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Disability Rights California 3701 Wilshire Bivd, Suite 208
350 S. Bixel Ave. Suite 290 Los Angeles, CA 90010-2826
Los Angeles, CA 90017 Phone: (213} 487-7211
Phone: (213) 213-8000 Fax: (213) 487-0242

Fax: (213) 213) 8001

January 29, 2013

The Honorable City Council of the City of Los Angeles
Room 395, City Hall

200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: Council File No. 11-0262, CPC-2009-800-CA
January 30, 2013, City Council Agenda Items 13 and 31
Proposed Ordinances Conflict with the City’s General Plan

To the Honorabie City Council:

On January 30, 2013, the City Council will consider two proposed
ordinances to change the City's zoning code in several respects that
confiict with the City’s General Plan, in particular its 2006-2014 Housing
Element. The proposed ordinances are under council File Number 11-
0262, and are described in two City Attorney drafts dated September 13,
2011 and January 3, 2013. They would, in addition to confirming the City’s
treatment of certain licensed facilities to conform with state law:

1. Redefine boarding homes to curtail informal and private
congregate living throughout the City

2. Impose a new and draconian classification, parolee/probationer
home, and require unrelated persons who are on parole or
probation to obtain a conditional use permit to live only in the
City's highest density residential zones

As set forth in greater detail below, these provisions directly
contravene the General Plan Housing Element’s analysis of governmental
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constraints on housing maintenance, improvements and development; and
they are incompatible with the objectives, policies, and programs of the
Housing Element. See Cal. Govt. Code §§65580, 65583, 65860(a)(2)."

A. The zoning change proposal of September 13, 2011

The City Attorney’'s September 13, 2011 ordinance is before the City
Council as Agenda item 13.A. It defines a single housekeeping unit (and
family) as one where residents live under no more than one lease. It then
defines a boarding house as one where residents live under more than one
lease. And, it adds a new definition of parolee/probationer home to mean
any residential structure or unit that houses more than two “parolees-
probationers unrelated by blood, marriage, foster care status, or legal
adoption” and, according to the City Attorney’s description permits such
homes as conditional uses only, in the City's highest density residential
zones.

B. The zoning change proposal as of January 3, 2013

On January 3, 2013, the City Attorney issued a new draft of the ordinance.
It now:

1. Defines a boarding house as a dwelling where lodging is provided to
four or more people for monetary or non-monetary consideration, not
including a state-licensed facility. New parking requirements are also
proposed, to count every 250 square feet of floor area as the same
as a separate guest room.

2. Makes a new definition of a “single housekeeping unit” as a non-
transient group of people living together and sharing ail access to
living, kitchen and eating areas, and sharing household activities and
responsibilities, whose makeup is determined by the members of the
unit rather than by a third party such as the landlord, property
manager, or other entity (like a nonprofit organization). A single
housekeeping unit does not include a boarding house. Under the

! Sections refer to the California Government Code unless otherwise noted.
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proposal a “family” is a group of people living together as a single
housekeeping unit.

3. Adds a new zoning code definition, “Parolee-Probationer Home,”
which is any dwelling that contains a dwelling unit or guest room that
houses more than two “parolees-probationers” who do not have a
family relationship to each other. This living arrangement would then
be prohibited in all but the most restrictive residential zones, and
even in those zones a conditional use permit must be obtained.? The
conditional use permit process entails at a minimum notice to the
occupants of surrounding properties, publication of the proposed use,
and a public hearing. L AM.C. §12.24.

C. The impact of these changes

As reflected in the Beveridge letter, it is estimated that 6335 residential
units and 48,122 residents would have their housing arrangements become
unlawful due to the proposed changes to the definitions of boarding house
and family alone.? If the parking restriction is passed, boarding houses
would not likely be able to locate anywhere in the city, because the parking
requirement would be impossible to meet at most, if not all, locations. For
example, a two bedroom house of 1,000 square feet of living space could
be required to have four on-site parking spaces. See L.AM.C. §12.21(4).

Still more individuals would be impacted by the “Parolee-Probationer” home
provision, as anywhere more than two people are parolees or probationers
live together, their residence would become illegal. Only if the unit is in the

% The September 13, 2011 report of the City Attorney states, “Finally, the draft ordinance adds a
definition of Parolee-Probationer Home and permits them as conditional uses only in R-3 and less
restrictive zones.” The January 3, 2013 report explains that under the revised ordinance, “a conditional
use permit is ... required where one or more units ... have three or more parolee-probationers.”

¥ Letter from Andrew Beveridge to Laurel Impett, January 29, 2013, attached as Exhibit 1. The full letter with all of
its exhibits is submitted to the City Council under separate cover and incorporated herein by reference. The
Beveridge letter explains that the potential impact is actually far greater, on as many as 473,396 of the City's
residents.










City Council Letter on Proposed Ordinances Conflict
January 29, 2013
Page 4 of 18

city’s highest density zones would residents even be eligible to apply for a
conditional use permit, with no assurance of the result of their application.

To impose the changes prospectively alone would profoundly restrict
housing options for the City’s residents. Worsening the effects, the
proposals would also render illegal existing uses, thus subjecting
thousands or more of the City’s residents to displacement and fear of
displacement.

D. The City Must neject the Proposals as Inconsistent with the
Objectives, Policies, and Programs of the 2006-2014 Housing
Element

Under state law, the City’s general plan, specifically the housing element of
its general plan, must plan for housing that meets the needs of all
economic segments of the community. §65580(d). In so doing, the City
must identify and analyze existing and projected needs, and state goals,
policies, quantified objectives and programs for the preservation,
improvement and development of housing. §65583. The element must
specifically assess housing needs, resources, and constraints relevant to
meeting these needs specifically for persons with disabilities, among
others. §65583(a)(7). Flowing from this assessment, the element must
then include a “statement of the community’s goals, quantified objectives,
and policies relative to the maintenance, preservation, improvement and
development of housing.” §65583(b)(1). Although the goals, quantified
objectives and policies need not meet all of the needs identified, they must
“la]lddress and, where appropriate and legally possible, remove
governmental constraints to the maintenance, improvement, and
development of housing,” specifically including housing for persons with
disabilities. §§65583(b)(2), (c)(3).

All subsequent land use decisions, including the adoption and amendment
of zoning ordinances, must be consistent with the general plan and its
elements, including the housing element. §65860; see e.g. Lesher
Communications, Inc. v. City of Walnut Creek, 52 Cal.3d 531, 541 (1990).
A city zoning ordinance is inconsistent with the general plan if the land uses
authorized by the ordinance are not “compatible with the objectives,
policies, general land uses, and programs specified in the plan.”
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§65860(a)(2); Families Unafraid to Uphoid Rural El Dorado County v. El
Dorado County Bd. of Sup'rs, 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1336 (1998).

In Lesher, the City ot Walnut Creek passed a growth initiative, Measure H,
to control traffic congestion. At the time the ordinance was passed the
general plan of the City of Walnut Creek was “growth oriented,” and had an
objective to accommodate projected population growth as can reasonably
accommodated in the City. Because it conflicted with the general plan at
the time it was passed, Measure H was held invalid. 52 Cal.3d at 541, 544,

In Building Industry Association of San Diego, Inc. v. City of Oceanside, 27
Cal.App.4™ 744 (1994), voters enacted Proposition A, which adopted a
maximum number of dwelling units to be constructed each year. In
reaching its conclusion that Proposition A was invalid, the court observed
that after the proposition was passed, the City did not meet its regional
housing needs objectives for all income categories, in particular for low and
moderate income families. Moreover, at the time the proposition was
adopted, an element of the general plan stated a policy to “avoid direct
controls on the number or location of new housing units to be built....” /d.
at 766. The proposition also conflicted with the general policy, “Adequate
provision for the housing needs of all economic segments of the community
is an issue of the highest priority in Oceanside to meet the low income
household assistance goals and to protect, encourage and, where feasible,
provide low and moderate income housing opportunities within the intent of
State policy to address local needs.” Id. at 767. The Court held, “Prop. A
does not promote this policy and accordingly must be deemed inconsistent
with it.” Id. (emphasis added).

The current proposed zoning amendments pose multiple conflicts with the
housing element’s objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs
specified in the plan, and impose new constraints where they did not
previously exist. The proposals further conflict with the analysis of
governmental constraints upon which those objectives, policies and
programs is based.

E. The Proposed Ordinances Conflict with the 2006-2014 Housing
Element

1. The Proposed Ordinances Add Rather than Alleviate Governmental
Constraints on Housing for People with Disabilities
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In analyzing housing needs specific to persons with disabilities, the
Housing Element states:

As with any population, a full spectrum of affordable housing is
needed, from mobile home, temporary shelters to transitional and
permanent housing, including group, congregate and independent
housing. Independent, supported living is preferable, either through
individual or shared homes or apartments providing each individual
with his/her own bedroom. Support services may be provided either
on- or off-site. Appropriate housing for persons with mental or
physical disabilities includes affordable small or large group homes
(near retail services and public transit), apartment settings with
support ... [etc.]” City of Los Angeles 2006-14 Housing Element
(“HE"), p. 1-16. (Emphasis added)

Thus, rather than finding a need to expand available licensed facilities only,
the Housing Element’s needs assessment stresses the importance of a full
spectrurm of group, congregate and independent housing.

In its section analyzing governmental constraints on housing for people
with disabilities, the Housing Element states:

The City of Los Angeles completed an Analysis of Impediments to
Fair Housing Choice (Al).... The latest update recommended...the
update of the definition of family™....

“ The 2005 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing observed, at pp. 5-14 to 5-15:

Local governments may restrict access to housing for households failing to qualify as a
“family” by the definition specified in the zoning ordinance. Even if the code provides a
broad definition, deciding what constitutes a “family” should be avoided to prevent
confusion or give the impression of restrictiveness. Furthermore, Landlords or property
owners may refuse to rent or sell units to households not meeting the definition of family.

The City’s Zoning Code defines “family” in a potentiaily restrictive manner that could
limit the number of unrelated individuals from sharing housing. The City’s Zoning Code
defines a “family” as:
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The City of Los Angeles adopted Ordinance No. 177325 (effective
March 18, 2006) ... [which] amended the Zoning Code Section 12.03
definition of ‘family,” which had previously posed a regulatory
impediment due to its effect of discriminating against individuals with
disabilities residing together in a congregate or group living
arrangement. The definition of family now complies with fair housing
laws....> HE at p. 2-28 to 2-29.

In conflict with the Housing Element’s finding that prior governmental
constraints had been removed, the proposed ordinances would:

An individual or two or more persons related by blood or marriage, or a group of
not more than 5 persons {excluding servants) who need not be related by blood or
marriage, living together in a dwelling unit, except that there may be up to 4
foster children, 16 years of age or under, where the total number of persons living
in a dwelling unit does not exceed 8 and providing the keeping of the foster
children is licensed by the State of California as a fulltime foster care home.

California court cases have ruled that an ordinance that defines a “family” as (a) an
individual, (b) two or more persons related by blood, marriage or adoption, or (c) a group
of not more than a certain number of unrelated persons as a single housekeeping unit, is
invalid. These cases have explained that defining a family in a manner that distinguishes
between blood-related and non-blood related individuals does not serve any legitimate or
useful objective or purpose recognized under the zoning and land planning powers of the
City, and therefore violates rights of privacy under the California Constitution. A zoning
ordinance also cannot regulate residency by discrimination between biologically related
and unrelated persons.

In general, the City’s definition of “family” has the potential to discriminate
nontraditional families such as gay and lesbian couples, or certain cultures that prefer
living with extended family members and friends.

The 2005 Analysis of Impediments goes on to analyze in great detail fair housing impediments
imposed by the zoning code definition of family. Excerpts are attached hereto as Exhibit 2 and
the entire 2005 Analysis of Impediments is incorporated herein by reference.

* In response to the 2005 Analysis of Impediments’ findings, the City specifically committed to
adopt an ordinance to “Revise the definition of “family” in the Zoning Code to read “one or

more persons living together in a dwelling unit, with common access to, and common use of all
living, kitchen, and eating areas within the dwelling unit.” Analysis of Impediments at p. 5-22.
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1. Add, rather than remove, impediments against individuals with
disabilities residing together in a congregate or group living
arrangement by imposing new restrictions on the definition of
family.

2. Add, rather than remove, impediments against individuals residing
together in a congregate or group living arrangement by imposing
new and onerous parking restrictions.

3. Conflict with the Housing Element by reinstating a discriminatory
criterion requiring a legal relationship for more than two parolees
and probationers to live together anywhere in the City without a
conditional use permit. The parolee-probationer home restriction
reaches residents who and are not related to each other by “blood,
marriage, foster care status, or legal adoption.”

4. As a further conflict with the Housing Element and perhaps
illustrating the lack of care in drafting the parolee-probationer
home restriction, the ordinances on their face also discriminate
against same-sex couples who are domestic partners but cannot
legally marry in California. Thus, an unmarried same-sex couple
with a roommate is treated differently under the proposals than a
married heterosexual couple with a roommate, where all are
parolees or probationers,

F. The Proposed Ordinances Add Rather than Alleviate
Governmental Constraints on the City’s Zoning Capacity

In analyzing the current governmental constraints on zoning, the Housing
Element states:

Multi-family housing (including SROs and permanent supportive
housing) are allowed by right in the following residential and
commercial zones: [including R2 & RD zones). “By right” means that
no process whatsoever is required for the construction of multi-family
housing, SROs or permanent supportive housing in each of these
zones.... HE at p. 2-5.
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With the exception of density bonus projects that exceed the
maximum density permitted by law, multi-family housing projects do
not require conditional use permits. Conditional use provisions in the
Zoning Code, therefore, do not constrain zoning capacity... HE at p.
2-8.

In conflict with these provisions, and rather than alleviating zoning
constraints, the proposed ordinances impose new zoning constraints that:

1. Restrict “by right” multifamily housing uses in zones that currently
permit it by expanding the category of persons considered to live
in a boarding house and barring boarding houses from new zones,
and

2. Impose new conditional use permit requirements that constrain
zoning capacity for more than two parclees or probationers who
are not related to each other.

G. The Proposed Ordinances are Incompatible with Housing
Element Objectives, Policies, and Programs.

A City’s zoning ordinance is consistent with its general plan “if,
considering all its aspects, it will further the objectives and policies of the
general plan and not obstruct their attainment. Perfect conformity is not
required, but a project must be compatible with the objectives and policies
of the general plan.” Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of
Orange, 131 Cal.App.4™ 777, 782 (2005) (internal quotes and citations
omitted). Unfortunately, the proposed ordinances obstruct the attainment
of various objectives, policies, and programs of the general plan:

1. The proposed ordinances conflict with Objective 1.1: Plan the
capacity and develop incentives for the production of an adequate
supply of rental and ownership housing for households of all income
levels and needs.

The proposed ordinances further conflict with Policy 1.1.3
Facilitate the new construction of housing types that address current
and projected needs of the city’s households.
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The housing element’s needs and constraints assessments
acknowledge that a variety of housing options, including congregate
living, is needed to accommodate the housing needs of the city’s
residents including homeless persons and persons with disabilities.®
Rather than planning the capacity, developing incentives, and
facilitating new construction, the Beveridge letter shows the
ordinance imposes new restrictions on shared housing currently
permitted, resulting in a 90% reduction of available residentially
zoned land.

Similarly, where no restriction currently exists for parolees or
probationers who reside together, the ordinances would render illegal
all occupancy by more than two parolees or probationers who are not
legally related to each other and only permit such occupancy to
continue upon obtaining a conditional use permit. Moreover, the
proposed ordinance takes effect upon existing parcels, with no
“grandfathering” provision. It has no provision to mitigate the
resulting disruption that the rezoning would immediately impose on
residents of newly illegal homes.

The proposal thus does the opposite of facilitating new construction
of housing types that are acknowledged to be needed, including
congregate living options for homeless persons (described further
below) and persons with disabilities; instead, it imposes disincentives
and obstacles to meeting housing these housing needs. It further
does the opposite of planning capacity and developing incentives for
an adequate supply of housing options; instead, it imposes new
restrictions and fails utterly to plan for the disruption and
displacement they would impose.

2. The proposed ordinances conflict with Objective 1.5 Reduce
regulatory and procedural barriers to the production and preservation
of housing at all income levels and needs.

® The housing element’s discussion of needs of homeless persons is described in this section below.
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The proposed ordinances further conflict with Policy 1.5.1
Streamline land use entitiement, environmental review, and building
permit processes.

Rather than reducing regulatory and procedural barriers to preserving
a variety of housing options for those who need to live with others as
documented by the Housing Element’s needs assessment, the
proposed ordinances impose new barriers and render existing
housing illegal. Rather than streamlining uses, it imposes a new
conditional use process and broad geugraphic restrictions on
parolees and probationers who are not in a traditional family.

3. The proposed ordinances conflict with Objective 3.1 Assure that
housing opportunities are accessible to all residents without
discrimination on the basis of race, ancestry, sex, national origin,
color, religion, sexual orientation, marital status, familial status, age,
disability (including HIV/AIDS), and student status.

The proposed ordinances further conflict with Policy 3.1.1
Promote and facilitate equal opportunity practices in the sale and
rental of housing.

As discussed above, the proposed ordinances instead re-inscribe
disability and familial status discrimination that had been removed
from the city’s zoning code. Moreover, a prior version of the
ordinance recognized that its target is the regulation of sober living
homes, whose residents are persons with disabilities protected by the
fair housing. Department of City Planning Recommendation Report,
January 10, 2010, re CPC-2009-800-CA at pp. 4-6, 9 (acknowledging
community demand to regulate sober living homes, and noting that
regulation targeted solely at sober living homes “would be considered
discriminatory”).

And, the ordinance will have disparate impact on the basis of
disability, sexual orientation, race, and national origin. In addition to
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the concerns set forth above, parolees and probationers are more
likely to be Black or Latino than the general population.”

Rather than be compatible, the proposed ordinances instead obstruct
the attainment of the objective and policy to promote fair and equal
housing opportunities in the City.

Finally, it is notable that as of December 31, 2011 the City has not
implemented its Program 3.2.2.A to “provide information and training
to Neighborhood Councils and other community organizations on fair
housing issues.” ®

4. The proposed ordinances conflict with Objective 4.1 Provide an
adequate supply of short-term and permanent housing and services
throughout the City that are appropriate and meet the special needs
of persons who are homeless or who are at high risk of
homelessness.

The proposed ordinances further conflict with Policy 4.1.3
Provide permanent supportive housing options for homeless persons
and special needs households with services such as job training and
placement programs, treatment, rehabilitation and personal
management training to assure that they remain housed. Ensure an
adequate supply of emergency and temporary housing for people
who become homeless or are at high risk of becoming homeless.

The proposed ordinances further conflict with Policy 4.1.6
Eliminate zoning and other regulatory barriers to the placement and
operation of housing facilities for the homeless and special needs
populations in appropriate locations througiiout the City.

In analyzing housing needs of homeless persons, the Housing
Element states:

7 Laura M. Maruschak, Erika Parks, Probation and Parole in the United States, 2011, Bureau of Justice Statistics
(November 29, 2012}, available at http://bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/content/pub/pdf/ppus11.pdf and attached as Exhibit 4.
% annual Element Progress Report, Housing Element Implementation, January 1, 2011 to December 31, 2011,
Attachment 1, page 38, attached hereto as Exhibit 3 {program on “hold pending budget and staff resources”).
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The housing needs of the homeless require special attention
because the homeless have little to no income and face
physical challenges, mental challenges, social isolation, and
transportation limitations, all of which influence their access to
appropriate and affordable housing. ...Providing appropriate
housing is a critical part of the solution to end homelessness.

...The current 10,062 short-term beds for the homeless ... are
not sufficient, evidenced by the large number of homeless
people sleeping on the street and in cars, nor are they a long-
term solution to end homelessness.

More short-term housing options (emergency shelters and
transitional housing facilities) are needed as well as affordable
housing, permanent supportive housing and other forms of
service-enriched permanent housing. HE at pp. 1-21 to 1-22
(emphasis added).

In conflict with these needs and the accompanying objective and
policies, the proposals reduce and restrict available sites for
transitional housing in residential zones. The group homes
restrictions consider only “non-transient” households to be families.
Although transient is not defined, transitional housing presumably
would not be considered “non-transient” by nature.

In addition, homelessness has been identified as a significant
national and local concern for persons on parole or probation.® The
California Department of Corrections has reported that at any given
time 10 percent of the state’s parolees are homeless, and as high as
30 to 50 percent in major metropolitan areas such as Los Angeles.'®
The restrictions on parolees’ and probationers’ ability to {ive together
anywhere in the city without a conditional use permit thus conflicts
with their access to housing options that would provide a long-term
solution to end homelessness. The proposals also conflict with state
realignment and efforts to house parolees and probationers in

? Katherine Brown, Council of State Governments, Homelessness and Prisoner Re-Entry: Strategies for Addressing
Housing Needs and Risks in Prisoner Re-Entry
10

id.
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integrated but supervised settings in the community, reflected in
California Assembly Bills AB109 and AB117 {(2011).

5. The proposed ordinances conflict with various Housing Element
Programs, including:

a. Program 1.1.3.C Innovative Housing Design. Rather than
“encourage alternative multi-family residential design, such as
congregate living and conversion of large homes to ... shared
housing,” the ordinance again does the opposite. This program
sets forth a schedule of actions:

Establish Task Force to review City Codes — 2009

Task Force report and recommendations — 2010

Revised regulations — 2011
As of December 2011, none of these steps had been
implemented; instead, the City reports, “Task Force and
recommendations for revised regulations [are] on hold pending
budget and staff resources.”"’

Although the proposals expand potential sites for certain state
licensed homes, as to independent group living it discourages,
obstructs, and limits congregate living options.

b. Program 1.5.1.F Amend the Zoning Code to Facilitate Non-
Conventional Housing

This program requires the City to “ldentify modifications needed
in the Zoning Code to facilitate innovative housing types, such
as shared housing, congregate living, ... and group quarters,
including consideration of parking requirements ... and other
development standards, and the need to better regulate
through conditional use permits.” The City considers the
proposed ordinances its action to implement this program’?;

11 Annual Element Progress Report, Housing Element Implementation, January 1, 2011 to December 31,
2011, Attachment 1, page 8, attached hereto as Exhibit 3.

12 Dacember 31, 2011 Housing Element Progress Report at p. 25.
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however, the ordinance must be considered in context with the
City’s needs assessment and constraints analysis.

Nothing in the Housing Element supports the City’s focus
exclusively on permitting licensed group housing while severely
curtailing informal and independent arrangements by
nonprofits, other third parties, and parolees and probationers.
Rather than *facilitate” shared housing, congregate living, and
group quarters, and in conflict with the needs assessment and
analysis of constraints, the ordinance /imits shared housing to
licensed facilities while curtailing shared housing in
independent settings. It is notable that these zone changes are
proposed without benefit of the task force contemplated in
Program 1.1.3.C, as that program was never implemented.

¢. Programs 4.1.3.1,J, & Kand 4.1.6.A and B

The restrictions on group living outside of licensed contexts,
and on unrelated parolees and probationers living together, call
into question the City’s ability to meet its programs to expand
the availability of: permanent supportive housing; new housing
serving the mentally ill; permanent housing for persons with
disabilities; and permanent and supportive homeless housing
siting by right throughout the City. Again, it is notable that
Program 4.1.6.B to “identify and adopt changes to the Zoning
Code to facilitate by-right siting of a greater variety of shelter
and transitional facilities throughout the City” is also “On hold
pending budget and staff resources.”'®

6. The City has not met its Regional Housing Needs Allocations

As of December 31, 2011, the City had yet to meet its allocations for
23,721 very low-income units, 15,435 low-income units, and 99,068 units
overall. As set forth above, the ordinances further restrict the City’s ability
to meet the housing needs of its residents and thereby conflict with the
housing element objective 1.1 to “Plan the capacity and develop incentives

2 pecember 31, 2011 Housing Element Progress Report at p. 41,
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for the production of an adequate supply of rental and ownership housing
for households of all income levels and needs.”

H. The City Council Should Reject the Proposals because they
Violate the Least Cost Zoning Ordinance

California law requires cities to zone sufficient vacant land for residential
use with appropriate standards to meet housing needs of all income
categories. §65913.1. Appropriate standards mean those that “contribute
significantly” to the economic feasibility of producing housing at the lowest
possible cost for persons and families of low and moderate income. /d. By
requiring a conditional use permit for unrelated parolees or probationers to
live together, the ordinances impose additional and unnecessary costs,
time and expense in particular for housing for persons re-entering society
and subject to prison realignment. The new zoning restrictions also risk
increasing the cost of group housing for homeless persons and persons
with disabilities by making available sites more scarce and therefore more
costly. See Building Industry Association of San Diego, 27 Cal.App.4™ at
771 (growth control proposition facially conflicts with §65913.1 because it
does not “comply with standards contributing to the economic feasibility of
producing the lowest possible cost housing,” in light of the limited
exceptions to the growth controls imposed).

L The City Council Hearing Violates the City Charter and Los
Angeles Municipal Code Because Major Provisions have not
been Considered by the City Planning Commission

The proposed ordinances have changes substantially since the time they
were heard by the City Planning Commission in 2010. New provisions with
broad reach that were never considered by the City Planning Commission
include the Parolee-Probationer Home definition and citywide restrictions,
and the proposed expanded parking restrictions on group homes. The
municipal code, §11.5.5 provides:

Nor ordinance, order or resolution referred to in Charter
Section[] ... 558 shall be adopted by the Council unless it shall
first have been submitted fo the City Planning Commission for










City Council Letter on Proposed Ordinances Conflict
January 29, 2013
Page 17 of 18

report and recommendation.... The report and
recommendation shall indicate whether the proposed
ordinance, order or resolution is in conformance with the
General Plan ... and any other applicable requirement....

City Charter Section 558 sets forth the requirements for the creation or
change of any zones for the purpose of regulating land use. City Charter,
§558(a). The requirements include a report and recommendation of the
City Planning Commission, which shall be considered by the City Council.
City Charter §558(b). The current impactful proposals defining and
regulating boarding houses and parolee-probationer homes have never
been the subject of any City Planning Commission hearing,
recommendation or report. Thus, the full public process to amend the
zoning code has not been followed. The ordinances’ passage, without
benefit of the CPC’s input into its new and sweeping provisions, would
violate the City Charter and Municipal Code.

Conclusion

For all of the forgoing reasons, the City Council is urged to reject the
proposed ordinances as inconsistent with the Housing Element and in
violation of state law, and the City Municipal Code and the City Charter.

Sincerely,

Autumn M. Elliott
Associate Managing Attorney
Disability Rights California

/d@w ESMep—

Stephanie E. Haffner
Senior Litigator
Western Center on Law and Poverty
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Cc:

Antonio Villaraigosa, Mayor
June Lagmay, City Clerk
Amy Brothers, Deputy City Attorney

Exhibits:

1.

Letter of Andrew Beveridge to Laurel Impett dated January 29, 2013
(text); the complete letter including all exhibits is submitted to the
Council File under separate cover and incorporated by reference
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing (excerpts) (The full report,
incorporated by reference, is available here:
http://lahd.lacity.org/lahdinternet/Portals/0/Bids/RFPsRFQs/Analysis
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report and recommendation.... The report and
recommendation shall indicate whether the proposed
ordinance, order or resolution is in conformance with the
General Plan ... and any other applicable requirement....

City Charter Section 558 sets forth the requirements for the creation or
change of any zones for the purpose of regulating land use. City Charter,
§558(a). The requirements include a report and recommendation of the
City Planning Commission, which shall be considered by the City Council.
City Charter §558(b). The current impactful proposals defining and
regulating boarding houses and parolee-probationer homes have never
been the subject of any City Planning Commission hearing,
recommendation or report. Thus, the full public process to amend the
zoning code has nct been followed. The ordinances’ passage, without
benefit of the CPC’s input into its new and sweeping provisions, would
violate the City Charter and Municipal Code.

Conclusion

For all of the forgoing reasons, the City Council is urged to reject the
proposed ordinances as inconsistent with the Housing Element and in
violation of state law, and the City Municipal Code and the City Charter.

Sincerely,

Autumn M. Elliott \
Associate Managing Attorney AN
Disability Rights California

Stephanie E. Haffner
Senior Litigator
Western Center on Law and Poverty
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ANDREW A. BEVERIDGE, Ph.D.
50 MERRIAM AVENUE
BRONXVILLE, NEW YORK 10708
PHONE: 914-337-6237
FAX: 914-337-8210

January 29, 2013
Laurel Impett
Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP
396 Hayes Street
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Ms. Impett:
| am sending you the information below at the request of Disability

Rights California:
QUALIFICATIONS

1) | am a Professor of Sociology at Queens College and the
Graduate Center, City University of New York. My primary responsibilities
at the College and Graduate Center are teaching statistics and research
methods at the graduate and undergraduate level and conducting
quantitative, statistically-based social research. In July 2006, | assumed a
three-year term as chair of the department and began a second term in
July 2009. Trained at Yale University, | have been a professor since 1973,
first at Columbia University until 1981 and since then at Queens College
and the Graduate Center of CUNY. My areas of expertise include

demography, the statistical and quantitative analysis of social science
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datasets, most particularly including Census data, survey data and
administrative records. | am an expert in the application of Geographical
Information Systems (GIS) technology to the analysis of social patterns. |
regularly publish results in professional journals and peer reviewed books.
Some of my analyses have served as the basis for articles in the New York
Times, where | serve as a demographic consultant through an agreement
between Social Explorer, Inc., the CUNY Research Foundation and the
Times. | have served as a consultant to a number of public and private

entities, where | provide services related to demographic analysis.

2) | have testified as an expert in demographic and
statistical analysis, including affidavit testimony and the submission of
reports in a number of cases. A list of cases and other matters in which |

have provided opinions are listed in my résumé, attached as Exhibit 1.
ASSUMPTIONS

3) The purpose of this letter is to provide my expert analysis
of demographic information for the City of Los Angeles, as identified
herein, relative to the current draft of the proposed ordinance identified as

Los Angeles City Council File 11-0262.

4) My analysis, which is preliminary and done for the

purpose of placing relevant information before the Los Angeles City
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Council, reflects the following assumptions. In the event the final ordinance
does not include these assumptions, | would revisit my analysis to consider

if any modifications are appropriate.

5) This report assumes that there are certain changes
being proposed to the Los Angeles City Municipal Code, Chapter |
(Planning and Zoning Code), Chapter | General Provisions and Zoning,
Article 2 Specific Planning - Zoning Comprehensive Zoning Plan, Sec.
12.03, Definitions, and Section 12.24. The proposed changes are attached

as Exhibit 2.
6) This report further assumes that:

a. With one exception, the zones that aliow “Boarding or
Rooming Houses” or prohibit them would not change

under the proposed ordinance. See footnote 1, below.

b. However, the definition of “Boarding or Rooming
House” would change under the proposed ordinance,
with the result that some households will be newly
defined as a "Boarding or Rooming Houses" once the

ordinance passes.
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¢. Under the proposed ordinance, groups of four or more
renters living together in a building with two or fewer
units which do not meet the new definition of “Single
Housekeeping Unit” will not be a permitted use in
zones that do not permit “Boarding or Rooming

Houses.”

d. Individuals described in the above paragraph may
need to relocate to zones that will continue to allow
Rooming and Boarding Houses under the new
definitions, or may need to reduce the number of

renters in their dwelling.

e. Boarding and Rooming Houses will no longer be a
permitted use in RD zones except under very limited

circumstances.'

f. The new and revised definitions in the pending
ordinance, along with the proposed additional
revisions to the pending ordinance, will be applied to

current structures, dwelling units, and uses, so that

! Under the current zoning code, Boarding or Rooming Houses are permitted in RD
zones only if there are two or more buildings per lot. The proposed ordinance also

prohibits Boarding or Rooming Houses in single-family homes.
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those currently living in shared living arrangements, as
well as units currently classified as Boarding or

Rooming Houses, would be affected.

7) The Los Angeles Zoning Code, L.A.M.C. 12.00 et seq.
will allow or prohibit Boarding or Rooming Houses in each zone as

reflected in Columns 1, 2 and 3 of Exhibit 3.2

8) As noted above, to the extent that these assumptions

changed, | would need to examine the data in light of those changes.

DATA SOURCES

9) | used publicly available data, including the following:

a. Data produced by the United States Bureau of the
Census for the 2010 Census from the Summary File 1.
These data present a variety of tabulations or tables
based upon the 2010 Census. These data are publicly
available in various formats through the Census

website www.census.qov.

2 This report also assumes that in R2 zones, Boarding or Rooming Houses are
permitted on lots adjoining a lot in a commercial or industrial zone "provided that (a)
The use, including the accessory buildings and uses and required yards, does not
extend more than 65 feet from the boundary of the less restrictive zone which it adjoins;
and (b) The lot area per dwelling unit or guest rcom regulations of the RD1.5 zone shall

apply to these uses.”
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b. Data produced by the Census Bureau from the 2009-
2011 American Community Survey, which is a large
ongoing survey that has replaced the so-called
Census “long form.” | used the Public Use Micro-Data
Samples, which allowed me to create my own
tabulations. These data are available on the Census

Website at www.census.gov.

c. SAS, a widely-used data management, analysis, and
reporting computer program was used, along with

Microsoft EXCEL, a standard spreadsheet package.

d. A Geographic Information System (GIS) software
package called Maptitude, with Census boundary files
for Census 2010, as well as other mapping data, such

as streets and features.

e. A zoning map in computerized form map delineating
the zoning of each and every portion of Los Angeles

City. This map is available at http://planning.lacity.org/

f. A map of every parcel in Los Angeles County and data
from the assessment roll for Los Angeles County, of

which data from only Los Angeles City were used.
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Boundary Map and Local Roll available from

http://assessor.lacounty.gov/extranet/outsidesales/gisd

ata.aspx.

DATA RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

10) Using these data, | was able to compare both the
acreage and the number of parcels in the City of Los Angeles where
Boarding or Rooming Houses are permitted to the acreage and number of

parcels that do not allow Boarding or Rooming Houses.?

11) The third and fourth columns of Exhibit 3 present a
tabulation of acreage based upon an analysis of the Los Angeles City
zoning map using GIS, and a tabulation of the number of parcels affected
based upon a tabulation of the parcels in Los Angeles with a use code from
the Local Roll from the County Assessor. The Los Angeles County
Assessor provides data on the parcels in residential and other areas.

Using the map provided by the Assessor’s Office and the Official Los

Angeles Zoning map, it is possible to select the parcels that are in the City

3 In light of the current and proposed restrictions on Boarding or Rooming Houses in R2
and RD zones, | treated them as zones that do not allow Boarding or Rooming Houses
in my analysis. Additionally, Hillside zoning as a general matter appears to be an
overlay category, but there are some areas in the zoning map where it is coded as the
zoning category, and, as noted, there are some parcels in use in those areas. To be
conservative, | treated those parcels as allowing Boarding or Rooming Houses in my

analysis. However, the number and acres of parcels coded as “Hillside” are very small.
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of Los Angeles and identify their zoning classification. The parcel tabulation

is based upon zoning classifications, though the actual use may differ.

12) Exhibit 4, which is based upon Exhibit 3, shows the total
acreage and the total number of parcels in which Boarding or Rooming
Houses are restricted according the zoning code. The third and seventh
rows show the acreage and number of parcels that will no longer be
available to individuals currently sharing housing in these zones if their
living situation were to be considered to be Boarding or Rooming Houses.

13) Some 9.61% of residentially zoned land in Los Angeles
(approximately 13,266 acres) allows Boarding or Rooming Houses, while
90.39% of residentially zoned land (approximately 124,416 acres) does

not.

14) If the proposed ordinance were to become law, and thus
redefine Boarding or Rooming Houses and their permitted locations, there
would be a 90.39% reduction in residentially zoned land available to a
household sharing housing that became a “Boarding or Rooming Houses”
under the proposed ordinance because they would be limited to zones that

allow Boarding or Rooming Houses.

15) If you include non-residential zones that allow Boarding

or Rooming Houses, such as commercial zones, an additional 17,213
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acres (or 59,955 parcels) would be available to such households. However,
that would still represent at least an 80.34 percent reduction of acreage

and 77.63 percent reduction of parcels.

16) Of the 260,719 acres of zoned land in the City of Los

Angeles, 30,479 acres are zoned to allow Boarding or Rooming Houses.

17) However, even this land would not be available on any
site where the property owner was unable to add sufficient parking to meet

the modified parking requirements in the proposed ordinance.
18)

19) It is possible to arrive at an estimate of the number of
units and the number of people that could potentially be affected by the
relevant provisions of the proposed ordinance by using data from the 2010

Census and from the American Community Survey.

20) However, the Census data does not have categories that
allow for a differentiation between a “Single Housekeeping Unit” as defined
by the proposed ordinance and other types of households. Definitively
ascertaining whether four or more people residing together constitute a
“Single Housekeeping Unit” would require access to information on a) the

“ransient” or “non-transient’ nature of individuals in the group (“transient” is
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undefined in the proposed ordinance); b) whether the individuals are
“interactive” ("interactive” is undefined in the proposed ordinance); c)
whether the individuals have joint access to and use of all living, kitchen,
and eating areas within the dwelling unit, d) whether the individuals share
household activities and responsibilities such as meals, chores, expenses
and maintenance, and e} whether the makeup of the household is
determined by the members of the unit rather than by the landlord, property
manager, or other third party — information that the Census does not
collect. Exhibit 5 presents relevant Census definitions regarding living

quarters and household relationship.

21) To assess whether or not a household would be
considered a “Boarding or Rooming House™ under the proposed ordinance,
| applied information to determine whether or not the residents had a
“family” relationship with the householder, as classified by the Census.
Most generally, this would be a blood relative, but in-law relationships and
other non-blood family relationships would also be considered “family.”

(See Exhibit 5 for the Census definitions.)

22) To estimate the potential effects of the proposed

ordinance on current households and the number of persons living in those
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households, | used the Public Use Microdata Sampie from the 2009-2011

American Community Survey.* The results are shown in Exhibit 6.

23) Of the households living in a dwelling of two units or less,
| determined a) the number of owner-occupied households with four or
more renters with a non-“family” relationship with the householder and b)
the number of non-owner-occupied households with three or more renters
with a non-“family” relationship with the householder. Together, these

amounted to 6,335 housing units and 48,122 residents.

24) Because the proposed ordinance would also affect
households with four or more renters (regardless of blood or other “family”
relationship as defined by the Census) that could not meet the “Single
Housekeeping Unit” definition, | examined two other potential sets of units,

all of which include the set of units discussed in paragraph 19 above.

25) The first additional set includes the “family” units as

described, plus all rental “family” units with four or more persons in the

* The estimate assumes that one and two unit dwellings are in areas that are zoned for
them. The estimate of the number of units in such zones is generally comparable with
the number of units reported in the 2010 Census at the block level, when the zoning
areas are allocated to the block (using areal allocation where necessary). Such a
special tabulation could easily be ordered from the Census Bureau. However, there is
no reason to believe that the results would be materially different than those presented
here. The group potentially affected includes those that are in a rental household that
includes a family household (as defined by the Census) with three or more non-family
members (see Exhibit 5 for definitions), a rental household with four or more non-family
members, or in an owner occupied household with four or more non-family members.
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households where at least one of them had a non-“family” relationship to
the householder. With that definition some 23,089 units with 146,974

residents could be affected.

26) The second includes the “family” units as described, plus
all rental “family” units with four or more persons in the household. With
that definition, some 82,197 units with 473,396 residents could be affected.

(All of these estimates are presented in Exhibit 6.)

27) Beyond individuals living in households, some individuals
live in group quarters (see Exhibit 5 for definition). Particularly, those living
in the following sort of group quarters may be affected unless the home
falls within a specific category of facility protected by the exceptions in the

proposed ordinance:

Group homes intended for adults (code 801)—Group
homes intended for adults are community-based group
living arrangements in residential settings that are able to
accommodate three or more clients of a service provider.
The group home provides room and board and services,
including behavioral, psychological, or social programs.
Generally, clients are not related to the caregiver or to
each other. Group homes do not include residential
treatment centers or facilities operated by or for
correctional authorities.

28) To estimate the number of individuals in group quarters |
used a very detailed tabulation provided at the census tract level (PCT20)

from the Summary File 1 of the Census. Using this and the proportion of
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each Census Tract in the various zoning classifications, it is possible to get
an estimate of the potential impact on these sorts of group quarters for the
zoning restriction. The results of that estimate are the following: 3,182

residents may be in housing that is restricted by the new zoning changes.®

Sincerely,

(el B

Andrew A. Beveridge, Ph.D.

Attachments:

Exhibit 1, Curriculum Vitae

Exhibit 2, Summary of Select Proposed Changes to Section 12.03
and 12.24 of the Los Angeles Municipal Zoning Code

Exhibit 3, Zoning Classes, Boarding or Rooming House Restrictions,
Acres, and Parcels

Exhibit 4, Analysis of Potential Impact of Proposed Ordinance by
Acres and Parcels by Location

Exhibit 5, Excerpts from the “Census 2010 Summary File 1 Technical
Documentation Subject Definitions” concerning Living Quarters and
Households and Relationships

Exhibit 6, Estimates of Number of Units and Residents of Shared
Living Arrangements Potentially Disallowed under the Proposed Ordinance
Based upon Three Interpretations of the Effects of the Ordinance

® The estimate of the population affected used an areal allocation of the zoning
classification by census tract. A special tabulation that produced an estimate of both
units and population by Census block could be ordered from the relevant Census office.
However, there is no reason to believe that the results would be materially different than

those presented here.
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Executive
Summary

E.1 Purpose of the Report

Through the federally funded Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME
Investment Partnerships (HOME) programs, among other state and local programs, the
City of Los Angeles works to provide a decent living environment for all. Pursuant to
CDBG regulations [24 CFR Subtitle A §91.225(a)(1)], to receive CDBG funds the City
must certify that it "actively furthers fair housing choice” through the following:

»  Completion of an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al);
= Actions to eliminate identified impediments; and
= Maintenance of fair housing records.

The City of Los Angeles is committed towards providing equal housing opportunities for
all residents. The fundamental goal of this commitment is to eliminate housing
discrimination and to make housing choice a reality.

This Analysis of Impediments (AI) to Fair Housing Choice report represents the City's
objective assessment of the nature and extent of fair housing concerns in the City, and
the potential impediments to making fair housing choice available to its residents.
Based on this assessment, the City will develop an action plan with timeline and
objectives to address the impediments identified.

E.2 Defining Fair Housing

Throughout this report, fair housing is defined as:

Fair housing is defined as a condition in which individuals of similar income levels
in the same housing market have a like range of choice available to them
regardless of race, color, ancestry, national origin, religion, sex, disability, age,
marital status, familial status, sexual orientation, source of income, or any other
category which may be defined by law now or in the future.

Impediments to fair housing choice are:

Any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of race, color, ancestry,
national origin, religion, sex, disability, age, marital status, familial status, sexual
orientation, source of income which restrict housing choices or the availability of
housing choices; or

Any actions, omissions, or decisions which have the effect of restricting housing
choices or the availability of housing choices on the basis of race, color, ancestry,
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national origin, religion, sex, disability, age, marital status, familial status, sexual
orientation, source of income.

Though critical, the lack of affordable housing is not considered a fair housing issue in
itself. Neither federal nor State fair housing laws identify low and moderate income
households as a protected class. While housing affordability is not a fair housing issue
per se, the increased demand for housing and the dwindling supply may create
conditions where fair housing violations become a common part of the competition in the
housing market. This study therefore assesses the impact of high housing costs in the
City on low and moderate income households, and households with special housing
needs. Fair housing concerns may arise to the extent that the lack of affordable housing
disproportionately impacts groups that are protected by fair housing laws.

E.3 Scope of AI Analysis

This AI reviews the laws, regulations, conditions or other possible obstacles that may
affect an individual or a household’s access to housing. Specifically, the Al contains:

» A comprehensive review of the laws, regulations, and administrative policies,
procedures, and practices;

* An assessment of how those laws, regulations, policies, procedures, and practices
affect the location, availability, and accessibility of housing; and

= An assessment of conditions, both public and private, affecting fair housing
choice.

E.4 Community Participation

As part of the Al process, the report incorporates the issues and concerns of residents,
housing professionals, and service providers. To assure the report responds to
community concerns, an outreach program consisting of the following was conducted:

Five community workshops

Residential fair housing survey

Fair housing focus group meetings with service providers
Interviews with key service providers

Interviews with housing industry representatives
Interviews with financial institutions and housing companies

E.5 Summary of Report
E.5.1 Community Profile

The City of Los Angeles has the second largest city in the nation, with residents
representing hundreds of countries and every continent. Race and ethnicity have
implications on housing choice in that certain socioeconomic variables correlate with
race. For instance, ethnic minority populations in Los Angeles have not achieved
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homeownership as readily as the White population. Minority households are more
reliant on the rental housing market for accommeodation and may be disproportionately
impacted by fair housing issues in the rental market.

Households with different characteristics have unique housing needs and may face
different impediments in the housing market. Large households, seniors, and the
disabled are “special needs” households examined in the Al, as summarized below.

Large households have special housing needs due to their generally lower per-capita
income and the lack of adequately sized, affordable housing. Large households often
face discrimination in the housing market, particularly in the rental housing market.
This special needs group was found to have experienced a higher level of housing
problems (cost burden, overcrowding, and substandard housing conditions) than other
households did in Los Angeles. Almost all (93 percent) of large renter-households
experienced housing problems.

Seniors, particularly those with disabilities, often face increased difficulty in finding
housing accommodations or face targeted evictions. Their low-income status limits their
ability to balance the need for housing and other necessities such as healthcare.

Single-parent households are likely to have special needs for housing near day care
and recreation facilities and to have access to public transportation. Households headed
by females are especially likely to need assistance because women continue to earn less
on average than men do in comparable jobs., Low income female-headed households
with children experience additional burdens when combined with limited transportation
resources.

Fair housing choice for persons with disabilities may be compromised based on the
nature of their disability. While housing discrimination is not covered by the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA), the Fair Housing Act prohibits housing discrimination against
persons with disabilities, including persons with HIV/AIDS. Persons with physical,
mental, and developmental disabilities often require special housing to accommodate
their conditions, and may face discrimination in the housing market,

Persons with HIV/AIDS face an array of barriers to obtaining and maintaining
affordable, stable housing. For many, the persistent shortage of stable housing is the
primary barrier to consistent medical care and treatment. Many people face illegal
eviction from their homes when their iliness is exposed.

E.5.2 Lending Practices

One of the key aspects of fair housing choice is equal access to credit for the purchase
or improvement of a home. Using Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data, the Al
reviews the lending practices of financial institutions and the access to financing for all
households, particularly minority households and those with very low- or low- incomes.
The Al also examines lending patterns in low and moderate-income neighborhoods and
areas of minority concentration. Both conventional and government-backed loans were
examined.
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E.5.3 Public Policies

Public policies may affect the pattern of housing development, the availability of housing
choices, and access to housing. The Al reviews the various policies that may impact
housing choices in Los Angeles. Policy and planning documents adopted by the City and
associated agencies were reviewed to evaluate the potential impediments to fair housing
choice and affordable housing development, including local municipal, building,
occupancy, health, and safety codes.

E.5.4 Current Fair Housing Profile

Implementation of fair housing practices is achieved through a network of realtors,
apartment associations, housing associations, fair housing providers, and the courts.
The Al provides an overview of issues identified by residents and service providers via
interviews and surveys; institutional structure of the housing industry and how they may
impact fair housing; and fair housing services available to residents.

E.6 Impediments and Recommendations

5.6.1 Impediments

Impediments identified can be grouped into private sector impediments induced by
market conditions and socioeconomic characteristics, and public sector impediments
resulted from regulations, policies, and procedures. When identifying recommendations,
this AI focuses on actions that are directly related to fair housing issues and can be
implemented within the resources and authority of the participating jurisdictions, as well
as within the five-year timeframe of this Al. General recommendations, such as
supporting the efforts of other agencies or enhancing affordability, are not included.

Access to Financing

* Conventional home loan financing, income: Approval rates were highest
among the upper-income applicants and lowest among lower-income applicants.
The ability of lower-income households in accessing financing is an ongoing
housing affordability issue, but not a fair housing issue per se.

= Conventional home loan financing, race/ethnicity: White, Joint, and Asian
applicants had the highest approval rates throughout the City while Black
applicants consistently had the lowest approval rating. Additionally, approval
rates vary widely among ethnic groups within the same income categories. Black
and Hispanic applicants frequently received the lowest approval rate regardless of
income,

* Government-backed loans: Overall applications for government-backed loans
were relatively low for most ethnicities. One exception is Hispanics who are
overrepresented in the applicant pool.

* Lenders: Approval rates differ significantly between lenders in Los Angeles, with
the largest discrepancy at 34 percentage points.
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* Subprime lending activity: This Al found that loan applicants in the Harbor
Area had significantly higher approval rates by subprime lenders than all lenders
as a whole.

According to HUD’s 2000 analysis of HMDA data for Los Angeles County,
minorities and residents of low-income neighborhoods are more likely than others
to receive loans on the subprime market. UCLA studies also found evidence of a
relationship between subprime lending and low-income, highly tax-delinquent
areas with many elderly and minority residents. It was also found that African-
Americans are approximately twice as likely as White applicants to refinance on
the subprime market.

= Purchased loans: In recent years, the practice of selling mortgage loans by the
originators to other lenders is prevalent. Allegations have been made that
predatory lending is more likely to occur with this practice. Within the City's
Neighborhood Service Areas, the percentage of loans purchased ranged as high
as 43 percent in the North Valley area. Among racial groups, Blacks had the
highest percentage of loans purchased, with 17.1 percent, followed closely by
Hispanics with 16.9 percent.

Public Policies

= Zoning: Despite the apparent capacity of the City to accommodate additional
housing for all income and special needs groups, a study prepared in 2000
concludes that most of the available development capacity is in small parcels that
would be difficuilt to assemble for feasible residential projects and that differences
in building code requirements for commercial and residential development could
impede mixed-use projects in commercial areas.

* Regulations Affecting Housing Choice for Special Needs Groups: According
to a study prepared for the Los Angeles Housing Department, the City’s zoning
code contains several potential impediments to fair housing choice. These
potential impediments include definitions affecting occupancy of housing; use
definitions; and reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities.
Additionally, recovery homes are currently not permitted within 600 feet of a
school.

= Section 8 vouchers: Long waiting periods for assistance are commaon since
demand often exceeds the limited resources available. The financial incentives to
participate in the Section 8 program are less attractive in a tight housing market
than in a housing market with high vacancy rates. Primarily in economically
depressed neighborhoods, where the housing and neighborhood conditions are
less than ideal, would voucher recipients likely find rental units that accept
voucher payments. Researchers have also found that owners accepting Section 8
vouchers prefer senior households to families. This practice creates a potential
fair housing concern.

= Coordination with Housing Authority: Housing Authority monitors only Ffair
housing issues covered by Federal law. State protected classes are often not
listed on Housing Authority materials. There have been complaints that the
Housing Authority is non-responsive with regard to fair housing complaints,
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Fair Housing Services

* Need for expanded capacity: The City’s geography and dense population make
outreach and assistance to all residents difficult. The community outreach
meetings conducted for the report revealed that residents are oftentimes simply
unaware of their rights and do not know where to begin when they feel they have
been discriminated against. There appears to be a need for additional fair
housing service capacity in order to reach more residents and provide more
comprehensive service.

* Need for increased assistance to homebuyers: Fair housing services often
focus more on the rental market and less on the home purchase market.
Although the majority of housing discrimination cases typically arise from rental
situations, there are indications that potential homebuyers have experienced
discrimination as well.

* Limited number of fair housing service providers: Only three fair housing
service providers serve the entire County of Los Angeles - Housing Rights Center,
Fair Housing Council of San Fernando Valley, and Fair Housing Foundation. Each
of these three fair housing councils provides services for specific regions within
the County. The limited number of qualified fair housing service providers offers
little choice for the City.

5.6.2 Actions

While the Al identifies a number of potential issues, certain issues are beyond the ability
of a local jurisdiction to address, such as those related to lending practices. The actions
identified below represent those that can be feasibly addressed by the City.

Housing and Household Characteristics

Reasonable Accommodation Ordinance: In response to the increased concern over
housing problems faced by persons with disabilities, the City prepared the draft
Reasonable Accommodation Ordinance that outlines provisions for reasonable
accommodation and the process and procedure for requesting accommodation and
zoning changes. The Ordinance also addresses most of the impediments identified in
the November 2002 Fair Housing Impediments Study by Mental Health Services, Inc.
The City will:

— Pursue adoption of the Ordinance by Spring 2005.

Access to Financing

Predatory Lending Ordinance: In response to the rising concerns regarding predatory
lending practices in the Los Angeles area, the City adopted the Anti-Predatory Loans
Ordinance. Implementation of the Ordinance is pending, due to a similar ordinance
adopted by the City of Oakland that is tied up in court. Pending the Supreme Court
decision on the Qakland anti-predatory lending ordinance, the City of Los Angeies will
pursue either:

- Implementation of the ordinance; or
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- Further investigation into the establishment of such an ordinance to curb
predatory lending practices in the City.

Public Policies

Affordable housing policies and incentives: Many of the City's fair housing issues,
particularly those faced by renters, stem from a lack of affordable housing choice for
lower income households. The shortage of affordable housing is not a fair housing
concern in itself; however, this situation created a market condition that is conducive to
discriminatory practices. With an abundance of willing takers and short housing supply,
landlords are more likely to discriminate and screen out “undesirable” tenants.

In addition to providing direct subsidies for the construction of affordable housing using
a variety of funding sources (e.g. HOME, CDBG, HOPWA, and redevelopment housing
set-aside funds), the City may consider developing appropriate incentives and policies to
expand affordable housing opportunities. The City may explore the following options:

- Inclusionary housing policy (under study);

- Commercial linkage fees;

- Use of City-owned vacant/underdeveloped properties for affordable housing;
and/or

- Incentives to consolidated small lots for affordable housing.

Improve coordination with Housing Authority: As an agency receiving HUD funds,
the Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles (HACLA) is also required to actively
further fair housing choice through: 1) completion of an Analysis of Impediments to Fair
Housing Choice; 2) Actions to eliminate identified impediments; and 3) Maintenance of
fair housing records, HACLA is responsible for conducting its own Al to evaluate
impediments specific to the agency. However, as part of the City’s Al, impediments
relating to the policies, procedures, and operation of HACLA have been identified. The
City should coordinate with HACLA to address the following:

- Address findings in HACLA’s Al that relate to larger City policies, procedures, and
operation;

- Coordinate the distribution of fair housing materials that cover not only the
federal but also the State protected classes; and

- Arrange with the fair housing service providers to offer fair housing education
workshops with Section 8 and public housing residents.

Fair Housing Services

Fair housing services review: In order to better design a fair housing program that
addresses the specific needs of residents, the City should periodically review the scope
of work for fair housing services.

Reporting on fair housing services should not only focus on “outputs” but also
“outcomes” of services. Outcome-based performance measures allow the City to better
evaluate the cost effectiveness of various service components. For example, instead of
reporting cutreach efforts based on the number of pieces of literature distributed or
number of presentations made, reporting should include information on increased
reporting as a result of outreach efforts.
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Another concern regarding fair housing services is the lack of qualified comprehensive
fair housing service providers in the region. Over the long term, lack of competition
may potentially lead to decreased levels of services, responsiveness, and accountability,

Discussions with the fair housing service providers indicate that the appropriate scope of
work is often a balance between needs and funding availability. If funding is available,
the fair housing service providers recommend the following areas of
improvements/additional services:

= Proactive outreach to immigrant communities, persons with disabilities, and
gay/lesbian/transgender/bisexual persons

= Increased budget for sales audits

= Technology improvements

* Special study to evaluate the effectiveness of outreach approaches

To improve fair housing services, the City should:

= Initiate a comprehensive review of its contract requirements for providing fair
housing services.

= Establish quantitative and qualitative performance measures and research into
comparable cities’ fair housing services.

* Consider expanding scope of work for future years to address discriminatory
practices in the homebuying process. Specifically, audits/testing may need to be
performed periodically for home sales and lending.

* Restructure its RFP for fair housing services to allow for more competition in
proposals from service providers in order to expand capacity.

* Continue the Don't Borrow Trouble Campaign.
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Since the mid-1980s, CRA has committed between 40 to 50 percent of its resources to
providing affordable housing for low and moderate income residents, well above the
minimum requirements of state law. The CRA also established several citywide housing
programs to ensure that the benefits of redevelopment assist low and moderate income
residents throughout Los Angeles.

5.1.5 Zoning

Capacity to Accommodate Additional Housing

Each of the land use designations set forth in the City’s General Plan corresponds to one
or more of the zoning districts established in the Zoning Code. The density
requiremnents specified in the Zoning Code adhere to the General Plan Land Use Element.
The City’s zoning districts allow for a variety of housing types and densities, from
agricultural residential at less than one dwelling unit per acre to high density at over 200
dwelling units per acre.

Table 5-4 summarizes the adjusted remaining dwelling unit development potential
reported by the City in 1994. Between January 1, 1994 and January 1, 2004, 33,190
additional dwelling units were constructed in Los Angeles, at least 14,191 units through
low density residential land use categories, 15,123 units in the low to medium density
categories, and 3,876 units in the medium to high categories.? The amount of housing
construction over the past ten years represented about six percent of the City’'s
remaining residential development capacity as of 1994. Over 40 percent of the City's
remaining housing development potential is in zoning categories that permit densities
greater than 54 dwelling units per acre, while an additional 47 percent is in zoning
districts permitting multi-family residential densities between 8 and 28 dwelling units
per acre. Single-family residential land at densities of less than eight units per acre
adds another 10 percent to the City’s sites inventory. With a few exceptions, each of
the subregions has residential development potential for all housing types (low through
high density).

Despite the apparent capacity of the City to accommodate additional housing for ail
income and special needs groups, a study prepared in 2000 concludes that most of the
available development capacity is in small parcels that would be difficult to assemble for
feasible residential projects and that differences in building code requirements for
commaercial and residential development could impede mixed-use projects in commercial
areas.

2 California Department of Finance, E-5 report. Assumes an approximate correspondence
between housing types (for example, single-family detached) and a density range typically
associated with that housing type.

3 “In Short Supply: Recommendations of the Housing Crisis Task Force,” May 2000, page 10.

Public Policies 5-13





Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

Table 5-4: Remaining Dwelling Unit Capacity by Subregion

3,595

3,595

o

% ¢

31,977

NELA 0 31,977 0 35,572
South LA 3,321 0 3,321 63,133 0 63,133 66,453
Metro Center 23,160 4,398 27,558 29,887 4,678 34,565 62,123
SW LA 1,463 15,130 16,593 19,979 0 19,9749 36,571
Central 1,789 30,374 32,163 105 1,431 1,536 33,699
SW valley 1,711 0 1,711 23,389 2,938 26,327 28,038
NE Valley 2,563 4,244 6,806 19,623 16,563 36,186 42,992
NW Valley 30,115 9,776 39,891 16,521 2,440 18,960 58,851
SE Valley 17,907 23,119 41,025 7,446 11,604 19,050 60,075
West LA 2,223 25,531 27,754 2,905 15,616 18,521 46,275
Harbor 7,502 15,365 22,867 36,461 529 36,990 59,657
TOTAL 95,346 127,937 | 223,283 251,425 55,798 | 307,223 | 530,506
% 18.0% 24.1% 42.1% 47.4% 10.5% 57.9% | 100.0%

du/ac = dwelling units per acre

1. Assuming that the adjustment factor is 30% in Commercial Zones and B0% in Residentlal Zones.
2. Corresponds to "Very Laow Income”, "Low Income", and "Moderate Income" housing.
3. Corresponds to the "Above Moderate Income” housing.

Source: Los Angeles City Planning Department, December 1994,

Definition of Family

Local governments may restrict access to housing for households failing to qualify as a
“family” by the definition specified in the zoning ordinance. Even if the code provides a
broad definition, deciding what constitutes a “family” should be avoided to prevent
confusion or give the impression of restrictiveness. Furthermore, Landlords or property
owners may refuse to rent or sell units to households not meeting the definition of

family.

The City’s Zoning Code defines “family” in a potentially restrictive manner that could
limit the number of unrelated individuals from sharing housing. The City’s Zoning Code

defines a “family” as:

An individual or two or more persons related by blood or marriage, or a
group of not more than 5 persons (excluding servants) who need not be
related by blood or marriage, living together in a dwelling unit, except that
there may be up to 4 foster children, 16 years of age or under, where the
total number of persons living in a dwelling unit does not exceed 8 and
providing the keeping of the foster children is licensed by the State of

California as a fulltime foster care homne.
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California court cases® have ruled that an ordinance that defines a “family” as (a) an
individual, (b) two or more persons related by blood, marriage or adoption, or (c) a
group of not more than a certain number of unrelated persons as a single housekeeping
unit, is invalid. These cases have explained that defining a family in a manner that
distinguishes between blood-related and non-blood related individuals does not serve
any legitimate or useful objective or purpose recognized under the zoning and land
planning powers of the City, and therefore violates rights of privacy under the California
Constitution. A zoning ordinance also cannot regulate residency by discrimination
between biologically related and unrelated persons.

In general, the City's definition of “family” has the potential to discriminate non-
traditional families such as gay and lesbian couples, or certain cultures that prefer living
with extended family members and friends. Specific impediments to housing for persons
with disabilities presented by this definition are discussed in Section 5.1.6.

Alternative Housing Types that Can Expand Housing Choice

The Los Angeles Zoning Code defines several alternative housing types that increase
housing choices for special needs groups and lower-income residents of Los Angeles.

Secondary (Accessory) Living Units: Under the requirements of state law, the City
is required to permit second units in all residential zones that allow single-family homes
according to an administrative permit process. The City permits secondary dwelling
units in single-family zones by right provided certain conditions are made. The required
conditions vary by zone but relate primarily to minimum lot size and lot width, kitchen
facility, adjacent land use, and height limit.

Factory-Built Homes, Mobilehomes, and Mobilehome Parks: State law requires
factory built homes and mobilehomes complying with the federal Manufactured Housing
Construction and Safety Standards Act of 1974 and that are installed on a permanent
foundation be permitted on any parcel on which the City allows conventional single-
family homes that are built on site and under the same development standards as the
“site-built” homes. Mobilehome parks are permitted in the City's Residential
Mobilehome Park district.

Shelter for the Homeless: The City permits homeless shelters in R-4, R-5, and C-2
through CM zones. The Housing Element indicates significant development capacity in
these zones to accommodate residential uses and facilities, including homeless shelters,
although most sites with development capacity are either small, vacant sites that are
difficult to develop, or underused sites that require redevelopment.

Boarding or Rooming Houses: The City permits boarding and rooming houses in R-3
through R-5 zones and in all commercial zones, These provisions of the City’s Zoning
Code greatly expand housing cpportunities for individuals who cannot afford, or who
may prefer the benefits of, a boarding or rooming home over a conventional dwelling
unit.

4 City of Santa Barbara v. Adamson (1980) and City of Chula Vista v. Pagard (1981), among
others.
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5.1.6 Impacts of Land Use and Zoning Regulations and
Practices on Housing for Persons with Disabilities

In 2002, the City of Los Angeles commissioned Mental Health Advocacy Services, Inc. to
conduct a fair housing impediments study to review the City's Zoning Code and identify
land use and zoning regulations, practices, and procedures that serve to impede the
development, siting, and use of housing for persons with disabilities.®> Specifically, the
study focused on the following aspects:

» The Zoning Code’s definition of “family” may illegally restrict the residential zones
in which housing for persons with disabilities may be located: and

» The use of a variance process for the siting of housing for persons with
disabilities in all residential zones except in high density multi-family residential
zones; and

* The lack of a reasonable accommodation procedure to relieve housing for persons
with disabilities from strict compliance with land use and zoning regqulations and
practices.

Much of the following discussion is summarized from the Fair Housing Study: How Land
Use and Zoning Regulations and Practices Impact Housing for Individuals with
Disabilities, by the Mental Health Advocacy Services, Inc.

Impediments Related to the Definition of “Family”

As discussed earlier, the City’s Zoning Code definition of “family” could restrict the
number of unrelated individuals, including individuals with special needs, from sharing
housing. This definition of “family” has led to a number of fair housing impediments
either directly in the Zoning Code or indirectly in the interpretation (practice) of the
Code.

Zoning Code Impediment: Potential Discrimination against Unrelated Persons
Living together

The City's definition of “family” infringes upon the privacy rights of unrelated persons to
live together. A restrictive definition of “family” may illegally limit the development and
siting of group homes for persons with disabilities but not the housing for families that
are similarly sized or situated.

Practice Impediment: Consideration of Personal Characteristics in Land Use
and Zoning Decisions

The Zoning Code should regulate based on the type of housing, but fair housing laws
prohibit land use and zoning decisions be based on certain personal characteristics of the
residents, including that they are individuals with disabilities. In implementing the
Code, the City distinguishes between a congregate living arrangement for individuals
with disabilities in recovery from that for elderly individuals, many of whom have
disabilities.

5 Fair Housing Impediments Study: How Land Use and Zoning Regulations and Practices Impact
Housing for Individuals with Disabilities. Kim Savage, Mental Health Advocacy Services, Inc.,
November 2002,
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Practice Impediment: Restrictions Imposed on Households More than Six
Individuals with Disabilities

California law does not require a Conditional Use Permit for housing for individuals with
disabilities. The Community Care Facilities Act requires that local jurisdictions in their
zoning regulations treat residential care facilities for six or fewer individuals with
disabilities as a single family for purposes of siting. However, most jurisdictions in
California interpret this act as allowing the imposition of restrictions on residential care
facilities for more than six persons. While under the Fair Housing Act, jurisdictions may
have reasonable restrictions on the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy
a unit, the restrictions cannot be based on the characteristics of the occupants. Rather,
the restrictions must apply to all residents and are based on health and safety
standards. Therefore, imposing restrictions on community care facilities for six or more
persons with disabilities violates the Fair Housing Act.

Practice Impediment: Mischaracterization of Housing for Individuals with
Disabilities

The City has a general practice of determining that housing for more than six individuals
with disabilities as a boarding or rooming house or hotel use that is permitted by right
only in high density multi-family residential zones. In order for a boarding or rooming
house to be located in lower density residential zones, a variance must be obtained from
the City. A hotel use is not permitted in any residential zone. Therefore, the practice of
categorizing housing for more than six individuals with disabilities as a boarding or
rooming house or hotel use has the effect of denying housing opportunities for
individuals with disabilities in violation of fair housing laws.

Practice Impediment: Mischaracterization of Housing with Supportive Services
on Site for Residents with Disabilities

There is a common view that housing for individuals with disabilities is a commercial use
because the residents pay to live in a group living arrangement and receive medical care
and other assistance on site. This interpretation subjects such housing to commaercial
land use and zoning regulations and often, a business license. However, a single family
engages in comparable management functions (e.g., gardener or housekeeper) is not
subject to the same regulations. A practice or regulation that treats housing for
individuals with disabilities as a commercial use when the same determination is not
applied to similarly situated and functioning families singles out individuals with
disabilities in a discriminatory manner.

Impediments Related to the Lack of a Fair Housing Reasonable
Accommodation Procedure and the Variance Process

Both State and federal fair housing laws mandate provisions for reasonable
accommodation for housing for persons with disabilities. The State Housing Element law
also requires that local jurisdictions address constraints to housing for persons with
disabilities, including the provision of reasonable accommodation.
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Zoning Code Impediment: Lack of a Fair Housing Reasonabie Accommodation
Procedure

The City has a duty to provide reasonable accommodation in land use and zoning
regulations and practices to individuals with disabilities. However, the City lacks an
established procedure to comply with this requirement, potential denying housing
opportunities for individuals with disabilities.

Zoning Code Impediment: Variance Process is Overused for Siting Housing for
Individuals with Disabilities

The City’s Zoning Code permits housing for individuals with disabilities for more than six
persons by right only in the R3 and higher density multi-family residential zones. A
variance process is used for siting housing for individuals with disabilities in lower
density residential zones. Typically, use of a variance requires the applicant prove
“hardship” based on certain unique characteristics of the property. Most jurisdictions
use the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process, which requires a showing that the
proposed use will not negatively impact the surrounding properties. While both the
variance and CUP processes may serve to impede housing for individuals with
disabilities, the CUP process may be more appropriate in some instances. Specifically, a
variance is granted on the basis of the physical characteristics of the property, and
therefore does not constitute a compliance with the reasonable accommodation
requirement which considers the disabilities of the residents.

Impediment Related to the Siting of Treatment Programs for
Individuals with Disabilities

The California Welfare and Institution Code provides that any zone in which hospitals or
nursing homes are permitted either by right or via a CUP process, mental health
treatment programs (both inpatient and outpatient) are permitted.

Zoning Code Impediment: Distinguishing, for Purposes of Siting Restrictions,
between Types of Treatment Facilities Based on Service to Individuals with
Disabilities

The City’s Zoning Code makes distinction between treatment facilities based on service
to individuals with disabilities. Treatment facilities that serve individuals with contagious
diseases, mental disabilities, or drug or alcohol substance abuse problems are prohibited
from locating in any residential zone unless a variance is obtained from the City. They
are permitted by right in the C2 zone.

In contrast, treatment facilities that do not serve those with contagious diseases, mental
disabilities, or drug or alcohol substance abuse problems are permitted by right in RS
and via a CUP in R2, RD, R3, and R4. They are also permitted by right in C1, C1.5, and
C2 zones.

Zone Code Impediment: Prohibition against Locating Treatment Programs for
those with Disabilities within 600 feet of Schools

The State has imposed a 300-foot spacing requirement between licensed residential care
facilities, but local jurisdictions have the option to waive the requirement. However, the
City Zoning Code prohibits the siting of a hospital, sanitarium or clinic for mental, or
drug or liquor addict cases within 600 feet of a school. This prohibition singles out
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individuals with disabilities, those with mental disabilities, and those in recovery for
substance abuse. This restriction violates State fair housing laws with regard to
residential clinics or ADA with regard to non-residential uses, as well as the Welfare and
Institution Code that requires mental health treatment programs be permitted in any
zone where hospitals and nursing homes are permitted.

Impediment Related to Political Influence

Practice Impediment: In Land Use and Zoning Decision-Making and Funding
Approval for Housing for Individuals with Disabilities, Political Concerns are
Given Too Much Weight

The City’s Area Planning Commissions (APCs) and Neighborhood Councils are intended
to make government more localized and increase neighborhood involvement in decision-
making. However, both systems have the potential for cultivating “"Not-In-My-Backyard”
(NIMBY) opposition to the development, siting, and use of housing for persons with
disabilities (see further discussions under Section 5.7, Community Participation). APC
members are political appointees with substantial authority in land use and zoning
decision-making. Neighborhood Councils have the ability to use early notification
system to communicate and gather community opposition to housing projects.

City Response

To address the constraints identified by the Fair Housing Impediment Study, the City
proposed to adopt a Reasonable Accommodation Ordinance. As adopted, the Ordinance
would achieve the following:

= Establish a standard procedure for requesting reasonable accommodation.

= Revise the definition of “family” in the Zoning Code to read “one or more persons
living together in a dwelling unit, with common access to, and common use of all
living, kitchen, and eating areas within the dwelling unit.”

= Remove the distinction between treatment facilities based on service to
individuals with disabilities for land use and zoning purposes.

5.2 Rent Stabilization

The Los Angeles City Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO), adopted in 1979 as Chapter XV
of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, is intended to safeguard tenants from excessive and
unjustified rent increases and unfair evictions. The City Council designed the law to
protect tenants from excessive rent increases while allowing the landiords a reasonable
return on their investment. Rental units subject to the Ordinance, and which must be
registered, include: apartments, condominiums, townhouses, duplexes, two or more
dwelling units on the same lot, mobile homes, mobile home parks, and rooms in a hotel,
motel, rooming house or boarding house occupied by the same tenant for 30 or more
consecutive days.

The Rent Stabilization Ordinance addresses allowable rent increases, the registration of
rental units, the 12 legal reasons for eviction, and the causes for eviction requiring
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uring 2011, for the third
D consecutive year, the
number of adults under

community supervision declined.

FIGURE 1
Adults under community supervision at yearend, 1980-2011

Yearend population (in mllllons) Annual percent change

At yearend 2011, there were about 7 12
A\ Annual percent change

4,814,200 adults under community
supervision, down 1.5% or 71,300
offenders from the beginning of
the year (figure 1). The community
supervision population includes
adults on probation, parole, or any
other post-prison supervision {see
text box on page 2 for definitions of
probation and parole).
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population drove the decline in Nnte:lAnnuaI chra:ingt;1 was based on Lhe difference betwefen lhejagualr 1 and December 21

populations within the reporting year. See Methodology for more details. The apparent decrease
the total {lumber Of_ a‘dults under observed In the community supervison and probation rates batween 2007 and 2008 was due to
community supervision. In 2011, achange in scope for lwo jusisdictions and does not reflect actual declinas in the populations.
the probation population fell 2%, See Probation and Parole in the United States, 2010, BJS wehsite, NJC 236019, November 2011, for
a description of changes in reporting methods.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statlstics, Annual Surveys of Probation and Parole, 1980-2011.

HIGHLIGHTS

m The number of adults under community m The rate of incarceration among probationers at risk
supervision declined by about 71,300 during 2011, for violating their conditions of supervision in 2011
down to 4,814,200 at yearend. (5.5%) was consistent with the rate in 2000 (5.5%).

m A 2% decline in the probation population along m Nearly 853,900 adults were on parole at yearend
with a 1.6% increase in the parole population 2011; about 1.1 million adults moved onto or off
accounted for the overall change in the community parole during the year.
supervision population. B Both parole entries {down 3.4%) and exits (down

m Atyearend 2011, for the first time since 2002, the 5.39%) declined between 2010 and 2011.

U.S. probation populaticn fell below 4 million. m During 2011, the state parole population grew

& During 2011, about 4.3 million adults moved cnto 1.1%, from about 736,800 to 744,700, while the
or off probation; probation entries (2,109,500) federal population grew 5.1%, from 103,800 to
declined for the fourth consecutive year while 109,100.
probatror? 0B eEdlel e ie e & Slightly more than half (52%) of parolees completed
consecutive year. . L. .

their term of supervision or were discharged early
a Two-thirds (66%) of probationers completed their in 2011, unchanged from 2010.

term of supervision or were discharged early during
2011, about the same percentage as in 2009 and
2010 (65% in both years).

Among parolees at risk for violating thelr conditions
of supervision, about 12% were relncarcerated
during 2011, down fram more than 15% in 2006.
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from an estimated 4,053,100 to 3,971,300. While the parole
population increased 1.6% during 2011, the increase was

not enough to offset the overall decrease in the community
supervision population. At yearend 2011, 1 in 50 adults in the
US. were under community supervision.

Data in this report were collected through the Bureau of Justice
Statistics’ (BJS) Annual Probation Survey and Annual Parole
Survey. Both surveys began in 1980 and collect data from U.S.
probation and parole agencies that supervise adults. (See text
box at the bottom of the page.) In these data, an adult is any
person subject to the jurisdiction of an adult trial court or
corrections agency. Juveniles prosecuted as adults in a criminal
court are considered adults. Respondents are asked to report
the number of adults on probation or parole at the beginning
and end of each reporting year, the number entering and
exiting supervision during the reporting year, characteristics
of the populations al yearend, and other information. The
reporting methods for some probation and parole agencies
have changed over time (see Methodology). See appendix tables
for additional 2011 data by jurisdiction.

Community supervision population in 2011 fell below the
2003 level

‘The number of U.S. adults under community supervision
(4,814,200) declined during 2011(appendix table 1). This
represents the third consecutive within-year decrease in this
population. In 2011, the population fell below the level not
observed since 2003 (4,847,500).

' BJS definition of probation and parole
Probation is a tourt-ordered period of correctional
supervision in the community, generally as an altamnative
to incarceration. In some cases, probation can bea

combined sentence of incarceration followed by a pe*rrod'
of community supervision,

Parole is a period of conditional supervised release in the
community following & prison term. It includes paraless
released through discretionary or mandatory supervised
release from prison, those released through other types
of post-custody conditional supervisian, and those
sentenced to a term of supervised releasa:
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This downward trend in the community supervision
population is relatively recent. The U.S. saw increasing
numbers of adults under community supervision from 1980
through 2008. During that period, growth rates fluctuated
from a high of 10.9% in 1983 to a low of 0.5% in 2004. The
number of adults under community supervision declined for
the first time in 2009 and continued to decline through 2011.

During 2011, the probation population declined by about
81,800, falling below 4 million {figure 2; appendix table 2),
This level was [asl observed in 2002 (3,995,200) and marked
the third consecutive within-year decline in the population.
Since probationers accounted for about 82% of the adults
under community supervision, the trend observed among the
community supervision population was largely driven by the
trend in the probation population. Between 1980 and 2008,
the growth of the probation population fluctuated from a high
of 10.7% in 1983 to a low of 0.5% in 2004 and 2005. In 2009,
the probation population declined for the first time since BJS
began tracking this population in 1980.

FIGURE 2
Adults on probation at yearend, 1980-2011

Yearend population {in millions) Annual percent change
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A Annual percent change
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Note: Estimates are based on most recent data and may differ from previcusly
published estimates or other BJS statistical series, Counts reflect data reported by
probation agencies within the reporting year, and annual change was based on
the difference between the January 1and December 31 population counts within
the reporting year, Reparting methods for some probation agencies changed over
time and probation coverage was expanded in 1998 and 1999, See Methodology
for more details. The apparent decrease observed in the community supervison
and probation rates between 2007 and 2008 was due to a change in scope for two
jurisdictions and does not reflect actual deciines in the populations. See Probation
and Parofe in the United States, 2010, BJS website, NJC 236¢19, November 2011, for a
description of changes in reporting methods.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Probation Survey, 1980-2011,





During 2011, the parole population grew by about 13,300 to
nearly 853,900, a 1.6% increase from the beginning of the year
(ligure 3; appendix table 4). This increase slightly offset the
decline in the community supervision population caused

by the decreased probation population. {See text box for
discussion of the California Public Safety Realignment.) The
change in the number of adults under community supervision
observed between the beginning of the year and yearend

2011 was slightly different from the cumulative change in
probationers and parolees over the same period because
community supervision numbers were adjusted to account for
parolees who were also serving a sentence of probation (see
Methodology for discussion of adjustments).

FIGURE 3
Adults on parole at yearend, 1980-2011
Yearend population Annual percent change
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Note: Estimates are based on most recent data and may differ from previously
published estimates or other BJS statistical series. Counts reflect data reported by
parole agencies within the reporting year, and annual change was based on the
difference between the January 1 and December 31 populalion count within the
reporting year. Reporting methods for some parole agencies changed aver ime.
See Methedology for more details.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Parole Survey, 1980~2011.

California Public Safet}r Reahgn ment

On May 23, 2011, the U5, Supreme Court upheld the
ruling by a lower three-judge court that the State of
Califarnia must reduce its prison population to 137.5%
of desian :apaclt',r tequlua]ent mappmximately 110,000
prisaners) within two years 1o alIEvTa're the uvercrm-.rding
that was ruled a violation of the Eighth Amendment of
the U5, Constitution. In response; the California State
Legislature and Governor enacted two laws, AB 109 and
AB 117, to reduce the number of inmates housed in state
prisons starting October 1, 2011. The policy, termed
Public Safety Realignment (PSR}, will reduce the prison
population through normal attiition of the exjsting
papulationand will place new offenders who have not
been convicted of a violent or sex offense or are not
considered "serious” a5 defined by Eai;fumlas Penal Code
5§5667.5(c) and 1192.7(c) underthe jmisd[ttlan of the
counties for incarceration in |ocal jail facilities, Inmates -
notconvicted of violent. serious, or sexual offenses who
are released from prison or local jails-after October 1,
2011, will be placed under a county-directed post-release.
commurtity supervision program {PRCS) instead of the
state’s parole system. '

As BIS continues to collect data en incarcerated and
community supervision populations, wewill continue

to report trends. For 815 counting purposes, we have
Incluided the repoited 12,339 persons released to PRCS
between October 1, 2011, and December 31, 2011, in
Califarnia’s 2017 parole numbers,
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Rate of adults under community supervision was below Five states accounted for more than half of the decline in

the 2000 level for the third consecutive year the probation population

‘The community supervision rate declined to 2,015 The probation population declined by nearly 81,800
probationers or parolees per 100,000 U.S. adult residents at probationers during 2011 to reach an estimated 3,971,300
yearend 2011, down from 2,067 per 100,000 at yearend 2010. at yearend (appendix table 2). Thirty-two states reported a

For the third consecutive year, the rate was below the 2000 cumulative 112,700 fewer probationers and 20 jurisdictions,
level (2,162 per 100,000) {table 1). The supervision rate of including the District of Columbia and the federal system,
probationers followed a similar trend. At yearend 2011, 1,662 reported a cumulative 30,900 more probationers at yearend 2011
offenders per 100,000 U.S. adult residents were on probation, than at the beginning of the year.

down from 1,715 per 100,000 at yearend 2010. The probation
supervision rate in 2009 (1,796 offenders per 100,000 U.S. adult
residents) also fell below the 2000 rate (1,818 per 100,000) and
remained below that level in 2010 and 2011.

Among the states with declining probation populations,
California, Texas, Michigan, Florida, and Georgia accounted
for 56% of the total decrease. California (down 28,600) alone
accounted for a quarter of the total decline.

Maryland (up 8,200} and Alabama (up 7,600) reported the
largest increases in the probation population during 2011.
These two states accounted for about half (51%!} of the total
increase in the probation population among those states
reporting increases.

The trend in the supervision rate of parolees was unlike the
trends in the community supervision and probation rates.
While community supervision and probation rates have
declined, parole supervision rates increased from 353 per
100,000 U.5. adult residents at yearend 2009 to 357 per 100,000

at yearend 2010.
TABLE1
U.S. adult residents under community supervislon, on probatien, and on parole, 2000-2011
Number per 100,000 U.S. adult residents U.S. residents on —

Community Community

supervision® Probation Parole supervision® Probation Parole
2000 2,162 1,818 344 1indé 1in 53 1in291
200 2,184 1,842 342 lindé 1in54 1in 292
2002 2,198 1,849 349 linds 1in54 1in 287
2003 2219 1,865 354 1in45 1in55 1in282
2004 2,226 1875 35 1in45 1in53 1in 285
2005 2215 1,864 351 1in4s jin54 1in 285
2006 2,228 1,875 353 1ind5 1in53 1in283
2007 2,239 1478 361 1in 45 1in53 1in277
2008° 2,203 1,846 358 1in45 1in54 1in 279
2009 2,147 1,796 353 1in47 lin 54 1in264
2010 2,067 1,715 385 1in48 1in58 1in 281
0m 2,015 1,662 357 1in50 1in60 1in 280

Nate: Rates were based on the community supervision, probation, and parole population counts as of December 31 within the reporting year and the estimated LS, adult
resident population on January 1 of gach subsequent year. Rates based on most recent data avarlable and may differ from previously published BJS reports.

“Includes adults on probation and adults on parole. For 2008 to 2011, detail does not sum to tokal because the community supervision rate was adjusted to exclude paroleas
who were also on probation. See Methadology for more detalls.

EIncludes adults on probation and adults on pargle.

‘The apparent decrease observed in the community supervison and probation rates between 2007 and 2008 was due to a change in scope for two jurisdictions and does
not reflect actual declines in the populations. See Probatian and Parcle in the United States, 2010, BS website, NJC 236019, November 2011, for a description of changes in
reporting methods.

Source: Community supervision population estimates are based on the Bureau of Justice Statistics Annual Surveys of Probation and Parole, 2000-2011. Estimates of the U.S.
adult resident papulation are based on U.S. Census Bureau National Intercensal Estimates, 2001-2010, and population estimates, January 1,2011, and January 1,2012,
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Entries to probation down for the fourth consecutive year;
exits down for the second consecutive year

During 2011, movement both onto and off probation declined
(table 2}. Between 2010 and 2011, entries to probation
declined 3.7% (from about 2,190,200 to 2,109,500 offenders)
and exits declined 3.2% (from an estimated 2,261,300 to

TABLE 2
Estimated probation entries and exits and annual change,
2000-2011

Annual change in

Year Probation entries  Probationexits  probation population
2000 2,160,500 2,103,000 57,900
20M 2,118,200 2,004,900 113,300
2002 2,136,700 2,072,200 64,500
2003 2,237,300 2,187,500 45,800
2004 2,225,000 2,203,400 21,600
2005 2,235,700 2,217,600 18,100
2006 2,279,900 2,209,500 70,400
2007 2,371,500 2,295,100 76,400
2008 2,348,500 2,320,100 28,400
2009 2,293,400 2,327,800 -34,400
2010 2,190,200 2,261,300 1,100
2011 2,108,500 2,189,100 -79,600

Note: Estimates are based on most recent data available and may differ from
previously published BJS reports, See Methodoiogy for datails about estimation
methods and calculation of annual change.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Probation Survey, 2000-2011.

2,189,100 offenders). Overall, about 4.3 million adults moved
onto and off probation during 2011, compared to more than
4.4 million during 2010.

As entries onto and exits from probation diverge, changes

in the probation population are larger. When exits and
entries converge, the changes are smaller. After a period of
convergence in 2008 and 2009, entries and exits once again
diverged. While both entries and exits declined, entries onto
probation declined at a faster rate than exits, resulting in a
larger decline in the probation population in 2011.

Exit rate for probationers unchanged since 2008

The rate at which probationers exit supervision—the number
that exit probation divided by the average of the probation
population at the beginning and end of the year—provides an
indication of how quickly the population turns over and an
indirect measure of the average time an offender can expect to
serve on probation. The turnover in the probation population
over the past four years has remained relatively stable. During
2011, 55 probationers per 100 exited supervision, unchanged
since 2008 (table 3). Mean length of stay on probation has
remained stable at about 22 months since 2008,

Turnover due to completing the term of supervision, either
through full-term completion or early discharge, has remained
steady at 36 per 100 probationers since 2009.

TABLE 3
Rate of probation exits, by type of exit, 2008-2011

Rate per 100 average daily probation population

Type of exit 2008 2009 2010 2011
Total exit rate? 55 55 55 55
Completion 35 36 36 36
Incarceration® 9 9 9
Absconder 2 1 1
Discharged to custody, detainer, or warrant - - -
Other unsatisfactory® 6 6 5
Transferred to another probation agency - - -
Death - - -
Other 2 z 2
Estimated mean length of stay on probation (in months)® 22.0mo. 21.7 mo. 21.7 mo. 22.0mo.
Average daily probation population 4,252,694 4,218,373 4,090,274 4,012,217

Note: Details may not sum to total due to rounding.
—Less than 0.5 per 100 probationers,

aExit rate is the ratio of the number of probationers that exited supervision during the year to the average daily probation population {i.e., average ol the January 1 and

December 31 populations within the reporting year),

Yincludes probationers who were incarcerated for a new offense and those who had their current probation sentence revoked {e.g, violating a condition of their supervision),

‘Includes probationers discharged from supervision who did not meet all conditions of supervision, including some with only financial conditions remaining, some who had
their probaticn sentence revoked but were not incarcerated because thelr sentence was immediately reinstated, and other types of unsatisfactory exits, May include some

early terminations and expirations of sentence reported as unsatisfactory exits.

YIncludes probationers discharged from supervision through a legislative mandate because they were deported or transierred te the junsdiction of Immigration and Customs
Enforcement {ICE); transferred to another state through an interstate compact agreement; had their sentence dismissed or overturned by the court through an appeal; had
their sentence closed administratively, deferred, or terminated by the court; were awalting a hearing; were released on bond; and other types of exits.

®Mean length of stay is calculated as the inverse of the exit rate times 12 months. See Methodology for more details,

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Probation Survey, 2008-2011,
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This finding was consistent with the stability observed in

the percentage of probationers who were discharged after
completing the terms of their supervision. Of the estimated
2,189,100 probationers who exited probation, the percentage
that completed their supervision or were discharged early
increased between 2008 and 2011. During 2011, 66% of
probationers who exited supervision were discharged after
completing the term of their supervision or receiving an early
discharge, up slightly from 65% in both 2009 and 2010
(table 4). The increase observed belween 2008 and 2009
occurred as overall exits increased over that same period.

Rate of incarceration among probationers decreased
slightly during 2011

The rate of incarceration among probationers at risk of

failing during the year decreased slightly from 2010 to 2011
{figure 4). In 2011, 5.5% of probationers at risk of failing were
incarcerated, the same level as 2000, but down from 5.7% in
2010. The rate at which all adults on probation during the
year can be incarcerated is defined as the ratio of the number
of probationers who are discharged during the year as the
result of incarceration to the number of probationers who
could have been incarceraled al any point during the year. The
number who could have been incarcerated equals the sum of
the start of the year population plus entries onto probation.
This pool is defined as those at risk of incarceration. 'The rate
of incarceration among probationers, including incarceration
for a new offense, a revocation, or other reasons, has remained
relatively stable since 2000, fluctuating between a low of 4.5%
in 2001 and a high of 6.1% in 2006.

FIGURE 4
Estimated percent of the at-risk probation population
incarcerated, 2000-2011

Percent
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Note: Estimates are based on most recent available data and may differ from
previously published BJS reports. See Methodology for more detail about the at-risk
measure of incarceration, Including the method of estimation. The at-nisk population
is defined as the number of probaticners under supervision at the start of the year
{on January 1) plys the number who entered supervision during the year.

Source; Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Probation Survey, 2000-2011.

TABLE 4
Probationers who exited supervision, by type of exit, 2008-2011
Type of exit 2008 2009 2010 2011
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
Completion 63% 65% 65% 66%
Incarceration® 17 16 16 16
Absconder 4 3 3 2
Discharged to custody, detainer, or warrant 1 1 1 1
Other unsatisfactory® 10 10 i 9
Transferred o anolher probation agency 1 - 1 1
Death 1 1 1 1
Othert 4 4 4 4
Estimated number? 2,320,100 2,327,800 2,261,300 2,189,100

Note: Details may not sum to total due to rounding. Distributions are based on probationers for which type of exit was known,

~ Less than 0.5%.

3includes probationers who were incarcerated for a new offense and those wha had their current probation sentence revoked {e.g, violating a condition of their supervisian),

bIncludes probationers discharged from supervision who did not meet all conditions of supervisien, Including some with only finandial conditions remaining, seme who had
their probation sentence revoked but were not incarcerated because their sentence was immediately reinstated, and other types of unsatisfactory exits, May include some

early terminations and expirations of sentence reported as unsatisfactory exits.

‘Includes probationers discharged from supervision through a legislative mandate because they were deported of transferred to the jurisdiction of Immrgration and Customs
Enforcement {ICE}; transferred to ancther state through an interstate compact agreement; had their sentence dismissed or overturned by the court through an appeal: had
their sentence closed administratively, deferred, or terminated by the court; were awaiting a hearing; were released on bond; and ather types of exits,

9Estimates rounded to the nearest hundred, Includes estmates for nonreporting agencies. Estimates are based on most recent data available and may differ from previously
published BJS reports. See Methodology for a discussion about changes in estimating probation exits from 2000 to 2011,

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Probation Suryey, 2008-2011.
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Most characteristics of probationers in 2011 were
unchanged from 2010

Most characteristics of adult probationers in 2011 remained
stable when compared to those in 2010 (appendix table 3).
Males made up three-quarters {(75%) of the adult probation
population. Over half (54%) of probationers were white non-
Hispanic, and nearly a third (31%) were black non-Hispanic.
Nearly three-quarters (72%) were on active status and about

1 in 5 (18%) were being supervised for a violent offense.
Fifty-three percent of probationers were being supervised for a
felony offense in 2011, comnpared to 50% in 2010.

U.S. parole population increased during 2011

After a decline in the parole population during 2009, the
population during 2011 increased for the second consecutive
year. During 2011, the parole population increased by nearly
13,300 offenders, from about 840,600 at the beginning of

the year to 853,900 at yearend (appendix table 4). After two
consecutive years of decline, the state parole population
increased by 1.1% during 2011, The federal parole population
increased 5.1% over the same period.

Among jurisdictions reporting an increase in their parole
population during 2011, California (up about 5,900), the
federal system {up 5,300), and Texas (up 1,800) accounted for
more than half (56%) of the increase. Overall, 28 states and the
federal system reported within-year increases totaling about
13,000 additional parolees at yearend 2011.

At yearend 2011, twenty-two states and the District of
Columbia reported about 9,800 fewer persons on parole than
at the beginning of the year. Four states, Michigan (down
1,900}, New York (down 1,300), Pennsylvania (down 1,300),
and Massachusetts (down 900) reported 55% of the decline in
the parole population among those states reporting declines.

Entries and exits to parole both declined; exits declined at
a faster rate

During 2011, nearly 1.1 million persons moved onto and

off parole. About 545,800 adults entered parole and about
532,500 exited parole. While both the number of adults
entering parole and exiting parole declined during 2011, the
number of entries exceeded the number of exits for the second
consecutive year (table 5). The decline in entries to parole from
2008 to 2011 was consistent with the decrease observed in

the total number of prisoners released from state jurisdiction
during this period, coupled with a decline in the number of
prisoners conditionally released to community supervision.
(See Prisoners in 2011, B]S website, NC] 239808, forthcoming.)
However, the decline in the rate of exits {down 5.3%) exceeded
that of the rate of entries {down 3.4%), resulting in the increase
in the parole population.
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Mandatory releases made up a smaller portion of entries
to parole

About 46% of parolees who entered supervision during 2011
entered through mandatory release from prison, down from
51% in 2010 (figure 5). This marked the third consecutive year
of declines in mandatory releases. While the proportion of all
types of entries to parole fluctuated slightly, mandatory release
remained the most common type of release.

TABLE 5
Estimated parole entries and exits and annual change,
2000-2011

Annual change in

Year Parole entries Parole exits parole population
2000 478,800 457,900 10,900
200 482,100 473,200 8,500
2002 476,900 456,500 20,400
2003 501,100 480,100 21,000
2004 515,600 509,700 5,500
2005 524400 511,900 12,500
2006 543,100 526,200 16,900
2007 562,900 537,700 25,200
2008 575,000 568,000 7.000
2009 570,400 575,600 -5,200
2010 565,300 562,500 2,800
2m 545,800 532,500 13,300

Note: Estimates are based on most recent data available and may differ from
previcusly published BJS reports, See Methodology for details about estimation
methods and calculation of annual change,

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Parale Sucvey, 2000-2011,

FIGURE 5

Entries to parole, by type of entry, 2000-2011
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ncivdes data reported as term of supervised release by states and the District of
Columbia from 2008 to 2011.

bFederal data only. Includes estimates for 2000 to 2007.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Parole Survey, 2000-2011.





While mandatory releases to parole decreased, other types

of releases to parole increased. Parolees entering through
discretionary release by a parole board accounted for the
largest increase, from 28% in 2010 to 31% in 2011. Parolees
who had their parole reinstated accounted for a slightly larger
share of parole entries during 2011 (10%) compared to 2010
(9%). Those who entered through a term of supervised release
(10% in 2011 compared to 9% in 2010) also increased. A term
of supervised release is a release type designated by the federal
system and is similar to that of mandatory release in the state
systems. If mandatory and term of supervised release were
combined into one category, the decline in those entering
parole through mandalory release would be slightly offset by
the increase in those entering through a term of supervised
release.

Parole turnover rate declined for second consecutive year

Following a period of increase, the parole turnover rate
declined for the second consecutive year. The rate fell from 67
exits per 100 parolees in 2010 to 63 per 100 parolees in 2011
{table 6). This decline resulted in an increase in mean length
of stay on parole, from 17.9 months in 2010 to 19.1 months in
2011.

Contributing to the decline in the overall mrnover of the
parole population was both the decline in the rate of parolees
that exited supervision and returned to incarceration between
2010 (22 per 100 parolees) and 2011 (20 per 100 parolees)
and in the rate of parolees that completed the terms of their
supervision or received an early discharge between 2010 (35
per 100 parolees) and 2011 (33 per 100 parolees).
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TABLE 6
Rate of parole exits, by type of exit, 2008-2011

Rate per 100 average daily parole population

Type of exit 2008 2009 2010 M
Total exit rate? 69 70 67 63
Completion 34 35 35 EE|
Returned to incarceration 24 24 22 20
With naw sentence 6 6 6 5
With revocation 17 17 16 13
Otherfunknown 1 1 i 2
Absconder 7 6 6 6
Other unsatisfactory exits? 1 1 1 1
Transferred to another state i 1 1 1
Death 1 1 1 1
Other* 1 2 1 2

Estimated mean length of

stay on parole {in months) 174ma, 172mo. 179mo.
Average daily parole population B24673  B26B838 £39.247
Note: Details may not sum to total due to rounding.
3Exit rate is the ratio of the number of parclees that exited supervision during
the year to the average daily parole papulation {i.e, average of the January 1 and
December 31 populations within the reporting year),
blncludes parolees discharged from supervision who did not meet all conditions of
supervision, including same whao had their parcle sentence revoked but were not
returned to incarceration because their sentence was immediately reinstated, and
olher types of unsatisfactory exits. Includes some early terminations and expirations
of sentence.
‘Includes parolees discharged from supervision because they were deported or
transferred to the jurisciction of lrmmigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), had
thelr sentence terminated by the court through an appeal, were transferred to
another state through an interstare compact agreement or discharged to probation
supervision, and other types of exits,
dMean length of stay is calculated as the Inverse of the exit rate times 12 manths,
See Methodofogy for more details,

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Parole Survey, 2008-2011.

19.1 mo.
841,056






Of the estimated 532,500 parolees that exited parole
supervision during 2011, 52% completed the terms of their
supervision or received early discharge, unchanged from 2010
{table 7). The percent of parolees that returned to incarceration
continued to decline from 33% in 2010 to 32% in 2011.

Rate of reincarceration among parolees declined for the
fifth straight year in 2011

During 2011, an estimated 12% of all parolees who were at
risk of reincarceration were incarcerated {figure 6). This was
down from 13% reincarcerated in 2010, and 16% during
2000. The rate at which all offenders on parole during the year
could be incarcerated is defined as the ratio of the number of
parolees who were discharged during the year as a result of
incarceration to the number of parolees who could have been
incarcerated at any point during the year. The number who
could have been incarcerated equals the sum of the start of the
year population plus entries onto parole during the year. This
pool is defined as those at risk of incarceration.

Contributing to the overall decline in the rate of
reincarceration was a corresponding decrease in the rate at
which parolees returned to incarceration as the result of a
revocation between 2000 {12%) and 2011 (8%). In 2011, 3% of
parolees returned to incarceration for a new offense, a rate that
has remained relatively stable since 2000.

Most characteristics of parolees in 2011 were unchanged
from 2010

In 2011, most characteristics of adult parolees remained
stable when compared to those in 2010 (appendix table 6).
Males continued to make up about 9 in 10 (89%]} of the adult
parole population, About 4 in 10 parolees were white non-
Hispanic {(41%) or black non-Hispanic {39%), and about 2 in
10 (18%) were Hispanic, Among parolees, 81% were on active
supervision and 96% had a maximum sentence of one year or
more, More than a quarter (28%) were being supervised fora
violent offense.

TABLE 7
Parolees who exited supervision, by type of exit, 2008-2011
Type of exit 2008 2009 2010 2011
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
Completion 49% 51% 52% 52%
Retumned to incarceration 35 34 33 32
With new sentence 9 9 9 9
With revocation 25 24 23 2
Qther/unknown 1 1 1 2
Absconder 11 9 9 9
Other unsatisfactory exits?® 2 2 2 2
Transferred to another state 1 1 1 1
Death 1 1 1 1
Other® 1 3 1 3
Estimated number® 568,000 575,600 562,500 532,500

Note: Detail may not sum to total due to rounding. Distributions are based on
parolees for which type of exit was known,

3Includes parolees discharged from supervision wha did not meet all conditions of
supervision, including some who had their parole sentence revoked but were not
returned to incarceration because their sentence was immediately reinstated, and
ather types of unsatisfactory exits; includes some early terminations and expirations
of sentence

Bincludes parolees discharged from supervision because they were deported or
transferred to the jurisdiction of Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), had
their sentence terminated by the court through an appeal, were transferred to
another state through an interstate compact agreement or discharged to probation
supervision, and ather types of exits,

CEstimates rounded to the nearest hundred. Includes estimates for nonrepcrting
agencies. Estimates are based on most recent data available and may differ from
previously published BJS reports, See Metfiodology for a discussion about changes in
estimating parole exits from 2000 to 2011,

Source; Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Parale Survey, 2008-2011.
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FIGURE 6

Estimated percent of the at-risk parole population returned to
incarceration, 2000-2011
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Note: Estimates are based on most recent available data and may differ from
previously published BIS reports. The at-risk population is defined as the number of
paralees under supervision at the start of the year {en January 1) plus the number
who entered supervision during the year. See Methodology for more detail about the
at-risk measure of incarceration, including the method of estimation.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Parole Survey, 2000-2011.





Methodology

The Bureau of Justice Statistics’ {B]JS) Annual Probation
Survey and Annual Parole Survey began in 1980 and collect
data from probation and parole agencies in the U.S. that
supervise adults. In these data, adults are persons subject to the
jurisdiction of an adult court or correctional agency. Juveniles
prosecuted as adults in a criminal court are considered

adults. Juveniles under the jurisdiction of a juvenile court or
correctional agency are excluded from these data. The National
Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service of the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, BJS's predecessor
agency, began a statistical series on parole in 1976 and on
probation in 1979.

The two surveys collect data on the total number of adults
supervised in the community on January 1 and December 31
each year, the number of adults who enter and exit supervision
during the reporting year, and characteristics of the population
at yearend, See appendix tables for detailed data.

Both surveys cover all 50 states, the District of Columbia, and
the federal system. BJS depends on the voluntary participation
of state central reporters and separate state, county, and court
agencies for these data.

In 2011, Westat Inc., served as BJS’s collection agent for the 50
states and the District of Columbia. Data for the federal system
were provided directly to BJS from the Office of Probation and
Pretrial Services, Administrative Office of the United States
Courts through the Federal Justice Statistics Program (FJSP),

Probation

The 2011 Annual Probation Survey was sent to 469
respondents: 33 central state reporters; 436 separate state,
county, or court agencies, including the state probation agency
in Pennsylvania, which also provided data for 65 counties

in Pennsylvania; the District of Columbia; and the federal
system. The states with multiple reporters were Alabama (3),
Arizona (2), Colorado (8), Flerida (41), Georgia (2}, Idaho
(2), Kentucky (3), Michigan (136), Missouri {2), Montana (4),
New Mexico (2}, Ohio (187), Oklahoma (3), Tennessee (3),
Washington {32), and West Virginia (2).

One locality in Colorado, two in Florida, seven in Michigan,
thirleen in Ohio, two in Washington, and the central reporter
in New Mexico did not provide data for the 2011 collection.
For these localities, the agency’s most recent December 31
population was used Lo estimate the January 1 and December
31, 2011, populations.

Parole

The 2011 Annual Parole Survey was sent Lo 55 respondents:
50 central state reporters, the California Youth Authority;
one municipal agency in Alabama; the state parole agency
in Pennsylvania, which also provided data for 65 counties

in Pennsylvania; the District of Columbia; and the federal
system. States with multiple reporters were Alabama (2) and
California (2).

Ilinois did not provide data. The December 31, 2010,
population count was used to estimate the January 1, 2011,
population. Data on the number of parolees at midyear
2011 were used as an estimate for the December 31, 2011,
population,

Federal parole (as defined here) includes a term of supervised
release from prison, mandatory release, parole, military parole,
and special parcle. A term of supervised release is ordered at the
time of senlencing by a federal judge, and it is served after release
from a federal prison sentence. Definitional differences exist
between parole reported here and in other BJS statistical series.

Additional information about the data collection instruments
is available on the BJS website at http://www.bjs.gov.

Adjustments to account for offenders with dual
community correctional status

Some offenders on probation or parole may have had dual
community correctional statuses because they were serving
separate probation and parole sentences concurrently. With the
2007 data, BJS began collecting data on the number of parolees
who were also on probation at yearend. The total community
supervision populations from 2008 through 2011 reported in
figure 1 (and the 2011 counts in appendix table 1) have been
adjusted based on available information by excluding the

total npumber of parolees who were also on probation to avoid
double counting. As a result, the probation and parole counts
for 2008 through 2011 will not sum to the total community
supervision population within the same year.

All of the estimates for parolees with dual community
correctional statuses are based on data reported by parole
agencies that were able to provide the information for the
reporting year {table 8). Because some probation and parole
agencies were not able to provide these data, the total number
of parolees also on probation from 2008 to 2011 may be
underestimates.

TABLE 8

Parolees on probation who were excluded from the January
Tand December 31 community supervision populations,
2008-2011

Year January 1* December 31
2008 3,562 3,905
2009 3,905 4,959
2010 8,259 8,259
20 8,259 10,958

"For 2008, 2009 and 2017, dala are based on the December 31 count of the prior
reporting vear. For 2010, the December 31, 2010, count was used as a proxy because
additional states reported these datain 2010.

Sowrce: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Surveys of Probation and Parole,
2008-2011.
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Changes in reporting methods within certain jurisdictions,
2000-2011

Probation

Eighteen reporting agencies in separate jurisdictions changed
their methods of reporting probation data between 2000

and 2011. These changes included administrative changes,
such as implementing new information systems, resulting

in data review and cleanup; reconciling probationer records;
reclassifying offenders, including those on probation to
parole and offenders on dual community supervision statuses;
and including certain probation populations not previously
reported {e.g., supervised for an offense of driving while
intoxicated or under the influence, some probationers who had
absconded, and some on an inactive status), These changes
resulted in a decline of about 61,000 probationers between
2000 and 2011.

See Probation: Explanatory notes for a discussion about the
2011 reporting changes in Idaho and Iowa, See Probation:
Explanatory notes in Probation and Parole in the United

States, 2010, B]JS website, NCJ 236019, November 2011, for a
discussion about the reporting changes that occurred between
2000 and 2010.

Parole

Reporting agencies in eleven jurisdictions changed their
methods of reporting parole data between 2000 and 2011. The
reasons for changing their methods of reporting parole data
were the same as for probation data—administrative changes,
reclassification of offenders, and the addition of certain parole
populations not previously reported, which can result from
new, enhanced information systems that improve the tracking
of all types of parolees. These changes resulted in an increase of
about 23,500 parolees between 2000 and 2011.

See Parole: Explanatory notes for a description of the 2011
reporting changes in lowa. See Parole: Explanatory notes in
Probation and Parole in the United States, 2010, B]S website,
NC] 236019, November 2011, for a description of the reporting
changes that occurred between 2000 and 2010.

Reporting agencies in ten jurisdictions changed their methods
of reporting parole data between 2000 and 2010. In 2011,

no agency reported a change in reporting parcle data. See
Parole: Explanatory notes in Probation and Parole in the United
States, 2010, BJS website, NCJ 236019, November 2011, fora
discussion about the reporting changes that occurred between
2000 and 2010 and the impact on the trend in the national
parole population between 2000 and 2010.

Probation coverage expanded beginning in 1998 through
1999

The number of probation agencies included in the survey
expanded in 1998 and continued to expand through 1999 to
include misdemeanor probation agencies in a few states that

fell within the scope of this survey. See Probation and Parole in
the United States, 2010, B]S website, NCJ 236019, November
2011, for a discussion of this expansion.

Estimating annual change in population counts

Technically, the change in the probation and parole
populations from the beginning of the year to the end of the
year should equal the difference between entries and exits
during the year. However, those numbers may not be equal.
Some probation and parole information systems track the
number of cases that enter and exit community supervision,
not the number of offenders. This means that entries and exits
may include case counts as opposed to counts of offenders,
while the beginning and yearend population counts represent
individuals. Additionally, all the data on entries and exits may
not have been logged into the information systems or the
information systems may not have fully processed all of the
data before the data were submitted to BJS.

Al the natignal level, 46 parolees were the difference beiween
the change in the parole population measured by the difference
between January 1 and December 31, 2011, populations and
the ditference between parole entries and exits during 2011.
For probation at the national level, 2,196 probationers were
the difference between the change in the probation population
measured by the difference between January 1 and December
31, 2011, populations and the difference between probation
entries and exits during 2011.

Estimates of annual change reported in figures 1 through 3 and
appendix tables 1, 2, and 4, were calculated as the difference
between the January 1 and December 31 populations within
the reporting year. Estimates of annual change reported in
tables 2 and 5 were calculated as the difference between entries
and exits within the reporting year, with a focus on the impact
of entries and exits on annual change in populations.

Imputing entries and exits for nonreporting agencies,
2011

BJS used three methods of ratio estimation, based on the
availability of data, to impute probation entries for agencies
not reporting these data. We used a single method to impute
probation exits, a single method to impute entries to parole,
and a single method to impute exits to parole.

‘The first method was used to estimate entries and exits for
probation agencies that were unable to report these data in
2011, but were able to report these data in 2010. We estimated
probation entries in 2011 by using the ratio of entries in 2010
to the agency’s probation population on January 1, 2010, and
applying that ratio to the agency’s January 1, 2011, population.
We estimated exits from probation by adding the agency's
estimated probation entries in 2011 to the agency's probation
population on January 1, 2011, and subtracting that estimate
from the probation population on December 31, 2011. These
methods were used to estimate probation entries and exits
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in nonreporting county and district agencies in Arizona,
Colorado, Florida, Michigan, New Mexico, Ohio, Rhode
Island, and Washington.

A second method was used to estimate probation entries for
agencies that were unable to report entries and exits in both
2009 and 2010. The ratio of 201¢ entries to the January 1,
2010, population among reporting agencies in the same state
was used to estimate the number of entries for nonreporting
agencies with similar numbers of probationers. To estimate
probation exits for these agencies, we used the same estimation
method as described in the previous paragraph. These
methods were used to estimate probation entries and exits
for nonreporting county and district agencies in Colorado,
Florida, Michigan, Ohio, and Washington.

A third method was used to estimate probation entries for
one state agency in West Virginia, which only reported
interstate compact data, We estimated the number of entries
for this agency by using the ratio of 2010 imputed entries to
the January 1, 2010, probation population and applying that
ratio to the agency's January 1, 2011, population. To estimate
probation exits for this agency, we used the same estimation
method as described above.

Calculating mean length of stay

Mean length of stay is calculated as the Inverse of the exit rate.
Patterson and Preston (2007) provide tests of various methods
for estimating expected length of stay and report the results of
simulations that show that under assumptions of a stationary
population with a small growth rate, the inverse of the exit rate
performs well relative to a life-table approach to estimating
mean time served.! Based on the small growth rates in the
probation and parole populations in recent years, the inverse
of the exil rate suffices to provide an estimate of mean stay on
praobation or parole in recent years.

Community supervision outcome measures

The percentage of probationers and the percentage of parolees
who completed supervision are defined as the number of
probationers or parolees that completed supervision during the
year and were discharged, among all probationers or parolees
who were discharged from supervision during the year. The
formula used to calculate this outcome measure is C(t)/D(t),
where D(t) = C(t) + I{t) + O(t}. In this formula, t equals the
year referenced, C{t) equals the number of probationers

or parolees who were discharged from supervision during

the year afier completing their terms or who received an

early discharge, and D(t) equals the total number who were
discharged from supervision during the year. D{t) includes

'See Patterson, E.J.. & Preston, $.H. (2007). Estimating Mean Length of Stay
in Prison: Methods and Applications. Journal of Quantitative Criminology
24:33-49.]

C(t), the number of offenders who completed supervision; I(t),
the number who were incarcerated during the year; and O(t),
the number who were discharged during the year for other
reasons.

The percentage of probationers and the percentage of parolees
incarcerated are calculated using the formula in the previous
paragraph except the numerator is the number of probationers
or parolees who were discharged from supervision during the
year as the result of being incarcerated.

The rate of incarceration (for parolees this is also referred

to as the rate of return to incarceration or the rate of
reincarceration) based on the at-risk probation or

parole population is defined as the ratio of the number

of probationers or parolees who were discharged from
supervision during the year because they were incarcerated for
a new offense, a revocation, or other reasons, to the number of
all probationers or parolees at risk of being incarcerated during
the year. The at-risk population is defined as the number of
probationers or parolees under supervision at the start of the
year {on January 1) plus the number who entered supervision
during the year. This pool of probationers or parolees could

be incarcerated at any time during the year; hence, they were
at risk of incarceration. The formula used o calculate this
outcome measure is I(€)/{P(t-1) + E(1)), where t equals the
year referenced, P{1-1) equals the start of the year population,
and E(t) equals the number of probationers or parolees who
entered supervision during the year.

The at-risk measure of incarceration accounts for all
probationers or parolees under supervision during the year
(i.e., probationers or parolees who were under supervision

on January 1 plus those who entered during the year) who
are the probationers or parolees at risk of being incarcerated.
This measure is not limited to those who are discharged
during the year and permits each probationer or parolee to be
incarcerated at any time during the year.

Change in Annual Parole Survey

In 2008, the Annual Parole Survey included a new category
for type of entry to parole that is labeled “term of supervised
release” (TSR). It is defined as a fixed period of release to the
community that follows a fixed period of incarceration based
on a determinate sentencing statue; both are determined by a
judge at the time of sentencing. As a consequence, some stales
began reporling term of supervised releases in 2008. The new
category was added to better classify the large majority of
entries to parole reported by the federal system. See Probation
and Parole in the United States, 2010, BJS website, NCJ 236019,
November 2011, for detail on estimation methods to analyze
national trends for all types of entry to parole.
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Probation: Explanatory notes

Colorado—Nonreporting agencies in 2011—one local agency
did not report data. This agency’s December 31, 2010,
population count was used to estimale January 1, 2011, and
December 31, 2011, populations. See Imputing entries and exits
for nonreporting agencies in 2011 for additional information on
imputing entries and exits for nonreporting agencies.

Florida—Nonreporting agencies in 2011 —two local agencies
did not report data. The most recent available December 31
population count was used to estimate January 1, 2011, and
December 31, 2011, populations. See Imputing entries and exits
for nonreporting agencies in 201! for additional information on
imputing entries and exits for nonreporting agencies.

Georgia—Probation counts may overstate the number of
individuals under probation supervision because the agency
that reports the county data has the capacity to report
probation cases and not the number of individuals under
supervision. Probationers with multiple sentences could
potentially have one or more cases with one or more private
probation agencies in one jurisdiction and/or one or more
private probation agencies within jurisdictions.

Idaho—Reporting changes between 2010 and 2011 —data
reported by Idaho for 2011 are not comparable to those
reported in prior years. Idaho changed its method of reporting
starting with the January 1, 2011, population because of
changes made by the agency that reported probationers under
the jurisdiction of the state. Reporting methods changed in
2011 to reflect more accurately the number of felons and
misdemeanants on probation. Counts in prior years over-
reported the number of felons. The total change in Idaho’s
probation population was a decrease of 13,721 probationers on
January 1, 2011 (39,172) compared to the population reported
on December 31, 2010 (52,893).

Iowa—Reporting changes between 2010 and 2011—data
reported by Iowa for 2011 are not comparable to those
reported in prior years. lowa changed its method of reporting
starting with the January 1, 2011, population as the result of
changes made by the agency that reported probationers under
the jurisdiction of the state. Prior to 2011, lowa did not include
absconders in its probation population count. Beginning
January 1, 2011, absconders were included in its counts,
resulting in an increase of 6,625 probationers on January 1,
2011 (29,004) compared to December 31, 2010 (22,379).

Michigan—Nonreporting agencies in 2011—seven local
agencies did not report data. The most recent available
December 31 population count was used to estimate January

1, 2011, and December 31, 2011, populations. See Imputing
entries and exits for nonreporting agencies in 2011 for additional
information on imputing entries and exits for nonreporting
agencies.

New Mexico—Nonreporting agencies in 2011—the state
reporting agency did not provide data. The December 31, 2010,
population count was used to estimate the January 1, 2011, and
December 31, 2011 populations. See Imputing entries and exits
Sor nonreporting agencies in 2011 for additional information on
imputing entries and exits for nonreporting agencies.

Ohio—Norreporting agencies in 2011—13 local agencies

did not report data. The most recent available December 31
population count was used to estimate January 1, 2011, and
December 31, 2011, populations. See Imputing entries and exits
for nonreporting agencies in 2011 for additional information on
imputing entries and exits for nonreporting agencies.

Washington—Nonreporting agencies in 2011—two local
agencies did not report data. The most recent available
December 31 population count was used to estimate January

1, 2011, and December 31, 2011, populations. See Imputing
entries and exits for nonreporting agencies in 2011 for additional
information on imputing entries and exits for nonreporting
agencies.
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Parole: Explanatory notes

California—California’s total parole population on December
31, 2011, included 12,339 persons who were released to post
community supervision as a result of California’s public
safety realignment. See text box on page 3 for more detailed
information.

Illinois— Nonreporting agency in 2011 —the state reporting
agency did not provide data. The December 31, 2010,
population count was used to estimate the January 1, 2011,
population, Data on the number of parolees at midyear

2011 were used as an estimate for the December 31, 2011,
population. See Imputing entries and exits for nonreporting
agencies in 2017 for additional information on imputing entries
and exits for nonreporting agencies.

lowa—Reporting change between 2010 and 201 1—data
reported by lowa for 2011 are not comparable to those
reported in prior years, lowa changed its method of reporting
starting with the Januvary 1, 2011, population as the result of
changes made by the agency that reported parolees under the
jurisdiction of the state. Prior to 2011, Iowa did not include
absconders in its parole population count. Beginning January
1, 2011, absconders were Included in its counts, resulting in an
increase of 983 parolees on January 1, 2011 (4,180) compared
to December 31, 2010 (3,197).

Appendix tables

Community supervision

Appendix Table 1, Adults under community supervision, 2011

Probation
Appendix Table 2, Adults on probation, 2011

Appendix Table 3, Characteristics of adults on probation,
2000, 2010-2011

Parole

Appendix Table 4, Adults on parole, 2011

Appendix Table 5, Adults entering parole, by type of entry,
2011

Appendix Table 6. Characteristics of adults on parole, 2000,
2010-2011
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APPENDIX TABLE 1
Adults under community supervision, 2011

Commt_n:lity Commt_n)ity Number under
supervision supervision i isi
po‘j’aulalion Entries Exits po‘;eulaﬁnn Change, 2011 ;2?%5%???;5:"
Jurisdiction 11/2011* Reported Imputed®  Reported Imputed®  12/31/2011 Number  Percent residents, 12/31/11°
U.5. total 4,885,500 2586400 2,655,300 2,653,500 2,721,600 4,814,200 71,300 -1.5% 2015
Federal 126,300 61,500 61,500 56,000 56,000 131,800 5.500 4.4% 55
State 4,759,100 2,525,000 2,593,800 2597600 2,665,600 4,682,400 -76,700 -16 1,960
Alabama 62,200 28,200 28,200 21,000 21,000 69,500 730 17 1,884
Alaska 9,000 2,200 2,200 1,800 1,800 E,800 -200 22 1,636
Arizona? 88,900 36,800 38,100 41,900 43,200 83,800 -5,100 57 1,714
Arkansas 51,200 18,800 18,800 18,060 18,000 52,100 900 1.8 2,328
California® 403,500 304,700 304,700 327,500 327,500 380,800 -22,700 -56 131
Colorado®® 87,100 62,800 63,600 63,400 63,800 86,900 =200 02 2,220
Connecticut 55,800 28,800 28,800 31,600 31,600 51,800 4,000 7.2 1,857
Delaware 16,900 13,800 13,800 14,000 14,000 16,700 200 1.2 2,364
District of Columbia 14500 8,300 8,300 9,400 9,400 14,600 100 0.7 282
Florida?® 256,900 196,600 198,100 202700 204,200 248,900 -8,000 =31 1,640
Georgia®! 489,500 245,500 245,900 252700 252700 478,700 -10,800 =22 6498
Hawaii 22,700 8,200 8,200 6,800 6,800 24,100 1400 62 2241
Idaho® 43,100 34,300 34,300 32,500 32,900 44,500 1400 32 3,825
lInois* 157,900 56,000 76,600 62,500 83,900 150,900 7,000 44 1,539
Indiana 142,800 98,300 98,300 101,500 101,500 139,600 3,200 22 2,826
lowa® 33,200 20,200 20,200 19,100 19,100 34100 900 27 1451
Kansas 22,500 22,100 22100 25,500 25,900 22,400 -100 04 1,039
Kentucky 62,300 26,800 26,800 28,000 28,000 61,200 -1,100 -1.8 1,821
Louisiana 69,900 29,000 29,000 29,400 29,400 69,500 -400 06 2,002
Maing 7.300 3,300 3300 3,400 3400 7.200 -100 -i4 678
Maryland 101,400 54,600 54,600 45,400 45,400 109,600 8,200 8.1 2413
Massachusetts 75,300 78,100 78,100 82,400 82,400 70,500 4400 -5.8 1,361
Michigan"‘ 218,500 118,100 129,300 127,800 139,700 207,800 -10,800 49 2733
Minnesola 117400 66,600 66,600 70400 70,400 113,600 3,800 =32 2,779
Mississippi 33,200 13300 13300 9,900 9,900 36,600 3400 102 1,637
Missouri 78,500 36,100 36,100 36,700 36,700 77,900 -500 438 1,688
Montana 11,000 4,500 4,500 4,600 4,600 10,800 -200 -18 1,385
Nebraska 17300 13.400 13,400 13,600 13,600 17,100 -200 -12 1,230
Nevada 16,800 10,600 10,600 10,500 10,500 17,000 200 12 823
New Hampshire 6,300 4,500 4,500 4500 4,500 6,300 / : 605
New Jersey 135,700 49,000 49,000 51,500 51,500 133,300 -2,400 -1.8 1,959
New Mexico®® 21,700 - 6,700 - 6,600 22,800 1,100 51 1,453
New York 165,200 55,500 55,500 61,500 61,500 159,200 6,000 -36 1,044
North Carolina 107,400 63,900 63,900 67,600 67,600 103,800 -3,600 34 140
North Dakota 4,800 3,700 3,700 3,500 3,500 5,000 200 42 930
Ohigd® 262,100 144,200 162,300 137,600 154,400 265,800 3,700 14 299
Oklahoma 28,300 10,200 16,200 11,500 11,500 27,000 -1,300 46 941
QOregon 61,000 23,500 23,500 23,200 23,200 61,300 300 05 2,027
Pennsyfvania 275,200 150,500 150,500 153,300 153,300 272,400 -2,800 -10 N7
Rhede lsland 25,700 400 5,300 400 5,500 25,100 600 23 300
Sauth Carolina 38,700 16,300 16,300 15,500 15,500 35,500 800 21 1,093
South Dakata 9,300 5,300 5,300 5100 5,100 9,600 300 3.2 1,536
Tennessee 71,700 27,700 27,700 27,000 27,000 75100 3,400 47 1522
Texas §21,200 196,300 195,300 204,500 204,500 513,000 -8,200 -1.6 2718
Utah 14,500 7,700 7,700 7400 7,400 14,600 300 21 758
Vermont 7.300 4,300 4,300 4,500 4,500 7,100 -200 2.7 1415
Virginia 57,900 25,600 25,600 27,000 27,000 56,700 -1,200 21 903
Washington®® 98,300 61,800 64,000 61,600 64,100 96,200 -2,100 21 1,822
West Virginia® 10,300 1,600 3,000 2,600 2,700 10,600 300 29 719
Wisconsin 64,000 29,100 29,100 28,900 28,800 64,300 o0 05 1460
Wyoming 5,800 3300 3,300 3,000 3.000 6,100 300 52 1402

Nete; Counts were rounded to the nearest hundred, Because of nonrespanse or incomplete dala, the community supervision population for some jurisdictions on December
31, 2011, does not equal the population on January 1, 2011, plus enlries, minus exits.

.. Not known. /Not reported. Detail rounds to less than 50, : Nat calculated.

2The January 1 population excludes 8,259 offenders and the December 31 population excludes 10,958 offenders under community supervision who were on bolh probation
and parole. See Methodology for more detail on dual status,

bReflects reported data except for Jurisdictions in which data were not available. Detail may not sum Lo total due to rounding.

“Rates were computed using the estimated U.S. adult resident population in each jurisdiction on January 1, 2012.

9Data for entries and exits were estimated for nonreporting agencies. See Methodology for more detail,

#See probation, parole, or bath Explanatery notes for more detail.

"Probation counts include private agency cases and may overstate (he number of persons under supervision, See Explanatory notes lar more detail.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Surveys of Probation and Parole, 2011.






APPENDIX TABLE 2
Adults on probation, 2011

tion : ; bation robation
popuation —— Euies e popuaion — ChaNgR20T1 - ZAmeren pebaten
Jurisdiction 1/1/2017 _ Reperted  Imputed® Reported Imputed®  12/31/2011  Number  Percent  residents, 12/31/11®
U.S. total 4,053,115 2,062,020 2,108500 214298% 2,189,100 3971319 81,796 2% 1,662
Federal 22,514 11,21 1,271 117 1,117 22,668 154 07% 9
State 4,030,601 2,050,749 2,098,200 2131872 2,178,000 3,948,651 -81,950 -2 1,653
Alabama 53,265 26,104 26,104 18,455 18,455 60,914 7649 144 1,651
Alaska 6914 1,150 1,150 1,020 1.020 7.044 130 19 1,310
Arizona 80,910 24,113 25400 28914 30200 76,109 4,801 -59 1,557
Arkansas 29,820 9,241 9,241 9,706 9,706 29,355 465 -16 1,312
California 298,322 151,226 151,226 179,794 179,794 269,754 -28,568 -9.6 943
Colorado™ 76,100 53,290 54,100 53,575 54,100 76,173 301 1,946
Connecticut 52,937 25462 25462 27,899 27,899 49,195 3,742 -1 1,764
Delaware 16313 13331 13,331 13,449 13,449 16,195 -118 07 2,293
District of Colymbia 8641 6,637 6,637 7544 7,544 9,013 72 43 1741
Florida®d 252,783 190,110 191,600 196,254 197,800 244 686 8,097 32 1,612
Georgia®® 464,773 232,104 232,104 239,736 239,736 457,141 ~7,632 -1 6,205
Hawait 20874 7351 7351 5,909 5909 22,316 1442 69 2,075
Idahod 39172 32427 32427 31,622 31,622 39,977 B80S 21 3436
Minois 131,910 56,000 56,000 62,468 62,468 125,442 6,468 49 1.279
Indiana 131,881 89.556 89,556 92,038 92,038 129399 -2,482 -9 2619
lowad 28,004 17,022 17,022 15,198 16,198 29,828 824 28 1,270
Kansas 17,402 17,352 17,352 2,182 21,182 17352 =50 03 805
Kentucky 49,274 19175 19175 21,087 21,087 47,247 -2,027 4.1 1,406
Louisiana 43,825 13,785 13,785 15,694 15,694 41916 -1,508 44 1,207
Maine 7278 3305 3,305 3417 3417 7,166 -112 -15 675
Maryland 88,181 48,436 48,436 40,258 40,258 96,359 8,178 93 2,13%
Massachusetts 72,049 75,674 75,674 79,108 79,108 68,615 3434 48 1318
Mit:higaln“"‘1 194,082 106,962 118,100 114,732 126,600 185,167 4915 -46 2435
Minnesota 111,544 60,852 60,852 64,610 64,610 107,786 -3,758 -34 2637
Mississippi 26,793 10,288 10,288 7615 7615 29,466 2673 10 1,318
Missoun 57434 22341 22,341 13,05 23,015 56,760 =674 -1.2 1,230
Montana 9,983 3,936 3,936 4,039 4,039 5,859 -124 12 1,265
Nebraska 16,320 11,961 11,961 12,376 12,376 15,905 415 25 1,144
Nevada 11,834 5918 5918 6,115 6115 11,637 -197 1.7 563
New Hampshire 4,347 2876 2,876 3102 3102 4127 -226 52 386
New Jersey 120,115 41,413 41413 43,397 43397 118,131 -1,984 .17 1.736
New Mexico® 19,622 - 6,100 = 6,100 19,638 16 @1 1,251
New York 116,658 32,780 32,780 37,530 37530 111,908 4,750 <41 734
North Carolina 104,228 60,411 60411 64,181 64,181 100,479 3,749 36 1,356
Narth Dakota 4,339 2822 2822 2,645 2,645 4516 177 43 840
Ohlo®4 250,021 137,802 156,000 131,555 148,300 253,497 3476 14 2,855
Oklahoma 25,657 5,581 9,581 10,735 10,735 24,503 -1,154 45 854
Cregon 38,753 14,730 14,730 14,782 14782 38,701 =52 404 1,280
Pennsylvania 179,297 96,084 96,084 97,530 97,530 177,851 1,446 08 1,774
Rhode ksland® 25,164 = 4,500 @ 5,600 24513 -651 -26 2,939
South Carolina 32917 13,522 13,522 12,765 12,765 33,674 75723 93t
South Dakota 6,540 3724 3724 3445 3445 6,819 279 43 1,091
Tennessee 59,655 23,140 23,140 22,856 22,866 62,568 2813 49 1,268
Texas 418479 160,877 160,877 170,884 170,884 408472 -10,007 -24 2,164
Utah 11,560 5927 5,927 5,578 5,578 11,909 349 3 610
Vermaont 6,304 3,730 3,730 3,962 3962 6,072 -232 37 1,210
Virginia 56,654 24,884 24,884 25,853 25,853 55,685 969 -7 887
Washington®d 91,337 56,031 58,200 57,237 59,700 B7.825 -3512 -38 1,663
West Virginia® 8,552 - 1,400 1,260 1,300 8,599 47 05 583
Wisconsin 45,588 22,418 22418 22,041 22041 45,965 377 08 1,044
Wyoming 5.196 2,808 2,888 2,655 2,655 5428 233 45 1,248

Note: Because of nonresponse orincomplete data, the probation populaticn far some jurisdictions on Gecember 31, 2011, does not equal the population on January 1, plus
entries, minus exts, Counts may not be actual as reporting agencies may provide estimates on some or all detailed data,

.. Notknown.
*Reflects reported data except for jurisdictions in which data were not avaitable. Details may not sum to total due to rounding,

URates were computed using the estimated adult resident pepulation in each jurisdiction on January 1, 2012,

‘Data for entries and exits were estimated for nanreporting agencies. See Methodology for more detail,

9See Explantory notes for more detail.

“Counts include private agency cases and may overstate the number of persons under supervision. See Methodology and Explanatory notes far more detail,
Source; Bureau of Juskice Statistics, Annual Probation Survey, 2011,






APPENDIX TABLE 3
Characteristics of adults on probation, 2000, 2010-2011

Characteristic 2000 2010 2011
Total 100% 100% 100%
Sex
Male 78% 76% 75%
Female 2 A 25
Race and Hispanic/Latino origin
White? 54% 55% 54%
Black? 3 30 Ell
Hispanic/Latina 13 13 13
American Indian/Alaska Native® 1 1 1
Asian/Native Hawaiian/
other Pacific Jslander? 1 1 1
Two or more races? - -
Status of supervision
Active 76% 73% 72%
Residential/other treatment program 1 i
Financial conditions remaining 1 1
Inactive 9 6 5
Absconder 9 9 9
Supervised out of jurisdiction 3 2 3
Warrant status R 6 [
Other 3 2 2
Type of offense
Felony 52% 50% 53%
Misdemeanor 45 47 45
Other infractions 2 2 2
Most serious offense
Violent 15% 18%
Domestic violence 3 3
Sex offense 3 3
Other violent offense 12 12
Property . 28 27
Drug 24 26 25
Public-order 24 18 17
DwWI/DUI 18 15 15
Other traffic offense 6 3 3
Other! 52 10 12

Note: Each characteristic is based on probationers with a known status, Details may
not sum to total due to rounding.

~Less than 0.5%.

...Not available.

Excludes persons of Hispanic or Latino origin,

bIncludes violent and property offenses in 2000 because those data ware not collectad
separately.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Probation Survey, 2000, 2010-2011.
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APPENDIX TABLE 4

Adults on parole, 2011
zzgﬂfation, Entiies Exils Parole population, SCIan q:20] N :::11‘ ?)eﬂr;ﬂlzlﬁ?laedult
Jurigdiclion 1112011 Reported Imputed®  Reported [mputed®  12/31/2011 Number  Percent residents, 12/31/2011°
U.S. total® 840,598 524423 545800 510,550 532,500 853,852 13,254 16% 357
Federal 103,804 50,180 50,190 44870 44870 109,124 5320 5.1% 45
State® 736,794 474231 495600 465680 487,600 744,728 7934 11 n2
Alabama 9,006 2,144 2,144 2,549 2,549 8,601 -405 4.5 23
Alaska 2,089 1,043 1,043 742 742 1,777 -312 -14.9 330
Arizona 7998 12686 12,686 12976 12976 1,708 -250 -16 158
Arkansas 21,383 9,588 9,584 8,247 8,247 22,704 1341 6.3 1,015
California®® 105,134 153480 153480 148,068 148068 111,063 5929 56 38
Colorado 11,014 9,552 9,552 9,791 9,791 10,775 -239 2.2 275
Connecticut 2,894 3334 3,334 3,667 3,667 2,561 -333 -115 92
Delaware 560 516 516 553 553 553 -7 -13 78
District of Columbia 6,348 1,628 1,628 1,878 1,878 6,008 -250 39 1,178
Florida 4,093 6511 6,511 6,401 6401 4,203 110 2.7 28
Georgia 24,723 13810 13810 12,985 12,985 25463 740 3 346
Hawail 1,850 B72 872 931 931 1,791 -59 12 167
|daho 3,956 1,854 1,854 1,298 1,298 4512 556 14.1 388
llingls?® 26,009 . 20800 . 21400 25465 -544 2.1 260
Indiana 10,912 8,696 8,696 9,454 9,454 10,154 -758 6.9 206
lowa? 4,180 3,174 3,174 2,908 2,508 4,846 266 64 189
Kansas 5063 4753 4,753 4,764 4,764 5,052 -11 4.2 234
Kentucky 13,495 7,642 7,642 6,914 6,914 14,223 728 54 43
Louisiana 26,105 15206 15206 13671 13,671 27,640 1,535 59 796
Maine 2 1 1 0 0 21 -1 -344 2
Maryland 13,195 6,172 8,172 6,130 6,130 13,237 42 03 294
Massachusetts 3n2 2403 2403 3312 3312 2303 -509 <283 H
Michigan 24,486 11,0589 11,159 13,047 13047 22,598 -1,888 7.7 297
Minnesota 5812 5,786 5,786 5,758 5,758 5840 28 05 143
Mississippi 6434 2985 2,985 2,292 2,292 7127 693 10.8 319
Missouri 21,085 1316 13716 13683 13,683 21,138 53 03 458
Montana 986 527 527 555 555 958 -28 -2.8 13
Nebraska 941 1411 1411 1,203 1,203 1,149 208 21 8
Nevada 4,964 4714 4714 4,346 4346 5332 368 74 258
New Hampshire 1,973 1,588 1,588 1357 1,357 2,204 231 nz 22
New Jersey 15,613 7619 7619 8,054 B.054 15,178 435 28 223
New Mexicof 3,146 . 500 . 500 3135 -1 03 200
New York 48,542 22684 22,684 23983 23983 47,243 -1.299 27 310
North Carolina 3,621 3,530 3,530 3407 3407 3,744 123 34 51
Nerth Dakota 428 828 828 820 820 436 B 19 Bt
Chio 12,076 6,354 6,354 6,086 6,086 12,344 268 22 139
Oklahoma 2,627 622 622 750 790 2459 -168 £4 BS
Cregon 22,260 8,794 8,754 8,408 8,408 22,646 386 17 49
Pennsylvania 95,870 54432 54432 55721 55721 594,581 -1,289 -13 944
Rhode Island 505 411 41 373 373 543 38 75 65
South Carolina 6,299 2,819 2819 2,10 2710 6,408 109 17 177
South Dakota 2,799 1,598 1,598 1,633 1,633 2,764 -35 -3 442
Tennessee 12,083 4,552 4,552 4,181 4,181 12,533 450 37 254
Texas 104,763 35393 35,393 33638 33,638 106,518 1,755 17 564
Utah 2,925 1,816 1,816 1,801 1,801 2,940 15 05 15
Vermont 1,032 576 576 539 539 1,069 37 16 213
Virginia 2,624 735 735 1,115 1115 2,244 -380 -145 36
Washington 6,956 5815 5815 4,349 4349 8422 1,466 211 154
West Virginia 1,796 1,608 1,608 1,361 1,361 2043 27 138 139
Wisconsin 20,294 6,686 6,688 6,837 6,837 20,143 -151 0.7 457
Wyoming i 623 410 41 319 354 639 16 _26 147

Note- Because of nonresponse or incomplete data, the parole population for some jurisdictions on December 31, 2011, does not equal the population on January 1, plus
entries, minus exits. Counts may not be actual as reporting agencies may provide estimates on some ar all detailed data.

.. Not known.

“Reflects reported data except for jurisdictions in which data were not available, Details may not sum to totals due to rounding.
®Rates were computed using the estimated adult resident population in each jurisdiction on January 1,2012.

The December 31 parole population includes 12,339 persons in California under post-release custody supervision

9Sea Explanatory notes for mare detail,

*Papulation count reported for December 31 1s based on a count provided as of June 30, 2011,

'Data for entries and exits were estimated for nonreporting agencies. See Methodology for more detail,

Source: Bureaw of Justice Statistics, Annual Parole Survey, 2011,






APPENDIX TABLE 5
Adults entering parole, by type of entry, 2011

Term of supervised Unknown ar
Jurisdiction Totalreported  Discretionary’  Mandatory”  Reinstatement’  released __Otherr  natreported
U.S. total 524423 144,530 178,533 48,609 83,087 12,936 56,328
Federal 50,180 464 ni 68 48941 0 ]
State 474,233 144,066 178216 48,541 34,146 12,936 56,328
Alabama 2144 . . R . 2144
Alaska 1,043 73 i 1 0 ] 2
Arizona 12,686 40 16 524 10,801 1,305 0
Arkansas 9,588 6,483 1221 1,456 425 k! 0
California 153,480 0 93,288 36,581 0 6,272 12339
Colorado 9,552 2,558 3792 3,235 0 966 1]
Connecticut 3334 2,366 0 968 i 1]
Delaware 516 - - - . - 516
District of Columbia 1628 313 - - 1315 - o
Florida 6511 B1 5827 2 589 12 )]
Georgia 13,810 13,788 ] ] 22 Q4
Hawaii 872 654 0 28 0 190 0
Idaho 1854 1427 ~ 427 = - 0
lllingis . . . - . . .
Indiana B.696 0 8,696 1] ) 0 0
lowa 3174 3174 1] [1] 0 0 ]
Kansas 4,753 104 6 146 3,196 1301 1]
Kentucky 7,642 7.248 0 84 - 30 0
Louisiana 15,206 850 14,170 173 . 13 ]
Maine ] 1 0 0 2 i 0
Maryland 6,172 2,361 3811 ’ - 0
Massachusetts 2403 2213 0 190 0 0 0
Michigan 11,159 9,579 672 908 0 0 0
Minnesota 5,786 0 5,786 0 1] 0 1
Mississippi 2,885 2,604 0 38 0 0 o
Missouri 13,716 10,449 920 1,202 0 1,145 ]
Montana 53 527 0 0 0 1] [
Nebraska 141 1,355 0 56 0 [ 1]
Nevada 4,714 33%0 1,199 125 - 0 0
New Hampshire 1,588 843 34 708 . 3 0
New Jersey 7619 5.694 1925 - 0 0 0
New Mexico . = - - . N o
New York 22,684 6,823 6,364 i} 8,787 AL a
North Carolina 3,530 176 752 - 2602 0 0
North Dakota B28 823 0 i 0 i} 0
Ohio 6,354 133 6,022 199 0 0 i}
Oklahoma 622 622 0 0 0 o i}
Oregon 8,794 1,128 7,589 14 6 57
Pennsylvania’ 54,432 10,938 0 2,237 i} 0 41,257
Rhode [sland 41 411 - - - ~ 0
South Carolina 2819 1,839 980 0 0 0 o
South Dakota® 1,598 515 1,083 . . - o
Tennessee 4,552 431 B 219 0 14 0
Texas 35393 33,482 1,222 169 - 520 0
Utah 1,816 1,795 Q ]| 0 ] 0
Vermont! 576 363 ~ 178 - 35 ]
Virginia 735 167 505 43 0 7 13
Washington 5815 155 5,660 1] | ] 0
West Virginia 1,608 1,608 0 i} 0 i 0
Wiscansin 6,686 27 294 0 5457 108 0
Wyoming 410 370 0 4 9 60 0
- Not known,
~Nal applicable.

Yin¢ludes persons entering because of a parole board deasion.

bincludes persons vihose release from prison was not decided by a parole board. Includes persens entering parole because of determinate sentencing, good-time
pravisions, or emergency releases,

“Includes persons returned to parcle after serving ime in a prison because of a parole violation Depending on the reporting Junsdiction, reinstatement entries may
include only parelees who were onginally released from pirson through a discretionary release. only thase oaginally released through & mandatory release, or a
combination of both types. May also include those onginally released through a term of supervised release.

“Includes persons sentenced by a judge to a fixed period of incarceration based on a determinate statute immedrately followed by a period of supervised release in the
comemunity,

“Includes parcless whe were transferred from another state, placed on supervised release from jail, released to a drug transition program, released from a boat camp
operated by the Department of Correctlons, and released from prison threugh a conditional medical or mental health release ta parole, Alsa includes absconders who
were returned 10 parole supennision, on pretrial supervision, under supervision due to a suspended sentence, and others.

ISome or all detailed data ara estimated for type of sentence.

Source. Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Parole Survey, 2011,






APPENDIX TABLE 6

Characteristics of adults on parole, 2000, 2010-2011

Characteristics 2000 2010 2011
Total 100% 100%  100%
Sex
Male 88% 85% 89%
Female 12 12 1
Race and Hispanic/Latino origin
White? 38% 42% 41%
Black? 40 39 39
Hispanic/Latino 21 18 18
American Indian/Alaska Native? 1 1 1
Asian/Native Hawaifan/other Pacific Islander® - 1 1
Two or more races? - -
Status of supervision
Active B3% B2% 81%
{nactive 4 7 6
Absconder 7 6 6
Supervised out of state 5 4 4
Financial conditions remaining = -
Other 1 2 3
Maximum sentence to incarceration
Less than 1 year 3% 5% 4%
1 year or more 97 95 96
Most serious offense
Violent - 27% 28%
Sex offense - 8 9
Other violent - 19 19
Property 2 23
Drug 35 3
Weapon 3 3
Cther® i2 13

Note: Each characteristic is based on parolees with a known status. Details may

not sum to total due ta rounding.

—Less than 0.5%.

~Not available.

Excludes persons of Hispanic or Latina origin.
Yincludes public-order offenses,

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Parole Survey, 2000 and 2010-2011.

PROBATION AND PAROLE IN THE UNITED STATES, 2011 | NOVEMBER 2012

20





The Bureau of Justice Statistics is the statistical agency of the U.S. Department
of Justice, James P. Lynch is director.

This report was written by Laura M. Maruschak and Erika Parks, Thomas P.
Bonczar and Sheri Simmons verified the report.

Vanessa Curto and Jill Thomas edited the report, and Barbara Quinn produced
the report under the supervision of Daoris J. James.
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e . - POLICY COUNEIL END HOMELESSNESS

STRATEGIES FOR ADDRESSING HOUSING NEEDS AND RISKS [N PRISONER RE-ENTRY

quelessness and
Prisoner Re-Entry

An unprecedented number of people are coming out of
prison and jail.

« Each year, more than 650,000 people are released from state Many people released from prison or jall are at risk for
prisons in the United States, and an estimated nine million homelessness, which can increase the likelihood that
are released from jails.2 they will commit new crimes and return to prisen.

+ The number of people released from prison has increased + More than 10 percent of those coming in and out of pris-
350 percent over the last 20 years.? ons and jail are homeless in the months before their incar-

) . ) ceration. For those with mental illness, the rates are even

+ During the same time period, ﬂmf:;lumber of people l“’hc’ higher-—about 20 percent. One study found that 22 percent
are homeless has swelled dramatically, to the current level of jailed inmates in New York City reported being homeless
of up to 850,000 people on any given day.* the night before arrests

* Mostreleased individuals return to major metropolitan areas « The California Department of Corrections reports that at
across the country, often toa fe;_" neighborhoods ‘{’“hm Ce;; any given time 10 percent of the state’s parolees are home-
tral cities. In Wu‘:h-1ta in. 2004, for examnple, people re'leas_ less, and in major urban areas such as San Francisco and
to parole supervision returned to, and sought housing in, Los Angeles, the percentage of parolees who are homeless
just a few neighborhoods. Twenty-eight percent of parolees is as high as 30 to 50 percent.$

reside in City Council District 1 alone.

49 percent of homeless adults have reportedly spent five or
more days in a city or county jail over their lifetimes, and 18
percent have been incarcerated in a state or federal prison,
according to a 1996 HUD study?

Shelter use, both before incarceration and after release, is
associated with an increased risk of return to prison: in a
study of 50,000 individuals who were released from New
York State prisons and returned to New York City between
1995 and 1998, the risk of re-incarceration increased 23 per-
cent with pre-release shelter stay, and 17 percent with post-
release shelter stay.®

PAROLEES PER 1,000 RESIDENTS [N WICHITA (K5)

« A qualitative study by the Vera Institute of Justice found
that people released from prison and jail to parole, who en-
tered homeless shelters in New York City, were seven times
more likely to abscond during the first month after release
than those who had some form of housing.?

Produced by; Justice Mapping Center, 2006
Data source; Kansas Department af Corrections, December 2004

This document was prepared by, the Councll of State Governments. under grant number2006- wwwireentrypolicy.org
RE-CR-KOO02  awarded by the Blreau of Justice Assistance, Office of JUstice  Programs, LS. CONTACT::
Departmant of flustice.Theopinions, findings; and conclusions or recommendations BXpressed:in Katherine Brown

thisldoclment are those of the authors and do not represent the official position or policies of the Council of State Governments
UEsibepartmentofijustice, Additionalsupportfonehis project was provided by the'Rabert Waod kbrown@csg.org
Johnson Foundation: teli(a46) 3835727






State and local budgets cannot sustain spending

on shelter and emergency costs to serve increasing
numbers of people who are homeless; long-term housing
solutions can decrease the costs associated with people
who would otherwise become homeless, such as peaple
released from prison and jail.

» In New York, it costs more than $32,000 per year to serve
a single person who stays in homeless shelters and returns
to prison. Hospitalizations and child welfare involvement
drive this price tag even higher.®

Prison and jail are among the most expensive settings to
serve people who are homeless: one nine-city study calcu-
lated median daily costs for prison and jail at $59.43 and
$70.00 respectively, compared with $30.48 for supportive
housing.!

+ Supportive housing has been documented to drastically re-
duce criminal justice involvernent, reducing jail incarcera-
tion rates up to 30 percent and prison incarceration rates up
to 57 percent.”

« According to a cost analysis by the Corporation for Support-
ive Housing, a single re-entry housing unitin New York used
by two people over one year can save $20,000 to $24,000 rela-
tive to the cost of release to shelter and re-incarceration.”

Organizations have developed different housing
interventions to prevent homelessness and promote
independence and self-sufficiency among re-entering
offenders in several states.

5t. Andrew’s Court (Chicago, IL): St. Leonard's Ministries and
Lakefront SRO (Single Room Occupancy) work in partnership

to provide second-stage housing and support services to men
released from prison to the Chicago area, who have graduated
from St. Leonard's short-term re-entry programs. St. Andrew's
Court comprises 42 affordable housing units for single men
with a range of Tigks and needs. Funding partners include the
Illinois Housing Development Authority, the City of Chicagd's

1. The number of people released from state prisons each year been

steadily increasing—from slightly morethan 600,000 in 2000 to more

than 670,000 in 2004. 5ee Paige M. Harrison and Allen ), Beck, “Prison and
Jail Inmates at Midyear 2005," US Department of Justice, Bureau of justice
Statistics (Washington, DC: 2006), NCJ 213133,

2. Thejail rumbers (2004) were provided by Allen ). Beck, "The Importance
of Successful Reentry to jail Population Growth” (presentation atThe Jai
Reentry Roundtabie of the Urban Institute, Washingten, DC, Juna 27, 2006).

3. James P. Lynch and William J. Sabol, Prisaner Reentry in Perspective,
Washington, DC: The Urban Institute, September 2001.

4. Martha R. Burt et al., Homelessness: Programs and the People They Serve:
findings From the National Survey of Homeless Assistance Providers and Clients,
W.5. Department of Housing and Urban Development (Washington, DC:
1999), cited in Stephen Méuraux and Dennis P. Culhane, "Homeless Shelter
Use and Reincarceration Following Prison Release: Assessing the Risk.”
Criminalogy & Public Policy 3, no. 2 (2004): 201-222,

5. Métrauxand Culhane; David Michaals et al., "Homelessness and
indicators of mental iliness among inmates in New York City's correctional
system.” Hospital and Community Psychiotry 43 (2002):150-155.

HOMELESSNESS AND PRISONER RE-ENTRY

.

Departmentof Housing, the Illinois Departmentof Corrections,
the Federal Home Loan Bank, and various foundations. St.
Leonard's provides an array of case-tnanagement services, and
a self-governed Residents' Council meets regularly.

Alliance Apartments (Minneapolis, MN): Alliance Apartments
offers 100 permanent, affordable housing efficiency apart-
ments and 24 transitional housing units, where residents may
stay for up to two years, for homeless, single adult men and
women who make a commitment to work, remain chemical-
free, and live in a drug-free community. Although Alliance
Apartments doesn't include units specifically designated for
formerly incarcerated individuals, many tenants have recently
been released from jail or prison. On-site staff from partner
organization RS Eden provide case management, counsel-
ing, peer support networks, social and recreational events,
and linkages to mental health services as well as education,
training and work programs, and work on an informal basis
with parole officers and supervision agents. In 1995, Alliance
Housing received 100 Section 8 Certificates to create afford-
able housing; RS Eden received a state grant through the De-
partment of Corrections to provide support services to people
coming out of incarceration.

Fortune Academy {New York, NY): The Fortune Academy, a
residential facility in West Harlem opened in 2002, provides
18 emergency and 41 longer-term beds and access to the For-
tune Society's array of supportive services. Prospective clients
must be formerly incarcerated, homeless, pose no current
risk of violence, and have an interest in and be appropriate
for the services being provided. Residents of the Academy are
required to provide 10 hours of service to the house and at-
tend weekly house meetings. Although sobriety is not a re-
quirement for placement in the housing facility, residents
must demonstrate motivation to become sober. Individuals in
emergency housing often go on to live at the Acaderny long-
term, The duration of long-term housing is determined on an
individual basis. Generally residents live in housing between
six months to a year—until they have stabilized and can be
linked to permanent housing, which is often coordinated by
Fortune's housing specialists.

6. Califarnia Department of Corrections, Prevention Parolee Faifure Program.
An Evaluation (Sacramente, CA: California Department of Correctians, 1997).
7. Burtetal.

8. Métrauxand Culhane.

9, Marta Nelsan, Perry Deess, and CharlotteAllen, The First Mfonth Out:
Post-incarceration Experiences in NewYork City (New York, NY: Vera nstitute of
Justice, 1939),

10. Corporation for Supportive Heusing, "Re-entry housing promotes pub-
lic safety while saving public doflars.” cost analysis based on data provided
by the New York State Division of Parale, 20086,

1. Thatlewin Group. 2004. "Costs of Serving Homeless Individuals in Nine
Cities.” Chart Book Report. New York, NY: Corporation for Supportive Housing.
12. Dennis P, Culhane etal, “Public Service Reductions Associated with
Placement of Homeless Parsons with Severe Mentai lllness in Supportive
Housing," in Housing Policy Debate, Val. 13, Issue 1. Fannie Mae Foundation,
2002.

13. Corporation for Suppartive Housing.
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ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT

Housing Element Implementation
(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporting Period 11/2011 - 123112011

Table A

Annual Building Activity Report Summary - New Construction
Very Low-, Low-, and Mixed-Income Multifamily Projects

Attachment 1
page 10f 43

Houelng Developmant Information

Housling wilh Financinl Assisiance and/or
Deed Restrictions

Housing without
Flnancial Assistance
or Daad Restrictions

10625 Bloomfield St. 5+ R 1 13 14 | 14 NIA DB
1866 S. Greenfield Ave, 3 R 1 2 & 3 N/A DB
11818-11822 Dorothy St 5+ R 2 24 26 26 N/A DB
5315 N. Bellingham Ave. 5+ 0 1 16 17 17 NiA DB

14308 Burbank Blvd, S5+ R 1 7 B 8 N/A DB

10227 Mason Ave, 5+ R 3 47 50 50 N/A DB
1303 Wellesley Ave. 5+ Q 2 23 25 25 N/A DB
12412 Pacific 5+ R 1 " 12 12 NIA, DB
7651 Laurel Canyon Blvd, 5+ R/O 2 34 36 36 N/A pe
7857 W Manchesler 5+ RIO 3 29 32 3z N/A DB
7045 N. Remmel Ave. 2 R 1 1 2 2 NiA DB
1611 8. Beverly Glen Blvd. 5+ RO 1 " 12 12 NIA, pB
. Zone Change,
5200 Wilshire Blvd, 32 R 14 464 478 478 N/A Conditional Use
7621 S. Figuerca 5+ R 35 0 as a5 | 'DWF ARRA- DB
NSP
Bond Proceeds,
11904-11976 Culver Blvd, 5+ R 17 70 7 124 124 HOME
Bond Proceeds,
5555 Hollwood Blvd. 5+ R 9 110 1 120 120 MHP, CRA,
DWP, HOME
PBValue, CRA,
1230, 1236, 1240 S. Menlo Ave. 5+ R B0 4] 60 60 MHP, DMH-
MHSA, HOME






ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

Attachment 1
page 2 of 43

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporting Period 111/2011 - 12/31/2011
DMH-MHSA,
5525 Klump Ave, 5+ R 6 42 1 49 49 CRA, HOME
A PBValue, DMH-
8904 Willis Avenue 5+ R 20 21 1 42 42 MHSA, HOME DB
PBValue, MAF,
12230 - 12232 W Oshome P| 5+ R 58 0 59 59 DMH-MHSA,
CRA, HOME
PEValue. MAP,
240 E. 6th 5+ R 77 23 2 102 102 | McKinney, DWP, DB
HOME
PBValue, CRA, | Greater Dowlown
505 S. San Pedro 5+ R 57 50 1 108 108 HOPWA, HOME | Housing incenlive
CRA, HOME,
7135 N Wilbur B+ 11 62 73 73 ARRA-NSP
808 N, Spring St. 5+ 103 19 1 123 123 ARRA-NSP DB
CRA, Bond
4201-4261 8, Central Avenue 5+ R 17 1 18 18 Proceeds, NSP,
AHTF
4020 - 4070 S, Buckingham Road| 5+ 69 1 70 70 CRA, HOME
956301 Lanark Sk, 5+ 66 20 1 87 87 CRA
. CRA, HOME,
538-548 S. Normandie 5+ R 65 1 BB 66 LADWP
CRA, AHTF,
7238-7248 Canby Ave B+ R 65 32 1 98 9% | Bond Proceeds
MHP, HOME,
975 N. Vendome St 5+ R 35 1 36 35 HACGLA
741 W. 39th St 1 R 1 0 1 1 N/A
12735 W. Venice Blvd, 1 R 1] 1 1 N/A
6201 W. Hollywood Blvd, G+ R 13 39 483 535 535 N/A Zone Variance
2619 Wilshire Blvd. 5+ R 5 45 50 50 NIA Zone Variance
1539 8. Shenandoah St. 5+ R 0 1 1
{8) Tolal of Moderate and Above Moderate from Table A2 » » » M 0 4,593 4,593| 4,593
(10) Total by income Table A/A3 > > 454" 751| 16 5915 7.166| 7.166
(11} Total Extremely Low-income Units*
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ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporting Period 1472011 - 1213112011
Table A2

Annual Building Activity Report Summary - Units Rehabifitated, Preserved and Acquired pursuant
to GC Section §5583.1{c){1)

Please nole  Unils may only e cradiled lo the iabla below whan a junisdiciron has induded a program o 1ls housing alament 1o rshabillate. preserve or acquire units le accommodale a
portion of its RHMNA whichmeel the speafic cnlena as outhined in GC Seclion B5582.1(c)(1)

Affordabilty by Househeld Incomas

4] Tha Descripbon should adequalsly documenl| how each unit compliss walh subseclion (¢ )(7) of Govemmant Cady

Activity Typa Saction £5583.1

(1) Rehabililahion Acimty

{2) Prasarvaton of Umls Al-Risk [}
{2) Acquisilton aof Umis [1]
(%) Total Uruls by Incoms 4] 0 o 4]

* Note: This field is veluntary





ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation
(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporting Period 2011 - 1213172011

Table A3

Annual building Activity Report Summary for Above Moderate-Income Units
{not including those units reported on Table A)

Attachment 1
page 4 of 43

1 2. 3 4, 5. 6, Num:er of
Single Family 2 -4 Units 5+ Units Second Unit Mobile Homes Total infill units*
No. of Units Permitied for Moderate 1] o 0 0 0 o] 0
. N |
No. of Units Permitted for Above 635 472 3,466 18 4,593 4,593
Moderats

* Note. This field is voluntary





ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT

Housing Element Implementation

Aftachment 1
paga 5 of 43

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporting Period 1172011 - 1213172011
T ' Table B
Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress
Permitted Units Issued by Affordability
Enler Calendsr Yesr siarung wilh (ha irst year of the RHNA
allocation penod._See Exsmpla. 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Tolal Urils Total
RHNA o Dale Remaining RHNA
¥ 3
Income Level Allocation by Y:ar Y;er Y;ar Y:Hr esnr Y:ar Y‘;'r Y:ar Yegar (all years) by Incoms Level
]
Deed Resticted 1.019 692 423 ug9 484 357
Vory Low 27,238 23724
Non-deed restrclad
Dead Resincled 595 354 67 263 751 2,080
Low 17.435 15.435
Non-deed rastncled
Deed Restncled 14 &0 3 16 23
Moderals 19.304 18.211
Non-desd restricled
Above Moderata 48,839 146 1,474 1,925 4,593 8,138 40,701
Tolal RHMA by COG. 112876
Enter aflocalion numbar i 1628 1282 1,964 3,080 5,844 12,808
TolUmis » » » 9% 068
Remairung Nead lor RHNA Perigd = » = B  »

Nate unils serving exiremly low-income households are induded in (he vary low-ncome penmitied umils (olals,
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ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation
(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporting Period 11172011 - 121312011

Table C

Program Implementation Status

Program Description Housing Pregrams Progress Report - Government Code Sectlon 65583.
(BogHousin Elei;:-nen t Program Names) Descnbe progress of all programs including local efforls to remove governmental consiraints to the maintenance, improvement, and
¥ 9 °g development of housing as identified in the housing element.
Name of Program Objective Tui':\‘el_f'raEme Status of Program Implementation
Homebuyer Assistance: Purchase Assislance 366 loans for low-income homebuyers [2006-2014 Loans Funded:
200 loans for moderate-income Low-lncome - 78
homebuyers Moderate-lncome - 7
72 loans for above moderate-income Above Moderate-Income -
Homebuyer Assistance Mortgage Credit Ceriificates 168 MCCs for low income homebuyers |2006-2014 Sland-Alone MCCs Issued:
252 MCCs for moderate income Low Income - 13
homebuyers Moderate Income - 38
For-Sale Developer Assistance: Forward Commitment  [Contracts for 30 moderate income 2006-2014 Assisted 1 moderate-income homebuyer and 3 low-income homebuyers in
Program homebuyers 2011
Conlracts for 85 above moderate
income homebuyers
For-Sale Developer Assistance Small Sites Finance for-sale developments, 2006-2014 Assisled 1 moderale-income homebuyer and 1 low-income homebuyer in
Development Opporlunities providing 44 low-income ownership 2011,
units
Exlended contract for development of up to 11 low-income homebuyers by
08/31/2012,
For-Sale Devetoper Assistance In-fill Housing 45 for-sale moderate income urits 2006-2014 CRAJLA status updale unable to be received due to dissolution of
Developmenl annually Redevelopment Agencies.
§ low income unils annually
For-Sale Developer Assistance New Housing 45 for-sale moderate income units 2006-2014 CRAJLA status update unable lo be received due to dissolution of
Opporlunities annually Redevelopment Agencies.
5 for-sale low-income units annually
in CRA/LA Downtown proiecl areas






ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation
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(CCR Title 25 §6202 )
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporting Period 1172011 - 12/31/2011
For-Sale Developer Assistance: Response to Mousing |25 for-sale moderate income units 2006-2014 CRA/LA stalus updale unable to be received due to dissolution of
Opportunilies annually Redevelopment Agencies.
25 for-sale low income units annually
in CRAJLA project areas
For-Sale Developer Assistance: Small Lot Subdivisions |314 market-rate units within small lot  |[Developer Workshop - |15 small ot subdivision cases filed with DCP in 2011, 13 cases moved
subdivisions annually 2010 forward as smaill lot projects, representing 205 units of for-sale hausing.
Simplified forms and

procedures - 2011
Individual developer
consultations - 2006-
2014

Quireach to developers and archilects on possible improvements o the
program'’s policies and procedures, as well as an updale ko the Small Lot
Design Guidelines, is planned to begin in 2012,

unils

|Mortgage Revenue Bond Financing for New Rental 75 low-income renlal unils and 300 2006-2014 No Bond-Only uniis for new construction projecls were developed in 2011,
Housing above moderale income units The bond market was beginning to recuperale from prior years’ market
annually, through CRA/LA insiability.
180 very low-income renlal unils,
through LAHD
Affordable Housing Trust Fund for New Rental Housing [4,789 very low income units 2006-2014 In 2011 the AHTF financed the construction of 10 housing projects,
479 low income unils consisting of a total of 539 units.
2011 also saw the permitting of 12 new housing projects, consisting of a
lolat of 816 affordable units (288 very low income, 466 low income), which
received AHTF funding. 5 of these projecls were also funded by lhe
CRALA,
New Renlal Housing Opporlunities 70 very low income, 2006-2014 CRA/LA status updale unable to be received due to dissolulion of
70 low income. and Redevelopment Agencies.
60 moderate income rental units
annually
Response to Rental Housing Opportunities 50 very low income, 2006-2014 CRAJLA status update unable to be received due to dissolution of
50 low income, and Redevelopment Agencies.
50 moderate income rental units
approved annually in CRA/LA projec]
areas
Project-Based Rental Assistance 1,074 (430 extremely low, 644 very low|2006-2014 HACLA has a total of 2,121 allocated project-based units as of 2011.
income) households housed through
|project-based rental assistance
vouchers
745 low income units of renlal housing
New Generation Fund — New Affordable Housing Supporl the construction of 2,560 new [2008-2014 Twa projecls comprising 197 units were funded in 2011,






Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles

Attachment 1

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation
(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Reporting Period 112011 -

127312011

Housing for Senior and Disabled Persons 50 units for very low income seniors  [2009-2014 DCP Ordinance in developmenl to allow by-right licensed community care
annually facililies for 7 or more residents citywide.
50 units for very low income disabled
persons annually CRA/LA slatus update unable to be received due to dissolulion of
Redevelopmenl Agencies,
HACLA Activity- Under Construction:
Del Rey Senior Housing 124 units (30 public housing unils serving senior
and disabled, 79 PBV/LIHTC units, 14 LIHTC units) on the West side of Los
Angeles, 10 be completed by December 20, 2012
Housing For All Household Sizes and Types 75 large family low income unils 2006-2014 CRA/LA status update unable to be received due lo dissolution of

75 small low income units

Redevelopment Agencies,

HACLA acquired fwelve 4-bedroom townhomes of public housing in Waits,
Acquired 1 single family residence as public housing in Watls.

DCP reviewed projects for land use entitlemenis and project readiness lo
support public funding applications.

Innovalive Housing Unit Design

50 very low income units of alternalive
multi-Family housing

50 very low income units with universal
design elements

Provide assislance lo develoeprs and
property owners dunng project review

Eslablish Task Force
lo review City Codes -
2009

Task Force report and
recommendations -
2010

Revised regulations -
2011

Individual developer
consullations - 2006-

Task Force and recommendations for revised regufations on hold pending
budget and staff resources.

2014
Alternative Multi-Family Development 20 second unils on lots annually, 2006-2014 Building permits were issued for 18 second units on single-family zoned
including residential lots, per AB 1866.
6 low income units,
7 moderate income unils and
7 above-moderate income unils
New Programs lo Increase the Produclion of Affordable [Introduce Motion December 2008 The Mayor's Cffice has worked with the City’s family of housing-relaled
Housing agencies in order to find ways lo increase the City’s produclion of affordable
housing. Despile budgetary pressures on lhe Iraditional sources of funds
used lo create affordable housing, the City has managed lo produce unils.
For example, the City conlinues to finance the creation of permanent
supportive housing unils, as well as continues lo acquire multi- and single-
family units through the federal NSP for rehabilitation.
Srnall Sites for Affordable Housing Report to Mayor and City Council Ordinance, policies,  |On hold pending budget and slaff resources.

Draft ordinance, policies, procedures
as determined in study

procedures - 2010

CRAJLA activity: Unknown due to dissolulion of Redevelopment Agencies.
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ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

{CCR Title 25 §6202 )
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporting Period 1142011 - 1213172011
Adaplive Reuse 450 markel rale and Report on As best as can be delemmined, bullding permits were 1ssues for one
50 affordable housing units annually  |impediments and Adaptive Reuse Ordinance project in 2011, lolaling 17 unils.
analysis of requinng
affordable component -
2009

Revised ordinance -
2010

Facilitate proposed
developments - 2006-

Redevelopment of City-Owned Property

Post updated invenlory of City-owned
property at least once a year

Create opportunity for developmenl of:
50 low-income rental units through
CRALA

188 low-income rental units

31 low-income homeownership units
15 moderate income homeownership
units

15 above-moderate homeownership

2008-2014

There was varying activily relaled to several sites in 2011, For the Eastiake
sile: Prospective buyers were notified of RFP to buy property. One
proposal was received, For the Rampart site: Received authority from City
Council lo sell the property through a Request for Proposals, Notified
prospeclive buyers of opportunily to buy property. For lhe Plaza Vermont
site: Took possession of property lhrough a foreclosure action. Received
City Council aulhority to sell property through a RFPs. For the Dunbar Hotel
/ Somerville Apantments | & Il site- Buyer selected for purchase and
rehabililation of properties lhrough a Request for Proposal process.
Properties transferred lo buyer and rehabililation started.

Industnal Land: Redevelopment Opportunities

Complele Industrial Land Use Study
and 16 Community Plan Updates
Adopt regulations requinng affordable
housing sel-aside with redevelopment
of industrial fand. Creale opportunity
for development of 400 market rate
work force housing unils and 100
affordable housing units during the
planning period, including 25
exiremely [ow-income units, 25 very
low-income units,

25 low-income units, and

25 moderale-income units

Industrial land survey -
2007

Identify housing
potental - 2008
Industrial land use
recommendalions in
16 Community Plans -
2009-2014

The resulls of the 2007 industrial land use study are being incorporated into
the various planning efforts across the City. In particular, zoning changes
for industnal areas identified as "Transilion Districts” (ie. areas where
transilion lo other uses such as housing may be permitied) in the Southeast
LA, Cenfral City North and Hollywood are being proposed,

Redevelopment of Brownfield Industrial and Commercial

Siles

Environmental clean-up of at least five
brownfield sites

Create opporlunity for 100 unils,
including

10 very low and

10 low income unils

Site identification,
acquisition and clean-
up - 2008-2011
Development of up to
100 units - 20112014

The Rockwood Park brownfield site was successfully converted inlo a park
in 2011.

The City was selected lo receive two Brownfields Assessment grants from
the EPA in 2011, which target the Wilminglon and Pacoima neighborhoods.

The City’s Brownfields Program continues to provide assistance regarding a
wide range of individual development siles throughout lhe City.

page 9 of 43
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{CCR Title 25 §6202 )
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporting Period 111/2011 - 1213172011
Public Facilities Zoned Land® Joint Use Opportunities Create opportunilies for ﬁdenlify polental The Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) partnered with a non-

50 very low and
50 low income units
during the planning perod

LAUSD sites - 2006-
2008

Secure entittements
for housing on 2
LAUSD sites - 2008-
2011

Propose 5 sites o
LAUSD Board - 2010~
2014

profit developer to finalize conslruction on 50 unils of affordable housing (2-
3 BRs/30-60% AMI) on school-district owned surplus land in the Glassel
Park community. Opening is planned for early 2012, A second project by
the same partners 1s also being discussed.

inall Opportunities

Assist planners and developers to
identify 10 new localions for residenlial
development annually

Identify software

needs and cosis -

2011

Create pilot on ZIMAS -
2012

On hold pending budget and staff resources.

Infill Opportunilles: Downtown Center

Create locations for 700 housing units,
including

40 moderate,

30 low, and

30 very low income units

2008-2014

A 108 unit affordable housing development (107 affordable unils - 57 Very
Low/50 Low) took advantage of the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive
Program, which offers increased height and FAR rights in exchange for the
provision of affordable housing.

Coordinalion of Infrastructure Improvements

Facilities financing planin up lo 8
udpaled Community Plans

Develop template for
community plan-
specific infrastructure
needs - 2009

Matrix of infrastructure
cosis - 2010. Create
financing methodology

A facililies chapter for each of 7 new Community Plans was in development.

The facilities chapler will idenlify exisling infrastructure
programs/plan/services and projects lo be implemented by various
agencies. Financing Plans are not being prepared due to lack of funding
necessary to conduct the required studies for such plans, The idea of
linking infrastructure funding Lo housing provision has been deemed
unfeasible,

Permanent and New Funding Sources for the Affordable
Housing Trust Fund

$100,000,000 annually

2006-2014

2011 Sources for lhe AHTF.

CRA and HOME $38,612,062
DWP - AHTF  $1,085,000
DWP - PSH $3,940,814
HOPWA - $1,001,933

PSHP Bond - $219,165

LHTF - $2,650,000

Total $47,508,975
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Advocate for State and Federal Housing Funds

Support State and Federal bills that
provide funds for affordable housing
development in the City of Los
Angeles in each legislative session

2006-2014

CLA adtivity: recommended that Council supporl the following State bills: 1)
SB 184, the Costa-Hawkins Act, which would reslore the ability of local
governments to enactimplement inclusionary housing programs by
clarifying that the California Costa Hawkins Renlal Housing Act does not
apply to inclusionary housing programs and 2) AB 221 which would give
communities more flexibility in ending homelessness throughout California
by allowing "permanent, supporlive housing” to be an eligible use under the
Emergency Housing and Assistance Program-Capital Development (EHAP-
CD) program,

Recommended that Council support (he following Federal bills or
adminislrative aclions: 1} fund the National Housing Trust Fund and 2) fund
the Preservalion, Enhancement, and Transformalion of Renlal Assistance
(PETRA) initiative, which would help cover lhe incremental cost of
converting public housing, Seclion 8 Moderate Rehabililation, Rent
Supplement, and Rental Assislance programs to long-term project-based
Section 8 contracts

Affordable Housing Public Benefit Fee

Complete nexus study lo establish a
Public Benefit Fee

Adopt amendments to the Zoning
Code to implement a Public Benefit
Fee

Target $20 million in fees collected to
support affordable housing
development andfor infrastructure
improvements

Nexus Study - 2009
Adopt Ordinance -
2010

Collect Fees - 2010-
2014

The Affordable Housing Public Benefit Fee Study was compleled in 2011.
The study looked at the nexus between new markel-rate development and
the subsequent increase in demand for affordable housing in the City of Los
Angeles. The report was not publicly released in 2011,

Downtown TFAR Public Benefil Fee

$20 million for affordable housing
developmenl

2007-2014

Affordable housing remains one of give public benefits that can be funded
through the Downlown TFAR Public Benefit Fee program. There has been
no aclion on dedicating a portion of the Fee to lhe Affordable Housing Trust
Fund in 2011,

Off-Site Parking Options

Reduce lhe cost of housing production
by reducing lhe cost of parking in 10
neighborhoods

Draft State Building
Code amendments for
robolic parking
structures - 2010
Amend State Buidling
Code for rebotic
parking structures -
2012

Robolic parking for 10
projects - 2010-2014

Continued collecting funds for lhe Venice parking Impact trust fund. The
funds will be used for improvements identified in the Wesiside Parking
Study, which is an element of the Westside Mability Study currently being
prepared,

Cooperative Labor Agreemenls and Cooperalive
Malerials Purchasing Agreements

Demonstration cooperative agreement
for labor andfor materials among
several resldential developers

20092014

CRAJLA activity in 2011 was unable to be ascertained due to the slatewide
dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies.
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Land Ownership Alternatives

Demonslration project wilh one or
more developers employing allemative
land ownership structures

2010-2014

CRAJLA activity in 2011 was unable to be ascertained due to the statewide
dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies.

Case Management and Case Processing Assistance

Assist 50 projects per year

Identify roles, program
struclure, fees; train
staff - 2007-2009
Individual developer
consultations - 2006-
2014

CRAJLA activity in 2011 was unable to be ascertained due to the stalewide
disselution of Redevelopment Agencies.

Employer-Assisted Mousing Creale 50 moderale and 50 above 2008-2014 No activity n 2010,
moderate housing units as
demonsiration project with one
employer
Systematic Code Enforcement Program (SCEP) Inspect 1,629,553 units 2006-2014 In 2011, 176,755 units were inspecled under SCEP.
Single Family Rehabilitation 3,052 exiremely low Income units 2006-2014 Minor home repairs or installation of safety & secunty devices in 2011.
2,050 very low income unils Extremnely low-income - 1,185
1.178 low income units Very low-income - 215
Low-income - 472
Residential Rehabilitalion 189 very low income units 2006-2014 LAHD residential rehabilitalion programs were discontinued due to funding
290 low income units reductions in 2008,
CRAJLA activity in 2011 was unable ta be ascerlained due lo the stalewide
dissclution of Redevelopment Agencies.
Utility Maintenance Program Prevent the vacalion of 2,050 master- |2006-2014 During Calendar Year 2011, 154 ulility shut offs were prevented. The actual

metered apartment buildings

number of cases is significantly lower than expecied due lo a lower number
of ulility shut-off prevention (water and gas) cases referred by the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power lo the Department. Further, a
separate escrow account for UMP is not Lo be opened if thers is an active
Rent Escrow Accaunl Program (REAP) escrow account at the same
property at the lime of referral, Provision of REAP services includes UMP-
type utility shut-off prevention payments from the escrow account.
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Residential Rehabilitation of Obsolete Public Housing  |Complete revilalization of Harbor View [2008-2014 In 2011 HACLA made significant progress in oblaining entitements for the
and Jordan downs proposed Jordan Downs redevelopment project. The Final Environment
Impact report was released, and the first public hearing was held.
77 above moderate-income,
200 moderale-income,
25 low-income, and
103 very low-income unils
in the Harbor View Development
280 exiremely low income,
280 very low income. and
140 low income 1-for-1 replacement
Public Housing units,
700 workforce housing units and
market rate homeownership,
700 market rate rental unils
in the Jordan Downs Development
Residential Holel and Single Room Oceupancy (SRO)  |Acquisition and rehabilitation of SRO  [2008-2014 CRAAA actinty in 2011 was unable lo be ascerlained due lo the statewide
Holel Preservalion holels dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies.
Regulation of Conversion and Demolition of Residential |Preserve 15,000 residential unils in 2008-2014 In 2011, the Rent Division has processed 2 exemplion applications,
Hotels 315 holels or convert to affordable approving exemptions for 2 hotels, RHO Exemption Review process is
units complele,
Section 8 Mederate Rehabilitation Single Room Maintain Section 8 rental assistance  |2006-2014 HACLA has a total of 1,107 allocated units.

Occupancy

for exisling 1,300 participating SRO
unils

Mobile Home Park Preservalion

Assist 100 mobile park tenants
250 market-rate mobile home park

Council motion to
amend relocation

No activity in 2011.

pads in residenlial areas preserved assistance ordinance -
2008
Adopt revised
ordinance - 2009
Preservation of Affordable Housing Preserve affordability in up to 15,850 |2006-2014 A total of $2 million dollars was set aside for gap financing for properties
expiring units that applied to lhe Affordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTF) 2011 Round 2
|Nolice of Funding Availability (NOFA}. Through the competitive process,
the Los Angeles Housing Department {LAHD} funded one at-nsk
preservation deal - LA, Pro Il. The L.A. Pro Il is a Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) at-risk, scattered sile property consisting of
a total of 123 units in Soulh Los Angeles. The project involves the
demolishing of one site and replacing Lhat site with new construction.
Additionally, the other three siles will be rehabilitaled, thus preserving the
HUD Project-based Seclion 8 through a long-lerm contract and new rental
use agreement of 55 years.
Preservation of the Rental Housing Stock - Propose Zoning Code amendment 2009 Program continued lo be on hold, pending budget and slaff resources,

Condeminium Conversions
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Condominium Conversions Complete Study Complele study - 2009 |Program continued to be on hold, pending budget and staff resources,

Draft ordinance

Ordinance te City
Planning Commission -
2010

units annually

Ordinance lo City
Council - 2010
Demolitions - Preservation of Community Characler Compelte Study Complele study - 2008 |Program continued lo be en hold. pending budget and slaff resources.
Draft ordinance Ordinance lo City
Planning Commission -
2010
Ordinance to City
Council - 2010
Preservation of Rent-Stabilized Housing Unils Preserve 633,000 RSO units 2006-2014 In 2011, 262 rent adjusiment applicalions were processed and over $14
million in property improvements were approved.
RSO Enforcement Refer 60 cases to lhe city Attorney 2006-2014 In 2011, 4,808 cases were investigated and 38 cases were sent to the City
annually Attorney's Office (CAQ). The remainders were resolved in-house. Goal is to
reduce the number of cases referred to the Cily Attorney by resolving
complaint issues in-house. Outreach on tenant & landlord rights has been
expanded.
The CAQ reports that 3 of the cases lhey received were filed and 41 City
Attorney Office hearings (CAOH) conducted in 2011. Dunng lhe same
period, the City Attorey closed 26 cases due to voluntary compliance pre
and post-CAOH.
Preservation through Transfer of Ownership Rehabilitate 20 substandard housing [2008-2014 CRAJLA activity in 2011 was unable to be ascertained due lo the stalewide
units per year dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies.
Mortgage Revenue Bond Financing for Rehabilitaton of |Rehabilitale 524 low-income units 2008-2014 No Bond-only (Rehab of At-Risk) units were developed m 2011, The bond
At-Risk Rental Housing annually market was beginning lo recuperale from prior year's market instability.
Affordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTF) - At-Risk Rental [Rehabillate 113 [ow-income units 2006-2014 In 2011, one preservation project was awarded funding through the AHTF.
Housing Rehabililalion annually The LA Pra Il development included the preservation of 80 at-risk,
affordable uniis.
Public Housing Annual Inspections All public housing unils inpsected 2006-2014 HACLA will continue to conduct annual inspections of all units under lhe
annually Public Housing and Section 8 programs.
All Section B units inspected annually
Lead-Safe Housing; Privately-owned Housing Units Complete lead abatement in S0 2008-2011 Completed [ead abatement in housing unils.
extremely low income unils Exiremely low-income - 53
Complete lead abatement in 135 very Very low-income - 46
low income units Low-income - 30
Complete iead abatement in 225 low
income units
Lead-Safe Housing: HACLA Housing Units Abate lead-based paint hazards in 35 [2008-2014 HACLA abated or stabilized lead-based paints in 8 units in 2011 due to fire

damage,
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At-Risk Affordable Housing Tenant Outreach and Involve up to 8,000 residents of 2006-2014 The LAHD conducted outreach and education to a lolal of 2,796 families
Education identified at-risk units in preservalion living in 47 preperties. These efforts resulted in renewals of rental
efforls subsidies, and physical condilion inspections of at-risk buildings, as well as
compelling the owners lo make necessary repairs, smooihing he
conversions from Project-based lo Tenant-based subsidies and preventing
any illegal evictions or rent increases of large foreclosed mullifamily
properlies.
Preserve Affordability Covenants of Al-Risk Units Menitor all 15, 850 units with expiring [2006-2014 The LAHD continued to use lhird-year MacArthur Foundalion grant funds lo
covenanls enhance ils Affordable Housing Preservation Program (AHPP), A critical
Exiend and preserve affordability of up cormponenl of moniloring activity is the quality of data and {he development
to 2,000 at-risk unils and deployment of tools that capture, archive and process data. The AHPP
has been working with LAHD Syslems staff to develop and test an online,
dynamic data module of the in-house Housing Information Managemenl
System (HIMS), In CY2011, AHPP and Syslems staff developed the
business requirements for the module, laid the groundwork for lesling and
[deployment in 2012,
Morigage Revenue Bond Financing — Rehabilitalion of |Rehabilitale 540 very low-income units [2006-2014 No Bond-onty (Rehab} units for 2011. The bond market was beginning lo
Alffordable Rental Housing recuperate from prior year's market instability.
Urgent Repair Program Prevent the vacation of 4.509 market- |2006-2014 During 2011, LAHD's Urgent Repair Program ensured the timely repair of
rale apartment buildings due lo life- hazardous Code violations for 457 cases,
safety Housing Code and the
California Health and Safety Code
violations
Nuisance Abatement in Vacant Residential Buildings Respond to 3,500 nuisance 2006-2014 LADBS opened 16,528 customer service requests (CSRs) in 2011 and
complaints" and "resolve 2,500 successfully resolved 16,341 cases, 102 casas were tumed into the Office
nuisance I1ssues. of lhe City Attomey (OCA) for criminal filings.
Please note that this informalion has
been changed since 2010, due lo a
technical error.
Citywide Nuisance Abalement Program 1,200 chronic problem properties and [2006-2014 OCA aclivity:
nuisance issues resolved annually In 2011, CNAP opened cases on 538 properties. Of these, 506 cases were
Medical Marijuana Dispensaries. During the same period, the City Attorney
closed 784 cases (many from prior reporting years.)
During the same year, TOUGH reviewed approximately 393 properlies. OFf
these, 14 lawsuits were filed, 15 case conferences conducted and 12
evictions enforced,
Rent Escrow Account Program {REAP) 5,820 cases 2006-2014 Number of new cases accepted’ 619

Total number of open cases at the end of 2011 - 1470
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Housing Enforcement (Inter-Agency Slum Housing Task |500 properiies subjected to Task 2006-2014 QCA aclivity:
Force) Force review and/or proseculion In 2011, the City Atlomey's Housing Enforcement Section received and
annually reviewed 531 cases submitted by the parlicipating Task Force agencies. *In
addition, the City Attomey personnel conducted 99 Pre-Filing Case
Managemen| Conferences (PFCMC) with property owners.
During the same period, Housing Enforcement filed 162 cases, charging
over 1,055 code violations, A total of 233 cases were retumed to agencies
for supplemental investigation and 67 cases were relurned due to pre-filing
compliance, *This effort resulted with 1,256 renlal unils brought into
compliance often via post-conviction court hearings,
New Ownership of Substandard Housing Adopt a receivership program 2006-2014 CRAJLA aclivity in 2011 was unable to be ascertained due to Ihe siatewide
Place 25 properties into receivership dissolulion of Redevelopment Agencies.
annually
Amencan Dream Program Place 25 properties inlo American 2006-2014 CRAJLA activity in 2011 was unable o be ascertained due lo the statewide

Dream Program annually

dissolution of Redevelopmenl Agencies.

Expediled Residential Recovery

In the event of a nalural disasler, issue
entitlemenl approvals within 4 weeks
of applicalion for reconslruction

2006-2014

There were no natural disasters in 2011, lherefore there was no activity in
2011.

Emergency Allocation of Residenlial Reconstruction
Funds

In the event of a natural disaster, issue
loans and grants within 4 weeks of
application for reconstruction funds

2006-2014

LAHD was awarded $3.5 Million by the State of Califonia, Depariment of
Housing and Commumity Development {HCD), Disaster Recovery Initiative
(DRI} grant funds for disaster victims of the 2008 Sayre Wildfire in Sylmar,
The program will offer eligible homebuyers purchase assistance in the form
of a deferred loan for downpayment, closing cosls and acquisition financing
to purchase a mobile. manufactured or single-family home,
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Rescurces for Preservation of Affordable Housing

Preserve affordability in up to 15,850
expiring units

Expand resources for program
administration

Expand resources for Lhe preservation
of affordable housing

2006-2014

HACLA accepted the invilalion to administer 91 Enhanced Vouchers in
2011,

LAHD conlinued to use third-year MacArthur Foundation granl funds to
enhance its Affordable Housing Preservation Program (AHPP) to batier
coordinate its efforts with other City departments and target its resources to
preserving affordable rental housing by channeling resources to continue its
outreach, technical assistance and training initialive, A Project Assistant
and a Student Professional Worker were dedicated to support lhe day-lo-
day operalion of the AHPP, The LAHD was successful in obtaining a no-
cost extension of the grant term through the end of CY 2012,

The LAHD held its first City of Los Angeles Affordable Housing Preservation
Summit. The Summit was atlended by more than 130 participanis,
representing owners and management companies of at-risk expiring
affordable housing, policy makers, tenant advocales, preservalion
purchasers, housing developers, and federal and local housing officials.
The Summit offered in-depth presentations and discussions o initiate an
intimale, practical discussion on lhe preservation of afferdable housing in
lhe City,

Advocate for Affordability Preservalion Funds

Support State and Federal Bills that
provide funds for preserving affordable
housing in each legislative session

2008-2014

The Los Angeles Housing Department {LAHD) tracked and supporied
federal and stale legislation that will increase resources and regulatory
modifications for the preservation of federally-assisted affordable housing at
risk of conversion lo market-rale. The LAHD tracked and supported the
following legistationfiaws:

 Transportation, Housing, and Urban Development {T-HUD} FY11 and
FY12 Appropriations

« Mational Housing Trusl Fund (NHTF)

+ Rental Assislance Demonstration {RAD)

* Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing
(HEARTH) Act

CLA activity: See response under Program 1,1.5.B " Advocate for State and
Federal Housing Funds” on page 11.

Tenant and Tenant-Approved Nonprofit Buyouls of At-
Risk Buildings
page 6-34

Create an effective sirategy to assist
in {enant and lenant-approved
nonprofit buyouls of affordable
housing projects where at-nsk units
would remain affordable under lenant
or nonprofit conlrol

Identfy the possible funding sources,
including a recommended set aside of
funding resources appropriate per year

Complete study - 2009
Develop ordinance -
2010

Study inilialed in 2008, resulling in the City Council instructing Lhe City
Altorney's Office and Department of City Planning 1o further review
programs such as the District of Columbia's Tenant Opportunity to
Purchase Act (TOPA) and provide legal analysis (including a review of the
Ellis Act) relative Lhe development of a similar law/program in Los Angeles.
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in Market Rate Housing

income households

Los Angeles Inter-Agency Preservation Working Group |Citywide and subregional efforts lo 2008-2014 The Los Angetes Housing Depariment (LAMD) participated in convening
create strategies for preserang at-nsk five meetings of the Los Angeles Preservation Working Group (LAPWG).
housing The LAPWG is comprised of LAHD, Hausing Authority of lhe City of Los
Regular reports on strategies idenlified Angeles (HACLA), Depariment of Housing and Urban Development {HUD)

staff, affordable housing developers, advocales, and legal services
organizations, The five meelings served to strategize around preservation
of the City’s affordable housing slock by sharing information, tracking
expiring inventory, and developing creative preservalion slrategies and
transactions. The LAPWG was instrumental in the planning of lhe LAHD's
First Annual City of Los Angeles Affordable Housing Preservalion Summit in
2011.

New Generation Fund - Preservation of At-Risk Heusing |Support preservation of 640 low- 2008-2014 No predevelopment or acquisition loans were execuled for at-risk projects in

|inoome unils 2011.

Rent Stabilizalion Ordinance (RSO} Mainlain regisiration of 633,000 units  |2006-2014 In 2071, 349 Landlord Declarations of Intent lo Evict were processed and
annually. Protect tenants from 328 tenant evictions were provided approximately $3.2 million in relocation
unreasonable rent increases while assistance through the LAHD contracior.
providing landlords with a just and
reasonable relumn

Housing Choice Voucher Program Maintain 37,000 Section B vouchers  [2008-2014 HACLA has a total of 41,228 vouchers for very low-income househotds,
for very low-income households This includes HUD-VASH for homeless veterans, of which 200 new

vouchers ware awarded to HACLA in 2011.

Section 8 Vouchers for Disabled and Elderly Continue to provide 518 vouchers 2006-2014 HACLA has a tatal of 375 units allocated specifically for the disabled,

Househalds

Real Estate Owned {REQ} Acquisition 50 REQ properties purchased by low- 2006-2014 This program was combined with the NSP - Foreclosed Properlies program
income households described below.

50 REOQ properties purchased by
modegrate-income households
[Neighborhecd Stabilization Pregram—Foreclosed 1.000 mederale income units {120% of [2009-2014 Acquired and committed to devetop: 530 unils

Properties AMI) or below acquired, rehabilitated, Rehabbed: 74 units
and resold/rented
25 percent of all lunding for very low
income units (50% of AMI) and below

Mortgage Revenue Bond Financing — Affordable Units  [Rehabililate 90 unils for very low- 2006-2014 No Morigage Revenue Bonds were issued for Markel Rate Housing unils in

2011. The bond market was beginning to recuperate from prior years
market instability.
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Hislonc Preservation

25 units per year in histonc structures
for moderate income households
Accessible unit(s} in every projecl

2006-2014

Pre-development: Rehabilitalion of the hisloric Dunbar Hotel, including
CRAMLA and LAHD properlies, totaling 83 units.

Under construction: Construction continuing for rehabililalion of the historic
Boyle Holel in the Easlside/Adelante Redevelopment Project Area,
including reconfiguralion of 32 hotel rooms into 31 affordable units and new
construction of an addition of 20 affordable units on an adjacenl parcel.

Rehabilitation of lhe 28th Sireet YMCA (designed by Paul Williams) into
affordable housing began in 2011. The project provides 48 units of studio-
style affordable housing.

Incentives for Affordable Housing in Historic

Preservalion Overlay Zones

Rehabiliiation of 10 homes cocupied
by low-income households in HPOZs
annually

|Establish
interdepartmental
working group lo
identify potential
incenlives - 2010
Report lo Council on
incenlives - 2011
Incenlives established
and posted - 2012

On hold pending budget and slaff resources.

Mills Act Implementation

25 homes annually

2006-2014

A total of 38 Mills Act contracts were processed in 2011. Two were mulli-
family residential properties including Lincoln Place Apartments - a
significant Garden City Movement property located in the Venice
community. A total of 35 properties were single-family residences. One
property was a commercial office building in downtown.

Rent Stabilization Training Program

Complele development of lraining
materials
Distribute information

Repart to Council -
2009

Adopt new measure -
2010

in 2011, LAHD coordinated and provided 24 Property Management
Training Program {PMTP) sessions annually for approximalely 720
landlords and managers who failed to comply with the Depariment's Orders
to repair health and safety Code violations,

Property Management Training Program Training compleled for 3,413 2006-2014 Buring 2011, LAHD referred 1,575 property owners who failed to comply
management entities with lhe Depariment's orders to repair Health and Safety Gode violalions lo
attend the Property Management Training Program lo receive inslruchon
pertaining lo property management and maintenance, as well as related
rental topics.
Coastal Zone Monitoring Annual reports on lhe status of the 2006-2014 5 new covenanis for affordable unils in the Coastal Zone were executed in

affordable housing slock 1n he Coastal
Zone

Monitor and enforce compliance wilh
affordahility covenants

2011, resutting in 8 new affordable units.
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Affordable Housing Monitoring

Annual reporis on the status of lhe
affordable housing invenlory

Monilor and enforce compliance with
affordability covenants

2006-2014

incorporation of affordability covenant information into ZIMAS on-hold
pending budget and staff resources.

HACLA continues to participate in providing information on the affordable
housing inventory.

CRAJ/LA prepared annual reporis to State HCD.

LAHD monilored over 23,000 reslricled units.

Citywide Housing Produclion Syslem

Creale new inter-deparimental syslem
Generale reports

2008-2014

The program objectives were met in calendar year 2010, The system
continues fo collect data and generate reports.

production and preservation goals and
accomplishmenls

RSO Monitoring Annual report on the slalus of RSO 2006-2014 Regislration of approximately 638,000 RSO units is required annually. RSO
properties Determinations Unit reviews exemplions & records findings. Demolitions of
RSO units are tracked through required filings of Landlord Declarations of
Intent o Evict for Demolilion and Permanent Removal from lhe Rental
Housing Market. |n 2011, 45 removal appiicalions were processed.
Inventory Update Annual report on development of sites |2006-2014 An annual report on the developmenit of sites in the Site Inventory was not
included in the Inventory of Sites published due to budget constraints,
Monitor Housing Production Goals Periodic report on the City's housing  [2006-2014 DCP efforts to better monitor housing production goals are on hold pending

budget and staff resources,

HACLA parlicipated in meetings and provided information for the CHPS
{Citywide Housing Production Syslem),

LAHSA on a yearly basis updates the Housing and Services Inventory that
getls submitted to HUD. This report is vetted wilh the 10 Homeless
Coalitions and Planning Bodies lhroughout the County of Los Angeles, as
well as with LAHSA Programs and HMIS slaf. For 2011, the HMIS bed
coverage rate approached 60%, and LAMSA HMIS is on lrack to reach 85%
overall bed coverage by June 2013,

CRAJLA aciivity in 2011 was unable to be ascertained due to the statewide

Annual Report on the City's Housing Stack

Quarterly and annual reports on
residenbial building aclivity
Periadic report on changes in lhe
rental housing stock

2006-2014

dissolulion of Redeveloomgnt Agencies,
Quarterly and annual reports for 2011 not posted due to budgelary and
resource constrainls,
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Monitor the Affordable Housing Incentives Program

Periodic report on affordable housing
units produced as a resutt of land use
incentives

Create multi-
department systems
working group - 2009
Draft of new tracking
system - 2010

Final tracking syslem
developed,; pilot
Iracking - 2011

Track affordable
heusing; post resulls

guaredy - 2011-2014

LAHD developed a HIMS Module 1o track compliance of land use
covenants. A monthly report was crealed to record lhe number of
applications received and covenants recorded as well as the slalus of each
application received, Lastly, a year-end report was developed to reflect lhe
lolal covenants recorded by afferdability, the number of affordable units,
type of covenant and the purpose of the covenant,

44 density bonus covenants. representing 146 affordable units were
recorded in 2011,

Advocacy for State and Federal Dala Production

Support State and Federal bills that
provide for the preduction and
collection of data that supports the
City's planning needs

2006-2014

No activity by CLA,

Collaboration on Dala Production and Colleclion

Additional data from Federal, Slale,
regional and County agencies
Homeless Count with City of Los
Angeles data

2006-2014

LAHSA: As of the 2011 Homeless Count, the City of LA was found to have
23,539 homeless individuals and family members, and youth. Cruciaf to the
cause of data collection is the number of municipalilies that “opt-in” o
conduct their counts and achieve a higher coverage rate of census lracts.
The 2011 Count included 35 opl-in areas, and LAHSA is well on track to
double that number for lhe 2013 Homeless Count,

Census 2010

Census forms and methodologies that
better reflect the City's needs

2006-2010

No aclivity in 2011, as the 2010 Census was completed.,

Housing Needs Assessment by Community Plan Area

Adopt revisions of Community Plans
that include the designalion of
appropriale locations and densities of
housing

Adopt implementation measures lo
assure thal such sites are designaled
and zoned appropriately

Develop different scenarios for each
community to reach fair share goals in
the Community Plans where updates
will not be completed by 2014 and
conduct public participation process to
discuss and sefect the preferred
scenano

2006-2014

Six Community Plans were in development, including consideration of
housing opportunities at planned or potential stalion areas,

Database for Evalualing Housing Needs

Dalabase of current scciceconomic
and demographic data

Periodic reports of sociceconomic and
demographic dala

2006-2014

DCP mainlained dalabase and produced reports on specialized issues upon
request,
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Adjust Produchon and Preservalion Geals on a Periodic
Basis

Periodic adjustment of housing
production and preservation goals and
program priorities

2006-2014

Revisions to the 2011 AHTF NOFA included an increase in the subsidy
boesl for projects with New Generation Fund or Supportive Housing Loan
Fund awards, Also, a cap was imposed on the number of commilments that
can be awarded to any one applicant, in addition to a limit on the number of
awards to projecls serving seniors, Ancther revision to Lhe adopted NOFA
included the assessment crilena for evaluating the lrue and immediate risk
of preservation/at-risk projects.

Density Bonus

Adopt amendments to the Zoning
Code lo reflect current Stale density
bonus law

Adopt amendments o the Affordable
Housing Incentives Program
Guidefines lo facililate implementation
of the most recenl density bonus
requiremenls

45 very low income unils annually
129 low income units annually

118 moderate income units annually

2006-2014

In 2011, a tolal of 17 "market-based” Density Bonus received affordable
housing covenants, to produce 75 affordable units (28 VL, 31 L, and 15
Mod) and 478 total units. A total of 11 subsidized projects received a
density bonus, resulling in 709 affordable units {211 VL, 416 L) and 817
total units.

Downlown Affordable Housing Bonus

Adopt amendments lo the Zoning
Code to implement incentives in
Downkown

40 moderate,

30 low, and

30 very low income affordable units
annually

Adopt ordinance -
2007

Post on web site and
disseminale to
developers - 2008-
2014

Individual developer
consultations - 2008-
2014

In 2011, one subsidized rental project downlown received a density bonus
through the Greater Downtown Housing Incenlives Ordinance, crealing 107
affordable units (57 VL, 50 L} in a 108 unit developmenL

DCP conlinued to provide one-on-one consullations with residential
developers inleresled in lhe incenlive program.

Affordable Housing in the Coastal Zone (Mello Act
Implementation)

Adopt amendments to the Zoning
Code to implemenl inclusionary and
replacement housing requirementls in
the Coastal Zone

Adopt amendments to the Affordable
Housing Incentives Program
Guidelines to facilitale implementation
of affordable housing requirements in
the Coastal Zone

45 very low income units

30 low income units

50 moderale income units

2006-2014

No amendments to the Zoning Code or the Affordable Housing Incenlives
Program Guidelines in 2010.
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1172011 -
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Expedite Affordable Housing Projects Adopt amendmenls lo lhe Affordable |2010-2014 LADBS began a new expediling process called Parallel Design Permitting
Housing Incentives Program Process (PDPP) in 2010. It allows for project design and permitting process
Guidelines to facilitate implementation (incluing zoning pre-check) to run concurrently, thereby saving significant
of expedited processes for affordable lime and resources. LADBS allows all affordable housing projects lo lake
housing developmenl part in the program.
Prioritize affordable housing projects
fo expedite processing of permits and DCP acitivity on hold pending budgel and staff resources.
any related entitlements
Reduce building permit processing
ime by up to 3 months
Reduce entitlement processing lime by
up lo 3 months

Community Plan Affordable Housing Targels Break down the citywide RHNA 2008-2014 6 Community Plans in development (one was put on hold in 2011}, including
housing goals plus other unmet policies and objectives addressing affordable housing needs.
housing needs (far share goals)
among the 35 community plans by
affordability level and unils

Neighborhood Level Affordable Housing Programs Cnetral City West: 670 low-income 2006-2014 The neighborhood-level affordable housing programs in Central City West
units and Warner Center have been discontinued with the 2008 Palmer vs. Los
Playa Vista: 180 moderale-income for- Angeles decision, which ruled these “inclusionary™type programs are in
sale and 100 low-income rental units in violation of the Slate's Cosla-Hawkins legislalion.
Phase 1, and 125 moderate-income
for-sale and 82 low-income rental units In 2011, 74 condos and 4 madel homes/foffices were built in Playa Vista.
inPhase 2
Warner Center: 1200-1300 workforce
housing units (200 per year for the
next 6 years) by 2014

Redevelopment Project Area Housing Programs Adopt inclusionary affordable housing |2006-2014 Affordable housing requirements have been removed with the disolution of
requirements within each lhe Redevelopment Agencies by the Slate.
redevelopment project area's Five
Year Plan in conformance with the
Gommunity Redevelopment Law

Redevelopmenl Project Area Workforce income Adopt Workforce Income Housing 2008-2014 CRAJLA status updale unable to be received due to dissolution of

Housing Programs

Program Guidelines

Redevelopment Agencies.
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Preservation Barriers Assessment |dentify development standards that  [2006-2014 On hold pending budget and siaff resources.
pose compliance difficulties for
preservation projects
Adopt amendments to the Zoning
Code to alleviate challenges
Streamlined Review Process for Redevelopment Project [Reduce entitiement processing time  [2006-2014 CRA/LA siatus update unable to be received due to dissolution of

Areas

for residential developmenl by at least
3 monlhs

Redevelopment Agencies.

Improvemenils to Entilement Processing

Complete fee study of entifement
processing costs

Amend the Zoning Code {0 implement
full cost recovery

Reduce entilement processing time
for residenbial development by at leasl
3 months

Reduce the number of City
departments involved in approving and
signing-off for bullding permit issuance

Issue request for
proposal for consultant
- 2008

Fee study completed
and approved by
Council - 2009
Ordinance adopted
with new fees - 2010
Streamlined
procedures designed
by interdepartmental
working group - 2008-
2009

Syslem for condition
clearance designed,
tested, implemented -
20089-2014

The Development Services Cenler was launched in 2011, Applications for
all discretionary land use approvals are now accepted al both of the
Cenler’s offices. Cenler staff also clear condilions related to applicalions for
bullding permits, providing an extra level of service. DCP slaff now sits side-
by-side with their colleagues at LADBS, LADWP and BoE. Trained to “cut
the red lape and roll out the red carpet,” DSCM slaff are adept al advising
applicants on the intricacies of the City’s planning and permitting processes,
thereby improving the entitement process for applicants.

In February, the "one project, ane planner” model of case processing went
inlo effect. One planner now manages lhe review and analysis of all cases
connected o a single project, induding the environmental assessment (wilh
the exceptien of EIRs). The new model significantly improves the quality of
project planning and enhances service lo the public.

In February, a consclidaled and ceniralized Major Projects Seclion was also
eslablished within DCP. The Major Projecls Section conducts
comprehensive review of some of the City's most complex and regionally
significant projects and enables the Department to conduct a more thorough
and focused analysis of projects that have the polenlial to generale the
most significant effects on the City’s infrastructure, local economy and
environment,

Development and Design Standards

Reduce need for eniitlements for
residential developmenl projecls
Include development and design
standards in 16 Community Plans

2008-2014

Development and design standards are being incorporated inlo the 6 new
Community Plans being developed in 2011. The Plans will facilitale
improved design of new and renovaled structures and public spaces, as
well as provide the specific, neighborhood-level detall, relevant policies, and
implementation strategies necessary lo achve lhe General Plan objectives.
The Hollywood Cormmunity Plan is set for adoption in 2012, and the other 5
are aiming for 2013,
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Zoning Code Reform Adopt Zoning Code amendments to 2008-2010 In 2011, DCP began embarking on a five-year year work program to
streamline the review and approval completely rewrite and simplify the City's Zoning Code. The central
process purpose of comprehensively revising the City's antiquated zoning code is lo
Adopt various packages of grouped enable and facilitate better implementation of the City's General Plan.
code amendments Completion of this project will result in simplified, more accessible land use

regulations, underslandable to both neighborhood stakeholders and
developers,

Amend the Zoning Code to Facilitaie Non-Convenlional |Adopt amendments Lo the Zoning 2008-2014 Ordinance in development to allow by-right licensed community care

Heusing Code lo accommodate innovative facilities for mulliple residenls citywide.
multifamily types

Updale the Los Angeles Building Code Adopt the CBC 2006-2008 The new building code was updated in 2011 to incorporate provisions of the

2009 Inlemational Building Code the 2010 California Building Code. The
Green Building Code was added to the Code at the end of 2010.

Complete Community Plan EIRs Minimal environmental review {Le., 2008-2014 6 Community Plans and coresponding Program EIRs in developmenl. The
Negalive Declaration} required for Program EIRs are designed lo provide a basis for preparalion of future
residential development projects environmental documents. Lead agencies for individual projects may use

this EIR as the basis of their cumulative impacts analysis and may also use
the informalion contained within the EIR in order to "tier® subsequent
environmental decumentation of projects within the Community Plan Area
(CPA).

Modifications to Small Lot Subdivision Process Identify developmenl standards, code |2006-2014 Qutreach to developers and architects on improvements to the program's
requirements, and procedures that policies and procedures began in 2011 and is planned to result in
pose comphance difficulties for small modifications in 2012.
lot subdivisions
Adopt amendments to the Zoning
Code to allewiate challenges

Modifications lo Second Unit ("Granny Flat") Process Identify development slandards and ~ [2008-2014 ZA Memo #120 (2010) provides guidance on implementing Slate provisions
code requirements that pose governing the development of second units on residenlial lots. Zoning Code
compliance difficulties to Second Unit amendment is not needed because Cily is not pursuing additional standards
Process or provisions at this time.

Adopt amendments lo the Zoning
Code lo alleviale challenges
Slreamline Affordable Housing Covenant Process Reduce lime needed lo prepare 2006-2014 A guide for preparing affordable housing covenants was produced in

affordable housing covenants
Reduce lime needed to obtain
clearance from LAHD for building
permils

Annual report on covenant produclion
and processing time

Qctover 2011 and put on the Housing Department's website. Guidelines for
lhe Depariment's handling of covenants were updated on December 2010,

A Land Use dalabase is used to lrack the progress of covenant preparalion.
The Los Angeles Housing Depariment (LAHD) is part of the "Build LA"
working group (led by the Department of Building and Safety (DBS) and the
Department of City Planning (DCP)], which aims to streamline the permit
application processing.
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Inter-Agency and Inler-jurisdictonal Coordinalion Leverage 7.1 (inslead of current 4:1)  |2006-2014 The leverage ratio for 2011 AHTF projects was 3.85:1 and 6,22:1 for
in additional County, regional, State permanent supportive housing projects,
and Federal funds to local funds for
residential development HACLA coordinated lhe Permanent Supportive Housing NOFA with LAHD
and Les Angeles County in 2011.
LAMSA, as the Continuum of Care lead, submils on an annual basis the
SuperNQOFA application for federal funds. This year the LA CoC’s
Coordinating Council partnered with CoC Housing Authorities in developing
the Request far Proposal (RFP) to ensure the new project selection process
was as coordinated and uniform as possible as well as guaranlee continued
funding for quafity permanent supportive housing projects in the coming
years,
Crime Prevention through Envirenmental Design 40 residential projects given lechnical |2008-2014 DCP provided one-on-one developer consullalions and referred applicants
(CPTED) assistance and recommendations of proposed developments lo LAPD for assistance.,
annually
The LAPD's Crime Prevention Unit continues lo consult wilh privale
developers to incorporate CPTED techniques into projects. The CPTED
techniques are also incorporated inle HACLA public housing sites.
Neighborhood Watch Technical support and assistance to  |[2008-2014 Data not available,
20 new Neighborhood Waich
programs annually
Safer City Initialive 10% reduction in criminal activity on  [2007-2014 Operation Heallhy Slreel was launched in 2011 to clean Skid Row sireeis
Skid Row annually and provide a cleaner and safer environment. Five miles of slreet and
400 homeless persons directed (o sidwalks were cleaned, Personal locker syslem increased by 500 unils for a
housing and service programs total of 1136 lockers for the homeless. A new bathroom, shower and
annually luandry facility were made available. The City also opened an abandoned
item 90-day slorage program for items left in Skid Row so the homeless
could claim them,
Health-based Buffer Zones for Residenlial Establish appropriale buffers in 12 2008-2014 On a case-by-case basis, DCP has required Health Risk Assessments
Neighborhoods Community Plans (HRAs) on projects lo gauge health risks from polluting siles and determine
Make modificalions lo the Zening appropriate miligation.
Code and project-based mitigation
measures as necessary
Reducing Construction-Related Pollution Revised construction-related pollution (2008-2014 Construclion relaled pollution regulations were enacled as part of the City's

guidelines

Changes to Zoning Code, Building
Code and project-based mitigation
measures as necessary

adoplion of the Green Building Code in December 2010,
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division wilhin Lhe DCP

Maintain Urban Design Studio wilth an
annual operaling budget

Increase staff to run Urban Design
Studic

Increase Access to Parks, Recreation Areas and Green [Increased accessibility to parks and  [2008-2014 DCP's Urban Design Studio played leadership role in developing *Streets 4
Spaces open spaces designated in 16 People, a pilot program to create small parks, bicycle facililies, or
Community Plan Updates pedestrian amenities using excess right-of-way. DCF also helped shape
Council motion to iniliate creation of *parklets”, extending sidewalks for
public seating, pardens, bike parking and other amenities
6 Community Plans in development, including consideration of guidelines to
facilitate access to parks and open spaces.
Zoning and Neighborhood Implementation Tools for 1.000 housing units in mixed use 2008-2014 6 Community Plans in development, 5 of which are likely o include a new
Mixed Use Development development tool called a Community Plan Implementalion Overlay (CPIO), which was
Identify targets in all Community Plans created in 2010. CPIOs can be used lo promole mixed-use nodes and
Adopt ordinances if approprate boulevards, requiring a mix of uses or ground-floor cormmercial in
appropriale areas, along with development and design standards.
One case was filed for zone changes lo Residential Accessory Services
p— (RAS) zone - a proposed 15-unit projecl.
Healthy Neighborhoods Adopt Healthy Neighborhood Policy  [2009-2044 CRAJLA status updale unable to be received due to dissolulion of
with guidelines for suslainable Redevelopment Agencies,
practices and implement policy
30 units for extremely low Income
(30% AMI} annually
90 units for very low income (50%
AMI} annually
130 units for above-mederale income
{up to 200% AMI) annually
Childcare Facilities 5 childcare facilities and 375 slots in ~ [2008-2014 DCP tracking of the development of childcare facilities on hold pending
residenlial projects budget and staff resources.
6 childcare facilities and 450 slots in
commercial developmenl and/or near CRA/A status update unabte (o be received due to dissolution of
transit Redevelopment Agencies.
Million Trees LA — Public Property and Righls-of-Way  |300,000 trees planled on public 2006-2014 Since the program launch in Seplember of 2008, Million Trees LA (MTLA}
property and public rights-of-way has planted over 330,000 trees increasing the overall new Iree planting rate
by as much as 6 fold. Prior to the MTLA program, the City, non-profits and
new developments was planting approximately 10,000 annually (based on
City's Urban Forestry Division informalion).
Walkability Checklist Integrale Waltkability Checklist inlo the |2006-2014 Guided by DCP's Urban Design Sludio, the Citywide Planning Commission
project review process adopted lhe Walkability Checklist in the summer of 2007 and direcled that it
be applied to all projects seeking discretionary approval, primarily Site Plan
Review and Zone Change.
Urban Design Studio Establish Urban Design Sludicasa  [2006-2014 Urban Design Studic maintained in 2011 bul with reduced staff due to

budget constrainis. Compleled projecls include lhe Walkability Checklist,
Downlown New Street Standards, Downtown Design Guide, Central City
Community Plan: Urban Design Chapler, 21st Century City Plan, Urban
Design Principles, Placemaking Academy, etc.
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Stormwater Collecton and Miligation Adopt on-site stormwater design 2008-2014 Low-Impact Development (LID) Ordinance was adopted by City Council in
guidelines 2011 and will begin lo be implmented in May 2012. The LID Ordinance aims
Integrale on-site slormwater design to promote and facilitate on-site adherence lo the Standard Urban
guidelines into project review process Slormwater Mitigation Plan in order to capture, treat and infillrate
stormwaler and urban runcff, as well as promote best management
practices such as bioswales and permeable pavement.
Green Streels Adopt stormwater design guidelines for|2008-2014 Stormwaler design guidelines and Green Slreel Standard Plans adopted in
public righls-of-way 2010, Their aim is to provide conslruction details for green street elements.
Integrate stormwater design guidelines The Guidelines are being integrated into project raview regarding best
into project review process regarding slormwater anagement practices.
needed off-site improvemenls
Landscape Design Integrate Landscape Ordinance into  |2008-2014 Landscape Ordinance continued lo be parl of project review throughout
project review process 2011, DCP prepared a Technical Bulletin for DCP staff regarding
implementalion of the Ordinance.
Reduced Requirements for Housing near Transit |Adopt revised traffic impact study 2006-2014 In 2011, the City updaled the Traffic Study Guidelines. The new guidelines

policies
Reduce traffic mitigalion requiremenis
for housing near transit

continue to allow projects near transit lo reduce lheir overall assumed
vehicle trip generalion. This helps some projects reduce their overall lraffic
impacts. Also, the new guidelines lisled possible mitigation measures aimed
at further reducing vehicle lrips for residenlial projects that would result in
significanl impacts.

page 28 of 43





Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles

Attachment 4

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation
(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Reporting Period 17472011 -

1213172014

Transit Crienled Dislricl Studies

Complete 10 transit oriented district
sludies

Incorporate study recommendations
into lhe Community Plans

Complete TOD plan
for La
Cienega/Jefferson
TOD - 2007

Council authorizalion
to fund 9 TOD plans -
2007

Contracts approved for
consultant leams -
2008

Complete 8 TOD
ptans, adopt
ordinances - 2009-
2010

DCP released lhe Draft Plan and EIR for the new Wamer Center Regional
Core Comprehensive Plan, reinvenling Warner Cenler as a Transit-
Orienled District. Released Draft EIR and held public workshops for the
Comfield-Arroyo Seco Specific Plan (CASP), which contains two hght-rail
stops.

Intensive planning efforts for the neighborhoods sumounding transit stations
glong the Biue and Green lines in Soulh and Southeast Los Angeles
continued in 2011 through a granl program funded by CDC/ARRA and the
LA County Public Health Dept. The recommendations will be incorporated
inte the Community Plans being done for each area. DCP also completed a
TOD Plan and Market Study for the Exposition Line stalion areas in Soulh
and Southeast Los Angeles, The recommendalions will be incorporaled into
the Community Plans being done for each area,

DCP Successfully applied for $3.105 million in grant funds frem Metro for 10
TOD plans along the Exposition and Crenshaw lighl rail corridors.

The Jordan Downs Master Plan was adopted in 2011, which includes the
plan for revitalizing a large public housing complex near a transit station in
Southeast Los Angeles.

A Framework of Sustainable Transil Communities was completed by
Reconnecting America for the Mayor's office in 2011. The study identifies

the qualilies lhal ideally would be present in every Sustainable Transil
i LT

L —
The Modified Parking Requirements (MPR) Ordinance passed the City

Innovative Parking Strategies Complete sludies of parking 2008-2014
alternatives including maximum and Planning Commission in 2011, The MPR creales seven optional parking
shared parking feasibility study requirement modification tools that can be used in different areas of the
Incorporate parking study City. The Ordinance would allow: 1) change of use parking slandards, 2}
recommendations into Cormnmunity use of a new Parking Reduction Permit, 3) off-site parking with 1500 feet, 4)
Plans and lhe Zoning Code where decreased parking slandards, 5) increased parking standards, 6)
appropnale commercial parking credits, 7) maximum parking limils,
On May 12, 2011, lhe Los Angeles City Planning Commissien, hosled a
Workshop on Los Angeles’ Parking History, Contexl, and Examples. The
Workshop informed the discussion of the propsed Medified Parking
Requirement ordinance,
Received SCAG grant funds and launched TOD Parking Study to analyze
parking supply and needs near key fransit stations
Congeslion Management Program Land Use Stralegy  |Report on all projecis developed and  [2008-2014 Congeslion Management Program report and certificalion of compliance

all demolitions around major transit
stations and transit corriders annually
Cerlify compliance with the Los
Angeles County Congestion
Management Program annually

with lhe Los Angeles County Congestlion Managemenl Program was
adopted by City Council on November 22, 2011.
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Jobs/Housing Balance Incentives Residenlial
Exemptions in Transportation Specific Plans

Add fee exemption for residential units
to Transportation Specific Plans Lhat
govern employment cenlers

2008-2014

Residential uses continues to be exempted from Traffic Impact fees or
assessments in the following jobs-heavy Specific Plan areas: Central City
West, Coasltal Transporiation Corridor, Wamer Center and the West Los
Angeles Transportalion Improvement and Miligation. In 2011, work
progressed on the updale to the Warner Center Specific Plan and the
Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan.

Education about Growlh, Housing Need, Mixed-Use and
Mixed-Income Neighborhoods

100 presenlations

Develop iraining cumculum

Quarterly training workshops
throughoul the City of Los Angeles
100 participating neighborheod council
members and community organization
members annually

2008-2014

HRG hosled 3 presentations in 2011, with appoximalely 60 stakeholders
(1 neighbarhood council and 2 Community Task Forces). Two of the
presenlationsiworkshops were in the South LA area, and one was in lhe
North Valley. HRC reported a significant reduction in this area due o staff
capacity and additional workload in olher areas,

HACLA continued lo work wilh the Jordan Downs Community Advisory
Committee and various Watls Stakeholders to provide updales on the
redevelopment of Jordan Downs. HACLA also hired SHIELDS for Families,
Ing. as their on-site human capital team for Jordan Downs. HACLA
continues to be a collaboralive partner with LAUSD and other Watls
organizalions for culreach and recruitment. HACLA also hired SHIELDS for
Families, Inc. as the on-site human capital team for Jordan Downs. HACLA
continues to be a collaborative pariner with LAUSD and other Walts
organizations for outreach and recruilment.

DCP continues to educate the public about housing, growlh, mixed-use and
mixed-incoma communities in all of its public outreach,

CRAJLA oultreach us unknown due lo the dissolulion of the Redevelopment
Agencies

Targeling Growth in Community Plan Areas

Identify largeled growth areas and
incorporate appropriale land use
designations in 16 Community Plans
Identify targets in all Community Plans

2008-2014

6 Community Plans in development in 2011, as well as two Specific Flans
that encourage growth in areas where it is deemed appropriate (Wamer
Center, Cornfield-Arroyo). Growih targets are not being included, bul
capacity for growth is,

Completed Proposed Hollywood Community Plan and EIR; Achieved City
Planning Commussion approval of Proposed Plan, which aims to direct
growth to appropriate lransit-accessible areas.

Housing Element Relationship to Land Use Entilement
and Long-Range Planning

Report to City Planning Commission

December 2008

No activity in 2011,
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Priority Plan Check and Expedited Permitting for Green |Reduce plan check and permit 2006-2014 With the implementation of lhe LA Green Building Code (ie. Cal Green),
Building Projects process lime for any LEED-Silver projects filed on or after January 1, 2011, must salisfy LA Green Building
residential projects Code, as defined in Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 99.01.101.1, Tier
1 or higher in order to obtain expediled processing. The previous LEED
Silver threshold has been replaced, as that is essentially the citywide
standard for most significant projects.
Enlilflement Case Mangement and Expediling for Green |Reduce entitliement processing time  [2008-2014 DCP’s policy is to provide priority enlilement processing green projecis that
Building Projecls for 100 LEED-Silver residenlial go beyond the new mandatory requirements (essentialfy LEED Silver) and
projecis meet the new Tier 1 and Tier 2 levels of sustainability in the LA Green
Building Code. In 2011, no new projecis appeared to qualify for this service.
Sustainable Praclices: Green Team Establish Green Team 2008-2014 Green Building Code was adopted in 2010, effective January 1, 2011, to
Establish and maintain Slandard of implement the CalGreen Code and lo: sunset the Standard of Sustainability;
Sustainability madify the Standard of Excellence to comport to CalGreen; eslablish
Eslabhsh and mainlain Standard of LADBS as lead agency; and direct that Green Team meelings be held as
Excellence needed, as delermined by LADBS. In 2011, the Green Team was effectively
Develop and implement ordinances as re-configured. A new Green Division was implemented in LADBS in 2011
necessary responsible for checking Green Code compliance,
Reduce Impediments to Innovative Design Improved and streamlined procedures [2008-2014 A downtown Permanent Supporlive Housing project that seeks to employ
102 pre-fabricated stacked apartment unils was permitied in 2011,
Financial Incentives to Conserve Water Installation of high efficiency clothes  |2006-2014 Program continues with a total of 8,328 residenlial washers rebated per
'washers in 5,000 househalds per year year from 2011 - 2012
Manage Water Resources Adopt changes in procedures as 2009-2014 The LADWP is following the Low Impact Development (LID) Ordinance,

needed to allow slormwater reuse
Facilitate integration of slormwater
capture into site plan review

which was adopted by City Council in 2011, where 100% of a % inch slorm
event of required area is captured and managed using LID Best
Management Practices. The prionity order of implementation are Infiltrate,
Capture and Use, High Efficiency Bio-Filirabon / Retention Systerm BMP, or
Combination of above. Integralion of stormwaler capture Into site plan
review is being done by slandard language incarpoeraled into Scope of Work
documents. LADWP Project Managers recejve technical assistance for
stormwater capture implementation from the Walershed Management
Group.

LADWP is also moniloring the development of various state bills pertaining
lo rainwater harvesting, alternate water sysiems and other waler
conservation measures as well as the development of the 2013 Calfornia
Plumbing Code with Chapters 16 and 17 which addresses hoth graywater

and rainwater reuse systems.
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Integrate guidelines into all project
reviews

Incentives to Conserve Energy 50,000 low income households abtain [2006-2014 LADWP reports the following for 2011;
more energy-efficient refrigerators *14,324 Consumer Rebales Paid
2,000 household retire non-energy *B0,180 Refrigerators exchanged since program inception: 19,912
efficient refrigerators annually Exchanged in 2011
24,544 Relngeralors recycled since program inception: 3,783 recycled in
2011
Loans for Energy Conservalion in Affordable Housing  |2,900 affordable housing unils with 2006-2014 344 Grants issued in 2011 totaling $1,200,000 to assist affordable housing
Development energy efficient syslems priects gain energy efficient systems,
Qualifying criteria was changed in 2011 - New Construction projects must
now exceed Title 24 requirements by a minimum of 25% for low-rise
multifamily projects (three or fewer habitable stories) and 20% for high-rise
multifamily projects {four or more habitable slories). A minimum of 50%
(was 10%) aforementioned percentages must be related lo implementing
L_ electrical energy efficiency measures.
Encourage Energy Conservation through Pricing 10,000 residential customers on the  [2008-2014 The average monthly energy consumption per single family reduced from
Time of Use (TOU) rate 514 kWh/month in 2008 to 477 kWh/month in 2011,
Residential customers whose monlhly energy use exceeds 3,000 kWh are
now required to use TOU pricing {(encourages energy conservation & can
help lower a customer’s bill), Nearly 10,000 residential customers on the
TOU rale as of end of 2011.
Green Power for a Green LA 25,000 households choosing 2006-2014 The LADWP reports a total of 17,045 Green Power Customers at the end
alternative energy sources of 2011.

Million Trees LA — Private Property 700,000 shade trees planted citywide |2006-2014 Since the program launch in September of 2006, Million Trees LA {MTLA]
has planted over 330,000 trees increasing the averall new iree planting rate
by as much as 6 fold.

Building Design for Energy Efficiency Guidelines developed and updated 2008-2014 Guidelines regarding energy efficiency in residenlial buildings were

integrated into project reviews through the introduction of the LA Green
Building Code on January 1, 2011 (lhe adoption of CALGreen). In an effort
to expedite Ihe strengthening of water and energy efficiency requirements,
LADWF established a Codes and Slandards Program to address water and
energy conservation and sustainability lhrough direct involvemenl with lhe
code setting bodies,

Guidelines conlinued to be made available on-hne al
www.envirenmentla.org.
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Building Design for Improved Air Quality

Guidelines developed and updated
Integrate guidelines into all project
reviews

2008-2014

Guidelines conlinued to be made available on-line at
www.environmentia.org. LEED guidelines regarding indoor air quality in
residential buildings were integrated inlo project reviews.

LADBS implements the improved air quality standards found in the new
Green Building Code.

Loans for Conservation

700 loans io households for instaliing
solar systems

2008-2014

No loans written in 2011,

Program was re-designed in 2011, when demand Far exceeded $30m
budgeted. Increased to $60m but lowered lhe subsidies o slrelch the
program further,

Incentives lo Encourage Green Building Solulions in

Existing Buildings

Develop green building incenlives
program for existing buildings

2008-2014

In 2011, LADWP developed four new green building incenlives for existing
buildings. The three residential incenlives include cool roof, whole house
fan and whole house retrofit bonus rebates; on the commercial side,
LADWP added a Relrocommissioning Express rebate,

Recycle Construction Waste

Establish incentive program for source
separation of constuction and
demollion wasle

Eslablish rebate program for
construclion and demolifion waste
taken to a City-certified waste
processor

Adopt ordinance lo require
conslruction and demolition waste o
be taken to a City-certified waste
processor

2006-2011

The Citywide Construction and Demolition (C&D) Wasle Recycling
Ordinance became effective January 2011. Requires that all mixed C&D
waste generated within City limits be taken to Cily certified C&D wasle
processors {BOS is responsible). All haulers and contractors responsible for
handling C&D wasle must obtain a Private Solid Waste Hauler Permit from
BOS pnior to collecting, hauling and transporting C&D waste and C&D waste
can only be taken lo City Certified C&D Processing Facilities.

Sustainable Building Materials

Issue and mainlain guidelnes
Integrate guidelines inlo project review
process

20089-2014

The LADBS and LADWF implements the sustainable building materials
requirements of the new Green Building Code (effective January 1, 2011).
Guidelines regarding sustainable building materials were inlegrated into
project reviews, LADBS created a "Mandalory Requirements Checklist” for
additions and alteralions lo residential buildings to assist developers and
awners in 2011.

[n addition lo fulfilling the (new) mandalory requirements of the City’s LA
Green Building Code, DCP conlinues to encourage developers lo seek lhe
voluntary standard of sustainable excellence and take advanlage of the
procedural incentives (priority processing of discretionary cases) afforded at
lhe LEED Silver, or higher, USGBC certification rating.

Guidelines continued to be made available on-line at

www, environmentia,ora,
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educalional assislance programs
100 residential clients served by
computer training programs

100 youth served by recrealional,
educational and cultural programs
1,600 residential dlients served by
career assislance programs

Recycling Colleclion in Residential Davelopment Provide on-site recycling bins and 2006-2014 The City of Los Angeles collects a variety of recyclables from over 750,000
weekly pick-up for all residential households every week,
developments
AB341 requires mandatory commercial recycling in California beginning July
1,2012. Multi-family dwellings of 5 units or more will be required to recycle.
Information and Referral and Technical Assistance Develop and maintain an oulreach 2009-2014 The LADWP website {(LADWP.com) now includes tips pages for
Regarding Sustainable Practices websile conservation, water efficient landscape syslems and calculators for energy
1,000 residential development consumptlion. Information is provided for lhe Solar Incentive Program, Feed-
slakeholders (architects, engineers, In Tariff, and electric vehicles,
idevelopers, general contractors, and
others} trained in sustainable practices The LADWP website has been updated to provide information regarding the
annually Green Building Initialives. Informalion is provided regarding the ransition
Produce Green Building Report Card from LEED to lhe new state green code (CALGreen) and the LA Green
annually Building Code. The Cal Green Tips pages are provided for both commercial
and residential consiructions types with detalled information regarding,
plumbing, mechanical and electrical code requiremenls for compliance with
the building codes, green codes and the Water Efficiency Ordinance.
Detailed information is provided for residential graywaler collection and
reuse systems now recognized by the code. Websile links are provided for
the green building requirements, graywater, as well as links pertaining lo
other Technical Assistance Programs.
Sustainable Practices Demonstration Projects One multi-family demonslration project [2009-2014 On held pending budget and staff resources. Dissolution of CRA/LA has
and five single family demonstration likely ended lhis program.
projects annualy
Neighborhoed Slabilization Program 6 residential neighborhoods served by [2008-2014 6 Community Plans in development, which include land use and urban
program design chapters to help protect neighborhood character, Plans also include
Adoplion of new Community Plans policies to encourage and incenlivize increased support and betler services
(such as healthy food stores and parks) in underserved arsas.
CDD reports that 489 individuals residing in Pacoima or Panorama City
were provided workforce services during 2011. An additional 1,270
individuals received comprehensive social services with increased income
or educalional outcomes.
Services in Public Housing 50 residential clients served by 2006-2014 HACLA Resident Services Division continues to provide seamless program

services lo the 14 housing developments. The HACLA Work Source portal
received 165 new computers and printers for the Employment Technology
Cenlers {(ETC). 30,000 repeat customers received employment, computer
or educational services, HACLA successfully enrolled and placed 499
clients for the South Bay Workforce investment Board (SBWIB) Transitional
Subsidized Employment Program (TSE).
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Improved Slreet Standards, Streetscapes and Adopt new streel standards 2008-2014 In 2011, through the Community Plan Update process, lhe City developed

Landscaping

new street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow
and other important street functions including transit routes and stops,
pedeslrian envirenments, bicycle routes, building design and sile access,
The Community Plan Updates with the modified street standards will
proceed through the City Council approval process in 2012,

Improved Quality of Bicycle and Pedestrian Paths

Adopt policies in Bicycle Plan,
Transportalion Element and
Community Plans that promote
pedestrian and bicycle lransit linkages
10 bicycle roule segments
consiructedimproved

100 pedestrian paths improved

2008-2014

The City's 2010 Bicycle Plan adopted by City Council in March 2011. In
addilion to the Plan, a Five-Year Implemenlation Strategy and Technical
Handbook were adopled al lhat ime as well, Furthermore, two quarterdy
reporls were preduced in 2011.

The City's Walkability Checkhist, adopled in 2008, continued te be used for
encouraging pedestrian-orientation in new discretionary projects,

Urban Design Slandards

Adopt urban design slandards in 16
Community Plans

Develop template for
urban design chapler
of Community Plans -
2008

Incorporate inlo plans
and tailor lo each
community - 2008-
2014

& Community Plans are in development, which each include a Land Use
and Urban Design chapter, which will help address specific design concems
for residential development,

In addition, the City Planning Commission approved the use of Citywide
Design Guidelines for all projects requiring a discretionary action. Based on
community feedback, the Guidelines are planned to become a mandatory
part of discretionary review in 2012, not just informational guidance.

Implementation tools as appropnate

Bicyde Facilities Establish guidelines and development |2009-2014 On September 30, 2011, the City Council approved DCP's proposed
slandards ordinance to expand bicycle parking requirements throughout the City. The
40 bicycle facilities developed in aclions will expand bicycle parking requirements to cover multi-family
residenbal projects annually residential developments with more than three units or more than fiva guest
rooms; include commercial,industrial, and manufacluring uses of less than
10,000 square feet; increase the levels of bicycle parking required under the
current code for commercial, institutional,
and industrial projects; define acceptable localions for bicycle parking;
require that both short-term and long-term bicycle parking be provided;
improve design standards; amend the amount of bicycle parking that may
be substituted for aulomobile parking, and provide rules for the installation
of bicycle parking within the public right-of-way by private businesses.
Response to Development Opportunilies 20 developers and property owners  |2006-2014 CRAJLA oulreach is unknown due to lhe dissolution of the Redevelopment
provided with technical assistance Agencies.
annually
Planning for Neighborhoods 16 updaled Community Plans 2008-2014 6 Community Plans in development, with one drafl (Hollywood) presented to

City Planning Commission in 2011. New Community Plans for West Adams-
Baldwin Hills-Leimert Park, South LA, Southeas! LA, San Pedro, Granada
Hills and Sylmar are in an advanced phase of development and plan to be
inlroduced in 2012, The Plans will include heightened implementation
measures for urban design and land use.

page 35 of 43





Attachment 1

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT

Housing Element Implementation
(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles

Reporting Period 1112011 - 1213112011

Community and Neighborhood Council Developrment Duplicate case files provided to CNCs |2006-2014 DCP conlinued bi-weekly posling of cases filed by Neighborhood Council

Review for proposed projecis and Community Plan areas, DCP continued to provide duplicate copies of
Notificalions to CNCs for filed cases filed to CNCs.
applicabons bi-weekly
Case filing actvity posted on DCP In January, DCP introduced a new "Neighborhood Liason® position, which is
websile bi-weekly meant to be the point of conlact for community and neighboerhood groups
Case activity maps posled on DCP seeking more information aboul planning processes or pending plans and
website quarterly projects,

January also saw lhe beginning of DCP's new Public Parlicipation Policy,
which increaed to 60 days the time the public has to to review preliminary
reporits before the City Planning Commission (CPC) meels.

SurveyLA — The Los Angeles Hislonc Resources Complele citywide survey 2006-2012 In 2011, Phase 1 of the SurveyLA field surveys continued, Survey were

Survey Publish results compleled in 8 communily plan areas (Central City North, San Pedro,

Harbor Gateway, Wilmington — Harbor City, Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey, Wesl
Los Angeles) covering approximately 74,000 parcels.

Anli-Mansionization Regulations Adopt an ordinance to regulate new  [Adopt ordinance for  [City Council adopled the permanent Baseline Mansionization Ordinance in
single-family home construction in flat lands - 2008 February 2011, The Ordinance is inlended to curb the conslruction of
flatland areas Adopl ordinance for  [homes that are excessively large and thus out-of-scale wilh nearby homes
Adopl an ordinance to regulale new  |hillsides - 2009 in the City's vanous single-family residential zones.
single-family home construction in
hllside areas

Neighborhood Preservation — Downzoning Rezone appropriale areas in 16 2008-2014 6 Community Plans were in differenl stages of development. The furthesl
Community Plans along, Hollywood, proposed some largeled downzoning lo preserve

neighborhood character. The proposed downzoning was balanced with
upzaning in areas with good lransit access.

Homeownership Properties Acquisition Demonstratton  [150 affardable unils sold to moderate | 2008-2014 Stalus of CRA/LA projects in 2011 was unable to be obtained due to the

Project income families Slate's dissolution of the Redevelopment Agencies.

Home Ownership on Large Lots in Paccima 1 pilot project in Pacoima 2008-2014 Status of CRA/LA projects in 2011 was unable to be obtained due to the

State's dissolution of the Redevelopment Agencies.
Reasonable Accommadalion Train DCP staff on processing 2007-2014 Reasonable Accommodation Checklist, a standard DCP application form,

Reasonable Accommodalion requesis
Produce and disseminate materials
regarding Reasonable Accommodation
process

was mainlained and used lo confirm an spplicant's qualificailon for
reasonable accommaodation provisions.

ADA Compliance Officer(s)

Reasonable accommodalion provided
in all appropriale and covered facilities
and pregrams including residential
shelters

2006-2014

There were 257 sign language interpreter services and 67 Communication
Access Realtime Translalion (CART) reasonable accommaodalion requests
that were processed and provided.

Office of the City Attorney Dispule Resolulion Program
(ORP)

Refer and resolve 50 housing disputes
relatead to persons with disabilities

2006-2014

OCA activity' In 2011, lhe Department of Disability {00D) made 3 referrals
lo DRP.
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disclosure

Citywide Fair Housing Program Receive 600 fair housing inquiries 2006-2014 In 2011, the LAHD lhrough a contract with the Housing Rights Center
annually (HRC), received 757 fair housing inquines; resalved 488 fair housing
Resolve 480 fair housing invesligations; conducted 151 fair housing training sessions; lrained 96 new
investigalions annually fair housing testers; answered 1.245 calls regarding fair housing 1ssues
Conducl 67 fair housing training through the Fair Housing/Predatory Lending Hotline; and, received 8,081
sessions annually hotline calls that included tenantflandlord issues, fair housing concemns, and
Train 35 new fair housing lesters housing/predatory lending calls.
ommeialby

Community Reinvestment Implement a demonstration program in |2008-2014 The City continues to seek ways to reinvest in communities with dwindling
at least one low or moderate income public sources of funding.
neighborhood

Responsible Lending Training with Financial Inslitutions |Implement a demonslration outreach  |2008-2044 The City continues to seek ways to incent and compel financial institutions
and training program to reinvest and conduct business with the Cily's residents and businesses.

Housing Information Clearinghouse Establish a consolidated housing 2006-2014 In 2011 HACLA coordinated informalion on permanent supportive housing
information database on the City's with LAHD for the Citywide Housing Produclion System {CHPS) database.
website HACLA conlinued to use Social Serve for property listings in 20111 as well.

Housing Information Services Identify avenues lo distribule and 2008-2014 HACLA continued to conduct voucher issuance sessions, worked with
disseminate informalion program partners to disseminale information and used Social Serve for

property listings.

Don't Borrow Trouble: Education against Home Equity  [Answer 50 DBT/predalory lending calls|2008-2014 The Housing Rights Cenler (HRC) answered 76 Don't Borrow Trouble
Fraud and Predatory Lending Scams annually through the Fair (DBT)/predalory lending ealls in 2011 through the Fair Housing/Predatory
Housing/Predalory Lending Hotline Lending Holline,

Educalion for Buyers and Homeowners 3,000 individuals assisted annually 2006-2014 4,800 homebuyers attended homebuyer educalion classes

Education for Property Owners Provide educalion about housing 2006-2014 Slatus of CRA/LA projects in 2011 was unable to be oblained due to the
management practices and regulalions Slate's dissolubion of the Redevelopmenl Agencies,
and promole knowledge of housing
rights

RS0 Tenant/Landlord Oulreach and Education Program |Develop mechanism to assure 2008-2014 In 2011, completed development of comprehensive Landlord Tenant

Outreach Plan through $150,000 contracL Outreach aclivities, videos, web
upgrades & staff training initialed per plan, Series of educalional warkshops
was launched; training pravided for approx. 500 parlicipants. Hotline
assisted 123,000 callers & public counters assisted 54,115 clienls with
housing inquiries, Approximately B0 printed informational items are updaied
and distribuled citywide (3,302 mailings). Briefings are provided to realtor
associalions; however, no legal mechanism to require disclosure of RSO
status and this would pose legal liability for the City.
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Fair Housing Awareness Training Program Eslablish fair housing education 2008-2014 On hold pending budget and staff resources.
(Neighborhood Councils) programs

Pursue funding for training initiatives

codes and regulations lo facilitate
priority housing occupancy for
hemeless and special needs
households

|Fair Housing Research Complete the Al 2006-2014 In 2011, the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) determined the key

Identify and implement action items tasks to be undertaken, developed lhe scope of work and limeline,
negoliated and executed a conlract wilh ICF Intemational io produce a new
Analysis of Impediments {Al} for the City.

Domestic Viclence Sheller Program Provide 2,850 individuals with access |2006-2014 CDD reports that 1597 individuals were provided access lo public services
te public services annually and 5§75 shelter and transitional beds were provided in 2011.
Mainlain up to 1,006 shelter and
transitional beds annually for domestic
violence victims

HOPWA Emergency Sheller and Transitional Housing |20 exisling HIV/AIDS emergency 2006-2014 1,186 clients received emergency and Iransitional heusing.

Program sheller beds funded annually
152 exising HIV/AIDS transitional
housing beds funded annually
30 new HIVIAIDS lransilional housing
beds funded annually

Shelter and Transilional Housing Facilities B29 existing emergency shelter beds |2006-2014 Emergency Shelter beds: Total 375 Beds - 106 beds (ESG) and 269 beds
funded annually {CDBG)
2,880 exisling transitional housing Transitional Housing: Total 2,575 beds - 582 beds (CDBG), 824 beds {SHP -
beds funded annually LAHSA) and 1,169 {SHP - Directs }

Ovemight Shelter (Winter Shelter and Year-Round 954 temporary shelter beds year round |2006-2014 Year Round Shelter: Total 1,037 {(General Funds)

Shelter) Serve 30 or more families by vouchers Permanent Housing: Total 1,171 beds - 1,047 beds {SHP - LAHSA} and
in the Year Round Shelter Program 124 (SHP - Directs)
1,768 temporary winter shelter beds Temporary Winter Shelter Beds: Total 870 beds (City General Funds and
Serve 200 or more families and 15 or ESG)
more individuals by vouchers in the Family Transilions Program: 1,173 Families vouchered from Dec 2011 to
Winter Sheller Program June 2012

Resources for Shelters Distribute goods to 220 or more 2006-2014 Data not available.
homeless service agencies and
housing providers annually

l'Prionty Occupancy for Homeless Persons Adopl citywide policy and amend city  [2007-2014 In 2011, HACLA targeted permanent supporlive housing development to

chronically homeless individuals. HACLA ulilized excess grant funding lo
provide 459 new Sheller Plus Care units for the chronically homeless.
HACLA implemenled a policy allowing the transfer of hundreds of Shelter
Plus Care residents who no longer required the intensive supporiive
services of that program inta the voucher program, lhereby freeing those
unils to serve new chronically homeless individuals, HACLA conlinues to
play a cenlral role in the regional Home For Good plan to end chronic and
veleran homelessness.
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Community Based Devetopment Organization (CBDO)

Provide educational/vocational training
and employment placement/retention
services to 280 homeless persons
annually

2008-2014

Over an 18 month penod, HACLA:
Completed Educational/Vocalional Training for 3899 persons,
Obtained (and retained) employment for 319 persons.

LAHSA does not provide educational or vocational training.
Obtained Employment. 357 persons
Retained Employmenl: 92 persons

HOPWA Supportive Services for Persons Living with Provide 13,500 clients with supportive |2006-2014 7.329 clienis received supportive services.

HIVAIDS services annually

Renlal Assistance for Homeless Persans Distribute 4,000 Housing Choice 2006-2014 HACLA had a total of 4,011 tenant-based vouchers set aside for the
Vouchers to homeless households homeless in 2011.
annually

Rental Assislance for Homeless Persons with Maintain housing of 2,000 homeless  |2006-2014 HACLA has 2,957 units of supportive housing allecaled for lhe homeless

Disabilities households with disabilities annually wilh disabling condilions.

HOPWA Rental Assislance for Persons Living wilh 63 extremely low income and 21 very [2008-2014 In 2011 HACLA has 165 allocated TRA units and 32 allocaled PRBA units

HIVIAIDS

low income households receive TRA
annually

13 extremely low income and 18 very
low income households receive PBRA
annually

305 low income households receive
STRMU assistance annually

to assist low-income individuals living with HIVZAIDS.

LAHD reports that 815 cllents received housing subsidy assistance through
the program.

Citywide Rent-to-Prevent-Eviction Program Assist 110-125 individuals or families |2006-2014 LAHSA: This program was discontinued,
al risk of homelessness annually
New Resources for Rental Assislance Increase the funding base for renial 2008-2014 LAHSA is funding homeless activities through ils ESG granl. All HPRP
assisfance for homeless households funds fully expended,
and households at high risk of
homelessness
HOPWA Housing Development for Persons Living with  |[Financing commitment to, at minimum, |[2006-2014 $2 million in HOPWA funds were commitled to housing development.
HIVIAIDS one housing development per year
dedicated to serving persons living
with HIV/AIDS and their families
Permanent Supportive Housing Program 2,224 permanent supportive housing  |2008-2014 Five projects with 308 permanenl supporiive housing unils financed for

units financed for homeless
households

homeless households in 2011,

HACLA continued to allocate 2,224 permanent supportive housing unils, of
which 397 were awarded fo 7 new developments in 2011.

LAHSA: Under the 2011 SuperNOFA application 194 NEW unils of
Pemanenl Supportive Housing were submitled for funding for homeless
personws. The LA Continuum of Care was awarded $88 177.272
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New Resources for Housing Serving the Mentally Il Pursue funding towards permanent 2008-2014 LAHSA 15 taking a largeted approach to assessing need and setling
housing units for homeless mentally il regional prionlies for CH, Vets, families & youth in coordinalion with the
annually federal Opening Doors plan and the local Home for Good plan. Based on

our 2011 Homeless Count, approximately 35% of the homeless in LA
county are severely mentally ill-this represents an 11% increase from the
previous counl. LAHSA's approach lo targeting services for mentally il
chents involves emphasizing this subpopulation in new applicalions for
LAHSA funding under lhe SuperNOFA process, funding two safe haven
programs to provide 50 beds to individuals with severe menlal illness, and
funding the year round pregram

The City will continue its work with interested slakeholders, particularly at
the County level, to fund affordable housing with inlensive, wrap-around
services,

Permanent Housing (for persons with disabilities) Maintain 1,477 permanent supporlive |2008-2014 LAHSA: Permanent Housing (for persons with Disabililies} 1,174
housing units for homeles households
annually

Los Angeles Supportive Housing Acquisition Fund Support site acquisition and pre- 2008-2014 Four permanent supporlive housing projects comprising of 157 units were
development of up to 1,500 housing funded in 2011.
units

Homeless Housing and Services Coordination Citywide and sub-regional plans to 2008-2014 As the lead for the Los Angeles Conlinuum of Care, LAHSA, conducls 10

reduce and end homelessness
adopted by the City Council
Regular reports on financial
management

Regualr reporls on contract
management and program
implementation

quarlerly meelings to discuss efforls on hew lo combat homelessness
effeciively and efficiently. Attendees include City and County
representatives lo ensure a informalion sharing and coardinated process.
Through November 2011, there were over 30 Conlinuum meelings featuring
between 575 to 625 atlendees, including represenialives of homeless
service providers, city and county representatives, school dislricls. policy
makers, faith based and grass roots organizations, and other homeless
slakeholders, In addition to the quarterly meetings, LAHSA staff also
parlicipale in menthly meetings of the B homeless Coalitions that cover the
county's Service Planning Areas, Finally, the LAHSA coordinaling council
meets 3 lo 5 times yearly to give a COC-wise perspectibe and advise the
agency on SuperNOFA and other funding policies and priorities. The
Coordinaling Council serves as lhe advisory board to the LAHSA
commission. Regarding financial and contracts management, on a monthly
basis, {_AHSA provides slatus reports (o the Finance. Conlract, and Grant
Management Committee and the Program and Evaluation Commitiee of the
LAHSA Commission of which 5 board members are representalives of the
City of Los Angeles (10 member board).

The City continues o work with the United Way and olher partners in the
pursuit of fulfilling the goals of its Home for Good plan,
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Access New Resouces and Services for the Homeless

Periodic reports on slate and county
legislative and budgetary inilatives

2008-2014

LAHSA provides guarterly programmatic and qualitative data to the United
Way to be included in Lheir Home For Good progress reports,

The Mayor's office and LAHD continue lo paricipate,

Housing and Services Planning for Persons Living with
HIVIAIDS

Reguilarly updated plan for the use of
HOPWA grant funds

2006-2014

2011 Housing Opporlunities for Persons living with AIDS (HOPWA)
Reguest For Proposals (RFP} included input from focus groups with
providers; held and slaffed bimonthly meetings w/ Los Angeles County
HIVIAIDS Commiltee (LACHAC), HOPWA technical services provider
completed assessment of the Holel/Food Voucher Program and Housing
Case Manager position, and recommendalions for changes to programs,

Ciaty Homeless Corrdinalor

Penodic reports on homeless housing
and service delivery and
recommendalions for improvement

2008-2014

LAHSA's Execubive Director served on the Mayor's Housing and
Homelessness Cabinet during 2011,

Temporary Housing Facilities for Disaster Response

120 sites available lhroughout the Cily
within 24 hours of a natural disaster

2006-2014

In 2011, the City Council granled the aulhority to execule a grant agreement}

with the CA Department of Housing and Community Development for a
Disaster Recovery Initiative (DRI) grant of up lo $8.5 million for disasler
victims of the 2008 Sayre Wildfire and for disasler planning efforts and
related actions.

Qutreach and Training for Emergency Preparedness
and Response

4 fairs during Emergency
Preparedenss Monlh annually

2 Neighborhood Preparedenss
Ambassadors Traimngs annually
Qutreach lo neighborhood and
community groups as requested

2006-2014

Information was unable to be oblained.

Siting Homeless Housing and Services

Identify localions for housing with
supportive services in 16 Communiky
Plans

Identify largets in all Community Plans

2008-2014

6 Community Plans in development, including incentive areas for affordable
housing,

Zoning and Development Standards for Shelters

Adopt amendment to Zoning Code to
facililate by-right siting of shelter and
transitional housing facilities

2008-2014

On hold pending budget and staff resources,

Zoning for Health Facilities

Adopt amendment to Zoning Code lo
remove restrictions on localions of
public health and treatment program
facilities

2008-2014

Ordinance in development to allow by nght licensed community care
facilities for 7 or more residents citywide.

DCP obtained a grant for $250,000/year for five years, through the 2011
Community Transformation Grant (County Health), lo create first-ever Health
Chapler of General Plan Framework and relaled health ordinances
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Assislance for Homeless Persons in Accessing Housing
and Services

Continue funding 1 organizalion to
reach 300 or more homeless
individuals

Explore expanding outreach funding lo
community-based organizations within
the City

2006-2014

Homeless Individuals reached. 2465 (LAHSA ERT)

LAHSA has been implementing vanous programs to ensure that oulreach
funding is expanded. In response lo the HEARTH Act and ESG guidelines,
LAHSA, in collaboration with the Cily and Counly of Los Angeles is building
regional systems of care that will provide coordinated assessmenits for
receipt of homeless services, prevenls homelessness by helping families
remain within their communities and reiain their current non-sheller housing,
or diverts people to housing options other than homeless shellers, The first
step in this process was lhe Family Transilions Project (FTP), which
streamlined intake of homeless famities seeking molel vouchers during the
winler months. The improved coordination through the pilot FTP project
resulted in more families being diverled away from homelessness and more
families exiting homelessness and being rapidly rehoused in permanent
housing.

Building on lhe success of lhe FTP, LAHSA, i partnership with the City and
County of Los Angeles, is pooling resources (o fund the Family Solutions
Centers (FSC), which will provide coordinated entry, intake assessment,
and housing and supporiive services interventions to homeless familles and
families at-risk of homelessness across lhe various regions of Los Angeles
County, In collaboration with mainslream resources and targeted homeless
resources, this new integraled Countywide system will provide the
appropriale level of services and housing lo each family in need. The
uttimate goals of this coordinaled system will be to divert families from
becoming homeless and to end families’ homelessness as rapidly as

nr
The CIC uses a customn software program to provide information on and

Computerized Information Center (CIC)Anformalion and [Assisl 150 or more clients seeking 2006-2014
Referrals for Persons with Disabililies homeless services and housing referral to critical services offered throughout the greater Los Angeles area,
tesource referrals annually CIC staff provide referrals to over 1000 persons with disabililies and

agencies annually. The database resources include: housing, emergency
shelter, accessible transportation, employment training, job placement, and
recreational opportunities. We were not able lo determine the number of
housing referrals made in 2011.

HOPWA Centralized Countywide Housing Information  [Assist 2,640 clients seeking HIV/AIDS |2006-2014 54,554 websile hils from clients seeking HIV/AIDS housing information

Services Clearinghouse

housing information referrals

referrals; 533 live contacts and 12 training meetings occurred.
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Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles

Attachment 1

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Tille 25 §6202 )

Reporting Period 1112011 -

120312011

Awareness of Special Needs Housing {(Neighborhood
Councils)

Establish outreach cumculum
Pursue funding for training program

2008-2014

LAHSA's Emergency Response Team (ERT) is considered one of the lead
Qultreach Programs in Los Angeles City and County. The ERT provides
support {o Los Angeles County and City Departments as well as Elected
Officials offices. LAHSA continues its networking with other oulreach
workers countywide, In 2011, there was a focus prowiding information and
lraiving on Los Angeles County Department of Health Services "Heallhy
Way LA® Program, and participation in the Uniled Way's “Home for Good”
Outreach Programs Survey. LAHSA also assistance and supported local
outreach teams on conducling special projects. This year, special outreach
projects included the Hansen Dam/Sunland-Tujunga region, LACAJSC
Medical Center Emergency Room Qutreach, Venice Beach and
Westchesler Oulreach, Occupy LA Homeless Participant Oulreach,
CEOAASD/LAHSA Qutreach Protocol Project, and the Skid Row Famihes
QOutreach Project. LAHSA's ERT also conlinues to work with LA City Dept,
of Public Works - Bureau of Street Services Invesligation and Enforcement
Division (SSIED) by providing outreach and notification services to
encampment dwellers to ensuring they receive assistance with accessing

Homeless Needs Oulreach

Disseminate informalion about the
housing needs of special needs
populations lo 2,000 people

2008-2014

shelier and related sanvicps,

LAHSA provided information and referral services to 3,159 people. This
indudes direcl requests for assistance received through the emergency
services hine. by email, and by encounters and engagements made with
homeless individuals and families al locations throughout Los Angeles City
and County.

Technical Assislance lo Homeless Housing Providers

Technical assislance provided to 20
providers annually

2006-2014

Data not available.

A "Project 50" Pilot Program Targeting the Chronically
Homeless

50 long-term chronically homeless
individuals housed

2008-2010

Project 50 was completed, and housed 43 of the initial 50 chronically
homeless individuals that were identified.

General Comments:
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