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Date of NC Board Action: 01/20/2010

Type of NC Board Action: General Comments
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Brief Summary: The Studio City Neighborhood Council rejects the current proposed ordinance related to Care Facilities.
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Agenda

1. Call to Order & Roll Call B F Jgffrey Carter — present, Ezra
Dweck - present, Victg D jsé = : emy Kessler - present,
Michael McCue - pres€s i ann present, Todd Royal -
present, Lisa Sarki DIFEYE ST QY SORC Bf€inberg - present, Ron
Taylor - present, Jdb = present, R yere 14 voting members
SO a quorum is prgse peopl®in attendance.

2. t 2 by newly sworn in

Council member 4 : g<and thanked everyone
for giving him tQs i ] @uUngil. K@ has been in Tujunga
dealing with the () X: : / in §Pe burn areas that can
lead to mudslide o , Sra , Emgency departments are
all working toget itf ol ks her to keep us safe. He
was at the first m 1,57 ) TNE gommpltlee. That committee will

oversee NC’'s at th irg ‘ lections administered by
the City Clerk. Theya ’ ¥ They addressed an
ordinance related to chidllengg ation of term limits to NC'’s.
Also discussed who can W eceive input as to how best to
implement the change or We are going to spend 2
million dollars to run the elec risis and this might not be the best

approach. Further, he has addre After 3 years of failing to take
action the city council has before it an ordinance that, as proposed, will eliminate 85% of
those locations operating in the city and establish a 1000 foot rule from sensitive uses. It
also reduces the places they can operate estimated to be a max of 120 in the city. Also
security and public safety measures will be implemented. There are unprecedented budget
challenges. If we don’t navigate carefully through the next few months the city could face
the possibility of bankruptcy. The Councilman asked that stakeholders please weigh in with
him and articulate what we in Studio City believe should be the budget priorities and
solutions. He wants us to tell him how to prioritize the cuts that need to be made. He is also
looking for revenue generation suggestions. The situation is very serious. The City is facing
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significant reductions in services. We need to reinvent the way we do municipal government.
When the economy improves we will be operating more efficiently and effectively. The
Councilman then took questions from the stakeholders and provided the following responses.
Question: Why can’t people just get medical marijuana at a pharmacy? Response: It was
an initiative that was passed and implementation has not been very effective. There was no
definition of which medical conditions it should apply to and there is disagreement about
whether it can be sold versus distributed through a collective. Clinics opened under the guise
of State law and the City has not done an effective job of handling this. There are more
clinics than the Starbucks coffee shops and Starbucks are more regulated than the clinics.
The Councilman stated that he supports medical marijuana for legitimate medical uses. The
City’s implementation has made the legislation a wink and a nod joke. It needs to be cleaned
up. Question: Are they finding a way to regulate who gets the cards. Response: No we
can only regulate land use aspects. That is a state issue. As a society we need to decide if
we care if people smoke marijuana or don't we. If we don’t, then don’t regulate it. If we do
then regulate it properly. Question: With the city’s problems bankruptcy is a potential. How
bad would that be? Response: It would do great damage to our credit in the long term.
Some cities have declared bankruptcy to void labor agreements but we need to protect our
credit rating. Ezra Dwek asked the Councilman to be sure not to take draconian measures

for fiscal vs public safety measures. ,.‘-ea‘ » If you put cameras in a marijuana collective
would you violate HIPAA? Respo kS N Th ‘..?. p 've those working there are not care
providers. Barbara Mona .ﬂ" ’- Dhat & ttended many of the hearings and
HIPAA was taken into c@ : oK C|ty from afar before he was
elected and now withi @ ink the financial problem is?
Response. The eco Pas been severe. Question:
\s/\(/al'éaatr:sotbh\eorjstlcr);ta_ AR AN _ | .‘ «® Rgsponse He does not

AiSp] s in most areas of the
city but, in somea 7 a ies ,and inflighting. In response to
that, there has i NCS2 are a hybrid form of
government and Sou g gijize and standardize it
We need to fingSthe Wk inigrable while preserving
flexibility. Que : AWCE i i i betwedd March and May. Can
we change the 2 i5 (PRl RGLE i ' ' Response: It is a
dilemma and the Qouncl ' his.{Dhe decision to have the
city clerk administgt the%e uestion: What are the

top three areas whgne he % ’ o k @ iBute : sporse: He wants to focus on
the core mission ofJ] ghe cit ceph ; p d Iice are the number one

KS and libraries. He wants to
®

g you throw everything not
necessary to keep the shyggfl [e_budge blem cannot be solved by just
adding a furlough day. ‘.OD‘-- Nnﬂlﬁ ‘ t .96- Question: Why not hook the

Q

NC elections to the back of ano .‘-‘sﬂ at to replace him. Response: In NC's
it is all stakeholders that vote and the v ecide who votes. It is complicated. The clerk
could just be an arbitrator of disputes. This policy decision would move toward more
formality. Question: Regarding medical marijuana, how can it be enforced? Can we tax the
shops to enable enforcement? Response: At this time no sales are taking place. At this
time the transactions are being treated as reimbursement of costs of the collective. Some of
these issues will be clarified over time. The ordinance is important because there is currently
no structure by which to provide enforcement. Question: Will the NC election item be on the
city council agenda on Friday as there was no quorum today. Response: It was put on the
agenda as a place holder. Barbara Monahan Burke stated that at VANC Wendy Gruel came
to speak about the audit of DONE. Her department got into performance issues not just
financial matters. That report will go to the Councilman’s committee first. She has looked
into what the city charter allows NC’s to do. What is in that audit limits NC’s as to what they
can do. Barbara Monahan Burke is continuing to bring awareness to what the Charter will
allow NC’s to do. She would like to meet with Paul about this. Response: The Councilman
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said he would be happy to meet with her and gave background on the Audit and stated the
way it was released was unduly critical of DONE. There were some legitimate concerns raised
because of a few bad apples. He wants to determine how we improve the performance of the
councils and not use the audit as an excuse to limit NC input. He introduced Damien and
Adreen. 7:45 adjourned to regular agenda

The special meeting was resumed at 9:30 PM.

3. Discussion and possible motion with respect to Proposed Community Care Facilities Ordinance
CPC-2009-800-CA: Rita Villa gave background. Moved: Rita Villa, Second: Michael McCue.

Proposed Motion: The Board of the Studio City Neighborhood Council supports the
issuance of a letter by the President of the SCNC addressed to Barbara Romero of the
City Planning Commission, substantially in the form attached hereto, urging the City
Planning Commission to reject the proposed Community Care Facilities Ordinance,
CPC-2009-800 CA, as drafted, and directing the Planning Department to strengthen
the provisions of the proposed ordinance so that it does not weaken the existing
protections of the zoning code.

Public Comment:
Barry Johnson said the pla

sand. The Planning -‘ﬁ» r Aden Gail Goldberg,. Richard Niederberg
stated that he is workidgroQ 3 3 group homes. These facilities
have only 6 unrelajd dLé joc e permitted by the State. A

years. Ron Ta) i GR1GT G G GBI i ders are different from drug
users Onsité_parfng il 1erous 2 requi nt for one parking for each
resident. s : .“Baybara Monahan Burke
does not thitk ther® ) z gndationsf)There was a multi family
dwelling wigh alcol§g pded Jown €Q rowdiness. This
proposed e now need to go
forward o beginning of planning
putting ou ncerned that parking is
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ATTACHMENT - SAMPLE LETTER

Barbara Romero

City Planning Commission

Los Angeles City Hall, Room 272
200 N. Spring Street,

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Reference: Proposed Community Care Facilities Ordinance, CPC-2009-800-CA
BACKGROUND:

On October 24, 2007 the City Council adopted a motion by Councilman Smith, seconded by Councilman
Reyes, to direct the Planning Department to “provide land use control recommendations...that can be enacted
citywide to regulate Sober Living Homes.” On August 19, 2008, the City Council adopted the Planning and
Land Use Management Committee recommendat QR

.".....
“Instruct the Planning Departygej 1 v on;ult ISV ent of Building and Safety and the
City Attorney, to prepare .’-I' % 13 3’ gulates licensed community care
facilities; regulates licep§gd g ; E o ‘ﬂ. regulates unlicensed group
residential homes; regylyitgq un HeeRsesheiapastdential-homes atifld as a business in a residential

zone; and is prepare o‘“ Kc : 1 ,, W ; t~ Saftlll - ipg r1n01ple 20 -‘@ munity Care Facilities Act,
state and federal law(Jagd)cfSg PQ
(¢) O
(®) @)
S ¢ !_l_

As noted by the Planning (Depart$y gport apdl Ordinance, the motions

were in response to numergus CQipiain : byltitiz q l g ngyeand @herconcentration of sober
living homes”. Reports (@dicat§e ouses wi p to 20 cupants who are noisy,
rowdy, and harass the ne ,_y* GENS AR\ ‘1S PRl onfiifigl cer@n homes as the cause of

secondhand smoke, panha ling, \ag glessiVEPDehi i i iraffgc co g stion, parking problems,
and excessive noise.” ) Q
Q
. . L ® L .
The Planning Department repQit noteswsome of the ac the &1l ﬁ ; “3 by other cities, including a

discussion of the comprehensive_prdingn®e _adopted b

pott B ﬁ Hioh was subsequently upheld by
. . (®)
court decisions.

oN .o‘

Yet despite specific direction contained i a S ol by the ‘QQ‘ ouncil and subsequently by the PLUM
Committee, the City Planning Department has come~p with an extremely weak proposal, with none of the
controls requested by those City agencies and by homeowners in areas affected by the facilities.

RECOMMENDATION:

Although we are in agreement with two of the provisions of the proposed ordinance, (i) No more than two
people in a bedroom; and (ii) On-site parking is required for each resident. We do not agree that the proposal
to "use existing nuisance abatement processes" meets either the spirit of the direction the Planning Department
received from either PLUM or the City Council or the needs of the stakeholders living in the communities
where these facilities are located. Additionally, the ordinance as proposed would weaken existing protections
provided by the zoning code.
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We urge the City Planning Commission to reject the proposed ordinance, as drafted, at your hearing on
January 28 and direct the Planning Department to strengthen the provisions of the proposed ordinance.

Page 2

Barbara Romero
City Planning Commission

The proposed ordinance should be amended to:

Require a formal hearing with appropriate notice for any such facility for 7 or more people.

Require a business license for any facility run as a business in a single family residential zone.

Require realistic inspection and enforcement provisions.

Prohibit these establishments in the R1, RS, RE, and RA zones. Commercial boarding houses are not
appropriate in single family residence zones.

Require a formal hearing with appropriate notice for any such facility in other zones. Residents and
other businesses within 500 feet and pertinent homeowners associations and neighborhood councils
must be given the right to understand the specifics of a proposed establishment, object as necessary,
and propose mitigations if appropriate.

Require a business license for any facility run as a business There are a number of ways to define such

a business including separate mﬁ"" o ‘?3‘. Qrmal or informal) with the residents,
establishments being relmbur OV@ f Sgerkias he care of more than six residents, etc.
Requ1re a separation of a .O. 3 fegtebet A *‘g State law requires a 300 foot

b gbgtion requirements.
1@ Warkets, and convenience stores
.
Require these resid to” § eople in these homes are
often destitute and)be ' i i 25 to public services and

employment as wekl as r¢
Require realistic i 10 st hay the right to inspect any
Q
such establishmepd to a deral laws, and specific
conditions impos€d on tha pro lure must be included in

pproprlate, and criminal

owner of the prdperty & differehaeailti ' ooy i

Ben Neumann, President
Studio City Neighborhood Council
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John T. Walker
January 21, 2010

Ms. Barbara Romero

City Planning Commission

Los Angeles City Hall, Room 272
200 N. Spring Street,

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Proposed Community Care Facilities Ordinance, CPC-2009-800-CA
Dear Ms. Romero:
BACKGROUND:

On October 24, 2007 the City Council adopted a motion by Councilman Smith, seconded
by Councilman Reyes, to direct the Planning Department to “provide land use control
recommendations...that can be enacted citywide to regulate Sober Living Homes.” On
August 19, 2008, the City Council adopted the Planning and Land Use Management
Committee recommendation to:

“Instruct the Planning Department, in consultation with the Department of Building
and Safety and the City Attorney, to prepare a comprehensive, citywide ordinance
that regulates licensed community care facilities; regulates licensed alcohol and drug
abuse treatment facilities; regulates unlicensed group residential homes; regulates
unlicensed group residential homes operating as a business in a residential zone; and
is prepared in accordance with sound zoning principles, the Community Care
Facilities Act, state and federal law, and case law.”
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January 21, 2010

Barbara Romero

City Planning Commission

As noted by the Planning Department’s Community Care Facilities Staff Report and
Ordinance, the motions were in response to numerous complaints by citizens “about high
occupancy and overconcentration of sober living homes”. Reports indicated “three and
four bedroom houses with 15 to 20 occupants who are noisy, rowdy, and harass the
neighbors”. It further states “residents have identified certain homes as the cause of
secondhand smoke, panhandling, aggressive behavior, foul language, traffic congestion,
parking problems, and excessive noise.”

The Planning Department report notes some of the actions on the subject taken by other
cities, including a discussion of the comprehensive ordinance adopted by Newport Beach
which was subsequently upheld by court decisions.

Yet despite specific direction contained in the motion by the City Council and
subsequently by the PLUM Committee, the City Planning Department has come up with
an extremely weak proposal, with none of the controls requested by those City agencies
and by homeowners in areas affected by the facilities.

RECOMMENDATION:

Although we are in agreement with two of the provisions of the proposed ordinance, (i) No
more than two people in a bedroom; and (i1) On-site parking is required for each resident.
We do not agree that the proposal to "use existing nuisance abatement processes" meets
either the spirit of the direction the Planning Department received from either PLUM or
the City Council or the needs of the stakeholders living in the communities where these
facilities are located. Additionally, the ordinance as proposed would weaken existing
protections provided by the zoning code.

We urge the City Planning Commission to reject the proposed ordinance, as drafted,
at your hearing on January 28 and direct the Planning Department to strengthen the
provisions of the proposed ordinance.

The proposed ordinance should be amended to:
e Require a formal hearing with appropriate notice for any such facility for 7 or more
people.
e Require a business license for any facility run as a business in a single family
residential zone.
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January 21, 2010

Barbara Romero

City Planning Commission

Prohibit these establishments in the R1, RS, RE, and RA zones. Commercial
boarding houses are not appropriate in single family residence zones.

Require a formal hearing with appropriate notice for any such facility in other zones.
Residents and other businesses within 500 feet and pertinent homeowners
associations and neighborhood councils must be given the right to understand the
specifics of a proposed establishment, object as necessary, and propose mitigations
if appropriate.

Require a business license for any facility run as a business. There are a number of
ways to define such a business including separate leasing agreements (formal or
informal) with the residents, establishments being reimbursed by Government
agencies for the care of more than six residents, etc.

Require a separation of at least 500 feet between establishments. State law requires
a 300 foot separation but does not preclude cities from establishing greater
separation requirements.

Prohibit sober living houses within 1000 feet of existing liquor stores, markets, and
convenience stores which sell alcoholic beverages.

Require these residents to be within 1000 feet of public transportation. People in
these homes are often destitute and being near public transportation would facilitate
access to public services and employment as well as reduce parking problems.

Require realistic inspection and enforcement provisions. The City must have the
right to inspect any such establishment to ascertain compliance with the ordinance,
state and federal laws, and specific conditions imposed on that establishment. An
effective, enforcement procedure must be included in the ordinance to allow timely
collection of fines against both the owner of the establishment and the owner of the
property (if different), confiscation of the property if appropriate, and criminal
prosecution for egregious violations.

Newport Beach has effective group care home legislation which has been upheld by the
courts. Los Angeles should use the Newport Beach ordinance as a guide.

Ben Neumann, President
Studio City Neighborhood Council
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