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Disability Rights California 
350 S. Bixel Ave. Suite 290 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
Phone: (213) 213-8000 
Fax: (213) 213) 8001 


January 29, 2013 


ON LAW & POVERTY 
3701 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 208 
Los Angeles, CA 90010-2826 
Phone: (213) 487-7211 
Fax: (213) 487-0242 


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-2009-80~CA 
January 30, 2013, City Council Agenda Items 13 and 31 
Proposed Ordinances Conflict with the City's General Plan 


To the Honorable 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 
conflict 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}.1 


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 Citis 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 all 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 


1 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.2 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.A.M.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.3 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.A.M.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 


2 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." 


3 Letter from Andrew Beveridge to laurellmpett, 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 Jetter explains that the potential impact is actually far greater, on as many as 473,396 of the City's 
residents. 
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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 heject 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 
"[a]ddress 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 Uphold Rural ElDorado County v. El 
Dorado County Bd. of Sup'rs, 62 Cai.App.4th 1332, 1336 (1998). 


In Lesher, the City of 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 
Cai.App.4th 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." /d. at 767. The Court held, "Prop. A 
does not promote this policy and accordingly must be deemed inconsistent 
with it." /d. (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 
spectrum 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 (AI) .... The latest update recommended ... the 
update of the definition of ~family'4 .... 


~ 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 potentially 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 .... 5 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 tluit 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 afulltimefoster 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. 


5 In response to the 2005 Analysis of Impediments' findings, the City specifically committed to 
adopt an ordinance to "Revise the defmition 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 parolees 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 Cai.App.4th 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.6 


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. 


6 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 entitlement, 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 geu~raphic 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.7 


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." 6 


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 througl10Ut 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 Statistks 
(November 29, 2012), available at http://bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/content/pub/pdf/ppus11.pdf and attached as Exhibit 4. 
8 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. 9 The 
California Department of Corrections has reported that at any given 
time 1 0 percent of the state's parolees are homeless, and as high as 
30 to 50 percent in major metropolitan areas such as Los Angeles. 1 0 


The restrictions on parolees' and probationers' ability to live 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 


9 Katherine Brown, Council of State Governments, Homelessness and Prisoner Re-Entry: Strategies for Addressing 
Housing Needs and Risks in Prisoner Re-Entry 
lD /d. 
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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."11 


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 "Identify 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 12


; 


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 December 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 limits 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. 


c. Programs 4.1.3.1, J, & K and 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 4.1.6.8 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."13 


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 


11 December 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 
significamly" 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 Cai.App.4th 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). 


I. 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 to the City Planning Commission for 
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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 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 


r~~tc:ltfl 
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 Laurellmpett dated January 29, 2013 
(text); the complete letter including all exhibits is submitted to the 
Council File under separate cover and incorporated by reference 


2. 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 
%20of%201mpediments%20to%20Fair%20Housing%20Choice.pdf.) 


3. Attachment 1 to Housing Element Progress Report for January 1, 
2011 to December 31, 2011 


4. Laura M. Maruschak, Erika Parks, Probation and Parole in the United 
States, 2011, Bureau of Justice Statistics (November 29, 2012) 


5. Katherine Brown, Homelessness and Prisoner Re-Entry: Strategies 
for Addressing Housing Needs and Risks in Prisoner Re-Entry, 
Council of State Governments 
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January 29, 2013 


Laurel lmpett 


ANDREW A. BEVERIDGE, Ph.D. 
50 MERRIAM AVENUE 


BRONXVILLE, NEW YORK 10708 
PHONE: 914-337-6237 


FAX: 914-337-8210 


Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP 
396 Hayes Street 
San Francisco, CA 941 02 


Dear Ms. I mpett: 


I am sending you the information below at the request of Disability 


Rights California: 


QUALIFICATIONS 


1) I 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, I assumed a 


three-year term as chair of the department and began a second term in 


July 2009. Trained at Yale University, I 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. I am an expert in the application of Geographical 


Information Systems (GIS) technology to the analysis of social patterns. I 


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 I serve as a demographic consultant through an agreement 


between Social Explorer, Inc., the CUNY Research Foundation and the 


Times. I have served as a consultant to a number of public and private 


entities, where I provide services related to demographic analysis. 


2) I 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 I 


have provided opinions are listed in my resume, 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, I 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 I 


(Planning and Zoning Code), Chapter I 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 allow "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 Houses11 once the 


ordinance passes. 
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c. 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.1 


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 


1 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, I would need to examine the data in light of those changes. 


DATA SOURCES 


9) I 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.gov. 


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 room 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." I 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 201 0, 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.lacountv.gov/extranet/outsidesales/qisd 


ata.aspx. 


DATA RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS 


1 0) Using these data, I 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.3 


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 1n light of the current and proposed restrictions on Boarding or Rooming Houses in R2 
and AD zones, I 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, I 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 additional17,213 
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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 


''transient" 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, 


I 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, I used the Public Use Microdata Sample from the 2009-2011 


American Community Survey.4 The results are shown in Exhibit 6. 


23) Of the households living in a dwelling of two units or less, 


I 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, I 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 


4 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 I 


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.5 


Sincerely, 


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 


5 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 
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E.l 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){l)], 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 (AI); 
• 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 AI 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 AI 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.S Summary of Report 


E.S.l 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 accommodation 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 AI, 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 I 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 illness 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 AI 
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 AI 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 AI 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.S.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 AI 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 AI. General recommendations, such as 
supporting the efforts of other agencies or enhancing affordability, are not included. 


Access to Fi na nci ng 


• 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 AI 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 difficult 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 common 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 fair 
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. 


Executive Summary E-5 







Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 


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 AI 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 Oakland anti-predatory lending ordinance, the City of Los Angeles 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 AI to evaluate 
impediments specific to the agency. However, as part of the City's AI, 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 AI 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 B 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 outreach 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 fund ing is available, 
the fair housing service providers recommend the following areas of 
improvements/ add itiona I services: 


• Proactive outreach to immigrant communities, persons with disabilities, and 
gay /lesb ia n/transg ender/bisexu a I 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 
requirements 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. 2 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 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 difficult 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.3 


2 


3 


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. 
"In Short Supply: Recommendations of the Housing Crisis Task Force," May 2000, page 10. 
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1. Assuming that the adjustment factor is 30% in Commercial Zones and 80% in Residential Zones. 
2. Corresponds to "Very Low 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 falling 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: 


5-14 


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 B and 
providing the keeping of the foster children is licensed by the State of 
California as a fulltime foster care home. 
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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 opportunities 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.5 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 regulations 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 commercial 
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 Reasonable 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 Cl, Cl.S, 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 landlords 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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FIGURE 1 D 
uring 2011, for the third 
consecutive year, the 
number of adults under 


community supervision declined. 
At yearend 2011, there were about 
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). 


Adults under community supervision at yearend, 1980-2011 


Yearend population (in millions) Annual percent change 
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The drop in the probation 
population drove the decline in 
the total number of adults under 
community supervision. In 2011, 
the probation population fell2%, 
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Note: Annual change was based on Lhe difference between the January 1 and December 31 
populations within the reporting year. See M~thodologyfor more details. The apparent decrease 
observed In the community sup~rv1son and probation rates between 2007 and 2008 was due to 
a change in scope for two junsd,ctions and does not reflect actual declines in the populations. 
See Probation and Parole in the United StQtes, 2010, BJS website, NJC 236019, November 2011, ror 
a description of changes in reporting methods. 
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Surveys of Probation and Parole, 1980-2011. 


HIGHLIGHTS 
• The number of adults under community 


supervision declined by about 71,300 during 2011, 
down to 4,814,200 at yearend. 


• A 2% decline in the probation population along 
with a 1.6% increase in the parole population 
accounted for the overall change in the community 
supervision population. 


• At yearend 201 1, for the first time since 2002, the 
U.S. probation population fell below 4 million. 


• During 2011, about 4.3 million adults moved onto 
or off probation; probation entries (2, 1 09,500) 
declined for the fourth consecutive year while 
probation exits (2, 189,1 00) declined for the second 
consecutive year. 


• Two-thirds (66%) of probationers completed their 
term of supervision or were discharged early during 
2011, about the same percentage as in 2009 and 
201 0 (65% in both years). 


• The rate of incarceration among probationers at risk 
for violating their conditions of supervision in 201 1 
(5.5%) was consistent with the rate in 2000 (5.5%). 


• Nearly 853,900 adults were on parole at yearend 
2011; about 1.1 million adults moved onto or off 
parole during the year. 


• Both parole entries (down 3.4%) and exits (down 
5.3%) declined between 201 0 and 2011. 


• During 2011, the state parole population grew 
1.1%, from about 736,800 to 744,700, while the 
federal population grew 5.1 %, from 103,800 to 
109,100. 


• Slightly more than half (52%) of parolees completed 
their term of supervision or were discharged early 
in 2011, unchanged from 2010. 


• Among parolees at risk for violating their conditions 
of supervision, about 12% were retncarcerated 
during 20 11, down from more than 15% in 2006. BJS 







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 
U.S. were under community supervision. 


Data in this report were collected through the Bureau ofJustice 
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 at yearend, and other information. The 
reporting methods for some probation and parole agencies 
have changed over time (see Methodology). See appendix tables 
for additional2011 data by jurisdiction. 


Community supervision population in 2011 fell below the 
2003level 


'The number of U.S. adults under community supervision 
(4,814,200) declined during 201l(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). 


B J definition of probation and parole 


ProbQJion rs a court-ordered period of correctlor-.al 
s\.lper\ll!lon rn the cqmmun1ty, ~~nerally as an alternative 
toj~~a(t~ra(ioh~ lt'l ~om~ c,ue-5, p~Q):Iatl()_n can b_e.a 
corrbined·_~e;nt:enceof !n01rcer.afrQI'l fci!low~d by~ p~rrod 
orcarnmunltY supervj~[on. 


Parol~ is it per lod of conditi~nal su pervlse;d re lease in th£! 
COJTimunlty fo llowing a pri,ion w:rm. It include parolees 
rel~e~sed th rough discretionary or llJaf'lrlatory su~r:vTsed 
(~lease from prison, tho~ r~1eased through othenypes. 
Qfpast-;rustod~ cood1tional .super:v~sion, ahd tho!>e 
.se.ntEln~ed to a term of super-vli:ed release. 


This downward trend in the communit}' 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 o£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 lasl 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 ofO.S% in 2004 and 2005. In 2009, 
the probation population declined for the first time since BJS 
began tracking this population in 1980. 


FIGURE2 
Adults on probation at yearend, 1980-2011 
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Note: Estimates are based on most recent data and may dtffer from previously 
published estimates or other BJS statistical seriPs. Counts renect data reported by 
probation agencies w1thin the reporttng year. and annual change was based on 
the difference between the January 1 and December 31 population counts within 
the reporting year. Reporting methods for some probation agencit>s changed over 
time and probation coverage was expanded in 1998 and 1999. See Mtlhodology 
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 refiect actual declines in the populat1ons. See Probation 
and Parole in the United States, 1010, BJS website. NJC 236019, November 2011, for a 
description of changes in reporting methods. 
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Probatton Survey, 1 98()...2011. 
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During 2011, the parole population grew by about 13,300 to 
nearly 8 53,900, a 1.6% increase from the beginning of the year 
(figure 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 
Metl!odology for discussion of adjustments). 


FIGURE 3 
Adults on parole at yearend, 198G-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 
differente between the January 1 and December31 population count within lhe 
reporting year. Reporting rnethod5 for some parole agencies changed over time. 
See Methodology for more details. 
Source: Bureau of Ju~tice Statistics, Annual Parole Survey, 198()...2011. 
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Rate of adults under community supervision was below 
the 2000 level for the third consecutive year 


Five states accounted for more than half of the decline in 
the probation population 


The probation population declined by nearly 81,800 
probationers during 2011 to reach an estimated 3,971,300 


The community supervision rate declined to 2,015 
probationers or parolees per 100,000 U.S. adult residents at 
yearend 2011, down from 2,067 per 100,000 at yearend 2010. 
For the third consecutive year, the rate was below the 2000 
level (2,162 per 100,000) (table 1). The supervision rate of 
probationers followed a similar trend. At yearend 2011, 1,662 
offenders per 100,000 U.S. adult residents were on probation, 
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. 


at yearend (appendix table 2). Thirty-two states reported a 
cumulative 112,700 fewer probationers and 20 jurisdictions, 
including the District of Columbia and the federal system, 
reported a cumulative 30,900 more probationers at yearend 2011 
than at the beginning of the year. 


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.S. adult residents at yearend 2009 to 357 per 100,000 
at yearend 2010. 


TABLE 1 


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. 


U.S. adult residents under community supervision, on probation, and on parole, 2000-2011 
Number eer 100,000 U.S. adult residents U.S. residents on-


Community 
supervision' Probation Parole 


Community 
sueervisionb Probation Parole 


2000 2,162 1,818 344 1 in46 1 in 55 1 in291 
2001 2,184 1,842 342 1 in46 1 in 54 1 in292 
2002 2,198 1,849 349 1 in4S 1 in 54 11n287 
2003 2,219 1,865 354 1 in45 1 in 55 1 in282 
2004 2,226 1,875 351 1 in45 1 in 53 1 in285 
2005 2,215 1,864 351 1 in4S 1in54 1 in 285 
2006 2,228 1.875 353 1 in45 1 in 53 1 in283 
2007 2,239 1,878 361 l in 45 1 in 53 1 in277 
2008' 2,203 1,846 358 1 in45 1ln54 1 in279 
2009 2,147 1,796 353 l in47 1 in 56 1 in284 
2010 2,067 1,715 355 1 in48 1 in 58 1 in281 
2011 2,015 1,662 357 1 in 50 1ln60 1 in280 
Note: Rates were based on the community supervision, probation, and parole population counts as or December 31 within the reporting year and the estimated U.S. adult resident populauon on January 1 of each subsequent year. Rates based on most recent data available 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 total because the community supervision rate was adjusted to exclude parolees who were also on probation. See Methodology for more detail;. 
blncludes adults on probation and adults on parole. 
'The apparent dNrease observed in the community supervison and probatioo rates between 2007 and 2008 was due to a change in scope for two jurisdictions and does not reflNt actual declines in the populations. See Probation ond Parole in the United Stales. 2010, BJS website, NJC 236019. November 2011, for a description of changes in reporting methods. 
Source: Community superv1sion populat1on estimates are based on the Bureau of Justice Statistics" Annual Surveys of Probation and Parole, 2D00-2011. Estimates of the U.S. adult resident population are based on U.S. Census Bureau Nationallntercensal 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 


TABLE2 
Estimated probation entries and exits and annual change, 
200D-2011 


Year Probation entries Probation exits 
Annual change in 
j>tobation I>OI>ulation 


2000 2,160,900 2,103,000 57,900 
2001 2,118,200 2,004,900 113,300 
2002 2,136,700 2,072,200 64,500 
2003 2,237,300 2,187,500 49,800 
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 -71,100 
2011 2,109,500 2,189,100 -79.600 
Note: Estimates nre based on mcm recent data available and may d1ffer from 
previoudy pub I ished BJS reports. See Mechodology for details about estimation 
methods and calc ulat1on of annual change. 
Source: Bureau or Justice StatiStiCS, Annual Probation Survey, 2000-2011. 


TABLE3 
Rate of probation exits, by type of exit, 2008-2011 


Type of exit 2008 
Total exit ratea 


Completion 
lncarcerationb 
Absconder 
Discharged to custody, detainer, or warrant 
Other unsatisfactory' 
Transferred to another probation agency 
Death 
Othe~ 


55 
35 
9 
2 


6 


2 


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, Wlchanged 
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. 


Rate per 1 DO average daily probation population 
2009 2010 2011 
55 55 55 
36 36 36 
9 9 9 
2 1 


6 6 5 


2 2 2 
Estimated mean length of stay on probation (In monthslt 


Average daily probation population 
22.0 mo. 


4,252,694 
21.7 mo. 


4,218,373 
21.7 mo. 


4,090,274 
22.0mo. 


4,012,217 
Note: Details may not sum to total due to rounding. 
-less than 0.5 per 1 00 probationers. 
•Exit rate is the ratio of the number of probationers that exited supervision during the year to the average daily probation population (i.e., average or the January 1 and 
December 31 populations within the reporting year). 
bfncludes probationers who were incarcerated for a new offense and those who had their current probation sentence revoked (e.g., violating a condition of the1r supervision). 
'Includes probationers discharged from supervision who did not meet all conditions of supervision, including some with only financial condit•ons remaining, some who had 
their probation sentence revoked but were not incarcerated because their sentence was immediately reinstated, and other types of un~tisfactory exits. May i nd ude some 
early terminations and expirations of ~entence reported as unsatisfactory exits. 
dlndudes probationers discharged from supervision through a legislative mandate because they were deported ortrans(erred to the JUriSdiction of lmmigrat•on and Customs 
Enforcement {ICE); transferred to another state through an mterstate compact agreement; had their sentence dismissed or overturned by the court through an appeal; had 
their sentence dosed administratively, deferred, or terminated by the court; were awaiting a hearing; were released on bond; and other types or 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 between 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 offailing were 
incarcerated, the same level as 2000, but down from 5.7% in 
2010. The rate at which aU 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 incarcerated al any poinl during the year. 1he 
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. 


TABLE4 
Probationers who exited supervision, by type of exit, 2008-2011 


~~- ~ 
Total 100% 


Completion 
lncarceration1 


Absconder 
Discharged to custody, detainer, or warrant 
Other unsatisfactorY' 
Transferred to another probation agency 
Death 
Othe~ 


Estimated number! 


63% 
17 
4 


10 


4 
2,320,100 


FIGURE4 
Estimated percent of the at-risk probation population 
incarcerated, 200D-2011 


Percent 


8---------------------------------------
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0------------------------------------2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 


Note: Estimates are based on most recent available data and may diffl'r from 
previously published BJS reporh. See Methodology for more detail about the at-rrsk 
measure of incarceration, rncluding th!c' method of estimation. The at-rrsk population 
is defined as the number of probationers under supervision at the start of the year 
(on January 1) plus the number who entered supervision during the year. 
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Probation Survey, 200D-2011. 


2009 2010 2011 
100% 100% 100% 
65% 65% 66% 
16 16 16 
3 3 2 
1 1 


10 11 9 


1 
1 


4 4 4 
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 05'16. 
•Includes 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). 
blncludes probationers discharged from supervision who did not mel't all conditions of supervision, Including some with only financial conditions remaining. ~oml' who had 
their probation sentence revoked but were not incarcerated because their sl'ntence was immediately reinstated, and other types of unsatisfactory exits. May include some 
early tl'rmination; and expirations of sentence reported as unsatisfactory ex1ts. 
'Includes probationers drscharged from supervision through a legislative mandate because they were deported or transferred to the juri1dict ,on of lmmrgration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE); transferred to anothl'r state through an interstate compact agreement; had therr st>ntence dismissed or overturnPd by the court through an appeal: had 
their sentence dosed administratively, deferred, or terminated by the court; were awaiting a hearing; were released on bond: and other types of exits. 
<~estimates rounded to the nearest hundred. Includes est1mates for nonreporting agenci<>s. Estimates are based on most recent data available and may differ from previously 
published BJS reports. See Methodology for a discussion about changes in t>stimating probation exits from 2000 to 2011. 
Source: Bureau of Justice StatistiCs. Annual Probation Survey. 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, compared to 50% in 2010. 


U.S. parole population increased during 201 1 


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, BJS website, NCJ 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. 


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 earole eoeulation 
2000 478,800 467,900 10,900 
2001 482,100 473,200 8,900 
2002 476,900 456,500 20,400 
2003 501,100 480,100 21,000 
21104 515,600 509,700 5,900 
2005 524,400 511,900 12,500 
2006 543,100 526,200 16,900 
2007 562,900 537,700 25,200 
2008 575,000 568,000 7,000 
2009 570AOO 575,600 -5,200 
2010 565,300 562,500 2,800 
2011 545,800 532,500 13,300 
Note: Estimates are based on most recent data available and may differ from 
previously published BJS reports. See Methodology for details about estimation 
methods and calc ula lion of annual change. 
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Parole Survey, 2D00-20 11. 


FIGURES 
Entries to parole, by type of entry, 2000-2011 
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•rncludes data reported as term of supervised release by states and the District of 
Columbia from 2008 to 2011. 
bFederal data only. Includes estimates lor 2000 to 2007. 
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Parole Survey, 2000-2011. 
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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 supen·ised 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 mandatory 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 201 1 
(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 turnover 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). 


TABLE6 
Rate of parole exits, by type of exit, 2008-2011 


Rate ~er 1 00 average dail~ ~role ~oeulation 
T~~e of exit 2008 2009 2010 2011 


Total exit ratel 69 70 67 63 
Completion 34 35 35 33 
Returned to incarceration 24 24 22 20 


With new sentence 6 6 6 5 
With revocation 17 17 16 13 
Other/unknown 1 1 1 2 


Absconder 7 6 6 6 
Other unsatisfactory exitsb 1 1 
Transferred to another state 
Death 
Other 2 2 


Estimated mean length of 
stayonparole(inmonths)d 17.4mo. 171mo. 17.9mo. 19.1mo. 


Average daily parole population 824,673 826,838 839,247 841,056 
Note: Details may not sum to total due to rounding. 
'Exitrate is the ratio of the number of parolees that exited supervhion during 
the year to the average darly parole population (i.e. average of the January 1 and 
December 31 populations within the reporting year). 
bJncludes parolees discharged from supervision who did not meet all conditions of 
supervrsion, indudrng some who had their parch' sentence revoked but were not 
returned to mcarceratron because their sentence was immediately reinstated, and 
other rypes of unsatisfactory exits. Includes some early terminations and expirations 
of sentence. 
'Includes parolees discharged from supeJVision because they were deponed or 
tramferred 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 other types of exits. 
dMean 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 Parole Survey, 2008-2011. 
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Of the estimated 532,500 parolees that exited parole 
supervision during 20ll, 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. 


TABLE7 
Parolees who exited supervision, by type of exit, 2008-201 1 


Type of exit 2008 2009 2010 2011 
Total 100% 1110% 100% 100% 


Completion 49% 51% 52% 52% 
Returned to incarceration 36 34 33 32 


With new sentence 9 9 9 9 
With revocation 25 24 23 21 
Other/unknown 1 1 2 


Absconder 11 9 9 9 
Other unsatisfactory exits1 2 2 2 2 
Transferred to another state 1 1 
Death 1 
Other" 1 3 1 3 


Estimated number< 568,000 575,600 562,500 532,500 
Not~: Detail may not ;urn to total due to rounding. Distributions are based on 
parol~s for which type of exit was known. 
•lncludes parolees discharg~ from ;upervision who did not meet all conditions of 
~upervision, includtng some who had the1r parole sentence revoked but were not 
returned to incarcerat1on because their sentence was immedtately reinstated. and 
other types of unsatisfactory exits; includes some early terminations and <>xpiratiom 
of sentence, 
blncludes parolee; discharged from supervision because they wert> deport~ or 
transferred to the jurisdtction of Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICEl, had 
their sentence terminated by the court through an appeal, were transferred to 
another state through an interstate compact agr~m~nt or discharged to probation 
supervision, and othet types of exits. 
<Estimates rounded to the nearest hundr~.lncludes estimates for nonreporting 
agencies. Estimates are bas~ on most recent data available and may differ from 
previously published BJS reports. See Methodology for a discussion Jbout changes in 
estimating parole exits from 2000 to 2011. 
Source; Bureau ol Justice Statistics. Annual Parole Survey, 2008-2011. 


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 for a 
violent offense. 


FIGURE6 
Estimated percent of the at-risk parole population returned to 
incarceration,2000-201 1 
Percent 
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Note: Estimat~s are based an most re~;ent available data and may differ from 
previously publish~ BJS reports. The at-risk population is d~fin~ as the number of 
parolees under supervision at the start of the year (on January 1) plusthe number 
who entered su pervisic~ during the year. See Methodofogy for more detail about the 
at-risk measure ofincarceratton, including the method of estimation. 
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Parole Survey, 2000-2011. 
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Methodology 
The Bureau ofJustice Statistics' (BJS) 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 L 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 SO 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), Florida (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, 
thirteen 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 to estimate the January 1 and December 
31, 20 11, populations. 


Parole 


"Ihe 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). 


Illinois 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 
20 11 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 parole. A term of supervised release is ordered at the 
time of sentencing 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 I) have been 
adjusted based on available information by excluding the 
total number 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. 


TABLES 
Parolees on probation who were excluded from the January 
1 and December 31 community supervision populations, 
2008-2011 
Year January 1• December31 
2008 3,562 3,905 
2009 3,905 4,959 
2010 8,259 8,259 
2011 8.259 10,958 
'for 2008,2009 and 201 1. data are based on the Decem~r 31 count of the prior 
reporting year. For 2010, the De<ember 31,2010, count was used as a proxy because 
additiona I states reported these data in 20 I o. 
Source; Bureau of JustiCe Statistics, Annual Surveys of Probation and Parole, 
2006-2011. 
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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, BJS 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 20 11. 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 Iowa. See Parole: Explanatory notes in 
Probation and Parole in the United States, 2010, BJS website, 
NCJ 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 parole data. See 
Parole: Explanatory notes in Probation and Parole in the United 
States, 2010, BJS website, NCJ 236019, November 201 I, for a 
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, BJS 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. 


At the national level, 46 parolees were the difference between 
the change in the parole population measured by the difference 
between January 1 and December 31, 2011, populations and 
the difference between parole entries and exits during 20 11. 
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 l 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. 


·Ihe 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, 201 I, 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, 20 I 1. 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 of2010 entries to the January 1, 
2010, population among reporting agencies in the same state 
was used to estimate the number of entries for non reporting 
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 of2010 imputed entries to 
the January I, 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.1 Based on the small growth rates in the 
probation and parole populations in recent years, the inverse 
of the exit rate suffices to provide an estimate of mean stay on 
probation 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) + l(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 after 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 


1 See Patterson, E.J .. & Preston. S.H. (2007). Estimating Mean Length of Stay 
in Prison: Methods and Applicatlons./ourna! of Quantitative Criminology 
24:33-49.1 


C(t), the number of offenders who completed supervision; l(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 to calculate this 
outcome measure is l(t)/(P(t-1) + E(t)), where t equals the 
year referenced, P(t-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 ofincarceration 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 states 
began reporting 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 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. 


Florida-Nonreporti11g 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 age11cies in 2011 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 201 1-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 ), 2011 (39,172) compared to the population reported 
on December 31,2010 (52,893). 


Iowa-Reporting changes between2010 and 2011-data 
reported by Iowa for 2011 are not comparable to those 
reported in prior years. Iowa 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, Iowa 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 tmd e:'Cits for non reporting agencies in 2011 for additional 
information on imputing entries and exits for nonreporting 
agencies. 


New Mexico-Nomeporting agencies in 201 1-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 
for nonreporting agencies in 2011 for additional information on 
imputing entries and exits for nonreporting agencies. 


0 hio-Nonreporting agencies in 2011-13 local agencies 
did not report data. The most recent available December 31 
population count was used to estimate January I. 2011, and 
December 31, 201 I, 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 in2011-two local 
agencies did not report data. The most recent available 
December 31 population count was used to estimate January 
I, 2011, and December 31, 20 II, populations. See Imputing 
C11tries and e:·dts for not1reporting 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, 20 II, 
population. Data on the number of parolees at midyear 
20 11 were used as an estimate for the December 31, 20 11, 
population. See Imputing entries and exits for nonreporting 
agencies in 2011 for additional information on imputing entries 
and exits for nonreporting agencies. 


Iowa-Reporting change betweet1 2010 and 2011-data 
reported by Iowa for 2011 are not comparable to those 
reported in prior years. Iowa changed its method of reporting 
starting with the January 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 
I, 201 1. absconders were included in its counts, resulting in an 
increase of983 parolees on January 1, 2011 (4,180) compared 
to December 31,2010 (3,197). 


Appendix tables 


Community supervision 


Appendix Table I. 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, 201 1 


Community Community Number under 
supervision 


Entries Exits 
supervision 


Chan!le, lOT 1 
community supervision 


population population per 100,000 U.S. adult 
Jurisdiction 1/1/20111 Re~orted lm(>U!edb ___!!~ported lmputed0 12131/2011 Number Percent residents, T2/31/11c 


U.S. total 4,8115,500 2,586,400 2,655,300 2,653,500 2,721,600 4,814,200 ·71,300 -1.5% 2,015 
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 2,597,600 2,665,600 4,61!2,400 -76,700 -1.6 1,960 


Alabama 62,200 28,200 28,200 21,000 21,000 69,500 7,300 11.7 1,884 
Alaska 9,000 2,200 2,200 1,800 1,800 8,800 -200 ·2.2 1,636 
Arizonad 811,900 36,800 38,100 41,900 43,200 83,800 ·5,100 -5.7 1,714 
Arkansas 51,200 18,800 18,800 18,000 18,000 52,100 900 1.8 2,328 
California' 403,500 304,700 304,700 327,900 327,900 380,800 -22,700 -5.6 1,331 
Coloradod.• 87,100 62,800 63,600 63,400 63,800 86,900 ·200 ..().2 2,220 
Conne<ticut 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 14,500 8,300 8,300 9,400 9,400 14,600 100 0.7 2,821 
Floridad• 256,900 196,600 198,100 202,700 204,200 248,900 -8,000 ·3.1 1,640 
Georgiad 489,500 245,900 245,900 252,700 252,700 478,700 ·10,800 ·2.2 6,498 
Hawaii 22,700 8,200 8,200 6,800 6,800 24,100 1,400 6.2 2,241 
Idaho' 43,100 34,300 34,300 32,900 32,900 44,500 1,400 3.2 3,825 
lllmoisd.• 157,900 56,000 76,800 62,500 83,900 150,900 ·7,000 -4.4 1,539 
Indiana 142,800 98,300 98,300 101,500 101,500 139,600 ·3,200 ·2.2 2,826 
Iowa• 33,200 20,200 20,200 19,100 19,100 34,100 900 2.7 1,451 
Kansas 22,SOO 22,100 22,100 25,!100 25,900 22,400 ·100 -{].4 1,039 
Kentucky 62,300 26,800 26,800 28,000 28,000 61,200 ·1,100 ·1.8 1,821 
Louisian~ 69,900 29,000 29,000 29,400 29,400 69,500 -400 -o.6 2,002 
Maine 7,300 3,300 3,300 3,400 3,400 7,200 ·100 ·1.4 678 
Maryland 101,400 54,600 54,600 46,400 46,400 109,600 8,200 8.1 2,433 
Massachusetts 75,300 78,100 78,100 82,400 82,400 70,900 -4,400 ·5.8 1,361 
Michigand.o 218,600 118,100 129,300 127,800 139,700 207,800 ·10,800 -4.9 2,733 
Minnesota 117,400 66,600 66,600 70,400 70,400 113,600 ·3,800 ·3.2 2,779 
MISSissippi 33,200 13,300 13,300 9,900 9,900 36,600 3,400 10.2 1,637 
Missouri 78,500 36,100 36,100 36,700 36,700 77,900 .{j()() -o.8 1,688 
Montana 11,000 4,500 4,500 4,600 4,600 10,800 ·200 ·1.8 1,385 
Nebrask~ 17,300 13,400 13,400 13,600 13,600 17,100 ·200 ·1.2 1,230 
Nevada 16,800 10,600 10,600 10,500 10,500 17,000 200 1.2 823 
New Hampshire 6,300 4,500 4,500 4,500 4,500 6,300 I 605 
New Jersey 135,700 49,000 49,000 51,500 51,500 133,300 ·2,400 ·1.8 1,959 
NewMexicod.• 21,700 6,700 6,600 22,800 1,100 5.1 1,453 
New York 165,200 55,500 55,500 61,500 61,500 159,200 -6,000 ·3.6 1,044 
North Carolina 107,400 63,900 63,900 67,600 67,600 103,800 -3,600 ·3.4 1,401 
North Dakota 4,800 3,700 3,700 3,500 3,500 5,000 200 4.2 930 
Ohiod·• 262,100 144,200 162,300 137,600 15-4,400 265,800 3,700 1.4 2,994 
Oklahoma 28,300 10,200 10,200 11,500 11,500 27,000 ·1,300 -4.6 941 
Oregon 61,000 23,500 23,500 23,200 23,200 61,300 300 0.5 2,027 
Pennsylvania 275,200 150,500 150,500 153,300 153,300 272,400 ·2,800 ·1.0 2,717 
Rhode lslandd 25,700 400 5,300 400 5,900 25,100 -600 ·2.3 3,010 
South Carolina 38,700 16,300 16,300 15,500 T5,SOO 39,500 800 2.1 1,093 
South Dakota 9,300 5,300 5,300 5,100 5,100 9,600 300 3.2 1,536 
Tennessee 71,700 27,700 27,700 27,000 27,000 75,100 3,400 4.7 1,522 
Texas 521,200 196,300 196,300 204,500 204,500 513,000 -8,200 ·1.6 2,718 
Utah 14,500 7,700 7,700 7,400 7,400 14,800 300 2.1 758 
Vermont 7,300 4,300 4,300 4,500 4,500 7,100 ·200 ·2.7 1,415 
Virginia 57,900 25,600 25,600 27,000 27,000 56,700 ·1,200 ·2. 1 903 
Washington d.• 98,300 61,800 64,000 61,600 64,100 96,200 ·2,100 ·2. 1 1,822 
West Virginiad 10,300 1,600 3,000 2,600 2,700 10,600 300 2.9 719 
Wisconsin 64,000 29,100 29,100 28,900 28,900 64,300 300 0.5 1,460 


_J'.Iyoming 5,800 3,300 3,300 3,000 3,000 6,100 300 5.2 1,402 
Note: Counts were rounded to the nearest hundred. Because of nonresponse or incomplete data, the community SUJM!rvision population for some jurisdictions on December 
31,2011, does not equal the population on January 1, 2011,p(us entries, minus extts. 
.. Not known. I Not reported. Detail rounds to less than SO • : Not calculated. 
"The January 1 population excludes 8,2 59 offenders and the De<.ember 31 population excludes 10,958 offenders under community SUJM!rvislon who were on both probation 
and parole. See Methodology for more detail on dual status. 
~Refiects reported data except for Jurisdictions in which data were not available. Detail may not sum to total due to rounding. 
'Rates were computed using the est1mated U.S. adult resident population in each jurisdiction on January 1, 2ll12. 
doata for ent11es and exits were estimated for nonreporting agencies. See Methodology for more detail. 
'See probation. parole, or both Explanatory notes for more detail. 
'Probation counts include private agency cases and may overstate the number of JM!rsons under SUJM!rvision. See Explanatotynores for more detail. 
Source: Bureau of Justice StatistiCS, Anr1u~l Surveys of Probation and Parole. 2011. 
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 
Adults on probation, 2011 


Probation Entries Exits Probation Chang~. 2011 Number on probation 
population population per 100,000 U.S. adult 


Jurisdiction 1/1/2011 Re(!Orted lm(!uted' Re(!Orted lm(!uted' 12/31/2011 Number Percent residents, 12/31 /1 1 b 
U.S. total 4,053,115 2,062,020 2,109,500 2,142,989 2,189,100 3,971,319 -81,796 -2% 1,662 


Federal 22,514 11,271 11,271 11,117 1],117 22,668 154 0.7% 9 
State 4,030,601 2,050,749 2,098,200 2,131,872 2,178,000 3,948,651 -81 .950 -2 1,653 


Alabama 53,265 26,104 26,104 18,455 18,455 60,914 7,649 14.4 1,651 
Alaska 6,914 1.150 1,150 1,020 1,020 7,044 130 1.9 1,310 
Arizona 80,910 24,113 25,400 28,914 30,200 76,109 -4,801 -5.9 1,557 
Arkansas 29,820 9,241 9,241 9,706 9,706 29,355 -465 -1.6 1,312 
California 298,322 151,226 151,226 179,794 179,794 269,754 -28,568 -9.6 943 
Coloradoc.d 76,100 53,290 54,100 53,575 54,100 76,173 73 0.1 1,946 
Connecticut 52,937 25,462 25,462 27,899 27,899 49,195 -3,742 -7.1 1,764 
Delaware 16,313 13,331 13,331 13,449 13,449 16,195 ·118 .().7 2,293 
District of Columbia 8,641 6,637 6,637 7,544 7,544 9,013 372 4.3 1,741 
Floridac.d 252,783 190,110 191,600 196,294 197,800 244,686 -8,097 ·3.2 1,612 
Georgiad·• 464,773 232,104 232,104 239.736 239,736 457,141 -7,632 -1.6 6,205 
Hawaii 20,874 7,351 7,351 5,909 5,909 22,316 1,442 6.9 2,075 
ldahod 39,172 32,427 32.427 31,622 31,622 39,977 805 2.1 3,436 
lftinois 131,910 56,000 56,000 62,468 62,468 125,442 -6,468 -4.9 1.279 
Indiana 131,881 89,556 89,556 92,038 92,038 129,399 -2,482 -1.9 2,619 
low ad 29,004 17,022 17,022 16,198 16,198 29,828 824 2.8 1,270 
Kansas 17.402 17,352 17,352 21,182 21,182 17,352 -so .().3 805 
Kentucky 49,274 19,175 19,175 21,087 21,087 47,247 -2,027 -4.1 1,406 
Louisiana 43,825 13,785 13,785 15,694 15,694 41,916 -1,909 -4.4 1,207 
Maine 7,278 3,305 3,305 3,417 3,417 7,166 -112 -1.5 675 
Maryland 88,181 48,436 48,436 40,258 40,258 96,359 8,178 9.3 2,139 
Massachusetts 72,049 75,674 75,674 79,108 79,108 68,615 -3,434 -4.8 1,318 
Michiganul 194,082 106,962 118,100 114,732 126,600 185,167 -8,915 -4.6 2,435 
Minnesota 111,544 60,852 60,852 64,610 64,610 107,786 -3,758 -3.4 2,637 
Mississippi 26,793 10,288 10,288 7,615 7,615 29,466 2,673 10 1,318 
Missoun 57,434 22,341 22,341 23,015 23,015 56,760 -674 -1.2 1,230 
Montana 9,983 3,936 3,936 4,039 4,039 9,859 -124 -1.2 1,265 
Nebraska 16,320 11,961 11,961 12,376 12,376 15,905 -415 ·2.5 1,144 
Nevada 11,834 5,918 5,918 6,115 6,115 11,637 ·197 -1.7 563 
New Hampshire 4,347 2,876 2,876 3,102 3,102 4,121 -226 ·51 396 
New Jersey 120,115 41.413 41,413 43,397 43,397 118,131 ·1,984 ·1.7 1,736 
New Mexicoc.d 19,622 6,100 6,100 19,638 16 0.1 1,251 
New York 116,658 32,780 32,780 37,530 37,530 111,908 -4,750 -4.1 734 
North Carolina 104,228 60,411 60.411 64,181 64,181 100,479 ·3.749 -3.6 1,356 
North Dakota 4,339 2,822 2,822 2,645 2,645 4,516 177 4.1 840 
Ohloc.d 250,021 137,802 156,000 131,555 148,300 253,497 3,476 1.4 2,855 
Oklahoma 25,657 9,581 9,581 10,735 10,735 24,503 -1,154 -4.5 854 
Oregon 38,753 14,730 14.730 14,782 14,782 38,701 ·52 -Q.1 1,280 
Pennsylvania 179,297 96,084 96,084 97,530 97,530 177,851 ·1,446 .(),8 1,774 
Rhode Island! 25,164 4,900 5,600 24,513 -651 -2.6 2,939 
South Carolina 32,917 13,522 13,522 12,765 12,765 33,674 757 2.3 931 
South Dakota 6,54{) 3,724 3,724 3,445 3,445 6,819 279 4.3 1,091 
TeMessee 59,655 23,140 23,140 22,866 2.2,866 62,568 2,913 4.9 1,268 
Texas 418,479 160,877 160,877 170,884 170,884 408,472 -10,007 ·2.4 2,164 
Utah 11,560 5,927 5,927 5,578 5,578 11,909 349 3 610 
Vermont 6,304 3,730 3,730 3,962 3,962 6,072 -m -3.7 1,210 
Virginia 56,654 24,884 24,884 25,853 25,853 55,685 ·969 -1.7 887 
Washingtonc.d 91,337 56,031 58,200 57,237 59,700 87,825 -3,512 -3.8 1,663 
West Virginia< 8,552 1,400 1,260 1,300 8,599 47 o.s 583 
Wisconsin 45,588 22.418 22,418 22,041 22.041 45,965 377 0.8 1,044 


__JA!yoming 5,196 2,888 2,888 2,655 2,655 5,429 233 4.5 1,248 
Note: Because of nonresponse or incomplete data, the probat1on population for some jurisdiCtions on December 31,2011, does not equal the population on January 1, plus 
entries, minus ex1ts. Counts may not be actual as reportmg agenc 1es may provide estimates on mme or all detailed data . 
.. Not known. 
•Reflects reported data except for jurisdiCtions in whiCh data were not available. Details may not sum to total due to rounding. 
bftates were computed using the estimated adult resident populalion in each JUrisdiCtion on January 1, 2012. 
'Data for entries and exits were estimated for nonreporting agencies. See Methodology for more detail. 
dsee E.xplonrory nares for more detail. 
•counts include private agency cases and may overstate the number of persons under supervision. Set Methodology and E.xplonorory notes for more detail. 
~urce: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Proba_ti~n Survey. 2011. 







APPENDIX TABLE 3 
Characteristics of adults on probation, 2000, 201 0-2011 


Characteristic 2000 2010 2011 
Total 100% 100% 100% 


Sex 
Male 78% 76% 75% 
Female 22 24 25 


Race and Hispanic/Latino origin 
White1 54% 55% 54% 
Black1 31 30 31 
Hispanic/Latina 13 13 13 
American Indian/Alaska Native1 


Asian/Native Hawaiian/ 
other Pacific lslanderl 


Two or more races1 


Status of supervision 
Active 76% 73% 72~~ 


ResidentiaVother treatment program 1 1 
Financial conditions remaining 1 1 
Inactive 9 6 5 
Absconder 9 9 9 
Supervised out of jurisdiction 3 2 3 
Warrant status 6 6 
Other 3 2 2 


Type of offense 
Felony 52% 50% 53% 
Misdemeanor 46 47 45 
Other infractions 2 2 2 


Most serious offense 
Violent 19% 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 


DWIIDUI 18 15 15 
Other traffic offense 6 3 3 


Otherb 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 05% . 
. •. Not available. 
1Exdudes persons of Hispanic or Latino origin. 
blncludes violent and property offenses in 2000 because those data were not collected 
separately. 
Source: Bureau orJustice StatisticS, Annual Probation Survey. 2000, 2010-2011. 
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APPENDIX TABLE 4 
Adults on parole, 2011 


Parole Entries Exits Change, 2011 Number on parole 
population, Parole population, per 100,000 U.S. adult 


Jurisdiction 1/1/2011 Re~rted Jmeutect' __ Re~orted lm~uted• 12/31/2011 Number Percent residents, 12/31/2011 b 
U.S.totalc 840,598 524,423 545,800 510,550 532,500 853,852 13,254 1.6% 357 


Federal 103,804 50,190 50,190 44,870 44,870 109,124 5,320 5.1% 46 
State< 736.794 474,233 495,600 465,680 487,600 744,728 7,934 1.1 312 


Alabama 9,006 2,144 2,144 2,549 2,549 8,601 -405 -4.5 233 
Alaska 2,089 1,043 1,043 742 742 1,777 -312 -14.9 330 
Arizona 7,998 12,686 12,686 12,976 12,976 7,708 ·290 ·3.6 ISS 
Arkansas 21,363 9,588 9,588 8,247 8,247 22,704 1,341 6.3 1,015 
Califomia~d 105,134 153,480 153,480 148,068 148,068 111,063 5,929 5.6 388 
Colorado 11,014 9,552 9,552 9,791 9,791 10,775 ·239 -2.2 275 
Connecticut 2,894 3,334 3,334 3,667 3,667 2.561 ·333 -11.5 92 
Delaware 560 516 516 553 553 553 ·1 ·1.3 78 
Distri<t of Columbia 6,348 1,628 1,628 1,878 1,878 6,098 ·250 ·3.9 1,178 
Florida 4,093 6,511 6,511 6,401 6,401 4,203 110 2.7 28 
Georgia 24,723 13,810 13,810 12,985 12,985 25,463 740 3 346 
Hawaii 1,850 872 872 931 931 1,791 -59 ·3.2 167 
idaho 3,956 1,854 1,854 1,298 1,298 4,512 556 14.1 388 
lllinolsdt 26,009 20,800 .. 21,400 25,465 -544 ·2.1 260 
Indiana 10,912 8,696 8,696 9,454 9,454 10,154 ·758 ~.9 206 
lowad 4,180 3,174 3,174 2.908 2,908 4,446 266 6.4 189 
Kansas 5,063 4,753 4,753 4,764 4,764 5,052 ·11 ~1 234 
Kentucky 13,495 7,642 7,642 6,914 6,914 14,223 728 5.4 423 
Louisiana 26,105 15,206 15,206 13,671 13,671 27,640 1,535 5.9 796 
Maine 32 1 1 0 0 21 ·11 -34.4 2 
Maryland 13,195 6,172 6,172 6,130 6,130 13,237 42 0.3 294 
Massachusetts 3,212 2,403 2,403 3,312 3,312 2,303 -909 -28.3 44 
Michigan 24,486 11,159 11,159 13,047 13,047 22,598 ·1.888 -7.7 297 
Minnesota 5,812 5,786 5,786 5,758 5,758 5,840 28 o.s 143 
Mississippi 6,434 2,985 2,985 2,292 2,292 7,127 693 10.8 319 
Missouri 21,085 13,716 13,716 13,683 13,683 21,138 53 0.3 458 
Montana 986 527 527 555 555 958 ·28 ·2.8 123 
Nebraska 941 1,411 1,411 1,203 1.203 1,149 208 22.1 83 
Nevada 4,964 4,714 4,714 4,346 4,346 5,332 368 7.4 258 
New Hampshire 1,973 1,588 1,588 1,357 1,357 2,204 231 11.7 212 
New Jersey 15,613 7,619 7,619 8,054 8,054 15,178 -435 ·2.8 223 
NewMexico1 3,146 500 


" 
500 3,135 ·11 o{)J 200 


New York 48,542 22,684 22.684 23.983 23,983 47,243 -1,299 ·2.7 310 
North Carolina 3,621 3,530 3,530 3,407 3,407 3,744 123 3.4 51 
North Dakota 428 828 828 820 820 436 8 1.9 81 
Ohio 12,076 6,354 6,354 6,086 6,086 12,344 268 2.2 139 
Oklahoma 2,627 622 622 790 790 2,459 ·168 ~.4 86 
Oregon 22,260 8,794 8,794 8,408 8,408 22,646 386 1.7 749 
Pennsylvania 95,870 54,432 54,432 55,721 55,721 94,581 ·1,289 ·1.3 944 
Rhode Island 505 411 411 373 373 543 38 7.5 65 
South Carolina 6,299 2,819 2,819 2.710 2,710 6,408 109 1.7 177 
South Dakota 2,799 1,598 1,598 1,633 1,633 2,764 ·35 -1.3 442 
Tennessee 12,083 4,552 4,552 4,181 4,181 12,533 450 3.7 254 
Texas 104,763 35,393 35,393 33,638 33,638 106,518 1,755 1.7 564 
Utah 2,925 1,816 1,816 1,801 1,801 2.940 15 05 151 
Vermont 1,032 576 576 539 539 1,069 37 3.6 213 
V~tginia 2,624 735 735 1,115 1,115 2,244 ·380 ·14.5 36 
Washmgton 6,956 5,815 5,815 4,349 4,349 8.422 1,466 21.1 159 
West Virgima 1,796 1,608 1,608 1,361 1,361 2,043 247 13.8 139 
Wisconsin 20,294 6,686 6,686 6,837 6,837 20,143 ·151 -{).7 457 
Wyoming 623 410 410 394 394 639 16 2.6 147 


Note· Becau5e of nonre1ponse or incomplete data, the parole population for some jurisdictions on Decembpr 31, 2011, does not equal the population on January 1, plus 
entries, mmus exiU. Counts may not be actual as reporting agenc1es may provide estimates on some or all deta11ed data . 
.. Not known. 
•Reflects reported data except for JUrisdictions in which data were not available. Deta.ls may not sum to totals diM! to rounding. 
bRates 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 
dsee fxplanarory notes for more detail. 
•Population count reported for December 31 IS based on a count provided as of June 30. 2011. 
'Data for entries and ex1ts were estimated for nome porting agenc1es. See Methodology for more detail. 
Source: Bureau of Justice Statiltl<l, Annual Parole Survey, 2011. 
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APPENDIX TABLE 5 
Adults entering parole, by type of entry, 201 1 


Term of supPrvised Unknown or 
Jurisdiction Total r@j)Ort!d Discretionary" Ma ndatoryl>__ Reinstatement' releasl!d _____ _9lher" not reported 


U.S. total 524,423 144,530 178,933 48,609 83,087 12,936 56.328 
fi!deral 50,190 464 717 68 48.941 0 0 
State 474,233 144,066 178,216 48,541 34,146 12,936 56,328 


Alabama 2,144 2,144 
Alaska 1,043 73 m 194 0 0 2 
Arizona 12,686 40 16 524 10.801 1,305 0 
Arkansas 9,588 6,483 1,221 1,456 425 3 0 
California 153,480 0 98,288 36,581 0 6,272 12,339 
Colorado 9,552 2,558 3,792 2,236 0 966 0 
Connecticut 3,334 2,366 0 968 0 0 
Delaware 516 516 
District of Columbia 1,628 313 1,315 0 
Florida 6,511 81 5,827 589 12 0 
Georgia 13,810 13,788 0 0 22 0 
Hawaii 872 654 0 28 0 190 0 
Idaho 1,854 1,427 427 0 
Illinois 
lnd1ana 8,696 0 8,696 0 0 0 0 
Iowa 3,174 3,174 0 0 0 0 0 
Kansas 4,753 104 6 146 3,196 1.301 0 
Kentucky 7,642 7,248 0 84 310 0 
Louisiana 15,206 850 14,170 173 13 0 
Maine 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Maryland 6,172 2,361 3,811 0 
Massachusetts 2,403 2,213 0 190 0 0 0 
Michigan 11,159 9,579 672 908 0 0 0 
Minnesota 5,786 0 5,786 0 0 0 0 
Mississippi 2,985 2,604 0 381 0 0 0 
Missouri 13,716 10,449 920 1,202 0 1,145 0 
Montana 527 527 0 0 0 0 0 
Nebraska 1,411 1,355 0 56 0 0 0 
Nevada 4,714 3,390 1,199 125 0 0 
New Hampshire 1,588 843 34 708 3 0 
New Jersey 7,619 5,694 1,925 0 0 0 
New Mexico 
New York 22,684 6,823 6,364 0 8,787 710 0 
North Carolina 3,530 176 752 2,602 0 0 
North Dakoli! 828 828 0 0 0 0 0 
Ohio 6,354 133 6,022 199 0 0 0 
Oklahoma 622 622 0 0 0 0 0 
Oregon 8,794 1,128 7,589 14 6 57 
Pennsylvania1 54,432 10,938 0 2,237 0 0 41,257 
Rhode Island 411 411 0 
South Carolina 2,819 1,839 980 0 0 0 
South Oakota1 1,598 515 1,083 0 
Tennessee 4,552 4,311 8 219 0 14 0 
Texas 35,393 33,482 1,222 169 520 0 
Utah 1.816 1,795 0 21 0 0 0 
Vermon~ 576 363 178 35 0 
Virginia 735 167 505 43 0 7 13 
Washington 5,815 155 5,660 0 0 0 0 
West Virginia 1,608 1,608 0 0 0 0 0 
Wisconsin 6.686 227 894 0 5,457 106 0 
Wyoming 410 370 0 40 0 0 0 -·---- ---


·-Not known. 
- Not appliCable. 
•Includes persons entering because of a parole board deciSion. 
blncludes persons l'lhmo release from prison was not dec•ded by a parole board. Includes persons entering parole because of determinate sentencing, good·time 
pravi51ons, or emergency rel~iiSes. 
'Includes person"eturned to parole a her serv•ng t1me in a pr•so~ because of a parole v1olation Dependmg on the report1ng JUriSdlct•on. rei~ statement entries may 
include only parolees who were o"gmally released from P' " on through a disoet1onary release_ o~ly those onginally released through a mandatory release, or a 
combtnatron of both types May also Include those onginally released through a term of supervised release_ 
dlncludes persons sentenced by a judge to a lixed penod of incarceration based on a determinate statute immedrately followed by a perrod of supervised release in the 
community. 
'lndudes parolees who were transferred from another Slate, placed on superv•sed release from ja•l, released to a drug transition program, releasi!d from a boot ramp 
operated by the Dep~rttnent of Corrections, and released from prison through a conditional medical or mental health relea~e to parole. Al~o mcludes absronders who 
were returned 10 parole superv•sion. on pretrialsupervislon, under supervi;~on due to a suspended sentence, and others. 
rsome or all detailed data are estimated for type or ~entence. 
Source. Bureau of Just•ce Sta1istics, Annual Parole Survey, 2011. 







APPENDIX TABLE 6 
Characteristics of adults on parole, 2000, 201 G-2011 
Characteristics 2000 2010 2011 


Total 100% 100% 100% 
Sex 


Male 88% 88% 89% 
Female 12 12 11 


Race and Hispani<Jlatino origin 
White a 38% 42% 41% 
Blacka 40 39 39 
Hispanic/L"!tino 21 18 18 
American Indian/Alaska Native1 1 1 
Asian/Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander 
Two or more races• 


Status of supervision 
Active 83% 82% 81% 
Inactive 4 7 6 
Absconder 7 6 6 
Supervised out of state 5 4 4 
Financial conditions remaining 
Other 2 


Maximum sentence to incarceration 
lm 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 24 23 
Drug 35 33 
Weapon 3 3 
Otherb 12 13 


Note: Each chara<teristi< is based on parolees 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. 
blncludes public-order offenses. 
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Parole Survey. 2000 and 201 (}-2011. 


PROBATION AND PAROLE IN THE UNITED STATES, 2011 I NOVEMBER 2012 20 







The Bureau o[Juslicc Statistics is the statistical agency of the U.S. Department 
ofJustice. James P. Lynch is director. 


'Ihis 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 Doris J. James. 


November 2012, NCJ 239686 


II~ II II~~~ 1111 ~Ill~~~ II~ I~ 11~1 ~I 
N C J 2 3 9 6 8 6 


Office of Justice Programs 
Innovation • Partnerships • Safer Neighborhoods 


www.ojp.usdoj.gov 








EXHIBIT 5 







• $ 8ureau of Justlc:e Assistance 
-~~~-,_•IIAI ~-


"' 
STRATEGIES FOR ADDRESSING HOUSING NEEDS AND RISKS IN PRISONER RE- ENTRY 


Homeless ness 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 
prisons in the United States, and an estimated nine million 
are released from jails.1•


2 


• The number of people released from prison has increased 
350 percent over the last 20 years.3 


• During the same time period, the number of people who 
are homeless has swelled dramatically, to the current level 
of up to 850,000 people on any given da.y.4 


• Most released individuals return to major metropolitan areas 
across the country, often to a few neighborhoods within cen
tral cities. In Wichita in 2004, for example, people released 
to parole supervision returned to, and sought housing in, 
just a few neighborhoods. Twenty-eight percent of parolees 
reside in City Council District 1 alone. 


PAROLEES PER: 1,000 RESIDENTS IN WICHITA (KS) 


ProdLtted by;Justlc~ Mappi ng Center, 2006 
Data source: l<ans<Js. oepilrtment of Corrections, D11cember 2094 


Pr[ NallOn;ll Alliance ro L II END Ho:vlELESSNESS 


Many people released from prison or jall are at risk for 
homelessness, which can increase the llkelihood that 
they will commitnewcrimesand return to prison. 


• More than 10 percent of those coming in and out of pris
ons and jail are homeless in the months before theiJ incar
ceration. For those with mental illness, the rates ue even 
higher-about 20 percent. One study found that 2l percent 
of jailed inmates in New York City reported being homeless 
the night before arrest.S 


• The California Department of Corrections reports that at 
any given time 10 percent of the state's parolees are home· 
less, and in major urban areas such as San Francisco and 
Los Angeles, the percentage of pa-rolees who are homeless 
is as high as 30 to 50 percent.' 


• 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.• 


• 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 bad some form ofhousing.9 


This document was pr:eparod bythe_j:ciuncll o(State<Go~ernmentS under grarit number 200S
.Rt·CX·I<002, aw2rded by the .Bureau of Justjce· Assist_.fnCl!, Ofiice of Just iCe Programs. us~ 
"oepaf:trt}e~t offust~c:l!:l),e op_i_nions.l)_ndi ngs; iind C<_:J!lCiusions or reconi"me~datlons I!X~~ssed In 
:~his d~ciJ.ii1 en t af,e.thosfoF tl1 ea~tl)ors Ci-~d do·!, ~t ~prei;,nt .~he offi.C:ial .·pqs~~o n. or poll cies .of_ t hE u :s:.o·ep;irime_ncof,Ju:nke. Additlon.il support'for. t his p~oject was prgv!ded by thE! Ro~:ert Wood 
Johnson Foundation. · · · 


www.reentrypolicy.org 
CONTACT:· 


Katherine Brown 
Council ofStat!J Govemm'e~ts 
kbrown@csg.org · 
1~1: (646)J83 ~5 7 2 2 







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 people 
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.10 


• 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.11 


• Supportive housing has been documented to drastically re
duce criminal justice involvement, reducing jail incarcera
tion rates up to 30 percent and prison incarceration rates up 
to 57 percent.u 


• According to a cost analysis by the Corporation for Support
ive Housing, a single re-entry housingunitin 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.13 


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


St. 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 risks and needs. Funding partners include the 
Illinois Housing Development Authority, the City of Chicagds 


1. The numbN of people released from state prisons each year been 
steadily increasing- from slightly more than 600,000 in 2000to more 
than 670,000 in 2004. See Paige M. Harrison andAIIenJ. Beck, "Prison and 
Jalllnmatesat Midyear 2005." us Department of Justice. Bureau of justice 
Statistics (Washington, DC: 2006). NCJ 213133. 
::z. The jail numbers (2004) were provided by Allen}. Beck. 'ihe Importance 
or successful Reentry to Jail Population Growth" (presentation at The Jail 
Reentry Roundtable of the Urban Institute, Washington. DC, June 27. 2006). 


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


4. Martha R. Burt et al., Homelessness: Programs and the People They SeM; 


findings From the National Survey o(l-/omelessAssistllnce Prollidrrs 11nd Clients, 
U.S. Department of Ho~sing and Urbar:l Development (Washington, DC: 
1999), cited in Stephen M~tr aux and Dennis P. Culhane. *Homeless Shelter 
Use and Reincarceration Following Prison Release: Assessing the Risk," 
Ctiminology&-Publit:Po/icy 3, no.~ (2004): ZOl-~22. 


s. M~trauxand Culhane: David Micllaelsetal., "Homelessness and 
indicators of mental illness among inmates in NewYorlt City's correctional 
system: Hospital and Community Psychiatry 43 (2002):150- 1 55. 


HOMEU:SSNESSAND PRISONER RE•ENTRY 


DepartmentofHousing, the Illinois DepartrnentofCorrections, 
the Federal Home loan Bank, and various foundations. St. 
Leonard's provides an array of case-management 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 doesrit 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 
corning out of incarceration. 


Fortune Academy (New York, NV): 'lbe Fortune Academy, a 
residential facility in West Harlem opened in 2002., provides 
18 emergency and 41longer-terrn. 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 demo:ostrate motivation to become sober. Individuals in 
emergency housing often go on to live at the Academy long
term. 'lbe 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 <:an be 
linked to permanent housing, which is often coordinated by 
Fortune's housing specialists. 


&. California Department of Corrections. Pff!Ventian Parolee f ailure Progre~m: 
An Evall/lltion(Sacramento, CA; California Oepartmento(Corrections,l997). 
7. Burtetal. 
a. M~trauxandCulhane. 


9. Marta Nelson. Peny Deess, and CharlotteAII~:n, The FimMontll Out: 
Post-Incarceration Experiences in New York City (New York, NY: Vera Institute of 
justice, 19 99). 


10. Corporation ror Supportive Hou5ing. ··R.e-entry housing promotes pub
lic saretywhilesaving public dollars." cost analysis based on data provided 
by the New York State Division of Parole, 2006. 
11. The Lewin Group. 2004. ·costs ofServing Homeless Individuals in Nine 
Cities.• Chart Book Report. New York. NY: Corporation for Supportive Housing. 


12. Dennis P. Culhaneet al. "Public S-ervice ReduGtiensJ\ssociated with 
Placement of Homeless Persons with Severe Mental nlness in Supportive 
Housing." in Housing Polley Oebatt, Vol.ll,lssue 1. Fannie Mae Foundation. 
2002. 
l:ll. corporation for SuppOrtive Housing. 
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Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


1 


~~ , .... ~-
I:IIIIIIMJ---...... 


10625 Bloomfield St. 


1 866 S. Greenfield Ave. 


11818-11822 Dorolhy Sl 


5315 N. Bellingham Ave. 


14309 Burbank Blvd. 


1 0227 Mason Ave. 


1303 Wellesley Ave. 


12412 Pacific 


7651 Laurel Canyon Blvd. 


7857 W Manchester 


7045 N. Remmel Ave. 


1611 S. Beverly Glen Blvd. 


5200 \Nilshire Blvd. 


7621 S. Figueroa 


11904-11 976 Culver Blvd. 


5555 Heilwood Blvd. 


1230, 1236. 1240 s. Menlo Ave. 


ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT 
Housing Element Implementation 


(CCR Title 25 §6202 ) 


City of Los Angeles 


2 


Ullll ....,. 
5+ 


3 


5+ 


5+ 


5+ 


5+ 


5+ 


5+ 


5+ 


5+ 


2 


5+ 


5+ 


5+ 


5+ 


5+ 


5+ 


1/112011 - 1213112011 


Table A 
Annual Building Activity Report Summary • New Construction 


Very Low-, Low-, and Mixed-Income Multi family Projects 


Houalng Oevelopmentlnfonnatlon 


3 ~ 5 Sa 


~IJV~IIalll ... 
1Wvll ,.. ..... 


ill •~ -== ~LtMo u.. ...... -- ~ -- --- trw;- 't:~ ~ 


R 1 13 14 14 


R 1 2 3 3 


R 2 24 26 26 


0 1 16 17 17 


R 1 7 8 8 


R 3 47 50 50 


0 2 23 25 25 


R 1 11 12 12 


RIO 2 34 36 36 


RIO 3 29 32 32 


R 1 1 2 2 


RIO 1 11 12 12 


R 14 464 478 478 


R 35 0 35 35 


R 17 70 37 124 124 


R 9 110 1 120 120 


R 60 0 60 60 


HousllliJ wllh Financial Aasls1ance and/or 
Daod Roolrlctlono 


6 7 


l\allbllllll a-t flruoJIJII!tll' 
tir IIICI\ ~-~ 
~~ ... ..,...,..... .......... 


N/A DB 


NJA DB 


NIA DB 


NIA DB 


N/A DB 


NIA DB 


NJA DB 


N/A DB 


NIA DB 


NIA DB 


NIA DB 


N/A DB 


N/A 
Zone Change, 


Conditional Use 


DWP, ARRA-
DB 


NSP 


Bond Proceeds, 
HOME 


Bond Proceeds. 
MHP, CRA. 


DWP. HOME 
PBValue, CRA, 


MHP, DMH· 
MHSA. HOME 


Houalng wllhout 
Flnanclol Aulalance 
Of" Deed R111rictlons 


8 
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Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


5525 Klump Ave. 


8904 Willis Avenue 


12230- 12232 W Osborne PI 


240 E. 6th 


505 S. San Pedro 


7135NWilbur 


808 N. Spring Sl 


4201-4261 S. Central Avenue 


4020 - 4070 S. Buckingham Road 


15301 Lanartt Sl. 


538-548 S. Normandie 


7238-7248 Canby Ave 


975 N. Vendome St. 


741 W. 39th St. 


12735 W. Venice Blvd. 


6201 W. Hollywood Blvd. 


2619 Wilshire Blvd. 


1539 S. Shenandoah St. 


City of Los Angeles 


1/1/2011 -


5+ R 


5+ R 


5+ R 


5+ R 


5+ R 


5+ R 


5+ R 


5+ R 


5+ R 


5+ R 


5+ R 


5+ R 


5+ R 


1 R 


1 R 


5+ R 


5+ R 


5+ R 


(9) Total of Moderate end Above Moderate from Table A3 


(10) Total by income Table AIA3 ... .. 
(11) Total Ememely Low-4ncoma Unrts• 


ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT 
Housing Element Implementation 


(CCR Title 25 §6202 ) 


12/31/2011 


6 42 1 49 49 
DMH·MHSA 
CRA, HOME 


20 21 1 42 42 
PBValue, DMH-
MHSA, HOME 
PBValue, MHP, 


59 0 59 59 DMH-MHSA. 
CRA HOME 


PBValue. MHP, 
T7 23 2 102 102 McKinney. DWP. 


HOME 


57 50 1 108 108 
PBValue, CRA. 


HOPWA,HOME 


11 62 73 73 
CRA, HOME, 
ARRA-NSP 


103 19 1 123 123 ARRA-NSP 


CRA Bond 
17 1 18 18 Proceeds, NSP, 


AHTF 
69 1 70 70 CRA. HOME 


66 20 1 87 87 CRA 


65 1 66 66 CRA. HOME, 
l.ADWP 


65 32 1 98 98 
CRA, AHTF, 


Bond Proceeds 


35 1 36 36 
MHP. HOME. 


HAColA 


1 0 1 1 N/A 


1 0 1 1 N/A 


13 39 483 535 535 NJA 


5 45 50 50 N/A 


1 0 1 1 N/A 


... ... ... • 0 4.593 4,593 4.593 


751 
~ 


484 16 5,915 7,166 7.166 


DB 


DB 


Greater Dowtown 
Housing lncen~ve 


DB 


Zone Variance 


Zone Variance 


~-z=z 
) 
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ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT 
Housing Element Implementation 


(CCR Title 25 §6202 ) 


Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles 


Reporting Period 


AdMtyType 


(1) Rehebihlahon AdrVIty 


11112011 - 12/31/2011 


TableA2 


Annual Building Activity Report Summary- Units Rehabilitated, Preserved and Acquired pursuant 
to GC Section 65583.1(c)(1) 


P1aase nole Un~s may only be aedtled Ia l!1e table below when e JUilsdlclron lias onduded a program rt rio housong element lo rehebr~lela. preserve or acqure Ulllls lo accommodate a 
potlron of liS RHNA whlchmeoll!1e specl'ic a1lena as out~ ned 1t1 GC SectiOn 65583.1(c)(1) 


Alfordabr~ty by HousehOld Incomes 


~~ 1 The Descnp~on should adequately doa.omenl how each Ullll complies wtlh subsection (c )(7) or Government ted ~I . ....,'- Sacl1011 65583.1 u. 1'CWCL UNI!I u.. .... ...,.. __. 
0 


(2) Presarva~on or Umls Al·Risk 0 


(3) AcqUisliron or Umls 0 


(5) To\81 URIS by lnoome 0 0 0 I 0 


• Note: This field IS I!Oiuntary 
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ANNUALELEMENTPROGRESSREPORT 
Housing Element Implementation 


(CCR Title 25 §6202 ) 


Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


C1ty of Los Angeles 


No. of Units Permitted for Moderate 


No. of Units Permitted for Above 
Moderate 


• Note. This field is voluntary 


-----
1/1/2011 - 12131/2011 


Table A3 


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


1. I 2. 3. 4. 5. 
Single Family 2-4 Units 5+ Units Second Unit Mobile Homes 


0 I 0 0 0 0 


I 
I 


635 472 3,468 18 I 


6. 
Total 


0 


4,593 


7. 
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Number of 
lnfill units• 


0 


4.593 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


C1ty of Los Angeles 


1/112011 -


l:nlef vllllfiG8r Y- !llllrllng ,.,1111111 RBI Yllll' Ol llle KHNA 
allocaltOn Denod. see Examde. 


RHNA 
Income Level 


~ev'Z; 
DMCI Reslnded 


Very low 27.238 


Non-deed roslnded 


Deed Reslr!Qed 
Law 17.495 


Non-<IIIKI restnded 


Deed Restncted 
Moderele 19.30<1 


NoiMleed reoiJided 


Above Mo<lerale 48,839 


Tol.ll RHNA by COG. 
112.876 Enter allocation number 


Tol.ll Unols ~ ~ ~ 


Remeinng Need ror RHNA Peno<l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 


21106 


Year 
1 


ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT 
Housing Element Implementation 


(CCR Title 25 §6202 ) 


1213112011 


Table B 


Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress 


Permitted Units Issued by Affordablllty 


2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 


Year Year v- Year Year Year 
2 3 4 5 6 7 


1.019 692 423 899 4~ 


595 ~ 67 263 751 


14 60 3 16 


I 146 1,474 I 1,925 4,593 I 
1.628 1,282 \,964 3.080 5,644 


Note urvlt laMng exttemly low~ncorna housahokls an. ondudecl wo the very low..nc.ome pemutled 1111111 lo\811. 


Tolal Unta 


Yur Year \o Dele 


8 9 (al yeara) 


3 517 


2,060 


93 


11,138 


13,808 


Tolal 
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Remaollli11!RHNA 
by Income level 


23 721 


15.435 


19.211 


40,701 


99088 







Jurisdiction City of los Angeles 


Reporting Period 1/112011 -


Program Descnption 
(By Housing Element Program Names) 


Name of Program 


Homebuyer Assistance: Purchase Assislance 


Homebuyer Assistance Mortgage Credlt Certificates 


For-Sale Developer Assistance: Forward Commitment 
Program 


For-Sale Developer Assistance Small Sites 
Development Opportumties 


For-Sale Developer Assistance In-fill Housing 
Development 


For-Sale Developer Assistance New Hous1ng 
Opportunities 


ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT 
Housing Element Implementation 


(CCR Title 25 §6202 ) 


12/31/2011 


TableC 


Program Implementation Status 


Housing Programs Progress Report - Government Code Section 65583. 
Descnbe progress of all programs 1nduding local efforts to remove governmental constraints to the maintenance, improvement. and 


development of housing as identified in the housmg element. 


Objective 
Timeframe 


Status or Program Implementation in H.E. 


366 loans for low-income homebuyers 2~2014 Loans Funded: 
200 loans for moderate-income low·lncome - 78 
homebuyers Moderate-Income - 7 
72 loans for above moderate-income Above Moderate-Income - 0 
168 MCCs for low income homebuyers 2006-2014 Stand-Alone MCCs Issued: 
252 MCCs for moderate income Low Income - 13 
homebuyers Moderate Income - 38 


Contracts for 30 moderate income 2006-2014 Assisted 1 moderate-income homebuyer and 3 low-income homebuyers in 
homebuyers 2011 
Contracts for 85 above moderate 
income homebuyers 


Finance for-sale developments, 2006-2014 Assisted 1 moderate-income homebuyer and 1 low-income homebuyer in 
providing 44 low-income ownership 2011. 
units 


Extended contract for development or up to 11 low-income homebuyers by 
08/3112012. 


45 for-sale moderate income umts 2006-2014 CRAILA status update unable to be received due to dissolution of 
annually Redevelopment Agenaes. 
5 low income units annually 


45 tor-sale moderate income units 2006-2014 CRAILA status update unable to be received due to dissolution of 
annually Redevelopment Agencies. 
5 tor-sale low-income units annuaUy 
in CRAILA Downtown project areas 
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Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


City of Los Angeles 


1/112011 -
For-Sale Developer Assistance· Response to Housing 
Opportuni~es 


For-Sale Developer Assistance: Small Lot Subdivisions 


Mortgage Revenue Bond Financing for New Rental 
Housing 


Affordable Housing Trust Fund for New Rental HoUSing 


New Rental Housmg Opportunities 


Response to Rental Housing Opportunities 


Project-Based Rental Assistance 


New Generation Fund - New Affordable Housing 


ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT 
Housing Element Implementation 


(CCR Title 25 §6202 ) 


1213112011 


25 for-sale moderate income umts 2006-2014 CRMA status update unable to be received due to dissolution of 
annualy Redevelopment Agencies. 
25 for-sale low income units annually 
in CRMA project areas 


314 market-rate units within small lot Developer Workshop - 15 small lot subdivision cases filed with DCP in 2011. 13 cases moved 
subdivisions annually 2010 forward as small lot projects. represenhng 205 units offor-sale housing. 


Simplified fonns and 
procedures - 2011 Outreach to developers and architects on possible Improvements to the 
Individual developer program's policies and procedures. as well as an update to the Small Lot 
consultations - 2006- Design Guidelines, is planned to begm in 2012. 
2014 


75low-income rental units and 300 2006-2014 No Bond-Only units for new construction projects were developed in 2011 . 
above moderate income units The bond market was beginning to recuperate from prior years' market 
annually, through CRAILA instability. 
1 80 very low-income rental units, 
through LAHD 


4,789 very low income units 2006-2014 In 2011 the AHTF financed the construction of 10 housing projects. 
479 low income umts consisting of a total of 539 units. 


2011 also saw the permitting of 12 new housing projects, consisting of a 
total of 816 affordable units (288 very low income. 466 low income), which 
received AHTF funding. 5 of these projects were also funded by the 
CRAILA 


70 very low income, 2006-2014 CRA/LA status update unable to be received due to dissolution of 
70 low income. and Redevelopment Agencies. 
60 moderate mcome rental units 
annually 


50 very low income, 2006-2014 CRMA status update unable to be received due to dissolution of 
50 low income. and Redevelopment Agencies. 
50 moderate inoome rental untls 
approved annually in CRA/lA project 
areas 


1,074 (430 extremely low, 644 very low 2006-2014 HAC LA has a total of 2.121 allocated project-based units as of 2011. 
income) households housed through 
project-based rental assistance 
vouchers 
7451ow income umts of rental housing 


Support the construction of 2.560 new 2008-2014 Two projects comprising 197 unds were fiMlded in 2011. 
units 
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Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles 


Reporting Period 1/112011 • 


Housing fur SeniOr and Disa~ed Pen;ons 


Housing For All Household Sizes and Types 


lnnovaUve Housing Unit Design 


Alternative Multi-Family Development 


New Programs to Increase the Production of Alforda~e 
Housing 


Small Sites for Atlordable Housing 
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ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT 
Housing Element Implementation 


(CCR Title 25 §6202 ) 


12131/2011 


50 units lor very k7N income seniors 2009-20141 DCP Ordinance m development to allaN by-right licensed community care 
aiVlually facilities for 7 or more residents citywide. 
50 units fur very low income disabled 
persons annually CRAILA status update unable to be received due to d1ssolution of 


Redevelopment Agencies. 


HAC LA Activity· Under Construction: 
Del Rey Sen10r Housing 124 units (30 public housmg un~ts serving sentor 
and disabled, 79 PBVILIHTC units, 14 LIHTC units) on the West side or Los 
Angeles. to be completed by December 20, 2012 


75 large family low income un1ts 2006-2014 CRAILA status update unable to be received due to dissolution or 
75 small low income units Redevelopment Agencies. 


HACLA acquired twelve 4-bedroom townhornes of public housing in Watts. 
Acqulfed 1 single family residence as pu~ic housing in Watts. 


DCP rev iewed projects for land use entitlements and project readiness to 
support public funding applications. 


50 very low 1ncome units of alternative Establish Task Force Task Force and recommendations lor revised regulations on hold pending 
mult1-fam~y housing to reVIew C1ty Codes • budget and staff resources. 
50 very low income units Wllh universal 2009 
design elements Task Force report and 
Provide assistance lo develoeprs and recommendations -
property owners dunng project review 2010 


Revised regulations -
2011 
Individual developer 
consultations - 2006-
i2n1A 


20 second units on lots annually, 2006-2014 Building permits were issued for 18 second u nits on single-famlly zoned 
including residential lots. per AB 1866. 
6 low income units, 
7 moderate income units and 
7 above-moderate InCOme u111ts 


Introduce Motion December 2008 The Mayor's Office has worked wilh the City's family of housing-related 
agenaes in order to find ways lo increase the City's production of affordable 
housing. Des114te budgetary pressures on lhe traditional sources of funds 
used to create affordable housing, Lhe City has managed to produce units. 
For example. the City conUnues to finance the creation of permanent 
supportive houSing umts. as well as continues to acquire multi- and single-
family units through the federal NSP lor rehabi litation. 


Report to Mayor and City Council Ordinance, policies, On hold pending budget and staff resources. 
Draft ordinance. policies. procedures procedures - 2010 
as determined in study CRNLA actiVIty: Unknown due to d1ssoluUon of Redevelopment Agencies. 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


Adaptive Reuse 


C1ty of Los Angeles 


1/1/2011 -


Redevelopment of C1ty-Owned Property 


lndustnal Land: Redevelopment Opportunities 


Redevelopment of Brownfield Industrial and Commercial 
Sites 
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ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT 
Housing Element Implementation 


(CCR Title 25 §6202) 


1213112011 


450 marllet rate and Report on As best as can be detenn1ned. burtding pennits were 1ssues for one 
50 affordable housing units annuany impediments and Adaptive Reuse Ordinance project in 2011. tolahng 17 units. 


analysis of requinng 
affordable component -
2009 
Revised ordinance -
2010 
Faci~late proposed 
develoomenls - 2006-


Post updated mventory of City-owned 2008-2014 There was vcwying actMty related to several sites in 2011. For the Eastlake 
property at least once a year site: Prospective buyers were notilied of RFP to buy property. One 
Create opportunity for development of: proposal was received. For the Rampart site: Received authority from City 
50 low-income rental units through Council to sell the property through a Request for Proposals. Notified 
CRAII.A prospective buyers of opportunity to buy property, For the Plaza Vermont 
1881ow-income rental units site: Took possession of property through a foreclosure action. Received 
31 low-income homeownership unets City Council authority to sell property lhrough a RFPs. For the Dunbar Hotel 
15 moderate income homeownership I Somerville Apartments I & II site- Buyer selected for purchase and 
IXIils rehabilitation of properties through a Request for Proposal process. 
15 above-moderate homeownershlp Properties transferred to buyer and rehabiNtalion started. 
Complete Industrial Land Use Study Industrial land survey- The results of the 2007 Industrial land use study are being incorporated into 
and 16 Community Plan Updates 2007 the various planning efforts across the City. In particular, zoning changes 
Adopt regulatiOns reqUinng affordable Identify housing for industnal areas identified as "Transition Disbicts• (ie. areas where 
housing set-aside with redevelopment potential- 2008 transition to other uses such as housing may be permitted) in the Southeast 
of industrial land. Create opportunity Industrial land use lA, Central City North and Hollywood are being proposed. 
for development of 400 marllet rate recommendations 1n 
worll force housing units and 100 16 Community Plans -
affordable housing units during the 2009-2014 
planning period, including 25 
extremely low-income units. 25 very 
low-income units, 
25 low-income units. and 
25 rnoderale-encome units 
Environmental clean-up of at least live Site identification. The Rockwood Parll brownfield site was sucoessfully converted into a parll 
brownfield slles acquisition and clean- in2011. 
Create opportunity for 100 units , up- 2008-2011 
Including Development of up to The City was selected to receive two Brownlieids A!lse!lsment grants from 
10 very low and 100 units- 2011-2014 the EPA 1n 2011 . which target the Wilmington and Pacoima neighborhoods. 
10 low 1ncome units 


The City's Brownfields Program continues to provide assistance regarding a 
Wide range of individual development slles throughout the C1ty. 







Jurisdiction C1ty of Los Angeles 


ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT 
Housing Element Implementation 


(CCR Title 25 §6202) 
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------------------Reporting Period 1/1/2011 - 12/31/2011 


PubliC Facilities Zoned Land· Joint Use Opportunities Create opportunities for Identify potenllal The los Angeles Unified School Dtstnct (LAUSD) partnered with a non-
50 very low and LAUSD Sites - 2006- profit developer to finalize construction on 50 units of affordable housing (2-
50 low income units 2008 3 BRs/30-60% AMI) on schook1isllict owned surplus land in the Glassel 
during the planning period Secure entitlements Parll community. Opemng Is planned for early 2012. A second project by 


for housing on 2 the same partners 1s also be111g discussed. 
LAUSD Sites - 2008-
2011 
Propose 5 sites to 
LAUSD Board - 2010-
12014 


lnfil/ Opportunities Assist planners and developers to Identify software On hold pending budget and staff resources. 
identify 10 new locations for residential needs and costs -
development annually 2011 


Create pilot on ZIMAS 
2012 


tnlill Opportunities: Downtown Center Create locations for 700 housing untts. 2008-2014 A 108 unit affordable housing development (1 07 affordable units- 57 Very 
including low/50 Low) took advantage of the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive 
40 moderate. Program, which offers increased height and FAR rights in exchange for the 
30 low. and provision of affordable housing. 
30 very low ifiCOme units 


Coordination of lnfrastruclure Improvements Fadlilies financing plan in up to 8 Develop template ror A facilities chapter ror each ol7 new Community Plans was in developmenl 
udpated Community Plans communtty plan- The facii!Hes chapter wiN iden~fy existing infrastructure 


speafic infrastrua ure programs/plan/services and projeas to be implemented by various 
needs-2009 agencies. Financing Plans are not being prepared due to lack of funding 
Matrix of infrastructure necessary to conduct the required studies for such plans. The idea of 
costs- 2010. Create linking infrastructure funding to housing provision has been deemed 
finanang melhodology unfeasible. 


Permanent and New Funding Solxces for the Affordable $100,000.000 annually 2006-2014 2011 Sources for the AHTF. 
HOUSing Trust Fund 


CRA and HOME $38,612,063 
DINP -AHTF $1,085,000 
DINP- PSH $3,940,814 
HOPWA- $1.001 ,933 
PSHP Bond- $219.165 
LHTF - $2,650.000 
Total $47,508,975 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


City of Los Angeles 


11112011 -


Advocate for State and Federal Housing Funds 


Affordable Housing Public Benefit Fee 


Downtown TFAR Public Benefit Fee 


Off-Site Parking Options 


Cooperative Labor Agreements and Cooperative 
Materials Purchasing Agreements 
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ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT 
Housing Element Implementation 


(CCR Title 25 §6202 ) 


12131/2011 


Support State and Federal bills that 2006-2014 CLA actiVity· recommended that Council support the following State bills: 1) 
provide funds for affOf'dable housing SB 184, the Costa-Hawkins /lv:J., which would restore the abi~ty of local 
development in the City of Los governments to enact/implement indusionary housing programs by 
Angeles m each legislative session darifying that the California Costa Hawkins Renlal Housing Act does not 


apply to indusionary housing programs and 2) AB 221 which would give 
communiHes more flexibility in ending homelessness throughout California 
by allowing "permanent, supportive housing• to be an eligible use under the 
Emergency Housing and Assistance Program-Capital Development (EHAP-
CD) program. 


Reoommended that Council support the following Federal bills or 
administrawe actions: 1) Fund the National Housing Trust Fund and 2) fund 
the Preservalion, Enhancement. and Transformation of Rental Assistance 
(PETRA) lnibaHve. which would help cover lhe inuemenlal cost of 
converting public hous1ng, Seclion 8 Moderate Rehabilitation, Rent 
Supplement, and Rental Assistance programs to long-term project-based 
Section 8 contracts 


Complete nexus study to estab~sh a Nexus Study - 2009 The Affordable HoUSing Public Benefit Fee Study was completed in 2011 . 
Public Benefit Fee Adopt Ordinance - The study looked at the nexus between new marilel-rate development and 
Adopt amendments to the Zoning 2010 the subsequent inCI'ease in demand for affordable housing in the City of Los 
Code to implement a Public Benefit COlee! Fees - 201 0- Angeles. The report was not publidy released in 2011. 
Fee 2014 
Target $20 million in fees collected to 
support affordable housing 
development and/or infraslruclure 
improvements 
$20 rn~lion for affordable housing 2007-2014 Affordable housing remams one of give public benefits that can be funded 
development through the Downtown TFAR Public Benefit Fee program. There has been 


no action on dedicating a portion of the Fee to the Affordable Housing Trust 
Fund in 2011. 


Reduce the cost of housing production Draft State Building Continued collecting funds for the Venice pariling Impact trust fund. The 
by reduCing the cost of parking In 10 Code amendments for funds witi be used for improvements identified in the Westside Parking 
neighborhoods robotic parilmg Study, which is an element of the Westside Mobility Study currently being 


structures- 2010 prepared. 
Amend State Buldllng 
Code for rebotic 
pariling structures -
2012 
Robol.ic parking 101' 10 
projects - 2010-2014 


Demonstration cooperative agreement 2009-2014 CRMA activity in 2011 was unable to be ascertained due to the slatewide 
for labor and/or materials among dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies. 
several residential developers 







City of Los Angeles 
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Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 
-----


1/112011 - 12/3112011 
Land Ownership Alternatives Demonstration project wilh one or 2010-2014 CRAILA activity in 2011 was unable to be ascertained due to the statewide 


more developer.> employing alternative dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies. 
land ownership structtxes 


Case Management and Case Processing Assistance Assist 50 projects per year ldenlif'y roles, program CRA/LA activity in 2011 was unable to be ascertained due to the statewide 
structure, fees; train dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies. 
staff - 2007-2009 
Individual developer 
consultations - 2006-
2014 


Employer-Assisted Housing Create 50 moderate and 50 above 2008-2014 No activity in 2010. 
moderate housing units as 
demonstration project Wllh one 
employer 


Systematic Code Enforcement Program (SCEP) Inspect 1,629,553 uruts 2006-2014 In 2011. 176,755 un~ts were inspected under SCEP. 


Single Family Rehabilitation 3,052 extremely low income units 2006-2014 Minor home repairs or installatton of safety & seamty deVJces in 2011 
2,050 very low income units Extremely low-income - 1, 185 
1.178 low tncome units Very low-tncome- 215 


Low-income- 472 
Residential Rehabi~tallon 189 very low income units 2006-2014 LAHD residential rehabi~talion programs were discontinued due to funding 


290 low income units reductions in 2008. 


CRA/LA activity in 2011 was unable to be ascertained due Lo the statewide 
dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies. 


Utility Maintenance Program Prevent the vacation of 2.050 master- 2006-2014 During Calendar Year 2011 . 154 uliWty shutoffs were prevt!!nted. The actual 
metered apartment buildtngs number of cases is stgn~ficantly lower than expected due to a lower number 


of uti~ty shut-off prevention (water and gas) cases referred by the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power to the Department. Further, a 
separate escrow account for UMP is not to be opened if lhere is an active 
Rent Escrow Account Program (REAP} escrow account at the same 
property at the Ume of referral. Provision of REAP services includes UMP-
type utility shut-off prevention payments from the escrow account. 







Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles 


Reporting Period 1/112011 -


Residen~al Rehabilitation of Obsolete Public Housing 


Residential Hotel and Single Room Occupancy (SRO) 
Hotel Preservation 


Regulation of Conversion and Demolition of Residential 
Hotels 


Section 8 Moderate RehabilitaUon Single Room 
Occupancy 


Mobile Home Parll PreservaUon 


Preservation of Affordable Housing 


Preservation of the Rental Housing Stock -
Condominium Conversions 


ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT 
Housing Element Implementation 


(CCR Title 25 §6202 ) 


12/3112011 


Complete revilal~alion of Harbor V!f!!W 2006-2014 In 2011 HACLA made Significant progress in obtaining entitlements ror lhe 
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 moderate-income, 
25 low-income, and 
103 very low-income units 
in the Harbor VIew Development 


280 extremely tow income, 
280 very low Income. and 
140 low mcome 1-for-1 replacement 
Public Housing units. 
700 workforce housmg umts and 
market rate homeownersh1p, 
700 market rate rental un1ts 
in lh .. Jordan nnwnq " 
Acquisi~on and rehabilitation of SRO 2008-2014 CRAILA actiVIty in 2011 was unable to be ascertained due to the statewide 
hotels dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies. 


Preserve 15,000 residential units in 2008-2014 In 2011, the Rent DiVIsion has processed 2 exempbon applications. 
315 hotels or convert to affordable approving exemptions for 2 hotels. RHO Exemption Review process is 
units complete. 


Maintain Section B rental ass1stance 2006-2014 HAC LA has a total of 1,1 07 allocated units. 
for exisUng 1.300 participating SRO 
units 


Assist 100 mobile park tenants Council motion to No activity 1n 2011. 
250 market-rate mobile home park amend relocation 
pads in residenliat areas preserved aSSIStance ordinance -


2008 
Adopt reVIsed 
ordinance - 2009 


Preserve affordab1~ty 1n 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 the Affordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTF) 2011 Round 2 


Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA). Through the competitive process. 
the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) funded one at-nsk 
preservation deal - L.A. Pro II. The L.A. Pro II is a Department of Housing 
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and Urban Development (HUD) at-risk, scattered site property consisUng of 
a total of 123 units in South Los Angeles. The project involves the 
demolishing of one Site and replacing that site with nf!!W oonstructJon. 
Additionaly, the other three sites Will be rehabilitated, thus preserving the 
HUD Project-based section B through a long-term contract and new rental 
use agreement of 55 years. 


Propose Zoning Code amendment 2009 Program continued to be on hold, pending budget and staff resources. 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


Condominium Conversions 


City of Los Angeles 


1/1/2011 -


Demolitions - PreservatiOn of Community Character 


Preservation of Rent-Stabilized Housing Units 


RSO Enforcement 


Preservation through Transfer of Ownership 


Mortgage Revenue Bond Financing for RehabilitatiOn of 
At-R1sk Rental Housing 


Affordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTF) - At-Risk Rental 
Housing Rehabil itation 


Public Housing Annual Inspections 


Lead-Safe Housmg: Privately-owned Housing Umts 


Lead-Safe Housing: HACLA Housing Units 


ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT 
Housing Element Implementation 


(CCR Title 25 §6202 ) 


12131/2011 


Complete Study Complete study - 2009 Program continued to be on hold, pending budget and staff resources. 
Draft ordinance Ordinance to C1ty 


Planning Commission -
2010 
Ordinance to C1ty 
Council- 2010 


Compelte Study Complete study - 2009 Program continued to be on hold. pending budget and staff resources. 
Draft ordinance Ordinance to City 


Planning Commission -
2010 
Ordinance to City 
Counal - 201 0 


Preserve 633.000 RSO units 2006-2014 In 2011, 262 rent adjustment applications were processed and over S 14 
m~lion in property impl'ovements were approved. 


Refer 60 cases to lhe city Attorney 2006-2014 In 2011, 4,808 cases were investigated and 38 cases were sent to the C1ty 
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annually Attorney's Office (CAO). The remainders were resolved in-house. Goal is to 
reduce the number of cases referred to the City Attorney by resolving 
complaint issues in-house. Outreach on tenant & landlord rights has been 
expanded. 


The CAO reports that 3 of the cases lhey received were filed and 41 City 
Attorney Office hearings (CAOH) conducted in 201 1. Duong the same 
period, the Ci ty Attorney closed 26 cases due to voluntary compliance pre 
and post-CAOH. 


Rehabilitate 20 substandard housing 2006-2014 CRAILA activity 1n 2011 was unable to be ascertained due to the statewide 
units per year dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies. 


RehabiNtale 524 low-income units 2006-2014 No Bond~ly (Rehab of At-Risk) units were developed in 2011. The bond 
annually market was beginning lo recuperate from poor year's market 1nstabihty. 


Rehabiltate 113 low-income units 2006-2014 In 2011, one preservation project was awarded runding through the AHTF. 
annually The LA Pro II development included the preservation or 80 at-risk, 


affordable units. 


All public housing umts inpsected 2006-2014 HACLA WIM continue to conduct annual1nspeclions of all units under the 
annually PubliC Housing and Section 8 programs. 
All Section 8 units inspected annually 
Complete lead abatement in 90 2006-2011 Completed lead abatement In housing units. 
extremely low income unlls Extremely low-income - 59 
Complete lead abatement in 135 very Very low-income - 46 
law income units Low-income - 30 
Complete lead abatement in 225 low 
income units 
Abate lead-based paint hazards m 35 2008-2014 HACLA abated or stabi lized lead-based pamts in 6 units in 2011 due to fi re 
units annually damage. 
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Reporting Period 
- - -------- ---- ---


1/112011 - 1213112011 


At-Risk Affotdable Houslng Tenant Outreach and Involve up to 8,000 residents of 2006-2014 The LAHD conducted outreach and education to a total of 2. 796 families 
Education identified at-risk units in preservation living in 47 propertieS. These efforts resulted in renewals of rental 


efforts subsidies. and physical cond1~on inspections of at-risk buildings. as well as 
compelling the owners to make necessary repairs. smoothing the 
conversions from Project-based to Tenant-based subsidies and preventing 
any Illegal ev1ct1ons or rent increases or large foredosed multifamily 
properties. 


Preserve Affordab~ity Covenants of At-Risk Umts Monitor all 15, 850 umts With expiring 2006-2014 The LAHD contmued to use third-year MacArthlK Foundation grant funds to 
covenants enhance its Affordable Housing Preservation Program (AHPP). A ciijcaJ 
Extend and preserve affordability of up component of monitoring activity is the quality or data and the development 
to 2.000 at-risk units and deployment or tools that capture, archive and process data. The AHPP 


has been wor1dng With LAHD Systems staff to develop and test an online. 
dynamic data module of the in-house Housing Information Management 
System (HIMS). In CY2011. AHPP and Systems staff developed the 
busmess requirements for the module. laid the groundwork for tes~ng and 
deployment in 2012. 


Mortgage Revenue Bond Financing - Rehabilitation of Rehabilitate 540 very low-income units 2006-2014 No Bond-only (Rehab) units for 2011. The bond market was beginning to 
Affordable 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 ijmeJy repair or 
rate apartment buildings due to life- hazardous Code violations for 457 cases. 
safety Housing Code and the 
California Health and Safety Code 
violations 


Nuisance Abatement in Vacant Residenijal Buildings Respond to 3,500 nuisance 2006-2014 LADBS opened 16,528 customer service requests (CSRs) in 2011 and 
complaints" and "resolve 2.500 successfuUy resolved 16,541 cases. 102 cases were turned into the Office 
nuisance 1ssues. of the City Attorney (OCA) for criminal filings. 


Please note that this informatiOn has 
been changed since 2010. due Loa 
technical error. 


CityWide Nuisance Abatement Program 1,200 chronic pro~em properties and 2006-2014 OCA activity: 
nuisance issues resolved annually In 2011, CNAP opened cases on 638 properties. Of these, 506 cases were 


Med1ca1 Marijuana Dispensaries. During the same period. the City Attorney 
dosed 784 cases (many from prior reporting years.) 


During the same year. TOUGH reviewed approximately 393 properties. Of 
these, 141awsultS were filed. 15 case conferences conducted and 12 
eVicbons 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 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


C1ty of los Angeles 


1/1/2011 • 


HouSing Enforcement (lnter·Agency Slum Housing Task 
Force) 


New Ownership of Substandard Housing 


American Dream Program 


Expediled Residential Recovery 


Emergency Allocation of Residential Reconstruction 
Funds 
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500 properties subjected to Task 2006-2014 OCA activity: 
Force revieW and/or prosecution In 2011, the City Attorney's Housing Enforcement Section received and 
annua•y reviewed 531 cases submitted by the participating Task Force agencies. •1n 


addition, lhe City Attorney personnel conducted 99 Pr8"FIIing Case 
Management Conferences (PFCMC) with property owners. 


Dunng the same period, Housing Enforcement filed 162 cases, charging 
over 1,055 code violations. A total of 233 cases were returned to agencies 
for supplemental investigation and 67 cases were returned due to pr8"fillng 
compliance. <rhis effor1 resulted wilh 1,256 rental units brought into 
compliance often via post-conviction court hearings. 


Adopt a receivership program 2000.2014 CRAILA actiVIty in 2011 was unable to be ascertained due to the statewide 
Place 25 properties into receivership dlssoluUon of Redevelopment Agencies. 
annuaUy 


Place 25 properties into American 2006-2014 CRAII.A actiVity 1n 2011 was unable to be ascertained due lo the statewide 
Dream Program annually dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies. 


In the event of a natural disaster, issue 200S.2014 There were no natural disasters in 2011, therefore there was no activity in 
entitlement approvals Within 4 weeks 2011. 
of application for reconstruction 


In the event of a natural disaster. issue 200S.2014 LAHD was awarded $3.5 Million by the State of California, Department of 
loans and grants Within 4 weeks of Housing and Community Development (HCD), Disaster Recovery Initiative 
application for reconstruction funds (DRI) grant funds for disaster victims of !he 2008 Sayre Wildfire In Sylmar. 


The program will offer eligible homebuyers purchase assistance in the fonn 
of a deferred loan for downpayment dosing c:osls and acquisition financing 
to purchase a ITIClbjle. manufactured or single-family home. 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


City of los Angeles 


11112011 -


Resources for Preservation of Affordable Housing 


Advocate for Affordability Preservation Funds 


Tenant and Tenant-Approved Nonprofit Buyouts of At-
Rtsk Buildings 
page 6-34 
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Preserve affordabihty tn up to 15,850 2006-2014 HACLA accepted the invitation to administer 91 Enhanced Vouchers in 
expiring units 2011. 
Expand resources for program 
admimstraHon LAHD con~nued to use third-year MacArthur Foundation grant funds to 
Expand resources lor the preservation enhance its Affordable Housing Preservation Program (AHPP) to better 
of affordable housing coordinate its efforts with other City departments and target its resources to 


preserving affordable rental housing by channeling resources to continue tis 
outreach, technical assistance and training initiative. A Project Assistant 
and a Student Professional Worller were dedicated to support the day-to-
day operation of the AHPP. The LAHD was successful in obtalntng a no-
cost extension of the grant term through the end of CY 2012. 


The L.AHD held its first Ctty of los Angeles Affordable Housing Preservation 
Summil The Summtt was attended by more than 130 parttcipants. 
representing owners and management companies of at-fisk expiring 
affordable housing, policy makers, tenant advocates. preservation 
purchasers, houstng developers, and federal and local housing officials. 
The Summit offered in-depth presentations and discussions to imtiate an 
intimate, practical discussion on the preservation of affordable housing in 
the City. 


Support State and Federal Bills that 2008-2014 The los Angeles Housing Department (l.AHD) tracked and supported 
provide funds ror preserving affordable federal and stale legislation that will increase resources and regulatory 
housing in each legislative session modtfications for the preservation of Federally-assisted affordable housing at 


risk of conversion to marllet-rate. The LAHD tracked and supported the 
following legtslation/1aws: 


• Transportation, Housing, and Urban Development {T-HUD) FY11 and 
FY12 Appropriations 
• National Housing Trust Fund (NHTF) 
• Rental Assistance 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. 


Create an effective strategy to asstsl Complete study - 2009 Study initialed in 2008. resuiUng 111 the City Coundt tnstrucling lhe City 
in tenant and tenant-approved Develop ordinance - Attorney's Office and Department of City Planning to further revtew 
nonpro~t buyouts of affordable 2010 programs such as the District of Columbia's Tenant Opportunity to 
housing projects where at-nsk units Purchase Act (TOPA) and provide legal analysls (including a review of the 
would rematn affordable under tenant Ellis Act} relabve the development of a similar law/program in Los Angeles. 
or nonprofit control 
ldenbfy the possible funding sources. 
including a recommended set aside of 
funding resources appropriate per year 







Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles 


Reporting Period 1/112011 -
Los Angeles Inter-Agency Preservation Wor1!.ing Group 


New Generation Fund - Preservation of At-Risk Housing 


Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO) 


Housing Choice Voucher Program 


Section 8 Vouchers for Disabled and Elderly 
Households 


Real Estate Owned (REO) AcqUISition 


Neighborhood Stabilization Program-Foredosed 
PropertJes 


Mortgage Revenue Bond Flllilncing - Affordable Units 
in MarXet Rate Housing 
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Citywide and subregional efforts to 2008-2014 The Los Angeles ~ng Department (LAHD) partiapated in convening 
create strategees for preseMng at-nsk five meetings of the Los Angeles Preservation WorXing Group (LAPWG). 
housing The LAPWG is comprised of LAHD. Housing Authority of lhe C1ty of Los 
Regular reports on strategies Identified Angeles (HACLA). Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 


staff, affordable housing developers, advocates. and legal services 
organizations. The five meetings served to strategize around preservation 
of the City's affordable housing stock by sharing informatiOn, tracking 
expiring mventory. and developing creative preservation strategies and 
transactions. The LAPWG was instrvmental in the planning of lhe LAHD's 
First Annual City of Los Angeles Affordable Housing Preservation Summ1t 1n 
2011. 


Support preservation of 640 low- 2008-2014 No predevelopment or acquisition loans were executed fur at-risk projects in 
income units 2011. 


Maintain registration of 633.000 umts 2006-2014 In 2011, 349 Landlord Declarations of Intent to Evict were processed and 
aMually. Protect tenants from 328 tenant evictions were provided approximately $3.2 m~lion in relocation 
UIVeasonable rent increases while assistance through the LAHD contractor. 
providing landlords With a JUSt and 
reasonable return 


Maintain 37.000 Section 8 vouchers 2006-2014 HACLA has a total of 41,228 vouchers for very low-income households. 
for very low-income households This mcludes HUD-VASH for homeless veterans. ofwhictl200 new 


vouchers were awarded to HACLA in 2011. 


Continue to proVIde 518 vouchers 2006-2014 HACLA has a total of 375 units allocated speciHcally for the disabled. 


50 REO properties purchased by low- 2006-2014 This program was combined with the NSP • Foreclosed Properties program 
income households described below. 
50 REO properties purchased by 
moderate-income households 
1,000 moderate income units (120o/o of 2009-2014 Acquired and committed to develop: 530 units 
AMI) or below acquired, rehabilitated, Rehabbed: 74 units 
and resold/rented 
25 percent of all funding for very low 
income units (50% of AMI) and below 
Rehabilitate 90 units for very low- 2006-2014 No Mortgage Revenue Bonds were issued fur MarXet Rate ~ng units 1n 
income households 2011. The bond marXet was beginning to recuperate from prior years 


marXet instability. 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


City of Los Angeles 


1/112011 -


Histone Pleservation 


Incentives for Affordable Housing in H1storic 
Preservation Overlay Zones 


Mills Act Implementation 


Rent Stabikzation Training Program 


Property Management Training Program 


Coastal Zone Monitonng 
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25 units per year in histone structures 2006-2014 Pre-development: Rehabi~tation of the historic Dunbar Hotel, including 
lor moderate income households CRMA and LAHD properties, totaling 83 units. 
Accessible unit{s) in every project 


Under construction: Construction continuing for rehabilitation of the historic 
Boyle Hotel in the Easlside/Adelante Redevelopment Project Area, 
including reconfiguraUon of 32 hotel rooms into 31 affordable units end new 
construction of an add11ion of 20 affordable units on an adjacent parcel. 


Rehabilitation of the 28th Street YMCA (designed by Paul \MINams) into 
affordable housmg began 1n 2011. The project provides 48 units of studio-
style affordable housing. 


Rehabilitation of 10 homes occupied Establish On hold pending budget and staff resources. 
by low-income households in HPOZs interdepartmental 
annually wori<ing group to 


identify potential 
incentives - 2010 
Report to Council on 
incentives - 2011 
Incentives established 
and posted- 2012 


25 homes annually 2006-2014 A total of 38 M~ls Act contracts were processed in 2011. Two were multi-
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 commerdal office building in downtown. 


Complete development of training Report to Council - In 2011 , LAHD coordinated and provided 24 Property Management 
materials 2009 Training Program (PMTP) sessions annually for approximately 720 
Distribute 111fomlabon Adopt new measure - landlords and managers who failed to comply with the Department's Orders 


2010 to repair health and safety Code violations. 


Training completed for 3.413 2006-2014 During 2011. LAHD referred 1,575 property owners who failed to comply 
management entities with the Department's orders to repair Health and Safety Code violations to 


attend the Property Management Training Program to receive instruction 
pertaining to property management and maintenance, as well as related 
rental topics. 


Annual reports on the status of the 2006-2014 5 new covenants for affordable unils in the Coastal Zone were executed 111 
affordable housing stock m the Coastal 201 1, resulting m 8 new affordable umts. 
Zone 
Monitor and enforce compliance with 
affordabmty covenants 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


City of Los Angeles 


1/1/2011 -


Affordable Housing Monitoring 


Citywide Hous1ng Production System 


RSO Monitoring 


Inventory Update 


Mondor Housing Production Goals 


Annual Report on the City's Housing Stock 
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Annual reports on the status of lhe 2006-2014 lnoorporation of affordabihty covenant information into ZIMAS on-hold 
affordable housmg inventory pending budget and staff reSOUI'ces. 
Monilor and enforce compliance with 
affordability covenants HACLA continues to participate in providing information on the affordable 


housing inventory. 


CRMA prepared annual reports to State HCD. 


LAHD monitored over 23,000 restricted units. 


Create new mter-departmental system 2008-2014 The program objectives were met in calendar year 2010. The system 
Generate reports con~nues to collect data and generate reports. 


Annual report on the status of RSO 2006-2014 Registration of approximately 638,000 RSO units is required annually. RSO 
properties Oetermnations Unit revieWs exemptions & records findings. Demolitions of 


RSO units are tracked through required filings of Landlord Declarations of 
Intent to Evict for Demolition and Permanent Removal from the Rental 
Housing Market. In 2011. 45 removal epplicaOons were processed. 


Annual report on development of sites 2006-2014 An annual report on the development of sites in the Site Inventory was not 
included in the Inventory of Sites published due to budget constraints. 


PeriodiC report on the City's housing 2006-2014 OCP efforts to better monitor housmg producijon goals are on hold pending 
production and preservation goals and budget and staff resources. 
accomplishments 


HACLA participated in meetings and provided information for the CHPS 
(Citywide Housmg Produclion System). 


LAHSA on a yearly basis updates the Housing and Services Inventory that 
gets submitted to HUD. This report is vetted with the 1 0 Homeless 
Coalitions and Planning Bodies throughout the County of Los Angeles. as 
well as with L.AHSA Programs and HMIS staff. For 2011, the HMIS bed 
coverage rate approached 60%, and LAHSA HMIS is on track to reach 85% 
overal bed coverage by June 2013. 


CRNLA actiVIty 1n 2011 was unable to be ascertamed due to lhe statewtde 
tioiO.c."\llllinn of" 


Quarterly and annual reports on 2006-2014 Quarterly and annual reports for 2011 not posted due to budgetary and 
residential building aciJvity resource constraints. 
Periodic report on changes in the 
rental housing stock 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


City of los Angeles 


1/112011 -


Monitor the Affordable Housing Incentives Program 


Advocacy for State and Federal Data Production 


Collaboration on Data Production and Collecllon 


Census 2010 


Housing Needs Assessment by Community Plan Area 


Database for Evaluating HouSing Needs 
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Periodic report on affordable housing Create multi- LAHD developed a HIMS Module to track comphance of land use 
units produced as a result of land use department systems covenants. A monthly report was created to record the number of 
incentives working group - 2009 applications received and covenants recorded as well as the status of each 


Draft of new tracking application received. Lastly, a year-end report was developed to reHect lhe 
system - 201 0 total covenants recorded by affordability. the number of affordable units. 
Final tracking system type of covenant and the purpose of the covenant. 
developed, pilot 
tracking - 2011 44 density bonus covenants. represenbng 146 affordable umts were 
Track affordable recorded in 2011. 
housing; post results 
louartelfv- 2011-2014 


Support State and Federal bills that 2006-2014 No activity by CLA. 
provide for the production and 
cof1ection of data that supports the 
City's planning needs 


Additional data from Federal, State, 2006-2014 LAHSA: As of the 2011 Homeless Count. the City of LA was found to have 
regional and County agencies 23,539 homeless individuals and family members, and youth. Crucial to the 
Homeless Count with City of los cause of data cof1ecllon is the number of municipalities that "opt-m" to 
Angeles data conduct their counts and achieve a higher coverage rate of census lracts. 


The 2011 Count included 35 opt-in areas, and LAHSA is well on track to 
double that number for the 2013 Homeless Count. 


Census forms and methodologies that 2006-2010 No activity in 2011, as the 2010 Census was completed. 
better reHect the City's needs 


Adopt revisions of Community Plans 2006-2014 Six Commumty Plans were in development, including consideration of 
that Include the designation of housing opportunities at planned or potential station areas. 
appropriate locations and densities of 
housing 
Adopt implementation measures to 
assure that such Sites are designated 
and zoned appropriately 
Develop different scenarios for each 
community to reach fair share goals 1n 
the Community Plans where updates 
will not be completed by 2014 and 
conduct public partiCipation process to 
discuss and select the preferred 
scenano 
Database of current soooeconomic 2006-2014 DCP maintained database and produced reports on specialized issues upon 
and demographic data requesl 
Periodic reports of socioeconomic and 
demographic data 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


C1ty of Los Angeles 


1/1/2011 -
Adjust Product1011 and PreseNalion Goals on a Periodic 
Basis 


Density Bonus 


Downtown Affordable Housing Bonus 


Affordable Housing in the Coastal Zone (Metlo Act 
I mplementa~on) 
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Periodic adjustment of housing 2006-2014 Revisions to the 201 1 AHTF NOFA included an increase in the subsidy 
produdion and preservation goals and boost for projects with New Generation Fund or Support1ve Housing Loan 
program priofities Fund awards. Also. a cap was imposed on the number of commitments that 


can be awarded to any one applicant. in addition to a limit on the number of 
awards to proJectS servmg seniors. Another reVIsion to the adopted NOFA 
included the assessment cntena for evaluating the I rue and immediate risk 
of preservation/at-risk prOJectS. 


Adopt amendments to the Zoning 2006-2014 In 2011, a total of 17 "market-based" Density Bonus received affordable 
Code to renect current Slate density housing covenants, to produce 75 affordable units (29 Vl, 31 L, and 15 
bonus law Mod) and 478 total units. A total of 11 subsidized projects received a 
Adopt amendments to the Affordable density bonus, resul~ng m 709 affordable umts (211 VL, 416 L) and 817 
Housing Incentives Program total units. 
Guidelines to faalitate Implementation 
of the most recent density bonus 
requirements 
45 very low mcome units annually 
129 low income units annually 
11 a moderate income units annually 


Adopt amendments to the Zoning Adopt ordinance - In 2011, one subsidized rental project downtown received a density bonus 
Code lo implement incentives in 2007 through the Greater Downtown Housing Incentives Ordinance, creating 1 07 
Downtown Post on web site and affordable units (57 VL, 50 L) in a 108 urnl devetopmenl 
40 moderate. disseminate to 
30iow, and developers - 2008- DCP continued to provide one-on-one consultations with residential 
30 very low income affordable units 2014 developers interested in the incentive program. 
annually Individual developer 


consultations - 2008-
2014 


Adopt amendments to the Zoning 2006-2014 No amendments to the Zoning Code or the Affordable Housing Incentives 
Code to Implement inclus1onary and Program Guidelines in 2010. 
replacement housing requirements in 
the Coastal Zone 
Adopt amendments to the Affordable 
Housing lncenllves Program 
Guidelines to faci~tate implementation 
of affordable housing requirements in 
the Coastal Zone 
45 very low income units 
30 low income units 
50 moderate moome units 







Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles 


Reporting Period 1/112011 -


Expedite AffOI'dable Housing PrOJectS 


Commumty Plan Affordable Housing Targets 


Neighborhood Level Affordable Housing Programs 


Redevelopment Project Area Hous1ng Programs 


Redevelopment Project Area 'Nori<force Income 
Housing Programs 
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Adopt amendments to the Affordable 2010-2014 LADBS began a new expediting process called Parallel Design Permlting 
Housing Incentives Program Process (PDPP) In 2010. It allows for project design and permitting process 
GUidelines to facilitate implementation (induing zoning pre-check) to run ooncurrently, thereby saving significant 
of expedited processes for affordable Ume and resources. LADBS allows all affordable housing projects to take 
housing development part in the program. 
Priont1ze affordable housing projects 
to expedite processing of permits and DCP adtivity on hold pending budget and staff resources. 
any related entitlements 
Reduce building permit processing 
~me by up to 3 months 
Reduce entitlement processing lime by 
up to 3 months 


Break down the dtywide RHNA 2008-2014 6 Commumty Plans in development (one was put on hold in 2011 ), including 
housmg goals plus other unmet policies and objectives addressing affordable housing needs. 
housing needs (fair share goals) 
among the 35 oommunity plans by 
affordabi~ty level and unlls 


Cnetral City West 670 low-inoome 2006-2014 The neighborhood-level affordable housing programs in Central City West 
units and Warner Center have been discontinued with the 2009 Palmer vs. Los 
Playa Vista 190 moderate-inoome for- Angeles decision, which ruled these "mclusionary"-type programs are in 
sale and 100 low-income rental units in violation of the Slate's Costa-Hawkins legislation. 
Phase 1, and 125 moderate-income 
for-sale and 83 low-mcome rental units In 2011. 74 condos and 4 model homes/offices were built in Playa Vista. 
in Phase2 
Warner Center: 1200-1300 wOI'kforce 
housing units (200 per year for the 
next 6 years) by 2014 


Adopt indusionary affordable housing 2006-2014 Affordable housing requirements have been removed with the disolut1on of 
requirements within each the Redevelopment Agencies by the State. 
redevelopment project area's F 1Ve 
Year Plan in oonformance With the 
Community Redevelopment Law 


Adopt Workforce Income Housing 2008-2014 CRAILA status update unable to be received due to dissolution of 
Program Guidelines Redevelopment Agencies. 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


City of Los Angeles 


1/112011 -


Preservation BarTiers Assessment 


Streamkned Review Process for Redevelopment Project 
Areas 


Improvements to Entitlement Processing 


Development and DeSJQn Standards 
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Identify development standards that 2006-2014 On hold pending budget and staff resources. 
pose compliance diffia.llties for 
presi!IVation projects 
Adopt amendments to the Zonmg 
Code to alleVIate challenges 


Reduce entitlement processing time 2006-2014 CRAJLA status update unable to be received due to dissolution of 
lor residential development by at least Redevelopment Agenaes. 
3months 


Complete lee study of entiUement Issue request lor The Development Services Center was launched in 2011. Applications tor 
processing costs proposal for consul tant all discretionary land use approvals are now accepted at both of the 
Amend the Zoning Code to Implement -2008 Center's offices. Center staff also dear conditions related to applications for 
full cost recovery Fee s tudy completed budding permits. providmg an extra level of serv1ce. DCP staff now sits side-
Reduce entitlement processing time and approved by by-side with their coleagues at lADBS. I.ADINP and BoE. Trallled to •cut 
for res~denhal development by at least Council - 2009 the red tape and roll out the red carpet," DSCM staff are adept at advising 
3 months Ordinance adopted applicants on the intricacies of the City's planning and permitting processes. 
Reduce the number of C1ty with new fees - 2010 thereby improving the entitement process for applicants. 
departments involved in approving and Streamlined 
signing-off for building permit issuance procedures designed In February. the "one project. one planner' model of case processing went 


by interdepartmental into effect. One planner now manages the review and analysis of aH cases 
working group - 2008- comected to a single project, including the environmental assessment (with 
2009 the exception of EIRs). The new model significanUy improves the quality of 
System lor condition project planning and enhances serviCe to the public. 
dearance designed. 
tested. Implemented - In February, a consolidated and centralized Major ProJects Section was also 
2009-2014 esta~1shed with1n DCP. The Major Projects 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 potential to generate the 
most significant effects on the City's infrastructure, local economy and 
environment. 


Reduce need for entitlements lor 2008-2014 Development and design standards are being mcorporated into the 6 new 
residential development projects Community Plans being developed in 2011 . The Plans will facilitate 
Include development and design improved design of new and renovated structures and pu~ic spaces, as 
standards m 16 Community Plans well as provide the specific, neighborhood-level detail, relevant policies. and 


implementation strategies necessary to achve the General Plan objectives. 
The Hollywood Community Plan is set for adoption in 2012. and the other 5 
are aiming for 2013. 







Jurisdiction C1ty of Los Angeles 


Reporting Period 1/112011 -


Zonmg Code Reform 


Amend the Zoning Code to Facilitate Non-Conventional 
Housing 


Update the Los Angeles Building Code 


Complete Community Plan EIRs 


ModificaHons to Small Lot Subdi\'ision Process 


Modifications to Second Ulll! C'Granny Flar) Process 


Streamline Affordable Housing Covenant Process 
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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 zon1ng code is to 
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. 


Adopt amendments to the Zoning 2008-2014 Ordinance in development to aUow by-nght licensed community care 
Code to accommodate innovative facilities for multiple residents citywide. 
mullifamily types 


Adopt the CBC 2006-2008 The new building code was updated in 2011 to Incorporate provisions of the 
2009 International Building Code the 2010 California Building Code. The 
Green Building Code was added to the Code at the end of 2010. 


Minimal enVIronmental review (I.e .. 2008-2014 6 Community Plans and corresponding Program EIRs in developmenl The 
NegaHve Declaration) reqUired for Program EIRs are designed to provide a basis fur preparation of future 
residential development projects environmental documents. Lead agencies fur individual projects may use 


this EIR as the basis of their cumulative impacts analysis and may also use 
the information contained within the EIR in order to 'tier• subsequent 
environmental documentation of projects within the Community Plan Area 
(CPA). 


Identify development standards, code 2006-2014 Outreach 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 compliance difficulties for small modifications in 2012. 
lot subdivisions 
Adopt amendments to the Zoning 
Code to alleVIate challenges 


Identify development slandards and 2008-2014 ZA Memo #120 (201 0) provides guidance on implementing State provisions 
code requirements that pose governing the development of second units on residential lots. Zoning Code 
compliance difficulties to Second Unit amendment is not needed because City is not pursuing additional standards 
Process or provisions at th1s time. 
Adopt amendments to the Zoning 
Code to alleviate challenges 


Reduce Ume needed to prepare 2006-2014 A guide for prepanng affordable housing covenants was produced in 
affordable housing covenants Octover 2011 and put on the Housing Department's website. Guidelines for 
Reduce time needed to obtain the Departmenrs handling of covenants were updated on December 2010. 
dearanca from LAHD for bu~ding 
pennits A Land Use database Is used to track the progress of covenant preparaUon. 
Annual report on covenant production The los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) is part of the "Bu1ld LA" 
and processing bme working group ped by the Department of Building and Safety (DBS) and the 


Department of City Planning (DCP)J, which aims to streamline the pennit 
application processing. 
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------------------Reporting Period 1/1/2011 • 12131/2011 


Inter-Agency and lnter-Jurisdlcbonal Coordinallon Leverage 7.1 (instead of current 4:1) 2006-2014 The levefage ratiO for 2011 AHTF prOJectS was 3.85:1 and 6.22:1 for 
in additional County, regional, State pennanent supportive housing projects. 
and Federal funds to local funds for 
residential development HACLA coordinated lhe Permanent Supportive Housing NOFA with LAHD 


and Los Angeles County in 2011. 


tAHSA. as the Contmuurn of Care lead, submits on an annual basis the 
SuperNOFA application for federal funds. This year the LA CoC's 
Coordinating Council partnered with CoC Housing Authorities m developing 
the Request for Proposal {RFP) to ensure the new project selection process 
was as coordinated and uniform as possible as well as guarantee contmued 
funding for quality permanent supportive housing projects in the coming 
years. 


Crime Prevention through Environmental Design 40 residential projects given techi'IIC81 2008-2014 DCP provided one-on-one developer consultations and referred applicants 
{CPTED) aSSistance and recommendations of proposed developments to LAPD for assistance. 


annualy 
The LAP D's Crime Prevention Unit continues to consult with private 
developers to incorporate CPTED techniques 1nto projects. The CPTED 
techmques are also incorporated into HAC LA public housing sites. 


Neighborhood Watch Technical support and assistance to 2008-2014 Data oot available. 
20 new Netghborhood Watch 
programs annuany 


Safer City I nitiaUve 10% reduction in cnminal ac;tivity on 2007-2014 Operation Healthy Street was launched in 2011 to clean Skid Raw streets 
Skid Row annually and provide a cleaner and safer environment. F1ve miles of street and 
400 homeless persons directed lo sidwalks were cleaned. Personal locker system increased by 500 units for a 
housing and service programs total of 1136 lockers for the homeless. A new bathroom, shower and 
annuaUy luandry faciUty were made available. The City also opened an abandoned 


item 90-day storage program tor items left in Skid Row so the homeless 
could daim them. 


Health-based Buffer Zones for Residential Establish appropriate buffers in 12 2008-2014 On a case-by-case basis, DCP has required Health Risk Assessm&nts 
Neighborhoods Community Plans (HRAs) on projeds La gauge health risks from polluting sites and determine 


Make modiHcations to the Zoning appropriate mitigation. 
Code and project-based mitigation 
measures as necessary 


Reducing Construdion-Related Pollution Revised construction-related pollution 2008-2014 Construction related pollution regulations were enacted as part of the City's 
guidelines adoption of the Green Building Code in December 2010. 
Changes to Zoning Code, Building 
Code and proJect-based mitigation 
measures as necessary 







City of Los Angeles 


ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT 
Housing Element Implementation 


(CCR Title 25 §6202 ) 


Attachment 1 
pags 27 of 43 


Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 
---------- -- -


1/112011 - 12/3112011 


Increase Access to Pa~s. Recreation Areas and Green Increased accessibility to palils and 2008-2014 DCP's Urban DeSIQn StudiO played leadership role In developing "Streets 4 
Spaces open spaces designated in 16 People", a pilot program to create small pa~s. bicyde facilities. or 


Community Plan Updates pedestrian amenities using excess right-of-way. DCP also helped shape 
Council mot1on to initiate creation of "parklets". extending sidewalks for 
public seating. gardens, bike paliling and other amembes 


6 Community Plans 1n development, including consideration of guidelines to 
facilitate aa;;ess to oa~s and open spaces. 


Zoning and Neighborhood Implementation Tools for 1.000 housir~g units in mixed use 2008-2014 6 Commumty Plans in development, 5 of which are likely to include a new 
Mixed Use Development development tool caled a Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO). which was 


ldenbfy targets in all Commumty Plans created in 2010. CPIOs can be used to promote mixed-use riOdes and 
Adopt ordinances if appropnate boulevards, requiring a mtx of uses or ground-Hoor commercial in 


appropriate areas, along with development and design standards. 


One case was filed lor zone changes to Residential Accessory Services 
IIRAS) zone -a proposed 15-unit project. 


Healthy Neighborhoods Adopt Healthy Neighborhood Policy 2009-2014 CRMA status update unable to be received due to dissolution of 
with guidelines lor sustainable Redevelopment Agenaes. 
practices and implement policy 
30 units lor extremely low 1ncome 
(30% AMI} annually 
90 units for very low income (50% 
AMI) annually 
130 units lor above-moderate income 
(up to 200% AMI) annually 


Chlldcare Faalities 5 chlldcare facilities and 375 slots in 2008-2014 DCP tracking of the development of child care facilities on hold pending 
residenlial projects budget and staff resources. 
6 chlldcare facil ities and 450 slots in 
commercial development and/or near CRMA status update unable to be received due to dissolution of 
transit Redevelopment Agencies. 


Million Trees LA - Public Property and Rights-of-Way 300,000 trees planted on public 2006-2014 Since the program launch in September of 2006, Million Trees LA (MTLA) 
property and public rights-of-way has planted over 330,000 trees increasing the overall new tree plant1ng rate 


by as much as 6 lold. Prior to the MTLA program, the City, non-profits and 
new developments was planting approximately 1 0,000 annually (based on 
City's Urban Forestry Division informa~on). 


Walkability Checklist Integrate Walkability Checklist into the 2006-2014 Guided by DCP's Urban Design Studio, the C1tyw1de Planning Commission 
project review process adopted the Walkab11ity Checklist in the summer of 2007 and directed that 1t 


be applied to aU projects seeking discretionary approval, primarily Srte Plan 
Review and Zone Change. 


Urban Design Studio Establish Urban Design Studio as a 2006-2014 Urban Design Studio maintained in 2011 but with reduced staff due to 
division within the DCP budget constraints. Completed projects include the Walkability Checklist. 
Maintain Urban Design SI:\Jdio with an Downtown New Street Standards. Downtown Design Guide. Central City 
annual operating budget Community Plan: Urban Design Chapter. 21st Century C1ty Plan, Urban 
Increase staff to run Urban Des1gn Des1gn Principles, Placemaking Academy. etc, 
Studio 
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Adopt on-site stormwater deSign 2008-2014 Low-Impact Development (LID) Ordinance was adopted by City Council in 
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guidelines 2011 and will begin lobe implmented in May 2012. The LID Ordinance aims 
Integrate oo-site stormwater design to promote and facilitate oo-slte adherence to the Standard Urban 
guidelines into project rev1ew process Stormwater Mitigation Plan m order to capture, treat and infiltrate 


stormwater and urban runoff. as well as promote best management 
practices such as bioswales and permeable pavement. 


Adopt stormwater deSIQn guidelines for 2008-2014 Stormwater design gUidelines and Green Street Standard Plans adopted m 
public rights~r-way 2010. Their aim IS to provide construction deta~s for green street elements. 
Integrate stormwater design guidelines The GUidelines are being integrated into project review regarding best 
into project review process regarding slormwater anagement practices. 
needed off-s1te improvements 


Integrate Landscape Ordinance 1nto 2008-2014 Landscape Ordinance oonhnued to be part of project review throughout 
prOJect review process 2011. DCP prepared a TechlliC81 BuUelin for DCP staff regarding 


Implementation of the Ordinance. 


Adopt revised traffic impact study 2006-2014 In 2011, the City updaled the Traffic Study Guidelines. The new gu1de~nes 
policies oontinue to allow projects near transit Lo reduce their overall assumed 
Reduce traffic mitigation requirements vehicle trip generation. This helps some projects reduce their overall traffic 
for housing near transit impacts. Also, the new guide~nes listed possible mitigation measures aimed 


at further reducing vehicle trips for residential projects that would result m 
significant mpacts. 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


Transit Oriented District Studies 
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Complete 10 transit onented disbict Complete TOD plan DCP released the Draft Plan and EIR for the new Warner Center Regional 
studies for La Core Comprehensive Plan. reinvenllng Warner Center as a Transit-
Incorporate study recommendations CienegaiJefferson Oriented District. Released Draft EIR and held public workshops for the 
into the Community Plans T00 - 2007 Cornfield-Arroyo Seco Specific Plan (CASP). which contains two hght-rail 


Council authorization stops. 
to fund 9 TOO plans • 
2007 lntens1ve planning efforts ror the neighborhoods surrounding transit sta~ons 
Contracts approved for along the Blue and Green lines in South and Southeast Los Angeles 
consultant teams - continued tn 2011 through a grant program funded by CDC/ARRA and the 
2008 LA County Public Health Depl The recommendations Will be incorporated 
Complete 9 TOO into the Community Plans being done for each area. DCP also completed a 
plans. adopt TOO Plan and Market Study for the Exposition Une station areas in South 
ordinances- 2009- and Southeast Los Angeles. The recommendations will be incorporated into 
2010 the Community Plans being done for each area. 


DCP Successfully applied for $3.105 million in grant funds from Metro for 10 
TOO plans along the Exposition and Crenshaw light 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 Transit Communities was completed by 
Reconnecting America for the Mayor's office in 2011. The study identifies 
the qualiUes that ideally would be present in every Sustainable Transit 


. I<::!Tr"\ 


Complete studies of parking 2008·2014 The Modified Parking Requirements (MPR) Ordinance passed the City 
alternatives induding maximum and Planning Commission in 2011. The MPR creates seven optional parking 
shared parking feasibil ity 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 standards, 2) 
recommendations into Community use of a new Parlling Reduction Permit, 3) ofi·SIIe parking with 1500 feel4) 
Plans and the Zoning Code where decreased parking standards, 5) increased parking standards. 6} 
appropnate commercial parking credits, 7) maximum partting limits. 


On May 12, 2011. the Los Angeles City Planning Commission, hosted a 
Workshop on Los Angeles' Parlling History, Context. and Examples. The 
Workshop infOrmed the diSCUSSion of the propsed Modified Parking 
Requirement ordinance. 


Received SCAG grant funds and launched TOD Park1ng Study to analyze 
parking supply and needs near key tranSit stations 


Report on all projects developed and 2008-2014 Congestion Management Program report and certification of compliance 
all demoi1Uons around major transit with the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program was 
stations and transil corridors annually adopted by City Council on November 22. 2011. 
Certify compliance with the Los 
Angeles County Congestion 
Management Program annually 
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Add fee exemption for residential units 2008-201-4 Residential uses continues to be exempted from Traffic Impact fees or 
to Transportation Specific Plans that assessments in the following jobs-heavy Specific Plan areas: Central City 
govern employment centers West, Coastal Transportallon Corridor, Warner Center and the West Los 


Angeles Transportation Improvement and MiUgation. In 2011, wort 
progressed on the update to the Warner Center Specific Plan and the 
Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan. 


1 00 presentations 2008-2014 HRC hosted 3 presentations in 2011, with appoximatety 60 stakeholders 
Develop training cumculum (1 neighbolhood coundl and 2 Com1111.1nlty Task Forces). Two of the 
Quarterly training wortshops presentationslworkshops were in the South LA area. and one was in the 
throughout the City of Los Angeles North Valley. HRC reported a significant reduction in this area due to staff 
1 oo partiapating neighborhood council capacity and additional workload m other areas. 
members and community organizatron 
members annually HAC LA continued to wort With the Jordan Downs Community Advrsory 


Committee and various Watts Stakeholders to provide updates on the 
redevelopment of Jordan Downs. HAC LA also hired SHIELDS for Famrlies, 
Inc. as their on-site human capital team for Jordan Downs. HAC LA 
conUnues to be a collaborative partner Wllh LAUSD and other Watts 
organrzalions for outreach and recruitment HAC LA also hired SHIELDS for 
Families, Inc. as the on-site human capital team for Jordan Downs. HACLA 
continues to be a collaborative partner with LAUSD and other Watts 
organizations for outreach and recruetrnenl 


DCP contrnues to educate the public about housing, growth, mixed-use and 
mixed-income communities in all of its public outreach. 


CRAILA outreach us unknown due to the dissolution of the Redevelopment 
IAruanri"c 


Identify targeted growth areas and 2008-2014 6 Community Plans in development in 2011. as well as two Specific Plans 
incorporate appropriate land use that encourage growth in areas where it is deemed appropriate (Warner 
deStgnations in 16 Community Plans Center, Cornfield-Arroyo). Growth targets are not being included, but 
Identify targets in all Community Plans capacity for growth is. 


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


Report to City Planning Commission December 2008 No activrty in 2011. 
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Priority Plan Check and Expedited Permttting for Green 
Building Projects 


Enlllfement Case Mangement and Expediting for Green 
Bu~d1ng Projects 


Sustainable Practices: Green Team 


Reduce Impediments to Innovative Design 


Financaallncentives to Conserve Water 
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Reduce plan check and permit 2006-2014 'Mth the implementation of the LA Green Building Code (ie. Cal Green). 
process lime for any LEED-SIIver projects filed on or after January 1. 2011, must satisfy 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 expedited processing. The previous LEED 
Silver threshold has been replaced. as that is essentially the cilywlde 
standard for most significant prOJects. 


Reduce entitlement processing lime 2008-2014 DCP's policy is to provide priority entilement processing green projects that 
for 1 00 LEEO..SHver residential go beyond the new mandatory requirements (essentially LEED Silver) and 
projects meet the new Tier 1 and Tier 2 levels of susta1nability in the LA Green 


Building Code. In 2011, no new projects appeared to qualify for this service. 


Establish Green Team 2008-2014 Green Building Code was adopted in 2010, effective January 1, 2011. to 
Establ4sh and mamtain Standard of implement the CaiGreen Code and to: sunset the Standard of Sustainability; 
Sustainab~ity mod1fy the Standard of Excellence to comport to Ca!Green; establish 
Estab~sh and maintain Standard of LADBS as lead agency; and direct that Green Team meetings be held as 
Excellence needed, as determined 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. 


Improved and streamkned procedlM'es 2008-2014 A dawntCJtm Permanent Supportive Housing project that seeks to employ 
102 pre-fabricated stacked apartment units was permitted in 2011. 


Installation of high efficiency clothes 2006-2014 Program continues with a total of 8,328 residenllal washers rebated per 
washers in 5,000 households per year year from 2011 - 2012 


Adopt changes m procedures as 2009-2014 The LADWP IS following the Low Impact Development (LID) Ordinance, 
needed to allow stormwater reuse which was adopted by City Council in 2011, where 100% of a~ mch slorm 
Facilitate Integration of stormwater event of required area Is captured and managed using LID Best 
capture into stte plan review Management Practices. The priority order of Implementation are Infi ltrate. 


CaptlM'e and Use, High Efficiency Bio-Filtrabon I RetentiOn System BMP, or 
Combination of above. Integration of stormwater capture Into site plan 
review is being done by standard language incorporated into Scope of Woll( 
documents. LADWP Project Managers receive technical assistance for 
stormwater capture implementahon from the Watershed Management 
Group. 


LADWP is also monitoring the development of various state bills pertaming 
to ramwater harvesting, alternate water systems and other water 
conservation measures as wen as the development of the 2013 Cahfomia 
Plumbing Code with Chapters 16 and 17 which addresses both graywater 
and rainwater reuse systems. 
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50,000 low income households obtain 2006-2014 LAOWP reports the following for 2011. 
ITl()(e energy-efficient refrigerators •14,324 Consumer Rebates Paid 
2.000 household retire non-energy •80,190 Refrigerators exchanged stnce program ~r~cepllon: 19,912 
effictent refrigerators annually Exchanged in 2011 


"34,544 Refngerators recycled since program mcepbon: 3, 789 recyded 1n 
2011 


2,900 affordable housing Ufllls with 2006-2014 344 Grants issued in 2011 totaling $1.200,000 to assist affordable housing 
energy efficient systems prjects gain energy efficient systems. 


Qualifying critena was changed •n 2011 - New Construction projects must 
now exceed ntle 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 stories). A minimum of 50% 
(was 10"Ao) afcremen~oned percentages must be related to implementing 
electrical energy efficiency measures. 


10,000 residenHal 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 monthly energy use exceeds 3,000 k'Ml are 
now requ~red to use TOU pricing (encourages energy conservation & can 
help lower a customer's bill). Nearly 1 0,000 residential customers on the 
TOU rate as of end of 2011. 


25,000 households choosing 2006-2014 The LADWP reports a total of 17,045 Green Power Customers at the end 
alternaHve energy sources of 2011. 


700,000 shade trees planted citywide 2006-2014 Since the program launch in September of 2006, M~lion Trees LA (MTLA) 
has planted over 330,000 trees increasing the overall new tree planting rate 
by as much as 6 fold. 


Guidelines developed and updated 2008-2014 Guidel~nes regarding energy efficiency in residenUal buildings were 
Integrate guidelines into all proJect integrated into prOJect reviews through the introduction of the LA Green 
reviews Building Code on January 1, 2011 (the adoption of CALGreen). In an effort 


to expedite the strengthening of water and energy efficiency requirements, 
LADWP established a Codes and Slandards Program to address water and 
energy conservation and suslainability through direct involvement with the 
code setting bodies. 


Gwdehnes oonlinued to be made available on..Jme at 
www. environmentla.org. 
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Guidelines developed and updated 2008-2014 Guidelines conbnued to be made available on-line at 
Integrate guidelines into all PfOject www.environmenda.org. LEED guidelines regarding indoor air quality on 
reviews residential buildings were Integrated into project reviews. 


LADBS implemenls the Improved air quality standards found in the new 
Green Building Code. 


700 loans to households for 1nstaNing 2008-2014 No loans written in 2011. 
solar systems 


Program was re-des~gned in 2011. when demand far exceeded $30m 
budgeted. Increased to $60m but lowered lhe subsidies to stretch the 
program further. 


Develop green building incentives 2006-2014 In 2011, LADWP developed four new green building incenUves for existing 
program for exis~ng buildings buildings. The three residenlial1ncenUves include cool roof, whole house 


fan and whole house retrofit bonus rebates; on the commercial side, 
LADWP added a Retrocommissioning Express rebate. 


Establish incentive Jl(ogram for source 2006-2011 The Citywide Construction and Demolilion (C&D) Waste Recycling 
separation of constuctton and Ordinance became effective January 2011. Requires that all mixed C&D 
demohlton waste waste generated within City limils be taken to City certified C&D waste 
Establish rebate program for processors (BOS is responsible). All haUlers and contractors responsible for 
construction and demolition waste handling C&D waste must obtain a Private Solid Waste Hauler Permit from 
taken to a City-certified waste BOS prior to collecting, hauling and transporting C&D waste and C&D waste 
processor can only be taken to City Certified C&D Processing Facilities. 
Adopt ordinance to require 
construction and demolition waste to 
be taken to a City-certified waste 
processor 


Issue and maintain guidelines 2009-2014 The LADBS and LADWP implements the sustainable budding matenats 
Integrate guidelines into project reVIew requirements of the new Green Building Code (effective January 1, 2011 ). 
process Guidelines regarding sustainable building materials were integrated into 


project reviews. LADBS created a "Mandatory Requirements Checktisr' for 
additions and alleraHons lo residential buildings to assist developers and 
owners in 2011. 


In addibon to fulfilling the (new) mandatory requirements of the City's LA 
Green Building Code. DCP continues to encourage developers to seek the 
voluntary standard of sustainable excellence and take advantage of the 
procedural tncentives (priority processing of diSCI'etionary cases) afforded at 
the LEED Silver. or higher. USG BC certifica!Jon rating. 


Guideljnes continued to be made available on-line at 
lwww. Lora_ 
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Recycling Collection in Residential Development Provide on-site recycling b1ns and 2006-2014 The City of Los Angeles collects a variety of recyclables from over 750,000 
weekly pick-up for al residenUal households every week. 
developments 


AB341 requ1res mandatory commercial recycling in Califurnia begmning July 
1, 2012. Multi-family dwellings of 5 units or more will be required to recycle. 


lnformabon and Referral and Technical Assistance Develop and rr~alntain an outreach 2009-2014 The LADWP website {LADWP.com) now includes ~ps pages for 
Regarding Sustamable Practices website conservation. water effiaent landscape systems and calculators for energy 


1,000 residential development consumption. Information is provided for the Solar Incentive Program. Feed-
stakeholders (architects, engineers, In Tariff. and electric veh1cles. 
developers. general contractors. and 
others) trained 1n sustair~able pracbces The LADWP website has been updated to provide information regarding the 
annually Green Building lnitiaUves. Information is proVIded regarding the transition 
Produce Green Bu~ding Report Card from LEED to lhe new state green code {CALGreen) and the LA Green 
annuaUy Building Code. The Cal Green Tips pages are provided for both commercial 


and residential constructions types with detailed information regarding. 
plumbing, mechanical and eledrical code requirements for compliance with 
the building codes, green codes and the Water Efficiency Orrlinance. 
Detailed information is provided fur residential graywaler collection and 
reuse systems new recognized by the code. Website links are provided for 
the green building requirements. graywater, as well as links pertaining to 
other Technical Assistance Programs. 


Sustainable Practices Demonstration Projects One multi-ramily demonstration project 2009-2014 On hold pending budget and staff resources. Dissolution of CRAJLA has 
and five single family demonstration likely ended this program. 
projects annualy 


Neighborhood Stabilization Program 6 residential neighborhoods served by 2008-2014 6 Community Plans in development, which mclude land use and urban 
program design chapters to help protect neighborhood character. Plans also mdude 
Adoption of new Community Plans policies to encourage and incentivize increased support and better services 


(such as healthy rood stores and parks) in underserved areas. 


CDD reports that 489 individuals residing m Pacoima or Panorama C1ty 
were provided workforce services during 2011. An additional 1,270 
individuals received comprehensive social services with increased 1noome 
or educational outcomes. 


Services in Public Housmg 50 residential cl1ents served by 2006-2014 HACLA Resident Services Division continues to provide seamless program 
educational assistance programs seMces to the 14 housing developments. The HACLA Work Source portal 
100 residential clients served by rece1ved 165 new computers and printers ror the Employment Technology 
computer training programs Centers (ETC). 30,000 repeal customers received employment. computer 
100 youth served by rectealior~al. or educational services. HACLA successfully enrolled and placed 499 
educational and cultural programs clients for the South Bay Workforce investment Board (SBV\118) Transitional 
1.600 residential clients served by Subsidized Employment Program (TSE). 
career assistance programs 
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Adopt new street standards 2008-2014 In 2011, through the Community Plan Update process, the City developed 
new street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic ftow 
and other important street fundions including transit routes and stops. 
pedestrian environments. bicycle routes, building design and site access. 
The Community Plan Updates With the mod1fied street standards will 
proceed through the City Council approval process in 2012. 


Adopt policies in Bicycle Plan. 2008-2014 The City's 2010 Btcycle Plan adopted by City Council in March 2011 . In 
Transportation Element and addition to the ?tan, a Five-Year Implementation Strategy and Technical 
Community Plans that promote Handbook were adopted at that time as well. Furthermore. two quarterly 
pedestrian and bicycle transit linkages reports were produced in 2011. 
10 bicycle route segments 
construc:tedfmproved The City's Walkability Checklist. adopted in 2008, continued to be used for 
1 00 pedestrian paths improved encouraging pedestnan~rientation in new discretionary projeds. 


Adopt urban design standards In 16 Develop template For 6 Community Plans are In development, which each include a Land Use 
Community Plans urban design chapter and Urban Design chapter, which will help address spec~fic design concerns 


of Community Plans - for residential development. 
2008 
Incorporate into plans In addition, the City Planning Commission approved the use of Citywide 
and tailor to each Design Guidelines for all projeds requiring a discretionary action. Based on 
community - 2008- community feedback, the Guide~nes are planned to become a mandatory 
2014 part of discretionary review in 2012, not just Informational guidance. 


Establish guidelines and development 2009-2014 On September 30, 2011, the City Council approved DCP's proposed 
standards ordinance to expand bicycle par1<ing requirements throughout the City. The 
40 bicycle facihlles developed in actions will expand bicycle parking requirements to cover multi-family 
residen~al projects annually residential developments With more than three units or more than five guest 


rooms; include commercial,indusbial, and manufacturing uses or less than 
10,000 square feet; Increase the levels of bicycle parking required under the 
curTent code for commercial, insbtutional, 
and industrial projects; define acceptable locations for bicycle par1<ing; 
require that both short-term and long-term bicycle parking be proVIded; 
improve design standards; amend the amount of bicyde par1<ing that may 
be substituted for automobile par1<ing, and provide rules ror the installation 
of bicycle par1<ing within the public right~f-way by private businesses. 


20 developers and property owners 2006-2014 CRAILA outreach is unknown due to lhe dissolution of the Redevelopment 
provided with technical assistance Agencies. 
annua•y 


16 updated Community Plans 2008-2014 6 Community Plans in development, with one draft (Hollywood) presented to 
Implementation tools as appropnate City Planning Comm~ssion in 2011. New Community Plans ror West Adams-


Baldwin Hills-Leimert Park, South LA. Southeast LA. San Pedro. Granada 
Hills and Sylmar are In an advanced phase of development and plan to be 
introduced in 2012. The Plans will indude heightened Implementation 
measures for urban design and land use. 







Jurisdiction Ctty of Los Angeles 


Reporting Period 1/112011 -
Community and Neighborhood Councd Development 
Review 


SurveyLA - The Los Angeles Histone Resources 
Survey 


Anli-MansionizatJon Regulations 


Neighborhood Preservation - Downzoning 


Homeownership Properties Acquisttion Demonstration 
Project 


Horne Ownership on Large Lots in Pacoima 


Reasonable Accommocla~on 


ADA Compliance Officer(s) 


Office of lhe City Attorney Dispute Resolution Program 
[DRP) 
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Duplicate case files provided to CNCs 2006-2014 DCP con~nued bi-weekly posting of cases filed by Neighborhood Council 
for proposed projects and Communtty Plan areas. DCP continued to provide duplicate oopies of 
Notificalions to CNCs for filed cases filed to CNCs. 
appljcatJons bi-weekly 
Case filing acbvity posted on DCP In January, DCP introduced a new "Neighborhood Liason" position. whtch is 
website bi-weekly meant to be lhe point of contact for community and neighborhood groups 
Case activity maps posted on DCP seeking m<l(e information about planning processes or pending plans and 
website quarterly projects. 


January also saw the beginning of DCP's new Public Participation Policy. 
which tncreaed to 60 days the lime the pubWc has to to review preliminary 
reports before the City Planning Commission (CPC) meets. 


Complete citywide survey 2006-2012 In 2011. Phase 1 of the SurveyLA field surveys con~nued. Survey were 
Publish results completed tn 6 communtty plan areas (Central City North, San Pedro, 


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


Adopt an ordinance to regulate new Adopt ordinance for City CounCil adopted the permanent Baseline Mansionization Ordinance in 
single-family home construction in ftat lands • 2008 February 2011. The Ordinance is intended to curb the construction of 
ftatland areas Adopt ordtnance for homes that are excessively large and thus out-of-scale with nearby homes 
Adopt an ordinance to regulate new hiUsides - 2009 in the City's vanous single-family residential zones. 
single-family home constructiOn tn 
hllside areas 


Rezone appropriate areas in 16 2008-2014 6 Community Plans were in different stages of d11velopment. The furthest 
Community Plans along, Hollywood, proposed some targeted downzoning to preserve 


neighborhood character. The proposed downzoning was balanced with 
upzoning in areas with good transit SIOceSS. 


150 affordable units sold to moderate 2008-2014 Status of CRMA projects in 2011 was unable to be obtained due to the 
income families Stale's dissolution of the Redevelopment Agencies. 


1 pilot project in Pacoima 2008-2014 Status of CRMA projects in 2011 was unable lo be obtained due to the 
State's dissolution of the Redevelopment Agencies. 


Train DCP staff on processing 2007-2014 Reasonable Accommodation Checklist, a standard DCP application rorm, 
Reasonable AccommodaUon requests was maintained and used to confirm an appltcant's qualificailon ror 
Produce and disseminate materials reasonable accommodation proVIsions. 
regarding Reasonable AccommodatiOn 
process 
Reasonable accommodation provided 2006-2014 There were 257 sign language interpreter services and 67 Communicabon 
in all appropriate and covered facilities Access Realtime Translation (CARn reasonable accommodation requests 
and programs including residential that were processed and provided. 
shelters 


Refer and resolve 50 housing disputes 2006-2014 OCA activity: In 2011. the Department of Disability (DOD) made 3 referrals 
relatead to persons with disabilities loDRP. 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


City of Los Angeles 


1/112011 -


Citywide Faer Housing Program 


Community Reinvestment 


Responsible Lending Training w1th Financiallnstitullons 


Housing Information Clearinghouse 


Housing Information Services 


Don't Borrow Trouble. Education against Home Equity 
Fraud and Predatory Lending Scams 


Education for Buyers and Homeowners 


Education for Property Owners 


RSO Tenant/Landlord Outreach and Education Program 
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Receive 600 fair housing Inquiries 2006-2014 In 2011. the LAHD through a contract with the Housing Rights Center 
annually (HRC). received 757 fair housing inqu~nes; resolved 488 fair housing 
Resolve 480 fair housing investigations; conducted 151 fair housing training sessions: lra1ned 96 new 
investigations annually fair housing testers: answered 1.245 calls regarding fair housing 1ssues 
Conduct 67 fair hous1ng training through the Fair Housing/Predatory Lending Hotline; and, received 8,081 
seSSions annually hotline calls that included tenant/landlord issues, fair housing concerns. and 
Train 35 new fair housing testers housing/predatory lending calls • .... 
Implement a dernonslration 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 


Implement a dernonslra~on outreach 2008-2014 The City continues to seek ways to incent and compel financial institutions 
and training program to reinvest and conduct bus1ness With the City's residents and businesses. 


Establish a consolidated housing 2006-2014 In 2011 HACLA coordinated informaUon on permanent supportive housing 
information database on the C1ty's with LAHD lor the Citywide Housing Production System (CHPS) database. 
website HACLA continued to use Social Serve for property listings in 2011 as well. 


Identify avenues to distribute and 2008-2014 HAC LA continued to conduct voucher issuance sessions. worked with 
dlssemmate information program partners to disseminate information and used Social Serve for 


property lis~ngs. 


Answer 60 DBT/predatory lending calls 2006-2014 The Housing Rights Center (HRC) answered 76 Don't Borrow Trouble 
annually through the Fair (DBT)/predatory lending calls in 2011 through the Fa1r Housing/Predatory 
Housing/Predatory Lending Hotline Lending HoUine. 


3,000 individuals asSisted annually 2006-2014 4,800 homebuyers attended homebuyer education classes 


Provide education about housing 2006-2014 Status of CRMA proJects in 2011 was unable to be obtained due to the 
management practices and regulations State's dissolubon of the Redevelopment Agenaes. 
and promote knowledge of housing 
rights 


Develop mechanism to assure 2008-2014 In 2011, completed development of comprehensive Landlord Tenant 
disclosure Outreach Plan through $150.000 contracl Outreatf1 activities. videos, web 


upgrades & staff training initiated per plan. Series of educational workshops 
was launched; training provided for approx. 500 participants. HoUine 
assisted 123,000 callers & public counters assisted 64.115 dients with 
housmg inquiries. Approximately 80 printed informational Items are updated 
and distributed citywide (3,302 mailings). Briefings are provided to realtor 
associaUons; however. no legal mechanism to require d isclosure of RSO 
status and this would pose legal liability for the City. 







Jurisdiction City or Los Angeles 


Reporting Period 1/112011 -


Fair Housing Awareness Training Program 
(Neighborhood CounCils) 


Fa1r Housing Research 


Domestic VIOlence Shelter Program 


HOPWA Emergency Sheller and Transitional HoUSing 
Program 


Sheller and Transitional Housing Faahties 


Overnight Shelter ('\Mnter Shelter and Year-Round 
Shelter} 


Resouta!S for Shelters 


Prionty Occupancy for Homeless Pen;ons 
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Establish fair housing educatiOn 2008-2014 On hold pending budget and staff resources. 
programs 
Pursue funding for training initiaUves 


Complete the AI 2006-2014 In 2011. the Los Angeles Hous1ng Department (LAHD) determined the key 
Identify and implement action items tasks to be undertaken, developed the scope of work and ~meline. 


negotiated and executed a contract WJih ICF lntemational to produce a new 
Analysis of Impediments (AI) for the City. 


Provide 2.850 indiViduals with access 2006-2014 COO reports that 1597 individuals were provided access to public services 
to public services annually and 575 shelter and transitional beds were provided 1n 2011. 
Maintain up to 1,006 shelter and 
transitional beds annually for domestic 
violence victims 


20 existing HIVIAIDS emergency 2006-2014 1,186 clients received emergency and transitional housing. 
sheller beds funded aMUally 
152 ex1shng HIV/AIDS transitional 
housing beds funded annually 
30 new HIV/AIDS lransihonal housmg 
beds funded annually 


829 exisllng emergency shelter beds 2006-2014 Emergency Sheller beds: Total 375 Beds- 106 beds (ESG) and 269 beds 
funded annually (CDBG) 
2,880 existing transitional housing Transitional Housing: Total2,575 beds - 582 beds (CDBG). 824 beds (SHP 
beds funded annually LAHSA) and 1,169 (SHP - Directs } 


954 temporary sheller beds year round 2006-2014 Year Round Shelter: Total1 ,037 (General Funds) 
Serve 30 or more families by vouchen; Permanent Housing: Tolal1 ,171 beds- 1.047 beds (SHP- LAHSA) and 
in the Year Round Sheller Program 124 (SHP- Directs) 
1. 768 temporary winter sheller beds Temporary INinter Shelter Beds: Total 870 beds (City General Funds and 
Serve 200 or more families and 15 or ESG} 
roore individuals by vouchen; in the Family Transitions Program. 1,173 Families vouchered from Dec 2011 1o 
IJI/inter Sheller Program June 2012 


Distribute goods to 220 or more 2006-2014 Data not available. 
homeless service agencies and 
housing proViders aMUally 


Adopt citywide pof1cy and amend dty 2007-2014 In 2011 . HACLA targeted permanent supportive housing development to 
codes and regulations to faCilitate chronically homeless individuals. HACLA utilized excess grant fundmg to 
priority housing occupancy for provide 459 new Sheller Plus Care units for the chronically homeless. 
homeless and special needs HACLA implemented a poltcy allowing the tram; fer of hundreds of Shelter 
households Plus Care residents who no longer required the intensive supportive 


serviCes of that program 1nto the voucher program, thereby freeing those 
units to serve new chronically homeless individuals. HACLA continues to 
play a central role in the regional Home For Good plan to end chronic and 
veteran homelessness. 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


City of Los Angeles 


1/112011 -


Community Based Development OrganiZation (CBDO) 


HOPWA Supportive SeMCes for Persons Living with 
HIVAIDS 


Rental Assistance for Homeless Persons 


Rental Assistance for Homeless Persons with 
Disabilities 


HOPWA Rental Assistance for Persons Living with 
HIV/AIDS 


Citywide Rent-to-Prevent-Eviction Program 


New Resources for Rental Assistance 


HOPWA Housing Development lor Persons Living with 
HIV/AIDS 


Permanent Supportive Housing Program 
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Provide educabonallvocational training 2006-2014 Over an 18 month period, HACLA: 
and employment placemenVretenbon Completed EducationaWocational Training lor 3899 persons. 
services to 280 homeless persons Obtained (and retained) employment for 319 persons. 
annually 


LAHSA does not provide educational or vocational training. 
Obtained Employment: 357 persons 
Retamed Employment 92 persons 


ProVIde 13.500 clients with supportive 2006-2014 7.329 clients received supportive services. 
services annuaJy 


Distribute 4,000 Housing Choice 2006-2014 HACLA had a total of 4,011 tenant~sed vouc:hers set aside for the 
Vouchers to homeless households homeless in 2011. 
annually 


Ma1ntain housing of 2,000 homeless 2006-2014 HACLA has 2,957 units of supportive hous1ng allocated for the homeless 
households with disabilities annually wilh disabling conditions. 


63 extremely low income and 21 very 2006-2014 In 2011 HACLA has 165 allocated TRA units and 32 allocated PRBA units 
low Income households recewe TRA to aSSist low-income individuals !ivtng with HIV/AIDS. 
annuaJy 
13 extremely low income and 18 very LAHD reports that 815 clients received housing subsidy assistance through 
low income households receive PBRA the program. 
annually 
305 low income households rece1ve 
STRMU assistance annually 


Assist 110-125 Individuals or families 2006-2014 LAHSA This program was discontinued. 
at risk of homelessness annually 


Increase the funding base for rental 2008-2014 LAHSA is funding homeless activities through its ESG grant. All HPRP 
assistance for homeless households funds fuJy expended. 
and households at high risk of 
homelessness 
Financing cornmibnent to. at minimum, 2006-2014 $2 million in HOPWA funds were committed to housing development. 
one housing development per year 
dedicated to serving persons living 
with HIV/AIDS and their families 


2.224 permanent supportive hoUSing 2008-2014 Five projects with 308 permanent support1ve housing units financed for 
uruts financed for homeless homeless households in 2011 . 
households 


HAC LA continued to allocate 2.224 permanent supportive housing units, of 
which 397 were awarded to 7 new developments In 2011 . 


LAHSA: Under lhe 2011 SuperNOFA application 194 NEW units or 
Permanent Supportive Housing were submitted for funding for homeless 
personws. The LA Continuum of Care was awarded $88 177.272 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


C1ty of Los Angeles 


1/1/2011 • 


New Resources for Housing Serving the Mentally Ill 


Permanent Houslng (for persons with disabilities) 


Los Angeles Supportive Housing Acquisition Fund 


Homeless Housing and Services Coordination 
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Pursue funding towards pennanent 2006-2014 LAHSA IS taking a targeted approach to assessing need and setting 
houslng units for homeless mentaUy ill regional prionlies for CH, Vets. !amities & youth in coordination 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 Jn LA 
county are severely mentally ill-this represents an 11% increase from the 
preVIOUS count LAHSA's approach to targeting services for mentally ill 
d1ents involves emphasizing this subpopulation in new applications for 
LAHSA funding under the SuperNOFA process. funding two safe haven 
programs to provide 50 beds to individuals With severe mental illness, and 
funding the year round program 


The City Will contmue its work With Interested stakeholders, partiCUlarly at 
the County level. to fund affordable housing w1th mtensive, wrap-around 
serVIces. 


Maintain 1.477 permanent supportive 2006-2014 LAHSA: Pennanent Housing (for persons with OisatMht1es) 1.171 
housing un1ts for homeles households 
annually 


Support site acqUisihon and pre- 2006-2014 Four permanent supportive housing projects comprising of 157 units were 
development of up to 1,500 housing funded in 2011. 
units 


Citywide and sub-regional plans to 2006-2014 As the lead for the Los Angeles Continuum of Care, LAHSA. conducts 1 0 
reduce and end homelessness quarterly meel1ngs to discuss efforts on how to combat homelessness 
adopted by the City Council effectively and eflicienUy. Attendees indude C1ty and County 
Regular reports on finanaal representatives to ensure a informalion sharing and coordinated process. 
management Through November 2011, there were over 30 ConUnuum meetings featuring 
Regualr reports on contract between 575 to 625 attendees. induding representabves of homeless 
management and program service providers. city and county representatives, school districts. policy 
Implementation makers. faith based and grass roots organizations, and other homeless 


stakeholders. In addition to the quarterly meetings, LAHSA staff also 
partiapate in monthly meetings of the 8 homeless Coalitions that cover the 
county's Service Planmng Areas. Finally, the LAHSA coordinaUng council 
meets 3 to 5 times yearly to give a COC-wise perspectibe end advise the 
agency on SuperNOFA and other funding policies and priorities. The 
Coordinating Council serves as lhe advisory board to the LAHSA 
commission. Regarding financial and contracts management. on a monthly 
basis, LAHSA proVIdes status reports to the Finance. Contract. and Grant 
Management Committee and the Program and Evalua~on Committee of the 
LAHSA Commission of which 5 board members are representa11ves of the 
City of Los Angeles (1 0 member board). 


The City continues to work wtth lhe United Way and other partners in the 
pursuit of fulfill ing the goals of 1ts Home for Good plan. 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


C1ty of Los Angeles 


1/112011 -


Access New Resouces and Services for the Homeless 


Housing and Services Planning for Persons Living wtth 
HIV/AIDS 


C1ty Homeless Corrdinator 


Temporary Housing F acililies for Disaster Response 


Outreach and Training for Emergency Preparedness 
and Response 


Stting Homeless Housing and Services 


Zoning and Development Standards for Shelters 


Zoning for Health Faahties 
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Periodic reports on state and county 2008-201-4 lAHSA provides quarterly programmatic and qualitative data to the United 
legislative and budgetary lnitatives Way to be lnduded in their Home For Good progress reports. 


The Mayor's office and LAHD continue to participate. 
Regularly updated plan for the use of 2006-2014 2011 Housing Opportunities for Persons living with AI OS (HOPWA) 
HOPWA grant runds Request For Proposals (RFP} included input from focus groups w1th 


providers; held and staffed bimonthly meetings w/ Los Angeles County 
HIVIAIDS Committee (LACHAC); HOPWA technical services provider 
completed assessment of the Hotel/Food Voucher Program and Housing 
Case Manager posibon. and recommendations for changes to programs. 


Penodic reports on homeless housing 2008-201-4 LAHSA's Exect~bve Director served on the Mayor's Housing and 
and service delivery and Homelessoess Cabinet during 2011. 
recommendations for Improvement 


120 Sites avadabla throughout the City 2006-2014 In 2011. the City Council granted the authority to execute a grant agreement 
Within 24 hours of a natural disaster with the CA Department of Housing and Community Development for a 


Disaster Recovery Initiative (DRI) grant of up to $8.5 million for disaster 
victims of the 2008 Sayre Wid fire and for disaster planning efforts and 
related actions. 


4 fairs during Emergency 2006-2014 Information was unable to be obtained. 
Preparedenss Month annually 
2 Neighborhood Preparedenss 
Ambassadors Tra1nmgs annually 
Outreach to neighborhood and 
community groups as requested 


Identify locations for housing with 2008-2014 6 Community Plans in development. indudmg incentJve areas for affordable 
supportive servtces in 16 Commumty housing. 
Plans 
ldenHfy targets in all Community Plans 


Adopt amendment to Zoning Code to 2008-2014 On hold pending budget and staff resources. 
facihlate by-right siting of shelter and 
transibonal housing facilities 


Adopt amendment to Zonmg Code to 2008-2014 Ordinance in development to alow by nght licensed community care 
remove restrictions on locations of facilities for 7 or more residents Citywide. 
publiC health and treatment program 
fac~ities DCP obtamed a grant for $250,000/year for five years, through the 201 1 


CommunityTransformation Grant (County Health}, to cceate first-ever Health 
Chapter of General Plan Framework and related health ordmances 







Jurisdiction 


Reporting Period 


C1ty of Los Angeles 


1/112011 • 


Assistance for Homeless Persons in Accessing Housing 
and Serv~ces 


Computerized Information Center (CIC)nnforma~on and 
Referrals for Persons With Disabilities 


HOPWA Centralized Countywide Housing Information 
Services Clearinghouse 


Attachment 1 
page 42 ot 43 


ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT 
Housing Element Implementation 


(CCR Title 25 §6202) 


12/3112011 


Continue funding 1 CN'ganizalion to 2006-2014 Homeless Individuals reached 2465 (LAHSA ERT) 
reach 300 or more hCN'neless LAHSA has been implementing vanous programs to ensure that outreach 
individuals funding is expanded. In response to the HEARTH Act and ESG guidelines. 
Explore expanding outreach fundmg to LAHSA. in collaboration with the City and County of Los Angeles is building 
oommun•ty·based organizations Within regional systems of care that will provide coordinated assessments for 
the City rece1pt of homeless serv1ces, prevents homelessness by helpmg families 


remain within their communities and retain their current non-shelter housing. 
01' 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 families seek1ng motel vouchers during the 
winter months. The improved coordmation through the pilot FTP project 
resulted 1n more families bemg d1verted away from homelessness and more 
families ex•hng homelessness and being rapidly rehoused in permanent 
housing. 
Bu~ding on the success of lhe FTP. LAHSA, 111 partnership with the City and 
County of Los Angeles, is pooling resources to fund the Family Solutions 
Centers (FSC). which will provide coordinated entry. intake assessment. 
and housing and supportive services interventions to homeless families and 
familieS at·riSk of homelessness across lhe various regions of Los Angeles 
County. In collaboratiOn with mainstream resources and targeted homeless 
resources. this new integrated Countywide system will provide the 
appropriate level of services and housing to each family in need. The 
ultimate goals of this coordinated system Will be to divert families from 
becoming homeless and to end families' homelessness as rapidly as 


Assist 150 or more clients seekmg 2006-2014 The CIC uses a custom software program to prov1de information on and 
homeless services and housing referral to critical services offered throughout the greater los Angeles area. 
resource referrals annually CIC staff provide referrals to over 1000 persons with disabi~lies and 


agencies annually. The database resources include: housing. emergency 
sheHer. accessible transportation. employment training. job placement. and 
recreational opportunities. We were not able to determine the number of 
housing referrals made in 2011. 


Ass1st 2,640 clients seeking HIV/AIDS 2006-2014 54,554 website hils from clients seeking HIV/AIDS housing information 
housing infonnation referrals referrals; 533 live contacts and 12 training meetings occurred. 
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Awareness of Special Needs Houstng (Netghbortlood Establish outreach curnculum 2008-2014 LAHSA's Emergency Response Team (ERn is considered one of the lead 
Councils) Pursue runding for traineng program Outreach Programs in Los Angeles City and County. The ERT provides 


support to los Angeles County and City Departments as well as Elected 
Officials offices. LAHSA continues its networl<ing with other outreach 
worl<ers countywide. In 2011, there was a focus proVIding information and 
tra1n1ng on Los Angeles County Department of Health Services 'Healthy 
Way LA' Program. and partiapation in lhe Umted Way's 'Home for Good' 
Outreach Programs Survey. LAHSA also assistance and supported local 
outreach teams on c::onduc:ling special projects. This year. speaal outreach 
prOjeCts included lhe Hansen Dam/Sunland-Tujunga region, lAC/USC 
Medical Center Emergency Room Outreach. Venice Beach and 
Westchester Outreach, Occupy LA Homeless Partiapant Outreach. 
CEOA.ASD/LAHSA Outreach Protocol Project. and the Skid Row Famihes 
Outreach Project LAHSA's ERT also con~nues to worl< with LA City Dept. 
of Public Worl<s - Bureau of Street Services Investigation and Enforcement 
Division (SSIED) by proVIding outreach and notification services to 
encampment dWellers to ensuring they rece1ve ass1stance with accessing 
,~u.u~ ;omi rPI<IIO!rl -~-"' 


Homeless Needs Outreach Disseminate information about the 2008-2014 LAHSA proVIded information and referral services to 3,159 people. ThiS 
housing needs of special needs indudes d1rect requests for assistance received through the emergency 
populations to 2.000 people seMCes ~ne. by ema~. and by encounters and engageffi@Ols made with 


homeless individuals and fam1hes allocations throughout los Angeles City 
and County. 


Technical Assistance to Homeless Housing Providers Technical assistance provided to 20 2006-2014 Data not available. 
providers annually 


A "Project 50" Pilot Program Targeting the Chronically 50 long-term chronically homeless 2008-2010 Project 50 was completed. and housed 43 of the initial 50 chromcally 
Homeless individuals housed homeless individuals that were identified. 


General Comments: 





