Proposed Revision Response to Proposed Revision

Section 19 paragraph b of Eliminates these provisions We disagree with the proposed revision
Subdivision 2 of Subsection X entirely. as it eliminates the requirement that
of Section 12.24 of the LAMe restaurants provide parking at the rate of
(4), (6) and (7) at least one space per 500 square feet of

gross floor area, eliminates the
requirement for the use not to be
detrimental to the public health, safety or
welfare and compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood.

Section 19 paragraph b of Eliminates the requirement that In considering each project, the goal of
Subdivision 2 of Subsection X the use not negatively impact the the Director should be to determine that
of Section 12.24 of the LAMe surrounding neighborhood and the project not only be compatible with
(8) requires only that it not the surroundings but also that it enhances

adversely affect or further them. We disagree that the threshold for
degrade it. approval should be that the project simply

does not "further degrade" its
surroundings.

Section 20 paragraph (e) of Eliminates this provision We disagree with the proposed revision as
Subdivision 6 of Subsection X entirely. it eliminates the requirement that the
of Section 12.24 of the LAMe proposed location of a certified farmer's

market will not have a significant adverse
effect on the adjoining properties or on
the immediate neighborhood by reason of
noise and traffic congestion. These are
important protections for the community
and they should not be eliminated.

Section 21 paragraph (a) of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the proposed revision as
Subdivision JO of Subsection X the Zoning Administrator find it urmecessarily weakens the protections
of Section 12.24 of the LAMe that an increase in height will oftbe current zone code.
(2) and (3) result in a building or structure

that is compatible in scale with
existing structures and uses in
the same zone and vicinity and
that the grant is necessary for the
preservation and enjoyment of a
substantial property right
possessed by other property
owners in the same zone and
vicinity.

Section 21 paragraph (b) of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the proposed revision as
Subdivision JO of Subsection X the Zoning Administrator find it urmecessarily weakens the protections
of Section 12.24 of the LAMe that a reduced yard will not be of the current zone code.
(2) materially detrimental to the

public welfare or injurious to the
property of improvements in the
same zone or vicinity in which
the property is located.



COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE ORDINANCE

Ordinance Section Proposed Revision Response to Proposed Revision

Section 21 paragraph (b) of Adds a requirement that the We agree with the proposed revision.
Subdivision 10 of Subsection X grant is necessary for the
of Section 12.24 of the LAMe preservation and enjoyment of a
(2) substantial property right

possessed by other property
owners in the same zone and
vicinity;

Section 22 of Subdivision 11 of Eliminates these provisions We disagree with the proposed revisions
Subsection X of Section 12.24 of entirely. as they are an unnecessary weakening of
the LAMe (a) (2) and (3) the protections of the current zone code.

Section 22 of Subdivision 11 of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the proposed revision as
Subsection X of Section 12.24 of the Zoning Administrator find it unnecessarily weakens the protections
the LAMe (b) (2) that a reduced yard will not be of the current zone code.

materially detrimental to the
public welfare or injurious to the
adjacent property or
improvements.

Section 22 of Subdivision 11 of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the proposed revision as
Subsection X of Section 12.24 of the Zoning Administrator find it unnecessarily weakens the protections
the LAMe (c) (2) that the increase in lot coverage of the current zone code.

will result in a development
which is compatible in size and
scale with other improvements in
the immediate neighborhood.

Section 22 of Subdivision 11 of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the proposed revision as
Subsection X of Section 12.24 of the Zoning Administrator find it unnecessarily weakens the protections
the LAMe (d) (2) that the reduction of the parking of the current zone code.

requirements will not be
materially detrimental or
injurious to the property or
improvements in the vicinity in
which the lot is located.

Section 23 paragraph (e) of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the proposed revision as
Subdivision 12 of Subsection X the commercial nse and/or it unnecessarily weakens the protections
of Section 12.24 of the LAMe reduced parking is compatible of the current zone code.
(d)(2) with and will not adversely

impact property within the
surrounding area or HPOZ and
provides only that it will not
create an adverse impact on
street access or circulation in the
surrounding neighborhood.



COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE ORDINANCE

Ordinance Section Proposed Revision Response to Proposed Revision

Section 24 paragraph (b) of Eliminates these provisions We disagree with the proposed revision as
Subdivision 21 of Subsection X entirely. it unnecessarily weakens the protections
of Section 12.24 of the LAMC of the current zone code. Safety of the
(2)and (3) surrounding neighborhood should be of

utmost concern when considering the
impact of a project on a substandard
hillside street.

Section 24 paragraph (b) of Eliminates the requirement for We disagree with the proposed revision as
Subdivision 21 of Subsection X strict adherence to Section 12..21 it unnecessarily weakens the protections
of Section 12.24 of the LAMC A.17 and reduces the ofthe current zone code. Safety of the
(4) requirement to conforming with surrounding neighborhood should be of

the intent of the regolalions utmost concern when considering the
impact of a project on a substandard
hillside street.

Section 25 paragraph (a) of Eliminates the requirement that a We disagree with the proposed revision
Subdivision 22 of Subsection X building or structure be which changes the requirement from
of Section 12.24 of the LAMC compatible in scale with existing compatibility with neighboring properties
(4) adjoining and nearby structures to compatibility with the surrounding

and uses when a proposed neighborhood. This completely changes
bullding will exceed the the fundamental intent of the original
maximum allowable height and provision to respect the rights of adjacent
requires only that the project property owners.
provide for an arrangement of
uses compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood

Section 26 paragraph (a) of Eliminates this provision We disagree with the proposed revision as
Subdivision 23 of Subsection X entirely. it unnecessarily weakens the protections
of Section 12.24 of the LAMC of the current zone code.
(2)

Section 27 New Subdivision 28 Adds a new section related to We agree with items (a) through (f)
of Subsection X of Section Historical Vehicle Collection. inclusive of this new section. However
12.24 of the LAMC (2) we recommend that the langoage that was

previously included as the last paragraph
of Section 4 the definition of "Accessory
Use" be added to this section as it is
protective of the peace and quiet of
occupants of contiguous property.

Section 28 Subdivision 4 of Eliminates the requirement for We disagree with the proposed revision as
Subsection C of Section 12.28 of finding (a) through (e) to be met it uunecessarily weakens the protections
theLAMC and replaces them with a of the current zone code.

requirement for the project to
conform with the intent of the
regolations.



COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE ORDINANCE

Ordinance Section Proposed Revision Response to Proposed Revision

Section 29 Subsection A of Eliminates the requirement for a We disagree with the proposed revision as
Section 12.81 of the LAMC (3) project to be consistent with the it unnecessarily weakens the protections

various elemeuts aud objectives of the current zone code.
of the General PIau aud requires
only that a project be in
substautial conformauce with the
purposes, intent aud provisions
ofthe General PIau aud
applicable community aud
specific plan.

Section 29 Subsection A of Eliminates the requirement that a In considering each project, the goal of
Section 12.81 of the LAMC (4) project have no substautial the Director should be to determine that

adverse impact on properties or the project no only be compatible with the
improvements in the surrounding surroundings but also that it enhauces
neighborhood and requires only them. We disagree that the threshold for
that the project's location, size, approval should be that the project simply
height, operation aud other does not "further degrade" its
significaut featmes will be surroundings.
compatible with and will not
adversely affect or finther
degrade the surrounding
neighborhood.

Section 30 Subsection G of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the proposed revision as
Section 13.03 of the LAMC (5) proposed surface mining it unnecessarily weakens the protections

operations are consistent with the ofthe current zone code.
elements aud objectives of the
General Piau, in particular the
open space aud conservation
elements aud replaces it with a
requirement that the project is in
substantial conformauce with
purposes and intent aud
provisions of the Open Space
and Conservation Elements of
the General PIau.

Section 30 Subsection G of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the proposed revision as
Section 13.03 of the LAMC (8) the vehicular access pIau is it unnecessarily weakens the protections

adequate to protect the public of the current zone code.
health, safety and welfare aud
replaces it with a requirement
that it will not create au adverse
impact of street access or
circulation in the surrounding
area.



COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE ORDINANCE

Ordinance Section Proposed Revision Response to Proposed Revision

Section 30 Subsection G of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the proposed revision as
Section 13.03 of the LAMC (9) proposed surface mining it unnecessarily weakens the protections

operations are consistent with the of the current zone code.
General Plan, and replaces it
with a requirement that the
project is in substantial
conformance with purposes and
intent and provisions of the
General Plan and applicable
community and specific plan.

Section 30 Subsection G of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the proposed revision as
Section 13.03 of the LAMC (ll) the reclamation plan has been it unnecessarily weakens the protections
(b) reviewed pursuant to CEQA and of the current zone code.

the City's CEQA guidelines and
all significant adverse impacts
from reclamation of surface
mining operations are mitigated
to the maximum extent feasible.

Section 30 Subsection G of Eliminates the requirement that In considering each project, the goal of
Section 13.03 of the LAMC (II) the reclamation plan provides for the Director should be to determine that
(d) one or more beneficial uses or the project not only be compatible with

alternate uses of the land which the surroundings but also that it enhances
are not detrimental to the public them. We disagree that the threshold for
health, safety, and welfare and approval should be that the project simply
replaces it with the requirement does not "further degrade" its
that the project's location, size, surroundings.
height, operation and other
significant features will be
compatible with and will not
adversely affect or further
degrade the surrounding
neighborhood.

Section 31 paragraph (e) of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the proposed revision as
Subdivision I of Subsection F of project is consistent with the it unnecessarily weakens the protections
Section 13.07 of the LAMC General Plan, and replaces it of the current zone code.

with a requirement that the
project is in substantial
conformance with purposes and
intent and provisions of the
General Plan and applicable
community and specific plan.



COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE ORDINANCE

Ordinance Section Proposed Revision Response to Proposed Revision

Section 32 Subsection E of Eliminates the requirement that In considering each project, the goal of
Section 14.3.1 of the LAMe (1) the project will not be materially the Director should be to determine that

detrimental or injnrious to the project no only be compatible with the
properties of improvements in surroundings but also that it enhances
the immediate area and replaces them. We disagree that the threshold for
it with the requirement that the approval should be that the project simply
project's location, size height, does not "further degrade" its
operation and other significant snrroundings.
features will be compatible with
and will not adversely affect or
further degrade the snrrounding
neighborhood.

Section 32 Subsection E of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the proposed revision as
Section 14.3.1 of the LAMe (4) the buildings and structures are it unnecessarily weakens the protections

compatible with existing and of the cnrrent zone code.
planned future development on
neighboring properties, and
replaces it with a requirement
that the arrangement of uses,
buildings, structures ... are
compatible with the snrrounding
neighborhood.

Section 32 Subsection E of Eliminates the requirement for We disagree with this revision. The
Section 14.3.1 of the LAMe (5) the project to be in conformance determination of conformance with the

with any applicable provision of "intent "of a provision rather than the
the General Plan and replaces is specific language of a provision is by
with the requirement that it is in definition subjective. Every zoning
substantial conformance with the administrator could conceivably interpret
purposes and intent of the the intent of a provision differently
provision of the General Plan resulting in confusion and inconsistent
and applicable community and application of the provisions in question
specific plan. through-out the community. Subjectivity

should be reduced and not increased as a
result of these zone code revisions.

Section 33 paragraph 2 of Eliminates the requlrement that We disagree with this revision. The
Subsection A of Section 16.01 of the proposed use will not determination of conformance with the
the LAMe (2) adversely affect the "intent "of a provision rather than the

implementation of the General specific language of a provision is by
Plan or any applicable specific definition SUbjective. Every zoning
plan and replaces it with the administrator could conceivably interpret
requirement that the project is in the intent of a provision differently
substantial conformance with the resulting in confusion and inconsistent
purposes and intent of the application of the provisions in question
provision of the General Plan through-out the community. Subjectivity
and applicable community and should be reduced and not increased as a
specific plan. result.



COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE ORDINANCE

Ordinance Section Proposed Revision Response to Proposed Revision

Section 34 Subsection F of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with this revision. The
Section 16.05 of the LAMC (1), the project complies with all determination of conformance with the
(2) and (3) applicable provisions of the "intent "of a provision rather than the

Code and any applicable Specific specific language of a provision is by
Plan, that the project is definition subjective. Every zoning
consistent with the General Plan administrator could conceivably interpret
and that the project is consistent the intent of a provision differently
with any applicable adopted resulting in confusion and inconsistent
Redevelopment Plan and application of the provisions in question
replaces it with the requirement through-out the community. Subjectivity
that the project is in substantial should be reduced and not increased as a
conformance with the purposes result .
and intent of the provision of the
General Plan and applicable
community and specific plan.

Section 34 Subsection F of Eliminates the requirement that We disagree with the elimination of this
Section 16.05 of the LAMC (5) the project incorporates feasible provision. Whenever physically possible,

mitigation measures, monitoring adverse environmental impacts should be
measures when necessary or mitigated.
alternatives identified in the
environmental review which
would substantially lessen the
significant environmental effects
of the project and! or any
additional findings as may be
required by CEQA



Los Angeles City Planning Commission,
200 N. Spring Street,
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Core Findings Ordinance
CPC-2010-1572-CA

Honorable Planning Commissioners:

Obviously, this extensive ordinance is being rushed through before the public and the
neighborhood councils have adequate opportunity to review and consider the impacts that this
ordinance will have on their neighborhoods. It needs much further review in order for the
constituents in this City fully understand the implications of this proposed ordinance.

Certainly the Zoning Code needs extensive revisions to make it more consistent and
less complicated that the proposed ordinance does not do this. It would appear that the purpose
of the proposed revisions is to inviscerate many of the now required findings which are
difficult for applicants to comply with and make it much easier to approve the projects for
which the approvals are sought. The proposed revised findings in the proposed ordinance
eliminate much in the control at the City now has over proposed development.

The proposed ordinance is sloppy and poorly thought out. The sloppiness shows in the
Staff Report. In Attachment 2 - Chart of Findings Report, the amended Sections are not
addressed in the order that they appear in the proposed ordinance. The Chart includes sections
which are not in the proposed ordinance and omits some sections which are in the ordinance.

The Core Findings.

It is proposed that's seven core findings replace numerous existing findings. The
problem is that the core findings are general in nature and usually do not address the specific
problems that the original fmding took into consideration. Or the core finding has nothing in
common with the original finding it replaces. Often Staff by attempting to replace the original
finding with a core finding are just trying to drive a square peg into a round hole. *

Staff frequently justifies amending a finding on the basis that it is substituting a core
finding but in the ordinance the core finding almost never is inserted into the proposed ordinance.
Thus, the original finding is not replaced; it is just deleted leaving a gap in the necessary findings,

Redundancy.

Original findings are often deleted because the Staff states that they are redundant but
Staff never explains why the fmding is redundant. Moreover, rednndancy is not a problem
because it makes everyone aware at a certain requirement or requirements are necessary and
might otherwise be overlooked if they were not included in the findings.

Intent and Substantial Compliance.

The proposed ordinance often uses the term "intent" in a proposed revised finding such
as "The project is in substantial conformance with the purpose, intent and provisions of the
General Plan and applicable community and specific plan" as a substitute for a finding" the
Director shall require compliance with the applicable regulations of the specific plan ... "



Or the term "substantial conformance with the purpose, intent and provisions of the
General Plan and applicable community and specific plan" when the law requires the use of the
word "consistent" instead of substantial conformance. "Substantial conformance" leaves too
much room for discretion whereas the term "consistent" has a legal meaning and is interpreted
more strictly. Intent, moreover, cannot be used to determine consistency.

Project.

The term "project" is used frequently to replace a description of the specific approval.
For example the language "that the vehicular traffic associated with the building or structure"
is replaced by the term "project" even though project does not describe the condition being
addressed by the finding. The reason for the use of the term "project" is because the core
finding has to address different situations. However, it makes the core finding ambiguous and
does not address the specific issue requiring the fmding.

Conclusion.

There are so many deficiencies in the proposed ordinance and time does not allow the
discussion of every deficiency. However, attached hereto is a discussion of many of the
proposed revisions to the findings included in the proposed ordinance.

What the attached discussion shows is that the proposed ordinance will have substantial
adverse impacts on the Pacific Palisades, particularly the Village Specific Plan. The proposed
ordinance makes the Village Specific Plan useless.



SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS TO PARTICULAR AMENDMENTS OF FINDINGS

Section 1: Modifying SEC. 11.5.7. SPECIFIC PLAN PROCEDURES.

a. 11.5.7 C 2 (a): The proposed ordinance amends 11.5.7 C 2 (a) Project Permit
Compliance Review - Director wi Appeals to APC to delete the following findings required for
approval of development located in a Specific Plan:

"(b) In granting a Project Permit Compliance, the Director shall require compliance
with the applicable regulations of the specific plan and mitigation of significant adverse
effects of the project on the environment and surrounding areas."

The following language is also deleted:

" (b) That the project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring measures when
necessary, or alternatives identified in the enviromnental review which would mitigate
the negative enviromnental effects of the project, to the extent physically feasible. "

and substituting therefore the following:

"The project is in substantial conformance with the purpose, intent and provisions of
the General Plan and applicable community and specific plan. "

The original language mandates that the Director find that there is compliance with
applicable regulations and mitigation. The revised language gives the Director weasel room. It
does not mandate that the Director find that the project comply with the regulations of the
Specific Plan nor must he find that the mitigation measures are complied with.

The Core Finding proposed by Staff is a weak substitute for the original language.

The Staff argument that the requirement that the project incorporates mitigation
measures, etc. is duplicative or redundant of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) findings is not justification for deleting them as a specific finding. The Staff fails to
state where in CEQA are the fmdings that the language in sub-division (b) is stated. In fact,
State Guidelines §§15091 and 15903 which state what fmdings are required under CEQA are
not as specific as is the finding the Staff want to delete. The sub-section that the Staff propose
to delete is much more specific and should be maintained.

The proposed Ordinance does not replace the deleted language with a Core Finding.
When people read a section of the Zoning Code, they are usually aware that the only fmdings
required are those set forth as required for the specific approval. Usuallly they are not aware of
any other required fmdings.

b. 11.5.7 E 3: The proposed ordinance replaces the following language:

"Findings. The Director shall grant a Project Permit Adjustment upon a written fmding
that the project satisfies each of the following requirements, in addition to any other
required specific plan findings that may pertain to the Project Permit Compliance: "

with the following:



"Findings. The Director shall grant a Project Permit Adjustment upon a '"Iitten
fmding:

First, no written finding is required.

Second, the requirement that "in addition to any other required specific plan findings"
which there may be, the implication is that the Director can ignore those findings.

In addition, the following language is deleted:

" (a) That there are special circumstances applicable to the project or project site which
make the strict application of the specific plan regulation(s) impractical;"

This finding is essential to the preservation of a specific plan. In essence, it requires the
applicant to satisfy essentially the same requirements for a variance.

In its place, Staff proposes to substitute a Core Finding:

"That the project will enhance the environment in the surrounding neighborhood or will
perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the community,
city or region."

This language in no way satisfies the objective of the original language which is to
ensure that the regulations in the specific plan are adhered to.

Ironically, the justification for the Core Finding is that this finding provides clear
language that a new conditional use must not only be compatible with the neighborhood but
must enhance it as well. That is not the purpose of the language the Core Finding replaces. The
purpose of the original language was to ensure compliance with the specific plan regulations
unless the applicant can show a hardship to the property if the regulations are strictly applied.

The proposed ordinance also deletes the next required finding which is:

"(b) That in granting the Project Permit Adjustment, the Director has imposed project
requirements and/or decided that the proposed project will substantially comply with all
applicable specific plan regulations;"

and proposes to substitute the following language:

"That a project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions
of the General Plan and applicable community and specific plan;"

The problem with the proposed language is that it omits the requirement that the
director has itnposed project requirements. The Staff's justification is that this is a core
finding, even though the core finding does not really reflect the intent of the original
subsection.

Further, the proposed ordinance also deletes and the last finding which is:

"(d) That the project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring of measures when
necessary, or alternatives identified in the environmental review which would mitigate
the negative environmental effects of the project, to the extent physically feasible"



Deleting this finding is again justified by the Staff on the grounds that it is redundant
with CEQA. That justification is not warranted for the same reasons set forth above.

Instead, the proposed ordinance adds the following fmding:

"That the granting of the adjustment recognizes that while site characteristics or
existing improvements make strict adherence to the specific plan regulations impractical
or infeasible, the project conforms with the intent of those regulations."

This appears to be a substitution for the original finding (a). This is a weak substitution.
Perhaps it should be an added finding but not a substitute. It further weakens the viability of a
specific plans.

Section 7: Modifying 12.24.U.14(h) Findings for Approval of Major Development
Projects.

The City Planning Commission is required to make certain findings in approving a
Major Development Project. The proposed ordinance would modify his fmdings.

Initially it modifies introductory section which states as follows:

"In addition to the other findings required by this section, the City Planning
Commission shall make the following findings:"

and replaces it with the following language:

"The City Planning Commission shall find:"

The problem is that by deleting the language requiring the Planning Commission to
make other findings that are required by this section (and there are other fmdings required by
this section) the Commission could overlook those additional fmdings because not required that
they make them.

The proposed ordinance then deletes the first finding which is:

" (1) the Major Development Project conforms with any applicable specific and/or
redevelopment plan;"

The Staff justifies us by stating that the deletion will be consistent with the new core
"General Plan" finding. However, the core finding is not in the required findings for approval
of the Major Development Project.

The proposed ordinance then deletes the original second required finding which states:

"(2) the Major Development Project provides a compatible arrangement of uses,
buildings, structures, and improvements in relation to neighboring properties;"

and then substitutes the following language:



"That the project provides for an arrangement of uses, buildings, structures, open
spaces and other private and public improvements that are compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood. "

The original language is more concise and to the point than the proposed core finding.
This is a waste of staff time.

The proposed ordinance then deletes the following fmding:

___ " (3) the Major Development Project complies with the height and area regulations of
the zone in which it is located;"

The Staff justification for the deletion of this subsection is that it is redundant. However
others would disagree because it's specific.

The proposed ordinance then deletes the final required finding which is:

"(5) the Major Development Project would have no material adverse impact on
properties, improvements or uses, including commercial uses, in the surrounding
neighborhood. "

The Staff justification is that the deletion and for that reason be consistent with the new
core "Compatibility" fmding. However, again the core finding four Compatibility is not
included. The deletion of this subsection eliminates much of the protection against bad
developments which could adversely affect the surrounding neighborhoods and commercial
areas.

Section 8: Modifying 12.24. U.22.e, Findings for Approval of Recycling Centers.

The proposed ordinance would delete the following subsection from the regulations
regarding recycling uses:

" (e) In approving an application for a conditional use pursuant to this subdivision, in
addition to the fmdings required pursuant to this section, the City Planning Commission
shall find that the location of the proposed recycling use will not be materially
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the properties or improvements in the
affected community. An application for a conditional use shall be referred forthwith for
review to the Councilperson of the district in which the property is located."

The justification given by the staff for deleting this subsection is to be consistent with
the new core "Compatibility" finding. Yet again, no Compatibility fmding is included. The
deletion of this subsection materially weakens the protection to adjacent neighborhoods and
businesses against the potential nuisances that can be caused by a recycling center.

Section 11: Modifying 12.24.V.2, Findings for Approval of Mixed Commercial/Residential
Use Development.

A proposed ordinance would modify the findings required for the approval of a Mixed
Commercial/Residential Use Development by an Area Planning Commission. It is proposed
that the following language:



"(a) Prior to approving a development pursuant to this section, the Area Planning
Commission shall make all of the following findings:"

be amended to read as follows:

"The Area Planning Commission shall find:"

The Staff does not justify this this amendment. The language "Prior to approving a
development pursuant to this section... " sets a precondition to approval meaning that the
Commission must make its findings before and not after approval of the project. The original
language is correct.

Then the proposed ordinance deletes the original subsection (1) which read as follows:

" (1) that the proposed development is consistent with the purposes and intent of the
Housing Element of the General Plan and will provide needed lower income housing
units in keeping with the goals of the plan; and"

and revised it to read:

"That the project implements the affordable housing provisions of the Housing Element
of the General Plan;"

By omitting the language "will provide needed lower income housing units" removes
the condition of approval because the housing proposed for approval may not be lower income
housing units. The Staff justifies the change because it is consistent with the new core
"Housing Element" finding. The problem is that the core finding does not really fit the
situation.

Then the proposed ordinance deletes subsection (3) which states:

" (3) that approval of the development will be in substantial conformity with public
necessity, convenience, general welfare and good zoning practice;"

Again the Staff justifies the deletion on the basis that the deletion is to be consistent
with new core "Neighborhood Enhancement" finding yet fails to include the finding as one of
the required findings.

Section 12: Modifying 12.24.W.4.(h), Findings for Approval of Automotive Uses in the C
Zones that Do Not Comply .••"

The proposed ordinance amends the findings for the approval of automotive uses in the
C zones. The first amendment deletes the following language:

"(b) Findings. In addition to the findings otherwise required by this section, prior to
approval of an automotive repair or automotive spray painting use, a Zoning
Administrator shall make all of the following findings:

and substitutes the following language:



The Staff does not justify this amendment. the amendment deletes the requirement that
the Zoning Administrator make the findings before the approval rather than after, and it
doesn't require the ZA to make any other required findings.

The proposed ordinance then deletes subsection (2) which reads as follows:

"(2) that any new or remodeled structure is designed to reflect the scale and character
of the surrounding commercial area;"

The Staff justifies this in order to be consistent with the new core "Project
Compatibility" finding but again the core finding is not included.

The proposed ordinance substitutes a core finding for the original subsection (3) which
read:

" (3) that access and ingress to, egress from and associated parking of the automotive
use not constitute a traffic hazard or cause significant traffic congestion or disruption of
vehicular circulation on adjacent streets, based on data provided by the Department of
Transportation or by a licensed traffic engineer; ".

The core finding reads as follows:

"That the project will not create an adverse impact on street access or circulation in the
surrounding neighborhood based on data provided by the Department of Transportation
or by a licensed traffic engineer. "

Here the core finding did not fit so the Staff adjusted it. However, it still does not fit
the situation. It is vague. It is not a specific as the original fmding which provides much more
guidance both to the Zoning Administrator, to the applicant, and to the public.

The proposed ordinance then deletes the following language:

" (4) that the automotive use is not located in an identified pedestrian oriented,
commercial and artcraft, community design overlay, historic preservation overlay, or
transit-oriented district area or zone, or, that the use would be consistent with the
district, area, or zone"

Staff justifies this deletion in order to remove zoning redundancy. Staff does not explain
how this section is redundant. It seems to make sense to have this fmding.

Section 13: Modifying 12.24.W.27(b), Findings for Approval of Mini-Shopping Centers

The proposed ordinance amends the findings for the approval of Mini-Shopping Centers
essentially the same way the ordinance proposes to amend the Automobile Use regulations. As
above, and amends the initial fmdings requirement which stated:

"(b) Findings. In addition to the findings otherwise required by this section, prior to
approval of a Mini-Shopping Center or Commercial Comer Development, a Zoning
Administrator shall make all of the following fmdings:

to: "The Zoning Administrator shall fmd:"



This is objectionable for the same reasons as set forth above.

Proposed ordinance then deletes subsection (1) which states:

" (1) that the Mini-Shopping Center or Commercial Comer Development use is
consistent with the public welfare and safety;"

This is an essential fmding. Staff justifies the deletion in order to be consistent with the
new core "Project Compatibility" finding but again fails to include the core fmding.

The proposed ordinance then amends subsection (2) which read:

" (2) that access, ingress and egress to the Mini-Shopping Center or Commercial
Comer Development will not constitute a traffic hazard or cause significant traffic
congestion or disruption of vehicular circulation on adjacent streets, based on data
provided by the City Department of Transportation or by a licensed traffic engineer;"

by substituting a modified form of the core finding as follows:

""That the project will not create an adverse impact on street access or circulation in
the surrounding neighborhood based on data provided by the Department of
Transportation or by a licensed traffic engineer. "

As stated previously the core fmding lacks the specificity that the original fmding had
and it is vague.

Lastly, the proposed ordinance deletes subsection (4) which read:

" (4) that the Mini-Shopping Center or Commercial Comer Development is not located
in an identified pedestrian oriented, commercial and artcraft, community design
overlay, historic preservation overlay, or transit-oriented district, area or zone, or, if
the lot or lots are located in the identified district, area or zone, that the Mini-Shopping
Center or Commercial Comer Development would be consistent with the district, area
or zone."

Staff justifies this deletion in order to remove zoning redundancy. Staff does not explain
how this section is redundant. It seems to make sense to have this finding.

Section 14: Modifying 12.24.W.2S, Findings for Approval of a Mixed Use Project.

The proposed ordinance would amend the findings required for approval of a Mixed
Use Project in a Mixed Use District. The proposed ordinance would delete the following
language:

"(b) The Project conforms with any applicable specific and redevelopment plans."

Spirit to be a necessary fmding however Staff justifies his deletion as consistent with
new core "General Plan" fmding. However, as usual there is no such core finding included.

Section 15: Modifying 12.24. W .33, Findings for Approval of Pawn Shops.



Section 15 of the proposed ordinance regarding findings for the approval of Pawnshops
makes no sense whatsoever. The proposed amendment deletes the following language which is
the entire section thus eliminating any standards for approving a pawn shop:

"In addition to the findings otherwise required by this section, the Zoning
Administrator shall also find:

(a) that its operation would provide an essential service or retail convenience to
the immediate residential neighborhood or a benefit to the community; and

(b) that its operation will be reasonably compatible with and not be detrimental
to the public welfare or injurious to the improvements and uses of adjacent
properties.

Section 16: Modifying 12.24.W.49(e), Findings for Approval of Wireless
Telecommunications Facilities.

The proposed ordinance would delete the following finding which is essential to the
approval of any wireless telecommunication facility:

"(2) that the use would have no substantial adverse impact on properties or
improvements in the surrounding neighborhood. "

Staff justifies this deletion as consistent with the new core "Project Compatibility"
finding. The core finding is not included so it has no affect.

Section 17: Modifying 12.24.W.SO, Findings for Approval of storage buildings for
household goods and truck rentals.

Subdivision 50 now reads as follows:

" 50. Storage buildings for household goods, including truck rentals, in the C2, C5 and
CM Zones; and in the MI, M2 and M3 Zones when within 500 or fewer feet from an
A or R Zone or residential use, as measured from the lot lines. In addition to the
required findings, the Zoning Administrator shall also find that the project consists of
an arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, bulk and setbacks),
off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and
other similar pertinent improvements, which is or will be compatible with existing and
future development on neighboring properties. "

The proposed ordinance would amend the section to read as follows:

" 50. Storage buildings for household goods, including truck rentals, in the C2, C5 and
CM Zones; and in the MI, M2 and M3 Zones when within 500 or fewer feet from an
A or R Zone or residential use, as measured from the lot lines. In addition to the
required findings, the Zoning Administrator shall also find that the project provides
foreign arrangement of uses, buildings, structures, open spaces and other private and
public improvements that are compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. "

Again the Staff justifies this amendment so as to be consistent with the new core
"Project Design" finding. The problem with the core finding is that it lacks the specificity



necessary to regulate these types of uses. The core finding is just too general.

Section 18: Modifying 12.24.X. Authority of the Zoning Administrator.

The proposed ordinance amends subsection X to provide that for uses and activities
permitted by subsection X. the Zoning Administrator or the. Planning Commission is required
to make additional fmdings. The proposed ordinance deletes the following language from
subsection X:

"The Zoning Administrator shall find that approval of any use in this subsection is in
conformity with the public necessity, convenience, general welfare and good zoning
practice and that the action will be in substantial conformance with the various elements
and objectives of the General Plan. "

The Staff justifies this deletion in order to be consistent with the core fmdings. There is
no explanation as to how this deletion makes the section consistent with core findings. The
deletion of the language from subsection X. makes no sense. Moreover, if it is deleted,
subsection X is grammatically incorrect.

Section 19: Modifying 12.24.X.2.b, Approval of a Restaurant to Serve Alcohol.

The proposed ordinance will amend the findings from approval of a restaurant to serve
alcohol significantly. To begin with, subsection (b) reads as follows:

" (b) Findings. In addition to the findings otherwise required by this section, a Zoning
Administrator shall require and make all of the following fmdings:"

Matt subsection is amended to read as follows:

"The Zoning Administrator shall fmd:"

Again Staff has deleted the requirement that the ZA make findings in addition to those
otherwise required by that section. We know that subsection X requires that the ZA make
additional fmdings. Staff provides no justification for this revision.

Next, the proposed ordinance deletes the following subsection (4):

" (4) that parking is provided at the rate of at least one space per 500 square feet of
gross floor area, except when located in the Downtown Business District as delineated
in Section 12.21 A.4.(i). When located in the Downtown Business District, parking
shall be provided as required by Section 12.21 A.4.(i)(3);"

Staff justifies this deletion as being redundant. While that may be so it is very helpful to
anyone attempting to get a CUP to find these requirements in this subsection. They may never
be able to find them otherwise.

The proposed ordinance further deletes subsections (6) and (7) which appear to be
essential to the approval of the restaurant to serve alcohol to:

" (6) that the use will not be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare;



(7) that the use will be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood;"

Staff justifies the deletions to be consistent with the new core "Project Compatibility"
finding. However as always the core findings are not included.

Section 20: Modifying 12.24.X.6, Approval of Farmers Markets

The current regulations regarding Farmers Markets requires that the following findings
be made:

" (e) Findings. In addition to the findings otherwise required by this section, a Zoning
Administrator shall find that the proposed location of a certified farmer's market will
not have a significant adverse effect on adjoining properties or on the immediate
neighborhood by reason of noise and traffic congestion."

The proposed ordinance eliminates the requirement for these findings, The staff
justification is that the deletion is to be consistent with the new core "Project Compatibility"
finding. Again no such core finding is included. Even if it was, the core finding is not specific
as to this type of project.

Section 21: Modifying 12.24.X.10.(a) and (b), Approval of Height and Reduced Sideyards.

The proposed ordinance deletes the language "in addition to the findings otherwise
required by this section" which subsection 12.24.x requires that the Zoning Administrator
make additional findings. The proposed amendments also combine the findings for height with
the findings for reduced yards.

Next the proposed ordinance eliminates findings (2) which states the following:

" (2) that the increased height will result in a building or structure which is compatible
in scale with existing structures and uses in the same zone and vicinity; and

The finding proposed to be deleted is essential to the neighbors. The Staff justification is that
the deletion is to be consistent with the new core "Project Compatibility" finding. However, as
usual, the core finding is not included. The core finding does not fit the approval being sought.

The proposed ordinance also would delete the following subsection applies to Reduced
Yards:

"( 1) that the reduction will not result in side yards of less than three feet;"

The finding proposed to be deleted is essential to the neighbors. The Staff justification
is that the deletion is to be consistent with the new core "Project Compatibility" finding.
However, as usual, the core finding is not included. The core finding does not fit the approval
being sought.

Section 22: Modifying 12.24.X.U, Approval of Hillside Area Height, Yards, Lot
Coverage, and Parking.

The proposed ordinance deletes the language "in addition to the findings otherwise
required by this section" which subsection 12.24.X requires that the Zoning Administrator



make additional fmdings. It eliminates the distinction between Height, Yards, Lot Coverage,
and Off-Street Parking which like Section 21 above, is going to make it harder for people to
use the Zoning Code.

The proposed ordinance deletes the following findings All of which are essential to the
Code Sections:

" (2) that the increase in height will result in a building or structure which is compatible
in scale with existing structures in the vicinity;"

" (1) that the reduction in yards will not result in side yards of less than four feet;"

It also deletes three essential findings which state:

"(2) that the reduction in yards ( lot coverage, reduction of parking requirements) will
not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the adjacent property
or improvements.

The Staff justification is that the deletion is to be consistent with the new core "Project
Compatibility" finding. However, as usual, the core finding is not included. Even if it was
included, it would not be suitable for the particular subjects.

Section 24: Modifying 12.24.X.21(b), Approval of Substandard Hillside Street, Street
Access or Grading for Parking in Hillsides.

The proposed ordinance deletes the language "in addition to the findings otherwise
required by this section" which subsection 12.24.X requires that the Zoning Administrator
make additional findings.

The proposed ordinance amends subsection (1) which presently states:

"(1) that the vehicular traffic associated with the building or structure will not create an
adverse impact on street access or circulation in the surrounding neighborhood; «

to read:

"That the project will not create an adverse impact on street access or circulation in the
surrounding neighborhood; "

The amendment would not be a problem except that it does not also include vehicular
traffic a associated with the project.

The proposed ordinance also deletes subsections (2) and (3) which state:

"(2) that the building or structure will not be materially detrimental or injurious to the
adjacent property or improvements; and

(3) that the building or structure will not have a materially adverse safety impact on the
surrounding neighborhood; "

The Staff justification is that the deletion is to be consistent with the new core "Project



Compatibility" finding. However, as usual, the core finding is not included. Subsections (2 )
and (3) could be combined. Both are necessary to protect the neighbors and the neighborhood.

The proposed ordinance adds the following subsection:

"That the granting of relief recognizes that while site characteristics or existing
improvements make strict adherence to the hillside regulations in Section 12.21.A.17
(e) or (h)impractical or infeasible, the project conforms with the intent of these
regulations. "

"Intent" is not a standard for granting relief from zoning regulations.

Section 26: Modifying 12.24.X.23(a), Approval of Uses Which Support Motion Picture
and Television Production, etc. in Commercial Zones.

The proposed ordinance deletes the language "in addition to the findings otherwise
required by this section" which subsection 12.24.X requires that the Zoning Administrator
make additional fmdings.

Primarily it deletes subsection (2) which states:

"(2) that the use will not have a detrimental effect on neighboring properties;"

This finding is absolutely necessary if such uses are to be located near residential
properties. Again the Staff justification is that the deletion is to be consistent with the new core
"Project Compatibility" fmding. However, as usual, the core finding is not included.

Section 28: Modifying 12.24.X.23(a), Findings for Approval of Adjustments.

The proposed ordinance substantially amends the existing requirements for an approval
of an adjustment. To begin with, adjustments violate the Los Angeles City Charter
requirements for the issuance of a variance. A rose is a rose no matter what you call it. An
adjustment is a variance regardless and the findings for a variance should be the same findings
for an adjustment.

The proposed revised language is very weak compared to the original language,

"Before granting an application for an adjustment the Zoning Administrator shall make
the findings in section 12.24E of this Code and also find that the granting of the
adjustment recognizes that while site characteristics or existing improvements make
strict adherence to the zoning regulations impractical or infeasible, the project conforms
with the intent of those regulations."

Again, intent is irrelevant in granting relief.

Section 30: Modifying 13.03.G, Findings for Surface Mining Operations.

a. Subsection 8. currently reads:

It has been revised to read as follows:



The revised finding does nothing to protect the public health, safety, and welfare. The
revised finding should be combined with the original fmding to read as follows:

"8. The vehicular access plan is adequate to protect the public health, safety, and
welfare and that it will not create an adverse impact on street access or circulation in
the surrounding neighborhood. "

The Staff justification is that the deletion is to be consistent with the new core "Project
Compatibility" finding. This is one of the exceptions in which the revision includes a core
finding. However the core finding does not include the elements necessary to the original
finding.

b. In subsection 11., Subsection (b) thereof is deleted. It read as follows:

"(b) The Reclamation plan has been reviewed pursuant to CEQA and the City's
CEQA Guidelines, and all significant adverse impacts from Reclamation of Surface
Mining Operations are mitigated to the maximmn extent feasible;"

The Staff justifies the deletion on the basis that it is redundant of CEQA. As discussed
previously, it is not redundant.

The Staff also revises subsection (d) which reads:

c. "(d) The Reclamation plan provides for one or more beneficial uses or alternate uses
of the land which are not detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare;"

and revises it to read as follows:

"The project's location, size, height, operation in other significant features will be
compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade the surrounding
neighborhood: "

The Staff justification is that the deletion is to be consistent with the new core "Project
Compatibility" fmding. The problem is that the original finding related to the Reclamation plan
and it required the provision of one or more beneficial uses or alternate uses of the land. Again
the proposed core finding does not address the issues set forth in the original fmding. Both the
original fmding and the core finding should be included.

d. Subsection (f) now reads:

"(f) The Reclamation plan will restore the Mined Lands to a usable condition which is
readily adaptable for alternative land uses consistent with the General Plan and
applicable resource plan; in particular, the open space and conservation elements. "

The proposed ordinance revises the subsection to read as follows:

"the Reclamation plan will restore the Mine Lands to a usable condition which is
readily adaptable for alternative land uses that are in substantial conformance with the
purposes, intent and provisions of the Open Space and Conservation Elements of the
General Plan. "



The Staff justifies this change as consistent with the new core"General Plan" finding. a
problem with the core fmding is that the phrase "substantial conformance" is inappropriate as a
replacement for the legally required fmding that it is "consistent" and it uses the term "intent" .
Further, the core fmding being general omits a anpecific requirement in the original finding
relating to the "applicable resource plan" .

Section 31: Modifying 13.07.F .1.(e), Findings for Pedestrian Oriented District.

Subsection (e) replaces the term "consistent" with "substantial conformance" and it uses
the term "intent".

Section 32: Modifying 14.3.1.E, Findings for Eldercare Facilities.

Subsection (4) now reads:

"4. Consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, bulk,
and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash
collection, and other pertinent improvements, which is or will be compatible with
existing and planned future development on neighboring properties; "

The proposed ordinance revises the subsection to read:

"That the project provides for an arrangement of uses, buildings, structures, open
spaces and other private and public improvements that are compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood: n

Again a core finding is used to replace the original finding. The core finding does not
addresses specific concerns detailed in the original fmding. Nor does the core finding address
in a planned future development on the neighboring properties.

Section 34: Modifying 16.05.F, Findings for Site Plan Review.

Subsection 1. reads as follows:

"1. That the project complies with all applicable provisions of this Code and any
applicable Specific Plan. "

The proposed ordinance replaces the language in subsection 1 with the following core
finding:

"That the project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions
of the General Plan and applicable community and specific plan; "

The original fmding required complete compliance with all applicable provisions of the
Zoning Code whereas the revised fmding only requires "substantial conformance" with the
General Plan. It is much weaker than the original.

The proposed ordinance deletes subsection 3. which reads:

"3. That the project is consistent with any applicable adopted Redevelopment Plan."



The reason given by Staff is that it is a zoning redundancy. Why it is redundant is not
explained and it appears to be an appropriate finding for a Site Plan Review.

The proposed ordinance also deletes subsection 5.which reads:

"5. That the project incorporates feasible mitigation measures, monitoring measures
when necessary, or alternatives identified in the environmental review which would
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of the project, and/or any
additional fmdings as may be required by CEQA."

As previously stated, this is not redundant.
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October 14,2010

Los Angeles City Planning Commission
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: Core Findings Zoning Code Update
Case No. CPC-2010-1S72-CA
Env. No. ENV-2010-1S73-ND

Dear Planning Commissioners:

The Brentwood Residents Coalition ("BRC'')1 supports the Planning Department's
effort to revise the Zoning Code by establishing "core findings" and eliminating language
that is redundant and confusing. The difficulty is that, in attempting to make such purely
formal revisions to the Zoning Code, changes may later be construed to alter the
substance of the Code. The process of "wordsmithing" the proposed ordinance
therefore requires very careful attention to assure that the proposed changes are content
neutral. While the Planning Department's current draft is generally excellent, we believe
that further revisions are necessary to achieve the Department's goal of clarifying the
mandated findings without changing the substance of those findings.

First, the proposed "Project Compatibility" finding should be revised to include
the phrase "public health, welfare, safety, or physical environment" within its protective
scope, which can be accomplished by inserting this language at the end of the Project
Compatibility finding as follows:

"that the project's location, size, height, operations and significant features
will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade the
surrounding neighborhood or the public health, welfare, safety, or
physical environment." (Changes are in bold.)

1 The BRC is a grass roots, non-profit advocacygroup whose purposes are to preserve and
enhance the environment and qualityof lifein Brentwood,to protect the integrityof residential
neighborhoods, to assistwith planning, to uphold zoning and municipal codes, to encourage
traffic safety,and to educate the public on issuesthat affectqualityof lifeand the environment.

1'.0. :IIOX49110:1 LOS ANGELES, ()A 90049
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Second, the proposed "Traffic" finding should be revised to (1) prevent adverse
traffic impacts on ingress and egress to a project site, which the proposed language does
not necessarily address, and (2) clarify that a project cannot be approved if there will be
adverse traffic impacts in the area where the project lies, not just in the surrounding
neighborhood. This can be accomplished by making the following revisions (highlighted
in bold) to the proposed Traffic finding:

"that it will not impair access, ingress or egress to or from the project
site or create traffic congestion or an adverse impact on street access or
circulation in the area or surrounding neighborhood based on data
provided by the City Department of Transportation or by a licensed traffic
engineer"

Third, the proposed "Project Design" finding uses the term "surrounding
neighborhood" instead of the term "neighboring properties," which is sometimes used in
the current Code. There is concern that the term "surrounding neighborhood"
encompasses a broader area than "neighboring properties," thereby allowingprojects that
are incompatible with "neighboring properties" if they are deemed compatible with those
in the "surrounding neighborhood." But replacing the proposed term "surrounding
neighborhood" with "neighboring properties" might unduly restrict the area to be
protected. We recommend that the Project Design finding be revised by using both
terms:

"that the project provides for an arrangement of uses, buildings, structures,
open spaces and other private and public improvements that are
compatible with the neighboring properties and the surrounding
neighborhood."

Fourth, the proposed "General Plan" finding creates unnecessary confusion by
use of the word "provisions" instead of the simpler, more accurate term "language," as
indicated by the following proposed revision:

"that the project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent
and pro¥isiofts language of the General Plan and applicable community
and specific plans."

We note, however, our strong disagreement with those who have criticized the use of the
term "intent" in this core finding as being unduly vague. It is critical that ordinances, like
aIllaws, be applied in a manner consistent with statutory intent. That is because words
are never plain in themselves - they are "plain" only by virtue of a context that, in the
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case of an ordinance or other law, necessarily requires consideration of the enacting
body's purpose and intent in enacting the law. Fernandez v. California Dept. of Pesticide
Regulation, 164 Cal.App.4th 1214, 1228 (2008) ("we do not view the words of a statute in
isolation, but construe them in context, keeping in mind the statutory purpose,
interpreting legislation reasonably and attempting to give effect to the apparent purpose
of the statute"). Thus, the California Supreme Court, in construing the scope of a Cityof
Los Angeles ordinance, observed that "[t]he fundamental rule of statutory construction is
that the court should ascertain the intent of the Legislature so as to effectuate the purpose
of the law" and that the ordinance must therefore be "construed so as to be given a
reasonable result consistent with the legislativepurpose." Cossack v. City ofl:os Angeles, 11
Cal.3d 726, 732-733 (1974). The proposed core finding's reference to purpose and intent
thereby focuses the decision-maker on that which is critical to any application of the
General, community and specific plans.

Fifth, some have complained that use of the term "substantial conformance"
throughout the proposed ordinance creates ambiguity. The term "substantial
compliance," however, has a well-established meaning. The California Supreme Court
has defined substantial compliance to mean "actual compliance in respect to the substance
essential to everyreasonable objective of the statute." S tasher v. Har:ger-Haldeman, 58 Ca1.2d
23, 29 (1962). While we believe that there is no difference in meaning between
"substantial compliance" and "substantial conformance," use of the phrase "substantial
compliance" would ensure that there is no confusion as to meaning. We therefore
recommend that "conformance" be replaced with "compliance."

Sixth, the provisions describing the mandated findings no longer specify that such
findings must be made in writing. We strongly recommend that the Code specify that all
mandated findings, including all core findings, must be made in writing. This type of
written specification is necessary for meaningful administrative and judicial review and
also ensures that all of the mandated findings have been made.

Seventh, the proposed revisions to the Hillside section of the Zoning Code are
premature because the Cityis currently considering major changes to land-use regulations
in hillside areas under the Baseline Hillside Ordinance (BHO), which is currently being
reviewed by the Office of the City Attorney. There should be no changes to hillside-
related provisions of the Zoning Code until after the BHO is passed and the Planning
Department and the public have had an opportunity to examine the proposed changes in
light of the BHO.
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We appreciate the Planning Department's work on the draft ordinance and
support this endeavor. But we believe that additional revisions are necessary to ensure
that the proposed changes to the Zoning Code are impact neutral as intended. To that
end, we request that the Planning Commission direct the Planning Department to
establish a working group to make the necessary revisions. We look forward to working
with the Department in an effort to clarify the language of the ordinance.

Respectfully submitted,

Thomas R. Freeman

Wendy-Sue Rosen

V~G. Kelle«
Donald G. Keller
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Los ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
DIRECTOR'S REPORT

DATE:
TIME:
PLACE:

September 11, 2008*
After 8:30 AM*
200 N. Spring SI.
City Hall, Room 1010
Los Angeles, CA 90012

LOCATION:
COUNCIL DISTRICTS:
PLAN AREAS:

Citywide
All
All

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

NO PUBLIC HEARING REQUIRED

SUMMARY: Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32-A, the Director of Planning has
launched an initiative to complete nine code studies and amendments to rewrite selected provisions of the
city's zoning ordinance. The purpose of this initiative (within the Planning Department's time, budget and
staffing constraints) is to update and streamline a document in urgent need of simplification. The initiative
is also intended to implement key components of the Planning Department's strategic plan and the City
Planning Commission's statement of policy priorities, "Do Real Planning". The nine selected code studies
and amendments address administrative exceptions, calculation and measurement, commercial
development standards and neighborhood protection, core findings, multiple approvals, open space and
setback standards, plan approvals, planned unit developments and site plan review.

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

1. Refer the initiated code studies and amendments to the Development Reform Subcommittee for
follow-up discussion with staff.

2. Accept th . ector's re ort on updating the zoning code as its report OI~~~il.tUu:..._

(

MICHAEL Le5GRANDE
Chief Zoning Administrator

ALAN BELL, AICP, Senior City Planner
(213) 978-1322

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: 'The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may
be several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, 200
North Spring Street, Room 532, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213/978-1300). While all written
communications are given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent the week prior to the
Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these
matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans
with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will
provide reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language
interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids andlor other services may be provided upon request.
To ensure availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the
meeting by calling the Commission Secretariat at 213/978-1300.
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SUMMARY

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32-A, the Director of Planning has
launched an initiative to rewrite selected provisions of the zoning code.

Among the development community, professional planning staff, and lay users alike, there
is general agreement that Los Angeles's zoning code is in urgent need of simplification.
In recent years other cities faced with a similar predicament, such as Denver, Chicago and
Philadelphia, have embarked on ambitious efforts to rewrite their zoning regulations. In Los
Angeles, given the city's budgetary limitations, such a comprehensive revision cannot be
accomplished at this time. In lieu of a complete rewrite of the entire zoning ordinance, the
Director's initiative instead targets the most problematic provisions for updating.

To help the Director identify the most critical projects to undertake, the Code Studies Unit
consulted with key informers and stakeholders in the development and design communities
as well as a citywide coalition of neighborhood councils. The unit also conducted a series
of internal meetings with other Planning Department staff and met with the City Attorney's
land use lawyers.

After considering all of the input received and weighing the options the following nine code
studies and amendments were identified as being among the most beneficial and doable.
Accordingly, the Director decided to add them to the Department's master work program.

• Administrative Exceptions - provide an abbreviated review process for minor
deviations from the zoning code.

• Calculation and Measurement - define a consistent and appropriate method for
calculating residential density and floor area ratio and measuring height.

• Commercial Development Standards and Neighborhood Protection - provide basic
standards for commercial development and expand existing protections for
residential neighborhoods from incompatible land uses.

• Core Findings - eliminate redundancy and update core findings to provide a better
framework for analyzing the merits of proposed development projects.

Multiple Approvals - synchronize the expiration periods for projects with two or more
discretionary land use approvals.

•

• Open Space and Setback Standards- modernize the code's residential open space
and setback standards based on best practices to create more livable urban
environments.
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• Plan Approvals - consolidate and make procedures for reviewing proposed
modifications to existing projects clear and consistent.

• Planned Unit Developments - provide opportunities for innovative, high quality
master planned projects.

• Site Plan Review - reduce complexity and redundancy but also strengthen the site
plan review function within the city's land use regulatory system.

Staffs goal is to schedule all of the necessary draft ordinances for the City Planning
Commission's consideration within two years. Implementing a focused project now to
simplify and clarify the most problematic parts of the code is intended to pave the way for
a future rewrite of the entire zoning ordinance.

STAFF REPORT

Background

Los Angeles was one of the first cities in the nation to adopt laws regulating the use of
land. In 1904, the city adopted an ordinance prohibiting industrial uses in residential
districts. In 1911, a citywide height limit of 150 feet was established. In 1921, five zoning
districts were established: "A" for single-family; "B" for multi-family; "C" for business; "D" for
light industrial; and "E" for heavy industrial. In 1930, a new zoning classification system was
introduced, as well as procedures for processing zone changes and variances. New
residential density requirements and the city's first automobile parking requirement, for the
R3 and R4 zones, were also adopted in 1930.

By mid-century, the city had enacted eleven separate zoning regulations. Considered
opinion at the time was that these regulations should be consolidated into a single
ordinance - to "reduce much confusion," as it was explained at the time. Accordingly, on
June 1, 1946, the city's first ever comprehensive zoning ordinance went into effect.

In the 62 years since then, the city's zoning ordinance has been amended so many times
that its length has grown from 84 to well over 600 pages. Today, there seems to be
universal agreement that the city's zoning regulations have become too unwieldy, that they
are too difficult to understand and use and are inadequate to respond to the land use
challenges facing Los Angeles in the 21st century. To address this situation the Director of
Planning instructed the Code Studies Unit to develop a work program of targeted code
amendments that would achieve the aim of zoning code reform and simplification, but
without having to rewrite the entire document from "A to Z."
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Public Participation

To assist the Director in identifying the most critical code studies and amendments to
initiate, the Code Studies Unit hosted five workshops:

11/16/07 key informer/stakeholder workshop for developers, land use attorneys,
consultants and others with special expertise in using the zoning code - 35
attended.

3/11/08 key informer/stakeholder workshop for developers, land use attorneys,
consultants and others with special expertise in using the zoning code - 27
attended.

3/18/08 urban design committee/Los Angeles Chapter of the American Institute of
Architects - 12 attended.

4/16/08

5/3/08

Central City Association presentation and discussion - 25 attended.

citywide neighborhood councils forum - 53 attended.

Over the next two years, staff will continue to host public workshops and consult with key
informers, stakeholders, and neighborhood councils as the general concepts discussed in
this staff report are refined into draft ordinances for the City Planning Commission's review
and consideration.

Strategic Directions

The Director's zoning code initiative is intended to implement critical components of the
Planning Department's strategic plan and the City Planning Commission's statement of
policy priorities, "Do Real Planning."

Strategic Plan

• integrate urban design
further streamline discretionary actions
provide predictability for department applications through clear, simple and
consistent processes
develop the methodology to process the project, not the individual entitlement
simplify the code
create and simplify Department-wide standardized permit procedures
eliminate duplicate processes

•
•

•
•
•
•
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"Do Real Planning"

• demand a walkable city
• offer basic design standards
• eliminate department bottlenecks
• landscape in abundance

The balance of this staff report describes the background, issues and general direction for
each of the nine, selected code studies and amendments.

1. Administrative Exceptions

Gode Sections 12.26-8 - Yard Area Modifications
12.26-G - Parking Facility Modifications
12.28 - Adjustments and Slight Modifications

Background and Issues

Since the zoning code does not distinguish between major and minor deviations, there is
no expeditious procedure for considering requests that rarely generate controversy, are
almost always approved, and, when approved, are almost never appealed. Insignificant
deviations from the code's yard, area, building line, and sometimes height requirements
fali into this category. Such minor deviations, most often requested by homeowners and
small businesses pursuing remodeling and minor expansion projects, are subject to
virtually the same application, notification, public hearing, and appeal procedures as
requests for major deviations. As a consequence, these projects are sometimes delayed
by up to one year.

Many other cities have established streamlined processes to review requests for minor
deviations. The challenge is to permit abbreviated review while protecting the integrity of
the zoning code and preserving due process. Different cities have adopted a variety of
approaches to this issue. What unites them is a desire to reduce the time and cost that
lengthy and complex reviews of minor requests place on both local government and the
public.

General Direction

This code study and amendment will define "minor deviations" and identify an appropriate
procedure for considering requests for them. Among the questions that will be addressed
are: Which components of the zoning code should be folded into the new procedure?
Which should not? How much of a percentage deviation should be considered "minor"?
Should a decision be rendered "over-the counter"? Who should be the decision-maker?
Should a public hearing be required? To pursue answers to these questions staff will
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survey the best practices of other cities that have developed "administrative exceptions"
ordinances. We will review the pros and cons of the various approaches and recommend
how these can best be implemented in Los Angeles.

2. Calculation and Measurement

Code Sections 12.03, Definitions
12.21.1, Height of Building or Structures
12.37, Highway and Collector Street Dedication and
Improvement

Background and Issues

The zoning code's procedures for calculating residential density, calculating floor area
ratio, and measuring height include some inconsistencies or could otherwise be improved.

Residential density. Apartment density is calculated before any required dedications
for public improvements are taken, while condominium density is calculated after.
The result is that greater density is generally allowed when apartments are built.

Floor area ratio. The code's definitions and procedures for calculating floor area
ratio need some cleaning up. For example, Section 12.21.1-A, 5 excludes "outdoor
eating areas of ground floor restaurants" from the definition of floor area, while
Section 12.03 does not.

Height. The current procedure for measuring height on sloping lots may have some
unintended consequences, unnecessarily restricting height upslope, but allowing
much bulkier massing downslope.

General Direction

This code study and amendment aims to bring consistency to the calculation of residential
density and floor area. With respect to height, staff's aim is to improve the way it is
measured. One promisinq proposal that staff has been studying is the "parallel plane"
method. Many other cities use this approach, which allows structures to conform more
closely to natural grade, thus allowing them to integrate better with their surroundings.
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3. Commercial Development Standards and Neighborhood Protection

Code Sections 12.22-A, 23 - Commercial Corner Developments and Mini-Shopping
Centers - Development Standards
12.24-W, 27 - Commercial Corner Developments and Mini-Shopping
Centers - Conditional Use Permit

Background and Issues

In the late 1980s, the city adopted landmark regulations imposing development standards
on commercial corner developments and mini-shopping centers. The regulations were
intended to ensure that such projects provided adequate landscaping and complied with
basic development standards such as street-facing windows, no tandem parking, and
enclosu re of trash storage areas'.

In addition to improving the appearance of such projects, the regulations were also
intended to protect residential neighborhoods from potentially incompatible land uses.
Under these provisions, car washes, 24-hour businesses, and certain amusement
enterprises require a conditional use permit if they are located on a commercial corner or
in a mini-shopping center that is near a residential neighborhood.

Staff's review of these regulations has identified a number of issues. Any project deviating
from the ordinance's basic development standards - no matter how minor the deviation -
must file for a conditional use permit, with a mandatory public hearing. Also, the regulations
only impose development standards on a limited number of projects in the city, specifically
those projects that meet the code's definition of a "commercial corner development" or a
"mini-shopping center." As a result, whole sections of the city's commercial boulevards are
not subject to basic development standards.

The issue of limited scope also applies to neighborhood protection. Unless a residential
neighborhood just happens to be adjacent to a commercial corner development or a mini-
shopping center, it does not benefit from the protection provided by a conditional use
permit when a potentially incompatible land use is proposed next door or across the street.

General Direction

In a joint venture with the Urban Design Studio, this code study and amendment will
examine ways to ensure that all new commercial uses in the city meet basic development
standards. Staff will recommend standards that are broadly applicable, enforceable, and
support the more detailed standards and urban design guidelines that the new community
planning program will implement. In addition, staff will recommend a streamlined procedure
- short of a full conditional use permit process - to review requests to deviate from any
basic development standards that are ultimately adopted. Staff will also study alternative
approaches to protecting a greater number of residential neighborhoods from potentially
incompatible land uses.
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4. Core Findings

Code Sections 11.5.7 - Specific Plan Procedures
12.24 - Conditional Use Permits and Other Similar Quasi-
Judicial Approvals
12.28 - Adjustments and Slight Modifications
12.32 - Land Use Legislative Actions
16.05 - Site Plan Review

Background and Issues

Quasi-judicial approvals and land use legislative actions typically require the decision-
maker to make "core" findings and, when applicable, "application-specific" findings. For
example, a conditional use permit for a drive-through fast-food establishment can only be
approved when the four "core" findings required of all conditional use permits and the three
"application-specific" findings fordrive-through fast-food establishments are all made in the
affirmative.

Core findings typically address such overarching issues as the relationship of a proposed
project to the general plan and the public welfare and convenience. They are defined for
broad entitlement categories, including variances, conditional uses, adjustments, specific
plan project permits, tract maps and site plan review.

Despite the fact that the code's core findings all address the same basic set of issues there
are inconsistencies in their wording. Consequently, if a project applicant files for two or
more land use approvals, each requiring its own set of findings, the total number of
required findings can quickly multiply.

General Direction

This code study and amendment seeks to create a single set of core findings across the
zoning code. (The variance and subdivision findings would not be addressed, since the
charter and state subdivision map act, respectively, set the precise wording for these
findings.) By creating common core findings much unnecessary repetition could be
eliminated, leading to clearer and shorter staff reports.

Promoting administrative efficiency is not the sole intent of this code study and
amendment, however. A more important aim is to improve the quality of development
citywide by providing a better framework for analyzing the merits of proposed projects.
Accordingly, staff will recommend stronger, more focused core findings that better track the
goals of the general plan and the Planning Department's and the City Planning
Commission's new strategic directions.
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5. MultipleApprovals

Code Section 12.36 - Procedures for Multiple Approvals

Background and Issues

Section 12.36 of the zoning code assigns the decision-maker when a single project
requires multiple discretionary land use approvals. For example, if a project requires a
conditional use permit, decided by the City Planning Commission, and also a Zoning
Administrator's adjustment, Section 12.36 assigns responsibility to decide both requests
to the "higher-order" decision-maker - in this case, the City Planning Commission.

For a variety of reasons, developers of most complex projects recently proposed in Los
Angeles have requested numerous entitlements. The sheer volume of entitlements
requested for these projects is one reason why case numbers often include, it seems, as
many letters as there are in the alphabet.

While Section 12.36 assigns the decision-maker for projects requesting multiple
entitlements, it does not address the expiration periods for those entitlements when they
conflict. For variances and conditional use permits, the expiration period is two years with
a one year extension. For site plan review, the expiration period is three years with no
extension. A tract map has a life of three years but can be extended for an additional five.
Generally, all conditions must be met within six years before a zone change takes effect.

As a consequence, a single project with multiple entitlements with variable expiration
periods can run into problems if a project manager is not careful. What happens to a
project when one of its entitlements is about to expire but the time limits for the others have
not? The whole viability of the project may be thrown into question. Given the time, effort
and expense required to secure entitlements, disabling a project based on a zoning code
technicality only serves to discourage the investment the city needs to shore up its
economic base and provide needed jobs and housing.

General Direction

This code study and amendment will examine alternative approaches to synchronizing the
expiration periods for multiple entitlements granted to a single project. One approach may
be to allow the decision-maker to approve a phasing plan, with milestones. So long as
each milestone is met, within a set time frame, all of the project's entitlements remain
secure. Another approach may be to tie the expiration periods for all of a project's
entitlements to the entitlement with the longest life.
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6. Open Space and Setback Standards

Code Sections 12.12.2-C - Area Regulations for the CR Limited Commercial Zone
12.13-C - Area Regulations for the C1.5 Limited Commercial Zone
12.14-C - Area Regulations of the C2 Commercial Zone
12.16-C - Area Regulations of the C4 Commercial Zone
12.17.1 - Area Regulations of the CM Commercial Manufacturing
Zone
12.21-C - Citywide Area Regulations
12.21-G - Open Space Requirement for Six or More Residential
Units
12.22-A, 18 - Developments Combining Residential and
Commercial Uses
12.22-C - Exceptions to Citywide Area Regulations
Multiple Other Code Sections

Background and Issues

Residential developments are required to comply with various open space and setback
standards, including building "passageway" requirements. The requirements are intended
to create desirable living environments by increasing natural light and ventilation, providing
adequate separations between structures, and ensuring opportunities for on-site
landscaping. More than any other parts of the code, these standards determine the look
and feel of the city's residential neighborhoods, particularly its multi-family districts.

Because they were incrementally developed and adopted over a period of decades, these
standards have never been systematically evaluated as elements of a single system.
According to many of the stakeholders staff have consulted with, such an evaluation is
urgently needed to determine if there are any conflicts among these standards and if they
are working as intended.

General Direction

In a joint venture with the Urban Design Studio, this code study and amendment seeks to
update the code's open space and setback standards, drawing upon the best practices of
other cities, to determine how more livable and sustainable urban environments can be
fostered in Los Angeles. One focus of the study will be mixed-use and high-rise
development. The code's current approach is "one size fits all." Are different standards
needed for these development prototypes, especially in commercial zones?
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7. Plan Approvals

Code Sections 12.24-M - Development of Uses
12.27-U - Plan Approvals
12.28-E - Adjustment -Plan Approvals

Background and Issues

Requests to enlarge existing buildings or construct new ones on sites entitled through
either a variance or a conditional use must be submitted as a "plan approval." Unlike a full
variance or conditional use, which requires that all property owners within a 500-foot radius
be notified when a public hearing is scheduled, notification for plan approvals is limited to
adjacent and adjoining property owners.

Staff's review of the code's plan approval procedures shows that the thresholds for when
a variance plan approval or a conditional use plan approval may be submitted are
inconsistent. For variance plan approvals, the increase in size or bulk of buildings that may
be approved is limited to 20 percent. Any request above this threshold requires a new
variance. For conditional use plan approvals, any percentage increase is technically
allowed, although in practice the Planning Department typically requires increases beyond
20 percent to be filed as a new conditional use.

A further issue concerns conditions imposed as part of the original approval. Specifically,
a property owner or a developer may not request that these conditions be modified. This
restriction applies no matter how minor or inconsequential the request is, or if the originally
imposed conditions are outmoded, no longer relevant or needed, or should be amended
or deleted due to changed circumstances.

General Direction

This code study and amendment will look at consolidating and making consistent the plan
approval procedures for conditional uses and variances. Staff will propose clear and
consistent criteria for determining when an application for a plan approval may be filed, or
when an application for a new conditional use or variance must be filed. Staff will also
investigate the feasibility of amending the plan approval procedures to allow modification
of the terms and conditions of an already approved entitlement.

8. Planned Unit Developments

Code Section 13.04 - "RPD" Residential Planned Development Districts

Background and Issues

In the 1960s and 1970s, most cities in the country adopted "planned unit development" or
"PUD" regulations. A PUD is a custom zone, typically applied to large projects, that allows
consideration of innovative proposals that might otherwise conflict with the strict
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requirements of the zoning ordinance. In exchange for allowing greater flexibility, a local
government will typically require higher quality. For example, a PUD for a large subdivision
might allow smaller lot sizes in exchange for a greater amount of common area open
space. A PUD may be used for many different types of developments, ranging from small
mixed use and residential projects; single use non-residential projects such as office,
commercial or industrial developments; or larger, master planned communities. Each PUD
is adopted by a separate ordinance. Depending on the size, complexity and time to build
out, the PUD may also require a development agreement.

The zoning code's PUD regulations were developed in 1971 and are termed "Residential
Planned Developments" or "RPDs." As defined in the code, RPDs are "supplemental use
districts" and intended only for 100 percent residential developments, primarily on large
plots of vacant land.

Enacted almost 40 years ago, these regulations have not been amended to keep pace with
contemporary real estate development practices and their emphasis on compact, mixed
use projects on urban infill sites. As a result, this zoning tool is rarely used in Los Angeles.
Currently, there are only three development sites in the city zoned "RPD" - all subdivisions
of single-family homes.

General Direction

In a joint venture with the Urban Design Studio, this code study and amendment will
provide the city with an enhanced tool for promoting quality and innovation consistent with
the general plan's key land use policies. Specifically, the PUD ordinance will be updated
to apply to mixed use, multi-family residential, and nonresidential development projects.

9. Site Plan Review

Code Section 12.24-U, 14 - Major Development Projects Conditional Use
16.05 - Site Plan Review

Background and Issues

The city's site plan review ordinance applies to projects that will create 50 or more dwelling
units or 50,000 square feet or more of nonresidential floor area. To grant site plan review
approval, the Director of Planning must make six findings.

The site plan review ordinance is similar to the major projects conditional use ordinance,
which applies to projects that will create 250,000 square feet or more of warehouse floor
area, 250 or more hotel/motel guest rooms, or 100,000 square feet of other nonresidential
or non-warehouse floor area. To approve a major projects conditional use, the City
Planning Commission must make findings that are essentially the same as the findings the
Director must make for site plan review.
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The purpose of both ordinances is to provide a "safety valve" - to ensure that projects with
potentially significant impacts that would otherwise be permitted by right are subjected to
discretionary review. It is during discretionary review that environmental mitigation
measures and other appropriate conditions can be imposed.

Given the complexity of the city's land use regulatory system, however, many projects
subject to these ordinances also file for other discretionary land use approvals. Each
approval requires its own separate set of findings, further contributing to unnecessarily
lengthy Planning Department staff reports.

If this complexity and redundancy served some larger purpose it might conceivably be
justified. But the requirement in both the site plan review and major projects conditional
use ordinances to actually review site plans is relatively weak. The only requirement of the
decision-maker is to make the following "neighborhood compatibility" finding:

"The project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including
height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting,
landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements, which is or
will be compatible with existing and future development on neighboring properties."

Unfortunately, the code provides little guidance to staff or the decision-maker on how to
apply this finding, or how to go about the business of reviewing a site plan.

General Direction

In a joint venture with the Urban Design Studio, this code study and amendment will focus
on reducing unnecessary complexity and redundancy while at the same time strengthening
the site plan review function within the city's overall, land use regulatory system.

To accomplish the first purpose, staff will look at restructuring the site plan review and
major projects conditional use ordinances so that they serve their original purpose -
namely, to function as a "safety valve". Under this approach it may be possible that
applications for these entitlements would never be combined with applications for other
discretionary entitlements but would always stand alone.

To accomplish the second purpose, staff will focus on the neighborhood compatibility
finding. One option may be to replace this finding with a requirement that a project conform
with the current "walkability checklist" or some other appropriate set of urban design
principles and guidelines - which the City Planning Commission could adopt and amend
from time to time, as appropriate. The next question would be, Which class of projects
should be reviewed for conformance with these urban design principles and guidelines?
The current class of projects subject to the site plan review and major projects conditional
use ordinances? A broader class of projects? A narrower class? Staff will analyze the
feasibility of these options and report back to the Commission.
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CONCLUSION

A limited but targeted series of code amendments, carried out over the next two years,
provides a unique opportunity to reinvent the zoning ordinance so that it becomes a
stronger, more dynamic tool for implementing the general plan and carrying out the new
initiatives set forth in the Planning Department's strategic plan and the City Planning
Commission's statement of policy priorities, "Do Real Planning." The purpose of this
initiative is not just to streamline cumbersome project review procedures but to reorient
them so as to fulfill the Department's mission to create a more livable, sustainable, and
walkable Los Angeles. More than any other plan implementation tool the zoning code -
last comprehensively revised more than 60 years ago - shapes the city's future growth and
development. The Director of Planning's initiative is intended to creatively revise the zoning
code to ensure that this growth and development meets the needs of Los Angeles's
diverse communities and neighborhoods.


